Aaer Official Journal

of the

European Communities

No 226

February 1978

Boglish editon Debates of the European Parliament

1977-1978 Session

Report of Proceedings
from 13 to 17 February 1978

Europe House, Strasbourg

Contents Monday, 13 February 1978 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0L 0o .. 1

Resumption of the session, p. | — Appointment of a Member, p. I — Committees,
p- 1 — Statement by the President, p. 1| — Documents, p. 3 — Texts of Treaties, p.
5 — Authorization of reports, p. 6 — Statement by the President, p. 6 — Order of
business, p. 6 — Urgent procedure, p. 9 — Speaking time p. 9 — Procedure
without report, p. 9 — Tabling of amendments, p. 10 — Action taken on Parlia-
ment’s opinions, p. 10 — Regional effects of steel policy, p. 10 — Second EEC-
Greece Financial Protocol, p. 21 — TEE Zurich-Brussels, p. 25 — Coach and bus
services, p. 29 — Road haulage tax in Austria, p. 29 — Amendment of Rules of
Procedure, p. 30 — Next sitting, p. 40.

Tuesday, 14 February 1978 . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .. .. 4

Minutes, p. 42 — Documents, p. 42 — Petitions, p. 42 — Urgent procedure, p. 42
— Eleventh General Report, p. 43 — Question Time, p. 62 — Votes, p. 69 — Elev-
enth General Report (contd), p. 69 — Procedural motion, p. 85 — Equal pay for
men and women, p. 86 — Preparation of young people for work, p. 98 — Next
sitting, p. 109 — Annex, p. 110.

Wednesday, 15 February 1978 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 1l

Minutes, p. 113 — Documents, p. 113 — Authorization of reports, p. 113 —
Amending budget No 1 for 1978, p. 113 — Procedural motion, p. 120 — Fisheries,
p- 121 — Question Time, p. 138 — Votes, p. 149 — Fisheries (contd), p. 151 —
Date of direct elections, p. 161 — North-South Dialogue, p. 168 — Agenda, p. 175
— Human rights, p. 175 — Energy policy, p. 176 — Single designation for the
Community, p. 184 — Next sitting, p. 184 — Annex, p. 185.

(Continued overleaf)


mwg13
Text Box

mwg13
Text Box


Contents (continued)

NOTE TO READER

Appearing at the same time as the English edition are editions in the five other official
languages of the Communities : Danish, German, French, Italian and Dutch. The English
edition contains the original texts of the interventions in English and an English transla-
tion of those made in other languages. In these cases there are, after the name of the
speaker, the following letters, in brackets, to indicate the language spoken: (DK) for
Danish, (D) for German, (F) for French, (I) for Italian and (NL) for Dutch.

The original texts of these interventions appear in the edition published in the language
spoken.

Thursday, 16 February 1978 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

Minutes, p. 192 — Documents, p. 192 — Resolution pursuant to Rule 47 (5), p.
192 — Amending budget No 1 for 1978, p. 192 — Smail and medium-sized under-
takings, p. 192, — Petitions, p. 216 — Question Time (concluded), p. 216 — Votes,
p. 223 — Fast-breeder option, p. 225 — Cereals and rice sectors, p. 235 — Marking
of prices of foodstuffs, p. 236 — Implications of disregarding the Charmasson judg-
ment, p. 242 — Employment subsidies, p. 247 — Next sitting, p. 259 — Annex, p.
260.

Friday, 17 February 1978, . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . ... .. 266

Minutes, p. 267 — Supplementary budget for 1978, p. 267 — Procedure without
report, p. 267 — STABEX, p. 267 — Agricultural products originating in ACP
States or, OCT, p. 274 — Direct sales of agricultural products, p. 276 — Common
market in fertilizers, p. 279 — Data-processing in the EEC, p. 281 — Negotiations
with Cyprus, p. 283 — Feeding-stuffs, p. 285 — Votes, p. 287 — Next part-session,
p. 289 — Minutes, p. 289 — Adjournment, p. 289.

Resolutions adopted at sittings of 13 to 17 February 1978 appear in the Official
Journal of the European Communities C 63 of 13. 3. 1978.


bfg7
Text Box


Sitting of Monday, 13 February 1978 1
SITTING OF MONDAY, 13 FEBRUARY 1978
Contents
1. Resumption of the session . . . . ... .. 2 Mr Burke, Member of the Commission ; Mr
; 2 Amadei, on bebalf of the Socialist Group;
2. App omtme'nt of a Member . . . ... .. Mr Vandewiele, on bebalf of the Christian-
3. Membership of committees . . . . . . . .. 2 Democratic Group; Mr Bougquerel, on
4. Statement by the President . . . . . . . .. 2 bebalf of the Group of European Progres-
. sive Democrats; Mr Corrie, on bebalf of
S. Documents received . . . . ... ... .. 3 the European Conservative Group; Mr
6. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council 5 Pisoni; Mr Burke . ... ......... 22
7. Authorization of reports . . . . . .. ... 6 17. Oral question with debate : Cancellation of
8. Statement by the President . . . . . . . .. 6 g/;e} /Z:gE Zurich-Brussels rail service (Doc
9. Order of.business : ) Mr Evans, author of the question . . . . . 25
Mr Durieux; Mr Klepsch; Mr Durieux; Mr Burke, Member of the Commission ; Mr
Mr Evans; Lord Bruce of Donington; Mr Schyns, on  bebalf of the Christian-
Corrie; Mr Brosnan; Mr Klepsch; Mr Democratic Group; Mr Pintat, on bebalf
Hughes; Mr Brosnan . ... ... .. 6 of the Liberal and Democratic Group ; Mr
10. Urgent procedure . . . . . . . . . ... .. 9 Yeats, on bebalf of the Group of European
C L Progressive Democrats; Mr Burke . . . . . 26
‘11, Limitation of speaking-time . . . . . . .. 9
: 9 18. Regulations on coach and bus services
12, Po."ocedlfre'wztbout report . . ... ... between Member States — Report, without
13. Time-limit for tabling amendments . . . . 10 debate, by Mr Nyborg on bebalf of the
14. Action taken by the Commission on the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional
opinions of Parliament, Planning and Transport (Doc. 516/77) 29
Mr Burke, Member of the Commission 10 19. Oral question without debate: Road
15. Oral gquestion with debate: Regional haulage tax in Austria (Doc. 524/77):
effects of the Community’s steel policy (Doc. Mr Fuchs, author of the question . . . . . 29
528/77): Mr Burke, Member of the Commission ; Mr
Mr Brosnan, author of the question . . . . 10 Fuchs; Mr Burke . . . ... ....... 30
Mr Burke, Member of the Commission ; Mr
Hoffmann, on bebalf of the Socialist 20. f,mj’?dmmt[ o tj)ee Rulez vofMPro;fdutr‘e of
Group; Mr Bertrand, on bebalf of the artiament — fKeport by Mr Yeats on
! 2 . bebalf of the Committee on the Rules of
Christian-Democratic Group ; Mr Durieux, Procedure and Petitions (Doc. 538/77):
on bebalf of the Liberal and Democratic ' '
Group; Mr Mascagni, on-: bebalf of the Mr Yeats, rapportenr . . . . . . ... .. 30
Communist and Allies Group; Mr Ellis; Mr Dewulf, on bebalf of the Christian-
Mr Aigner; Mr Ryan; Mr Jensen; Mr Democratic Group; Mr Hamilton, on
Corrie; Mr Stetter; Mr Brosnan; Mr bebalf of the Socialist Group; Mr Cifa-
Burke . ... ... ............ 11 relli, on bebalf of the Liberal and Democ-
16. Oral question with debate: Allocation of ngmi:f:jf iz ﬁi’r%ﬁ?”&»g:[,b-eﬁﬂf ;{ att?e'
f {mds under the Second EEC-Greece Finan- Mr Burke, Member of the Com,mission M;
cial Protocol (Doc. 535/77): Yeats . ’ 33
Mr Damseaux, deputizing for the author ~  ~ oot
of the question . . . . . ... ... .... 21 21. Agenda for the next sitting. . . . .. ... 40



2 Debates of the European Parliament

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO

President
(The sitting opened at 5.05 p.m.)
President. — The sitting is open.

1. Resumption of the session

President. — 1 declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament adjourned on 20 January 1978.

2. Appointment of a Member

President. — At its meeting of 2 February 1978, the
Bureau verified the credentials of Mr Tolman,
appointed Member of the European Parliament, to
replace Mr Van der Mei, by the First and Second
Chambers of the States-General of the Netherlands on
24 January 1978.

Pursuant to Rule 3 (1) of the Rules of Procedure, the
Bureau has made sure that this appointment complies
with the provisions of the Treaties. It therefore asks
the House to ratify this appointment.

Are there any objections ?

This appointment is ratified. I extend a cordial
welcome to Mr Tolman.

3. Membership of committees

President. — [ have received from the Christian-
Democratic Group a request for the appointment of
Mr Ryan to the Committee on Budgets, in place of Mr
L’Estrange, and to the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection.

Are there any objections ?
This appointment is ratified.

4. Statement by the President

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, on behalf of the
enlarged Bureau, I wish to make a statement to the
House on the measures now being taken to assure the
normal functioning of the Parliament to be elected by
direct universal suffrage, at its present places of work.

First of all, I wish solemnly to confirm that the
Bureau and the chairmen of the political groups, by
taking in good time the measures necessary for the
functioning of the elected Parliament, have never
intended, and do not intend today, to throw open to
question the Governments’ Decision of 8 April 1965
and the practice that has been established, or to preju-
dice the final choice of a seat for the Institutions. The
enlarged Bureau can, in its view, claim that this affir-
mation, repeated on several occasions by your Presi-
dent, both orally and in writing, cannot, and must not,

constitute the subject of erroneous or inopportune
interpretations harmful to the Institutions’ good rela-
tions both among themselves and with the Govern-
ments of the Member States and, in the final analysis,
to the interests of the Community.

As I recently had occasion to repeat in a letter to the
President of the Council and his colleagues :

The European Parliament is the only Community Institu-
tion which is obliged to carry out its work in three
different Community countries because of the failure by
the Governments of the Member States to take a decision
on the definitive seat of the Institutions.

The letter continues :

The European Parliament, despite the serious inconven-
ience to its own Members and to the Secretariat and
despite the considerable expenditure in terms of financial
and staff resources which this situation entails, has always
met the obligations arising from the April 1965 Decision
of the Representatives of the Governments of the
Member States and from established practice.

I wish emphatically to confirm that the sole concern
of the Bureau and of the chairmen of the political
groups has been, and remains, the need to ensure that
the elected Parliament, composed of 410 Members,
does not encounter difficulties of a material nature at
the moment of its inauguration. This we regard as a
clear responsibility devolving upon the present Parlia-
ment and its Bureau, which, while fully and unreser-
vedly respecting the rights of the other Institutions
and of the Governments and without changing the
present situation or prejudicing the future, are making
every effort to supply what is essential in the way of
premises and services both in Strasbourg and in
Luxembourg and also, as regards committee and politi-
cal-group meeetings so far as these take place in this
city, in Brussels.

As regards Strasbourg, the appropriate contacts have
already been established with the competent authori-
ties of both the Council of Europe and the city —
whom I wish to thank for their understanding and
spirit of cooperation — with a view to extending the
present Chamber, adapting, if necessary, conference-
rooms and ensuring the availability of offices and
other premises required by Members or by the Secreta-
riat.

At the same time, and in the same spirit, we have
been in touch with the Government of the Grand-
Duchy of Luxembourg with a view to obtaining the
use of a Chamber capable of accommodating all the
Members of the elected Parliament for those part-ses-
sions which, in accordance with established practice,
take place in Luxembourg and also offices and other
premises needed by the Secretariat, services and
Members of the new Parliament. The Luxembourg
Government, within the limits of its responsibilities
and on its own initiative, has drawn up plans for a
new building, which are at present being studied by
the College of Quaestors and the competent technical
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services of the Parliament to see whether and to what
extent they correspond to the Parliament’s needs.

As regards Brussels, where the Parliamentary commit-
tees and political groups have been accustomed to
hold their meetings since 1959, possible solutions
designed to ensure the availability of 7 conference-
rooms and about 200 or 300 offices for the 410
Members and for those officials called upon to assist
them during committee and - group meetings are
presently being studied. Apart from the researches and
studies carried out by the Bureau and the Quaestors,
steps recently taken by the Belgian Government
justify us in the belief that, with the cooperation of
that Government, we shall soon see our efforts
crowned with success.

Finally, I wish to thank the members of the College
of Quaestors for their past and present work, marked
as it is by a high sense of responsibility and objec-
tivity. I wish to confirm that a report of discussions in
the enlarged Bureau will be transmitted at a suitable
opportunity to the appropriate Parliamentary commit-
tees. I sincerely hope that this report will serve to
clear up every aspect of this problem, the solution to
which must be solely in the interests of the Parlia-
ment and of the Community as a whole and must
respect the Decision of the Representatives of the
Governments of the Member States and the esta-
blished practice.

(Applause)

5. Documents received

President. — Since the last interruption of the
session, I have received the following documents :

{a) from the Council, requests for an opinion on:

— the proposals from the Commission to the Council
for:

I. a directive on the approximation of the laws of the
Member States relating to common provisions for
machine-tools and similar machines for the
working of metals, wood, paper and other mate-
rials, and

IL. a directive on the approximation of the laws of
the Member States relating to hand-held, power-
driven, portable grinding machines

(Doc. 505/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs ;

— the proposal from the Commission to the Council for
a regulation laying down general rules for the
financing of certain intervention by the EAGGF
Guarantee Section (Doc. 506/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs ;

— the proposal from the Commission to the Council for
an eighth directive on the harmonization of the laws
of the Member States relating to turnover taxes —
arrangements for the refund of value-added tax to

taxable persons not established in the territory of the
country (Doc. 507/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs ;

— the proposal from the Commission to the Council for
a seventh directive on the harmonization of the laws
of the Member States relating to turnover taxes —
Common system of value-added tax to be applied to
works of art, collectors’ items, antiques and used
goods (Doc. 508/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs;

— a proposal from the Commisson to the Council for a
directive amending Directive 73/173/EEC of 4 June
1973 on the approximation of Member States’ laws,
regulations and administrative provisions relating to
the classification, packaging and labelling of
dangerous preparations (solvents) (Doc. 511/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on the

Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion ;

— a proposal from the Commission to the Council for a

directive amending Directive 71/305/EEC of 26 July

1971 concerning the coordination of procedures for

the award of public works contracts (Doc. 517/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs as the committee
responsible and to the Committee on Budgets for its
opinion ;
— a proposal from the Commission to the Council for a
decision on the financing of surveys to be carried out

by the Member States on bovine livestock (Doc.
520/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
Budgets ;

— a proposal from the Commission to the Council for a

regulation concerning accession to the United

Nations Convention on a code of conduct for liner
conferences (Doc. 540/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport as
the committee responsible and to the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs and the Legal Affairs
Committee for their opinions ;

— a proposal from the Commission to the Council for a
directive on the protection of ground water against
pollution caused by certain dangerous substances
(Doc. 545/77),

which has been referred to ‘the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion ;

(b) from the committees, the following reports :

— report by Mr Patijn, on behalf of the Political Affairs
Comnmittee, on a single designation for the Commu-
nity process and for the institutions (Doc. 512/77);

— report by Mr Pistillo, on behalf of the Committee on
Social Affairs, Employment and Education, on the
resolution of the Council and of the Ministers of
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Education meeting within the Council ot 13
December 1976 concerning measures to be taken to
improve the preparation of young people for work
and to facilitate their transition from education to
working life (Doc. 513/77);

report by Mr Kofoed, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture, on the proposals from the Commission
to the Council for

I. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
2727/75 on the common organization of the
market in cereals,

II. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
1418/76 on the common organization of the
market in rice, and

IIL. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
2742/75 on production refunds in the cereals and
rice sectors

(Doc. 515/77);

report by Mr Nyborg, on behalf of the Committee on
Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport, on
the proposals from the Commission to the Council
for :

I a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 516/72

on the introduction of common rules for shuttle
services by coach and bus between Member States,
and

II. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
$17/72 on the introduction of common rules for
regular and special regular services by coach and
bus between Member States

(Doc. 516/77);

report by Mr Notenboom, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on
questions relating to small and medium-sized under-
takings in the Community (Doc. 518/77);

report by Mr Noé, on behalf of the Committee on
Energy and Research, on the communication from
the Commission to the Council on the fast-breeder
option in the Community context — justification,
achievements, problems and action perspectives (Doc.
519/77);

report by Mr Nolan on behalf of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation, on the proposal from
the Commission to the Council for a regulation
amending Regulation (EEC) No 706/76 on the arran-
gements applicable to agricultural products and
certain goods resulting from the processing of agricul-
tural products originating in the African, Caribbean
and Pacific States or in the overseas countries and
territories (Doc. 521/77);

report by Mr Guerlin, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture, on the proposals from the Commission
to the Council for:

I. a directive concerning certain products used in
animal nutrition,

II. a third directive amending Directive 70/524/EEC
concerning additives in feedingstuffs, and

III. a directive amending Directive 74/63/EEC on the
fixing of maximum permitted levels for undesir-
able substances and products in feedingstuffs and

amending Directive 70/373/EEC on the introduc-
tion of Community methods of sampling and

analysis for the official control of feeding-stuffs
(Doc. 522/77);

— report by Mr Patijn, on behalf of the Political Affairs

Committee, on the date of direct elections to the
European Parliament (Doc. 537/77);

report by Mr Yeats, on behalf of the Committee on
the Rules of Procedure and Petitions, on the amend-
ment of the Rules of Procedure of the European Parli-
ament (Doc. 538/77);

report by Mr Aigner, on behalf of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation, on the Communica-
tions from the Commission to the Council on

— the operation during 1975 of the system set up by
the Lomé Convention for stabilizing export earn-
ings, and

— the operation during 1975 of the system set up by
the decision on the association of the OCT with
the EEC for stabilizing export earnings,

— the reports from the Commission on the use of
the funds transferred for 1975 under the export
earnings stabilization system set up by the Lomé
Convention,

— and on the first results of the export earnings
stabilization system for 1976

(Doc. 539/77);

report by Mr Corrie, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture, on modified and amended proposals
from the Commission to the Council as follows :

I. modified proposals relating to Community fishing
policy,
II. an amended proposal for a regulation establishing

a Community system for the conservation and
management of fishery resources,

III. a modified proposal for a regulation defining for
1978 measures for the conservation and manage-
ment of fishery resources by the establishment of
quotas,

IV. an amended proposal for a regulation laying
down technical measures for the conservation of
fishery resources,

V. a modified proposal for a regulation laying down
certain measures of control for fishing activities
by Community vessels,

VI. an amendment to the proposal for a regulation
laying down technical measures for the conserva-
tion of fishery resources,

and on

— a draft Council Resolution on the common struc-
tural policy,

— a communication from the Commission to the
Council concerning 1978 management of Green-
land, Skagerrak, Kattegat and Baltic stocks, and

— a communication from the Commission to the
Council on measures applicable in 1978 regarding
the management and exploitation of fishery
resources,

(Doc. 543/77);
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(c) the following oral questions : — oral questions by Lord Bethell, Mr Price, Mr Radoux,

— oral question, without debate, by Mr Van Aerssen to
the Foreign Ministers of the nine Member States of
the European Community meeting in political cooper-
ation, on human rights (Doc. 523/77);

— oral question, without debate, by Mr Fuchs to the
Commission, on a road haulage tax in Austria (Doc.
524/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Dewulf, Mr Miiller-
Hermann, Mr Ripamonti, Mr Deschamps, Mr Marti-
nelli and Mr Klepsch, on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group, to the Commission, on the CIEC-
North-South dialogue (Doc. 525/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mrs Walz, on behalf of
the Christian-Democratic Group, to the Commission,
on the common energy policy of the European
Communities (Doc. 526/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mrs Walz, on behalf of
the Christian-Democratic Group, to the Council, on
the common energy policy of the European Commu-
nities (Doc. 527/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Brosnan, Mr
Brugha, Mr Herbert, Mr Nolan, Mr Power and Mr
Yeats, on behalf of the Group of European Progres-
sive Democrats, to the Commission, on the regional
effects of the Community’s steel policy (Doc.
528/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Willi Miiller, Mr
Dondelinger, Mr Evans, Mr Mitchell and Lord Murray
of Gravesend to the Commission, on direct sales of
agricultural products (Doc. 529/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Noé, Mr Fioret, Mr
Frih, Mr McDonald and Mr Miller-Hermann to the
Commission, on the common market in fertilizers
(Doc. 530/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Houdet, on behalf
of the Committee on Agriculture, to the Commission,
on the implications of failure to comply with the
Charmasson judgment (Doc. 531/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Van Aerssen, Mrs
Walz, Mr Alber, Mr Jahn, and Mr Klepsch to the
Commission, on data-processing in the EEC (Doc.
532/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Evans, on behalf of
the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Plan-
ning and Transport, to the Commission, on the
cancellation of the TEE Zurich-Brussels rail service
(Doc. 533/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Price, Mr Amadei,
Mr Dondelinger, Mr Schmidt and Lord Brimelow to
the Commission, on the negotiations with Cyprus
(Doc. 534/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr De Clerq, on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group, to the Commis-
sion, on the allocation of funds under the Second
EEC-Greece Financial Protocol (Doc. 535/77);

— oral question, with debate, by Mr Evans, Mr Ellis,
Lord Bruce of Donington, Lord Murray of Gravesend,
Mr Price and Mr Mitchell to the Commussion, on
employment subsidies (Doc. 536/77);

Mr Spicer, Mr Normanton, Mr Cifarelli, Mr Ryan, Mr
Dalyell, Mr Pintat, Lord Bessborough, Sir Geoffrey de
Freitas, Mr Osborn, Mr Blumenfeld, Mr Cousté, Mr
Brown, Sir Derek Walker-Smith, Mr Nolan, Mr
Hamilton, Lady Fisher of Rednal, Mr Corrie, Mr
Schmidt, Mrs Ewing, Mr Howell, Mr Jensen, Mr Van
Aerssen, Mr Edwards, Mr Zywietz, Sir Brandon Rhys
Williams, Mr Lezzi, Mrs Walz, Mr Aigner, Mr Schyns,
Mr McDonald, Mr Scott-Hopkins, Mr Johnston, Mr
Evans, Mr Leonardi, Mr Klepsch, Mr Vandewiele, Mr
Jahn, Mr Verhaegen, Mr L’Estrange, Mr Durieux, Sir
Geoffrey de Freitas, Mr Edwards, Mr Dalyell, Mr
Blumenfeld, Mr Seefeld, Mr Noé, Mr Normanton,
Lord Bessborough, Mr Brown, Mrs Ewing, Mr
Hamilton, Mr Corrie, Mr Howell, Mr Jahn, Mr
Lemoine, Mr Meintz, Mr Vernaschi, Mr Dewulf, Mr
Deschamps, Mr Warwzik, Mr Price, Mr Evans, Mr
Osborn, Mr Schyns, Mr Leonardi, Mr Cousté, Mrs
Walz, Sir Geoffrey de Freitas, Mr Edwards, Mrs Ewing,
Mr Johnston, Mr Osborn, Mr Dewulf, for Question
Time on 14, 15 and 16 February 1978 pursuant to
Rule 47A of the Rules of Procedure (Doc. 542/77);

(d) motion for a resolution by Mr Hamilton, Mr

Brown and Mr Price pursuant to Rule 25 of the
Rules of Procedure, on a single place of work for
the Buropean Parliament (Doc. 509/77), which has
been referred to the Political Affairs Committee ;

{e) from the Commission, Eleventh General Report

on the activities of the European Communities in
1977 : Report on the agricultural situation in the
Community (Doc. 510/77),which has been referred
to the Committee on Agriculture ;

from the Council, draft Supplementary and
Amending Budget No 1 of the European Commu-
nities for the 1978 financial year, drawn up by the
Council (Doc. 544/77), which has been referred to
the Committee on Budgets.

6. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council

President. — I have received from the Council certi-
fied true copies of the following documents :

— agreecment in the form of an exchange of letters
between the European Economic Community and
the State of Israel concerning the import into the
Community of preserved fruit salads originating in
Israel ;

— agreement in the form of an exchange of letters
between the European Economic Community and
the Kingdom of Morocco concerning the import into
the Community of preserved fruit salads originating
in Morocco ;

— memorandum of understanding on the implementa-
tion of a European project on electronic traffic aids
on major roads ;

— agreement between the European Economic Commu-
nity and the Socialist Republic of Romania on trade
in textile products;
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— agreement in the form of an exchange of letters
between the European Economic Community and
the Socialist Republic of Romania on trade in textile
products ;

— agreement extending the interim agreement between
the European Economic Community and the
Kingdom of Morocco ;

— agreement extending the interim agreement between
the European Economic Community and the
People’s Republic of Algeria;

— notice of the completion by the Community of the
procedures necessary for the entry into force of the
agreement between the European Economic Commu-
nity, the Swiss Confederation and the Republic of
Austria on the extension of the application of the
rules on Community transit ;

— act of notification of the approval by the Community
of the agreement between the European-Economic
Community and the Republic of India on trade in
coir products and of the agreement in the form of an
exchange of letters between the European Economic
Community and the Republic of India on trade in
coir products;

— act of notification of the approval by the Community
of the agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Republic of India on trade and
commercial cooperation in jute products and of the
agreement in the form of an exchange of letters
between the European Economic Community and
the Republic of India on trade and commercial coop-
eration in jute products ;

— agreement extending the interim agreement between

the European Economic Community and the Repu-
blic of Tunisa.

These documents have been deposited in the archives
of the European Parliament.

7. Authorization of reports

President. — Pursuant to Rule 38 (1) of the Rules of
Procedure, I have authorized the following commit-
tees to draw up reports on the subjects listed below :

— Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and Educa-
tion :

— a report on measures to improve the preparation
of young people for work,

— a report on education in the European Commu-
nity (1976-77);

— Committee on Agriculture :

— a report on the amended proposal for a regulation
establishing a Community system for the conserva-
tion and management of fishery resources and on
the amended proposals concerning the internal
aspects of the Community fisheries policy, which
the Commission forwarded to Parliament on 5
and 12 December 1977 and 18 January 1978,

— a report on Community measures to help fish-
breeding and on its importance for the Commu-
nity ;

— Committee on the Environment, Public Health and

Consumer Protection :

— a report on carcinogenic substances present in the
environment (the Commission has also been auth-
orized to organize an enquiry into this matter),

— a report on the reports of the Commissions for
Safety and Health in Mines and the Iron and Steel
Industry.

8. Statement by the President

President. — The Political Affairs Committee has
decided not to draw up a report on the motion for a
resolution tabled by Mr Howell pursuant to Rule 25 of
the Rules of Procedure, on the Tripartite Conference
(Doc. 204/77), which had been referred to it.

9. Order of business

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

At its meeting of 2 February 1978, the enlarged
Bureau prepared a draft agenda, and this has been
distributed.

The oral question on direct sales of agricultural
products (Doc. 529/77), tabled by Mr Willi Miiller and
others and listed in the agenda for Friday, has since, at
the author’s request, been transformed into a written
question and is consequently withdrawn from the
agenda.

I have received from Mr Patijn, on behalf of the Polit-
ical Affairs Committee, a report on the date of direct
elections to the European Parliament (Doc. 537/77). 1
propose that this be entered in the agenda for
Wednesday, 15 February 1978, immediately after the
joint debate on fisheries.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

The Committee on Budgets is in the process of
drawing up a report on draft Amending Budget No 1
for 1978. On the assumption that this report will, as I
hope, be approved today by the committee concerned,
I propose that it be entered as the first item on the
agenda for Wednesday, 15 February. It would then be
voted on that same afternoon.

I ask the political group chairmen to remind all their
members of the need for a good attendance for this
vote, concerning, as it does, a draft amending budget.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.
I call Mr Durieux.

Mr Durieux. — (F) Mr President, as regards today’s
agenda, I wrote to you about the oral question with
debate by Mr De Clercq, chairman of the Joint Parlia-
mentary Committee, on the allocation of funds under
the Second EEC-Greece Financial Protocol. Would it
be possible to include this question on Thursday’s
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agenda, since a Greek delegation including Mr Pesma-
zoglou will be here on that day?

President. — As you have pointed out, we inserted
the debate on Mr De Clercq’s oral question in the
agenda for Monday at the request of the Liberal and
Democratic Group. Now you propose that this debate
be deferred until Thursday.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, I would just ask
you to remember that if we do this, we run the danger
of adopting a practice that could have serious
consequences. When the agenda is being drawn up we
take all kinds of things into account, for example
when the Council and the various members of the
Commission can be here. All that is taken as a basis
when we are drawing up the agenda. We do our best
to put the agenda together in such a way that it can
be adhered to. But if we now start placing items on
the agenda of a day on which a delegation interested
in such items visits us — and I am afraid that as the
negotiations on accession continue over the next two
years, we shall be receiving delegations very frequently
— we shall have yet another factor to affect our
agenda. And when the airline timetables change, we
shall have yet more proposed changes. In principle, of
course, I am not opposed to placing this item at the
end of Thursday’s agenda. But I do wonder whether it
would not be better to discuss it today when we are all
prepared for it. After all, we can show the Greek dele-
gation — if it is interested — the report of this debate
in the ‘Rainbow’ on Thursday. Mr Durieux, all the
groups have agreed to meet this delegation between
Wednesday and Friday. I do not like saying this, but
there is a danger of creating a precedent. I would
therefore ask the House as a whole to consider
whether it is really necessary to discuss this question
on Thursday. As I have said, if that is what the House
wants, I will not oppose it, but the item should then
be put at the end of Thursday’s agenda.

President. — I call Mr Durieux.

Mr Durieux. — Mr President, I don’t want a lengthy
debate on this matter and in any event I too dislike
changes to the agenda. The matter was perhaps of
political interest but, since the House seems to be
opposed to my proposal, I shall withdraw it.

President. — Since Mr Durieux withdraws his
request, Mr De Clercq’s question will be debated, as
arranged, during today’s sitting.

I call Mr Evans.

Mr Evans. — This is the first time I have raised a
point on the order of business of plenary sittings in
two-and-a-half years, but could I draw your attention
to item No 373, to be taken on Friday morning, the
oral question in my name on employment subsidies ?

Unemployment is one of the most serious problems
facing the Community today, and many Members are
seriously concerned about the whole question of
unemployment and employment subsidies. But Friday
mornings are notorious for very poor attendance, and
obviously this question will not be debated in the way
that it should be. I am not asking the House at this
moment to take a decision, but could I ask you, Mr
President, to refer this to the enlarged Bureau with a
view to having this item brought forward to
Wednesday or Thursday, to allow as many Members
as possible to take part in this very important debate
on subsidie. to maintain employment within the
Community ?

President. — Mr Evans, your proposal will be
submitted to the Bureau. I must nevertheless point
out to all Members of this Assembly that Friday is
regarded as differing in no way from the other days.

I call Lord Bruce.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — In connection with
the discussion that has taken place on the oral ques-
tion tabled by Mr De Clercq, on behalf of the Liberal
and Democratic Group, may I respectfully draw your
attention, Mr President, and the attention of the
House, to the fact that the substantive part of the ques-
tion is now completely invalid, since the second part
of the question is based entirely on the supposition
that the Community is, or will be this year, financed
from its own resources. In fact, Sir, as is well known,
this will not now be the case, and therefore the basis
of the question must fall. In these circumstances may
I, through you, ask the Liberal and Democratic Group
whether they would be prepared to withdraw this ques-
tion, which is no longer based on fact?

President. — Your considerations concern the
substance of the matter and can be raised when the
question is debated.

I call Mr Corrie.

Mr Corrie. — Mr President, I have a point of infor-
mation for the Members of the House. My report on
fishing (Doc. 543/77), item No 358 on the agenda for
Wednesday’s sitting, has not yet been printed owing
to the very heavy work that is going on in the print
shop, but it will be printed by tomorrow morning.
Members will have it by lunchtime tomorrow at the
very latest. This means that there is no problem as far
as that debate is concerned.

President. — Thank you.

I call Mr Brosnan.

Mr Brosnan. — I refer to item No 334 on Wednes-
day’s order-paper: a report from Mr Klinker on
fishing. My group have considered this report, which
raises a number of controversial and sensitive matters
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concerning defence, Nato and sovereignty. We have
come to the conclusion that it would be preferable if
this report were referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture to enable it to get an opinion from the Political
Affairs Committee. I ask, Mr President, that that be
done.

(Murmurs of dissent)
President. — I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, I am somewhat
embarrassed to find that on this request, too, I have to
make a remark. We have already referred this report
to the committee for further consideration. We did so
at the last part session. The Council will be making a
statement on the political aspects before we discuss
the report on Wednesday. There will in any case be a
debate on the Council’s statement. I am quite sure
that all the political aspects will be discussed : who is
to prevent one of the groups from raising the various
political aspects following the Council’s statement ?
My view on the honourable Member’s request would
be different if he were referring to specific parts of the
motion for a resolution that had been adopted by only
a very small majority, with the result that it would
serve some purpose to consider them once again. But
the general aspects will in any case be discussed in
connection with the Council’s statement. I would
therefore advise against our referring this to the
committee once more. We should leave it on the
agenda.

President. — I call Mr Hughes.

Mr Hughes. — Mr President, 1 am speaking as
chairman of the Fisheries Subcommittee. This
problem has gone from the Fisheries Subcommittee
to the Committee on Agriculture, to the plenary, been
sent back by the plenary to the Fisheries Subcom-
mittee, from the Fisheries Subcommittee to the
Committee on Agriculture, and is now back before
the plenary. I see no sense at all in according with
this proposal that it should go back on that circuit
again.

(Applause from certain quarters)

President. — Mr Brosnan, do you maintain your
proposal ?

Mr Brosnan. — I do, Mr President. My group have
considered this report in detail : it involves compli-
cated issues of international law, and we want the assis-
tance of an opinion from the Political Affairs
Committee or the Legal Affairs Committee to enable
them to ..

President. — All this we were aware of, Mr Brosnan.
All T wanted was a yes or a no, but you are trying to
tell me a great deal more.

(Laughter)

I put to the vote the request that the report on fish-
eries be referred to committee.

The request is rejected. This item therefore remains
on the agenda for Wednesday, 15 February.

The order of business would therefore be as follows :

This afternoon :
— Procedure without report

— Statement by the Commission on the action taken on
the opinions of Parliament

— Oral question, with debate, to the Commission on the
Community’s steel policy

— Oral question, with debate, to the Commission on the
Second EEC-Greece Financial Protocol

— Oral question, with debate, to the Commission on the
cancellation of the TEE Zurich-Brussels rail service

— Nyborg report on coach and bus services between
Member States (without debate)

— Oral question, without debate, to the Commission on
a road haulage tax in Austria

— Yeats report on the amendment of the Rules of Proce-
dure of Parliament

Tuesday, 14 February 1978
1000 am. and in the afternoon:

— Introduction of the Commission’s Eleventh General
Report and of its programme of work (followed by a
debate)

— Oral question, with debate, to the Commission on
equal pay for men and women

— Pistillo report on the preparation of young people for
work

3.00 pm. :

— Question Time (questions to the Commission)

345 pm.:

— Vote on motions for resolutions on which the debate
has closed
— Continuation of debate on the introduction of the

Commission’s Eleventh General Report and its
programme of work

Wednesday 15 February 1978 :
1000 am. and in the afternoon:

— Possibly, report on draft Amending Budget No 1 for
1978

— Joint debate on the statement by the President-in-Of-
fice of the Council, the Klinker report and the Corrie
report on fisheries

— Patijn report on direct elections to the European Parli-
ament

— Oral question, with debate, to the Council and
Commission on the North-South dialogue

— Oral question, with debate, to the Foreign Ministers
meeting in political cooperation on human rights

— Joint debate on two questions, one to the Council
and one to the Commission, on the common energy
policy
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— Patijn report on a single designation for the Commu-
nity

3.00 p.m.:

— Question Time (questions to the Council and to the
Foreign Ministers)

4.30 pm.:

— Vote on motions for resolutions on which the debate
has closed and, possibly, on draft Amending Budget
No 1 for 1978

Thursday, 16 February 1978
1000 a.m. and in the afternoon :

— Joint debate on the Notenboom report and an oral
question to the Commission on small and medium-
sized undertakings and craft industries

— Noe report on the fast breeder option

— Kofoed report on the cereals and rice sector

— Fisher report on the marking of foodstuff prices

— Oral question, with debate, to the Council on the
Charmasson judgment

3.00 p.m.:

— Question Time (questions to the Commission)

345 pm.:

— Vote on motions for resolutions on which the debate
has closed

Friday, 17 February 1978
9.00 am.:
— Procedure without report

— Aigner report on the export earnings stabilization
system

— possibly, continuation of Thursday’s agenda

— Nolan report on agricultural products from the ACP
or the OCT

— oral question, with debate, to the Commission on
direct sales of agricultural products

— oral question, with debate, to the Commission on the
common market in fertilizers

— oral question, with debate, to the Commission on
data-processing in the EEC

— oral question, with debate, to the Commission on
negotiations with Cyprus

— oral question, with debate, to the Commission on
employment subsidies

— Guerlin report on feedingstuffs

at the end of the sitting :

— vote on motions for resolutions on which the debate
has closed.

Are there any objections ?
The order of business is agreed.

10. Urgent procedure

I have received the following motions for resolutions
with a request for urgent debate pursuant to Rule 14
of the Rules of Procedure :

— motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Corrie and
others on the seat of the Institutions of the Commu-
nity (Doc. 514/77); and

— motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Houdet on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, on the right
of the European Parliament to be consulted (Doc.
541/77).

I shall consult the House on these requests for urgent
debate at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

11. Limitation of speaking-time

President. — I propose that the House limit as
follows speaking-time on all reports and motions for
resolutions figuring in the agenda, with the exception
of the debate on the Eleventh General Report on the
Activities of the European Communities in 1977 and
the Commission’s annual programme of work for
1978 :

— 15 minutes for the rapporteur and for one speaker on
behalf of each group; and
— 10 minutes for other speakers.
Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

At its meeting of 2 February 1978, the enlarged
Bureau, pursuant to Rule 28 of the Rules of Proce-
dure, decided to allocate speaking-time for the debate
on the Eleventh General Report on the Activities of
the European Communities in 1977 and the Commis-
sion’s annual programme of work for 1978 as follows :

Socialist Group : 60 minutes
Christian-Democratic Group : 50 minutes
Liberal and Democratic Group : 30 minutes
Group of European Progressive Democrats : 25 minutes
European Conservative Goup : 25 minutes
Communist and Allies Group : 25 minutes
Non-attached Members : 10 minutes

12. Procedure without report

President. — Pursuant to Rule 27A(5) of the Rules of
Procedure, the following Commission proposals have
been placed on the agenda for this sitting for consider-
ation without report :

— a proposal from the Commission to the Council for a
regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 2727/75
and (EEC) No 1418/76 as regards the export refunds
for cereals and rice exported in the form of goods not
covered by Annex II to the Treaty (Doc. 481/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture as the committee responsible and to the
Committee on Budgets for its opinion ;

— a proposal from the Commission to the Council for a
regulation opening, allocating and providing for the
administration of Community tariff quotas for certain
wines having a registered designation of origin, falling
within subheading ex 2205C of the Common
Customs Tariff, originating in Morocco (1978-79)
(Doc. 498/77),
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which has been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture, the
Committee on Development and Cooperation and to
the Committee on Budgets for their opinions;

— a proposal from the Commission to the Council for :

I. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
483/77 opening, allocating and providing for the
administration of Community tariff quotas for
certain wines having a registered designation of
origin, falling within subheading ex 22.05C of
the Common Customs Tariff, originating in
Morocco (1977-78)

II. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
1391/77 opening, allocating and providing for the
administration of Community tariff quotas for
certain wines having a registered designation of
origin, falling within subheading ex 22.05C of
the Common Customs Tariff, originating in
Algeria (1977/1978)

(Doc. 499/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture and the
Committee on Development and Cooperation for
their opinions.

Unless any Member asks, in writing, leave to speak on
these proposals or amendments are tabled to them
before the opening of the sitting on Friday, 17
February 1978, I shall at that sitting declare these
proposals to be approved pursuant to Rule 27A(6) of
the Rules of Procedure.

13. Time-limit for tabling amendments

President. — I propose that the time-limit for
tabling amendments to the Notenboom report on
small and medium-sized undertakings in the Commu-
nity (Doc. 518/77) be set at 10 am. on Thursday, 16
February 1978.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

In addition, I set the time-limit tabling dratt amend-
ments, proposed modifications or proposals for
outright rejection of draft amending budget No 1 for
1978 at 6 p.m. on Tuesday, 14 February 1978.

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

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

I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, during its January part-session, the European
Parliament gave its opinion on twelve Commission

proposals and eight of these opinions were favourable.
I make the following comments on the other four.

First, in the course of your last part-session, Mr
Davignon indicated to you the reasons why the
Commission was maintaining its proposal concerning
exchange-rates to be applied under the policy on agri-
cultural structures. Therefore it is not in a position to
accept Mr Hoffmann’s report.

Second, the Commission will transmit immediately to
the Council a proposal for a directive modified to take
account of the amendments put forward in Mr
Schwérer’s report concerning direct insurance and the
measures intended to facilitate the freedom of supply
of services.

Third, the Commission has sent to the Council a
modified proposal concerning a  pluri-annual
programme of research on the recycling of paper and
cardboard following the report of Mr Fuchs.

Fourth, the Commission is in the course of approving
a modified proposal for a regulation concerning produ-
cer-groups and their unions with a view to giving
effect to the important amendments contained in the
report of Mr Vitale. The Commission will send to you
for information all of the modified proposals which it
has sent, or will, to the Council.

15. Regional effects of the Community’s steel policy

President. — The next item is the oral question,
with debate, by Mr Brosman, Mr Brugha, Mr Herbert,
Mr Nolan, Mr Power and Mr Yeats, on behalf of the
Group of European Progressive Democrats, to the
Commission on the regional effects of the Commu-
nity’s steel policy (Doc. 528/77):

1. What effects is the steel crisis having on the less-deve-
loped regions of the Community ?

2. In formulating its policy on steel, what steps has the
Commission taken to ensure that its regional policy is
not adversely affected ?

3. In the present situation of over-capacity in steel
production in the Community, does the Commission
consider that the necessary European less-developed
steel-producing regions where alternative employment
prospects are negligible and steel production forms
the basis of future industrial development ?

4. In particular, does the Commission accept that where
a steel industry has important regional implications
but at the same time represents a minimal proportion
of total Community production, a reasonable measure
of development could be encouraged ?

I call Mr Brosnan.

Mr Brosnan. — Mr President, my group tabled this
oral question because we are firmly convinced of the
necessity to focus maximum attention on the future of
the steel industry, and especially its future under the
Community’s regional policy. While we recognize
that there are serious difficulties facing this industry
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in the Community, and in the world at large, we feel
that in its approach to resolving these difficulties the
Commission is failing to show any real concern for
the survival and development of the industry in the
economically disadvantaged regions of the Commu-

nity.

This is clearly demonstrated by the Commission’s atti-
tude towards the development plans of the Irish steel
industry in the constituency which I represent in
Cork. At a time when Ireland is trying to build up her
economy and is committed to an employment crea-
tion programme, the need to have an efficient and
modern steel industry cannot be emphasized enough.
Any plans that can further this aim should not, and
must not, be lightly dismissed. Yet, the Commission’s
response to the Cork development plan is far from
encouraging A steel industry is essential for the
survival and development of a regional economic
entity like Ireland. Apart from giving direct employ-
ment, it provides a guaranteed supply of steel utilizing
local raw materials and also caters for the demands of
the home market. In terms of Community produc-
tion, the Irish steel output is relatively negligible. The
figure for the year 1974 represents 0.07 % of the
Community output. For 1975 the figure is 0.1 %. For
1976 the figure is 0.04 % and for 1977 0.04 %. How,
then, can it be contended that any increase in our
production, no matter how substantial, could affect
the Community over-capacity problem ? Even if our
production were doubled to around 300 000 tonnes
annually, it would still be substantially less than the
British weekly average production of 400 000 tonnes.
Why, then, must the Commission single out our Irish
steel industry — the one and only plant of its kind in
the country — for elimination, when capacity in other
States could be scaled without the same dire
consequences ?

It is impossible to reconcile the Commission’s atti-
tude with the Community’s regional policy of
favouring the less-developed regions According to the
December 1977 figures, Ireland, with its 9.7 %, has
the highest rate of unemployment in the EEC. The
Commission’s stated aim is that policy should not
have any harmful regional effects; but in this case,
instead of safeguarding employment, the Commis-
sion’s attitude has the opposite effect. It threatens
existing employment where it is most needed. The
Commission’s policy of attempting to redress the
balance between supply and demand and to restore
reasonable prices for steel products is highly desirable.
However, there can be no justification for disquali-
fying Ireland from the benefits that a successful steel
policy could have in the future by refusing support
now for a viable steel industry in my country.

Doubts have been widely expressed about the
Commission’s sincerity in regard to the proper imple-
mentation of its regional policy. We all now have a

golden opportunity to dispel these doubts by giving
sympathetic consideration to the application of Irish
steel and providing the necessary financial aids for its
full development.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission — Mr Presi-
dent, I speak as one who is aware of the motives
which led the honourable Members to put this matter
on the agenda, who knows the regions in question
and also the importance to those regions of the
industry we are discussing. Honourable Members and
other observers will realize I am here representing the
Commission in a collegiate capacity, and I speak on
behalf principally of my colleagues who manage indus-
trial affairs and regional policies. I say that by way of
general preface.

Mr President, everyone understands that the crisis in
the steel sector is a very serious one indeed. It is esti-
mated that between 1974 and 1978 the number of
jobs in the sector throughout the Community has
declined by about 60 000 to a current level of some
725 000. But these figures, disturbing though they are,
do not indicate the full gravity of the crisis. For it is a
fact that the efforts made until now by the Member
States in close cooperation with the social partners
have tended to mask the real effect of the steel crisis
upon employment. As for the regions, it is probable
that in most of the countries’ regions, and particularly
in the less-favoured ones, the crisis has manifested
itself first as a deterioration in the financial position of
steel firms, rather than as an increase in the number
of redudancies.

Besides, it is clear that the repercussions of the crisis
have had an adverse effect — and in the future may
have a more adverse effect still — on the development
potential of the least-favoured regions. It would,
however, be premature to evaluate these employment
effects until the policy for restructuring the steel
sector has been defined at Community level. Until
now, the measures adopted under the Community’s
anti-crisis plan have a had general effect both on the
internal side, where they have promoted the better
functioning of the system of minimum and indicated
prices, and on the external side also, where the
measures have sought to defend Community steel
products against dumping policies, premiums and aids
by third countries.

The plan also covers an increased financial effort by
the Community in favour of necessary restructuring of
the steel industry. In this field, the Commission has
until now emphasized an increase in ECSC financial
resources — Articles 54 and 56 — to encourage both
the int»rnal restructuring of firms and also reconver-
sion by means of interest-rate rebates. Furthermore, in
the matter of coordinating the Community’s financial
instruments, the Commission is already monitoring
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the efficient use of these instruments in favour of the
steel industry, so as to ensure the best possible coher-
ence between restructuring and reconversion actions.
Mr Davignon was able to tell the Council on 7
February that a certain improvement in the situation
had taken place, thanks to the series of general
measures covered by the anti-crisis plan. It goes
without saying that this improvement has benefited
the whole of the sector and thus all the regions
concerned.

As intended by the Council and the Commission, the
measures adopted until now have helped to create a
favourable climate for the preparation at Community
level of a restructuring policy for the steel industry.
The essential aim of this policy is to make the
Community steel industry competitive in the longer-
term. This aim implies the adaptation of capacities to
long-term developments in demand, improvements in
competitiveness by reducing production costs, and
also action for regional reconversion and retraining of
workers, so as to ensure that any loss of jobs in steel
would be effectively balanced by the creation of new
jobs in the affected regions. For this purpose, as a first
step, the Commission will establish a new set of
general objectives in the sense of Article 46 of the
ECSC Treaty. In the light of these objectives, the
Commission will have to answer among other things
the question how to achieve the best structure for
each region on the basis of technical economic and
social criteria. The Commission, together with the
firms and Member States, will analyse the problems
created by the restructuring policy, particularly its
effect on the equilibrium between regions. The execu-
tion of this policy will demand the mobilization of
financial resources for internal restructuring of the
sector, It is also proposed to draw on the Regional
Development Fund for the creation of alternative jobs.
It is particularly with a view to the reduction of
regional effects, especially on employment, of the
application of Community sectoral policy, that the
Commission, in its new guidelines for Community
regional policy, has proposed a non-quota section for
the European Regional Development Fund.

As far as the development of global production capaci-
ties of crude steel is concerned, the Commission has
decided at this stage not to encourage projects
involving capacity increase without a paralle] reduc-
tion of obsolete capacity. At the finished-product
phase, a capacity increase could presently be encour-
aged if there is no excess global capacity at the
sectoral level, if the project is competitive, and if it
also does not entail an increase in production capacity
of crude steel. Under a restructuring policy covering
the reduction of global capacities, any projects
meeting the criteria which have been defined could
involve, under special circumstances, a certain
increase in production capacity.

On a more general note, I am happy to state that the
Regional Policy Committee decided to put on the
agenda of its next meeting the question of inter-rela-
tions between sectoral policies of the Community and
the regional policy of the Community.

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

Mr Hoffmann. — (D) Mr President, I feel that this
question cannot lead to a wide-ranging discussion on
the steel industry. This subject is undoubtedly too
serious for us to deal with simply on the basis of an
oral question. We would like to see the discussion of
this question followed by a more balanced and
thorough debate on the steel industry at another time.
We would also point out that since we as a Commu-
nity have greater powers in this area than in others,
we must show in such a debate on the steel industry
that we are aware of our responsibilities. Nor can
today’s debate in any way be regarded as a thorough
discussion on the future of the regional policy.

I have made these two preliminary remarks to make it
clear that what we say today in connection with this
question cannot affect these basic matters. But the
answer Mr Burke has just given does show that the
authors of the question have raised an important
point. [ listened rather closely to what Mr Burke said,
and [ feel that he glossed over the effects of the steel
crisis on the regions, which are only now emerging. If
you look at certain regions you will see that it is only
after a certain time-lag that the employment situation
is affected. At one time it was possible to counteract
these effects with short-time working. but now there
have already been mass dismissals in a number of
weak regions. I will explain this briefly with the aid of
two examples in a moment.

We cannot, then, have a general debate today on, for
example, the optimum size and optimum location of
steel-mills. It would simply be irresponsible of us to
try and do this now in one fell swoop.

But this oral question does draw attention to the
following problem : if we take the average quarterly
indices of crude steel consumption in the European
Community, we find that the average in 1974 for each
quarter was 35 million tonnes ; in 1975, the figure fell
to 31-5 million ; in 1976, to 30 million ; in 1977 ; to
29 million ; and the forecast for 1978 is 28 million.

These indices do not initially tell us a great deal. For
example, they do not show where the effects are felt
most. But if we look at the consequences, we see that
the steel crisis is at present producing a very strong
movement towards concentration in the iron-and-steel
industry. A good example of this is the Arbed group,
which is now represented in Luxembourg, France,
Germany and Belgium. Within a matter of six
months, the Arbed group concern has moved from
30th to 10th place among, the world’s steel producers.
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And this process of concentration really does result in
what the authors of the question were thinking of —
a disproportionate effect on the weaker regions having
a steel industry. We must therefore ask what the
Community is doing to put a check on, for example,
subsidized competition, particularly in the border
regions,

A number of multinational groups have various
national holdings in the steel industry. They can
simply carry on this competition, for example, in
obtaining subsidies, liquidity aids, guarantees and
grants for their welfare programmes, and they can
even try to play off the different welfare and labour-
market requirements of the various countries one
against the other.

We are of the opinion that widely spread subsidies,
such as the coal subsidy, would intensify this process
of concentration. But we are fully aware that this
process also results in concentration on certain areas,
and this particularly affects the weak regions. Weak
regions are at a particular disadvantage in that their
transport infrastructures are in need of modernization,
they are often too far removed from the large indus-
trial consumers and in some cases use out-dated
production methods resulting in below-average labour
productivity.

As you know, additional jobs have very often been
created in these weak regions even though they may
not have been absolutely essential. When depressions
occur, many of these additional jobs are then elimi-
nated, and the questioner’s intention of throwing light
on these weak regions is therefore to be welcomed.

I should like to illustrate this by taking Ireland as an
example, Ireland’s State steel industry has submitted a
development plan. The reactions to this development
programme were evidently extremely cautious. But we
feel we must point out that there is every justification
in asking to what extent the Commission is prepared
to help and how we see the connection between the
steel crisis and regional structural policy.

As regards Ireland, we feel that the development plan
that has been submitted is very important, particularly
for the Cork area, firstly, as a basis for regional deve-
lopment in this area; secondly, as a means of safe-
guarding a source of steel for the building industry;
thirdly, as a means of maintaining employment to
some extent ; and fourthly, because a multiplier effect
is likely to occur here. We feel that it was quite right
to look into this problem, and we call on the Commis-
sion to give somewhat clearer answers to this question
than it has done so far.

The second example I should like to give is the Saar-
land, Luxembourg, Lorraine and south Belgium
region. Here, too, precisely what I was saying just now

is happening, increased concentration, which is
resulting in unemployment ratios very similar to those
in Ireland, in fact almost exactly the same in percen-
tage terms.

To conclude, I should therefore like to ask the
Commission what action has been taken on the resolu-
tion adopted by this Parliament on the crisis in the
iron and steel industry, and in particular paragraphs 9,
12 and 13, in which an appeal was again made for this
very framework planning. We have not yet received
an adequate answer to this.

I would therefore ask you, Mr Burke, to enlarge on the
answer you gave just now and to take greater account
of the weaker regions.

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

Mr Bertrand. — (NL) Mr President, our colleague’s
question brings home the fact that it is always the
structurally weak regions which are most seriously
affected when a crisis develops in one industrial sector
or another. Today it is the steel sector, yesterday it was
the textiles sector, tomorrow it will be shoes, after that
the glass sector and so it will carry on as new develop-
ments in transferred from are upplied and production
units are transferred from the Community to deve-
loping countries.

I therefore believe that it is high time that, in view of
the problems facing various sectors of which we are
all well aware, the Commission should make a serious
start on drawing up a coordinated industrial and
regional policy for the medium term. I do not believe
that a serious policy can cope with these problems
when time and again individual sectoral questions are
tackled without being integrated into a general indus-
trial policy linked to a parallel regional policy. When
conversion is undertaken in a particular industry and
when certain governments make available x millions
e.g. for the steel industry for restructuring and conver-
sion, this can only achieve results if the Commission
has traced out the direction of a general industrial

policy.

I am surprised that, during every part-session of this
Parliament, there is always a discussion on some crisis
in one industrial sector or another.

It must be clear that only an integrated industrial
policy linked to regional policy can offer a durable
solution to the problems affecting the Community’s
weakest regions.

We Christian Democrats therefore intend to urge the
Commission to submit an integrated programme to
Parliament as soon as possible, to have it discussed in
a broad debate and then to submit the necessary prop-
osals to the Council.
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President. — I call Mr Durieux to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Durieux. — (F) First of all 1 should like to
remind the House — and I am sure no one will
contradict me — that, together with the agricultural
policy, the iron and steel industry is one of the vital
aspects of a united Europe. It is therefore highly desir-
able that, as called for by a previous speaker — the
European Parliament should regularly examine the
development of this crisis sector, and that we should
periodically assess the way in which the Commission
uses its powers to restore a viable and competitive iron
and steel industry in Europe.

Today, the Group of European Progressive Democrats
is giving us the opportunity to consider the internal
aspect of the Commission’s anti-crisis plan. Since our
last debate on this matter, the principles adopted by
the Nine at the end of last year have been put into
action through a series of decisions and recommenda-
tions. The main aim of these measures is to improve
price levels by increasing guide prices and imple-
menting an anti-dumping system to restrict low-price
imports from third countries.

Unlike the reference prices adopted by the American
administration, the European system is to be applied
only on a temporary basis. The Commission is
continuing its negotiations with third countries aimed
at concluding bilateral agreements on the prices of
iron and steel products and the quantities to be
supplied. It is true that these measures have brought
about a temporary improvement but not a radical
transformation ! We must beware of rash optimism,
since the Community cannot be content with the
initial results; they are the outcome of exceptional
measures, which are justified on a temporary basis but
cannot be continued indefinitely without involving a
deliberate choice in favour of protectionism. The
Community is and must remain a loyal partner on the
world market. The choice which has been made must
be upheld: there must be no recourse to protec-
tionism but at the same time we rust introduce firm
measures to combat dumping, measures which are the
necessary corollary of free trade.

This brings me to a further vital point, Mr President ;
in addition to the temporary economic problems, the
crisis has clearly acquired a structural dimension. If
we are to concern ourselves with the long term, we
must produce real structural improvements in our
production equipment. The Community must assist
the process of conversion and of retraining as part of
its overall policy, a policy for which it has the neces-
sary means.

I should like to emphasize that this industry must
remain a vital economic activity in the regions
concerned. Of course we cannot aspire to increase our
production capacity but we must ensure that it is
maintained in each region. We therefore share the
concern of the authors of the question about these
aspects.

But we must be realistic. It is essential to modernize
our iron and steel industry: we must replace out-of-
date and unsuitable production equipment — our
iron and steel industry is unprofitable and uncompeti-
tive. Reconversion, involving both new investment
and the withdrawal of investment, is therefore vital
and such reconversion has recently begun. The
resulting loss of jobs will be acceptable only if it
enables the jobs which are maintained to be
guaranteed and if a major part of the available
resources is allocated to the creation of alternative
employment in the regions affected by rationalization,
as you have just pointed out Commissioner. Special
social loans must also be devoted to relocating
workers. I want to draw your attention, Commissioner,
to an example in my region — the Usinor group in
the Valenciennes area. There workers are being made
redundant without the creation of alternative jobs. I
can only agree to the restructuring of our iron and
steel industry if at the same time all the necessary
provisions are adopted and implemented to create
alternative equivalent employment. Such restructuring
at European level, which requires thorough consulta-
tion with the workers, is the only way in which jobs
can be maintained in the industries which are most
affected. If each individual agrees to make the neces-
sary effort, in the long term our iron and steel
industry can look forward to a more encouraging
future.

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

Mr Mascagni. — (I) Mr President, the question
tabled by the Group of European Progressive Democ-
rats clearly seems to be designed to relate the Commu-
nity’s steel policy directly to regional policy. The
fourth part of the Oral Question, though put in the
form of a rhetorical question, amounts indirectly to a
proposal that the development of the steel industry be
maintained even in cases where this industry, while
accounting for only a small share of total production,
nevertheless plays an important part at regional level.
It is understandable, and indeed within certain limits
justifiable, that at a time of such serious difficulties for
the economies of our countries, this tendency should
arise to adopt measures designed to alleviate distress
and to grasp all possible advantages, even though they
may be only transitory and temporary ; but it should
also be pointed out that efforts of this kind, that are
excessively limited in scope and of their very nature
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essentially biased, run the risk of defeating their own
purpose and bringing no real benefits. In this connec-
tion I shall confine myself to making two points.

The international crisis in the steel sector, seen as a
whole, forces the Community to acknowledge the
problems that are involved and to distinguish between
short-term and long-term problems. The countries
and economies affected by the crisis and the Commu-
nity with its broad political commitment must be
capable of appraising shrewdly and honestly all these
interrelated problems and the solutions that can and
must be worked out for them. This means above all
that we must realize the flimsiness of any measures or
approaches that are merely defensive or protective, as
those suggested in the Oral Question seem to be. The
basic precondition for an effective restructuring of the
steel industry and of European industry in general —
and the advantages this would bring would themselves
help to break down regional imbalances — is a democ-
ratic planning of productive development, based on
the real needs of the peoples of Europe and on a reaso-
nable pattern of consumption less influenced by the
selfish thinking that pervades the whole advertising
industry, which has been raised to such a fine art for
the sole purpose of making more profit.

The second point I would like to make is as follows :
Community regional policy must strive to meet more
broadly-based needs, which must be evaluated in an
overall manner and bearing in mind the way in which
they are interrelated, and priority must be given to
projects likely to have a genuine snowball effect. It is
pointless to invoke this policy to justify interventions
of a sectoral nature, unless such interventions directly
exercise a genuinely helpful and beneficial influence
on a broader scale. I should like to remind the House
that Commissioner Giolitti recently pointed out that
the Regional Fund is too fragile an instrument to be
continually called upon for aid whenever any need
arises. Last December the Economic and Social
Committee stressed that regional policy must not be
wrongly used to level out out economic differences or
to replace provisions designed to bring about indus-
trial restructuring, which falls within the ambit of
sectoral policy.

In conclusion, Mr President, one can certainly under-
stand the concern that inspired the authors of the
question. One can even welcome the implied proposal
contained in the question and hope to see it translated
into actual aid measures, but without thereby laying
down a general rule that would only have the effect of
watering down and undermining not only the organic
measures needed to contain and overcome the steel
crisis, but also the essential meaning and the basic
objectives of regional policy itself.

President. — I call Mr Ellis.

Mr Ellis. — Mr President, my friend Mr moffmann
was quite right when he said that we cannot really
deal with an issue like this one on the basis of a ques-
tion to the Commission. The two main issues
involved — the problems of the steel industry and the
crisis of the steel industry, on the one hand, and
regional policy on the other — are far too complex
and too involved to be dealt with in this particular
way. From what has been said, and I feel that the
House would probably agree with me, I cannot help
but feel that the question tends to confuse, to some
extent, the question of the steel industry and regional

policy.

I must say, although I am sorry to have to do so, that I
found that the Commissioner’s answer was not all that
helpful, because it was couched almost entirely in
what we call in English ‘officialese’. I found some diffi-
culty understanding the platitudes of a kind of jargon
which is peculiar to most civil services, so I am
speaking at rather a disadvantage, having not quite
understood what the Commissioner said. I must say,
too, that Mr Brosnan made a few statements which I
found very surprising. I agree with him when he says
that he was talking about the steel industry in a
regional context, but that applies pretty well right
across the Community. It so happens that, as the
industrial revolution got under way, divine providence
had put the iron ore and the coal and the slate and so
forth in various regions. These were the regions that
developed and which reversed a process which had
gone on for centuries previously ; that is, they tended
to develop away from the political centres. But that
process has stopped, and is one of the problems,
amongst a lot of other problems, which are affecting
us, because, nowadays, a steel industry can technically
be located anywhere. There is a steelworks in my
constituency which is in serious trouble, and if it were
surrounded with mountains of the best-grade iron ore
and the best coking-coal it would still be in diffi-
culties, because the technical processes are outdated.
This is one of the problems facing the steel industry.

One of the statements that Mr Brosnan made, and
which I found extremely surprising, was that the Irish
economy demands a steel industry. Now, I question
that. I can see some economies demanding a steel
industry. I can see the Japanese economy, at the posi-
tion it has reached, demanding a steel industry, but
even the Japanese are beginning to feel the cold
winds of competition in that particular sector. If any
economy was to be dependent on any one industry,
the last industry I would suggest is the steel industry,
because the problems of the steel industry, as we
know only too well, are overwhelming. And when Mr
Brosnan talks about steel as the basis for the survival
and the development of a region like Ireland, I must
say I think he is not only overstating the case, but is
possibly on entirely the wrong track, and I say this
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not as a person who has no direct involvement with
steel. 1 have steelworkers in my constituency, and
some six years ago when the proposals were set out to
restructure the steel industry in my country, I advo-
cated that that particular steelworks in my constitu-
ency should accept the decision to abandon steel-
making and try to use the political influence resulting
from that to develop and to diversify. I would have
thought that the issue in this case, as Mr Brosnan
himself said, was marginal. It is certainly marginal to
the Community and, although not to Cork, it is prob-
ably marginal to Ireland.

I think the thing to do would be to go ahead and deal
seriously with the regional problems, not tie them
down to the whole question of steel. Therefore, if any
good at all comes out of this debate it will be that
here we have an example, on a small scale within the
Community, of a particular steelworks which is in
trouble, and which could be tackled effectively on a
Community basis. It is small enough for the Commu-
nity at least to establish some really meaningful alter-
native economic policies for that particular region,
and I would advise Mr Brosnan that his best bet for
the future, certainly for the long-term future, would be
to accept the abandoning of the steelworks, and to
insist in return on massive support in other, much
more diversified sectors than now exist, not only in
Cork, but indeed in the whole of Ireland. I think he is
doing himself an injustice by pursuing this line, by
pushing an industry which is in serious difficulties
right across the Community and even in countries
like Japan who are now facing competition from
third-world countries. There is no real prospect at all,
and it is as much as we can do in the Community to
salvage anything of our steel industry.

To finish with, I will just give an example of how we
have gone wrong over the past 20 years. In 1950 my
country produced 28 million tons of steel, Japan
produced two million. Now Japan, which has no iron
ore, and no coking-coal, is producing 90 million tons
and we are producing 20 or 21 million. The errors
that we made were made 10, 15 and 20 years ago and
I think it would be very wrong for Mr Brosnan now to
commit the errors in his country that we have made
in ours in the past.

President. — I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I had in fact prepared a similar question
and therefore very much welcome the one before us
today. I can now consider my own as dealt with.

I am, of course, somewhat surprised at the debate,
which I admit has been remarkably profound. Every
speaker has said that we cannot now talk about steel
or about coal, and then went on to spend most of his
time talking about steel. The matter we are in fact

concerned with is purely and simply the following —
and the debate should concentrate on this: we now
know what measures the Commission intends to take
to overcome the steel crisis. I do not want to go into
the fight against dumping prices or the target price,
but simply discuss the other measures. The crux of
the question is, how are we getting along with the
concept of restructuring, reorganization, adaptation of
production, competitiveness and so on ? How will the
Commission, if it develops these instruments on
economic lines alone, ensure that the regional policy
is not shortchanged as a result ? This is an old ques-
tion we have been discussing here for years.

I am not really so dissatisfied with the Commission’s
answer, because it made it clear that the Commission
here intends to take account of the regional policy
aspects. I could not name an instrument to which it
did not refer. But, Mr Burke, the decisive question is,
of course, not what you say here, but what you can in
fact achieve. And on that I have just two questions.

I know the problems from the request made by the
Bavarian State Government. You will undoubtedly be
aware of the problems facing Bavaria. I was rather
surprised to hear Mr Hoffmann referring only to the
problem of the Saarland. We have a similar problem
in the north-east of Bavaria, which, with the thousand
workers dismissed from the Max plant, is among the
regions of the Community hardest hit by unemploy-
ment. In other words, there are many such areas.

And now to my two questions to the Commission.
Firstly, are you prepared — and I am now interested
in the facts, not in what we say here, which is all very
logical and convincing and I am in complete agree-
ment with it — not only to negotiate with the
Council, but to consult the hardest-hit regions them-
selves ? If you do not do this, if only the Commission
and Member States negotiate, then the Member States
will quarre] amongst themselves and regional interests
will not be able to find a champion, either in you or
in the Member States, because the conflict will be
carried out at quite a different level. Are you prepared
to contact the Bavarian State Government, for
example, so that the plan that has been submitted can
be put in the European Community’s hands ? In other
words, will there be consultation with regional authori-
ties which know exactly what is going on ? For they
have a far greater knowledge of the facts and know
how they can help and what could be done to remedy
this situation.

My second question, Mr Burke, is this: for years,
during every budget debate, we have talked about inte-
grated regional programmes. We say that we must
combine the Agricultural Fund, the-Regional Fund,
funds from the ECSC, funds from the European
Investment Bank and the Social Fund into large
programmes, because regional policy simply cannot
be constructed with only one sector as the point of
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departure. Regional policy must mean including all
sectors in one programme. So we have been talking
about this for years, but what has been the outcome ?
Very little. My second question is therefore directed at
the Commission. Is it able and is it prepared to make
available more than just finance outside the allocation
quotas ? Is it prepared to draw up an integrated
programme for the various regions? That is the
problem. But if it is to be solved, one step must first
be taken. You must first create an instrument in your
own administrative structure so that this coordination
can take place. At the moment such coordination is
not possible. When I look at the present decision-
making structure of your administration, I realize that
you are quite unable to implement an integrated
programme of this kind. You must do one thing : you
must set up a team, a working-party composed of
people from all these areas which looks into the
problems and advises, and this working-party must
draw up an integrated programme in conjunction with
the regional authorities and the Member States. My
second question is, therefore, will you undertake the
staffing arrangements necessary to make this
possible ?

Mr President, I should like very briefly to put a third
question. Mr Burke, if you see the steel crisis only
from the economic angle, only as an economic calcula-
tion, the following will be the result. You will, of
course, be able to produce more cheaply in the
densely populated areas. It will take less to make the
steel industry more competitive there than in areas far
from the coalfields, in the peripheral areas and so on.
Then you will be ruining existing productive capaci-
ties for overall economic reasons, and when they have
been ruined, you will use three or four times the
funds in an attempt to restore these regional capaci-
ties. That policy is wrong.

My request has only one aim. I have said this so often,
and I have been saying it for years. Is the Commission
not able after all this time to take account not only of
job-related costs incurred by the undertaking but also
of the consequential costs, which are not the same as
job-related costs? If you create a job today in a
densely populated area like Paris, it costs so and so
much, undoubtedly no more than in an area far away
from the nearest coalfield. But the burden that the
Community of Paris has to bear for development,
transport and so on is found charged to another
account. If you really calculate the overall economic
costs and consider all the consequential measures, you
will arrive at a different balance and regional-policy
considerations will take on greater weight. I therefore
ask you to try and solve all these problems and above
all to include the last question in your overall calcula-
tions.

President. — I call Mr Ryan.

Mr Ryan. — Mr President, I should like to thank the
Commissioner for his presentation of the overall
problem, which we in Ireland fully recognize. I would
like to disabuse some people of some of the miscon-
ceptions which they may have about the Irish
problem — and this question is stimulated by an Irish
problem.

Ireland has only one steel plant, which is located in
the constituency of Mr Brosnan. As you know, Ireland
is an island on the periphery of Europe without any
indigenous iron or steel ; but it is also an island which
produces its own scrap, and it obviously makes sense
from a commercial point of view and it is also essen-
tial from the security point of view that any island
should have its own steel plant.

I have had the privilege and the agony of being
Minister for Finance in Ireland. When the question
arose whether Ireland should modernize its only steel
plant or abandon it, I had no difficulty in coming to
the decision, in the light of security and of the
commercial experience and industrial proficiency of
the plant in question, that the right thing to do was to
modernize it. And [ pose this question to my
colleagues in Europe : should the institutions of
Europe — the Commission, the Council and the Parli-
ament — say that it is wrong to be efficient ; that it is
wrong to modernize ; that it is wrong to be aware that
your plant is becoming inefficient? I do not believe
any member of my audience, or any sensible person
in Europe, believes that that is a correct approach to
economic problems. The sensible thing to do is to
look ahead, to see the need to modernize, to replace a
plant which is becoming outdated, to anticipate future
difficulties ; and that is what Ireland has done with
regard to the one steel plant on the island.

Remember, that island is a divided island, with a lot
of its heavy industry in Northern Ireland, which is at
present in the United Kingdom, but Northern Ireland
does not have a steel plant the like of which we have
in the Republic in Cork. I think that, as Mr Brosnan
pointed out, the effects of the Irish steel problem on
the problems of steel in Europe and the world are
insignificant ; even if Ireland were to proceed with the
modernization and expansion of its one steel plant
without any aid from Europe, it would not have any
significant impact on the steel problems of the world,
but it would have an immense impact not merely
upon the steel industry in Ireland but upon the whole
economic, social and political environment in Ireland.
Ireland is trying to race through the last 100 years of
European experience. Most of Europe experienced
over the last century an industrial expansion which
has given it a standard of living which is not available
in Ireland. The only way in which Ireland can reach
that standard of living without becoming — and 1
want to emphasize this — a burden on the rest of
Europe is by having its own industrial expansion.
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If offends me, Mr President, to hear so many people
represent Irish Members of the European Parliament
as forever standing up with a begging-bowl. We are
not on this occasion begging for anything. We are
simply asking for the same opportunity as is given to
the rest to be efficient, to be modern and to have
within a small island on the periphery of Europe a
capacity to serve heavy industry. We cannot provide
in Ireland — or, indeed, in any part of Europe — the
jobs which are necessary to overcome the terrible
cancer of unemployment unless we offer industry the
services which they need. Industry in Ireland needs
the service of a local steel industry absorbing the steel
scrap of the island. If we do not have that, we have to
collect the scrap on the island, export it from the
island and then carry it back again when it has been
processed elsewhere — and also ask those who
process it to send us charity out of the profits they
have made from absorbing our steel scrap.

Clearly it is nonsensical to leave any isolated section
of the European Community without its own steel
industry. That is why I think the question that is
posed today to the Commission is a question which is
well posed, it is a question which is well posed to the
Parliament, and I am greatly encouraged by the clear
understanding which has come from all sections of
the Chamber today for the regional problems of the
neglected peripheral areas. Clearly the problem is
understood by the elected representatives of Europe,
and today’s debate is worth while if, as a consequence,
the Commission will see that Europe is united in
allowing to the poorest regions a capacity to produce
their own steel and to use such resources as are avail-
able to them.

The Commissioner suggested that the Regional Fund
was there to provide aid for alternatives. With the grea-
test of respect, the Regional Fund has been a great
disappointment in the peripheral areas. We have no
basis to believe that we can get sufficient alternative
industry from the Regional Fund if we allow the steel
industry in lIreland to close down altogether. We are
not talking, Mr President, of an inefficient industry ...

(The President urged the speaker to conclude)

... because the industry has proved that it is efficient.
Ireland absorbs 83 % of the industry’s output, and
exports, without subsidization, the remaining 17 %.
There is a clear case that we are asking for support for
an efficient industry in a very, very critical area.

President. — I call Mr Jensen.

Mr Jensen. — (DK) Mr President, we well under-
stand what our Irish colleagues have said, for it is
extremely important precisely for countries with little
industry to protect the few industrial undertakings
that they have. It is a well-known fact that the Irish
are hard-pressed by the British as a result of the distor-
tion of competition arising from the State aid
provided by the UK to various sectors of industry.

Speaking as a Dane, I would like to emphasize that,
although my country is engaged only to a minor
extent in direct steel production, the planned Euro-
pean restructuring of the industry means that there
are vital national interests at stake for Denmark.

Allow me, therefore, to speak for a few minutes on the
consequences of this plan for another small member
country, in this case Denmark, whose industrial
production and exports are nevertheless to a large
extent based on steel and steel imports. The proposal
as at present worded condemns Danish firms — and
what is more, on a retrospective basis — to pay far
more than the world market price for steel supplies.

Firstly, the new steel policy and the endorsement of
the steel plan are in flagrant breach of the Commu-
nity rules, which had top priority at the time of
Denmark’s entry and which implied above all that
Danish industrial undertakings — and hence, of
course, those of other countries, too — should benefit
from the advantages of an economy based on free
competition.

Secondly, it is contrary to common sense and to
Danish business interests as well as patently at vari-
ance with the philosophy behind the Common
Market to impose these kinds of burdens on one
member country in order to eke out the operating life
of a number of obsolete undertakings in West
Germany, France, Belgium and Luxembourg, which
ought to be closed down.

Steel is a key commodity for the whole of tiie Danish
metal industry, and the increase in cost to Danish
firms can clearly be felt when competing with
Sweden, Norway, the USA and Canada as well as the
twenty or so other competitor countries that are not
members of the Community. I would almost go so far
— even though this House is not technically speaking
the right forum — as to recommend that the Danish
minister responsible use his veto to ensure that this
plan is not extended or made permanent.

President. — 1 call Mr Corrie.

Mr Corrie. — Mr President, may I also thank those
who brought this oral question forward for the chance
to skim the surface of this very major problem.

Somebody asked : were the steel industry and regional
policy connected ? I am sure this is absolutely so. The
whole structure of our industry in Scotland during the
last 100 years has been built around the steel industry,
heavy engineering and shipbuilding. And now,
suddenly, all these old mills are winding up, and thou-
sands of people are going out of work. But we have
tried to get the right answers. We have invested
millions of pounds of EEC money in the steel
industry in Scotland ; in 1974, on the west coast of
Scotland, at a place called Hunterston, on a green
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field site, we built one of the most modern, ore-han-
dling terminals not only in Europe, but probably in
the world. The project in 1974 was expected to
produce something like 4 000—6 000 jobs by 1984.
Now we are told, because of the problems in the steel
industry throughout the world, these jobs are more
likely to come forward in the year 2010 or 2020. The
unemployment rate in the nearest town is 14 %, the
unemployment rate in the islands round that new port
is something like 28 %. Yet that new handling
terminal can take ships up to 500 000 tons as well as
two smaller ones alongside for trans-shipping. It now
looks as though, rather than getting a new modern
industry in Scotland, we are simply going to be a
trans-shipping terminal for other ports throughout
Europe.

I would ask the Commission: is there a policy of
concentrating the steel industry on the mainland of
Europe ? Or are they seriously going to look at disad-
vantaged areas such as Scotland, where the steel
industry is running down and thousands of jobs are
disappearing, and make sure that a real chance will be
given to the steel industry in those areas to build up,
and that those who are going out of work in one
factory can move into another? Undoubtedly this
problem is going to grow and grow. It has become
one of the real reasons in Scotland for the rundown,
not just in the steel industry, but in other industries as
well which have come in to make use of the end
products.

I sincerely hope, Mr President, that major considera-
tion will be given to disadvantaged areas such as this,
in any Community steel programme, and develop-
ment will be encouraged in these peripheral areas.

President. — I call Mr Stetter.

Mr Stetter. — (DK) Mr President, I have received a
number of representations from firms in Denmark
claiming that they are unable to obtain details of the
price of the steel they are at present purchasing from
their suppliers. This naturally places the firms in ques-
tion in an extremely difficult position, as their
inability to get details of the final price means that
they cannot calculate their own prices.

I would ask Mr Burke whether this is true, and if so, I
would like to know the reason why buyers of steel in
Denmark are apparently unable at present to be
quoted a final price.

Mr Brosnan. — Mr President, may I first of all thank
Mr Burke for his intervention, and the other speakers
for the support, and in fact the sympathy, which they
seem to have for our particular case ? I should also
congratulate Mr Burke on the studious way in which
he avoided saying anything. He told us nothing at all,
so may I now pose him a few specific questions and
be very brief, Mr President ?

First, I would ask him whether he and his colleagues
in the Commission would not agree that we have a

special case in Ireland, for the reasons outlined by me
and more eloquently by my colleague Mr Ryan and
for many other reasons as well, reasons of which the
Commissioner himself is aware. I do not care what
anybody says here ; this particular case is a regional
matter and it should be viewed and approached from
the regional point of view. That is my first question.

My second question. The Commissioner made refer-
ence to the ‘anti-crisis plan’. Now, if this plan is a
success, and these anti-dumping and other measures
produce the desired result, that could mean that the
steel industry would be back again in health. Now,
may I ask — and this question I am posing as well for
the benefit of my colleague, Mr Ellis — if in the
interim our one and only steel mill closes down, what
must we then do to get supplies of steel ? Must we go,
cap in hand, to Mr Ellis and to British steel for our
supplies ? No ! That apparently is what he would wish.
He has suggested that I said that the survival of our
whole economy depends upon the steel industry. I
said no such thing. I said that the survival of our one
and only steel plant was a factor, and a very important
factor, in the survival and the development of our
economy. That is what I said. Now, if a secret docu-
ment of the Commission, suggesting that British steel
should close down, or, as it was euphemistically put,
should ‘orientate itself towards closure’, were leaked to
the press, what would be the result ? What an outcry
we should have in Britain, and in this Parliament!
Now, may I suggest, Mr President, that our case is a
reasonable and a fair one, and if the Commission
wants to close down steel mills, why pick on us ? Why
not pick mills out of the golden triangle and keep
away from the perished periphery of the Community,
where we live ?

I hope Mr Burke will be able to throw some light on
these questions that I pose.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, I would start by picking up the point made by
Mr Hoffmann and Mr Ellis, who said that the oral
question procedure was not sufficiently important a
manner of dealing with this problem. Yet, as Mr
Aigner pointed out very clearly, the matter has been
dealt with in some depth, and I think we all gathered
that in spite of the reservations of the two speakers in
question.

Now, may I make some general comments. First, Mr
President, let us refer to what the speakers have said. I
know that this is a very difficult problem for Members
and for the people they represent. But we must be
clear about the dilemma. The Commission cannot
encourage further production in a sector where there
is over-production already. I cannot over-emphasize
that point. No one could quarrel with the principle
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enunciated by some speakers that Irish steel produc-
tion should meet the needs of the Irish domestic
market. But the proposition that the Commission has
to deal with here is that new production should be
undertaken strictly for the export market. The
Community market as a whole is already over-
crowded ; that has been made clear by very many
speakers. The essence of the crisis we face in the steel
sector is this over-production and the consequent
necessity to reorganize the industry, to which I
referred in my remarks.

By the way, may I say in reply to Mr Ellis and to
another speaker that, when I made may comments, I
spoke in a manner which was calculated to carry
precisely the message that I wanted to convey. If it
sounded a bit official, Mr Ellis may be led, on reading
it in the cold light of day, to see nuances and insights
in it which perhaps did not strike him as I spoke. I
make no apology to the Members of the House for
speaking in a formal and, indeed, a precise manner.

Might I also say in passing that, given the circum-
stances, it would hardly be wise for any-one now to
seek to carve out new selling niches in this depressed
market. I believe that if a person did so, he would find
himself obliged to lower his prices well below the
level of profitability. This is a point which 1 am sure is
borne in mind by the Irish producers. In any case, the
Commission cannot, on the one hand, implement a
policy aimed at reducing the steel-producing capacity
of the Community, modernizing production techni-
ques and redeploying large numbers of steel workers,
and on the other hand support a programme to
increase production at one plant in a way directly
calculated to swell the existing surplus.

But, be that as it may, the Commission has to acknow-
ledge that there is here an especially difficult problem.
It arises because the policy necessarily applied in the
case of steel may have, as I said in my opening
remarks, unfortunate effects in a region which is recog-
nized to be one of the most economically disadvan-
taged in the Community. The region in question is
indeed classified as a black-spot region, so we have
here, as Mr Brosnan said, a case where a sectoral
policy could well come into conflict with the needs of
the Community’s regional policy unless steps were
taken to compensate for the impact of a sectoral
approach. That is why the Commission has under-
taken not only to mobilize financial resources for the
restructuring of the sector in question, but also to
involve the Regional Fund for the creation of alterna-
tive jobs.

In addition to that, the Commission has proposed, as
I have already said, a non-quota section for the
Regional Fund specifically with a view to reducing the
effects on employment of a Community sectoral
policy. And what would this mean ? It would mean
that the Community would find the resources for the
re-employment in alternative work of any employees
who are made redundant as a result of the steel policy.

It could also mean, over and above this, that a substan-
tial number of jobs would be developed in addition to
those which might be lost under the impact of the
sectoral policy in question. Clearly the Community
has an obligation particularly in respect of its most
deprived regions, to see that its policies are balanced,
that when something is taken away in the field of
employment a means of compensation is also made
available. And I hope and believe that the Community
will honour this obligation.

Now if I might turn to some of the comments made
by some of the speakers. In answer to Mr Hoffmann, I
would point out that the Commission, as I already
said, has undertaken the establishment of new general
objectives, and this will be followed by the effort to
establish a Community-wide restructuring
programme. The first steps are being taken at this
moment by my colleague, Mr Davignon, in consulta-
tion with governments, industries and unions. The
Commission has pledged itself to establish a frame-
work for national aids and subsidies. The discussion
has started with experts, and the Council will be asked
to discuss the problem within a few months. At the
same time, we have undertaken to redirect research
programmes on applied research.

In reply to the first question posed to me by Mr
Aigner as to whether the Commission is prepared to
deal directly with the regions most concerned when
considering a particular regional issue, I would say
that the Commission already has contacts with
regional representatives who came to visit us and
discuss their problems. These contacts are extremely
valuable, but it is clear that negotiations as such can
only be carried on with national governments. [ am
not sure if Mr Aigner was suggesting that we in the
Commission should now begin to bypass national
governments ; I would not understand that from him,
but I want to make it clear that if he was proposing
that the Commission should bypass national govern-
ments in order to deal with regional administrations,
then I have to say that this would not be possible in
the present circumstances, or indeed in any foresee-
able future ones.

In his second point he asked if we were prepared to
put up an integrated programme for individual
regions. I would say to him that some steps have
already been taken towards the preparation of inte-
grated programmes. From this year forward, Member
States may present requests for finance under the
Regional Fund only if these applications are clearly
related to regional development programmes. These
programmes are presented by each Member State to
the Commission for consideration in liaison with the
Regional Policy Committee. This represents a large
step towards the creation of integrated programmes
suggested by Mr Aigner.

I would also like to pick up one or two points made
by some of the other speakers. I refer to Mr Bertrand’s



Sitting of Monday, 13 February 1978 21

Burke

request for a plan. I have already indicated in my
opening remarks that, in fact, the Commission is
working towards that plan, and I would ask him to
accept my assurance. To Mr Durieux, whose main
point was that we should avoid protectionism, I can
say that I agree that that is so, and indeed on the occa-
sion of my visit to the United States a fortnight ago,
where 1 had the opportunity of talking with the
authorities and with members of the Senate and
House of Representatives, I stressed this very danger
of protectionism and found an echo on that side,
albeit with difficulties — which were apparent —
coming from the particular interests concerned on
that side of the Atlantic.

May I also say that Mr Ryan, I think, posed a very
important question, which not only we in the
Commission, but we in the Community generally will
have to answer — by that [ mean members of this
Parliament, members of the Council and members of
the Commission. He has posed a very important ques-
tion. If an industry such as the one he describes has
emphasized the need to modernize, should the Euro-
pean Parliament, or should anybody say that it is
wrong to do so? He also posed the question as to
whether this country, Ireland, should export its scrap,
have it processed and have it brought back again. I
consider that this is a very well-posed question. I do
not pretend to have the answer, or to give the answer,
but I think it is very well put.

I will deal with Mr Brosnan’s final questions to me in
a moment, but I should like to add something to what
I have already said about the coordination of funds. It
is that we have also moved towards coordination of
actions under different funds. My colleague, Mr Giol-
itti, is looking into that matter, and I would draw
attention to the concerted action of the various funds
organized to meet the Friuli catastrophe, for example.
This extraordinary action will, I hope, have its parallel
in future in more normal — and indeed, more benign
— circumstances. May I also point out that this is the
first Commission which has taken, in the allocation of
responsibilities, the decision, to give to one Commis-
sioner particular responsibility for the coordination of
these funds.

Finally, Mr Brosnan asked me : would the Commis-
sion agree that Ireland has a special case ? My answer
to that is: for regional help — yes. In answer to his
general problem. I would say that the prospects in the
steel industry are not good — not in Europe, not in
Ireland, not in the Community generally. As to
whether there is any solution to this crisis. I would
point out finally that in respect of the particular plant
which was the subject of this debate — and I empha-
size this — what has been put forward to the Commis-
sion is a plan which emphasizes export. Could I
suggest to all those who are interested that the people
concerned might be invited to take another line, and
that is to put forward a plan which did not contain
this almost one-hundred-per-cent emphasis on
exports.

Finally, I want to thank the Members for the attention
they gave to this very important matter, and to say
that it will be a pleasure for us to come back for
further discussion of this at a future date.

President. — The debate is closed.

16. Allocation of funds under the Second
EEC-Greece Financial Protocol

President. — The next item is the oral question,
with debate, by Mr De Clercq, on behalf of the Liberal
and Democratic Group, to the Commission, on the
allocation of funds under the Second EEC-Greece
Financial Protocol (Doc. 535/77):

Will the Commission state :

(a) if, with a view to speeding up the procedure, the
competent Community bodies have contacted the
Parliaments of the Member States of the Community
which have not yet ratified the Second EEC-Greece
Financial Protocol one year after it was signed;

1)

~

in view of the fact that the Community budget is now
financed from the Community’s own resources, what
action has been taken until now on the European
Parliament’s requests that the funds under the Second
EEC-Greece Financial Protocol be allocated without
waiting for ratification by the national Parliaments ;

(¢) if it could not envisage interim arrangments to enable
the Financial Protocol to be applied without further
delay ?

I call Mr Damseaux, who is deputizing for Mr De
Clercq.

Mr Damseaux. — (F) Mr President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, on 28 February 1977 the Second EEC-
Greece Financial Protocol was signed in Brussels. As
you know, it is a technical instrument of vital impor-
tance aimed at restructuring the Greek production
system, above all in the agricultural sector. The Finan-
cial Protocol provided for under the Association is
also of great importance now that Greece will soon
belong to the Community. The Financial Protocol is
therefore vital for the sound functioning of the Associ-
ation and it must enable the process leading to Greek
membership of the EEC to be speeded up. A year
after the signing, the funds provided for in the Finan-
cial Protocol have still not been allocated to Greece,
since the ratification process has not yet been
completed by the Parliaments of the Community
Member States. A financial vacuum has been created
in the aid which the Community undertook to give to
Greece as part of the Association Agreement. This
vacuum began at the end of 1975, when the funds
available under the first Financial Protocol were
completely exhausted. Since then, the Community has
made no further contribution to the process of restruc-
turing begun by the Greek Government with a view to
transforming the production system in Greece and to
making it compatible with the Community’s produc-
tion structures.
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Aware of the seriousness of the situation, the Euro-
pean Parliament has frequently asked the Commis-
sion to find ways of allocating to Greece the funds
provided for in the Second Financial Protocol without
waiting for the ratification process to be completed.
We are sure that the Commission has duly assessed
the seriousness and urgency of the present state of rela-
tions between the EEC and Greece and we would ask
the Commission to give details on what has so far
been done to meet the European Parliament requests
in this field and to provide clear and precise informa-
tion on the possibility of setting up an interim
mechanism to enable these funds to be allocated
without waiting for ratification by all the Member
States. We feel we should point out that the effective-
ness of the Second Financial Protocol in helping to
restructure the Greek economy depends on coordina-
tion between the Community and the Greek Govern-
ment. This is now non-existent, since Community
financial aid has not been available since 1975, when
the funds under the first financial programme were
completely exhausted.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, the Commission is very conscious of the delay
which has occured in the ratification procedures for
the Second EEC-Greece Financial Protocol and very
much regrets it. The Commission has not, however,
contacted the national parliaments of the Commu-
nity’s Member States directly in order to accelerate
these procedures, since it is the responsibility of the
national parliaments to complete these procedures
according to the particular rules in force in their
respective countries. The Commission therefore raised
this problem in the Council in January and invited
Member States who had not already done so to
complete ratification procedures before the end of
March. If this was not done, the Commission reserved
its right to request the entry into force of the Finan-
cial Protocol by autonomous means. In this context,
the Commission’s staff are at present examining the
exact nature of such a solution. I would, however,
underline the fact that the Council’s decision to
include financial aid in the Community’s Budget and
the possible acceleration of the entry into force of the
Protocol do not in any way modify the long-term
need for ratification procedures in the national parlia-
ments to be completed, since the Member States are
contracting parties in their own right to the Financial
Protocol.

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

Mr Amadei. — (I) Mr President, first of all I must
side with Mr De Clercq and say that I too feel that it
is essential that the sum provided for in the Second

Financial Protocol concluded one year ago by the
Community with the Greek Government should be
paid over as a matter of urgency.

I should like to point out that on several previous
occasions I have come out in favour of a prompt
payment of the sums set out in the Second Financial
Protocol. I tried to call attention to the matter at the
meeting of the EEC-Greece Joint Parliamentary
Committee in Mitylene, in the Political Affairs
Committee and in the Committee on External
Economic Relations. I also raised this problem on
several other occasions, including the debate in the
plenary Assembly during the June 1977 part-session,
when Mr De Clercq’s report on the Second Financial
Protocol itself was being considered.

We cannot pretend, Mr Burke, that we are satisfied
with what you have told us. It is very likely that
neither you yourself nor the Commission is in a posi-
tion to do anything more, but having discussed the
matter at so many different levels and in so many
different committees, having spoken of own resources,
having seen this Parliament request urgently that
something should be done to meet the pressing needs
of that country, I feel that it is not enough to reply
simply that it is impossible and useless to press the
Member States in this matter, since it is their own
responsibility.

As has already been pointed out, one whole year has
now passed since the Second Financial Protocol was
signed, and in practice nothing has been done so far
by the Community to honour the obligation
contracted with regard to Greece, even though the
Community ought to have provided this country with
adequate financial aid. The sum of money envisaged
in the Second Financial Protocol — 280 m.u.a. — is
limited, and this sum is certainly not adequate to
attain the objectives for which financial aid is required
from the Community. I should like to draw the atten-
tion of my colleagues and of the Commission’s repre-
sentative to the fact that the Community’s financial
aid is not only meagre from the quantitative point of
view but does not meet Greece’s current needs, a situa-
tion all the more deplorable when one considers that
Greece is about to become a Member State of the
Community in the near future. In the light of this it is
essential that Greece be given financial aid of such a
kind as to permit it to restructure its production
system, particularly in the agricultural sector, so that it
may be able to take its place in the Community as
soon as possible.

We are faced here today with a situation which, in my
opinion, must be remedied as a matter of the greatest
possible urgency. The last speaker said that a financial
void has been created, and this is true. Since
December 1975, when the First Financial Protocol
expired, we have not been honouring our obligations.
Even if the blame for this cannot be laid at the



Sitting of Monday, 13 February 1978 23

Amadei

Commission’s door, I should like to ask the Commis-
sioner to undertake a thorough examination and
assessment of the situation with regard to relations
between the EEC and Greece and to take some action
on the request made by the European Parliament that
the procedures for paying over the sums envisaged in
the Second Financial Protocol be speeded up.

In the meantime [ would ask that everything possible
be done to have these sums paid over without waiting
for ratification by all the parliaments of the Member
States.

We should try to do something to see that the new
Greek delegation, which was appointed after the last
elections in Greece and the members of which are
actually in Strasbourg at present, can return to Greece
bearing not just the usual bland assurances, but some-
thing much more practical.

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

Mr Vandewiele. — (NL) Mr President, the Christian
Democratic Group is in full agreement with the posi-
tion which Mr de Clercq and Mr Damsaux have
defended.

However, unlike some speakers, I shall not try to play
Santa Claus on this very practical question. I prefer to
address the Commission directly, not in a cynical way
but in a down-to-earth way.

We expect the Commission to take up further
contacts with the Member States with a view to the
rapid ratification of the second financial protocol with
Greece. Some months ago, we had precisely the same
debate on the financial protocol with Turkey. We are
all members of a national Parliament and most of us
presumably do not even know whether this point is
on the agenda in our own national Parliament.

Should the Commission therefore not advise members
of national parliaments, who sit here, on the state of
affairs in their parliaments? I have no objection, if
there is a hold-up in my country, against that being
said publicly. Members of Parliament have the right to
speak. Mr Burke has said that he has approached the
Council and that the Council replied that they were
dependent on our parliaments.

I therefore turn to the Commission with a very
precise question, since consciously or unconsciously
Mr Burke has touched a very tender nerve as far as I
am concerned. What is at stake here is ratification. I
support the position taken by Mr Ripamonti and
other colleagues that when a financial protocol is
concluded, when the Council has given its agreement
and when the funds required have been entered in the
budget, there is no longer any need to ratify. That is
my position. I hope the matter car be threshed out
before the court. I do not accept the Commission’s
interpretation. Probably the Commission has just as

good arguments as those of myself and other
colleagues to defend its own position. But what I ask
the Commission is for it to help us to adopt a new
policy. The Commission must not just be a tape
recorder merely reproducing the literal text of the
Treaties. In this case it is a question of good judg-
ment. It could work with us towards a more flexible
interpretation of the rules of ratification.

It is clear that, since this is'a very important matter
affecting national interests, none of us would contem-
plate encroaching on national sovereignty and the
power of national parliaments.

But I repeat, Mr Burke, the Council has reached agree-
ment and a financial protocol has been concluded.
Parliament has approved it. The funds required are
available. The budget has been adopted. Is ratification
by all Member States still necessary? When we
become twelve, will have to wait for twelve ratifica-
tions ? Such a delay will make us ridiculous.

I therefore request the Commission to study this ques-
tion once again and to try to persuade the Council to
back our interpretation of the forms of ratification.

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

Mr Bouquerel. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
ment, I too, must deplore the fact that nothing has
been done since the end of 1975 as regards the finan-
cial aid which the EEC has undertaken to grant to
Greece as part of the Association Agreement. The
signing of the Second Financial Protocol raised the
hope that this situation, which was extremely harmful
for the Greek economy, would soon be rectified.
However, a year later the 280 m.u.a. can still not be
used. The negotiations for Greek accession are now
entering an active stage ; given the solemn statement
by the Council of its determination to conclude these
negotiations before the end of the year, it is therefore
of the greatest importance that this Financial Protocol
enter into force immediately, since in our opinion
there has already been too much delay. There is no
political or economic explanation and no legal justifi-
cation for this delay.

In political terms, it could lead to doubts about our
willingness to conclude the negotiations. It could
suggest that we are stalling in an attempt to slow
down the accession process. In economic terms, it is
essential of that the Second Protocol be applied since
the financing provided under the first Protocol has
not been as effective as was hoped. The lack of funds
has made it impossible to transform the Greek
economy and to bring it sufficiently close to the level
of the economies of the Community Member States.
If this financial vacuum continues, the few results
achieved by the first Protocol are likely to be seriously
undermined. It is a matter of urgency to allocate the
280 m.ua, if we want Greece to join the Community
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on the best possible terms. The Protocol is necessary
because, as the President-in-Office of the Council
pointed out in June 1977, it will speed up the develop-
ment of the Greek economy to facilitate its integra-
tion into the Community economy, and at the same
time ensure the compatibility of Greek agriculture
with that of the Community.

In legal terms, are we still obliged to wait for the five
Member States which have not already done so, to
complete the ratification process ? Parliament has on
several occasions considered whether cooperation
agreements concluded by the Community require rati-
fication by the national parliaments. During the
December 1977 part-session, Mr Simonet reminded us
that most of the Financial Protocols concluded with
third countries, particularly those in the Mediterra-
nean region, had been negotiated at a time when the
Council had not yet decided to introduce the neces-
sary mechanism for the budgetization of the financial
commitments given to the countries in question. It
was therefore necessary to obtain the signature of the
representatives of the Governments of the Member
States, which automatically led to approval by the
Member States in accordance with the recognized
internal procedure, that is, ratification by the national
parliaments.

However, since 1 January 1978 the European unit of
account has been used in drawing up the budget,
which is financed entirely from own resources. Any
aid to be granted is entered in the budget; in other
words it is authorized by the Community budget and
not by the national budgets. Since the implementa-
tion of financial commitments contained in agree-
ments depends exclusively on decisions taken by the
Community authorities, surely this new situation
renders pointless the ratification by the Member States
of the financial aspects of Community agreements ?
Surely we should bury this now irrelevant legal quarrel
and take positive action by progressing from the inves-
tigation of projects to their implementation ? Will we
have to wait another six months or a year until the
Member States have ratified ? Can’t the Commission
overrule the Member States on this matter ? These are
the questions we should like answered, Commissioner.

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

Mr Corrie. — Mr President, I will be very brief, but 1
just rise to agree with all that has been said so far
today. Everything has to be done to improve the
economy and the structure of Greece, to make it
easier for her to join the Community. We all look
forward to that day. It is therefore very sad that this
protocol has not been ratified. We hear great speeches
in support of Greece’s entry, and then, when countries
are given a positive way to help, nothing happens. It
is sad that we have to have this debate at all.

Greece is struggling to rebuild her economy, and her
rediscovered democracy. There is still an enormous
gap in GNP between Greece and the countries of the
Community, I urge that all help be given to ease her
accession into Europe when that time comes. She has
to restructure her agricultural policy, and she has to
undergo industrial revolution. I wonder, just for the
record, if the Commission would once again name the
countries who have not yet ratified, and say if any of
these countries have given any indication as to why
they have not ratified.

President. — 1 call Mr Pisont.

Mr Pisoni. — (I) Mr President, I should like to say
just a few brief words to emphasize that the European
Parliament attaches great importance to this matter
and regards the failure to implement the Financial
Protocol as a serious lapse. Agreements concluded by
the European Institutions with an associate State,
which has applied for and is preparing itself for acces-
sion, have been ignored. The Commission barricades
itself behind a legal technicality, but the Commission
is also the guardian of the Treaties and of the obser-
vance of obligations undertaken. And even if in this
case the obligation was undertaken primarily by the
Council of Ministers, we feel that the Commission has
both the right and the duty to urge that this obliga-
tion be honoured and to call upon the Council of
Ministers and, through it, the Member States that have
not yet ratified this Protocol to honour the obligations
they have assumed as soon as possible. I would point
out that the fact that these funds are not being used
delays even further the harmonization of various poli-
cies, particularly of agricultural policies, which are
those that cause the greatest difficulties. In fact, it is
this very agricultural policy that most frequently gives
rise to concern, when Greece’s accession to the
Community is being discussed. We should like to see
these funds therefore put to work immediately.

I join with many of my colleagues in inviting the
Commission to brush aside what may be called a
mere legal quibble and try to urge by every means in
its power that this Financial Protocol be ratified. In
fact, the Commission, particularly since 1 January
1978, has refused to release the funds without ratifica-
tion, advancing legal arguments that are not entirely
clear.

We feel that what has been said here today should
help in some measure to enable the Commission to
overstep the narrow boundaries of the constraints to
which it is subject.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, in answer to the question whether the resources
represented by this Financial Protocol are sufficient,
as posed earlier in the debate, I would say that from
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our experience of the negotiations, which were
opened in December 1976, the sums available were
well below Greek requests, and the Commission prop-
osals. As has been recalled in the debate, the First
Protocol was frozen in 1967, and the residue of 55
million dollars was spent in 1975-76. In this regard, 1
would like to point out to Parliament that, on the
Greek side, there has always been pressure to have
access to the funds as early as possible in view of acces-
sion, particularly as the funds are intended, as far as
their limited size allows, to help prepare the Greek
economy for accession. If you take into account the
duration of the Protocol, a moment’s reflection will
indicate that something less than four years remain in
which they can avail themselves of the resources in
question.

Now, in answer to the questiori put to me on which
Member States have already ratified, I would point out
that formal notifications of the completion of ratifica-
tion procedures have been received by the Council
secretariat from Denmark and the Netherlands. 1
understand that procedures have also been completed
in France and Italy, and are on their way in other
Member States. Ratification procedures by Greece
were completed only very recently. Members can draw
their own conclusions from what I have just said.

In reply to some very important points made by a
number of speakers as to why Member States need to
ratify the Protocol since the financial aid is now
included in the Community’s budget, I would answer
that my colleague Mr Cheysson gave a very full reply
to this question during the December part-session. As
he said then, the Greek Financial Protocol was one of
a number which were conceived in a global approach.
Many of these were negotiated before the budgetiza-
tion decision, at a time when it was uncertain whether
the financing would be from national or Community
budgets. In this situation, it was necessary for Member
States to be contracting parties in their own right.
Under the terms of Article 13, the Protocol can only
enter into force when all contracting parties have
completed ratification procedures. Subsequent to the
signature of the Protocol, as honourable Members are
aware, the guarantees for EIB loans were included in
the Community’s budget. It is thus open to the
Community to put the Protocol into force before ratifi-
cation by a procedure analogous to that which has in
the past been used for the trade provisions of the
Community’s agreement.

Mr President, I think that a useful purpose has been
served by drawing the attention of the House to the
problems connected with this Financial Protocol. I
will end by just drawing attention, as Mr Vandewiele
did, to the fact that it rests with the Members in their
own parliaments to draw attention to the subject of
this discussion here this evening.

President. — The debate is closed.

17. Cancellation of the TEE Zurich-Brussels
rail service

President. — The next item is the oral question,
with debate, by Mr Evans, on behalf of the Committee
on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport,
to the Commission on the cancellation of the TEE
Zurich-Brussels rail service (Doc. 533/77);

1. Has the Commission been informed that the national
railway companies concerned intend to cease
operating the only two TEE trains that provide a rapid
link between the three places ot work ot the ruropean
Institutions — namely, the Zurich-Brussels ‘Iris’ and
‘Edelweiss’ ?

2. Does it not feel that this decision runs counter both to
the European Parliament’s repeated calls ! for better
communications between its places of work and to
projects now being considered by some Member
States ?

3. What action does it intend to take to maintain and
strengthen these links between places of work of
Community and international institutions, so as to
take account both of the inevitable growth of traffic
that will result from the direct election of the Euro-
pean Parliament by universal suffrage and of the needs
of professional and business circles ?

I call Mr Evans.

Mr Evans. — Mr President, I rise to put this ques-
tion, which the Committee on Regional Policy,
Regional Planning and Transport agreed unanimously
ought to be raised in the European Parliament at the
earliest possible opportunity, and I would like to
thank the enlarged Bureau for in fact putting this on
the agenda less than three weeks after my committee
discussed it in Berlin.

It has been rumoured, and indeed the chairman and
director-general of the Luxembourg Railways have
written to the President of the European Parliament
about this, that it is intended to withdraw the two
Trans-European Express trains, the ‘Edelweiss’ and the
‘Iris’, which run daily between Zurich and Brussels
and return. If my committee has been correctly
informed, it was in September 1976 that the Belgian
and French railway companies first sought at the Euro-
pean Timetable Conference at Budva to suppress the
TEE service. Formal objection was taken to this by the
Luxembourg and Swiss railway companies, but despite
this, a decision in principle was taken suppress this
line with effect from 1979. At the Timetable Confer-
ence held in Paris in September 1977, a counterprop-
osal was put forward by the Swiss railway company —
namely, to cancel the decision taken at Budva in 1976

t OJ No C 82 of 16 August 1970, p. 4, O] No C 19 of 28
February 1972, p. 26, OJ No C 3 of 7 March, 1974, p. 47
and O] No C 29 of 18 March 1974, p. 9.
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and to maintain a daily TEE service between Brussels
and Basle with two trains instead of four. We are told
that this counter-proposal was accepted to the extent
that the Budva decision was suspended and there was
a re-examination of the entire express system on the
Brussels-Basle route. Following this decision, the
Belgian Railways accepted the idea of keeping a TEE
service on this line, while the French Railways, we are
told, still hold to their initial position — namely, the
complete closure of a TEE service on this route.
Again, to the best of my knowledge, a final decision
concerning the fate of this particular service is likely
to be taken in Edinburgh at the next Timetable
Conference, which will be held in September of this
year.

Why I think it is important that we should raise this
matter is not simply that this particular route link
three of the most important centres of the Commu-
nity, Brussels, Luxembourg and Strasbourg, nor that it
is of great use to the officials of the Community who
have almost every day to travel between these three
cities ; what is more important to my mind is the prac-
tical and symbolic role of such high speed links.
Within Europe — and not just the Europe of the
Nine — this particular service currently links four
European countries, three of which are in the Commu-
nity, and only two years ago it linked five countries;
travel by this train is comfortable and swift, and
customs formalities are reduced to an absolute
minimum.

We live, I believe, in an age when the advantages of
trains, in terms not only of conservation of energy but
also of the environment, are becoming increasingly
apparent. It is, I think, in the interests of us all to get
as much traffic as possible off the roads, out of the air
and on to rail ; but obviously this will only be done by
offering fast and good services of the sort provided by
the TEEs. The Committee on Regional Policy,
Regional Planning and Transport is at this moment in
the middle of an investigation of modern means of
inter-city communication, and we are trying to see
what means are most efficient and effective, particu-
larly in the light of energy, environmental and cost-
efficiency considerations. To my mind the withdrawal
of this service would represent a step backwards, not
merely from the narrow point of view of suppressing
an efficient link between the three major centres of
the Community but also from the point of view of the
people of the Community as a whole.

If this line is losing money because it is too expensive,
I would wonder whether the authorities concerned
could not be persuaded to introduce an alternative
service which, while maintaining the same speed and
comparable comfort, would allow a wider range of
passengers to make use of it. It seems to me to make
no sense, either from an economic point of view or
indeed a democratic one, to provide a service which is

only within the financial reach of a comparatively
limited number of people, when surely what we want
to do is to provide better rail services for the people of
Europe as a whole. If this means introducing second-
as well as first-class seats for this journey, surely the
railway undertakings should be prepared to do this.

One final point. I have already said that to withdraw
this service would represent a step backwards, and I
would like to emphasize this by referring to the
Europol project, which seeks to provide a high-speed
link between Brussels, Luxembourg, Strasbourg and
Geneva by train, and also to such projects as the
advanced passenger train and the Inter-city fast trains.
All these are disigned to improve rail communications
within Europe, and to convince people of the advan-
tages of rail over road transport. Is this, then, the
moment to axe a useful service ? Surely it is time to
consider means of making it more popular and access-
ible to the public!

Finally, Mr President, may I say that I am fully aware
that the Commission has no direct and formal respon-
sibility for the TEE service, which must remain a
matter for the railway companies concerned, but at
the same time the Commission does, or ought to,
have a responsibility for improving transport within
the Community, and I shall therefore very much
welcome what Mr Burke has to say concerning this
question, even though I can anticipate his disclaimer
of responsibility. We know, what is more, that the
Council accepted last year the Commissioner’s
proposed decision for a new consultation procedure
concerning transport infrastructures of Community
interest. Surely the Commission is as much concerned
with decisions in this field which represent a step
backwards as with those which are more positive. I
look forward to Mr Burke’s reply.

President. — 1 call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission is fully aware of the discussions which
have taken place between the railway companies
concerned on the future of the Zurich-Brussels TEE
service : we understand that these discussions are
continuing, and that no final decision has been
reached.

There is a very real possibility of a reduction of this
service from two trains per day to one, or even of total
withdrawal of the TEE services is being examined.
The Commission naturally hopes that the best
possible transport links will be preserved between the
provisional seats of the Community institutions. The
TEE has certainly made a useful contribution to these
links in conditions of reliability and comfort. On the
other hand, it is existing Community policy to
encourage the autonomy and the responsibility for
their own commercial decisions of railway undertak-
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ings. This is in the interest of everyone involved in
the processes of the Community. But the Commission
has been very active in this matter, by way of contacts
with other Community institutions. Moreover, Vice-
President Ortoli has informed the chairman of the
SNCF of the interest which Parliament has expressed.
The reply he received was encouraging and gave most
satisfactory assurances that the user’s interests would
be taken into account in the final decision. In that
respect it would naturally be helpful to the railways if
those Community institutions which have traffic to
offer would let the railways have their data and fore-
casts. Looking at this question as a whole, the
Commission hopes that the interested railways might
find possible solutions likely to improve the
economies of these services and thereby render them
profitable, but it respects the economic autonomy of
the railways in accordance with Community policy.

Now, as I have indicated, there is a real relationship
between the question of the places of work of this
Parliament and the transport services to link them. As
all other users, Parliament and the other institutions
can put forward their demands for a reasonable
service, but this should be seen in an appropriate rela-
tionship to the capacity provided. If we, as Commu-
nity institutions, asked for exceptional treatment
compared with other users, we should run counter to
our own transport policies, policies to which this Parli-
ament has given wholehearted consent.

Reference was made to the fact that this service was a
pioneering effort, linking four countries. Now, while
paying tribute to this early initiative taken by the rail-
ways, it would seem wrong to stop them from taking
the initiatives required today, if reducing uneconomic
services were to be what was required by the situation.

Now, the four TEE trains per day now running
provide some 650 seats. Their use by the Commis-
sion’s departments amounts to no more than one
day’s full use per month. We must leave the railways,
therefore, to plan their services, but it might be of
interest to know that normal trains with first- and
second-class services running today take an hour
longer than the 4-5 hours of the TEE between this
city and Brussels; and 1 would also point out in the
interests of completeness that there are also two daily
flights each way between the two cities, and further
services with Luxembourg.

May I thank Mr Evans for having raised this question,
and just point out to him that his reference to the
decision by the Council in regard to infrastructure is
interesting but has no connection with this matter,
since we are here dealing with services, not infrastruc-
ture.

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

Mr Schyns. — (F) Mr President, we are discussing a
service which links the Community’s three political
and administrative capitals: Brussels, Luxembourg
and Strasbourg. The problem raised by Mr Evans
concerns more than the withdrawal of the TEE trains,
the Iris and the Edelweiss. Communications between
these three capitals are at present inadequate and we
urgently request the Commission to take effective
action during the meeting of Transport Ministers to
be held in September in Edinburgh to ensure that an
inter-city type service is introduced between these
cities such as already exists between other European
capitals : these trains are equally as fast as the Edel-
weiss and the Iris and are quite comfortable. As Mr
Evans and you yourself, Commissioner, requested, we
would also like them to be more democratic i.e. avail-
able to passengers travelling first and second class,
which would make them more profitable. Why not
follow the example of the Paris-Brussels-Amsterdam
line or the service between Brussels and Germany, on
which there is an inter-city train every two hours
operating to everyone’s satisfaction ?

Commissioner, I would ask you to take the initiative
and to ask the Transport Ministers to ensure that inter-
city trains, available to passengers travelling first and
second class, run between Brussels, Luxembourg and
Strasbourg and even as far as Basle, Zurich and Italy.
There is no question but that these services would be
profitable.

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

Mr Pintat. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
I feel that the service linking the three European capi-
tals — Brussels, Luxembourg and Strasbourg, — must
be retained in order for European parliamentarians to
carry out their work under the best possible condi-
tions. Rapid links between our three principle places
of work are indispensable.

In carrying out my national mandate, I have taken an
interest in this problem as it affects the Société natio-
nale des chemins de fer frangais. Concern about
profitability has clearly led the SNCF to take a
number of decisions affecting this service but,
according to my information, there is at present no
question of withdrawing it altogether. The SNCF
wants to make it more profitable and with this in
mind has proposed that the existing TEE be replaced
by Corail trains, which are express trains running at
the same times as the TEEs but including first and
second-class carriages. In this way, I think the demo-
cratic nature of these services will be ensured, as
requested by Mr Evans and Mr Schyns.

I therefore feel that we are moving towards a solution
which is to the satisfaction of our committee.
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President. — I call Mr Yeats to speak on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Yeats. — I am glad that Mr Evans and his
committee have brought up this matter, which is
clearly one of considerable importance. It is important
because, as has already been said, it is quite clear that
the communications between the three centres in
which our Parliament meets are of great importance
to us. And, as we know only too well, the TEE trains,
which normally run to time, are about the only ones
on the line between Brussels, Luxembourg and Stras-
bourg which do run to time. One assumes as a matter
of course, if one goes on any of the other trains, that it
is likely to be late.

Now, Mr Burke has told us, and of course he is right,
that as a general principle railway companies must be
able to run their own business and if they are losing
money — I suppose all railway companies lose money
on all trains, but what he means is that if they are
losing more money than usual on a particular service
— they should be able to close it down. But it is not
really as simple as that. Not through any desire on our
part in this Parliament, we do meet in three different
places. We are not particularly keen on the idea, but
so long as there is no agreement between the nine
member countries to the contrary we are bound to
meet in three different places. Therefore it is of vital
importance to us that there should be adequate
communications. And the communications at present
quite clearly are not adequate.

Now, Mr Burke referred to various air services from
Strasbourg, and I think one must say straight away
that as far as Strasbourg is concerned there has been
an effort to improve communications. No one would
really, I think describe them as entirely satisfactory,
but nonetheless they are much better than they were
and there has been a genuine effort made, I think, by
the authorities of this city to improve matters.

But, alas, one cannot say the same about Luxembourg.
The authorities of Luxembourg have spent a great deal
of energy and money and have achieved great things
with regard to buildings and other facilities of this
kind ; but really, from the point of view of those of us
who have to travel to and from Luxembourg, and in
particular from the point of view of members of the
secretariat of this Parliament who have to travel
constantly to and from Luxembourg, the communica-
tions there are extremely unsatisfactory, which makes
the position of the train serrvice of even greater impor-
tance than usual. As we know the airport of Luxem-
bourg — and this is obviously not a matter that the
Luxembourg authorities can do much about — is
extremely subject to fog, but even when it is clear of
fog the various air services running out of Luxem-

bourg seem unable to run their business in any kind
of reliable way. Many people, including myself, consist-
ently endeavour to travel to and from Luxembourg by
train rather than by air, simply because of the likeli-
hood that you may have to spend all day waiting for
them to be able to start the plane. Therefore the train
service is of great importance, and I do not think it is
good enough for the Commissioner to say that after
all railway companies must look after their own busi-
ness and all the rest of it. I feel that somebody ought
to be in a position — whether it is the nine member
governments until such time as they can agree to give
us a single site I do not know — to subsidize the
various transport concerns — not merely the railways
but also air services — in order that there shall be reas-
onable adequate communications between our three
sites, which there are not at the moment. In a situa-
tion where communications, particularly to and from
Luxembourg, are extremely unsatisfactory, one can
only look upon the disappearance of the only reliable
train as a serious matter that cannot just be fobbed off
in this kind of way, that after all it is a matter for the
railway companies concerned. 1 think something
more than that needs to.be done, and I think that,
however much it may offend Mr Burke or the
Commission’s principles of free enterprise — they
cannot intervene in a matter of this kind just because
the Communities are involved, etc. — this is a case
where somebody ought to intervene, because, particu-
larly with a directly-elected Parliament, when far more
people will be involved, it will simply be impossible
to travel up and down from Brussels, to Luxembourg
and Strasbourg and back again unless there is some
kind of an adequate service, and in this case it means
particularly the train service.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — 1 do not
intend to speak at any great length, only to refer to
some of the points made by the speakers who spoke
after me in the debate.

To Mr Schyns I would say : yes, in principle 1 would
use my good offices if I thought they would in fact
bring about a good result, but I have already indicated
that on behalf of the Commission one of my
colleagues has in fact used his good offices and with
some encouragement to us all that there will be a
good result. [ am glad also to hear from Mr Pintat that
that is also his view of affairs.

To Mr Schyns’ view that Paris-Amsterdam and Paris-
Brussels-Germany are models for the service which
would run between Zurich and Brussels, I would say
that the answer here lies in the different type of popu-
lation structure and pattern : of we had the population
patterns of the two former cases then we should not
even be discussing this here this evening.
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To Mr Yeats I would say, on his point of subsidiza-
tion, that this the Commission is trying to phase out
as a matter of policy. In regard to this general state-
ments about my principles on freedom of the market
and so on, Mr Yeats must appreciate that I as Commis-
sioner could not face this question and then have a
Minister or somebody else say to me, ‘But Mr Commis-
sioner, read your own policy : your own policy states
that you will allow autonomy to the railway undertak-
ings. What are you coming to me for now ?’ I have
already answered the question whether Members of
this institution or any other institution should claim
any better treatment than that of the ordinary citizen.
So it is not a question of any reliance on particular
principles of market organization, it is a matter of
being true to the policy enunciated by the Commis-
sion and — may I point out to Mr Yeats — supported
by this very Parliament itself.

President. — The debate is closed.

18. Regulations on coach and bus services
between Member States

President. — The next item is the report, without
debate, by Mr Nyborg, on behalf of the Committee on
Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport
(Doc. 516/77), on the proposals from the Commission
to the Council for

I a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 516/72
on the introduction of common rules for shuttle
services by coach and bus between Member States,
and

IT a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 517/72
on the introduction of common rules for regular and
special regular services by coach and bus between
Member States

(Doc. 516/77).

No one has asked to speak. The motion for a resolu-
tion, as it stands, will be put to the vote tomorrow at
voting-time.

19. Road baulage tax in Austria

President. — The next item is the oral question,
without debate, to the Commission, on a road haulage
tax in Austria (Doc. 524/77):

Reports that the Government of the Federal Republic of
Austria intends to bring in a heavy road-haulage tax from
1 July 1978 have caused considerable disquiet within the
Community’s road-haulage industry. This is because it is
to be feared that, as a form of transit tax, it will still
further seriously impair the competitiveness and the
economic situation of transport undertakings in the Euro-
pean Community, especially those in the Federal Repu-
blic of Germany.

1. Does the Commission have any further details of the
intentions of the Federal Government of Austria ?

2. What effects may the planned transit tax be expected
to have on the road-haulage industry of the EEC, espe-
cially that of the Federal Republic of Germany ?

3. Should the need arise, what measures does the
Commission intend to take to prevent harmful effects
on economic relations between the EEC and Austria
and to uphold the competitiveness of the transport
undertakings of the EEC, restricted as it already is by
the heavy burden of taxation, for example in the
Federal Republic of Germany ?

4. In particular, will the Commission open negotiations
with the Federal Government of Austria with a view to
arriving at a satisfactory settlement of this matter ?

I call Mr Fuchs.

Mr Fuchs. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, when I drafted this question at the begin-
ning of December 1977, all that was known was that
the Austrian Government intended to impose a
special tax on road haulage. But it was also known
that this special tax would make road haulage far
more expensive and also result in an enormous distor-
tion of competition to the disadvantage of undertak-
ings in the Community in particular. Mention was
also made of a transit tax. Unfortunately our fears have
now been confirmed, a bill to this effect having been
tabled in Parliament by the Austrian Government.

The object of this bill is to levy a road tax on foreign
haulage contractors from 1 July 1978 on. In addition,
this tax will be extremely high: one shilling per
tonne and kilometre and 0-6 shillings for vehicles
travelling empty. This will mean an increase in
freight-rates by up to 90 % for a 20-tonne lorry, for
example, by DM 82, or about 24. u.a. This will particu-
larly affect, for instance, milk transport operations
between two Member States, the Federal Republic of
Germany and Italy. The cost of a single transport oper-
ation would rise by about DM 500. This would, of
course, affect the consumer and also the producer,
because haulage contracters simply cannot absorb so
massive an increase.

What is decisive for the Community is the following.
Whereas the bill tabled by the Austrian Government
provides for the tax to be imposed on foreign trans-
port operations on the basis of tonnage and kilome-
tres — and tonnage here means admissible payload,
not the actual load carried, which may well increase
the cost even further — Austrian transport undertak-
ings will be able to pay a monthly lump sum. This
means that in individual cases the burden on Austrian
undertakings will be only a fraction of that borne by
foreign undertakings. This will undoubtedly lead to a
very serious deterioration in the competitive position
of foreign road haulage contracters. For Community
undertakings in particular it means definite discrimina-
tion. The whole road network of the Federal Republic
of Germany, for example, can be used by Austrian
undertakings completely free of charge.
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In my view the Austrian Government’s bill also
infringes agreements with the European Community,
more specifically the agreement to remove customs
barriers which has been in operation since 1 July
1977, since this will again increase the costs. The
Commission should therefore make its views known
to the Austrian Government as a matter of extreme
urgency. It must make it really clear that this project
cannot be approved. This was the background to my
questions. The first two have meanwhile been partly
answered, but questions 3 and 4 are now all the more
important.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, at its own request the Commission was advised
by the Austrian authorities last month of the text of a
draft law proposing the introduction as from 1 July
1978 of a tax on road traffic by commercial vehicles.
This draft is currently in the consultation stage within
Austria. It has been estimated that the levying of the
tax rates currently proposed would have the effect of
at least doubling the total transport costs on Austrian
territory for international transport, whether for transit
or import-export. The Commission is unable to put
into precise figures the global effects for the road
hauliers in the Community in general or the German
Federal Republic in particular. The tax rates proposed
make no distinction as to the nationality of the
haulier.

At the end of last week the Commission informed the
Austrian Government of its serious concern with
regard to the draft law and indicated the main points
on which it had reservations. These bear mainly on
the excessive level of the tax rates, the de facto
discrimination between national and international
traffic which would result from the application of the
proposed system, frontier hindrances and the possible
influences on the attitudes of other countries. The
Commission trusts that the Austrian Government will
favourably respond to our proposal for mutual discus-
sions of the admittedly complex problems involved,
so that alternatives can be examined and mutually
satisfactory solutions developed. I can assure the
House that we will certainly follow up this question
very closely. I would point out to the speaker, though,
that the measures do not conflict with the provisions
of the Trade Agreement with Austria, but could be
said to conflict with the spirit of that agreement.

President. — I call Mr Fuchs.

Mr Fuchs. — Mr President, I should first like to
thank Mr Burke very warmly for the positive answer
he has given. But I should also like to ask him
whether he is aware that the matter is extremely
urgent, since, as I understand it, the bill is to be
discussed in the Austrian Parliament as early as 15

March, and we therefore have only about 4 weeks left.
I should also like to ask you, Mr Burke, whether you
would be prepared to point out to the Austrian
Government during the negotiations that, for
example, the Community or Member States of the
Community might be compelled to take steps to
restore competitive equality if it should be disturbed
by the Austrian measure.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission is fully aware of the urgency which has
just been mentioned. Our reply has in fact been trans-
mitted to the Austrian Government ; we are trying to
deal with this question in a manner which will result
in a good outcome for our Community. I would ask
the honourable Member to understand that we are in
touch with them, we are working on it and we recog-
nize the urgency. I would ask him, though, not to
press me any further than that, given the delicacy of
the situation.

President. — The debate is closed.

20. Amendment of the Rules of Procedure of
Parliament (debate)

President. — The next item is the report by Mr
Yeats, on behalf of the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions, on the amendment of the
Rules of Procedure of the European Parliament (Doc.
538/77).

I call Mr Yeats.

Mr Yeats, rapporteur. — Mr President, this report
proposes amendments to a number of different Rules
of Procedure. Some of these amendments are fairly
substantial, others are relatively minor, and in some
cases it is mainly a matter of eliminating ambiguities
or of clearing up doubts that have arisen. I should say
straight away that there are certain other matters that
have been omitted from this report — matters on
which the committee is considering making amend-
ments — so that to some extent it should be looked
upon as an interim report.

There are, for example, important amendments to the
rules which were proposed, in completely different
directions — on the one hand by the Socialist Group,
on the other by Mr Dewulf — relating to the relation-
ship between the enlarged Bureau and the Bureau
proper. These will be considered by the committee at
a meeting later this month. Then there are other
matters relating to the motion of censure, to the vote
on resolutions without debate, to procedural motions
under Rule 32, to matters relating to committees, and
to petitions. These will be considered by the
committee at a later date. I am not necessarily saying
that in all cases amendments will be decided upon,
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but the question as to whether amendments are
needed will be discussed.

Now, I myself have put in two amendments relating
to the budgetary process, and perhaps I might deal
with these before coming to the rest of the report.
These amendments aimed at incorporating a new
Rule 23 and eliminating the existing Rule 23 A were
proposed by myself to the committee, but because the
Committee on Budgets — which is directly involved
in this — had not yet had time to consider this
matter, at the last meeting of the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions it was agreed to with-
draw these amendments of mine. The following day,
the Committee on Budgets agreed to these amend-
ments and asked me to include them, which I have
done.

The new Rule 23 is a short simple rule providing that
the implementing procedures for the examination of
the general budget of the European Communities and
supplementary budgets, in accordance with the budge-
tary provisions of the Treaties setting up the European
Communities and the new Treaty of 22 July 1975,
shall be adopted by resolution of Parliament and that
they shall be annexed to our Rules.

This procedure has two main advantages. First of all,
putting the procedures in this way into an appendix
to the Rules makes them easily available to everyone
and they are all then contained in one single docu-

ment. This makes things simpler without, at the same’

time, cluttering up the main text of the Rules with a
mass of financial matter. The second advantage is that,
at present, it is necessary to vote new procedures each
year, even though there may be no change. Now they
will be permanent, but, of course, subject to amend-
ment at any time by Parliament if it so wishes; and
because they will not be contained in the Rules but in
the form of an appendix to the Rules, only a simple
majority in the plenary sitting will be required. So
these are the two amendments which I have put down
at the request of the Committée on Budgets.

Now, I will summarize the various changes in the
Rules that are proposed by the committee. I cannot
mention all the changes of detail, particularly in cases
where ambiguities are being cleared up, doubts reme-
died and so on, but, if anyone has any questions on
any of these, I shall of course be glad to answer them
and to explain the reason for these particular amend-
ments. The first group of what one might describe as
substantial amendments relates to the annual constit-
uent meeting. Here three matters are dealt with : the
elections of the President, Vice-Presidents and
members of committees. At present, as we know, one
single Member can nominate a candidate for Presi-
dent, and the committee felt that in a matter of this
importance the nomination of a political group, or at
least 10 Members, should be required. Therefore, an
amendment to this effect is provided to Rule 7 (1).

The second matter dealt with is the question of the
election of Vice-Presidents. Until last year there was,
in fact, never any election held for Vice-Presidents ;
they were always agreed to unanimously on a nomina-
tion of the groups. Here also, the present Rule
provides that any vice-presidential candidate can be
proposed by one single Member, and the committee
felt that thé nomination of Vice-Presidents also, as
with the President, should be by political group or by
at least 10 Members. Since these nominations are, as a
result of negotiations between all the groups — with
problems of nationality arising, as well as problems of
the number of Vice-Presidents alloted to each group
— leading to a unanimously agreed list of Vice-Presi-
dents, it seems only reasonable that any additional
nominations should be proposed by a certain
minimum number of Members.

In addition, there has been in our Rules a clear defect,
which only became evident as a result of the holding
of an election for Vice-President last year and which
has had to be cleared up. This is in Rule 7 (4) and we
have amended this to make it clear beyond doubt,
which was not the case in the past, that only 12 Vice-
Presidents can be elected. It is laid down in Rule §(1)
that there must be 12 but, unfortunately, the wording
of the following Rule 7 does not repeat this, and an
unfortunate situation might arise where considerably
more than the necessary 12 Vice-Presidents could get
more than half the votes and therefore be eligible for
election under that rule. So this problem has been
eliminated.

The third point dealt with in regard to the constituent
meeting relates to the members of committees. At
present, under Rule 37 the Bureau places before Parlia-
ment proposals for membership of the committees
which are, of course, designed to ensure fair represen-
tation of Member States and of political views. In prac-
tice, these proposals emerge as the result of a long
process of negotiation between all the groups. Rule
37(3) states: ‘Should any dispute arise, Parliament
shall decide thereon by secret ballot’. This ballot at
present can be demanded by one single individual,
and I need hardly mention the extraordinary problem
that could arise if just one individual were to demand
the ballot on all the committees. We could spend prac-
tically the whole week of the part-session in March
voting on these committees with 35 members to be
elected in each case. So here‘also it seemed reasonable
to the committee that such a secret ballot should be
demanded by at least ten Members, and Rule 37 (3) is
therefore being amended to this end.

The next substantial amendment is to Rule 12, which
deals with the fixing of the agenda at the beginning of
each part-session on the Monday afternoon. As we
know only too well, the fixing of the agenda of a part-
session is a time-consuming exercise. Frequently
considerable Parliamentary debate is devoted to the
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adoption of the agenda on the first day of the part-ses-
sion, but in spite of this it is frequently modified on
virtually each sitting day thereafter. I do not need to
stress the inconvenience thereby caused to Members,
to other institutions and indeed also to the press and
the public. The enlarged Bureau referred a proposal to
the committee last June to the effect that the agenda
of part-sessions should in future be fixed by the
Bureau on a proposal from the President after
consulting the political groups and on the work of the
parliamentary committees. In other words, the Bureau
should fix the agenda and it would no longer be a
matter for the vote of Members in plenary. The
agenda having been adopted in this way, amendments
would have to be referred to the Bureau ; each amend-
ment proposed would have to involve therefore a
meeting of the Bureau during the part-session, and for
the Bureau to consider such amendments they would
have to be, under the Bureau’s proposals, agreed unani-
mously by the chairmen of the six political groups.
This proposal was sent to the committee by the
Bureau with a request for its views. It seemed to the
committee that this proposal was somewhat radical,
that it might not be acceptable to Members to have
the right of fixing the agenda taken away from them,
and that, further, the extremely rigid arrangements for
obtaining amendments to the agenda would mean
that there would be considerable difficulty in
obtaining even necessary and important amendments.
The committee approved, I think pretty well unani-
mously, the Bureau’s view that the time spent on
debating the agenda on the first day of a part-session
should be considerably cut down and that thereafter
changes in the agenda should be made somewhat
more difficult. But the committee felt at the same
time that these ends could be achieved by means of
somewhat less radical innovations in the Rules than
those sent to them by the Bureau.

We have the relevant amendments to Rule 12 in this
report. The committee proposes that the draft agenda
be adopted by the Parliament on the Monday of each
part-session without alterations other than those
proposed by the President, a political group or at least
ten Members. Only the mover of such a proposal, one
speaker in favour and one against may be heard.
These proposals must be received by the President at
least one hour before the opening of the part-session
— normally at 4 p.m. This would give him a neces-
sary opportunity to consider the situation before the
part-session while also preventing the moving of
further alterations from the floor of the House.

Now, to this proposal, there has come in an amend-
ment, just a very short time ago, tabled by Mr
Hamilton, Mr Lemp and Mr Willi Miiller. This amend-
ment proposes that instead of the proposed amend-
ments’ being submitted to the President one hour
before the part-session, they should be submitted not
later than 2.00 p.m. on the last working day before the

first day of the part-session — in other words, before
2.00 p.m. on the preceding Friday. This is similar to
an amendment that was moved in the course of our
discussions in committee. It is an amendment to
which 1 personally would extend a good deal of
sympathy. If it were to be universally acceptable, I
personally would be very happy to go along with it.
But it became clear in committee that while there
were those who were in favour of it, there were others
who were against, the reasons for the opposition being
this : if you say that the amendments must be in as
early as this — by 2.00 p.m. on the Friday — it means
that the groups meeting on the Monday afternoon
would not be able to consider further amendments.
This might not necessarily be a disadvantage, but I do
not think that this would be generally acceptable. I
would be happy with it, but I doubt very much if it
will receive the majority needed for amendments to
the Rules of Procedure, and certainly as far as the
committee were concerned, there were considerably
divided opinions. As we know, for any amendment to
the Rules of Procedure to go through, there must be
practically unanimity, and I think some of the groups
at least would wish to maintain the possibility of
putting amendments forward at their meeting on the
Monday.

The remaining amendments to which I refer are not
so important, so I will go through them fairly rapidly.
On the question of urgent resolutions under Rule 14,
we provide that in future written reasons must be
given for the request for urgency. The length of
speeches on the question of the urgency is reduced
from five to three minutes. When urgent procedure
has been decided on, the place of the item on the
agenda is to be decided by the President rather than
Parliament — this is really what happens at the
moment ; there is no great change — and the time for
voting on urgent resolutions is to be fixed, as is in fact
the practice, at the ordinary voting period.

With roll-call votes there is an important change. At
present the position with roll-call votes is that whereas
no particular quorum is needed for an ordinary vote
by a show of hands, a roll-call vote requires the partici-
pation of at least one-third of the current Members of
Parliament. There seems no particular reason why
there should be a difference in quorum requirements
between a roll-call vote and an ordinary vote, and we
are proposing to eliminate this so that it will be
possible to have a roll-call vote without the worry that
there may not be a valid vote.

For oral questions with debate under Rule 47, we
provide that the time for brief comment allowed to
the questioner after the Commission has replied shall
be five minutes. Resolutions, instead of being voted
upon immediately, will be voted upon at the next
voting period, which is more in accordance with the
existing practice in Parliament. Under another amend-
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ment, the resolutions can be directed to the Council
and Conference of Foreign Ministers.

The last point concerns Question Time. At the
moment, the Rules say you can only have it on two
days a week. We have been ignoring this, and this
needs to be dealt with. So, instead of setting out exact
times for holding Question Time and finding
ourselves in the position of having to change the
Rules yet again, we are simply stating that it will be
held at such times as the Bureau and Parliament shall
decide.

If anyone wishes to question me about other amend-
ments, I shall be happy to answer. This report has
been considered at considerable length in the
committee, it was adopted unanimously, and I recom-
mend it to the House.

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

Mr Dewulf. — (NL) Mr President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, I should like first of all to thank the
rapporteur for his painstaking work. It had been a
long and painstaking job in a committee which is so
overburdened with petitions that it cannot find time
for its essential task, namely to make a thorough
review of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure and where
necessary to improve them.

My speech will contain an element of self-criticism
since, as the agenda shows, Parliament discusses its
own rules at this late hour as an appendage of it’s
activities rather than taking this point at the begin-
ning of a full meeting. It is one of the most important
matters for this Parliament that we should all be
agreed, in a spirit of political sportsmanship and fair
play, on the rules of the game here. It is a pity that
these Rules of Procedure should be discussed on
Monday evening at half past eight by a dozen
Members of Parliament and that we cannot talk over
this point in a somewhat calmer way.

I think I can say that although we, the Members of
the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
tions, and I include myself here, are not perfect, we
have in fact limited ourselves to the essential matters
at hand, a number of urgent technical adjustments
which have seemed necessary in practice and which
will enable us, as from the part-session in March, to
smooth some of the rough edges.

I should like to ask the rapporteur a question,
following his very kind invitation. I was listening just
now to his comments on the new wording of Rule
47A and we had the impression — and I say this in
the plural since others had the same idea — that
perhaps we are making things more difficult with the
new text than with the less good old text. Question
Time is particularly important to Parliament. Thanks
to the Commission and the Council, we have been
able to build it up in recent years. We attach parti-

cular importance to it. That is evident, but the rules
for Question Time concern not only Members of Parli-
ament but also the Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Council and the Commission. By changing over from
the present tolerably vague text to the new proposed
text, the Council and Commission might be forced to
be present here from the beginning to the end of our
sittings, i.e. from 5 p.m. on Monday to noon or
perhaps 2 p.m. on Friday, that is less definite. I
wonder whether it may not be better, as the rappor-
teur has recognized that the Committee on the Rules
of Procedure and Petitions would like to talk further
on a number of points in the Rules, whether it would
not be desirable for us to keep the present text provi-
sionally and refer back the amendments you are now
proposing, to the committee together with the rules
you have mentioned to which substantial amend-
ments have been submitted, by Mr Callewaert to Rule
5 and by myself to Rules 5, 12 and others.

This brings me, Mr President, to the second part of
my speech. Let me say once again that I regard this as
a piece of self-criticism. Parliament ought to review its
Rules of Procedure in a calmer and more thorough
manner. It would take too long to touch on yet more
Rules which appear incomplete or impractical. I do
not want to do this at this moment, there are more
important things. Next year, we hope, we shall not
only have a directly elected Parliament, an event of
great political significance, but also a Parliament of
410 Members. I should just like to talk about the tech-
nical repercussions of having twice as much parlia-
mentary oratory which will be the automatic result of
this. The 200 new Members will not sit here just
listening. We shall not be able to make do with one
week of open sittings, no matter where it happens to
be. This will have to double immediately — we shall
need two weeks of open sittings. This is a technical
development which follows from what a Member of
Parliament must be i.e. an orator. And oratory requires
time and paper. Therefore we must now ask ourselves,
gentlemen of the Commission, ladies and gentlemen
of the Council : how are we going to manage it? A
Parliament which is now accustomed to meet once a
month in open plenary session in a sort of wave
pattern and then disappear for three weeks into the
calm of the committees.

This is not living politics and it will continue, I am
sure that the officialdom, the very dedicated offi-
cialdom of this Parliament has for a long while been
asking itself this question but unfortunately it cannot
take any decisions because we, Parliament, are perhaps
not sufficiently aware of this crude fact of the
doubling of the Members of Parliament.

I am not talking about the number of seats or of the
room needed but only about the time, the distribution
of time, the open meetings. If two weeks of my time
is taken up with a plenary sitting, what about the
committees ?
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I am just raising a couple of questions. A completely
objective invitation to the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions — and this is why I say it is
self-criticism — to reflect, at least in a working party,
on a number of technical questions resulting from the
doubling of the number of Members and the
consequences this will have on Patliament’s proce-
dures, its open meetings, its committee meetings and
all the other activities of a Parliamentary institution.

This has nothing to do with powers. This is — I
repeat — a purely technical matter. Some colleagues
have said to me : the Rules of Procedure for the new
Parliament are a matter for the new Parliament to
decide. This is not so ? The new Parliament will not
be an essentially different Parliament. It will be the
continuation of the present European Parliament with
its existing powers, and the future Parliament with a
greater number of Members will have to start with
some Rules of Procedure. Obviously it will, here and
there, and probably very quickly, make its own propo-
sals for its Rules of Procedure but it must begin with
feasible, practicable Rules of Procedure and it is this
Parliament which, during the parliamentary year
beginning in March must discuss in detail the adjust-
ments which are necessary with a view to this physical
and numerical change in shape. I would support a
committee working party, ideally a joint working party
with officials taking part to consider a number of alter-
natives and then perhaps submit them in the form of
amendments to the Rules of Procedure to the whole
House.

A final word, Mr President. In various groups — and
this is shown by the amendments which Mr Calle-
waert tabled and by my amendments — there is a
concern to find a good balance in this parliamentary
institution. On the one hand the institution as such
with all that it signifies in the framework of the fullest
possible parliamentary democracy which we hope for
in the Europe of tomorrow, thus the standing, the
continuity, the permanence of the institution, and on
the other hand the political direction which is essen-
tial in such a highly political body.

We are confronted with this problem in all parlia-
ments, how to find a good balance between the institu-
tion as such and the political direction which, coming
from outside, finds expression in Parliament through
the groups, the chairmen of the groups who have
increasing influence in this Parliament but who also,
and this is the other side of the coin, threaten to put
the institution and its bodies under pressure.

What is the ultimate power of the president ? What is
the ultimate authority of the Bureau stricto sensu?
Has this Bureau ever met in its original composition ?
Is it not always the enlarged Bureau ? Is this a good
approach to the balance between the institution and
political direction through the groups?

Mr President, this is one of the problems which we
must calmly and objectively and thoroughly discuss.

Having said this — let me repeat — we have
submitted these amendments unanimously. I would
just ask that perhaps Rule 47A should be referred
back to the committee without thereby affecting the
whole of Mr Yeats’ report. Above all I request the
Bureau stricto sensu to give the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions authorization to give
further thorough thought to the new Parliament
which will presumably have need of different Rules of
Procedure.

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

Mr Hamilton. — I should like to express my grati-
tude to the rapporteur, Mr Yeats, for his great patience
and understanding in what was necessarily a controver-
sial report. The rules of procedure of any parliament
are important, very rarely exciting, but very important
if we are to underpin our democratic principles. But
there will never be unanimity. Despite what Mr
Dewulf says, we could talk for ever and a day and we
should never, or very rarely, get unanimity on these
matters.

In my relatively short experience of the Rules of
Procedure in this Parliament, I have felt there is a
colossal waste of time in the committee and in this
Parliament debating these Rules, and at the end of the
day we can never be quite sure that we have got the
thing right in the end. We might be convinced that
we have got it right at a particular time, but then, after
a month or two, we feel that it could be a little bit
better. It is continually evolving, and that is why the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions
was set up, as a continuing effort to perfect our Rules
of Procedure by trial and error. In that respect, I
would say to Mr Dewulf that a fundamental examina-
tion of the Rules did take place last year under my
chairmanship before Mr Leonardi took over, and my
criticism — if there be criticism of Mr Yeats — is that
we are changing again before some of those altera-
tions have been allowed a fair try.

I refer specifically to Rule 47A. Now, I am inclined to
agree that the original wording of the Rule should
stay, if only because it is convenient for dual-man-
dated Members, and also for the Commission and the
Council, to know precisely when questions are going
to be asked and answered. I think it is of great conven-
ience to Members and to Commission and Council
that that should be so. On the other hand, I think
there is something in the argument for a degree of
flexibility and I think we should try both systems and
see which is acceptable. This is the only way we can
proceed in this or any Parliament — by trial and
error.

Having said that, I want quickly to come to the
amendments on behalf of some members of my
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group, and briefly indicate the attitude of the group to
the more important amendments, while accepting and
admitting that nobody in these matters has a
monopoly of wisdom. We have just got to agree to
differ on these things and see how they turn out. Let
me turn to Rules S and 7. The amendments proposed
by Mr Calewaert, who apologizes for not being here,
and Mr Dewulf, whom I think I can speak for on Rule
5 have been postponed precisely because we could not
agree on them, and also because we think they are
rather important. We, the Socialists, wanted a full inte-
gration of the respective groups’ chairmen into the
Bureau of the Parliament, and we feel that the
chairmen of the groups should be entitled to partici-
pate with full voting rights in the Bureau’s meetings.
This is a very important and new principle which
needs careful consideration ; perhaps this is one of the
areas where we shall have to agree to differ and
perhaps vote on it at a plenary sitting. I am sorry I
was not here when Mr Yeats began his statement, so
he may have referred to the amendments to Rules 21,
23, 23A, 32 and 38 — these have been postponed. Mr
Santer’s amendments concerning Rules 35 and 44, I
think, have not yet been debated and therefore, I
presume, will not be put to the vote.

Rule 48, concerning petitions, has been a bone of
contention and a matter of concern to me, and I think
to other Members of the House, precisely because of
the number of petitions that have been presented over
the years. It is a commendation to this Parliament that
more and more citizens in Europe feel it worthwhile
to send petitions to us on various problems — some
of them trifling, some of them involving matters of
important principle — and we would be a very foolish
Parliament, and a very irresponsible one, if we just
threw them aside without considering them. But they
are extremely time-consuming, and we must change
our present handling of them. At the moment, we
appoint a rapporteur separately for each petition,
which I think is unnecessary, but I have alternative
proposals to put and no doubt other members of my
group will put these other propositions in due course.

The Socialist amendment on Rule 12 was voted down
in the committee. What we proposed was that there
should be a deadline fixed for draft amendments on
the Parliament’s agenda. In other words, you would
not be able to suggest an alteration to the agenda
unless it was put in by 6 o'clock at night on the
Friday prior to the first day of the part-session.
Although there was a vote against that, I think there
was a measure of understanding of our position, and
we propose to table the amendment again to give the
full Parliament a chance to vote on it.

I would be inclined to disagree somewhat with what
Mr Dewulf said at the end of his speech — namely,
that there are certain things we cannot leave to the
directly-elected Parliament: there are some things

that we must leave to them. I feel very strongly about
the voting methods of this Parliament. I have put
forward propositions on altering them which have
been rejected, precisely because it is not very likely
that we shall get the consensus of opinion to agree on
a change in this matter. It might be desirable in the
circumstances to leave that particular problem to the
directly-elected Parliament, when and if we get a
permanent seat for the Parliament. This is important.
It is not much good putting in electrical equipment
in Luxembourg and Strasbourg if then we decide, as I
certainly hope we shall, to have a permanent seat in
Brussels. It would be a great waste and duplication of
expensive equipment if we did that. But I leave that
point.

I think the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and
Petitions is doing a reasonably good job in very diffi-
cult circumstances. It is a job that has to be done by
someone. I just regret, with Mr Dewulf, that this
debate has had to take place at the end of the day
when we are all anxious to end our proceedings and
when there is such a singular lack of interest in these
very important matters.

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

Mr Cifarelli. — (7) Mr President, our thanks are due
to the rapporteur for his excellent work but I feel that
we cannot, in these circumstances, consider all the
ptoblems concerning amendments to the Rules of
Procedure.

I agree with Mr Dewulf when he pointed out that
when we are discussing fundamental matters
concerning the very constitution of this Parliament, it
is clear that we must take the subject much more seri-
ously, and not deal with it at the end of a tiring
sitting, even if on the first day of the part-session.

I would stress that I used the term ‘constitution’
deliberately. As far as my country is concerned the
Rules of Procedure of the Chamber and the Senate
have the same legal status as the Constitution of the
Republic, that is to say they can be amended by a
special majority, and therefore take precedence over
other rules. I believe that the same should be the case
for our Rules of Procedure. Besides, we will only be
able to adopt these amendments by a specified
majority.

It is in this light that we judge the vallie of this
debate. To my knowledge, the Bureau of Parliament
has been asked to improve the rules governing the
running of part-sessions and the College of Quaestors
has been asked to make proposals. It seems strange to
me that we must first consider and adopt some propo-
sals and then consider later proposals which will be
made.

I do not mean by this that we should minimize the
great deal of work that has been done, but simply that
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we must bear in mind that other proposals are being
drawn up and for this reason we should, in the circum-
stances, concentrate on two fundamental points:
firstly, the need to solve procedural problems
involving the constituent part-session to be held next
month. We all remember the problems and events
surrounding the last constituent part-session and I
think therefore that it would be wise to accept the
need for a ruling on these matters. And since,
secondly, there are complaints about the time wasted
in fixing the agenda, if a more acceptable, effective
method can be found, my group will not fail to
support it.

I must say, however, that some of the provisions
proposed by the committee or presented in amend-
ments cause me some perplexity. I would like there-
fore, on behalf of my group, to support the proposal
made by Mr Dewulf, to refer back to committee the
amended proposal on Rule 47A (1). It is clear that we
as a Parliament cannot complicate the interinstitu-
tional cooperation which is a basic precondition for
the effectiveness of our debates. To decide that Ques-
tion Time should have a special place in our agenda
means putting both the Council and the Commission
in a difficult position. I do not think we should push
things too far. I have had the honour of being a
member of this Parliament since March 1969 ; I have
noted the progress that has been made, I have noted
the good will shown not only by the Commission but
also by the Council. We must, however, realize that
just as we have a double mandate, the Commission
too has many commitments and the Council is
composed of those who have also national govern-
mental responsibilities and it would be wrong if, by
trying to make improvements we overstep the bounds
and end up by creating inconveniences. Having said
this, I would like — with respect to Mr Hamilton —
to anticipate our rejection of Amendment No 3,
which Mr Yeats as rapporteur has showed some
tendency to support. It is clear, Mr President, that if a
proposal, pursuant to rule 12 (2) has to be presented
not later than 2 p.m. on the last working day before
the first day of the part-session, this, too, is unrealistic.

The groups hold meetings and do so with great diffi-
culty because each member has its own commitments
as a politician and a member of parliament. We are
bound by the double mandate, and from that there is
no escape. Those who find this valuable, and those
who like myself find it dangerous and contrary to the
European spirit, must both recognize that it is a fact
of life which means that Members of Parliament have
to choose between heart disease or insanity.

I arrived here this evening after leaving my own
country at an ungodly hour, I arrived here on the first
available plane. In this Chamber I am having to
deliver an improvised speech in this debate. I have
been a Member a Parliament for a long time and take

these things in my stride to some extent but these are
the facts of life and we must have the courage to say
s0.

But to ask the groups to draw up their proposals for
the Friday of the week before the part-session, I am
sorry, is to have our heads in the clouds. We have to
bring Parliament down to earth. I would like to add
that this series of proposals appears to be making
‘cosmetic’ changes to the Rules of Procedure. To say,
for example, that it is up to the President to
determine whether or not a majority exists : to say that
some proposals have to be couched in one form or
another, these are ‘cosmetic’ changes.

On the other hand, Mr President, I have strong reserva-
tions about the fact that referral back to committee
must of necessity be requested by the chairman of the
committee in person. This again is an obstacle we are
putting in our own paths. It should be clear that when
someone stands up to ask for referral back to
committee he is authorized to do so by his committee
through the mandate it confers upon him. Why do
Members of Parliament of various nations, coming
together here for a parliamentary part-session have to
spend time quibbling over matters like this, creating
difficulties for the operation of our Assembly ?

Mr President, I do not wish to waste Parliament’s
time. As I said, we are in favour of the proposals to
simplify the fixing of the agenda and also of the new
approach to putting forward candidates, either for the
Presidency or the Vice-Presidency, requiring nomina-
tion by either the political group or at least ten
members of the Assembly.

Although my group supports some of these proposals,
further efforts are needed to improve others and
indeed to reconsider some of them carefully in the
light of new proposals being drawn up.

I will conclude, Mr President, by recalling Mr
Dewulf's remarks earlier on ; the Parliament of 198 is
drawing to a close and we are awaiting the Parliament
of 410 members. I hope that in the Rules of Proce-
dure which are drawn up for the directly elected Parlia-
ment the excellent practice of working in part-ses-
sions will be preserved. I hope that this desire to make
our work increasingly effective and rapid will remain
and it is in this spirit that we are prepared to support
these proposals, with the reservations which I have
explained.

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

Mr Masullo. — (1) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, mere tinkering with the institutions
cannot make a decisive contribution to transforming
such a complex affair as the political reality behind
the structures and institutions. However, to be
realistic, we must accept the fact that major political
changes can be brought about through institutional
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machinery and we must therefore accept the impor-
tance of changes to this machinery in the process of
the political transformation of the whole structure.

I feel we must express our apprecation of and our
support for the recent work of the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions, particularly in this
Parliament’s present circumstances.

This evening, I have heard some colleagues stressing,
with authority, the need to look to this Parliament’s
future : a Parliament elected by universal suffrage with
a much larger number of members than at present. I
am well aware of the strength of this argument : we all
know the theory that quantitative change is often a
necessary and sufficient condition for qualitative
change. However, although I agree with those who
have stressed this aspect, that some tinkering with the
machinery of the institutions and the Rules of Proce-
dure of our Parliament is important, I would like to
stress another aspect which I feel has not been
stressed and which is a little less optimistic than the
remarks of some members.

Although it is very important, with the prospect of a
new Parliament elected by universal suffrage, to carry
out some amendments right away which will be useful
to the new Parliament, there is another aspect : at this
moment direct elections to Parliament are a long way
off ; we profoundly regret this and hope that the delay
will be kept as short as possible. However, this delay
cannot fail to have repercussions on the tension of
political life in this Parliament, and on the tension of
the debates. In view of this danger of the falling-off of
enthusiasm, my group believes that it is not only
extremely necessary but urgent to carry out some
changes to the Rules of Procedure to give this Parlia-
ment, in its transitional phase — which we hope will
be as brief as possible — the ability to come to grips
with reality, in spite of the lack of dynamism which
will inevitably follow the delays to the great ideal of
direct elections. Basically, this Parliament must be
permitted to operate better and produce better work. I
would like to stress that the committee — through
the excellent report by Mr Yeats — has put forward
some amendments for our consideration; however,
these are proposals which will be subject to further
amendments, which the committee itself is studying
and reserves the right to study because it is clear that
the basic objective is among other things, to make the
work of the committees more productive, more effi-
cient and more rigorous — for it is through the
committees that work of Parliament is carried out in
detail and in the most fruitful and productive manner.

For this reason my group, believes that we must give
the fullest possible support to the proposals of the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions to
give impetus to this process of adapting the Rules of
Procedure not only to the possible new situations but

to the immediate situation of marking time, for which
we must compensate with procedural changes. Basi-
cally, we must make up for this lowering of tension by
revitalizing the work of Parliament. The committee’s
proposal therefore meets our full support. However,
we would like to point out that the report by Mr Yeats
stresses, at the end, that all the amendments tabled by
Mr Calewaert and Mr Dewulf — Rules 3, 21, 27, 32,
38, 44 and 48, are due to be considered at a later stage.
Our debate this evening and our vote tomorrow is
therefore confined to the proposals which the
committee is presenting in this report. I must
mention the perplexity caused to some of my
colleagues by Rule 47A (1) on the problem of the
place of Question Time. We would be quite prepared
to accept the proposal to refer this amendment to the
Rules of Procedure back to committee. However, we
have a procedural problem which we would refer to
the wisdom of the chair: if the referral back to
committee of this proposed amendment to Rule 47A
(1) does not prevent voting on the rest of the commit-
tee’s proposal we would agree. However, we would
clearly not agree if this referral back to committee
meant that we could not vote on the whole package of
proposals from the committee for the very reason
which I pointed out earlier that this package of propo-
sals is extremely urgent: our Parliament cannot risk
missing the train which was mentioned earlier which
is not the train from Zurich to Brussels but a much
more important train. It is the train travelling
throughout Europe bearing not only the hopes, propo-
sals and plans of our Community but, in a sense, its
very destiny.

For this reason, Mr President, I feel, on behalf of my
group, that we should vote in favour of the whole
package of proposals, subject to the reservation I have
mentioned.

President. — We are aware of this problem, and the
Chair will make its attitude on this question clear
before the vote takes place.

I call Mr Yeats.

Mr Yeats, rapporteur. — Mr President, perhaps I
might say something on this question of referring to
committee before I go on to anything else. As I under-
stand the position, it had been assumed for a number
of years that if you referred an amendment to
committee, you could not take a vote on the motion
for a resolution. In fact, however, we created a prece-
dent last summer with these so-called Klinker amend-
ments, which we are going to discuss again in the
form of a report this week. The Klinker amendments
were referred to the committee, the House proceeded
to vote on the motion ; I therefore think we can take
it that the procedure has been established that you
can, at the moment, refer amendments to committee
and vote on the motion for a resolution.
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Now I shall say straight away that in my view, and in
the view of the Committee on the Rules of Procedure
and Petitions this is a bad principle, and one of the
tidying up amendments we propose is to prevent this
happening in future. We could in fact, I think, refer
this amendment to committee now, and still vote on
the motion ; but in would probably be the last time
that could happen, because the new rule would make
it impossible. Whether we ought to refer it to
committee is of course another matter, and I would
like to deal first of all with this Rule 47 which pretty
well everyone has referred to, and which I think is
exercising the Commission somewhat also. The
problem is this : if you put down in the ordinary rules
the precise times at which you are going to hold Ques-
tion Time, every time you make a change you will
have to go through all this elaborate procedure of
sending everyone telegrams saying: please come
along, at least a hundred of you, to agree to this
change in Question Time. Of course, this procedure is
so difficult that in fact we do not do this, and we have
been running Question Time three times a week for a
considerable time past, although Rule 47 A (1)
provides for the holding of Question Time only twice
a week, and no matter how you amend this rule, it
seems to me that you are going to have this problem.
If you put down definitely the times at which you are
going to have Question Time in the ordinary rules, it
means that if you change it again — and it is likely
we shall make further changes, because we have
changed the time of Question Time several times in
the past few years — either you will be ignoring the
Rule which is bad practice, or else you will have to go
through this whole procedure of trying to amend the
Rules simply in order to make a slight change in the
procedure at Question Time.

Now I do not know whether this is acceptable to
Members, or acceptable to the Commission, but what
I would suggest is that we leave the proposed para-
graph 1 of 47 A as it is, but accept that in future the
times for Question Time be put into guidelines. I
would refer Members to the ‘Guidelines for the
Conduct of Question Time’, wnich appear at the end
of their copy of the Rules of Procedure. The present
guidelines were adopted by a Bureau decision of 28
April 1976. They lay out details about the admissi-
bility of questions, the problems of putting them
during Question Time if this subject is already being
discussed, the President deciding whether a question
is admissible, supplementary questions, answers to
questions, time-limits for the putting of questions and
all these matters. It seems to me that this is the ideal
place to put in also the days of the week and possibly
even the times of the day at which Question Time is
going to take place. Since this is decided upon by a
decision of the Bureau it could be changed by deci-
sion of the Bureau, although you could not change it
every week, because if you are going to change the
guidelines, a new edition of the Rules of Procedure
has to be printed, and so on, so that clearly you will

be fixing Question Time for a considerable period
ahead. But at the same time it would be a more flex-
ible procedure; it would be possible, if the Bureau
wished to change the times of Question Time, and it
would be possible to do so more easily than by
changing the Rules. The Commission are of course,
always represented at meetings of the Bureau, and
therefore they would be in a position to express their
views.

I would be inclined to suggest this as a possibility. If
this is not acceptable, it would be possible to refer
Rule 47 A to the committee. The rule would appear to
allow for this, interpreted as the Klinker amendments.
I think we have a good precedent and can do it again,
though I would suggest we leave it at that for the
moment and include this in the guidelines. Perhaps
the groups and the Members and the Commission
could think about this. Then if it is clear that that is
not acceptable before the vote is taken tomorrow, I
will propose that this amendment be referred to
committee. I think that possibily is the simplest way.

Now apart from Question Time, which everyone
spoke about, Mr Dewulf, I think quite rightly, raised
the whole question of the directly-elected Parliament.
Now of course this particular exercise we are holding
has nothing to do with this. I think Mr Masullo was
quite right in saying that what we are doing is to
improve the working conditions and methods of Parli-
ament in advance of direct elections. We are not in
any way attempting to deal with the particular
problems that would arise with the directly-elected
Parliament, and indeed some matters were left over in
committee simply because there were suggestions that
in certain cases they would affect the whole problem
of the working of the new Parliament.

I agree completely with Mr De Wulf that we must
deal in some detail with the probems that will arise
with the new directly-elected Parliament. I think he is
right in saying that some people have been suggesting
that the new Parliament should adopt its own rules.
He disagrees, and says that we must provide them
with rules. I think really both sides are right. My line
on this would be that where matters of principle are
involved — that is, changes in working methods,
changes in the principles — we must leave it to the
new Parliament. Where, on the other hand, technical
matters are involved, we must provide them with a set
of rules they can work with. For example, a simple
matter like the number of votes needed to form a
quorum in certain cases will have to be dealt with.
Certain numerical and similar changes have to be
dealt with in order that the new Parliament can come
together and have a book of rules that is workable in
their hand on the first day they meet. But on more
fundamental matters, where they might feel like
altering their working methods, I think we must leave
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it to them. We might, I suppose, have suggestions, but
we could not enact rules for them. We must go
through the Rules of Procedure and consider these
things, and I think I would be right in saying that the
administration at the moment are preparing a paper
on this subject. I think Mr Dewulf can be assured of
that. His suggestion of a working-party might well be
a satisfactory one. It is a thing we shall have to deal
with fairly rapidly, because time is getting relatively
short.

Mr Hamilton referred to Rule 47 A, which I have
dealt with and to the other amendments that are
going to be dealt with later. Mr Cifarelli is not here
now, but in his absence I can only assure him yet
again that the two-thirds majority which I originally
proposed for urgent-procedure motions is not in this
report. He objected to the proposal, moved by Mr
Santer and accepted by the committee as an amend-
ment from him, that under Rule 26 reference as of
right to committee by the chairman of the committee
or the rapporteur should be personal. At the moment,
as at least implied in the Rule, they can appoint some-
body to do it for them. Mr Cifarelli objects to this and
says that, with a dual mandate and so on, it is unfair
to require the rapporteur or the chairman of the
committee to be there themselves. I do not person-
nally think it is unfair. This is a very stringent proce-
dure under which a rapporteur or a chairman, no
matter whether everyone else may wish to continue
with the discussion, can stand up and say: I want to
refer this to the committee, and nobody can do
anything about it. It is an extremely stringent proce-
dure, and I think it should be limited. It is not as if it
" were always impossible, in the absence of a rapporteur
or the chairman of a committee, to refer a matter to
committee ; the Members can always vote. Under Rule
32 you can move reference to committee, and if a
majority of the Members wish to do this, then it is
done. It seems to me that if a majority of the
Members do not wish to refer to committee, and
neither the rapporteur nor the chairman of the
committee is there, this is in any way unfair. If they
are not there, and most of the Members want to go on
with the discussion, I do not see why they should not.
Mr Cifarelli also said that he agreed to some amend-
ments and did not like others, but he did not really
tell us which ones he objected to, so we are not much
further advanced. It may perhaps be mainly the ques-
tion of the personal reference to committee involving
Mr Santer’s amendment.

I think these are the main things that speakers have
raised. There seems to have been on the whole
general agreement with the provisions of this report,
and I will simply say again with regard to the one
which is quite clearly the most controversial item,
Rule 47 A, that we should think about the possibility
of putting the times of Question Time in the guide-
lines, where they would be visible to everyone and rela-

tively inflexible. But if that is not acceptable, I am
willing to move tomorrow before the vote that the
amendment concerned be referred to committee.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, my responsibilities include the responsibility for
relations with Parliament, and I confine my remarks
to the suggested changes in Question Time procedure.
I would make three points and a request;

1. The Commission needs to know a long time in
advance when Question Time takes place and on
which day or days of the part-session. It is, in fact,
the highlight of the part-session and the Commis-
sion makes every possible effort to have as many of
its Members present as can be achieved.

2. The Commission is properly entitled to know how
long each Question Time will last and how many
such Question Times are going to take place.

3. I would suggest that the Commission would prefer
references to be contained in the Rules of Proce-
dure and written down there, and not in the guide-
lines ; we would prefer to have the situation deter-
mined by the Rules of the House. I would there-
fore speak in favour of a reference of this Rule 47A
to the committee, and I can assure the House of
the good wishes of the institution I represent.

I would offer one further reason to Members of the
House why this might be so. If Members of the House
will refer to Rule 47A as it exists, they will notice that
paragraph 1 states as follows :

Question Time shall be held normally on the second and
third sitting day of each part-session of Parliament, and
shall in each case not exceed one-and-a-half hours.

Paragraph § of that rule states :

Questions put to the Council and the Foreign Ministers
meeting in political cooperation shall be taken first on
the second day of Question Time.

If the House makes the change suggested :

Question Time shall be held at each part-session at such
times as may be decided by Parliament on a proposal
from the enlarged Bureau

then I suggest that paragraph § loses something of its
meaning and would also perhaps require a change.
May be the committee overlooked that in referring
only to paragraph 1. I put that to the House for their
consideration in advocating 6n behalf of the Commis-
sion that this be referred to committee.

President. — I call Mr Yeats.

Mr Yeats, rapporteur. — Mr President, let me deal
with a small matter first, the question of what Mr
Burke calls the discrepancy. It is not one. I would
refer him to the exact wording of my amendment to
paragraph 1: ‘... shall be held... at such times...’in
the plural : in other words, that is at least two days,
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and therefore there is a second day involved automati-
cally. I do not think there is a clash. However, in view
of the attitude of the Commission I move, Mr Presi-
dent, that this amendment be referred to the
committee, and I would say to Mr Burke that in the
committee I will urge them to put it in the guidelines.

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

The motion for a resolution as it stands, will be put to
the vote tomorrow at voting-time.

I remind the House that, to be adopted, a motion for
a resolution modifying the Rules of Procedure must
receive the votes of a majority of the current Members
of Parliament.

21. Agenda for the next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held tomorrow,
Tuesday, 14 February 1978, with the following
agenda :

10.00 and in the afternoon :

— Decision on the urgency of two motions for
resolutions

— Introduction of the Commission’s Eleventh General
Report and of its programme of work (followed by a
debate)

— Oral question, with debate, to the Commission on
equal pay for men and women

— Pistillo report on the preparation of young people for
work

3.00 pm.:
— Question Time (question to the Commission)
345 pm.:

— Vote on motions for resolutions on which the debate
has closed

— Continuation of debate on the introduction of the
Commission’s Eleventh General Report and its
programme of work.

The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 9.35 pm.,)
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President
(The sitting was opened at 1005 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of minutes

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

Since there are no objections, the minutes are
approved.

2. Documents submitted

President. — 1 have received the following docu-
ments :

(a) a report by Mr Shaw, on behalf of the Committee
on Budgets, on draft amending budget No 1 of the
European Communities for the 1978 financial year
drawn up by the Council (Doc. 544/77);

(b) The Commission’s Eleventh General Report on
the Activities of the European Communities in
1977 (Doc. 548/77).

3. Petitions

President. — I have received the following petitions :

Mr Bouquerel; Mr Brown; Lady Fisher;
Mrs Dunwoody ; Mr Vredeling . . . . . . 87

11. Resolution on the preparation of young
people for work (report by Mr Pistillo on
bebalf of the Committee on Social Affairs,
Employment and Education (Doc. 513/77):

Mr Pistillo, rapporteur . . . . .. .. .. 98

Mrs Dunwoody, on bebalf of the Socialist
Group ; Mr Pisono, on behalf of the Chris-
tian-Democratic Group; Mr Cifarelli, on
bebalf of the Liberal and Democratic
Group ; Mr Nolan, on bebalf of the Group
of European Progressive Democrats; Mrs
Kellett-Bowman, on bebalf of the Euro-
pean Conservative Group; Mr Price; Mr
Jensen; Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of

the Commission . . . . . .. .. ..... 99
12. Agenda for the next sitting . . . . . ... 109
Annex . ... ... ... ... ...... 110

— Petition by Mr Bolaffio and others on the develop-
ment of economic relations between the Community
and Yugoslavia and

— Petition by nine members of the SGPOE-EP secreta-
riat and the chairman of the Staff Committee on a
residence allowance.

These petitions have been entered under numbers
20/77 and 21/77 respectively in the register provided
for, and referred for consideration to the Committee
on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions, pursuant to
paragraph 3 of Rule 48 (2) of the Rules of Procedure.

4. Decision on urgency

President. — I consult Parliament on two requests
for urgency. The first concerns the motion for a resolu-
tion tabled by Mr Corrie and others on the seat of the
Institutions of the Community (Doc. 514/77).

I call Mr Corrie.

President. — The first concerns the motion for a
resolution by Mr Corrie and others on the Seat of the
Institutions of the Community (Doc. 514/77) I call Mr
Corrie.

Mr Corrie. — Mr President, might I thank you on
behalf of the whole House for your statement
yesterday ? We are deeply indebted to you for it, and 1
wonder whether that statement could not be circu-
lated. It has cleared the air, and this was the reason for
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myself and the other signatories putting down this
resolution.

Might 1 emphatically point out we have nothing
against Luxembourg or its people; in fact, just the
opposite is the case. We have a deep affection for that
country but as you, sir, said yesterday, the decision on
the final resting-place for our directly-elected Parlia-
ment does lie in the hands of the Member States
under Article 216 of the Treaty, and also, I hope, with
the opinion of a directly-elected Parliament. We also
hope that all Community countries could tender plans
for construction when that time comes.

The plans for the new Luxembourg Parliament, look
to me more like an erotic drawing from Greek
mythology than a practical building for hard-working
Members of Parliament. The only point that worried
me in your statement yesterday was that the Quaestors
were studying the Luxembourg plans. If they pass
them, I hope this in no way means that there is a
moral commitment on our part. I am glad that this
question has been raised. 1 think silence on our part
may have led the Luxembourgers to believe that
perhaps we approved of their plans.

I thank you again for your statement and I assure you
that we have studied it very carefully. I therefore
request to withdraw this motion.

President. — Mr Corrie, I accept the withdrawal of
your motion for a resolution.

You will find replies to your other questions on this
matter in the text of the speech I made in public. I
now consult Parliament on the urgency of the motion
for a resolution tabled by Mr Houdet on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture on the right of the Euro-
pean Parliament to be consulted (Doc. 541/77).

Since there are no objections, the adoption of urgent
procedure is agreed.

I propose that Parliament place this motion for a reso-
lution on the agenda for the sitting of 15 February
1978 after the debate on the report by Mr Patijn.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — Mr President, I would beg your
pardon if I have misunderstood you but I should have
thought it proper to include the Houdet motion in
the debate as it covers the same ground, in other
words to take it as a fourth element, as it were, in
conjunction with the Council of Ministers’ report, the
Klinker report and the Corrie report. Otherwise we
should have what would amount to two debates on
fishing and I feel we could content ourselves with
one.

President. — Mr Klepsch proposes therefore to place
this motion for a resolution on the agenda for
tomorrow, as part of the joint debate on fisheries.
Since there are no objections, that is agreed.

5. Introduction of the Eleventh General Report
on the Activities of the Communities 1977
and the Annual work programme
of the Commission for 1978 (followed by a debate)

President. — The next item is the presentation by
Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities of the Eleventh General Report on
the Activities of the Communities in 1977 and of the
Commission’s Annual work programme of work for
1978, followed by a debate.

I call Mr Jenkins.

Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission. — A year
ago, Mr President, I presented the Commission’s
annual work programme to Parliament for the first
time. Many of the issues I then marked out will be
with us for many years to come. They touch on the
nature of our Community and its prospects for the
future.

During the year which has since passed, the broad
lines of our strategy have, I think, become clear. We
have put forward a number of ideas and proposals ; we
have registered some successes ; we have known some
disappointments. This is not, however, the occasion
for too much retrospect. The Commissions’ general
report has been submitted to you, and I shall be glad
to reply to any detailed questions arising from it later
in the debate. For the moment I want to concentrate
on the future and how we would like to shape it.

Policy should begin at home. Our priority is the
economic and political development of the Commu-
nity itself. Not only are we guardians of a Treaty in
which nine sovereign States undertook obligations
with regard to each other, defined certain common
purposes, and created common means to bring them
about. We also share responsibility for the welfare and
protection of the 260 million people who constitute
the citizens of Europe. The Europe of the Community
is no island. Three other European States, each with
its ancient and proud traditions, want to join us.
Beyond Europe, the Community forms an essential
part of the Western economic system, and shares
many of the problems which affect the industrial
world as a whole. More perhaps than any of our major
partners, we also have a closely knit relationship with
countries all over the world which are long tied to us
by history, by interest, indeed by affection, and to
whose development we contribute. It has become
something of a platitude that the Commurity looks
stronger, sometimes more imposing, to those outside
it than to those within. If such an imbalance exists, I
do not think it can long persist. Hence, when I come
to speak in more detail on the points I have just
mentioned, you will find that in the end I will return
to the idea we have of ourselves and to the future role
of the Community as a representative of the common
interest of its members.
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The greatest problem, Mr President, which now faces
the Community is the state of its economy, and parti-
cularly the level of its unemployment. More than any
other international grouping we live by trade, both
within the Community and with others outside it.
This is not an easy time for any industrial society. We
face the associated problems of inflation, high unem-
ployment and relative lack of growth. The aims of the
Commission are two-fold. In the shorter term, we are
concerned with emergency action to sustain industries
which, for reasons I do not have to give, are no longer
fully competitive. In the longer term, we are
concerned to promote the economic growth which
will enable us to provide employment and prosperity
for our citizens, and give us the opportunity to
become once more the exemplars rather than the
laggards of world economic progress.

The recovery of Community industry depends, in the
first instance, primarily on a continued assurance of
the strength of the Community market. We must not
take refuge behind a theoretical concept of the market
economy in order to sidestep the responsibilities
which the crisis of industry imposes on the govern-
ments and on the Community. If the restructuring of
the sectors in trouble were left to the play of market
forces alone, or were conducted solely in markets
defined and circumscribed by national boundaries, it
would proceed in a haphazard fashion, destructive of
the very purpose of the unified market itself, involving
social and economic sacrifices which Community
action could and should keep within bounds. The
initial results which have been achieved in the steel
and textile industries, the prospect of results in the
shipbuilding industry, show the real contribution the
Community can make towards tackling the crisis
when it is given the power and the means to do so.
The problems of European industry are continental in
scale. Action at Community level, therefore, can give a
coherence to restructuring policy which autarchic,
possibly conflicting action by individual States alone
cannot.

Equally, the Community can provide the solidarity
which enables the more efficient to feel their labours
will not be wasted, and the weaker to know that they
will not be sacrificed to the over-rigorous logic of a
classic market system.

The trade understandings the Community has negoti-
ated on textiles, and is in the process of negotiating
on steel, demonstrate its ability to combine two impor-
tant elements. First the preservation of traditional
trade flows. Second, the need to adjust the growth of
our partners’ exports to take account of the slowdown
in European consumption. But our industrialists
should not engage in any wishful thinking as to the
object of the Community’s trade policy. It is not the
provision of protectionist featherbedding. The rela-
tively short breathing-space which the trade under-

standings can give to industry is only justified if it is
used to modernize. Community production and
enable it to withstand international competition. The
Commission’s  discussions with producers with
workers and consumers in the crisis-hit sectors, stamp
on our minds that modernization must be accompa-
nied by reconversion to other job-creating activities in
the regions affected by sectoral restructuring.

This means that the Community must launch sectors
of growth which will strengthen its industrial capa-
bility through greater technological advance. The time
has come, and the chance is there, to make real
progress in Community ventures, in the fields of aero-
space, data processing, electronics components and
telecommunications. We have no right to pass up
these opportunities for growth. It would be quite intol-
erable for Europe, in an industrial crisis, not to exploit
its own vast market in these high technology sectors.

At the same time, we must recognize that the attempt
to restore competitiveness to declining industries will
not in itself, or in the short-term, tackle the problem
of unemployment. Now it is not, of course, the
Community’s function to intervene massively and
directly on the labour market; we do not have the
powers to do so. But on a smaller scale there are
Community funds directly available for re-training
policies. These must be fully used. The main impetus,
however, for tackling the problem of unemployment
will not come from such policies, despite their utility.
Indeed, the very size of the problem guarantees that it
cannot be tackled in that way : it overshadows all our
industrial and economic activities. The present reality
is of 6 1/2 million unemployed. The future reality,
between now and 1985, is of a further 9 million
young people added to the Community labour force
and looking for jobs. This is not merely an economic
problem : it is tragic for individuals and it could
threaten the foundations of our society, and its institu-
tions. We cannot be complacent about our existing
means of tackling this problem. The alarm bells need
to be sounded. No national economy in the Commu-
nity is exempt from the prospect of present levels of
unemployment persisting, or indeed growing. No
national government offers, in my view, a longterm
solution and this in itself is hindrance to any general
economic revival.

What in these circumstances can the Community do ?
First, our sectoral and regional policies must be put
together in a coherent way, and we must build on last
year’s limited but successful steps. We have created
the new Community borrowing power which we fore-
shadowed last year, and which can underpin new
investments. We have pushed forward plans to deal
with structural problems in several industrial sectors :
we must turn to the best possible account the new
appropriations for industrial restructuring and the
extra funds allocated to the Coal and Steel Commu-
nity. In addition, we have strengthened the Commu-
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nity’s other financial instruments, in particular by
improving the operation of the Social Fund and deve-
loping the Regional Fund. The pursuit of these poli-
cies and their coordination is essential, but they will
never in themselves be a fully satisfactory medium-
term answer to our economic difficulties. Hence, there
must, in our view, be a second level of operation, not
just supplementary to the first, but different in kind.
Our need is for a new economic impulse on an
historic scale, and we believe this can be given in the
Community by a re-defined and faster move towards
economic and monetary union.

I do not intend today to rehearse again the arguments
which have led us to this view. Last month Vice-Presi-
dent Ortoli and I set them out before you in Luxem-
bourg. I will only emphasize two points today. First,
we should not allow ourselves to be deluded by
temporary economic improvements in some Member
States, into believing that a fundamental economic
turnround is, for the Community as a whole, simply a
matter of time. In the long run, we know we are all
dead ; in the medium term, a lot of European citizens
will, while they wait, be without work. Second, a
Community which lives by trade, both internally and
externally needs international monetary stability, for
its own health and for that of the world as a whole. A
Community monetary union could play a major inter-
national role, and make a major contribution to this
end. Last year saw the reaffirmation of the avowed
Community objective of economic and monetary
union. In the past few months, we have developed the
arguments in support of a renewed effort to realize the
objective.

During 1978 we shall push forward the programme to
which the European Council gave a fair wind at the
end of last year. The first stage of our five-year plan,
that for this year, will shortly be presented to you. We
intend to follow through the concrete proposals this
contains, as well as encouraging public debate on the
wide basic issues involved.

Mr. President, so far I have spoken of our industrial
and economic objectives. 1 should like now to turn to
two other sectors of high priority — energy and agri-
culture.

Energy policy is of vital importance to the Commu-
nity, both economically and politically. This in itself
is hardly a remarkable statement: calls for Commu-
nity energy policy in the face of import dependence
and balance-of-payments deficits are the stock-in-
trade of politicians’ week-end speeches; but the
reality here is still a long way from aspirations. What
the ordinary citizen sees now is that there is, for the
moment, an actual oil surplus in the reduction in
energy prices. He may therefore find the talk about
the risk of a future shortage of energy both confusing
and irrelevant. He also sees from time to time demons-
trations against the construction of nuclear power-

plants. I belive that in 1978 we have two obligations.
First, to make the Community picture a more compre-
hensible one; and second, to take some useful deci-
sions at a Community level. To do both, we need polit-
ical impetus more than rhetoric.

Four years after the oil crisis of 1973, all governments
are clear that increasingly stringent limits must be set
for energy consumption ; our awareness of our limited
resources and longer-term needs is sharper than it
was. Economic and environmental constrainst block
off the path of unlimited expansion of domestic
energy production. The pressure of the oil-producing
and exporting countries on the one hand, and the
need to minimize the risks of nuclear proliferation on
the other, set additional limits. In the long term all
the countries of the Community, even if they possess
some temporary abundance, are in the same boat.

What should be the shape, therefore, of a Community
energy policy for 1978 ? We must, I think, see it in
two different time-scales: one up to 1985, and the
other beyond. The Community’s objectives for 1985,
now under revision in the Council, are ambitious :
reduction of oil imports, more energy-saving, and
development of internal sources of oil, gas and coal.
Energy-saving measures taken so far, especially in
comparison with the position in the United States, are
fundamental change of habits. Further progress in
energy savings will be harder, because it will involve
real sacrifices. In this area we can build on national
initiatives at Community level, but for this we need
decisions and not delay.

The second time-scale concerns investment with long-
term returns, principally in research and development.
We already have a multi-annual research programme
concentrating on energy matters; we have at last
settled the issue of JET. But in the field of new
sources — such as solar, geothermal and wind and
wave power — and in the development of existing
sources, especially indigenous sources, there is, in my
view, good scope for a Community lead and a more
ambitious programme. For example, Community-
backed demonstration projects would be of both real
and symbolic value.

We have two other obligations at Community level.
First, and of major importance, we must defend
Community interests in the energy field wvis-g-vis
third countries. The Commission is well placed to do
this, particularly in view of our role under the
Euratom Treaty in nuclear energy and nuclear supply.
Second, we have to build bridges of explanation
between various aspects of Community energy
activity. In particular we should make clear the
connections, as we see them, between energy policy
and our general economic strategy. Our future stand-
ards of living, style of life, growth prospects depend
on both and their interaction upon each other. Energy
policy should not take place, or be seen to take place
or appear to take place, in a vacuum.
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I turn now to agriculture and fisheries. The aim of the
Common Agricultural Policy is to ensure security of
supplies to the consumer at reasonable prices, and a
fair standard of living for the producer. Our achieve-
ments in both directions have been considerable. For
the agricultural community, our system of guaranteed
prices and regulated markets has provided a degree of
security which has been enjoyed by few other sectors
of the economy, and this has been particularly signifi-
cant for farmers during the general economic down-
turn from which BEurope has recently been suffering.
For the consumer, there has been in the last year a
period of stable supplies, with price rises lower than
the rate of increase in most other sectors, and signifi-
cantly lower in most cases.

Nevertheless, we have still clearly not succeeded in
mastering the problems of surpluses in European agri-
culture. For several important products, the long-term
supply trends are still tending to move ahead of
demand. One of the most sobering documents which
I have studied recently was the series of graphs,
showing trends of production and consumption in the
main farm products, which we submitted to you
together with our price proposals in December. These
graph lines mark out clearly how difficult is the
market situation, now and for the future. This very
serious prospect continues to preoccupy the Commis-
sion, and, as I foreshadowed in my speech last year,
we take the view that a very prudent policy for prices
is the only way to handle this problem. If we are faced
with persistent surpluses of, for example, milk or
sugar, which we have to dispose of through either
expensive internal measures of exports with the aid of
large subsidies to any available markets, it is not
because the mechanisms of the CAP are at fault; it is
rather because the price-levels at which we operate the
mechanisms have been imprudent.

Last year, therefore, we proposed only very modest
increases in the common prices. For the next season
we have followed the same course; and we shall
follow it for as is necessary to check the surpluses.
This long-term policy will not be an easy or a popular
one with the farming sector. I recognize that it is
already causing difficulties. But I must say that, in our
view, it is only policy which can avoid the introduc-
tion of even hasher measures to bring excess produc-
tion under control, or ultimately the disintegration of
the common policy itself.

Another aspect of the agricultural policy where we
have made modest progress in the last year is the
dismantling of the monetary compensatory amounts.
Here we are moving back towards the unity of the
market over a reasonable period of time for a sudden
abolition if monetary compensatory amounts would,
of course, compromise our basic policy of price moder-

ation. We have to continue this process so as to
restore a fair basis for competition between agricul-
tural producers in the different Member States. Of
course the monetary fluctuations which have over-
taken the agricultural policy are in no way the fault of
the agricultural sector. They are the symptoms of an
underlying lack of economic and monetary integra-
tion in the Community. Progress towards monetary
stability is essential for the long-term future of our
farm policies.

In the fisheries sector, the Community has yet to take
the decisions about how to apply its common policy
to the vast areas of sea within 200 miles of our coasts.
Because of overfishing and threatened stocks of fish,
we must limit our catches and adopt strict conserva-
tion rules, both for our own fleets and for those of
third countries. In negotiating for reciprocal fishing
rights we have made good progress in the last year,
and opened up important new dimensions in relations
between the Community and the rest of the world.
On the internal regime there has also been substantial
progress. The Commission has put before you and
before the Council all the necessary elements for an
equitable share-out of the catch, and for effective
conservation of the resources. I do not believe that the
solution is far away. It will require political courage
from the Council. Ministers have to take their respon-
sibilities. But we have the right to demand that
courage. Both the rules of the Treaty and the need to
manage Europe’s fishery resources demand a common
solution in the common interest of all.

In the case of Mediterranean agriculture, Mr President,
we have become increasingly conscious of the need
for improving the situation of rural communities in
the regions of Italy and Southern France — not forget-
ting the perspective of an enlargement of the Commu-
nity which would bring in three more countries in the
South. In the last year the Commission has submitted
detailed proposals for Mediterranean agriculture. They
will be one of our priorities for action in the next
year. Our empbhasis will be on methods of help which
avoid the build-up of wasteful surpluses of Mediterra-
nean products, whether in the Community of nine or
in a future Community of twelve.

This brings me to the vital subject of enlargement
itself. The way in which the Community now handles
this issue is the hinge on which turns the relationship
between our internal and our external policies. 1978
will be a crucial year for this. The Commission has
already made the first of what will now be a steady
stream of proposals for dealing with certain problem
areas in the negotiations with Greece. We must aim at
least to break the back of these negotiations by the
end of this year. The Commission’s Opinion on Portu-
gal’s application should be ready by the end of March.
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Spain, as we know, made its application rather later
than the others. Talks are now beginning and the
formal Opinion may be expected at the beginning of
1979.

It is clear from this timetable that the phases for the
negotiations whith the three applicant countries will
not be concurrent. Indeed, it is accepted that the nego-
tiations cannot and should not be lumped together.
But inevitable similar problems affecting all three will
arise, There is for example the transitional period
which will be required after entry. There is the
problem of the transfer of resources, the adaptation of
the Treaties and the working of the Community insti-
tutions. In so far as these questions are interlinked,
the Commission will be bringing forward ideas at the
time of the presentation of its Opinion on Portugal,
that is by the end of March.

The world outside the Community knows that enlarge-
ment will be for us a test of our political will and
capacity for economic integration. The world outside,
I believe, wants us to succeed, because the Commu-
nity has a substantial position in the world, and any
weakening of our strength would have damaging
consequences. The Member States of the Community
are economically intimately interlocked ; as a result, as
I have argued, a major new initiative of Community
scope is required for a generalized Community
economic revival. So the Community as 2 whole is not
isolated but an integral and important part of the
world economy, and we are therefore, to a consider-
able degree, dependent on the external world for the
permanence of any economic upswing we may be
able to achieve. As the world’s largest trading bloc it is
essential that we are clear about the results we wish to
abtain in bilateral or multilateral forums. The multilat-
eral trade negotiations are now beginning their crucial
phase in Geneva. They are of fundamental long-term
importance as they will much to set the pattern of
trade over the next ten years. At the same time we
need urgent progress there to avoid any short-term
slip into protectionism.

Of equal importance are the Community’s relations
with the developing world. On my recent official visit
to the Sudan — a country which will have the crucial
dual role as Chairman of the Arab League and of the
Organization of African Unity in the period of renego-
tiation of the Lomé Convention — I had the occasion
to set out in a speech our approach to our relations
with the Third World. I said there was a need to recon-
sider the relationship between the industrialized
nations and the rest. We cannot allow those relations
to be falsified by any historical hangover of an
approach of inequality. The reality is one of greater
reciprocity in establishing more realistic and
temporary economic relations We need a just interna-
tional division of labour and resources, because there
is a close interdependence between the prosperity of

the economies of the industrialized world and of the
rest. We need to ask ourselves how our economic rela-
tions should be adapted to growing industrial develop-
ment in third countries at a time when the problems
of inflation and unemployment in the industrialized
nations hamper our ability to stimulate renewed
growth. The impulse of the Third World has, in my
view, a major part to play in improving the position.

In 1978 decisions will be required on the establish-
ment of a common fund, and concrete progress must
be made on commodity agreements. We must also
deal with questions of the transfer of resources, in
particular the debt problems of the least developed
and poorest countries.

This year will also witness two important events. First,
our Southern Mediterranean agreements in the
Mashrak and Maghreb will come into force. Second,
we shall begin to renegotiate the successor to the
Lomé Convention. I do not want to anticipate the
discussion of the first proposals for directives for nego-
tiations which we shall put forward. But I think it
right to emphasize our pride in the first Lomé
Convention. It has proved to be exemplary for rela-
tions between the industrialized world and the deve-
loping world. In carrying it out we have acquired a
good deal of valuable experience. We must not simply
rest there but take fresh initiatives.

This will require intensive consultation among the
three main economic groupings of industrialized coun-
tries. It is fortunate that our relations with the United
States continue to be excellent. Our frequent contacts
at official level were recently consolidated by Presi-
dent Carter’s visit to the Commission on 6 January. It
was a visit of great symbolic and practical value. At
the President’s invitation, 1 shall myself be paying
another visit to the United States later on this year.

The Community’s relations with Japan, which have
been difficult in the past, are I hope, now taking on a
new pattern of more direct and regular consultations. I
found my visit to Tokyo last October extremely
useful. We have followed it up with two recent meet-
ings with Mr Ushiba, the Japanese Minister for
External Economic Relations.

But there will inevitably continue to be difficulties
until we can be seen to be moving towards a more
balanced trade relationship with Japan. I am also glad
to recall that last year was the occasion of the first
Western Economic Summit at which the Community
itself was represented. As I told the House immedi-
ately afterwards, we greatly welcomed this important
advancc. The President of the Council and I will
continue to represent the Community at future
Western Economic Summits to deal with matters
within the competance of the Community.
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Mr President, I have marked out for you some of your
internal and external priorities for the coming year. I
have not, and cannot, deal with every aspect of policy
of interest to each Member of the House. But there
are two additional points I should like to make.

First, to carry through these priorities effectively the
Commission has to ensure that its special place as the
institutional balance of the Communities — as initi-
ator and executor of agreed programmes — is not
undermined by unreasonable staff contraints. We are
continually called on to produce bold, new, imagina-
tive solutions to the Community’s problems. This is
what we want to do. Sometimes we succeed. But at
other times our contribution is less, qualitatively
rather than quantitatively, than we would wish. The
reason is simple. Many parts of the Commission’s
services are simply running hard to keep up with the
pressure of daily events, of day-to-day business.

After a year's experience of the work of the Commis-
sion I fully accept that we have a responsibility to do
all we can to put our house in order — and this, I
believe, is, to a large degree, in hand. I know also of
the resistance there is in Member States to any signifi-
cant growth in the number of officials. But we cannot
ignore the relatively low base from which we start and
we must recognize that the role of the Community is
not contracting, but expanding. We have had in the
last year much more work to do on fish, on textiles,
on steel enlargement, not to mention new areas of
Community activity like health and postal questions.
All these have been added without taking away any
other areas of activity. These, and other new activities,
cannot be managed simply by cutting down on others.
Neither Parliament nor indeed the Council of Minis-
ters, in the last analysis, want that. This Parliament
has itself critized the inability of the Commission to
provide an adequate service in some sectors. A directly
elected Parliament will no doubt make further
demands — but our ability to meet them will not auto-
matically increase. I therefore ask simply for a more
realistic appreciation of the need for staff resources to
cope with new and developing tasks.

I have mentioned the directly-elected Parliament. We
had all hoped that 1978 would be the year of direct
elections. It is, unfortunately, now clear that this will
not be so. The delay is unnecessary and regrettable,
for the Community badly needs the impulse that a
directly elected Parliament can give. Nevertheless,
within the next twelve months, the campaign will
begin, and this is why, in presenting to you the
Commission’s report on activities in 1977 and our
programme for 1978, I have picked out the central
themes on which I believe such a European election
should be fought. We know that we shall have a
directly elected Parliament ; what we cannot be sure of

is whether that election will be fought as it should be,
on the major European issues. We, in the Commis-
sion will do all we can to ensure that that is so. We
must be ready to give, especially to you, an even more
thorough-going justification of our policies than in
the past. You must ensure — and all the candidates
for election also — that the occasion does not become
a substitute for action nor a diversion into national
obsessions. The issues we face together are too serious
for that.

With that in mind I want finally to say a word about
the Community itself, its relationship with the
Member States, the working of its institutions, the way
in which it engages public opinion: in short,
ourselves in a looking glass. Recently there has been
some reluctance to look too closely. I have heard it
said, sometimes indeed in this House, that it is better
to proceed from day to day, dealing in practical
fashion with practical problems, rather than to look
too far ahead and to seek to define the way in which
we want to go. I am not amongst those who want
constant, obsessive, introspective reexamination of
fundamentals ; I believe that we must see things as
they are, but that we must try also to map the course
ahead, and sometimes lift up our eyes to the hills. If
we do not do so, there is a real danger that our enter-
prise will go backwards rather than forwards.

The prospect of enlargement compels us to look at
ourselves in just the way I have in mind. I start from
the basic point that the Community is designed to
represent the common interest of the States and
peoples of which it is composed. In certain areas that
interest has been defined, common policies have been
worked out, and the necessary mechanisms for giving
them effect have been set in place. That process is, of
course, continuing. Like all living organisms, the
Community does not necessarily evolve in the most
logical way. It may, for example, be logical for us to
work out a common fisheries policy, but it is less obvi-
ously so to find the Community giving such priority
to common policies for industries in difficulty or
decline. Nevertheless, recent events have well demons-
trated what the Community is for. It is for dealing not
with all problems, but with those which can best be
dealt with by all of us together. The institutions are
there. The framework for argument, for give-and-take,
for the expression of solidarity, and for effective deci-
sion exists. The means of, action are there, or can
rapidly be created. What is necessary is the will to use
them.

During the past year, I have seen from the inside how
symbiotic is the work of the Council of Ministers and
the Commission. Their relationship is, I think, some-
times one of constructive tension, but also and more
often, one of mutual reliance, mutual need and
mutual respect for each other’s independence and
competence. Recognition of that reliance, that need
and that respect should, 1 think become a kind of
mental reflex when problems of more than national
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scope arise and assume a European perspective. This
is equally true of the Commission’s relationship with
this House. Recognition of mutual reliance, mutual
need and mutual respect should again cause a Euro-
pean reflex. I hve already said that we hope that the
direct elections of next year will be fought on major
European issues. We want the European reflex to
extend not only to governments and administrations
and Parliaments, but to the citizens of our Commu-

nity.

I was much struck recently when an Irish magistrate,
faced with a problem of what to do with a trawler
which had been arrested for illegal fishing, concluded
that the issue was too big for his court, or indeed any
national court, and should go to the European Court
of Justice. His reflex was right : that Court is not only
a Community body but also a judicial organ of each
Member State, and its decisions are directly enforce-
able throughout the Community. Here we see Europe
in the making. You may count upon the Commission
playing a major role in that process of creation. Let us
ensure that the strength of our internal purpose is at
least as great as our external power of attraction.

(Applause)

President. — I thank Mr Jenkins for a very concise
speech.

I call Mr Lange to speak on behalf of the Socialist
Group.

Mr Lange. — Mr President, ladies and gentlemen.
This morning’s speech by the President of the
Commission in which he explained the Commission’s
thinking was undoubtedly an important occasion. You
once told us, Mr President, that the Commission
would treat this Parliament as if it were already
directly elected. The submission of the action
programme and of the Eleventh General Report at the
very last minute shows that this is an important occa-
sion for the Commission. I should simply like to ask
if all the Members of the Commission do feel that the
matter is important for when I look at the Commis-
sion’s benches, I have serious doubts.

Secondly, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I have
heard — but have not yet been able to check, which
is why I say this tentatively — that before coming
here and before Parliament received the Eleventh
General Report, the Commission had already met the
press in Brussels and provided a summary of its inten-
tions and of the contents of the report.

I would say to the President of the Commission that if ’

this is the case, it would be the exact contrary of what
you told this House on a previous occasion. If this is
the case, it would be a matter of great regret and scar-
cely excusable for, Mr President, in one area — 1 refer
to the budget — we have been fortunate enough to
ensure that the Commission came to Parliament

before it went to the press. And in this particular case,
where an action programme is being submitted,
complete with an introductory speech, and the Elev-
enth General Report presented, the proper thing to do
would surely have been to come to Parliament first
2nd go to the press afterwards. But perhaps I am
misinformed. I should be happy if I were and if you
could persuade me and us of the contrary.

Mr President, I should like to follow up those words
of criticism with a few other comments of substance.
It is certainly true to say, and I should like to stress
the point wholeheartedly and perhaps give it even
greater emphasis, that in its present stage of develop-
ment and also for the foreseeable future, the Commu-
nity must pay closer attention than it has done so far
to what we call medium and long-term economic
policy or what we could also call structural policy;
when [ say structural policy I do not mean it purely in
the sense of industrial policy but equally in that of
regional policy which is precisely intended to create
specific structural conditions for certain well-defined
economic structures in the Community or in parts of
the Community.

We have heard this idea you put forward today, Mr
President, from the Commission on a previous occa-
sion. This House has always supported the Commis-
sion’s intention because — as world-wide develop-
ments and the stage which the Community has now
reached have so clearly shown — the preservation of
outmoded structures within a Community that then
finds the going on the world market hard is an
extremely costly business and one which, at the same
time, wastes labour resources for lack of adequate
employment opportunities. We therefore agree with
you, Mr President, that these structural difficulties are
certainly one of the crucial reasons for unemploy-
ment. I shall not go into the special problem of unem-
ployment among young people. We are all aware of
the difficulties that have arisen. That also holds partly
true where older workers are concerned, for if workers
in so highly industrialized a society as ours are not
given the opportunity for general and professional
training, ladies and gentlemen, then we shall always
be faced with this kind of problem. The reason is that
in a highly technical economy such as ours, workers
in this category are unemployable.

The President of the Commission also referred to
retraining and similar measures but here, of course,
the important thing is for Commission and Parlia-
ment to bring stronger pressure to bear on the
Member States because only the Member States are in
a position, given the division of responsibilities
between them and the Community, to create the
necessary training and further training opportunities
that will remove the handicaps to which inadequate or
non-existent professional training gives rise.
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Mr President, there is a further related point — and 1
believe you were right to make it, if only indirectly : if
we restructure, in other words if we wish to eradicate
our structural and economic weaknesses, we must
clearly do so on the basis of an understanding on the
international division of labour. This means that we
must seek ways and means with the Third and Fourth
World of providing them with greater purchasing
power and opportunities on the world market and, at
the same time, of creating wider outlets for our own
more highly developed products. Until such time as
we come to an understanding with the Third and
Fourth World on the international division of labour
the Community will not have done, no matter what
internal measures it adopts, with the problem of unem-
ployment. To this extent, this problem of unemploy-
ment in our industrial countries is firmly anchored in
world development in the economic and consequently
in the social sectors. In other words, we have a whole
range of internal possibilities but the crucial factor
will be an understanding with the outside world. To
this extent, the Community’s medium and long-term
economic policy takes on greater significance than in
the past and we, Mr President, are prepared to help
the Community and its institutions in this task which,
as | have said, hinges on the development of the
Member States’ political will to pursue this. course.

I would add a few comments, Mr President, on what
you said about the further development of the
Community towards economic and monetary union.

I must make it clear from the start that it is futile in
this regard to re-open the quarrel between monetarists
and other economists that broke out in the late sixties
and early seventies. It was, and I hope is, clear to us
that events must be influenced according to the actual
state of development, meaning that in principle, there
is no priority for either one side or the other. Priori-
ties for economic or monetary measures can only be
based on whatever stage of development has actually
been reached. No one should — and this was our
view at the time, make the mistake of believing that
some things can proceed of their own accord by an
automatic process. Political will must be marshalled in
order to push the process in a specific direction and
this political will is all-important. Here, the Member
States must be made to move a little faster by the
Council towards improved coordination of short-term
economic requirements, in other words of economic
policy and the monetary policy that goes with it; and
I should like to add on the subject of monetary policy
that — and I address this remark to the governments
of our Member States in particular but perhaps too to
some of our other colleagues in this House — we
must forswear all considerations of prestige in these
vital economic and monetary matters and their social
implications. If we left such considerations behind us,
many of the questions that are today still heavily

loaded with national prejudice and notions of prestige
would be easier to resolve.

If, then, we wish to have a Community we cannot
confine ourselves to measures acceptable from the
point of view of intra-Community solidarity ; what we
need are measures that attest to international solidarity
by the Community towards the outside world.

A final heretical word on the subject that has nothing
to do with what the President of the Commission said.
I am not even speaking on behalf of my group but
entirely on my own behalf: we Europeans have a
heavy debt to pay back to the Third and Fourth
World. Our wellbeing — not to say our prosperity or
our earlier prosperity — has come from our past rela-
tions with the rest of the world. We exploited them
economically with the result that they are unable to
do more today than they are doing. We Europeans
therefore have a political and moral obligation to rise
above certain things and create an atmosphere condu-
cive to the understanding required to bring about an
international division of labour or, as it is sometimes
called, a new and more equitable world economic
order.

I should now like, Mr President, to make a few brief
remarks on one or two matters that have more to do
with financial policy. You offered a number of poin-
ters in your memorandum, fewer in your speech. You
know that as far as the necessary finance for invest-
ments and the associated loan of one million EUC are
concerned, this House has called for all loans to be
included in the budget in one way or another and for
all related activities to be subject to scrutiny by this
Parliament, with the exception of some matters
relating to the budgetary authority. You have
submitted a number of proposals in this respect
which, we feel — and this emerged from the debate
on the budget — are not in line with the wishes of
Parliament and involve a good measure of policy and
a good measure of finance that escapes Parliament’s
control. The simple problem here, therefore, is to put
into practice what we, both Commission and Parlia-
ment, said originally about absolute clarity in matters
of financial and budgetary policy.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I shall close with
two comments ; first, we shall have a further opportu-
nity to discuss the Eleventh General Report in detail
and to talk about what has been done and what is
planned for tomorrow and the day after. Secondly, we
shall all have to be clear in our own minds that we
must not tolerate in our Community socially unaccep-
table situations which might lead on to politically
undesirable developments. And here we find ourselves
back with the same problem that has already been
recognized as the most crucial in a whole series of
debates in this House, that is to say the elimination of
unemployment and new efforts to achieve full employ-
ment, a process which we all know will take several
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years. But I believe that this is the only way to create
the economic and social conditions required to
provide the peoples of this Community with a secure
existence and the only way of providing what you
mentioned, Mr President, at the end of your speech, a
motive for our peoples when they are called on to go
to the polls and directly elect a European Parliament
as a fully democratic representative body in the Euro-
pean Communities.

(Applause)

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

Mr Klepsch. — Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
I should like to thank Mr Jenkins for his introduction
and, above all, for the commitment which he and all
the Members of the Commission have shown in his
first year of office.

The Commission’s programme of activities is equiva-
lent to the initial statement of policy made by govern-
ments in parliamentary democracies. It is therefore a
highly significant event for the development of parlia-
mentary democracy at European level. The Commis-
sion’s announcement of its programme at the start of
each year and the ensuing debate are an important
achievement for this House. The underlying intention
was to strengthen the powers of the European Parlia-
ment. This is an example of the gradual extension of
Parliament’s authority without the need for amending
the EEC Treaty.

I should like to say, however, that by and large, what
we find missing in a number of areas are more
specific policy statements, particularly since this
debate takes place in the last year before direct elec-
tions. The art of understatement can also be taken too
far. I say this because the importance which I said this
procedure had for greater democracy in the Commu-
nity institutions justifies scrutiny and discussion of the
Commission’s programme by the political groups
prior to the debate in the House in line with the prac-
tice of previous years. This would undoubtedly make
the debate and dialogue between Commission and
Parliament more serious and profitable. I feel that it is
more than a surface blemish that the political groups
were given the text of the declaration this morning at
about 8.30 a.m. whereas a summary for the press was
apparently distributed yesterday in Brussels. I agree
with Mr Lange that this is the wrong way to go about
things and we should not repeat this mistake in
future.

I should again like to remind Mr Jenkins of what he
said in this House when he assumed office about
treating Parliament as if it were directly elected. My
group looks to the President of the Commission when
he appears before Parliament to accommodate himself
to the House’s views on timing in the same way as
every Head of Government.

I should like to make it perfectly clear to him that we
shall not be prepared in future to debate the Commis-
sion’s programme of activities under such pressure of
time. What we have today is simply an initial discus-
sion which will certainly have to be continued in
greater depth.

The Eleventh General Report and the Commission’s
programme of activities provides us with an opportu-
nity to make an initial review of what the Jenkins
Commission has done in its first year in office and to
take a critical look at its intentions for the next twelve
months.

In its report on progress towards European union
submitted to the European Council early in
December, the Commission came to the gloomy
conclusion that scarcely any headway had been made
since the submission of the Tindemans Report two
years previously. We have no option today but to
confirm the Commission’s assessment. The Commis-
sion is not to blame. The reason for this situation is
the lack of solidarity within the Community. The
Member States do not feel themselves close enough to
one another and frequently concentrate their efforts
on completely independent action. The fishery policy,
the energy policy and the fight against unemployment
are particularly crass examples of what I mean.

The Community has not really reacted as a Commu-
nity to the economic crisis that has thrown six and a
half million people out of work. The people of Europe
will judge the Community on its ability to overcome
the crisis. They are still waiting for the Nine to find a
Community solution to their most pressing problems.

Experience so far has made it clear that the burning
economic issues of our times — the fight against
unemployment, the resumption of economic develop-
ment and monetary stability — cannot be resolved by
any of our Member States acting alone. The Commu-
nity’s inability to find answers has been pointed out
time and again over the past few months by leading
politicians in various Member States who seek to rock
the Community boat and challenge the Rome Trea-
ties. This is, I repeat, not the Commission’s fault. I
have outlined the situation to illustrate the bleak
climate in which the Commission under Mr Jenkins
has gone through its first year of office.

President Jenkins has diagnosed the Community’s ills
at the start of 1978. What needs to be done now is to
apply the proper therapy.

Mr President, the sterility of ploughing lone national
furrows must teach us that Community-wide political
will alone makes it possible to carry out those
measures that can provide fresh impetus for economic
development. The instruments of European solidarity
as well as those of Community discipline must be
more strongly promoted and more decisively used.
Without the political will to Community action we
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shall fail to master the problem of unemployment in
Europe.

That the discussion on economic and monetary union
has been taken up again with greater intensity since
Florence and La Roche in the autumn of last year is
due to President Jenkins and Vice-President Ortoli. In
a comprehensive motion for a resolution tabled last
month, the Christian Democratic Group set out in
precise terms its ideas and proposals on the revival of
the concept of economic and monetary union. We do
not delude ourselves into thinking that the ultimate
goal of economic and monetary union can be
achieved quickly. But we are convinced that practical
coordinated steps in various sectors can and must be
taken. We shall support the Commission in every
endeavour that takes us further along this path.

Mr President, I believe that there are three main
reasons why we must make a new bid towards
economic and monetary union at this particular time.
First, the crisis situation in several sectors of the
economy is increasingly tempting the Member States
to take protectionist measures towards both Commu-
nity and non-member countries. This runs counter
both to the Treaty and to our efforts to help the third
world by keeping our markets open and stepping up
trade.

Secondly, as a Community with a strong economic
potential, we must be clear about our responsibility
for the further development and stabilization of the
world monetary system.

Thirdly, we consider it a matter of urgency that the
Community should be strong within when it is joined
by three new Member States. We hope that action to
secure closer coordination of national economic poli-
cies and closer monetary cooperation will be approved
as speedily as possible by the Council as the first
instalment of the five-year programme proposed by
the Commission.

Mr President, the Christian Democratic Group has on
more than one occasion come out in favour of
extending our Community to take in all democrati-
cally governed countries of Europe. The Community
is thus faced with a serious challenge. A high degree
of solidarity will be required to cope with the
economic and social implications of the accession of
Greece, Portugal and Spain to the Community. The
Community must help the economically weak coun-
tries by devising a concentrated long-term programme
to solve structural and employment problems if the
development gap between the applicant countries and
the Member States is to be appreciably reduced.
Following Mr Natali’s tour of the European capitals
and his visits to Madrid and Lisbon, we look to the
Commission for a careful analysis of the problems
involved. We hope that in the communication it
intends to issue in the near future, the Commission
will explain how it thinks that enlargement should
take place and set out an overall concept that will

help to bring the negotiations on accession to a
speedy conclusion. We would again call on the
Commission and the Council to show that the
Community means business by completing the negoti-
ations with Greece before the year is out. We are
pleased to learn that the Commission has largely
completed its opinion on the accession of Portugal
and would request it to expedite work on its opinion
on the application made by Spain.

But with enlargement, the Community must not allow
itself to slip into a process in which everything that
has been laboriously built up over the past twenty
years is thrown into question. We must therefore find
ways and means of preserving what the Community
has achieved and of attaining the objectives of our
policy of integration even after further enlargement.
An enlarged Community with a factual and political
content deliberately reduced to the level of a politi-
cally less binding free-trade area does not accord with
our thinking, nor assuredly with that of the applicant
countries.

Mr President, the problems of economic and mone-
tary union and of enlargement are closely bound up
with the institutional development of the Community,
as you yourself pointed out. I should like to make one
or two brief comments on the role of the Commission
which Mr Jenkins described when he took up office
as a political body whose activity under his leadership
would reflect a clear political body whose activity
under his leadership would reflect a clear political
bias. In its work on Community policies during the
past year the Commission made a number of mistakes
but also unquestionably scored a number of successes.
I am thinking particularly of the reorientation of the
Regional and Social Funds, the beginnings of a
Community industrial policy in the face of structural
difficulties in individual sectors, the positive results
achieved by the trade policy and the difficult negotia-
tions with Canada on the resumption of uranium
supplies. All this will help to secure its position. An
important institutional advance was made when the
Commission was brought into the economic summits
held by the Western industrial countries. But all this
is obviously not enough when it comes to economic
and monetary union and to enlargement.

In his January speech to this House, explaining what
he himself admitted were the Commission’s as yet
unripe reflections on these problems, Mr Jenkins
boldly pointed to the institutional implications of
economic and monetary union. It is therefore
surprising to note that in its report on progress
towards European union, the Commission proposes
that greater use should be made of its powers of initia-
tive and that it intends submitting a special report on
this subject.

Mr President, we call on the Commission to exercise
to the full its right of initiative without any further
ado. The Commission must show no reluctance in
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carrying out this duty. It can be sure of the political
and moral support of my group and, I hope, of the
whole House. But we are not prepared to go along
with the Commission if, in its proposals, it tends not
to take Community considerations as a starting point
but seeks to anticipate compromise solutions wherever
possible.

Mr President, on behalf of my group I would again
repeat my assurance of our full support for the
Commission on this point and would follow up by
asking the Commission what proposals in line with
the Tindemans Report it intends making to streng-
then the Community’s institutions. It is only by
strengthening the institutions that the Community’s
inner cohesion can be so consolidated that enlarge-
ment can be carried out without harmful effects.

Mr President, there must be two tracks on the path to
European union. On the one hand there is economic
and monetary integration from within and on the
other, there is the Community’s image and the deve-
lopment of its relations with the outside world. Bilat-
eral economic relations with the rest of the world are
acquiring increasing significance as a political instru-
ment. Because of its active participation in confer-
ences between industrial countries or between indus-
trial and developing countries, the Community is
increasingly coming to be considered as an entity. I
shall not repeat here what I said in January in the
debate with the Council, especially as my group will
be taking up this as well as the social and budgetary
aspects of Community policy. I should like to
conclude with a remark on a topical subject to the
Commission.

During the next few months, negotiations will begin
on the renewal of the Lomé Convention, which are
bound to lead to even closer cooperation between
Europe and some 55 countries in Africa, the Carib-
bean and the Pacific. The Christian Democratic
Group is particularly concerned that on the Commu-
nity side, these negotiations should be conducted in
close liaison with Parliament. We also look forward to
being associated in the task of working out a
common, coherent position on the part of the
Member States for the next essential stage in the
North-South Dialogue. This — and here I refer back
to my opening assessment of this annual debate with
the Commission — would further develop the powers
of this House and at the same time help to cure the
lack of parliamentary control. Let us set about the task
together !

(Applause)

President. — [ call Mr Berkhouwer to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Berkhouwer. — Mr President, I shall take my
inspiration from the last words of the speech by Mr
Klepsch who said that we must set to work together
and, in doing so, I shall endorse the criticism voiced

by previous speakers at the fact that the address made
to us today by Mr Jenkins had already been
published, if not in full at least in its broad outline, in
earlier contacts with the press in Brussels. I have no
animosity in this matter and want only to adopt a
constructive attitude. The Commission and Parliament
have always maintained that they are interdependent
institutions of the Community which work in parallel
and are at the heart of developments in the Commu-

nity.

The same holds good for publicity. We complain that
so few representatives of the press come to Luxem-
bourg or Strasbourg but that the whole European
press corps is present when a press conference is
given in Brussels. Perhaps the reason for this is just
that the press representatives have their offices in Brus-
sels. Nevertheless this fact is prejudicial to the meet-
ings of our Parliament in Luxembourg and Strasbourg.
Everything possible must be done to bring press repre-
sentatives to the public debates in our Parliament. Mr
President, the correct procedure would therefore have
been — and I say this without any sentiment of
hostility — for Mr Jenkins, on his own or with you, to
have given a press conference here in Strasbourg after
making his introductory address to Parliament. The
international press should have been invited to hear
him in Strasbourg after he had made his speech to
Parliament.

That was my first observation. My second remark
concerns the tribute paid by Mr Jenkins to the Court
of Justice. I agree with him to the extent that if I were
asked to give marks for the activities of the various
Community institutions the best mark would certainly
go to the Court of Justice. Parliament would come
next, followed by the Commission and with the
Council bringing up to the rear. At all events I would
certainly give the highest mark to the Court of
Justice. But Mr Jenkins went too far when he quoted
the Irish judge and said that the Court of Justice is
not merely an institution of the Community but also
a legal body of each Member State. That is of course
wrong because the Court of Justice is in no sense the
highest legal body of each of the Member States. Its
rulings are binding on the judges in the highest
national courts but that does not make the Court of
Justice as such an institution or component part of
the national judiciaries of our Member States.

In other respects I should have expected more of Mr
Jenkins speech to us this year. 1978 sees the 30th
anniversary of the existence of Israel and we should
also remember that the United Nations Universal
Declaration of the Rights of Man was adopted 30
years ago. I had hoped that the President of the
Commission would have been fired by a greater inspi-
ration and set out new and more ambitious aims for
the Community. Unfortunately, much of what Mr
Jenkins said was already familiar to us. We all know
that there is a regression towards national sovereignty,
national egoism, protectionism and so on.
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Unfortunately too, all that is left in some countries is
a desire to get everything possible out of the Commu-
nity without realizing the enormous benefits which
accrue from the mere fact of membership. In some
countries the very word ‘Community’ provokes only
wry faces.

All nine Member States — and I stress the word nine
— knew that this undertaking — this unique under-
taking in the history of the twentieth century, as
Robert Marjolin once called it — is based on reci-
procity and equality of rights. It is not possible to give
privileges to one country in one sector — say that of
fisheries — and to another in a different sector ; that
way, we shall get nowhere in the Community.

Mr Jenkins also mentioned direct elections. His words
showed a measure of courage. He said that he
regretted the delay which was unnecessary. He was
certainly thinking of one particular Member State. I
appreciate his words but I would repeat that this too is
a commitment on the part of all nine Member States.
All nine Member States knew from the start that they
were committed to holding direct elections at a given
time.

Mr President, as Goethe once said, many pious ideas
slip easily from our lips. We are talking about
economic and monetary union again. Originally that
union was to have come about in 1980. We were
talking about it in the early seventies with the Werner
plan and other documents. The sad reality, however, is
that when the stability of our national currencies is at
stake a secret meeting is held at a place called ‘La
Lanterne’ situated on the great country estate of
Versailles. There, after the manner of Louis XIV who
once said in Holland ‘in your country, but above your
heads and without you’, leaders from Japan, the
United States and a few of our European countries
discussed an issue which is the most vital to every
citizen of Europe, namely the value of the pound,
franc, mark or guilder in his pocket. When I read
about such things in the newspaper I wonder to
myself what kind of fantasy world we are living in.
Where is the fiction and where the reality ?

What are we to make of all these reports ? How great
must be our illusions if we still speak of monetary
union. And when we come back down to earth, as we
sometimes do, we must see things in the light of
reality, in the light of ‘La Lanterne’.

Mr Jenkins also spoke again about the oil crisis, about
the energy crisis which has been with us since 1973,
and about the potential of the sun, water and wind.
Everyone talks about these new energy sources but we
all know that they will not become overnight. Energy
from the sun, water and wind is as old as mankind
itself. But the problem is to produce sufficient quanti-
ties of energy for the six or seven thousand million

inhabitants of the earth in the year 2000 to benefit
from the same amount of energy as our ancestors were
able to obtain from their windmills. In those days the
world was sparsely populated and the quantity of
energy produced was sufficient.

A full-scale nuclear debate is also now raging in our
nine countries. I think it a pity that no mention was
made of this. Mr Brunner has been engaged in a
colloquy in Brussels on the pros and cons of nuclear
energy. I think it desirable for the debate to progress
at Community level because keen discussions are
under way in all our countries between the advocates
and detractors of nuclear energy. It is therefore only
proper for the Commission to participate in the opini-
on-forming process at Community level.

Since we still obtain oil supplies from the Middle East
and Iran, it is perhaps also appropriate for us to
become more aware in the context of European polit-
ical cooperation, of the events now taking place in the
Horn of Africa. Those events seem to me liable to
exert an influence on certain sources of supply on
which Europe is dependent.

Mr Jenkins also spoke about agricultural policy. I
come of farming stock but am not a specialist in agri-
culture. We have heard that price policy can help to
cut down surpluses and that a restrained approach to
prices may result in smaller surpluses.

Experience has, however, shown that attempts to get
rid of surpluses by holding prices down are not always
successful because farmers do their best to compen-
sate for the loss of earnings from lower prices by
producing more. I had thought that this tendency was
generally recognized and I wonder whether the
therapy presented to us is the right one.

Turning now to external relations, it seems to me that
more emphasis might have been placed on a number
of important topical issues. I am thinking here of rela-
tions between the EEC and Yugoslavia, a subject
which surely deserves closer attention. That great
country situated between Greece, a candidate for acces-
sion, and Italy, a Member State, lies at the crossroads
between two worlds.

Why did Mr Jenkins say nothing about the break
through in relations between China and Europe?
Only recently an agreement was signed with China,
the second Communist country after Yugoslavia to
reach an accord with the Community. I think the
importance of this development cannot be overesti-
mated ; China is a vast country in which one-quarter
of the world’s population live. It was visited by Sir
Christopher Soames in 1975 and I went there in the
same year as a Member of Parliament. Taken in the
world context, this agreement seems to be far more
than a simple commercial development. It might be
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appropriate for Mr Jenkins or a member of the
Commission to explain how these relations are
assessed in the context of world politics.

Mr Jenkins attributed practical and symbolic value to
the visit by President Carter. I believe — at least this
is my impression and I wonder whether it is shared by
the Commission — that the United States evidently
wish to be more closely involved in developments in
Europe. Now that America has extricated itself from
its commitments elsewhere in the world it seems to
be taking a much more active interest in relations
with Europe and appears to feel more closely affected
by developments here in Europe.

I come now to the Conference on Security and Coop-
eration in Europe. I thought that the Commission was
indirectly involved in that conference. It is strange
that Europe can exchange goods and capital with
Eastern Europe while people from those countries still
cannot visit us freely and without obstacles. This leads
to a most disturbing situation in my own country for
instance in regard to family reunions or marriages
with men or women from countries behind the iron
curtain. I hope that these facts are not escaping the
Commission’s attention and that it is doing all that is
in its power to do.

The subject of human rights brings me now to the
Lomé Convention. There are unfortunately a number
of countries belonging to the Lomé Convention in
which — regrettably enough — human rights are not
fully respected. We in Europe would prefer to main-
tain relations only with countries where human rights
are respected. There are a number of countries in
central Africa which are brought to the daily attention
of European public opinion because of the inhuman
practices carried on in them. I think that the Euro-
pean partners can take some action on this point
when the Lomé Convention comes up for renewal.

My last two points are the enlargement of the Commu-
nity and direct elections. I think we all agree now that
the candidate countries cannot all joint the Commu-
nity simultaneously, although some coordination is
essential. I am struck by the fact that there is some-
times still a ‘hands-off attitude in certain quarters to
enlargement. I wonder why that should be so. Obvi-
ously enlargement involves enormous problems but
despite all the hesitations and caution the basic realiza-
tion should be that we cannot say no. In other words,
if we cannot say no we must say yes. In the light of all
the talk about transitional periods and provisions on
the free movement of workers, public opinion and the
politicians in Spain and Greece are beginning to say :
‘Well then what do you really want of us ? For years
you said : restore democracy and the doors of Europe
will be wide open to you. Let us now recognize that
to be the case. There are of course all kinds of diffi-
culties but in politics nothing is easy. There cannot be
politics without difficulties. The accession of these

new countries will clearly bring difficulties in its train.
But the difficulties can be solved and must not be
taken as an excuse for a hesitant approach to those
three countries which are now objecting to us: ‘You
always kept on telling us to restore democracy. Now
that has been done you come up with kinds of
different problems.’ Let us remove the doubts and face
those countries with open minds.

In some areas the applicant countries stand in great
need. I am thinking of Portugal in particular. If I am
properly informed the Federal German Government
has taken the initiative of granting large-scale finan-
cial aid to Portugal running into several hundred
million DM. I assume my information to be correct
on this point. Given the desperate economic situation
in Portugal, would it not be desirable for the Commu-
nity as such to come rapidly to its aid thus testifying
to its solidarity with that country even before it
becomes a full member ? I hope, Mr Bertrand, that we
shall be able to work out something together on this
point ; the European Investment Bank could provide
useful assistance. But this aid must not be granted at
the cost of development aid to other countries. The
one does not exclude the other. I would therefore ask
the Commission to consider whether the Community
can come to the aid of Portugal. That is in the interest
of the democratic development not only of Portugal
but of our whole Community. Let us express our
sense of social motivation in this way.

Mr President, a word finally on direct elections. They
will not now be held this year. I think it was cour-
ageous of Mr Jenkins to say that the delay was regret-
table and unnecessary. I quote the exact words he
used in English. Those elections must not be taken as
an alibi and still less a cure-all for our troubles. I am
pleased to say that on this point I can end my speech
in agreement with Mr Jenkins. I share his view that
there is a commitment on the part of all nine Member
States. I hope that a decision will be reached on that
commitment at the next Copenhagen summit confer-
ence and that the European Council will take a deci-
sion which can then be implemented by the Council
of Ministers. It is vital for us all to embark upon the
elections with a commitment to Europe and European
interests.

We must not hold those elections with an eye to
fighting out existing national conflicts on a wider
scale. The great challenges facing us in Europe must
be our point of departure. What for instance is our atti-
tude to concentrations in industry and to the multina-
tionals ? What are we to do about them, against them
or with them at European level ? How do we stand on
nationalizations ? What is our position on the mainte-
nance and defence of the social market economy ?
What are our views on employment and leisure in
society ? In short what is our position on the relation-
ship of European citizens to the European Commu-

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

Mr Nyborg. — (DK) Mr President, I should first like
to thank the Commission President, Mr Jenkins, for
his statement.

I agree with-what our colleague, Mr Lange, has said
about the unfortunate consequences of holding a press
conference in Brussels before today because it would
divert attention from Parliament and we don’t exactly
want that to happen.

I must say that Mr Jenkins discussed the fishery
problem with great courage and elegance. We heard
that good progress had been made in the fisheries
policy between the Community and third countries. I
must admit that he is right. We also heard that great
progress had been made in our internal fisheries
policy but I feel that the breakdown in the internal
fisheries policy negotiations is of more importance
than the meagre progress we have made.

We often talk about economic crisis, oil crisis and so
on but I think that here there are perhaps grounds for
talking about a crisis in cooperation.

The statement included some comments on the agri-
cultural policy that we have heard before and that I
feel are quite wrong. It was said that a price policy was
the right way to limit agricultural production. I think
that is an absolute mistake.

Keeping the price ot agricultural products low does
not restrict production. On the contrary. If farmers get
a lower percentage income there is only one thing
they can do if they are to keep up their standard of
living and that is to increase production. 1 therefore
think that the Commission is completely wrong in its
judgement and I hope it will take the consequences
when it has thought things over a bit and amend its
proposed increase of a bare 2 % to 5 %, the increase
in costs in the agricultural sector. And why shouldnt
farmers have their incomes adjusted in the same way
as other social groups ?

Then we hear that we have a surplus in agricultural
production. We certainly do not or at least it is only a
very small one and only in very limited sectors. No,
our imparts are too high because we do not produce
too much compared with what we consume ourselves.
But there ate always some hitches when we import
too much. And it is as though this changes our atti-
tude to the problems slightly.

Mr Jenkins mentioned enlargement of the Commu-
nity. I suppose it must happen sometime or another.
But the negotiating terms Mr Jenkins is implying or
stating make Europeans and applicant countries alike
believe that accession to the European Communities
is imminent. I think we all agree that this is rather
unrealistic because there are so many things that have
to be evened out and adjusted before there can be any
real cooperation. There might also be some point in
putting our own house in order before adding any
more storeys. But perhaps all this talk about enlarging
the Community can be used as an excuse for lack of
progress in the Community itself.

I had hoped for some mention of trade relations
between the EEC and Comecon countries. There are
some very important aspects in, for instance, the trade
and transport sectors where we have been forced out
on may fronts and where effective action is needed to
restore a normal balance. Our group is of the opinion
that we should be more firm in our relatons with
Japan and we hope that the Commission really will
be more firm in the future so that a balance can be
restored thereto.

Unemployment is a common topic of discussion and
it was brought up again today. Unemployment in
general is one problem; unemployment in the
Community is another. We talk of aid arrangements
to help various undertakings keep going and to
prevent unemployment increasing and so on but it
doesn’t really help all that much. We claim that the
reason for our unemployment is the oil crisis ; admit-
tedly, that was one of the reasons but the real reason
is that we cannot export enough, we cannot sell
enough on the world market because our prices have
become too high and our cost level is too high. I
would be very happy if more attention were paid to
savings as regards the level of costs so that we can
again compete on the world market, set the wheels of
industry turning and find jobs for more people.

In conclusion, Mr President, I regret that the speaking
time is not longer and that I cannot therefore deal
with more aspects of the statement made by the
Commission President.

(Applause)

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

Mr Rippon. — Mr President, no one can say that
1977 was a great year in our European history. As a
European, and without any national bias at all, [ think
we can fairly say that as far as all our leaders were
concerned the mice continued to dance. That has not
been the fault of the President of the Commission,
who has, with the aid of his colleagues, come forward
with many valuable initiatives. I would thank him —
as I think the whole House ought to thank him — for



Sitting of Tuesday, 14 February 1978 57

Rippon

his report and his address, and wish better fortune in
carrying out his programme in 1978.

For Europe, and indeed for the whole Atlantic Alli-
ance, the way ahead looks to my mind dark and
dangerous. With our monetary systems in disarray, our
economics depressed and the balance of power
shifting increasingly in favour of the Soviet Union, we
may be drifting to disaster. And the European
Community — as its recent behaviour in linking the
devaluation of the green pound and the fisheries issue
so lamentably demonstrated — is failing to measure
up to its wider responsibilities. About the fisheries
policy 1 will say nothing now, because we will be
“discussing it tomorrow. Suffice it to note at this stage
it is not just a test of the credibility of the Commu-
nity; it is also a test of its coherence.

I think Mr Jenkins was right to say that the greatest
problem facing the Community is the state of the
economy. Now my own country, not always unfairly,
comes under criticism from time to time. But in the
economic field, I think the German attitude has been
particularly frustrating. Chancellor Schmidt has clearly
indicated an unwillingness to help pull the weaker
economies of Europe out of the worst recession since
the 1930s. And worse still, it is he who has been
responsible for frustrating the coordinated efforts that
were supposed to be made at the Seven Nation
Economic Summit. Although it should have met
twice a year as it was supposed to do, the Germans
have delayed the next meeting until July, fourteen
months after the last.

No less disturbing is the way in which Europe’s indus-
trial and technological capacity is being retentlessly
eroded. Apart from the social implications of the
present levels of unemployment and the waste of
industrial capacity, the political and the strategic
consequences are grave indeed. We certainly need —
and need urgently — the more ambitious research
and development programme for which President
Jenkins has called today.

As he has pointed out, we have equally failed to esta-
blish anything even remotely resembling an energy
policy. Even the United Kingdom, in spite of its
exploitation of North Sea oil will find itself dependent
on new sources of energy within a relatively short
space of time. President Jenkins said in the course of
his address, ‘In the long run we are all dead’, but 1
think it is even truer to say’. ‘In the medium-term we
are all dead’. He called rightly for a new economic
impulse on an historic scale. I believe he is right. I
have spoken in this House and outside on the impera-
tive need for something on the scale of a European
Marshall Plan.

But we must at any rate hope in 1978 for some real
progress on the Commission’s five-year action
programme on monetary policy. We need in Europe,
as Mr Jenkins has pointed out in previous speeches as

well as today, a common monetary policy, at the very
least in the sense of accepted monetary discipline. It
is perhaps especially in the context of enlargement
that we should be seeking greater coordination of the
short-term management of national economies, a
return to greater cohesion in European currencies and
the creation of new loan facilities to finance common
regional, industrial and energy policy.

We must above all in 1978 show imaginative states-
manship in strengthening the Community, by facili-
tating the accession of Greece, Spain and Portugal and
looking forward to the accession in due course of
other countries, notably Turkey. As Mr Berkhouwer
has said, if we mean yes, then let’s get on with it
there is no point in delay. The Community was never
intended to consist of the Six, the Nine or the Ten, or
any other particular number. It should ultimately
embrace all the members of the European family.
These should be full members wherever possible, and
as close and real associates as possible when tradi-
tional or Treaty-imposed neutrality make full member-
ship either not desired or impossible.

I noted, Mr President, that, speaking in Brussels on 6
February, the British Foreign Secretary is reported to
have said : ‘Political arguments and political pressures
are the main driving force for enlargement’. But the
then added : ‘There are limits to how much political
considerations can override economic considerations’.
I regard that as altogether too negative an approach. I
would prefer that we stand by the statement of his
predecessor, Mr Anthony Crosland, who said on 12
January 1977 : ‘The political benefits of enlargement
outweigh all these practical difficulties’. So, far from
hanging back, we need a new sense of urgency in the
enlargement negotiations.

If 1978 is to be a year of achievement — as it could
be — we must give priority to mustering the forces of
public opinion behind us. I have been very compli-
mentary to the Commission, and I have a high regard
for its President and the work of his colleagues, but
this means, among other things, that if the Commis-
sion finds itself frustrated over the great issue, it must
not create the illusion of activity by churning out
petty, meaningless and harmful draft regulations and
directives by the bucketful. I have in mind, for
example, some of the contemplated harmonization
proposals, which, quite apart from looking like
harmonization for harmonization’s sake, almost
certainly lie outside the scope of Article 100 of the
Treaty. They should be dropped forthwith.

Paradoxically, that observation does not indicate that
the Commission has too many staff with not enough
to do. I think the difficulty is the other way round :
that therefore much that appears is ill-prepared. So 1
have some sympathy with what the President had to
say about staff. After all, it has been well said that two
heads are better than one. Even if both are sheep.
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There is however one practical and immediate way in
which the Council and the Commission can give a
new impetus to the creation of a citizen’s Europe,
particularly the context of direct elections, which we
trust will finally be established at the Council meeting
in April. That is by the establishment of the European
Foundation, which, is referred to in the memorandum
annexed to the address on the programme for 1978.
That is intended to give support to existing organiza-
tions, now very short of funds, operating particularly
in the field of youth university exchanges and cultural
activities. I trust that at the next meeting of the
Council, Ministers will take the necessary decisions in
the light of the Commission’s recommendations on
the basic issues of the structure and the site and the
method of establi-hment of the Foundation, presu-
mably by regulation under Article 235 of the Treaty.

Finally, [ would say this. If we are to create the United
Europe we all desire, then we had better do a great
deal better in 1978 than we have done in 1977. If we
fail, then we shall find ourselves in Europe proving
the truth of Eugene O’Neil’s observation, that there is
no future and no present, but only the past endlessly
repeating itself.

(Applause)

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

Mr Spinelli. — Mr President. First of all, I should
like to say that I understand and sympathize with Pres-
ident Jenkins, who took on a thankless task in
coming here to submit this annual report on the activi-
ties of the Communities work and on the work
programme of the Commission for 1978.

We have no right to express doubts about the useful-
ness of these reports since they describe in an orderly
manner the activities of the directorates-general of the
Commission and keep us informed of the action to be
taken during the year under this or that head.
Knowing the Commission I am sure that, at the
proper time, it will put forward these proposals. But
what we do not know (and the report does not
enlighten us on this point) is whether in the Council,
as the decison-making body, there is the slightest
intention of thinking about the proposals which will
be put before it during the course of the year.

In my view, we ought to ensure that the Commis-
sion’s annual work programme should become the
Community’s work programme without necessarily
committing the Council. Do not misunderstand me, I
am not suggesting that the Council should pledge
itself in advance to approve each and every Commis-
sion proposal. It may not approve them ; any govern-
ment could bring in a bill and see it thrown out by
the legislature. But we should like to know that,
during 1978, the Council will take a decision on all
these proposals. Otherwise, at the end of the day, the

Commission will be able to say that it is not its fault if
no decision has been taken on all these subjects and it
will be right. In that case, however, the statement of
its work programme next year will obviously be of
even less interest than in the previous year. In my
view, these programme statements should become
more interesting and important every year.

In the programme address giving us a report on the
day-to-day administration of the Community, there is
a great deal of detail and information on interesting
and valuable initiatives which we hope will be carried
through, but the key is missing. As things are, the
Commission should start a debate here and tell us the
hard facts on the present position, with all its weak-
nesses and possibilities and how far it extends. It
should propose that two or three suitable subjects
should be tackled, that the necessary sum should be
provided for the purpose and the national revenue
subdivided between the Community and the Member
States. In this way we should know that the Commis-
sion, the Council, with the decisive voice, and Parlia-
ment, with the powers vested in it, were committing
themselves to achieve something during the year.

Although there was no hint of anything of the kind in
President Jenkin’s address, I see in the memorandum
supplementing his work programme address that
something along these lines has been thought of
where it says: ‘With a view to the joint Council
meeting of Foreign and Finance Ministers to be held
on 3 April, the Commission intends to put to the
Council some general thoughts on budget policy for
the next few years’ It is then explained that the
Commission will recommend that national budgets
should be relieved and the Community budget corres-
pondingly increased by transferring certain policies to
1t.

However, I am astonished to see that the Commission
intends to hold this discussion on 3 April, with the
Council ; unless I am mistaken, the budget authority
consists of the Council and Parliament, so the discus-
sion should take place not only with the Council but
also with Parliament. If it undertook to consult Parlia-
ment, the Commission would be free to take all the
steps necessary to obtain the financial resources which
will be required. Otherwise we shall have a repetition
of the pitiful budget debate we had this year when, at
one time, Parliament was fighting for a Commission
which had given up fighting and defending its propo-
sals and, in the end, as a sort of final deal, agreement
was reached on any figure without any general
concept of the Community’s basic needs and without
any commitment regarding the new issues such as
regional policy, energy policy, industrial policy or a
revised agricultural policy.

We must know in advance what we have to deal with
in a given year, or we shall do too little, miss our
objectives and arrive too late.
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We should know in advance what the financial dimen-
sions of the Community are going to be in a given
year; we should know how much money we can
expect to have and the revenue from tax, because
otherwise we shall no longer know where we shall end
up or what purpose the Community serves.

Having said this, I must make another point clear. I
agree that the Community’s big problem continues to
be the fight against inflation and unemployment and
that this calls for a series of measures and, basically,
for fresh impetus to be given to economic and mone-
tary union. At this juncture people are beginning to
say things which carry a certain weight but which may
become so many empty words unless backed up by
clear ideas. President Jenkins, especially, pointed out
very clearly in his Florence speech that, between 1950
and 1960, the Western countries worked to a grand
economic design and this enabled the whole economy
to make remarkable advances for almost twenty years,
despite the inevitable shortcomings and deficiencies.

President Jenkins summed up this productive'

outburst very accurately when he said that at that time
our countries set themselves the objective of giving
the working class in the West something like the
same standard of living as the middle class.

This involved a major development which, seen at its
worst, is called consumerism but which has neverthe-
less produced deep and widespread changes in our
societies. In some countries, such as Italy, the changes
occurred in conditions of chaos, in others things went
better but, in any case, changes there were.

Today, however, we are not only faced with the fact
that energy costs and will continue to cost more : the
important new factor is that this grand economic
design has burned itself out. We have now unleashed
inflation (because inflation was unleashed by our
internal crisis, the rise in the price of petrol being
purely accidental) but the grand design no longer
exists. Should we re-shape it? Should we evolve
another one out of it? Should we lay down the
standard of living of the upper classes as the target for
the working and middle classes ? No, we have recog-
nized the bad features of this whole development, and
they are so serious that we tend to forget its good
ones. We know that this can no longer be the grand
design.

The more one thinks about it, the more one realizes
that the commitment which the developed countries,
especially Europe, should undertake is the preparation
of a vast, far-reaching plan for the development of all
the developing countries, which in the end means
transforming our industries on the basis that we shall,
for a considerable time, be principally suppliers of
means of production and machinery and not, as we
used to be in the past, of finished or unfinished
products. The task of the 200 million Europeans, the
200 million Americans and the 100 million Japanese

is to involve themselves in the work of radically
changing the lives of a thousand million other human
beings who live in such precarious conditions, and
this means that our activity must be centred on policy
relating to the Third and Fourth Worlds.

I believe we can derive satisfaction from our achieve-
ments, such as the Lomé Convention, because they
are models which can be developed and copied but I
do not believe that, at the moment, we are capable of
seriously discussing or planning the grand design for
world development and our commitments in relation
to it; we shall not be grown up so long as we regard
this commitment as a sacrifice rather than a step in
our own development which is essential for the expan-
sion of our own economy, and is closely bound up
with the economies of others.

To my mind this is the crux of economic policy and
industrial policy for the next few years. If we take a
wide view we shall find an answer to the problems of
steel, textiles and the more highly developed indus-
tries ; if not, we shall be faced with a number of
different problems but have no idea of the picture as a
whole.

I am not suggesting that such an approach is wholly
absent from President Jenkins’s report, but it is not
emphasized as one of the crucial questions or as a
challenge which all our countries have to take up.

Having made this clear, I have two further serious criti-
cisms to make, the first of them about the way in
which the negotiations are being conducted for the
enlargement of the Community. Others have referred
to the way in which we deluded those countries when
we assured them of entry into the Community once
their system of government became democratic. But
today I am told that substantial progress may have
been made in the case of Greece by the end of the
year. But why, by the end of the year, will Greece not
yet be in the Community ?

I also hear that we shall be starting negotiations with
Spain only at the end of the year — a whole year in
which anything may happen, in Spain and else where.
Do we have to wait for the end of the year before
beginning to discuss what fate, what answer we have
in store for Spain’s application ? No. These countries,
which are part of our world and need us for their deve-
lopment, cannot wait so long and, whether we do it or
you, Mr Jenkins, as President of the Commission, we
must sound the alarm and say: ‘Take care, we are
losing time, we are letting opportunities go by, and we
may regret the way in which we are handling this
question’. "

The other point deserving serious attention is the ques-
tion of the revision of agricultural policy. You, Mr
President, and your Commission had referred to some-
thing more than controlling prices and talked about
steps taken to change agricultural policies so as to
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maintain unity and Community preference while
getting rid of the unwanted surpluses which had deve-
loped. When you tell me that low prices have been
proposed, my answer is that year after year I have seen
the Commission submit proposals for low prices but
year after year 1 have seen these prices rise quite
enough in the course of successive debates. In view of
that, the fact that Mr Gundelach has proposed low
prices is in itself no guarantee at all.

The proposals ought to have provided for machinery
for price formation in which the producers themselves
are involved and which compels them to take some
responsibility — unlike what happens in the present
situation where, once prices have been guaranteed,
producers don’t care what happens afterwards so long
as those prices are paid.

I am very uneasy about the future of policy on Medi-
terranean products. Judging by certain hints I have
received, I am afraid we are about to decide in favour
of enormous price guarantees in order to consolidate
the southern agricultural structures — those inside the
Community and those about to come into it — giving
the sort of guarantee which was given for cereals,
meat, butter and milk.

A Mediterranean agricultural policy ought essentially
to be a policy of re-organization of the Mediterranean
regions, whether in Member States, the associated
States or States about to come in, and it should
provide for a re-organization which lays down what
activities are to be undertaken and not the machinery
for storage which guarantees everything, or the
machinery for destruction which also guarantees
certain rates.

The agricultural policy for the Mediterranean ought to
be something approaching a policy on the grand scale
of regional industrial development and of re-organiza-
tion of agricultural structures and should not be a
policy of prices for agricultural products in the South.
If we do not act on this basis and allow only those
directly concerned to have their say, we shall be left
with the same deplorable results we have had on prev-
ious occasions.

Because of this I think the Community ought to be
talking in rather different terms than those you used,
Mr Jenkins, at the end of your speech, which created
the impression that relations between Commission,
Council and Parliament are almost idyllic. In my
view, you ought to be pointing out that the present
institutional machinery will prevent us from making
progress; we shall make a litle only if, without
wasting time, we start giving the Commission the
powers of government and restricting the powers of
that all-powerful and powerless body, the Council.

The Community must be made increasingly aware of
this and it must be brought home to our States and
the Council. To use a phrase from the British political
world of 1911, the Council ‘must end or mend’ but it
cannot go ahead in the same way as it has done until
now, because it is the Council which is to blame
when things are done slowly and piecemeal or done
badly or, even more frequently, not at all. The
problem of the institutions is one which, as President
of the Commission, you must constantly bear in
mind, though the fight against the opposing forces
will be a long one.

My final comment concerns the importance of rela-
tions between the Community, especially the Commis-
sion, and the trade union movement. I should like to
begin not on the basis of general principles but of an
item of fact from Italy which is, however, of consider-
able importance for Europe as a whole. All the Italian
trade unions, in an effort which those who know the
working class movement will be able to appreciate,
have for the first time succeeded in getting all their
members to discuss and, at a series of meetings, agree
to a programme of austerity, self-denial and heavy
sacrifices. The programme was not imposed by any
conservative government or reactionaries’ recipe ; the
trade union movement understood what was involved
and was able to overcome the opposition which arose
largely within its own ranks. Obviously, a commit-
ment of this nature deserves a fitting response and
those sacrifices must be used to carry out a policy
which bears the mark of development and progress ;
in other words, these sacrifices must have a meaning
or they will be pretty hard to make. The political inter-
ests concerned are now discussing how this can be
achieved and I should like to thank the President of
the Commission for the judicial terms in which,
unlike certain friendly governments, he referred to the
efforts being made in Italy to unite all the democratic
political forces who want to put our country back on
its feet.

But the Community, too, must make an effort, it must
be able to speak to the workers and to the unions. I
quoted the case of Italy because it is the most strik-
king example at the moment but the same applies to
all the other countries. We believe that the Commu-
nity must try to do this and our group, or at least the
majority of our group, have fought and are fighting to
strengthen the Community and to support every
attempt made by the Commission to introduce a
change. But, in order to do so, we must realize that
the battle is dangerous and difficult and we must not
delude ourselves that we are coasting along to a safe
harbour labelled ‘end of 1978’

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Hughes to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.
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Mr Hughes. — Mr President, I shall confirm my
remarks almost exclusively to agriculture as, in tomor-
row’s debate, we will turn no doubt to the problems of
fisheries.

I was very struck, in listening to President Jenkins’
remarks by the following passage :

If we are faced with persistent surpluses of, for
example, milk and sugar, which we have to dispose of
either through expensive internal measures, or export
with the aid of large subsidies to any available
markets, it is not because the mechanisms of the CAP
are at fault; it is rather because the price levels at
which we operate the mechanisms have been impru-
dent. With the greatest deference what I want to do,
on behalf of my group, is to question the validity of
those statements. Over the last few years, one has been
faced with the extraordinary paradox that, while the
common agricultural policy is the most advanced of
all Community policies, the rate of divergence in all
sorts of directions within agriculture is probably
greater than in any other sector. The one policy which
is a part of much of Community thinking is the one
sector that is showing—in terms of production and
income and so forth—the widest and most rapidly
growing areas of divergence.

These divergences are shown in different ways in
different countries. Let us take one of the indicators :
if one takes the gross value added at factor cost as
some sort of indicator of farm incomes, and expresses
that in real terms—allowing for inflation—per person
employed in agriculture, then creates an index taking
1973 as a 100, what does one find for 1976 ? That in
Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium, the indices
fall to 91.2, 92.4 and 85.4 respectively. The three coun-
tries which represent the snake, and therefore the
monetary base for agricultural policy, in those three
countries real gross value added has fallen, and they
cannot use green Guilder or Deutsche Mark adjust-
ments to rectify that decline in their farmers’
incomes ; now, at the other end, one sees in Denmark,
that the same index comes to 133.2. And it therefore
struck me rather forcibly that it was Mr Nyborg, a
Dane who was demanding the need for a very large
price increase, when the evidence from Denmark is
that they have not been doing all that badly over the
last few years in this measure of agricultural income.
And if one takes the Irish, 1259 — again it is diffi-
cult. Then you read in the agricultural situation report
regarding Irish income, that they are expected to go
up, not as much as the last year, but — and I quote —
‘for the third consecutive year, agricultural incomes in
Ireland should in general increase substantially 25 %
to 30 %, though by slightly less than last year’. If you
look back at last year, in certain sectors there were
50 % and 60 % increases in one year. That is one
divergence. Another, which I know the President has
mentioned before is the divergence between the abso-

lute levels of income, in — let us say — the pros-
perous north and in certain parts of Italy, 2 deep and
growing divergence. And even within different coun-
tries, where you cannot blame monetary disturbance,
the gap between areas of German agriculture for
example Schleswig-Holstein and Bavaria — is
growing ; it is not getting less. The gap between the
most prosperous parts of France in agriculture and the
less-favoured is growing, and it is in this context, there-
fore, that one looks at the validity or otherwise of a
prudent price policy.

But I was equally surprised by the comment of Mr
Nyborg to the effect that there were not really very
many or serious surpluses. It is not a belief that is
widely held. It may, I suspect, be true of a few
commodities, but that there are massive surpluses
cannot be questioned. And what is more disturbing is
that the technical probability can only be that,
whatever we do on prices, those surpluses are likely to
grow. I can give easy examples of this: if the Irish
yield per lactation of milk rose to the Community
average — which would be entirely feasible within a
very few years, and against which possibility a prudent
price policy is unlikely to have much effect — if that
were arrived at, somehow or other we would have to
get rid of an extra 2 000 million gallons of milk. And
in the arable sector, the introduction of new chemicals
have created possibilities for a massive increase in
yields, available at a low scientific cost input. We have
already done the research, we have the capacity to do
it, and it will cost relatively little to spread it
throughout the Community. Our ability to do that
will, once more, reinforce the disparities in income,
because again, it will be the farmers in the most pros-
perous areas that will take up these new techniques
most readily. It is those farmers who will help to
increase the surplus, while at the same time, as one
sees in Italy, the smaller farming structural areas will
be the most reluctant to adopt new technology.

So, what does one find ? If one was being unkind, one
could suggest that the common agricultural policy has
failed so far to tackle the problem of surplus produc-
tion in a number of major sectors: it has failed
equally to provide the smaller family farmers with an
adequate income, and it appears to have contributed
to the increasing disparities of income between the
more developed and less developed regions. Some of
the rich have got richer, and the poor poorer in
farming terms. If that is to be corrected, it is not to be
done by a prudent price policy alone ; it must be done
by a prudent price policy allied to a much more funda-
mental reform of the way in which assistance is neces-
sarily given to agriculture. The essential aim of main-
taining agricultural income at a reasonable level is
common to every Member of this House, to every
member of the Commission, and to every Minister on
the Council. The argument is about the instruments
which one uses to achieve that, and it is also occasion-
ally about what is a reasonable level.
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In the various proposals from the Commission, what
is disturbing is almost a sense of, I regret to say it,
complacency, the assumption that, if you maintain
this prudent price policy over a number of years, you
will go some way to altering the balance in agricul-
ture. What I fear is that that cannot be taken for
granted, rather the reverse. The old 1950’s and 1960’s
concept, that you could release surplus labour from
the land into higher productivity in industrial activity
becomes less attractive with 6 million unemployed in
the Community. The old idea that you had to have
structural reform and move people out of agriculture
to establish viable units of production can only add to
the problems of surpluses both on the labour market
and in the actual products themselves. At the same
time, as the Commission President noted in his
speech, consumption trends on too many products are
now levelling down. If one takes again the milk
sector, the effect of the declining birthrate throughout
the Community on the per capita consumption of
milk, is only going to get worse, it cannot get better,
because it is the under-fives who most habitually
drink milk, a lot fewer under fives are going to be
about over the next few years in the Community to
drink that milk.

Nowhere is the problem shown more clearly than in
the sugar sector. In response to a world sugar shortage
a few years ago, the Community raised the price for
sugar to its own producers to a very high level, and
not surprisingly induced a great increase in the
acreage, to the point where now we are planning a
surplus of three million tonnes. Again I would like to
remind Mr Jenkins of what is stated at the end of the
chapter on the outlook, on page 152 of the report on
the agricultural situation in 1977 :

Under the present sugar policy it is unlikely that the area
under sugarbeet will decrease much. It is therefore
possible that, if weather conditions are normal in the
next few years, the Community will have large surpluses
of sugar — 2.5 million tonnes ... When the Interna-
tional Sugar Agreement enters into force on 1 January
1978 it will be more difficult to sell sugar on the world
market, so that it will be necessary to adopt measures
which will, in all probability alter the basic datum
mentioned above, i.e. the maintenance of the present
policy ...

Nowhere is there greater need than in the case of
sugar for a policy far more stringent than prudence of
price, or dropping the B quota from 35 % to 20 %.
That is totally insufficient to the rigours of the
problem, because we know that If we sell that sugar
on the third-world market the people we hurt are the
very poorest in the world, and we cannot expect to
offload our self-induced problems upon the weakest
in the world.

(Cries of ‘hear! bear!)

I conclude therefore by saying that I accept, and my
group accepts, that a prudent price policy is a first
step. What disturbs me about the statement by the
President of the Commission is that at times it
appears as though he and his colleagues in the
Commission thought it a sufficient step for the needs
of the common agricultural policy. I fear it is totally
inadequate.

(Applause)

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

The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1 pm. and resumed at

3 pm)

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO

President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

6. Question Time

President. — The next item on the agenda is Ques-
tion Time (Doc. 542/77).

We begin with the questions addressed to the
Commission of the European Communities. The
representative of the Commission is requested to
answer these questions and any supplementary ques-
tions.

I would remind both the Members of this House and
the representatives of the Commission that we have
received many questions and that it is in the interests
of everyone that we complete our consideration of
them.

I therefore ask colleagues and Members of the
Commission to be as precise and concise as possible
in order to avoid limiting the number of supplemen-
tary questions.

I call Question No 1 by Lord Bethell.

to ask the Commission whether, in their opinion, they
must be held responsible for the recent heavy increases
in the price of certain brands of Scotch Whisky in the
United Kingdom, and if not, why not ?

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — If the
‘Distillers’ Group wishes to implement the increases
in the price of Scotch whisky authorized by the Price
Commission that is in no way a consequence of the
decision taken by the Commission on 20 December
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1977. That decision simply prohibited the charging of
a different price to British purchasers depending on
the place at which the product is resold in the
common market. The decision also stressed one of the
essential aims of the Commission’s competition
policy which is to avoid the partitioning of the
Community market into different zones through the
application of discriminatory prices.

The Commission’s view is that in principle any inter-
mediary is entitled to purchase a product at the best
price offered in the common market without manipu-
lation of the market by the producer. I would also
point out that the authorizations for price increases
are limited to a few brands of whisky and that the
prices to British purchasers of a large number of DCL
whisky brands, some of them important, and of all
DCL brands of gin and vodka, have remained
unchanged. The Commission’s decision should there-
fore normally lead to a reduction in the price charged
for these products to consumers in Community coun-
tries other than the United Kingdom ; that should be
the effect of parallel exports. I would remind you that
the Commission acted in this matter on the basis of
complaints from British wholesalers who will now be
able to broaden the scope of their commercial activi-
ties.

Lord Bethell. — The whole House will be extremely
grateful to the Commissioner for setting the record
straight about this controversial matter, and for
making it clear that it is not the fault of the European
Community if the price of Scotch whisky has risen in
the United Kingdom.

Does the Commissioner not believe, though, that the
time has come to apply rigidly Article 95 of the
Treaty of Rome, and to do away with such anomalies
and absurdities as the dual price system in whisky,
and other discriminatory practices in the realm of alco-
holic beverages ? Why, for instarice, should advertising
of cognac on French radio be permitted, but adver-
tising of Scotch whisky not be permitted? Why
should whisky in Italy be taxed at 30 % when grappa
is taxed at 12 % ? And why should the British Govern-
ment impose nearly £1 on a bottle of wine when it
imposes a tax of only one-tenth of that on a litre of
beer ? Is it not time that the Commission did some-
thing more rigorous to enforce these aspects of the
Treaty of Rome in the interests of the European
consumer ?

(Applause from the right)

Mr Vouel. — There are two different problems here,
one of them concerning advertising. The Commission
is aware of the discrimination which exists in the area
of advertising and has already made appropriate repre-
sentations. I will continue its efforts to put an end to
such discrimination.

As regards the second problem, that of fiscal discrimi-
nation, I can inform Parliament that the Commission
has instituted proceedings on the basis of Article 169
of the Treaty against France, Italy and Denmark, for
infringement of the provisions of Article 95 of the
Treaty. In the Commission’s view such discrimination
could not justify the restrictions on exports resulting
from the price conditions applied by DCL.

Mr Corrie. — It is three years this month since I
brought this very problem up in this House. Can the
Commission say why it is taking such a long time for
this problem to be looked at, and some conclusion
reached ?

Mr Vouel. — We have a heavy workload in the Direc-
torate-General for Competition and I must stress the
fact that cases like that involving the Distillers Group
must be given detailed and cautious examination
which takes a great deal of time.

Mr Cifarelli. — When the Commission institutes
proceedings against Prance, Italy and Denmark, does
it also propose to take similar action against the
system of excise duties on wine in other countries
which are responsible for the same form of discrimina-
tion ?

Mr Vouel. — The Honourable Member certainly
knows that the Commission is also looking into the
harmonization of excise duties in the Common
Market. It has not lost sight of the problem to which a
solution will no doubt be found in due course.

Mr Edwards. — Would the Commissioner not agree
that these matters are quite trivial compared with the
massive violation of competition conducted by half-a-
dozen European multinational corporations ?

(Applause from certain quarters on the left)

Mr Vouel. — The question which has just been put
to me is very similar to another question which the

Commission will be -answering during the debate on
Thursday.

I would say first that the Commission is not entirely
free to choose the instances in which it must inter-
vene. Quite obviously when the Commission inter-
venes in a particular sector it always tries to choose
areas in which its intervention has the greatest likeli-
hood of proving effective. I would, however, also draw
Parliament’s attention to the fact that the Commission
is required by the Treaty to intervene whenever an
undertaking lodges a complaint with it in respect of
the Treaties by another undertaking. In the case in
point a complaint was lodged by certain British
wholesalers concerning the procedure followed by
Distillers. The Commission was therefore obliged to
intervene.
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As to the second part of this supplementary question
which tends to suggest that the Commission is
concerning itself with trivialities and would do better
to direct its attention to the multinationals, I would
remind the Honourable Member that the Distillers
Group has a turnover of £ 841 million on the Euro-
pean continent, that it owns large production facilities
all over the world and that it even produces cognac
and has an appreciable number of overseas subsidi-
aries. In taking action against Distillers the Commis-
sion therefore acted against a multinational under-
taking. The criticism levelled at us is therefore totally
unjustified.

President. — I call Question No 2 by Mr Price:

In view of Mr Haferkamp’s recent visit to five ASEAN
countries, will the Commission state to what extent the
subject of human rights was raised by the Commission
Vice-President in his discussions with the authorities in
each of the five countries concerned ?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission, —
During his visit to five South-East Asian countries my
colleague, Mr Haferkamp, raised the question of
human rights at the highest level with the authorities
of some of these countries. As you know, there have
been reports of some improvement in this area in the
last two months. In Thailand for example, all the
persons who had been imprisoned after the October
1976 coup have been released and the 13 students
imprisoned after the unrest at the university have
been promised a normal trial.

Last December 10 000 prisoners who had been held
since 1965 were released in Indonesia and it is hoped
that the remaining prisoners will be set free soon. In
the Philippines the situation seem to have improved
after the recent referendum.

Mr Price. — I am very pleased to hear that Mr Hafer-
kamp did raise this question. Did he raise the ques-
tion of the prisoners who have been in the jails of the
government of Singapore since before that govern-
ment became independent? Many of the prisoners,
including Said Zahari, an internationally famous poet,
were put there by the British Government before
independence and have been kept there ever since.
And did Mr Haferkamp make it clear to these coun-
tries that Europe takes human rights as seriously in its
relations with groups of countries like the ASEAN
countries as it does in the Lomé Convention, where
the issue was recently raised at Lomé, and could he
give us any further information about further action
those governments promised to take in response to Mr
Haferkamp’s initiatives ?

Mr Vredeling. — The Honourable Member will
understand that I cannot give an immediate answer to
the specific questions addressed to my colleague, Mr
Haferkamp. I was not with Mr Haferkamp and do no

know exactly what subjects he broached in Singapore
so that it is difficult for me to give a concrete answer.
In general terms, however, I would add that, as the
Honourable Member himself pointed out — when he
referred to the Lomé Convention and relations with
other countries especially those in the developing
world — the Commission will take account in its
proposals of the serious matter of the infringement of
human rights in many countries.

Mrs Dunwoody. — Would the Commissioner not
agree that the further away you go from the Economic
Community, the more impressive it looks and that the
Commissioners therefore have a very specific role to
play when we are undertaking trade talks with coun-
tries, particularly countries like Indonesia, which, in
spite of the release of ten thousand political prisoners,
still has many more in its overcrowded jails, with very
little indication of why they are there or when they
are going to be released ? Would he not agree that it
is very important that the Commission should be be
seen to be emphasizing the importance of human
rights, and will he not undertake to make sure that
this is one of the first things that is considered in any
talks that take place with the ASEAN countries ?

Mr Vredeling. — As 1 have already said, the
Commission sees this as an issue which is taking
increasing prominence in relations with third coun-
tries, especially those of the developing world, so that
I can give an affirmative answer to the honourable
member.

Mr Jahn. — I am most grateful to the Commission
for confirming that progressive democratization is
advancing satisfactorily in certain countries of South-
East Asia and that the situation of political prisoners
is improving and will, it is hoped, soon be definitively
solved. That should be our goal in a world where there
are so many dictatorships of the left and right. I
wonder whether — and I raised this subject in
Belgrade last week — trade relations between the
Community and Eastern Europe, instead of just the
ASEAN countries, should be made conditional on
respect for human rights. I believe the Commission
should give thought to this matter.

(Applause in some parts of the Chamber)

President. — I call Question No 3 by Mr Radoux:

Is it true that Hungary, Poland and Romania have drawn
attention, either in the appropriate GATT working
parties or through other channels, to the failure of the
Community and its Member States to abolish measures
described as discriminatory and quantitative restrictions
imposed by them on products coming from these coun-
tries — obstacles which conflict with Article 13 of GATT
to which the three countries in question are signatories ?
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Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — It is true
that during the work of the various GATT commit-
tees, certain representatives of Hungary, Poland and
Romania formulated criticisms of the Commission on
the lines indicated by the Honourable Member. In
reality it should be stressed that the Community has
respected the obligations placed on it by the protocols
embodying the accession of these countries to GATT.
The number of specific measures for these countries
has significantly fallen in recent years and the
measures which were maintained have been made
more flexible should the annual increase in the quotas
pursuant to the provisions of the protocols of acces-
sion.

Mr Radoux. — In relation to the foregoing remarks,
is the Commission prepared to ensure that prelimi-
nary consultations of the kind apparently requested by
certain State-trading countries take place between it,
possibly assisted by representatives of the govern-
ments of the Community Member States concerned
on the one hand and the various State-trading coun-
tries on the other whenever the Commission takes the
initiative to increase the quotas granted to the State-
trading countries ?

Mr Vouel. — I want to stress that the Commission
proposed to these three countries the conclusion of
bilateral trade agreements in which these problems
could be solved on a practical basis by the achieve-
ment of the various conditions necessary to allow
faster liberalization. By doing so the Commission has
signified its readiness to contact the countries
concerned to solve such problems as may arise.

Mr Jahn. — Do you not feel that the question of
discrimination could be discussed without prejudice if
Poland, Hungary and Romania were at long last able
to decide to recognize the EEC? The quantitative
restrictions referred to here were no doubt agreed to
protect the Community and our economy. Does that
constitute discrimination in the modern sense of the
term ?

Mr Vouel — The matters raised by Mr jahn on
discrimination are now being discussed within the
framework of the protocols concerning the accession
of the three countries to GATT as provided for in the
relevant provisions of these agreements.

Mr Cifarelli. — I would like to know whether the
Commission has examined the relationship between

these countries and the whole of Comecon and
GATT.

Mr Vouel. — These matters will certainly be looked
into by the Commission.

Sir Brandon Rhys-Williams. — Has the Commis-
sion made a serious study of the ways in which our
imports from Comecon countries could be expanded

so that these countries will be put in a position where
they can pay for an increased volume of exports from
the Community into Comecon countries ?

Mr Vouel. — The fact that the Commission has
proposed arrangements to the three countries
concerned proves that it wishes to intensify as far as
possible trade relations with them.

Mr van Aerssen. — Does the Commission share the
view that satisfactory participation of the Comecon
countries in GATT is only possible if the rules of
GATT are modified since the instruments of GATT
are designed for countries with a free market economy
and not for State-trading nations ?

Mr Vouel. — Should the question of participation by
further Comecon countries in GATT arise, it will prob-

ably be necessary to supplement the provisions of
GATT.

President. — I call Question No 4 by Mr Spicer:

What steps is the Commission taking to encourage
economic growth among the Community’s partners in
the Lomé Convention through investment by Commu-
nity firms, and what steps are the Lomé Convention
States taking to attract such investment ?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission and the European Investment Bank help
to carry out projects and schemes submitted to them
by the ACP States in the area of industrial cooperation
— Article 27 of the Lomé Convention. At the end of
December 1977, the total amount committed for this
purpose was approximately 300 m u.a. for all ACP
States.

The Convention does not attribute special responsi-
bility to the Commission itself in initiating the promo-
tion of private investment originating from the
Community. This function is in fact carried out by
the Centre for Industrial Development, a joint
EEC-ACP institution established under Article 36 of
the Convention. To date the Centre, after one year of
operation, has reached agreement on 24 projects
spread throughout all the ACP States. The Commis-
sion is of the opinion that it is in the mutual interests
of the ACP States and the Community to maintain
and to intensify the flow of investment from Europe
towards ACP States. In the Commission communica-
tion to the Council, “The need for Community action
to encourage European investment in developing
countries and guidelines for such action’, recently sent
to the Council and to Parliament, the Commission
sketched the broad outline of initiatives which could
be taken at this stage.
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Mr Spicer. — May I ask the Commissioner if he and
the Commission are satisfied with this general flow of
investment ? Because, quite obviously, one of the
problems facing all companies that wish to invest
within the Lomé Convention is whether they are
going to have certainty and security for such invest-
ment. Would the Commissioner give an undertaking
that during the forthcoming re-negotiation of the
Lomé Convention, specific mention will be made of
this particular area, which is of great interest, both to
the Lomé countries and to ourselves ? I can see that
this will affect us in the long term to a very great
extent. Both need time, for example, and development
of mines and other areas of production which we need
from the Lomé countries will be held up unless we
get security and that investment, and that can only
come through the re-negotiation and through security
of investment for the firms who would wish to invest
there but cannot at the moment.

Mr Burke. — The answers to the questions raised in
the supplementary by Mr Spicer are contained in the
communication to the Council which I mentioned in
my reply, where it is stated that the problem of the
investment climate in the developing countries and its
repercussions on investors’ decisions has certainly had
an influence on private investment flows from the
Community to the developing countries, which have
been stagnating since 1972. This document contains
many proposals, analyses of the difficulties and sugges-
tions for improvements. I would refer the House and
Mr Spicer to this document, which is dated 30
January 1978 : we think it is a pretty thorough exami-
nation of the problem.

Mr Price. — Is the Commissioner aware that the
overwhelming need in the Third World is for small-
scale agricultural development, for which Community
investment is not always the most sensible means ? Is
he aware that although Community investment has a
place, if it becomes too big an element within Lomé
aid, it brings the whole of that aid into disrepute,
because the recipient countries feel that the money in
aid is not flowing properly into those countries but is
going back into the Community in a form of neo-
colonialism ? Is he further aware that during this Parli-
ament’s study visit after the recent Lomé Assembly,
those Members who went round Southern Africa
found that the Community’s aid programme has a
reputation for unnecessary bureaucracy and time-
wasting, which really does need some attantion if the
reputation of Community aid through Lomé, as
against other forms of aid, is going to be sustained ?

Mr Burke. — I note what the honourable Member
says, but I would point out that the 300m u.a. which I
mentioned in my reply are divided largely between
the European Investment Bank — 104m in ordinary
loans and 37m risk capital, making a total of 141m,

which, while not totally paid in respect of one parti-
cular type of activity, is, it is true to say, paid largely in
terms of industrial development — and the more
specifically Lomé payments — the special loans of
86m and the grants of 74m, totalling 160m u.a.,, which
are for infrastructure projects, and these, I think, are
perhaps the best form of investment in some of these
developing areas.

Now, having said that, I take the thrust of the ques-
tioner’s supplementary, and I would, in fact, be
inclined to agree with him that the developing States
would, from their point of view, like to see some
emphasis on agriculture. However, this is not a
clear-cut case and we are doing the best we can in the
terms of the funds made available to us.

Might I also say that it is the Centre of Industrial
Development which in fact is the agency for promo-
tion studies and that the Commission as such is not
involved in this activity.

Mr Dewulf. — While appreciating the Commission’s
communication on investments and industrial coopera-
tion under the Lomé Convention, may the Commis-
sion also be expected to take initiatives in the broader
context of the North-South dialogue on the crucial
issues of security of supplies and guarantees for invest-
ment ?

Mr Burke. — I think that the Commission’s activi-
ties in that forum are well known and have been
widely regarded as being successful.

I am quite sure that what he has demanded will, in
fact, be pursued, as it has been up to now.

President. — 1 call Question No 5§ by Mr
Normanton :

What steps has the Commission taken with the US
Administration to remove the Buy American Act insofar
as it inhibits entry into the US market by Community
firms ?

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — As long
ago as 1963, the Commission notified GATT of the
‘Buy American Act’ as a non-tariff barrier to interna-
tional trade. Since 1968, this American act has been
listed in the GATT official catalogues of non-tariff
barriers. In order to find a solution to the problems
created for trade by government purchasing practices
and in particular by the American legislation, a
working party was set up in the OECD ; this working
party has in the meantime prepared a draft code on
the subject. The Commission played an important
role in its work. In December 1976 the draft code on
governmental purchases was sent to the GATT multi-
lateral negotiating group on non-tariff measures. The
negotiations are continuing and it is hoped that a solu-
tion will be found by July 1978 in the context of the
multilateral trade negotiations. The OECD has
suspended its work on governmental purchases since



Sitting of Tuesday, 14 February 1978 67

Vouel

the formation of the GATT sub-group. At bilateral
level, the Commission has in recent years made many
representations to the American authorities in protest
against parliamentary or administrative proposals
tending to widen the area of application of the ‘Buy
American Act’

Mr Normanton. — I do note that at least the
Commissioner recognizes the existence of wvisible
barriers in the path of trade between the European
Community and the United States. But, in the light of
the heavy favourable balance of trade currently
enjoyed by the United States with the EEC, will the
Commission, once again, take further and urgent steps
to correct this imbalance, failing which the concept of
the two-way street for defence equipment sales to the
United States will remain a journalistic catch-phrase at
best, or a six-lane highway with five lanes leading to
Europe and a single-lane dust-track leading to the
United States ?

-Mr Vouel. — My answer will be very brief; the
Commission is at present doing all it can to improve
the balance with the United States.

Mr Cousté. — The Community has put forward its
offers in the multilateral negotiations and the United
States has done likewise. Do the United States offers
include a proposal to repeal the Buy American Act?

Mr Vouel. — No such proposal has been made.

Mr van Aerssen. — If I have understood Mr Vouel
rightly he also feels that GATT should be extended to
lay down non-discriminatory provisions for govern-
mental purchases as well. Is this batch of possible solu-
tions the subject of the current negotiating round in
Geneva or is there any intention to make it the
subject of negotiations there in the near future ?

Mr Vouel. — The Commission does not necessarily
believe that this problem must be solved in the
context of the GATT negotiations. To the extent that
the opportunity arises, the problem will, however,
certainly be broached in GATT.

Lord Bessborough. — Would the Commission
recommend the Member States to adopt a more
vigorous ‘buy European’ policy until such time as the
United States Administration repeals the Buy
American Act, and would the Commission, perhaps,
invite major Community firms to list their experi-
ences in bidding unsuccessfully for United States
Government contracts ?

Mr Vouel. — My answer to the first part of this ques-
tion is no; the Commission considers trade policy to
be a matter for the Community and does not intend
to make proposals to individual countries or
companies. My answer to the second question is yes :
the Commission will see what can be done with the
firms concerned.

President. — I call Question No 6 by Mr Cifarelli :

What has prevented the introduction of the VAT-based
system for financing the Community budget — i.e. the
transfer to the Community budget of a percentage of the
revenue from value added tax — which would, in parti-
cular, have reduced Italy’s contribution to the Commu-
nity budget for 1979 from more than 13 % to less than
11%?

Mr Tugendhat. — The first thing I think we should
do — and I am grateful to the honourable Member
for his question, since it gives me the chance to do
this — is to draw attention to the need for passing
this legislation, so that the whole thing can begin with
all nine countries on 1 January 1979. I hope very
much that honourable Members of this House will
ensure that their national legislatures devote the
priority to this matter that I believe, and I think the
House believes, that it deserves.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Will the Commis-
sioner please further explain his statement that, owing
to the default of the seven Member States in this
respect, it will be necessary for the introduction of the
own resources system to be deferred until 1 January
1979. Is he aware that, under the provisions of para-
graph 2 of Article 4 of the decision of 21 April 1970,
the moment the third Member State assents to, or
rather passes legislation, bringing into operation the
provision of Directive No 6, the derogation ceases ? In
these circumstances, would he not agree that as soon
as one additional Member State passes legislation, it
would then be possible for at least 3 Member States to
base their contributions on the provisions of Directive
No 6, retrospecively if necessary, to 1 January 1978 ?

Mr Tugendhat. — The Commission believes that
Article 4 of the decision of 1970 does not require that
there should be a rectifying budget during the course
of 1978, if a third Member State were to apply the
Sixth Directive between now and the end of the year.
We believe that there are strong administrative and
technical objections to making changes from a GNP
based to a VAT based contribution during the course
of the year. We are also of the opinion that there
would be political problems related to such a change.
If a situation of the sort the honourable Member
describes were to arise the arguments would of course
have to be considered in the context of that situation.
But our present view is that, because the 1 January
1978 deadline was missed, there are very strong tech-
nical and administrative reasons — quite apart from
the political problems which I believe would arise —
for deferring the start to 1979 rather than having
constant changes during the year. If we did it for one
country, in the way that he describes, we would then
have to do it for another, and then possibly another,
and our whole assessment basis would be in a muddle.
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We would also, of course, be producing rectifying
budgets to this House at rather more frequent inter-
vals than we would like.

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, the decision of 21 April 1970 on the
replacement of financial contributions from Member
States by the Community’s own resources provides
that VAT cannot be introduced as a method of
financing the Community budget unless at least three
Member States are applying a uniform basis of assess-
ment of the tax. The sixth directive on VAT, which
was approved by the Council on 17 May 1977,
provides a uniform basis of assessment, but unfortu-
nately, only the Belgian and British Parliaments
managed to adopt the directive with effect from
January 1, 1978. While congratulating those two coun-
tries, it is naturally a matter of regret to me that others
were not able to do so. Consequently, financial contri-
butions based on GNP have to continue to replace
VAT during 1978. Italy’s share of that part of the 1978
budget not covered by customs duties and agricultural
levies will therefore be about 13-2 % instead of the
10-6 % if all Member States had been paying on a
VAT basis. I should, however, point out that the figure
of 106 % was derived from an assessment of the tax
base made by the Italian authorities. In the opinion of
the Commission, the figure could well have turned
out to be higher when the actual VAT receipts for
1978 become known. I wish that Italy had passed the
legislation in the first instance, and that we could see
what was happening in reality.

Mr Cifarelli. — I am grateful to the Commissioner
for giving such a precise answer to a question put for
control purposes by this Parliament and enquiring
into national conduct.

I should like the Commission to say what measures it
intends to take to ensure that the other countries give
the necessary approval, thus enabling the system to
enter into force.

President. — Since the author is absent, Question
No 7 by Mr Ryan will receive a written reply.

I call Question No 8 by Mr Dalyell for whom Mr
Mitchell is deputizing :
Will the Commission make a statement on their proposal

to the Council for the holding of Euranium stocks on a
Community and on a national basis ?

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission has not so far presented to the Council a
proposal concerning the stockpiling of wuranium,
either at Community or at national level. The
Commission considers that it would be useful to have
stocks of uranium, as an integral part of a national
supply policy on nuclear fuels. The competent
Commission departments have already consulted the
Member States in this connection, and have found on
the one hand, that in general, users are holding

substantial stocks, and on the other, that the Member
States are somewhat reluctant to set up joint stocks at
Community level. On the basis of the possibilities
offered by the provisions of Article 72 of the Euratom
Treaty, the Commission is at present preparing a draft
on this subject which it will forward to the Council in
the course of 1978.

Mr Mitchell. — Mr President, I hope the spelling
‘Euranium’ which appears in the English text is a typo-
graphical error and not some ghastly Community
abbrevitation for the European uranium.

(Laughter)

Is it correct that in the recently negotiated agreement
with Canada for the resumption of uranium supplies,
which the whole House, I am sure welcomes, there is
a clause which says that supplies of uranium will only
be available from time to time as required, and will
not be available for stockpiling ? If so, is that likely to
be the view of other suppliers like Australia and the
United States as well ?

Mr Tugendhat. — I will have to write to the honou-
rable Member on this subject. I regret that I cannot
give details of the negotiations without notice. This a
technical question and I think it is better to be right
than quick.

Mr Ellis. — Whether the Community holds uranium
stocks or not, would the Commissioner enlarge upon
the role of the Community regarding the physical
protection of stocks, as distinct from its present role of
monotoring non-diversion of fissile materials using
materials-accountancy methods ?

Mr Tugendhat. — Once again, I must beg the indul-
gence of the House. The Community, under the
Euratom Treaty, does as the honourable Member
knows, have important duties and obligations in this
regard, but I would very much prefer that the honou-
rable gentlemen should receive a letter setting out the
details rather than that I should speak without proper
preparation.

Lord Bessborough. — Am I not right in stating that
Article 52 (2) (b) of the Euratom Treaty gives the
Agency exclusive right to conclude contracts relating
to the supply of fissile materials coming from outside
the Community? Is it not time that the Agency
created the joint undertaking, as it is empowered to do
under the terms of the Treaty, in order to create
reserve stocks of uranium ?

Mr Tugendhat. — I think it is extremely important
that adequate reserves should be held within the
Community, though, as I hope the House will agree,
this is also a matter on which it is very important for
the Community, as a body to act in accord with the
Member States as well. This is a matter of very great
complexity.
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President. — The first part of Question Time is
closed.

7. Votes

President. — The next item is the vote on the resolu-
tions tabled in the reports which terminated the
discussion. I put to the vote the resolution contained
in the Nyborg report (Doc. 516/77): Regulations on
coach and bus services between Member States.

The resolution is adopted.

The next item is the Yeats report (Doc. 538/77):
Amendment of the Rules of Procedure of Parliament.

I remind the House that under the provisions of Rule
54 (2) of the Rules of Procedure, motions for resolu-
tions amending the Rules of Procedure can only be
adopted if they secure the votes of the majority of the
Members of Parliament.

I note that at present the majority of Members are not
present.

I therefore propose that the Assembly postpone the
vote on this resolution to the sitting of Wednesday,
15 February 1978.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — Mr President, I share your view but
perhaps we could take first the other votes scheduled
for today and if we then see that there is still no
quorum we could hold the Yeats vote over until
tomorrow. In any case I agree with you, Mr President.

President. — Mr Klepsch, I would willingly grant
your request if there were other resolutions to put to
the vote, unfortunately this is not the case.

(Laughter).

Therefore since there are no objections to the post-
ponement of this vote to tomorrow’s sitting, that is
agreed. I would ask the chairmen of the political
groups to ensure that we have a quorum for this vote
as well as the vote on the first rectifying budget for
1978 which will also take place at tomorrow’s sitting.

8. Eleventh General Report on the Activities of the

Communities in 1977 and the annual work

programme of the Commission 1978 (continuation of
debate)

*President. — The next item on the agenda is the
continuation of the debate on the Eleventh General
Report of the Commission for 1977 and on the
annual work programme of the Commission for 1978.

I call Mr van der Gun to speak on behalf of the Chris-
tian-Democratic Group.

Mr van der Gun. — Mr President, I want to make a
few further remarks following the introductory address

given this morning by the President of the Commis-
sion; I shall give particular attention to what he
rightly saw as the central problem, namely the present
economic situation.

Inflation, high unemployment and low economic
growth together result in six and a half million
persons being unemployed at present while new job
opportunities will have to be found for 9 million new
young workers by 1985. The President of the Commis-
sion was quite right when he said that this is not
merely an economic problem. I would say that it is
first and foremost a human problem involving enor-
mous frustrations because here too, as is the case in so
many other areas, the burden of unemployment is not
equitably shared throughout Europe. Certain groups,
especially women and young people, are particularly
hard-it. In addition we find that, despite the Commis-
sion’s best intentions on regional policy, unemploy-
ment at present weighs disproportionately heavily on
the regions which belong to the weaker areas of
Europe. It has been quite rightly pointed out that the
correction of this situation cannot be left to the free
play of social forces, and that no single Member State
can solve this problem on its own. Given the responsi-
bilities which fall to us, it is particularly disappointing
to find that President Jenkins should have to note
that the European Community has too few powers to
solve this problem satisfactorily. However, that observa-
tion in no way affects the view of the Christian-De-
mocrats that the Commission should do everything
possible within the limits of its present powers. We
have noted with particular satisfaction the Commis-
sion’s activity, in the context of its limited powers and
possibilities, in the area of structural and restructuring
policy in a number of sectors with which we are unfor-
tuntely all too familiar in the Community : iron, steel,
ship-building, textiles, shoes and the paper industry.
Each of these areas of activity is facing great diffi-
culties and is clearly not able to find its own path to
salvation. We are particularly pleased to note that the
Commission is making serious efforts to deal with the
social aspects of the problem in addition to intro-
ducing the necessary measures of restructuring. We
are happy to see reference made for the first time in
the proposals now under consideration to the social
aspects which arise in the context of structural reform.
We can only hope that the Commission will continue
on the path it has chosen with the strong support of
the social partners directly concerned.

In this connection we in the Christian-Democratic
Group wonder whether prevention is not better than
cure in this area, in other words whether it would be
desirable for talks about the employment situation to
be held between the Commission and the social part-
ners even in sectors where there is fortunately at
present no form of emergency. This approach would
also help to build a foundation for the European
Community which we see as urgently necessary for its
political superstructure.
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President Jenkins was unfortunately right to note that
while we have a Regional Fund and a European Sacial
Fund whose activities must be extended there is no
reason to suppose that a more fundamental approach,
a structural approach to the problems, will follow
through this channel in the immediate future. We
realize that this is so. But we wonder whether a small
step could not be taken in the right direction if, as we
have already recommended previously, the controllers
of the funds — in other words the Community —
were given the right of initiative so that funds are not
created only to find that we have to wait to see
whether the Member States Governments also make
use of them. Particularly in the case of problem areas
and regions straddling Community frontiers where the
Member States tend to wait for each other to act, it
would be extremely useful for the Commission to be
given the authority to take action of its own.

We are also right to assume, in my view, that the crea-
tion of new jobs is in itself the best solution while
recognizing that we cannot defeat the whole problem
in this way. We must give particular attention to a
better distribution of the available work. In this
connection we have noted with great satisfaction the
fact that the Commission is doing a great deal in this
area, or has at least instituted studies of a number of
points which we see as central to the main problem. I
am thinking in particular of the relationship between
investment and employment, of better distribution
and of the search for ways of extending employment
opportunities in the tertiary sector.

A study of shift work has been announced. I should
like to hear more about this from the Commission ;
the document could examine the social aspects
inherent in shift work; it might also look into a
matter which is receiving considerable attention in
my own country at present, namely the widespread
introduction of 4 to § working shifts in the context of
a more equitable distribution of available work. As a
second element in a reasonable and rational approach,
we consider that because of the limited prospects for
economic growth, the possibilities for more real
welfare in the Community are strictly limited. This
calls for enormous self-control on the part of the
social organizations and political bodies but I still
believe that the prospects are better than we tend to
suppose in our more sombre moments.

Mr Spinelli said this morning that even the Italian
trade union movement is at present ready to make
concessions and sacrifices in order to help to alleviate
the national problem confronting Italy and we have
heard similar statements of intent from other coun-
tries. It seems to me that the creation of a good
climate involving a joint effort to find solutions to the
problems at issue is extremely important. It seems to
me that the Commission is doing little to improve the
climate in this particular context; at least the Presi-

dent of the Commission said surprisingly little on the
subject this morning. We heard no word about partici-
pation, about coordination between employers and
workers at the level of industrial investment or about
the relationship between profit and employment and
so forth. Nor did we hear any reflection of the gener-
ally unsatisfactory situation in business activity with
the proviso that there are a number of business sectors
in which the economic prospects are happily more
favourable. In our view it would be reasonable for
workers to profit from this too, but Mr Jenkins said
nothing about the encouragement of profit-sharing
measures and action to promote asset-formation. In all
fairness, I should add that Mr Vredeling has
commented very positively on this point in our discus-
sions in the Committee on Social Affairs. I am there-
fore all the more sorry to see that the President of the
Commission gave, or so it seemed to us, too little
attention in his address to Parliament to factors which
can compensate for the lack of prospects for material
improvements, i.e. to factors of a less tangible nature
which are nevertheless extremely important to
workers and to the trade union movement as a whole.
Perhaps he could comment further on this in his

reply.
President. — I call Mr Cifarelli.

Mr Cifarelli. — Mr President, as I have little time, I
shall be brief.

First of all I must thank President Jenkins for basing
his speech on hard facts and eschewing abstract
pronouncements and declarations of principle which
are part of a ritual whose value to the Community and
this Parliament I beg leave to doubt.

I agree with him entirely when he says that co-ordina-
tion of the sectoral policies is not enough ; co-ordina-
tion must take place in a new context in which fresh
policies are worked out in order to solve the
distressing effects of unemployment, especially among
the young. We must not forget that, when there was
mass unemployment in Europe, it paved the way for
Mussolini in Italy and Hitler in Germany. It will be
possible to achieve something more than co-ordina-
tion by applying what we call medium-term policy
and which, in the language of the Community, is
called planning policy. Well, planning cannot be
attempted without involving the social partners and
especially the trade unions. It is not a question of
convening tripartite conferences or meetings at
various levels : the important thing is to get the social
partners well and truly committed at the level of the
Community. Mr Spinelli reminded us this morning of
an Italian experiment which is now in progress and,
from what I heard from the speaker who preceded
me, I do not think the information given was very
accurate. However, I should like to say to President
Jenkins that what his country is doing, and with
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success, is the outcome of an intelligent planning
policy.

Thirdly, I consider that, even if the Commission had
placed nothing else on the stocks, it deserves the grati-
tude, approval and support of Parliament for giving
fresh impetus to the concept of Economic and Mone-
tary Union. In view of the chaotic situation in a world
economy which no longer has a basic monetary
system, the fact that the greatest trading power,
consisting of the nine countries of Western Europe —
free Europe — is making a fresh attempt to achieve
Economic and Monetary Union is an event of such
consequence as to be revolutionary. For those on the
left for whom revolution has a fascination, it is a revo-
lutionary event ; for others in the political line-up, it
has the fascination of a carefully planned edifice. 1
believe Parliament must give maximum support to the
idea of Economic and Monetary Union. Indeed, it will
be the basic issue in the direct elections ; when we go
round the various countries to prove that we can do
nothing with the sectoral policies, since they will
collapse if there is monetary chaos, we shall have
created a line of attack which is really that of rising
above national divisiveness.

On the subject of agricultural problems I must say to
President Jenkins that, while it is true that we have to
use prices as an instrument, it is also true that the
fight against surpluses cannot be carried on without
changing the system. Under a system which makes it
possible to produce at the expense of the Community,
it is obviously impossible to eliminate surpluses. The
proper course is to rely on the fundamental require-
ment of a free economy : the producer accepting the
risks and a reduction in the extent to which the
Community intervenes to maintain prices.

IN THE CHAIR : HANS-AUGUST LUCKER

Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Brugha.

Mr Brugha. — Mr President, I would first of all like
to compliment the Commissioner on his speech, and
go very briefly into the points that time will allow me
to deal with.

First of all, the question of action to sustain uncompet-
itive industries. This must be within the Community
context. We cannot have uncontrolled expansion of
national aids which further distort competition and
simply transfer unemployment between Member
States — for example the UK temporary employment
subsidies which have recently compelled the Irish
government to pay a levy in this same area until the
UK levy is ended, which my country can ill afford.
This creates an artificial situation between two
Member States. Secondly, protectionism ; this must be

avoided through international efforts, particularly in
the forthcoming discussions in GATT. Many sectors
are in trouble, both in the Community and the world,
so international and Community cooperation is neces-
sary, involving temporary sacrifices by all until
demand picks up. Restructuring of these sectors must
take place to make Community production more
competitive on world markets. Special attention must
be paid to regional policy in this respect, and a greater
effect must be placed on growth sectors.

With regard to unemployment, I would like to point
out that the Regional Fund has a direct bearing on the
creation of employment and on infrastructure in
under-developed areas. The Regional Fund is the only
Community fund with direct bearing in this area,
other than the Social Fund which is for retraining,
and greater emphasis must be placed on making finan-
cial resources available. When considering employ-
ment, I do not think one can repeat too often that, in
the context of all our Member States, wage and salary
restraint by those who are specially privileged to have
jobs can make a substantial contribution to the crea-
tion of extra jobs, in particular for young people. As
regards agriculture, we cannot emphasise enough the
need for security of food supplies. To ensure this,
producers must be guaranteed reasonable prices. Too
prudent an approach to a prices policy may totally
upset Community food production.

We do not agree with the viewpoint of the Commis-
sioner in this area. Too liberal an approach to food
imports has led, we believe, to the creation of
so-called surpluses. For example in butter from New-
Zealand, in ACP sugar, and in beef from several third
countries. Here I must refer to remarks passed by Mr
Hughes as an economist and a senior member of the
Agricultural Committee, who seemed to me to be
using statistics in a distorted manner. When he speaks
of a 3 million tonnes surplus in sugar, he should also
spell out how much of that sugar was imported. When
he speaks, as he did, of improvements in the Irish agri-
cultural sector, I think it is only right to say what
everybody here will understand that, if you are
moving from near-poverty to something near normal,
you are merely catching up. I think that is a fair state-
ment on the agricultural sector in my country over
the past couple of years. I think that economists must
always keep in mind the danger of using figures, and
forgetting facts and people and the consequences to
people.

I would like to refer briefly to the proposal of a 2 %
increase. We do not think this is realistic. It can
hardly be acceptable to food producers when, in fact,
they see that wage earners are securing increases of
between around 6 12 % and 7 % to 10 % and 11 %. 1
think that, if the Commission wish to pursue that
policy, they should convince producers of the ratio
that is involved, because the producers feel that if
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there is an increase in wages and prices of around
8-10 %, then the 2 % put forward by the Commis-
sion is not adequate. With regard to fisheries, we are
disappointed that the Member States have failed to
work out an internal fishing policy. We would empha-
size that no agreements with third countries can be
worked out — apart from interim autonomous arrange-
ments — until the internal regime is finalized. On the
subject of enlargement, we look forward to negotia-
tions with the applicant countries and hope that the
current problems of the Community will not inhibit
the accession of other States. We have to bear in mind
that the question of phasing-in is of vital importance
because of the effects on our economies.

As regards direct elections, we believe that a definitive
date should be set, and we think that the Commission
should direct its attention more to answering the sort
of propaganda that has been put forward in some
countries from anti-EEC elements. I would particu-
larly draw Mr Jenkins' attention to the activities of
that element in Britain, and believe that a good deal
more could be done in Britain to reply to that sort of
propaganda.

Finally, I would like briefly to put forward a couple of
points that I think might form part of the work
programme. I think that more research programmes
are needed in the non-scientific areas. I think that
more is needed by way of facilities to aid companies,
particularly small and medium companies in the
Member States, in market research. More is needed in
management studies, particularly of the developing
agencies and also the European government agencies.
Projections are needed on resource usage and alterna-
tive technologies — as has already been referred to —
for situations where resources are drying up altogether.
Finally, we need to develop more conventions particu-
larly in relation to the harmonization of taxation, the
disclosure of business information by multinationals,
and the develpment of a fair code of conduct for
multi-nationals. I believe that the only agency in this
world that can do this is the Community, and that
none of the countries alone can do it. I would recom-
mend to the Commissioner that he consider this ques-
tion.

-

President. — I call Mr Jakobsen.

Mr Jakobsen. — (DK} Mr President, I am not one of
the Members given to boring my colleagues with
speeches but I feel I have to say something today.

I am certainly the only one of the ten Danes who
started down here five years ago and is now back. I am
also the only one that has so far said he is standing in
the direct elections and it is therefore only natural
that I should give this year’s report special attention
since it more or less represents the basis for elections
to the new Parliament.

There is one thing that has struck me. In many
speeches, both today and on previous occasions, and

even in Mr Jenkins’ speech there is an air of criticism
and pessimism about what has been achieved. It is
obviously commendable that Mr Jenkins does not
stand up and brag about what he himself has
achieved. I understand that, but I nevertheless get the
impression that there are too many Members who
have misunderstood. Other people hold us in higher
esteem than we do ourselves. It is as though someone
is trying to change this and make everyone else realise
how badly things are going. The critics say it is going
badly. If people outside hear what is most often being
said in this Parliament they must get the impression
that it is going very badly and even Mr Jenkins with
all his modesty helped to give that impression. I

"would therefore like to say a few words.

I would first of all like to add my thanks to those of
Mr Rippon, the spokesman for my group, for the
realistic and good report. Secondly, I must agree with
Mr Rippon that our answer to the three present appli-
cant countries can only be a yes. There is no doubt
that it must be a yes. What may be in doubt is the
time and the terms of their accession to the Commu-
nity. But the Community must also be ready to
receive those three countries so that they are not disap-
pointed when they become members. But let it be
clearly understood that the three applicants must be
given a positive answer as soon as possible.

As regards the pessimistic attitude, I have the
following to say : when I think back to what the new
members who joined five years ago expected, I feel
that things have gone better than we dared hope. Let
me mention in particular the crisis we are now going
through. Just how bad might it have been? The
Community could have been totally split and each of
the big industrial countries could have opted for the
old method and shoved unemployment and monetary
problems on to the others. It is obviously commend-
able that Mr Jenkins admits that not everything has
gone as he wanted it to and that some countries have
not behaved as they ought to have, but we must admit
that those same countries could have done things that
were much worse. We were not split, we even
managed to stand together on certain points and we
even agreed that we did not want to experience the
thirties again. We also agreed — and that obviously is
easier — to try and get the United States and Japan to
understand that they did not just have to deal with
one, two or three European countries but with a
Community. That is a great achievement.

There is another area where [ think we are too
modest. We are standing here reproaching ourselves
because we have a surplus. Yes, we have a surplus of
foodstuffs ! Is that so bad ? Is that something we have
to moan about so much ?

I would remind you that the surplus is very low
measured in terms of per capita consumption in our
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nine countries but let us compare it with other coun-
tries that have absolutely no surplus. At this point I
would like to bring unemployment into the picture.
We have an excellent example in the countries of
eastern Europe. There, is no unemployment, there is
not just full employment there is a lack of manpower.
But what else do they have ? They lack almost every-
thing they need in their daily lives. I recently heard a
correspondent from Moscow saying on Danish radio
that chewing gum could still buy you a lot of services
in the Soviet Union, as it could 60 years ago when the
revolution took place. It is now 60 years later — and
it is not just chewing gum, it is a whole variety of
things that have become a matter of course for the
consumer in western Europe. Something that he or
she thinks nothing of is still in short supply in the
eastern countries. They have full employment, they all
slog away over there, and they get a wage not worth
mentioning for it — but nevertheless they are unable
to provide themselves with the bare necessities of
daily life. And then we come here and reproach
ourselves for producing too much : we have too much
butter, too much wine, too much of this and too
much of that — but why ? It is absolutely crazy ! We
ought to be happy that we have a surplus in all impor-
tant areas.

Russia was once the granary of Europe ; today Russia
is a country that has to import grain from other coun-
tries and thus helps to aggravate the world grain shor-
tage. The system is a failure. Our system is a system
the Communists have doomed to destruction since
1840. Once every 10 years they have predicted that
this would be the last crisis. Again we have a crisis,
but what sort of a crisis ? It is a crisis in which produc-
tion is increasing, although slowly. It is a crisis in
which we have unemployed but they are not starving.
They get more in unemployment benefit than a hard-
working worker in the eastern countries can dream of
earning. If we see things in this perspective, I believe
we have every reason to say that our Community is on
solid ground and that our western economic system is
not approaching destruction but instead is ready to
pull through the crisis.

It is in this situation that we must judge the unem-
ployment problem realistically. I am no doubt the
only politician in Denmark that cannot solve the
unemployment problem. All the others have promised
to do so. I say pass here too. Nor can I find it in me
to say that the Community must solve the unemploy-
ment problem because it cannot. And what is the
unemployment problem? When people say — as
several have said today — that we must have full
employment, do they mean that we must all be
employed for 40 hours, for 30 hours or for 20 hours?
What do they mean by full employment? There is
certainly no one who imagines that industry still
needs everyone to work for 40 hours. That time is
past. A very well-known Danish industrialist said
recently in a conversation I had with him. What I
want for my firm is that the 5000 men who are here

should stay here. But if we cannot build so many
ships, they must be here for 35 hours, 30 hours or 2§
hours. They cannot work here for longer because
there are no more ships to build’ I think that is the
attitude we have to take. I know from the labour move-
ment [ have worked in for 40 years that it is quite
common to talk about solidarity. But isn’t it about
time that the labour movement understood solidarity
to mean sharing the work available. A 40-hour week is
no longer possible. We must be content with less and
we cannot just let the employer pay. For if we do, the
costs that we hear so much about will become too
high. No, we must share a common fate, we must act
together. I believe that if the Buropean Community is
to achieve anything as regards unemployment, we
must realise that the problem is not just the short-
term drop in demand. It is also a structural problem
because technology has advanced so quickly that there
will never again be the need for so many people for so
many hours as there was previously.

One more thing. For years we have heard complaints
that people had to work in unhygienic conditions.
They had to work with materials that were harmful to
health, they made movements that were unhealthy.
Today many of these materials are no longer made by
people but by machines. People no longer have to
make the movements they did before. Machines are
automatically used for that. And so people complain
about that! Will we be never finished with
complaining ? Will we never realise that we are better
off than we ever were ? It is very difficult to distribute
prosperity. It is terribly difficult, but, Mr President, it
is better to share prosperity than to share poverty as
they have to do in the eastern countries.

President. — I call Lord Brimelow to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.

Lord Brimelow. — Mr President, I had intended to
restrict my remarks to two themes : the place of the
Community in the world, and the enlargement of the
Community. But since Mr Rippon is in his place, and
since no previous speaker has referred to his criticisms
of the economic policy of the Federal German govern-
ment, I shall begin by taking issue with him over
what he said. I shall, of course, do so with the restraint
appropriate to our former relationship in the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office.

If Chancellor Schmidt had been able to agree to a
greater expansion of demand in the international
market of the Federal German Republic, international
satisfaction would have been widespread, but in this
Assembly I think that we all realize the historical
reasons for which successive Federal German govern-
ments, since the end of the Second World War, have
been anxious to avoid policies which might lead to
accelerating inflation.
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Secondly, experience has taught us, or should have
taught us, that it is difficult to change the direction of
a big national economy and also that it is difficult to
keep the consequences of change under control. A
great net exporting country such as the Federal
Republic cannot become a great net importing
country overnight. Economies are not as easily
directed or tuned as we once thought.

Thirdly, we are all aware that the role and the responsi-
bilities of Japan are no less important than those of
the Federal Republic.

And fourthly, we all know that a change of policy in
the Federal Republic of Germany and Japan, in the
direction of increasing their internal demand, would
solve no more than a part of our problems. The struc-
tural problems, which President Jenkins mentioned in
his speech this morning, would remain.

It is for these four reasons that I dissent from Mr
Rippon’s criticisms of the economic policy of the
Federal Government. I think we should be careful not
to press Chancellor Schmidt too hard to adopt poli-
cies which might do more harm to the Federal Repu-
blic than good to the Community.

After that digression, I turn to my two themes. Now,
this morning Mr Berkhouwer pointed out that Mr
Jenkins left a number of things unsaid in those parts
of his address which touched on the external
economic relations of the Community. I do not criti-
cize Mr Jenkins for that, he was speaking within a
time-limit and could not cover the whole of a very
broad field ; but the Commission has circulated to the
Members of this Assembly a memorandum on its
programme for 1978, which is to be regarded as an
annex to the President’s address, and 1 hope that
Jenkins and the Members of this Assembly will not
take it amiss if in my remarks I draw not merely on
the words used by Mr Jenkins this morning, but also
on this document. This document indicates the
Commission’s programme, and this is the occasion on
which its ideas have to be discussed.

The themes of the Community’s role in the world and
the enlargement of the Community, dealt with in
parts III and IV of the Commission’s memorandum,
are inter-related but that inter-relationship is not
mentioned in the Commission’s memorandum and it
was mentioned only fleetingly by Mr Jenkins this
morning. Failure to discuss that inter-relationship is,
in my opinion, a rather important omission. I shall
have occasion to revert to it.

The Socialist Group thinks that Mr Jenkins and the
Commission are right to draw attention to the struc-
tural problems of the Third World, and they are also
right to point out that the relative stagnation of the
world economy is creating problems for all countries.
If the countries of the Third World have structural
problems, so do the Member States of the Community

and so do other industrialized countries. Mr Jenkins
in his address mentioned the need to preserve tradi-
tional trade flows, the need to adjust our partners’
exports to the slow-down in European consumption
and the need within the Community to combine
modernization with the creation of jobs in new fields.
This is no easy task but one which, in the opinion of
the Socialist Group, the Commission is right to make
its aim. The Socialist Group also expresses its agree-
ment with the point made in paragraph 95 of the
Commission’s memorandum — namely, that there is
a need not only for new initiatives, but also for a
coherent and tenacious and business-like follow-up to
initiatives already taken last year. The memorandum
mentions as examples of this financial aid to non-asso-
ciated developing countries, new forms of food aid
more closely linked to development policy, applica-
tion of the textile agreements negotiated last year, and
cooperation activities such as those under the Euro-
Arab Dialogue. The Socialist Group thinks that this is
right. Under all these headings, with the exception of
the application of the textile agreements, the inade-
quacy of the powers and resources of the Community
have been, and unfortunately are likely to remain,
limiting factors; but that the Commission should
persevere in these activities is certainly right.

Passing from these old preoccupations to the new initi-
atives mentioned by the Commission, they are
numerous. They are listed under no fewer than nine
headings in this document. Under the first heading,
‘The Multilateral Framework’, pride of place is given
to the needs of the developing countries. The Socialist
Group thinks this is right. It has noted with approval
from this document that next month the UNCTAD’
Trade and Development Board is to address itself to
the problems of the indebtedness of the developing
countries. The size and the severity of these problems
have increased enormously since they were discussed,
but not dealt with, at the Paris Summit of October
1972. It would have been better to make an earlier
start, but that a start has at last been made is good as
far as it goes. The Socialist Group considers that the
requirements of the continuing development of the
poorest countries should take precedence over the
purely financial aspects of indebtedness, debt service
and debt repayment.

The Socialist Group has also been pleased to note,
from paragraph 96 (ii) of the Commission’s memo-
randum, that talks are to take place for the prepara-
tion of world agreements on commodities produced
in developing countries such as rubber, hard fibres,
jute, tropical wood and copper. Now last year’s negotia-
tions for the World Sugar Agreement illustrated the
difficulties of negotiating such commodity agree-
ments, and Mr Hughes’s remarks this morning about
the difficulties in the world sugar market as between
beet sugar and cane sugar show that even when an
agreement has been negotiated and has entered into
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force, the difficulties are by no means at an end.
Within the framework of the Community’s Lomé-
STABEX scheme, we think that a pointer has been
made in the right direction — namely, that the
problem at issue is not merely that of stabilizing
commodity prices : the stabilization of export earnings
is even more important. What has to be borne in
mind — and in this I am taking account of the
Socialist Group’s concern for the consumer — is that
commodity agreements should be fair to consumers as
well as producers and that they should not be allowed
to become a factor of permanent and built-in infla-
tion. This is an important matter on which the
Commission’s silence is to be regretted.

The question of commodity agreements is linked to
the information, conveyed in paragraph 97 of the
memorandum, that ‘Following the adjournment on 1
December last of the conference on the establishment
of a common fund for the stabilization of raw mate-
rials, the Commission will be doing its best to take, in
liaison with the Member States, any initiative required
to find a satisfactory solution to this problem, and
that ‘the Commission will be making its own contribu-
tion to the study undertaken by the IMF-IBRD Deve-
lopment Committee on the stabilization of export
earnings.” Those are sober and careful words which
point to the difficulties which have arisen. Nonethe-
less, the Commission’s decision to persevere is greatly
to be welcomed.

In paragraph 96 (iii) of the memorandum, we are
informed that towards the end of 1978 a conference
will be held for the negotiation of an international
code of conduct for the transfer of technology. The
subject is important, for transfers of technology affect
trade flows and changes in trade flows create problems
of adjustment to new patterns. This is a subject on
which this Assembly and its committees would be
well-advised to take an unremitting interest. The
organization of a timely and adequate supply of infor-
mation is needed.

This is not the occasion to discuss the GATT negotia-
tions mentioned in paragraph 99 of the memo-
randum. Mr Cousté has prepared a report on that
which will be coming before this Assembly in due
course. At this stage all we need say is that we hope
that the Commission will be vigorous in its attempt to
gain acceptance of the proposals at long last incorpor-
ated in its negotiating mandate.

Paragraph 100 of the memorandum refers to the need
for guidelines on export credits for non-member coun-
tries backed by the public authorities. This is a diffi-
cult question on which so far progress has been disap-
pointing. The need for progress is great. I would only
make the point that the need for progress is required
by the Commission’s own principle, in paragraph 94,
that difficulties should not be exported from one
country to another.

Paragraphs 103 to 106 of the memorandum deal with
the Community’s policy with regard to the developing
countries as a whole. They do not bring out the diffi-
culties inherent in the conflicts of interest involved. It
stands to reason, of course, that the Community’s deve-
lopment cooperation policies should be brought into
line with its other policies; but it is sufficient to
mention the conflicts of interest between beetsugar
producers in the Community and cane-sugar
producers in the Lomé countries, or textile producers
in the Community and textile producers in the deve-
loping world, to realize that what stands to reason may
not be easy of achievement. Similarly, the consolida-
tion of the generalized system of preferences,
mentioned in paragraph 104 of the Commission’s
memorandum, though desirable in itself and
supported by my group, does displease those countries
whose traditional preferences in the Community have
been eroded. Then, in paragraph 105, the promotion
of investments in the developing world may be a
condition for further development, particularly when
local capital formation is inadequate. But the issues
have begun to look less simple as investments in the
developing world have begun to create unemployment
in the Community.

As for the protection of investments in the Commu-
nity, there was a heated debate in this Assembly at the
beginning of last year, and Mr Spicer renewed it this
afternoon. The caution of the Commissioner’s reply
was noteworthy, but Mr Jenkins, in his address this
morning, said that we cannot allow our relations to be
falsified by the historical hangover of an approach of
inequality. With that, my group agrees.

As for the reference to food aid in paragraph 106 of
the memorandum, all would agree that food aid has
its value in the relief of hunger, but not all would
agree that food aid in general is the most desirable
form of aid. It is a pity that in Mr Jenkins’s address
and in the Commission’s memorandum, the broader
issues of aid are not dealt with.

The sections of the memorandum devoted to the deve-
lopment of economic relations with Latin America
and Asia are much to be welcomed. Such develop-
ments will be easier of achievement if world
economic growth can be resumed. The Commission’s
efforts to that end deserve every support.

Relations with Mediterranean countries outside the
Community are dealt with in paragraphs 109, 111 and
112 of the memorandum. It is a shortconiing that
these paragraphs make no mention whatsoever of the
problems which will arise when the Community is
enlarged, and that they give no information about the
Commission’s thinking on how these problems can
best be tackled. The Socialist Group will welcome the
opening of Community offices in the Maghreb and
Mashrek countries and in Israel, mentioned in para-
graph 109, but the value of these offices will depend
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in large measure on the Community’s policies for the
maintenance and development of trade with the Medi-
terranean countries concerned during and after the
enlargement of the Community.

Paragraph 110 of the memorandum, which deals with
the negotiation of an agreement to succeed the Lomé
Convention, makes no mention of a point which has
been repeatedly raised in this Assembly and which
has been repeatedly raised in this Assembly and
which has already been mentioned by Mr Berkhouwer
— the need for protection of human rights in deve-
loping countries.

I welcome the fact that there is separate reference to
Turkey, and I welcome the paragraphs on Yugoslavia
and Spain as far as they go, though they fail to make
reference to the implications of the enlargement of
the Community. I can only express my general agree-
ment with paragraphs 115, 116, 117, which deal with
the United States, Japan and Canada. The reference to
China is a source of satisfaction, the goodwill of
China is well known towards the Community. We
hope the Commission will press ahead.

And now, I must just say in conclusion that as regards
the final, rather uncommunicative section on the
enlargement of the Community, my own group issued
last September a statement to the press welcoming the
applications and expressing the hope that the negotia-
tions for enlargement would be carried to a successful
conclusion. I hope that those negotiations will not be
subject to any unnecessary or unjustified delays.

President. — I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, before commenting on President jenkins
speech, I should like, as a German deputy, to say a
word about the exchange between my two English
colleagues which I found particularly amusing. Mr
Rippon criticized the German government for doing
too little about conjunctural policy while the socialist
member defended the German Government by saying
that it could not take action which would be bad for
Germany although perhaps good for Europe. I want to
give them both a word of advice: they should both
approach the German Government and tell it that
nobody would be the loser if it resigned; both
Germany and Europe would on the contrary gain a
great deal.

(Laughter)

I turn now, Mr President, to Mr Jenkins policy state-
ment or activity report. I do not think I am going too
far, Mr Jenkins, when I say that your report did not
seem particularly convincing to anyone here in this
chamber and to any of our political groups. We all
had the impression that it was more of a routine
address and the Commission should not allow itself to
slip into routine because that report, was we hope, the
last before direct elections and the last before the

enlargement of the Community through the accession
of Greece. I realize of course that the lack of convic-
tion cannot be attributed to your own lack of ability,
political resolve or political commitment, Mr Jenkins ;
on the contrary it reflects — and this is the genuinely
negative aspect — the situation in the Community
and in particular the situation in the Commission.

I felt the closing sentence of your speech to be the
most important ; you said :

‘Let us ensure that the strength of our internal purpose is
at least as great as our external power of attraction.

I see that as an important statement because it reflects
our fundamental shortcoming ; it is a fact for everyone
outside the Community and for everyone who has
experienced the associated negotiations, that the
Community has an enormous external power of attrac-
tion even in its present imperfect state. The attraction
is exterted not only on the peripheral countries of
Europe : Spain, Portugal, Greece and Turkey. You
know too that 53 countries of the third world have
expressed their political confidence in this still incom-
plete Europe. Above all, Mr Jenkins, this European
Community has today a great power of attraction
beyond the iron curtain on millions of people who are
deprived of their freedom, to whom Europe means a
great deal with its wealth of regions and its readiness
no longer to defend its interests with force but with
the treaties and with respect for law at the negotiating
table. They see this as a vision and I am sure it was
wrong of you, Mr Jenkins, not to place greater
emphasis on the question of human rights in this
connection.

What about the Community’s strength of internal
purpose ? Mr President, on the basis of the constitu-
tional structure of the three Treaties, the legal position
of the Parliament is unfortunately very closely bound
up with that of the Commission ; I say unfortunately
because if the Commission fails to defend its own
legal position to the Council and Member States it is
also at the same time undermining our own parlia-
mentary rights under the constitutional structure of
the Treaties. Allow me to look at a few points which
arise in this connection.

I find it gradually becoming intolerable, Mr Jenkins,
to see the Commission constantly transferring rights
in the most fundamental area of its activity, namely
the implementation of the budget — in other words
in the area where as the executive body it has the sole
power of implementation — to all kinds of Council
committees at a great many intermediate levels so that
to all intents and purposes it no longer bears sole
responsibility for the implementation of the budget
and hence for its policy. What has happened here,
already turning the Council into an executive body,
disturbs the equilibrium of the constitutional structure
laid down by all three treaties — and this is the
purport of my keenest criticism. The Commission
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should do everything possible to regain its true legal
position which is slowly but surely being undermined.

A second point : what has happened to the coherent
political resolve of the Commission ? The chairman of
my group already commented on this in his first
speech today. If the Commission itself as the custo-
dian of the treaties is prepared to see its right of initia-
tive diminished by constantly giving in to
compromise proposals before even approaching the
Council and Parliament so that its truly strong posi-
tion — that of having the sole right of initiative
which the Council of Ministers can only override
unanimously — is lost, and if the Commission itself is
no longer making use of that instrument in the
manner which was taken for granted under previous
presidencies after the foundation of the Community,
then it seems to me the time has come to sound the
alarm ; Parliament should at the very least do every-
thing possible to draw public attention to this loss of
direction.

Allow me to make a third observation, Mr President. |
am most grateful for the remarks made today by my
colleague, Mr Jakobsen. Mr Jakobsen, in the ten
minutes for which you spoke, your words did more for
Europe than the Commission’s whole declaration.
You showed vision and highlighted the true goals, the
positive aspects. All the reports that we find in the
news media these days about the Community deal
with butter mountains, wine lakes, impossibly high
stocks of sugar and scandals of various kinds but we
read nothing about the true structure, the fundamental
adventure of Europe.

Mr Jenkins, you are responsible for information
policy. What has happened to the officials competent
in this area at the Commission ? You have an enor-
mous official machine. Where then are the people
who note these press reports and respond to them on
behalf of the Community ? If we in Parliament with
our enormous workload created by the dual mandate
and our home constituencies did not do whatever we
can there would no longer be any voices speaking out
in defence of Europe. Your publications are not
enough to defend Europe to the outside world. You
have reserved the area of information policy for
yourself. Ultimately then you carry responsibility for
it, Mr Jenkins. I should have liked to hear some refer-
ence to more efficient action in this area.

My fourth point, Mr President, is one which needs
repeating and on which I am sorry to say the Commis-
sion has been practically silent. Mr Jenkins, the
characteristic and fascinating feature of our Commu-
nity is that for the first time in the history of Europe
nine States have built up an infrastructure which
enables them to depart from their old way of solving
conflicts of interest : if you do not agree, I shall use
force ! Instead they seek compromise agreements even
if it takes three or even four night sessions, because
they know that the problems at the negotiating table.

The fascinating new aspect is this very infrastructure.
Why does the Commission not draw more attention
to it ? Why do you let slip the opportunity of a major
policy statement, an annual report in which you could
draw the attention of our citizens once again to the
nature of this great adventure ? That is the heart of the
matter. Mr Jenkins; I do dot think that your routine
statements can attract the attention of a single jour-
nalist. Things like that can be read and heard all the
time : you do not need a special report to draw atten-
tion to them.

Time is very short but I just want to raise a few more
points.

Firstly, I was very surprised to see no mention made
today of the development of Parliament. May I
remind you that we only adopted the last budget —
and remember it is Parliament which has the last
word on the adoption of the budget — because we
believed that financial autonomy was assured. We
made that a condition, but it turns out that financial
autonomy is not assured because only two countries
have adopted the sixth directive so that another year
has been lost.

Why do you not take this opportunity to mobilize
public opinion and say: the nine Member States of
the European Community made a promise to Parlia-
ment but did not keep it ? Why do you not take the
opportunity of calling the governments of the Nine to
account before their public opinion for failing to keep
their own promises ? Fortunately at least the Commis-
sion put its views to us today at question time.

Secondly, in adopting this budget we made five
hundred million units of account available to you
against the will of the nine finance ministers. You
obtained five hundred million from us. But there is
no mention of this fact in the annual report or in the
policy statement for 1978. Not a word about these five
hundred million! Wy did you not just say: on this
occasion we shall have the courage if necessary to
force through the budgetary will of the Parliament
against the nine finance ministers ? If you had said
that we could have made at least some progress in
energy policy, research policy and in the elimination
of unemployment and so on.

There is a further problem which causes me special
concern as chairman of the Control Sub-Committee :
The report which you presented to Parliament, Mr
President, contains only half a sentence about the
important subject of control. Half a sentence in which
you simply state that the European Court of Auditors
has now been set up. I want to read out to you just
one short passage about the results of an audit which
shows the true importance of budgetary control in this
Community. The extract concerns an audit report on
1000 decisions on financial penalties. There were
more than 1000 penalties in a single small region.
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The report tells us that on the slaughterhouse record
cards pigs became oxen and milk cows beef cattle;
cows which had already calved several times became
heifers again overnight!

We all know how necessary it is to exercise more strin-
gent control, especially in the agricultural policy
sector. The Commission cannot just come to us and
say : the implementation of agricultural policy and
control of implementation are tasks for the Member
States and not for the Commission.

No, the Commission must pay greater attention to
control. Parliament has given you the instruments and
the staff needed for that purpose. It is of course impos-
sible for us to approve control staff — as happened
once, but that was before your time — only to see the
Commission using them for other tasks. That is not
the purpose of our action.

You made no mention either of budgetary reform, a
major concern of this Parliament. We have demanded
the complete budgetization of all expenditure,
including expenditure on development aid. I should
have liked you to hold out the prospect of the realiza-
tion of that aim to which reference has been made in
hundreds of speeches by colleagues in Committee and
in Parliament: in the area of development policy we
should like to see the individual activities of the nine
Member States gradually coordinated until they are
transferred entirely to the European level. While recog-
nizing the priority which this task must take, we can
of course extend at will the funds made available for
our partnership with the Third World. But we know
too that at present the nine Member States are
working in parallel. If you had sufficient courage and
if the Commission showed the necessary strength to
raise the matter time and time again, the necessary
coordination would be brought about more quickly
and the Community could then, without spending a
penny more, work efficiently in this area than the
nine countries operating separately.

Mr President, I want now to make a procedural point.
I have a request to put to the Commission. Mr Presi-
dent, I should like you to give some thought to the
following facts : in effect you already put forward your
policy during the discussion of the budget, when the
draft budget was presented. Then the political
concepts were discussed again with the Commission
in committee and in the political groups. The budget
has now been adopted and it is much larger than the
Commission itself had expected and than the nine
finance ministers had wanted. Now you have
presented your policy to us once again. I can only say
that it should in reality be a continuation of the ideas
you put forward during the budget debates. Attention
should therefore be focussed mainly on the new
elements which supplement your earlier policy report.
I think you ought to consider how this procedure can
be rationalized. You should either present your

general report with the budget or we should in some
way combine the budgetary report with the general
report. I do not think that we should do the same
thing twice within’a very short space of time.

Mr President, the most important consideration is that
the Commission no longer has to secure its own polit-
ical existence in the nine capitals but should base that
existence on a relationship of trust with Parliament.
Mr President, one of our first demands will be to
secure the right to appoint the members of the
Commission -— that is the first demand in the
programme of the European People’s Party.

Mr Jenkins, if at some time in the future your polit-
ical existence is founded on the confidence of a
majority of the members of this House, your position
in relation to the Council, to London; Bonn and
Copenhagen, will be quite different; your political
existence will then stand and fall by the confidence of
this House and your report today has unfortunately
confirmed only too clearly how greatly you are in
need of that confidence. You must find your legitima-
tion here in this House and not elsewhere in the nine
capitals.

President. — I call Mr Cousté.

Mr Cousté. — (F) Mr Jenkins, in your speech to us
this morning which we have unfortunately not had
time to study in detail, my friends and I noted a state-
ment that [ would like to stress : you said that we are
constantly being urged to think out bold new solu-
tions to the Community’s problems. That, Mr Jenkins,
is the essential role of your institution and you must
be the source of imagination in the Community —
not the kind of imagination which Pascal criticised
but the form defined by Bergson: you must be the
creative imagination of the Community. Are you
filling that role ? Have you even tried to do so in your
speech? We did not discover in your words the
outline of a policy even if we know full well that you
are not alone in being able to define and promote
policy developments. However, policy implies a set of
targets, as we were told just now, and a set of instru-
ments. Several speakers in various parts of the House
have rightly deplored the delay in setting a date for
the election of this Assembly by direct universal
suffrage. But we know that the elections will be held
next year at the latest. The fact is, I believe, generally
accepted. That is why we would have hoped to find
proposals on all the other problems in your speech.
But your speech has only left us with the impression
of a retrospective survey.

However, there were a few clear points in your address
and I want now to stress their importance. You are
trying to face up to the priority problem — which you
rightly highlighted as such — of inflation and unem-
ployment. We welcome the firmness shown by you in
dealing with the crisis now threatening whole sectors



Sitting of Tuesday, 14 February 1978 79

Cousté

of our economy ; the crisis is placing in jeopardy tradi-
tional industries which create employment and are
always, or almost always, necessary for the mainte-
nance of regional balance. We note then that the
concern expressed by our group in this area has found
an echo ; we published a memorandum on the ‘Threat
to Europe from unbridled competition’ and we are
happy to note that it has not gone unnoticed.

As you know, I have repeatedly put forward proposals
in this Assembly on behalf of my group and in my
personal capacity, to deal with the crisis in the steel
and textile industries ; only recently I highlighted the
need for measures to counter the uncontrolled inflow
of cotton yarn and all kinds of woollen goods from
third countries. I was pleased to see today, Mr Jenkins,
your clear statement of intent to adapt the develop-
ment of exports from our partners to Community
Member States as a function of the downturn in
consumption in the Community. That is a vital point.
Still on the subject of industry, I appreciate the efforts
you are proposing to make in favour of the growth
sectors which will strengthen our industrial capacity
by accelerating the development of our technology.
Those are the very terms used by us and by colleagues
from several other political groups in earlier debates.

But we cannot go into the European elections with
rising unemployment in Europe. We cannot present a
programme to our fellow citizens and call upon them
to vote in direct elections when, on the debit side,
there are more than six million men, women and
above all young people who are unemployed. When
you say that the Community does not have to inter-
vene on a direct and massive scale on the employ-
ment market, I would reply that to encourage invest-
ment, promote industrial development and bring into
being a genuine regional policy through the use of all
the financing instruments available in the Community
constitutes in reality direct intervention to combat
unemployment, and we can only encourage you to
take the necessary action in a determined spirit.

In the same vein I have studied your proposals for the
construction of an integrated economic area whose
foundations are or must be constituted — I refer here
to your speech in Florence — by economic and mone-
tary union. You speak of a five-year programme and
specify that your plans extend not only to economic
and financial affairs in the strict sense of the term but
also to the achievement of a single market and struc-
tural and social policies. Mr President, we are waiting
impatiently for proposals on precise points involved
in the complete achievement of a single market, ie.
fiscal policy, the free movement of goods and services,
the liberalization of internal capital movements, mone-
tary compensatory amounts and genuine freedom of
establishment.

Like all the members of my group, I naturally reserve
the right to return to all these points in later debates. I

would like, however, to enquire at this stage into the
real scope of the communication which you are prop-
osing to present on the development of consultations
on exchange rates. You said that the implementation
of these consultations must go hand in hand with
coordination of internal policies so as to restore
coherent exchange conditions both within the
Community and in relation to the principal curren-
cies of third countries. We should like to hear more
about this very soon. We all know how precarious the
state is at present of the exchange market within the
Community and between the Member States and the
rest of the world.

I have spoken of the areas in which hopes are fairly
bright ; I shall turn now to a few grey zones. You are
perfectly familiar with the concerns of our group in
the area of the common agricultural policy. When you
say that this policy is a great success because of the
achievement of guaranteed prices, we fully agree with
you — but only if prices are really guaranteed. That
holds good for cereals, certain beef cattle, milk
powder, sugar, unmanufactured tobacco and butter,
not forgetting grana padano cheese ; but it no longer
applies to meat, milk, fruit and vegetables or wine. We
would affirm once again that without guaranteed
prices there can only be failure, because any market
organization presupposes a guaranteed price. You say
that the Community has not been able to control
surpluses. But, as our spokesmen and I myself have
often pointed out, there are no permanent, structural
and overall surpluses of agricultural products in the
Community. There are only accidental, sectoral
surpluses due to the orientation of production. Euro-
pean agriculture is in fact in overall deficit. That is
even the case in France which is the Community’s
leading agricultural producer. We note that there is
too much milk powder and butter, but we often forget
that there is not enough milk in the Community.
Similarly in the case of sugar we only have surpluses
because of our generous policy towards the ACP
States. We welcome that policy but we cannot expect
Community agriculture in general to foot the bill.

It is of course vital for the Community to remain an
overall exporter and a generous provider of food aid to
the Third World. That is why we do not share your
concern for an overly cautious price policy, because
the consequence of such a policy would be that the
Community would have no more farmers or agricul-
ture. We are asking for a reasonable — not merely a
cautious — increase in prices. As to the monetary
compensatory amounts, we have asked for them to be
dismantled over two years. You are proposing seven
years which is far too much. We shall have to find a
middle road.

In conclusion, we welcome your cautious approach to
enlargement. We do not reject the accession of our
Greek, Spanish and Portuguese partners but we know
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that in many areas of agriculture they have products
which are keenly competitive with our own. You have
said that since your first address as President of the
Commission you have known both successes and
disappointments. Allow me to express the hope that
you will experience far more successes than disap-
pointments after this new speech.

President. — I call Mr Hamilton.

Mr Hamilton. — Mr President, I would like to
congratulate the President of the Commission, Mr
Jenkins, first of all for giving us this morning such an
agreable mixture of realism and vision. His purpose
— and, I hope, ours — particularly in the run-up to
direct elections, must be to excite and sustain the
interest and the support of ordinary people for what
we are doing here. I think we can only do that by
convincing them that the EEC is relevant to their
short-term problems and their long-term aspirations.
If T have one criticism to make of, if I might be
familiar and say Roy Jenkins, it is that you will not do
that by referring to animals called the EMU. It is too
vague and too abstract a concept to warm the cockles
of the human heart. Please cut it out. Although that
might be the long-term aim, don’t say so in so many
words. Our aim surely must be to spell things out in
terms which a coalminer, a housewife or a farmer can
understand, and we have not done that up to now.

What I think we want, particularly in the next 12
months, is a plain working man’s guide to the rele-
vance of the common market in the lives of ordinary
men and women. If I might just mention one
example. The President of the Commission referred
this morning to the mindboggling problem of the six
and a half million people on the dole, and the pros-
pect of nine million school-leavers between now and
1985. I think he is right to assert that these problems,
and in particular that one, cannot be solved solely and
wholly within a national context. But so long as you
have that problem, it is very hard to be an idealijst
when you are looking for a crust of bread. It is unrea-
listic, to expect a man to lift his eyes when he is stuck
in the morass of unemployment and poverty, and is
worrying about his immediate future.

However that may be, I think it is as well to face some
political realities, and again I think the President of
the Commission is inclined to forget the political reali-
ties which we face within our own national parlia-
ments. I am talking to a gentleman who knows very
well what I mean, but in case he does not, let me just
quote from an article written by John Palmer which
appeared in the Guardian, a highly responsible
British newspaper, a few days ago, referring to
national interest prevailing in this organization and
throughout the EEC:

It is not only the big countries who place national
interest before Community concern. At the moment,

Belgium, Luxembourg, along with France, are fighting a
no-holds-barred struggle to be given the site of the new
European Parliament building.

It goes on in those terms. And I say to the Commis-
sion: it is as well to realize that the whole of the
British Parliament are united behind John Silkin in
our determination to protect our national interest in
terms of fishing policy. As long as we keep this in
mind, then we will not be too ambitious in what we
seek to achieve in the short term, still less in the long
term. I hope very much that the EEC will gain its lost
momentum in the next and succeeding years, and I
do not believe — and this is where I express the hope
that was sustained in me by the speech that I heard
this morning — that it will be the fault of the
Commission, still less of its President, if we fail in that
project.

President. — 1 call Mr Granelli.

Mr Granelli. — (1) Mr President, a number of
speakers have rightly said that the situation in Europe
today is more dramatic and serious than we imagined
a short while ago. And Mr Rippon who, with an apt
literary quotation, reminded us that a Community
without a present and without a future can only return
to the past, gave us a glimpse of the ideal. In reality,
faced with the grave problems of unemployment and
inflation, the Member States of the Community are
running for cover behind protectionist practices and a
return to nationalism which is the opposite of what
the unification of Europe should represent.

Because of this, I believe that the blunt, realistic
picture drawn by President Jenkins at this sitting
must be supplemented (and this is our suggestion) by
some choice of priorities and some show of spirit in
order to reverse the tendency towards a policy of
routine administration, which certainly does not
suffice in the times we are living in.

For lack of time, despite Mr Aigner’s kind interven-
tion and because I don’t want to use up any of Mr
Bertrand’s time, it is impossible for me to dwell on
some of the points which emerged from President
Jenkins’s statement and which are of the greatest
importance for our future. So I will deal with a few
more specifically structural points.

The revision of the common agricultural policy, as the
policy stands, not only provides a further opportunity
for financial erosion of the Member States but will be
an insuperable obstacle to enlargement of the Commu-
nity. Seeing that there can no longer be any question
of expanding exports, as though nothing had
happened on the international and world scene, the
absence of a policy of industrial re-conversion repre-
sents a failure on the part of the Community because
what it in fact reveals is the lack of solid instruments
of common economic policy which could stop the
tendency towards protectionism and nationalism, and
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put an end to inertia on the problems of employment,
inflation and industrial recovery.

Because time presses, I should like to dwell on just
one point for the benefit of the Commission and, as
President Jenkins is not here at the moment, Vice-
President Ortoli.

From the data supplied to Parliament for 1976, it is
clear that the overall volume of expansion of the Euro-
pean economy was less than that forecast, which is
2:6 % compared with 47 %. We must bear in mind
that, already last year, the Tripartite Conference had,
with the aid of their figures, demonstrated that, to
achieve a tolerable level of employment in 1980, we
should have to concentrate on a growth rate of 5-5 %.
Inflation has remained at very disquieting levels
indeed ; although it was of the order of 8 % during
the closing months of 1976, it was about 9:6 % over
the year as a whole. This is the average for Europe ; if
we separate the strong nations from the weak, the situ-
ation is even more alarming. What is the point of
thinking of a fast growth rate, hoping for inflation to
be kept under control, and looking forward to a
recovery in employment unless we start getting down
to the problem of the instruments which the Commu-
nity can use to impose a different kind of economic
policy on the Member States as well ?

Despite the favourable information quoted in the
memorandum we have been given and which indi-
cates an improvement, in terms of money, in the
balance-of-payments {the reference to the Italian posi-
tion, the British position and, to a certain extent, the
position of France provide confirmation of it), we
must not delude ourselves: in my own country, for
example, the balance of payments is improving at the
cost of a reduction in imports, which in reality
conceals a lowering of output. It is, therefore, only
through an improvement in the monetary situation
that we can expect any return to economic expansion,
with fresh jobs and fresh opportunities of employ-
ment.

I must emphasize the uselessness of regularly prom-
ising us better growth rates, a slowing down of infla-
tion and a more satisfactory balance of payments situa-
tion, and call attention to the pressing need to take a
step forward on the issue of economic and monetary
policy. In my view, President Jenkins showed a lot of
courage and imagination in his Florence speech and I
expect he met considerable opposition in the Member
States after that speech. I should have liked to see
emphasis laid here too on the vital need to adopt pre-
monetary union measures because no one imagines
that, at a stroke, one fine day, we shall suddenly have
economic and monetary unity of a common currency.

We must press the Commission to draw up a pre-
monetary union plan which, at least on certain funda-
mental issues, enables the Community to make some
progress on the actual construction of a European
economic and monetary union.

The first of these fundamental issues is the absolute
necessity for Community control of money supplies
in the individual countries, in order to prevent coun-
tries with greater financial resources available to them
from overwhelming the weaker ones. The second
requirement is that it must be possible for exchange
rates to vary during the pre-union period but they
must be subject to annual review so that any necessary
action may be taken.

It is correspondingly important for the European
Monetary Cooperation Fund to begin working out a
Community system of central banks because, unless
we coordinate the common monetary policies, there
can be no prospect of beating inflation or creating the
conditions for fuller employment.

Finally, I should like to remind Mr Jenkins that to
enable the Community to make a satisfactory entry
into the field of monetary union policy, there must be
the courage of action as well as the courage of
speeches and words. I am sure that, if the Commis-
sion puts before this Parliament a feasible blueprint of
monetary measures as part of economic policy in anti-
cipation of economic and monetary union, it will have
the support of the whole of the European Parliament.
The European Parliament offers to cooperate and I
hope that Mr Jenkins is not afraid that he may have
shown too much courage in his Florence speech.

President. — I call Mr Patijn.

Mr Patijn. — (NL) Mr President, I know that it is
late in the afternoon and that the speaking time allo-
cated to my group has almost been used up. I shall
therefore confine myself to two remarks.

Firstly, I find it surprising that the following remarks
should be made in Paragraph 21 of the Commission’s
memorandum : ‘The activities of the Community
which, until 1978, were primarily oriented towards
urgent measures of commercial and market policy
must now be focussed on instruments to influence the
basic structures.” But then there was the following
sentence in Mr Jenkins speech this morning, and I
quote his words in English : ‘It may for example be
logical for us to work out the common fisheries
policy, but it is less obviously logical to find the
Community giving such priority to common policies
for industries in difficulty or decline.” I wonder who is
speaking here. My fellow socialist, Mr Jenkins, or Mr
Tugendhat perhaps because I can imagine him
making statements like this. These words conflict
totally with the observations made in the memo-
randum which states that instruments must be used to
influence structures, including employment structures,
in industry. I am pleased that Mr Ortoli is with us,
because it is not true that up to now attention has
been given solely to the liberalization of the market.
That seems an improbable statement to me and we
can perhaps be given some clarification on this point.
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My second and last observation concerns the pros-
pects for this year. Several speakers have made the
point which I too want to stress that the Commission
will in large measure determine how we enter into the
European elections next year. My friend, Mr Lange,
closed his speech with that remark. If a policy which
appeals to the public is pursued the politicians and
parties will subscribe to it. But if the policy is remote
from the voters and does not address itself to their real
problems — Mr Hamilton quoted a number of good
examples — then the politicians are likely to find the
doors closed to them when they try to call the electors
out to the polls.

We shall give you our encouragement as members of
the Socialist Group and of this Parliament. But the
Commission has a great task ahead of it ; the Commis-
sion itself has said how important this year is — a
year of preparation. We must be fully aware of the fact
that the success or failure of next year’s elections will
depend in large measure on the Commission’s policy
and on its power of imagination. We in Parliament
who may or may not be candidates will have to win
votes. We shall have to approach the voters with your
policy, Mr Jenkins, with the policy of the Commis-
sion and not in the first place with our own policy. I
hope that the Commission will give thought to that
closing remark.

President. — I call Mr Jenkins.

Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission. — Mr Pres-
ident, since I opened the debate this morning we have
had a substantial discussion with 17 speakers who
have contributed to our deliberations. I would
certainly make very little complaint about the tone of
nearly all of those who have spoken. As I indicated
this morning, I do not think it is possible in a speech
confined within any reasonable limits of time or
order, to touch upon all the points which everybody
has raised. What I will therefore endeavour to do in
my reply is to pick out a number of issues, most of
which have been referred to by a substantial number
of those who participated, and try to deal with these
main points.

Right at the beginning, following my speech this
morning, Herr Lange, paving the way for four or five
other speakers, mentioned the problem of the arrange-
ments which have been made for giving advance infor-
mation to the press, as opposed to the Parliament, and
the general method of circulating both the General
Report and complementary memorandum and my
speech to Members. The General Report and comple-
mentary memorandum, as I think the House knows,
were made available to Members yesterday. It was
made available to the press under embargo at the
same time. The purpose of these advance arrange-
ments with the press, which involve much bulky mate-

rial, is to give all those concerned time to look at it,
and this is quite often done, in my experience, in rela-
tion to directly elected national parliaments.

Now second, there is my speech of this morning.
There was no question of my giving a press confer-
ence in Brussels or, as far as I am aware, of anyone on
my behalf giving a press conference in Brussels. What
was done was to provide, again under embargo, certain
extracts last night. The full text, as is known, was avail-
able to political groups at 8.30 this morning. The text
was not available to the press until it was delivered,
which happened two hours later.

Now I do not say that these or any other arrange-
ments for the balance between press and Parliament
are absolutely perfect. I am perfectly willing to look at
them again in relation to other debates, in relation to
this debate next year. Mr Aigner said he wanted to get
the greatest attention one could from the press, and
he criticised some approaches to this. Certainly we
want press attention to be given to what we are doing,
but we also want the fullest consideration to be given
to Parliament and to the Members of this House.
Sometimes one may make dull speeches, but a sure
guarantee of making a speech which is dull and which
there is no debate about at all, is to have it all written
out and circulated to everybody days in advance, one
is really reading out a document which everybody has
in front of them. I am not prepared to do that,
because I think that is destructive of the idea of parlia-
mentary debate and parliamentary interchange. As I
say, the position as it has been is different from that
which was suggested tentatively this morning. I have
explained it accurately, I am not saying it is perfect,
but it is not too bad, and we will try to make it better
in the future. I am very anxious to preserve a proper
balance between the press and this House so far as
this is concerned.

We also had a number of exchanges about the
common agricultural policy, as is not unnatural in this
House, or would not be unnatural in any parliament
representing the different strands of opinion within
our Community of Nine Members. Several Members
— I think three at least, beginning with Mr Nyborg
this morning, and at least two or three others — chal-
lenged the view that prudent prices, could possibly
have a beneficial effect upon surpluses. They say that
it will merely make farmers produce more. I do not
think that that is a valid law of economics. It may
create difficulties for certain farmers; I certainly agree
with one speech which was made, saying we may well
have to look at the possibilities of income aid, in
order to deal with this position. But if one is not very
careful, one will have a different effect upon some
small farmers, who may produce more in order to try
and keep their standard of living, and some big
farmers who, if the prices are very high, will produce
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more and more for intervention, at great expense to
the Community budget and considerable increase in
surpluses.

Now, I thought a particularly interesting speech was
made by Mr Mark Hughes this morning. He argued
rather the other way around. He certainly wanted low
prices, but he argued about what he believed to be the
inadequacies of a prudent price policy with regard to
agriculture. He would not expect me to enter into a
detailed argument on the statistics he presented, —
statistics which were somewhat queried by one
honourable Member from Ireland, who spoke a little
later in the debate ; not the exact statistics but, rather
the correct interpretation to be placed upon them. I
would like to make two points: first, I continue to
believe that the distortions of which we are all aware
in the operations of the common agricultural policy
are certainly not primarily due to the mechanisms
themselves ; to a large extent they are due to currency
fluctuations and the system of monetary compensa-
tory amounts with which we have had to live. Now, as
the House knows, the Commission has already put
forward proposals for dismantling MCAs by stages,
over seven years, and then returning to the unity of
the market. Mr Cousté, whose speech I listened to
with great interest, took the view that seven years was
too long a period. What we certainly have to take into
account here is that, now the MCA position has
arisen, having undoubtedly produced great distortions
in the market, while it is in my view, highly desirable
to get rid of these distortions, to get rid of MCAs, to
do so overnight would have an effect on the price
level which would be undesirable, both from the point
of view of the consumer in the weak currency coun-
tries, and also from the point of view of encouraging a
surplus level of production throughout the Commu-
nity as a whole. The peculiar effect of MCAs on both
strong currency countries, where of course they have
encouraged exports to a much greater extent than was
hitherto the case, and on weak currency countries
where the reverse has occurred, does need fairly
careful but determined phasing out to avoid any repeti-
tion, any recreation of these distortions in the future.
For those reasons we have emphasized our desire in
principle and for the future to replace the existing
unit of account, based only on the state currencies, by
the European unit of account, based on a basket of all
our currencies, for agriculture. This is very important
in order to avoid the tilt effect in MCAs, with the
consequent difficulty that abolition overnight would
certainly lead to a substantial increase in the price
level throughout the Community. I hope the House
will agree that it is desirable to proceed determinedly,
but it cannot be done in a single stroke, with the aboli-
tion of MCAs, that it is desirable to move when we
can — fairly quickly, I hope, in the future — to the
European unit of account as opposed to the unit of
account, and that, even though — and I was to some
extent persuaded by the very careful argument which
Mr Hughes advanced to us — one could not say that
prudent price policies alone were enough, I believe —
and it is the view of the Commission — that prudent

price policies are essential as a foundation for other
policies which may be necessary in order to deal with
the problems which arise in this field.

Now I would also like to say a few words about
economic and monetary union. Mr Hamilton, in a
helpful speech which I greatly welcomed, asked me to
drop the idea of EMU. He said it was an animal which
did not make a great impact, was too complicated. Up
to a point — on the complication of the idea and of
the fact that the name itself does not make an immed-
iate impact upon public opinion and the man in the
street, — I agree with him. I wish one could think of
a name which had greater impact, but the idea I do
not believe for a moment one should drop, because 1
believe that it is absolutely fundamental to the future
of the Community, and in particular to preserving and
building up the cohesion of the Community as we
move forward into the period in which we have to
deal with enlargement. I was glad that support for
these views was given very wholeheartedly by a
number of Members of a wide political range — by
Mr Rippon, by Mr Cifarelli, by Mr Spinelli. I would
like also to mention the point which Mr Rippon
raised about the European Foundation. I agree very
strongly with what he said about the need for decision
at the next European Council. The Commission, with
that aim in mind, has reviewed and sharpened its
proposal here, and I would like to pay tribute to his
own work in this field.

Now, on enlargement : this figured in a number of the
speeches which we heard and here again, a number of
differing views was raised. Mr Rippon for instance,
came out very firmly and decisively, as did several
other Members, in favour of enlargement. Mr Spinelli
I think wanted us to proceed much more quickly than
we were doing. On the other hand, Mr Nyborg was
very cautious indeed, and really implied that we
should put the whole thing off as long as we could
and get our own house in order before adding storeys
to the building. I do not myself think that that last
approach is possible. I have determinedly taken the
view, and continue to do so, that three democratic
countries having applied for membership and having
said they need the sustenance of the Community to
underpin their democracy, it is essential that we give
them a welcome, and in wholehearted terms; it is
essential too that we do not speak different words out
of either side of our mouths ; that we do not welcome
with one hand, and with the other hand make sure
that there are obstacles which cannot be overcome.

Now this does not mean that we do not have real
problems to face in this field, as in others. As I indi-
cated in my speech, I am quite clear that we must aim
at breaking the back of the Greek negotiations, effec-
tively dealing with all the main issues, by the end of
1978, leaving possibly a few little matters to tie up
next year. So far as our Opinion on Portugal is
concerned, we never accepted an unrealistic date, we
always said that we would take until the early months
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of 1978 to have it ready. We have it ready. It could
have been ready earlier, but was delayed by a month
or so by the fact that there were issues in Portugal
which meant that we could not proceed to completion
because of the absence of the Portuguese government
for a month or so. I am always very anxious that when
the Commission is asked to give a date by which it
will complete a particular piece of work, it should give
a realistic date and stick to that date, rather than that
it should easily give an unrealistic promise, and then
have to spend its time explaining why it is behind the
timetable. And therefore I repeat what I said : with the
Portuguese Opinion, we are almost ready, there has
been a slight delay on the Portuguese side. With
regard to the Spanish Opinion, we shall take this year
to do it, but we shall be ready in the early part of next
year, and we can then consider with the Council, the
body which will have to determine exactly the time-
table for this, how we proceed to negotiations with the
two Iberian countries.

But I am absolutely convinced that if we are to pursue
enlargement, that in itself is certainly bound to cause
a loosening of the Community. An enlargement of
the Community from nine to twelve, following an
enlargement of the Community from six to nine not
too long ago, is bound, if no steps are taken to counter-
act its effects, to be a loosening, and, if you like, a
weakening factor. I am firmly resolved to try to
prevent this weakening result taking place. I believe
that it is desired by very few people within the
existing Community of nine, and I believe that it is
not desired by the applicant countries themselves,
who have made it clear over and over again that they
wish to join a strong, cohesive Community and not a
weak, glorified free trade area. And that I think must
be one of the fundamental points of our thinking at
this time, and it is one which certainly governs my
approach not only to enlargement, but too much of
the work which the Commission is trying to do and
the results which it is trying to achieve.

Now I come in conclusion to one or two points of crit-
icism of the balance of this debate, of the approach of
my speech. I think Mr Spinelli was the only person
who, though not in a critical frame of mind, was not
quite sure what was the advantage of this annual
debate on the programmed speech. Others assumed,
as indeed I do, that it is a fixed point in our calendar,
and an important one. But it is to my mind an occa-
sion — and this is the second time I have done it —
on which one should endeavour, in a reasonably sober
and balanced way, not looking for great, rhetorical
effect, to have a brief retrospect of what has been
achieved and what has not been achieved in the
Community in the past year, and then to survey,
inevitably in a fairly summary way! The broad range
of problems that face the Community in the coming
year as they appear to the Commission — what is our
broad approach to these problems and how reasonably
realistically we think we may be able to make

progress. It is not an occasion to be either too opti-
mistic or too pessimistic. I think it was Mr Jacobsen
in a speech which I listened to with great interest,
who slightly hinted I had been too pessimistic,
though there is also some suggestion that one is some-
times too complacent; and Mr Aigner, reiterating a
phrase I have used though in a different context, said
alarm bells must be rung. I wanted to ring alarm bells
about somebody else and he wanted to ring them
about me, I think, but that is no doubt the normal
form of parliamentary exchange. I think that what is
sensible here is that one does not have to be in a state
of appalling gloom about the achievements of the
Community. I think it is broadly the case that we
have held together better in the last difficult four years
than many people expected in 1973—1974, and
indeed we have made some significant advances
during this period. But we have not made any great
qualitative advances during the past four years, and I
believe that we are now approaching a period when,
partly because of enlargement, but not entirely so, we
do have to make a qualitative advance or we will
almost inevitably begin to go backwards. I think that
this issue is accentuated by this central social and
economic problem of unemployment. I am not sure
we have yet fully appreciated how big an issue this
can be for the future. We have already moved — over
the past few years, — to be absolutely honest and
frank, to living with less political response, less polit-
ical disturbance than one might have expected a few
years ago, with totals of unemployment in all the
Member States which would have been regarded as
totally unimaginable and unacceptable five, ten,
fifteen years ago. They are imaginable because they
are there. They have not yet produced great political
revolt but they are unacceptable, and if we merely
proceed upon present purely national lines, the
problem will get worse and not get better. And there-
fore, the centre of our whole economic thinking must
be to deal with individual problems within the
Community, the sectoral problems of industries, and
that we have been doing extremely actively in the past
months. We must use the Social and Regional Funds
in every possible way to counteract and mitigate the
effects of unemployment. But in order to get to the
core of this major problem, we need something
beyond that ; we need a new impulse, which I believe
should come internally — and here I re-echo what Mr
Cousté said about the completion of the integration of
the market — and by moving forward to economic
and monetary union. In the external field we need to
think very much in terms of a contribution by the
Third World to giving an impulse to the future deve-
lopment of our economic health.

Therefore I make no apology for the tone of my
speech this morning. I know Mr Aigner wanted it to
bang more drums and blow more trumpets and attack
more governments, and generally strike a more
dramatic note. 1 believe there are occasions for
striking dramatic notes, and I can assure him that I
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have no hesitation in criticising govern.nents, the one
of the country from which I come, or any of the other
eight with whom 1 work, when I think it desirable
and necessary to do so. I think that the programme
speech provides more an occasion not for rhetoric, not
for attack for the sake of attack, but for endeavouring
to give the House a fairly sober, reasonably practical
appraisal of what we have done, what we hope to do,
and at the same time opening up ideas to a longer-
term future. I do not think that, looking back over the
events of the past year, anyone can accuse this
Commission of not dealing with practical day-to-day
problems : we have dealt with a great number of them
— the Regional Fund, the Social Fund, the Commu-
nity loans facility which very few people thought we
would get six months or so ago, we made considerable
progress on the very difficult issue of the common
fisheries policy, we have been dealing in great detail
with a whole range of problems in particular indus-
tries, we have been carrying on trade negotiations with
a great range of countries, both very difficult trade
negotiations relating to textiles and steel to problems
with Japan at the present and relating to the multilat-
eral trade negotiations in general, relating to the
considerable achievement of the framework agree-
ment with China — we have dealt with a whole range
of practical possibilities.

Nor do I believe that the Commission can be accused
of constantly looking at the ground between its feet
and never lifting its eyes up to broader perspectives. I
think that, both in our general approach to enlarge-
ment — where we have managed to keep the debate
open on some of the major and difficult and long-
term issues sometimes to an extent which Member
States would like to avoid — and certainly by our initi-
ative in regenerating the debate on economic and
monetary union, particularly in the last few months,
we have opened up a new vista and a new strategy. I
hope and believe that we are striking just about the
right balance of dealing with practical issues in a
detailed way while looking for the support of this
House on the directions in which, in the longer term,
we want the Community to go and believe it should

go.
(Applause)

President. — Mr Jenkins, I should like to thank you
for concluding the debate on the Introduction of the
Eleventh General Report. I am sure that the House
agrees with your description of this debate as an
annual opportunity to draw up a political balance
sheet for the preceding year, showing what was and
what was not achieved, and looking forward to the
future and to the ways our policies could develop.

Mr Jenkins, in the past this House has always given
the statement on the Commission’s programme the
status of a government statement and I had the
impression from your conclusion that you too would

like it to play a special role in the debates between
Parliament and the Commission. We should strive to
achieve this aim. Precisely for this reason, I should
like to thank you for your proposals and for your will-
ingness to improve the procedure, so that in future
these debates can be prepared more effectively. We
have had better procedures in the past, which at least
enabled the political group chairmen to receive confid-
ential information about your statement at an earlier
date. You yourself pointed out today that you were
unable to make the speech available to the group
chairmen until 8.30 a.m. this morning. All the groups
met at 900 am. which meant that there was really
very little time for them to prepare the debate. I shall
be pleased to inform President Colombo of your prop-
osals and your goodwill so that he can discuss with
you the possibility of reverting to former, more effec-
tive procedures, which will enable the groups to
prepare for this debate, which is a matter of constantly
growing importance for them. It should be possible to
provide the group chairmen with confidential informa-
tion on the text of your speech at least on the after-
noon of the day before it is to be delivered.

The debate is closed.

9. Procedural Motion
President. — I call Mr Covelli on a point of order.

Mr Covelli. — (1) Mr President, I wish to refer to the
decision taken by the chair at 15.45 to postpone until
tomorrow the vote on the Yeats Report on the amend-
ment of the rules of procedure. In view of the fact that
a number of honourable Members will be absent — in
my own case on account of the crisis in my country,
others for other reasons — and in view of the extreme
delicacy of the matter, which involves amending the
most important part of the rules, I beg leave to ask
that the vote on the first part of Rule 7 be postponed
until a sitting when all Members, or most of them,
can actually attend and, accordingly, look again,
within the limits of the regulation, at the decision
taken, fnaudita altera parte, on the motion of a
member of this Parliament.

President. — Mr Covelli, I don’t know whether you
heard the statement by President Colombo himself
this afternoon. We need a definite quorum for Mr
Yeats’ report on the Rules of Procedure ; this quorum
was not reached today. Like you, I have my doubts as
to whether it will be reached tomorrow. President
Colombo did not say that the vote would be held
tomorrow ; he simply said that there would be a vote
tomorrow on matters connected with the budget and
that it was hoped that more Members would be
present. He has called on the political group
chairmen to try and ensure that this is the case.
However, if the quorum needed to amend the Rules
of Procedure is not reached, we will be unable to vote
on this matter. But in any event I cannot remove the
report from the agenda either now or later.
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Mr- Covelli. — (I) Mr President, this was not the
information I was seeking. I did not want the vote on
a part of the ru'es which I regard as one of great deli-
cacy, and of enormous importance, to be left to a
possible quorum. I should like to speak on it, but it
will be impossible for me to do so tomorrow because
of force of circumstances, political circumstances,
connected with the government crisis in my country.
I therefore request the Chair to note the wish
expressed from these benches that the vote on this
politically so important part of the regulation should
be deferred until another sitting when all, or almost
all, can be present. The reason for our request is, I
repeat, the controversial nature of the vote.

President. — Mr Covelli, I obviously did not explain
myself clearly enough to remove your anxiety. If the
quorum is not reached tomorrow, we cannot vote on
this matter. If it is reached, then there is nothing to
prevent the vote from being held.

The vote is scheduled for 4.30 p.m. tomorrow. That is
what the House has decided and it cannot now be
changed.

10. Equal pay for men and women

President. — The next item on the agenda is the
oral question with debate (Doc. 478/77 by Mrs
Dunwoody, Mr Dahlerup, Mr Dondelinger, Mrs Krou-
wel-Vlam, Lady Fisher of Rednal, Mr Adams, Mr
Lezzi, Mr Kavanagh and Mr Albers to the Commis-
sion of the European Communities :

Subject : Implementation of the Directive on equal pay
for men and women.

In view of the fact that the required two years has elapsed
since the entry into force of Directive 75/117/EEC ! on
the approximation of the laws of Member States relating
to the application of the principle of equal pay for men
and women, can the Commission provide the following
information :

— Details it has obtained from the Member States
concerning the application of the Directive for its
report to the Council ?

— What difficulties have been encountered in Member
States ?

— Is the Commission fully satisfied that every effort is
being made to ensure full implementation by the
Member States ?

— What contact has the Commission had with the
appropriate national women'’s organizations and trade
unions to ascertain whether they are satisfied with the
progress being made ?

— What action does the Commission intend to propose
in the event of the Directive not being satisfactorily
implemented in any State ?

President. — I call Mrs Dunwoody.

1 OJ L 45 of 19. 2. 1975, p. 19.

Mrs Dunwoody. — Mr President, on the day when
the Commission presents what you might call its end-
of-term report, we are probably doing exactly the right
thing in asking, in our oral question, about one of the
sections that occasionally seem to be neglected in this
European Economic Community, and that is the
female worker. Now, we have had many debates in
this Assembly, with many lively speeches about the
whole problem of equal pay and equal opportunity.
But the reason that we want specifically at this
moment to look at what is happening is that it seems
fairly clear that what we already have throughout the
Member States is the scaffolding, the outside of the
building ; what we really want to know is what is
inside the scaffolding ? How much real implementa-
tion of the directives on equal pay have we seen in the
individual Member States ? The Commissioner, who I
hope is going to reply to this question, has in the past
year made very specific attempts on behalf of women
at work to expand the amount of money available in
the Social Pund, to change the qualifications of that
fund in order that it will take in women who need to
be retrained, women over 25 who face very specific
and difficult problems, and in that he has had — I am
happy to say — the backing of this Assembly.

But you know, it really is not enough simply to say
that now we have got all the laws on to the statute-
book, what we are going to see is an immediate
change in the inequality that women have faced over
many hundreds of years. So, what we want from the
Commission is a number of basic facts on which we
can actually report to the Assembly, on which we
ourselves can hope to see some movement, and they
fall very naturally into some very simple categories.
We cannot assess the effectiveness of the legislation
unless we know how many people are involved. So we
want to know the details that the Commission has
already obtained. We want to know where the diffi-
culties lie, and what the Commission is doing about
those difficulties, but what we really want to know
most of all is: are the Commission themselves satis-
fied at the action that has been taken by the Member
States ?

And you see, one instantly comes up against a
number of practical problems. It does seem, for
example, when one studies some of the documents
that have been submitted to the Council, that the
women’s bureau has an exceedingly limited role to
play. It does not appear to be able to inquire into the
difficulties in social security payments, or into the real
equality of treatment for women, and I believe that
what we need are a number of very detailed replies
from the Commission in order to say to the Member
States : we are no longer prepared to wait for a gentle
encouragement to the female worker. It is never the
right time to bring in equal pay; it is never the right
moment to look for equality of opportunity. Goodwill
is one thing, but actual urgent action appears to be
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something very, very different. On this day, of all days,
I hope the Commission are going to be able to answer
our questions, and are not going to say to us: it is not
just a question of a general feeling that we should do
something but the time is not yet ripe. The time is
not ripe — it is over-ripe ; please, Commissioner do
something for us now.

President. — I call Mr Vredeling.

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, Mrs Dunwoody rightly recalled that I
have had several occasions to point out to Parliament
that there is a time-limit for the application of the
directive under consideration today. The directive was
issued two years ago and contained a deadline of two
years, expiring on 12 February, for the Member States
to submit a report explaining how the directive was
being implemented.

I have made inquiries and found that not one
Member State has yet replied — not one. Mrs
Dunwoody asked me whether the Commission is satis-
fied with this state of affairs. My answer is definitely
no. Absolutely not ! We are not satisfied. The directive
set a time-limit of two years ; the Member States were
allowed one year to adapt their legislation and were
then required to report to us. Now that the deadline
has passed — last Sunday in fact — the Commission
will address a pressing reminder to the governments.
We need their reports to be able to answer the ques-
tions which Mrs Dunwoody has rightly put to us. An
extremely complex legal matter is at stake here and
the Commission is not in a position to give an answer
without data from the governments. We must have
the information from the Member States before we
can prepare a summary report and we shall need time
to process the data. At all events I am very sorry that
not one government has as yet submitted its report to
us. Several times in the past when we suspected that
the principle of equal pay was not being applied in a
number of cases in certain Member States we threat-
ened to apply the procedure under Article 169 of the
Treaty if a particular Member State failed to comply,
and up to now that threat has always produced the
necessary results.

The subject is, however, extremely complicated
because it is not only a matter of enacting legislation
and laying down rules. Legislation is of course impor-
tant because it provides the basis for establishing
equality, but in practice the essential factor is the
application of the principle in the undertaking where
women are employed. To obtain an insight into the
real situation we are always dependent on statistical
data which must inevitably lag somewhat behind the
real facts.

But that is no excuse. We are unfortunately obliged to
note that we have not yet received the reports from
the Member States on the application of this directive.

We have, however, already done a certain amount of
preparatory work. In November last year, based on the
fact that the Member States were to submit their
reports by 12 February at the latest, we prepared a
questionnaire in cooperation with the representatives
of the Member States and also with representatives of
the women’s movement and the social partners with
specific representation of women. The questionnaire
has been sent to the Member States and contains all
those detailed questions to which Mrs Dunwoody
would like to hear the governments’ replies.

The questionnaire has been distributed but unfortu-
nately the results were not received by the stipulated
time. The questions are very detailed. They relate,
among other things, to the facilities which must be
created to enable women to take legal action if they
do not receive equal payment, and thus suffer discrimi-
nation. We should like information on the jurispru-
dence in this matter and on the way in which the stat-
utory ptovisions are in practice applied in the collec-
tive labour agreements which must cover these
matters.

There is for example the problem of job classification.
What does equal pay and equal work mean ? You are
familiar with the problem. There is no need for me to
go into the technicalities today. The Member States
have been asked to prepare their answers in coopera-
tions with committees such as the ‘Equal Opportuni-
ties Commission’, the ‘Commission du travail des
femmes' and all the other similar bodies in other
Member States, so that we can have the assurance
which the Commission needs that we do not merely
receive an official answer but that the answer is based
on consultation with the persons directly concerned
or at least with their representatives, so that we have
the most accurate and valuable response possible to
our questionnaire.

I have already said that should it transpire that the
directive is not being applied satisfactorily, we shall
not — and I can reassure Mrs Dunwoody completely
on this point — adopt the position that we must take
account at this stage of the poor economic situation
making it difficult to give women equal pay because
the economy is in such a poor shape. We never adopt
that position in applying the directives and norms for
the payment of men. The Commission makes no
distinction whatever between regulations applicable to
men or women. We shall therefore not hesitate to
resort to the procedure under Article 169 of the
Treaty if it transpires that the directive is not being
properly applied in the Member States.

I have already pointed out that the sole issue is not
the legal application of certain statutory provisions. A
fundamental principle covered by Article 119 of the
Treaty is at stake here. We are also greatly supported
by the interpretation placed on that Article by the
Court of Justice. I would remind you of the well-
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known Defrenne-Sabena ruling in which the Court
declared that Article 119 was directly applicable. In
short we also have the full support of the Court of
Justice for our action in this area.

On the other hand it cannot be stressed too much
that while a fundamental right is being created here, it
is most important for the persons directly concerned
to be able to make use of that right. We hope then
that in applying this directive and in dealing with the
abuses which undoubtedly still exist here and there,
we shall have the active support of the social partners,
the governments and all those who are interested in
equitable social conditions for women as well as for
men. I want to stress to this House, which still
consists of representatives of the national parliaments,
that when we note that not one government has
replied by the specified deadline, there is nothing to
prevent you from applying the strongest pressure to
your respective governments so that they will be
encouraged by you too to meet the commitments laid
down in the directive.

President. — 1 call Mrs Dahlerup to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.

Mrs Dahlerup. — (DK) Mr President, I can assure
the Commissioner that most of the members of my
group will be more than prepared to act as the
Commission’s messengers to the governments that
have not answered at all, but I really do hope that the
Commission has not been sitting still after sending
out the questionnaires and that it is ready to do some-
ting immediately.

There are 130 million women in the Community. We
have our homes and our work here. That is the same
as saying that 61.6 % of the population of the
Community or more than half of us are women and
we ought to be able to expect the Commission to do
something serious to solve our problem.

The Commission has taken various initiatives that
have led women to believe that some of the problems
would be remedied, including equal wages. The result
of one of the Commission’s initiatives was in fact the
introduction of the directive on equal wages.

Another initiative was the setting up of the special
Women’s Bureau. On 13 October 1977 the Commis-
sion assured me in this Chamber that the Women’s
Bureau would deal in particular with the drawing up
and introduction of Community legislation in the
Member States. We might therefore have expected the
Commission to ensure that the Women’s Bureau had
the funds it needed to ensure that the directive was
implemented in all Member States and to provide the
answers needed in good time.

When we think of the ceremony with which the
Commission announced the opening of the Women’s
Bureau, we musn’t forget that the road to hell is paved
with good intentions.

We are worried in my group, very worried. What has
become of all those fine words and good intentions ?
there have been no answers from the Member States
and as far as I have understood the Commission has
no clear plan of action. I think we ought to expect the
Commission to really give attention to the question of
equal wages. For where have there been any improve-
ments ? There haven’t been any just because a direc-
tive was issued. We who have tried to follow develop-
ments can see some improvements in those countries
with a strong trade union movement, so strong that it
has taken up women’s problems as though they were
its own problems, that has ignored certain other
problems to ensure that women got a fairer wage and
that at the income negotiations year after year has
ensured that women got a bigger slice of the cake
because they were the lowest wage group.

But it is not enough to have a good trade union move-
ment and a good fight in a trade union movement. A
lot still has to be done and it is up to the Commission
to solve many of the remaining problems.

Women have to be convinced that they are just as
valuable in any job as men are and that they are there-
fore entitled to equal wages. The divided labour
market, with women working in isolated low wages
areas and men working in the higher wage areas, must
be brought to an end — and the Commission must
help to do so — so that men and women have the
same possibility of working in the same branches and
for the same wages, ie. equal wages. I think the
Commission ought to make an effort. We expect the
Commission to demand an answer very quickly from
the governments that have not answered and if I have
understood Commissioner Vredeling correctly, it
seems that no government has answered at all yet.

The Commission must have the necessary studies
ready so that the answers received can be assessed.
And while it is going through the answers — and they
will certainly not be particularly satisfactory — it must
ensure that it can implement the constructive
measures needed if the good intentions expressed in
the directive are to become reality.

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

Mr Vandewiele. — Mr President, I listened with
great interest to the remarks made by Mrs Dunwoody,
and in particular to the answer by Commissioner Vred-
eling. He must have felt himself in a rather different
position than a few years ago when at this same
tribune we were pleading with him for a blueprint for
a social programme. 1 remember well the warmth
with which Mr Vredeling then spoke out in favour of
the application of the Treaty provisions on equal pay
for men and women — a principle enshrined in
Atticle 119 of the Treaty. That principle is an integral
part of the establishment and working of the common
market, a fact which is recognized in the explanatory
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memorandum of the directive ; it is an official text but
it was not until February 1975 that agreement could
be reached in the Council on this directive. That is
sufficient to prove the difficulty of the problem now
facing us and I would take the liberty of saying that it
is a male problem. This is a subject which women
speak about in all our national parliaments. They have
the right to do so but they should also insist more on
its discussion by men too. From the economic angle
we are still living to some extent in a male society
where psychological difficulties are by no means easy
to surmount. I want to assure Mrs Dunwoody and all
the other women in this Parliament that they are not
crying in the desert ; we must lend our help to change
a mentality which is indeed difficult to overcome. I
should like the Commission to explain to us now the
exact legal significance of its directive. I have the
impression that we tend to overestimate its value ; let
us be realistic in this matter. We expected under this
directive that all the Member States would directly
adapt their legislation to bring it into harmony with
the principle to which I referred earlier. Two years
later Commissioner Vredeling informs us — and we
are not criticizing the Commission for this — that the
Member States have not yet answered the questions

put to them. Nevertheless the directive clearly stipu- .

lated that within two years the Member States will
make available to the Commission all the information
necessary for it to submit a report to the Council and
Parliament on the application of the directive.

We thus find that the principle of equal pay is far
from being realized in most Member States and in
most sectors. But even though the Commission has
still received no replies, I have a small hope that the
picture is not as black as it may seem. Certain regula-
tions have been enacted in a number of Member
States which hold out promise for the future, even
though we regret the delay in implementation. I want
also to put a question to the Commission ; my infor-
mation may be wrong but I read recently about a
ruling of the European Court of Justice concerning an
action brought by a Belgian air hostess employed by
the Sabena company who won her case against
discrimination. I should like to know on what legal
basis the ruling was founded which gave this lady her
rights. Was it Article 119 of the Treaty ? I ask this
because I suppose that it is not sufficient to refer to a
directive to win a case in international law against
national authorities. Can the Commission then
confirm the fact that there has been a ruling by the
European Court and on what legal basis did the Court
find in favour of this lady in her complaint against
discrimination ?

The Commission cannot give us an answer on the
more general issue as yet, but I am well acquainted
with the stubborn persistence of Commissioner Vred-
eling.

I welcome his assurance that everything will now be
done to obtain the national answers as quickly as
possible.

Just one more point, Commissioner : should we not
also contact the Economic and Social Committee ? In
that body all the partners concerned sit around the
same table and when we speak about the harmoniza-
tion of legislation to force through the application of
the principle of equal pay, we must surely also call
upon the social partners to engage in serious discus-
sions and explain such real difficulties as may exist.

Finally, the report to the Council referred to in the
directive does not seem sufficient. I would press for a
promise that a report will very soon be presented to
Parliament on the results achieved. When I look at
the Third Report which was recently distributed and
contains a chapter on ‘Employment and equal pay for
men and women’, I see that the Commission is only
able to point out that the desirability of a new
Community instrument to promote better occupa-
tional training has been given consideration. That is
of course important, but it reflects a certain lack of
initiative and [ therefore hope that the Commission
will not only record what is being done in the
Member States but also act as the motive force in
bringing it home to them that we do not view the
directive in question as a worthless scrap of paper and
that the whole Parliament is pressing for a very rapid
and clear answer to the questions put by Mrs
Dunwoody.

President. — 1 call on Mr De Clerq to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr De Clerq. — (F) Mr President, when considering
the application of the directive on equal pay for men
and women it seems to me that the judgment of the
Court of 8 April 1976 on Atticle 119 is of the very
greatest importance. This was in the Defrenne versus
Sabena Case. In its judgment the Court states that the
principle of equal pay for men and women laid down
by Article 119 is an integral part of the Community’s
fundamental principles. The Court rules that Article
119 has binding force and may be invoked before the
national courts responsible for ensuring the protection
of the rights conferred thereby on the individual. In
the opinion of the Court, too, the principle must be
obligatorily respected not only by the public authori-
ties but also in any collective agreement and contracts
between private individuals. Since the Court has, more-
over, declared that Council Directive No. 75/117/EEC
cannot detract from the force of Article 119 or
diminish its applicability at some time in the future, it
means that, since this judgment was delivered, that is,
since 8 April 1976, there has existed a simple and
effective way of dealing with discrimination between
men and women in the matter of pay: to ask the
national courts to declare automatically void any
clause in an individual or collective contract which is
contrary to the principle of equality.



90 Debates of the European Parliament

De Clerq

This is a very effective measure in view of the fact
that, in the case of pay, automatic annulment means
that the pay referred to in the affected clause is auto-
matically replaced by the higher remuneration
payable to male workers. In law, therefore, the applica-
tion of this directive is assured ; but there exist a thou-
sand ways in which the principle of equal pay can be
contravened de facto. One only has to read in this
connection a report drawn up in 1970 which showed
that certain categories of job which were poorly paid
and required no qualifications were reserved for
women. The problem of equal treatment of men and
women is not simply therefore a question of finance,
but of social equality and opportunities for training.
In this respect the directive of 9 February 1976 on the
implementation ¢ the principle of equal treatment of
men and women in regard to jobs, training and profes-
sional promotion is of major importance. There would
be every justification for making its application the
subject of a debate in this Assembly in the near
future.

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

Mr Yeats. — Mr President, I am afraid I must begin
by saying that I found the Commissioner’s reply to
this Oral Question of Mrs Dunwoody’s profoundly
disappointing, and this for two reasons: (firstly,
because he had to tell us that not one single one of
the member governments had replied to his questi-
onnaire, and secondly — and I think the disappoint-
ment here is even greater — because he said — 1
hope I am not misinterpreting him but it seemed to
me that he said — that in effect, in the absence of
replies to this questionnaire, he had very little idea as
to what was going on in the Community with regard
to the implementing of equal pay.

There are two questions I would like to ask about the
questionnaire. Firstly, I should be interested if he
could tell us later on what date it was sent. This is an
extremely elaborate questionnaire. It is addressed, as I
understand it, to governments, but also there are
replies to be given by trade unions and employers’
organizations. The exact wording of it was certainly
still under consideration very late in November last ; I
do not know when it was sent, it must have been at
the earliest some time in December, and I suspect
that the relatively few weeks allowed were simply not
sufficient. I am not in any way excusing the govern-
ments concerned, who should have had their answers
ready long since, but nonetheless it is a pity that this
questionnaire was not sent at an earlier date, in order
to ensure that at least they would have an opportunity
of giving an answer in time. I suspect that the govern-
ments, when the Commissioner gets after them, will
simply say, we did not have enough time.

My second question about the questionnaire is : Will
the Commissioner give an undertaking that he will

publish the replies ? He may be tempted to say that
this is confidential material. I cannot myself see why
replies by government organizations on the extent to
which they are carrying out Community law could
possibly be confidential ; it might be undesirable for
practical reasons to publish the entire replies, but I do
feel that, in respect of each of the nine member coun-
tries, we must be given the questions themselves with
summaries of the answers given by each State. We are
entitled to this. This directive has now, in theory,
been past of the law of the Community for more than
two years, and whatever is being done or, more particu-
larly, is not being done to carry out Community law,
we are entitled in this Parliament, and more particu-
larly in the Social Affairs Committee, to this informa-
tion. I would ask the Commissioner to give us an
assurance that as soon as he receives the replies, he
will at the very least give us full summaries of the posi-
tion under each heading of the questionnaire.

Now it is quite clear to anyone who takes an interest
in this matter that the equal pay situation is not satis-
factory. As other speakers have said, everyone, not
merely the Commission but to some extent this Parlia-
ment, seems to have the impression that once, as Mrs
Dunwoody puts it, the scaffolding was created, once
the law was enforced, automatically equal pay would
follow. It simply has not followed. It has certainly not
followed in my country.

In Ireland, the effect of equal pay is still relatively
small. Even in the public service which, after all, is
controlled by the government and is a relatively
simple matter to deal with, it was only finally settled
on July 1977. Before that, there had been a sort of
specious system which may or may not have been in
conflict with the precise terms of the directive but was
certainly in conflict with its spirit. This was brought
in and was protested against by the Irish Congress of
Trade Unions, who described it as a subterfuge; a
formal complaint was sent to the Commission ; so far
as I know that complaint has never been replied to,
and it was only after the general election when a new
government came in that equal pay was introduced
into the public service on 1 July 1977 — though even
there the question of retrospection is not yet settled.

But with regard to the private sector, equal pay in
many cases — in most cases, I should perhaps say —
does not exist. Even as recently as last month I was
looking at a newspaper report of a certain factory in
the west of Ireland where there was a dispute as to
whether men or women should do a particular opera-
tion. About 140 were involved, and it was alleged,
rightly or wrongly, that the factory was proposing to
replace the men with the women. The details do not
concern us here, but the point that struck home to me
was that the reason for the problem arising at all was
that in that factory the men were being paid £ 46 per
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week, the women £ 34 per week, for doing the same
work, and that is two years after the equal pay direc-
tive allegedly came into force.

That is the kind of problem we face, and one wonders,
over the past two years, what has been done to enforce
this directive which is now the law. It would seem —
I may be unfair — that the Commission have merely
waited for the two years to be up so that they could
get their questionnaire back, and one wonders what
has been done in the meantime, one wonders to what
extent they know. I know that in Ireland even the
trade unions themselves, those people who are directly
concerned with equal pay, do not know : I have asked
them on many occasions, and they cannot tell me to
what extent equal pay is being introduced, how many
people are receiving equal pay who did not have it
before. I suspect that the Commission’s information is
even less clear on this subject. Two years have gone
by, and I do not think I am being unfair in suggesting
that the two years have been to a considerable extent
wasted.

So I feel that we must in this Parliament continue as a
watchdog to try and ensure that the directive is not
meiely made law, but is actually enforced, and
becomes a fact. We must insist on an undertaking
from the Commission that as soon as these questi-
onnaires are answered, we shall be given an idea as to
what the position is.

President. — I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Mr President, I must say
that when this debate was tabled, I felt very much that
it was premature not perhaps as glaringly premature
as last month, when the information asked for was not
due to be given, but nevertheless premature, since the
information was only due to reach the Commission
two days ago. Although it might have been hurriedly
stuck in some computer and something come out the
other end, no clear view could have been taken of the
matter, still less policy formed upon it. But I must say,
it has had the very useful purpose, for which I thank
the framers, of bringing forth this appalling state of
affairs that not one single reply has been received.
Now, I understood the Commissioner to say — pace
my honourable friend here — that in fact the questi-
onnaire was sent out only in November. Now, he did
admittedly have to consult many people when
drawing up this extremely interesting and detailed
questionnaire, of which I managed to get hold of a
copy ; but good heavens, why should it take him up to
last November to bring out this questionnaire, which
was clearly quite vital if we were to make any progress
whatsoever in this particular sphere ?

I hope the Commission will take note that the day
has long since passed when women in any of the
Community countries could afford to work for pin-

money. In the United Kingdom women’s earnings
now amount to no less than 25 % of family incomes,
and no fewer than 1 in § heads of household is in fact
a female. It was way back in 1955 that women in the
United Kingdom achieved equal pay in local-au-
thority work and teaching, and yet even now there is a
startling gap of no less than 64 % between the full-
time pay of women and of men, and this gap is in no
way against the existing law.

Mrs Dahlerup said that a strong trade-union move-
ment helps to bring about equal pay. Does it? I
wonder. It seems to me that it is just as likely and
most regrettable that, on the contrary, the trade
unions and employers may well gang up on women
and see that men keep their preferential position. This
is something that may well come out in the questi-
onnaires.

When we debated the subject on 17 June 1976, 1
drew the attention of the Commission to its own sins
of omission. On that occasion the Commission did at
least do us the courtesy of placing two women on the
bench for the purposes of that debate. I see none
there today. At that time the Commission had the
following miserable record : only 2-4 % of the staff in
the A 4 grade and 47 % of the staff in the A 5 grade
were women, whereas there was a massive 83.38 % in
the C 3 grade. Now, perhaps, the Commission will be
good enough to readjust these figures. These figures at
least it has and does not require a questionnaire to the
Member States to ascertain them. If these figures are
as lamentable as I fear they are, we should be grateful
if they would do something about it.

But our own home civil service does not exactly cover
itself with glory, with the Department of Industry
employing a miserable 28 % women in the higher
grades and the best of the lot, the Department of
Educational Science, only 8-3 %.

When it comes to overdiscrimination, we have
employment appeals tribunals which decide very
successfully on individual cases and their decisions,
moreover, are binding on all similar cases, so over the
years case-law is building up. Some ingenious
methods have been tried in various Member States.
We have heard of one from my honourable friend
from Ireland, and there was one quite ingenious one
in the United Kingdom when a firm of normally
excellent employers, who employed many hundreds
of waitresses and only one waiter, decided to promote
the waiter to be banqueting manager and paid him
accordingly. This was ruled to be discriminatory, and
the pay of the women had to be adjusted accotdingly.

It is impossible, as honourable Members have said, to
separate the issue of pay from that of job opportuni-
ties. It is a sad fact that, although in many Commu-
nity countries girls are catching up with boys in
universities, they are miles behind in apprenticeships.
In the United Kingdom, only 7 % of apprenticeships
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go to girls and most of these, you will not be surprised
to learn. Mr President, are in hairdressing. This sex-
stereotyping is continuing. In France, to their great
credit, one in every 50 engineers is a woman : in the
United Kingdom, it is only 1 in 500. How can the
French achieve this when other Member States cannot
do so? The Manpower Services Commission, in
evidence before a Select Committee, admitted openly
that special anti-unemployment measures taken
recently in the United Kingdom have been vastly
more beneficial to boys than girls and indeed 76 % of
the resulting places have gone to boys and not to girls.
Now it is true that various engineering and industrial
training boards have done their best to even out the
situation, but the girls are still absolutely miles behind
the boys in this regard.

It would greatly assist skilled training if girls were
allowed to do their training on a modular system —
that is to say, to do it in packets; do a few packets at a
time, then perhaps get married and be able to hold
the rest over until they return to work.

But progress is so slow that in our country 80 % of
full-time wage-earners in the bottom 10 % are, I
regret to say, women. With wage-related pensions, this
inevitably carries forward into retirement and 64 % of
pensioners on supplementary benefit are women.

But we really must not concentrate only on whole-
time workers. At least 38 % of women workers in the
United Kingdom are part-time, and recently there has
been an outcry against sweated labour in these classes,
especially in sub-contracted clerical work, assembly
work such as stuffing dozens and dozens of tax-forms
into boxes.

I sometimes wonder whether it is better to ban such
practices or simply seek to improve the conditions. 1
very much feel that the latter is the case. For example,
this practice in the United Kingdom may be
compared with a very interesting experiment in
France, at Lyons. There a factory doing light metal
and woodwork employs mainly women on flexi-time,
but if they wish they may do precisely the same work
at home at the same rate.

Sometimes 1 wonder if all the efforts to provide equal
pay and equal opportunity for women have so far
succeeded in adding to the sum of female happiness.
To date, I very much doubt it because unemployment
among girl school-leavers has risen, as a proportion of
total youth unemployment, from 35 % in January
1976 to 40 % in January 1977. I wonder if it is any
consolation to this additional 14 % to know that if
they were in work they would in fact be getting equal

pay.

Women need the money they earn to keep their fami-
lies, but they also want the variety and the companion-
ship outside the home which a job can provide. We

must find some way of providing y1is without pricing
women out of the market, and we certainly have not
found the answer yet. The best and probably the only
way is to provide them with a scarce skill or advanced
training, and this we shall be discussing later in the
evening. Only thus will they be able to get and keep
the sort of job they want. It is unlikely, Mr President
— and I say this with the deepest regret — that we
shall succeed with the present generation, but we
must not, we dare not, fail with the next.

IN THE CHAIR : MR BERKHOUWER

Vice-President

President. — 1 call Mrs Squarcialupi to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mrs Squarcialupi. — (7) Mr President, colleagues,
the lack of response of the Member States to the ques-
tionnaire regarding implementation of the directive
on equal pay for men and women is a matter for
serious concern. It is a silence which we can interpret
as we wish.

As a result, we know nothing at all about how the
nine Community countries are applying this directive,
which directly concerns a large number of female
workers. We fear, unfortunately, that women are still
being subjected to the greatest injustice. We must ask
ourselves, then, if women have ever been informed of
their rights and whether they have the necessary confi-
dence to stand up for them. When we think of our
own institutions — the European Parliament, our
national parliaments, local authorities — we cannot
help but conclude that, at least as far as our representa-
tive bodies, the political parties, trade unions and
cultural organizations are concerned, not enough has
been done to put women, in public life and in
industry, on the same footing as men.

As for the directive on equal pay, the Communist and
Allies Group, while considering it to be an important
piece of legislation, feels that it should be considered
merely as a staging post on the road to female emanci-
pation. Equality of pay between men and women actu-
ally only solves one of the problems that women
workers have. All too often women — and I refer here
to the figures which Mrs Kellett-Bowman so expertly
provided — are employed in low-grade jobs, often as
unskilled workers. In Italy, the principle of equal pay
now forms part of all labour contracts; nevertheless,
women continue to be employed in jobs which are
euphemistically assessed and defined as ‘female’, jobs
where virtually no professional skill or qualifications
are needed. Women work in low-investment indus-
tries such as textiles, clothing, bottling and canning of
fruit and vegetables, in the service industries — all
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sectors which use a lot of black labour and homework
and in which, as for example in the textiles sector,
salaries are 23 % less than those in other industrial
sectors.

Our group considers that the specific policies
regarding the employment of women should be based
on fundamental economic options ; this means giving
the advantage to social rather than private consump-
tion. Moreover, we must avoid the danger of equality
of pay becoming a trap; a legal trap for working
women. Far-reaching action has to be taken to
provide women workers with better qualifications, and
it is on this point that I appeal to the Commission.
The redevelopment and restructuring schemes now
being implemented in many of our countries during
this time of crisis are making it necessary for unskil-
led female workers to tackle more specialized tasks
and to move to different jobs within the same type of
industry.

It is a matter of urgency, therefore, that the Social
Fund should be able to provide professional training
and advancement for women over 25 with a view to
providing the basis for a career at a level which prop-
erly corresponds to qualifications.

Women are not a labour market commodity to be
used or not used depending on the state of the
market. We cannct go on for further generations
waiting for the realization to dawn tht women cannot
be simply shunted on to occupational sidings. We go
on trying to show that we are equal to men, but we
always run into major difficulties when it comes to
implementing the law. Every battle for the equality
and liberation of women must therefore be accompa-
nied by qualitative progress in the industrial system,
in social and interpersonal relationships.

Europe’s only wealth is its people : it is thus a total
waste to keep more than half of them — the women
— in a situation in which they have no choice but to
give less, both in quality and quantity, than they are
capable of.

President. — I call Mr Albers.

Mr Albers. — Mr President, Mr Vandewiele said just
now that the Commission must be the creative force,
the motive power in matters of this kind involving the
interests of the underprivileged members of our
society : women, young people, handicapped persons
and migrant workers. He was right to say that the
Commission must show a creative spirit and give the
lead. 1 have no doubt that the Commission is the
motive force in these matters, but I do have the
impression that we must sometimes take the oil-can
into our hands to keep the motor turning and to
speed it up a little. If a directive says that something
must be done in two years, then it should in fact be
done in two years. The directive in question is one of
great importance. Whenever I address women’s organi-

zations in my own country I realize just how impor-
tant the directive is ; it arouses great interest and there
is widespread satisfaction that it exists. Let us recog-
nize, however, that equal pay is not the only issue:
equal work is also a necessary objective. We have
heard today that there are likely to be nine million
more workers on the labour market by 1985; this
places a great responsibility on us to see to it that
women too find new possibilities of employment
because we can only speak of equal pay when there
are equal job opportunities.

There is another consideration: the right to equal
social provisions. I was very surprised to learn that we
need a separate directive which still has to be adopted
by the Council of Ministers, to cover this aspect. Of
course, earnings cannot be viewed in isolation from
social rights — which are integrally linked to them —
but we find at present that although women have to
pay their contributions on the basis of their earnings
they often do not benefit from the same rights as
men. Examples in my own country are the law on
general disability and the old-age-pension insurance
scheme. When these matters were debated in our
Second Chamber, my colleague, Nel Barendrecht
managed, by tabling an amendment, to bring about an
improvement, enabling housewives to benefit in the
same way as men from the general disability law. I
would add that I was particularly pleased to see that
the Commissioner has now appointed a woman to
join his cabinet : the same Nel Barendrecht. I do not
think he could have made a better choice because I
am quite sure that she will put her whole weight
behind equal rights for men and women.

The Commissioner was asked what difficulties had
arisen in the Member States but could not answer
because he claimed that statistics were not yet avail-
able. That seems to me a bit far-fetched because it is
quite clear that there are difficulties. In my own
country the recently appointed secretary of state has
said that he will have to take another look at the
general disability law because it would cost 1 thousand
million to implement. Of course what he really means
is that 1 thousand million could be saved by not
implementing the law. You can look at these issues
from the budgetary angle, but you can also see them
as vital necessities and make sure that the money is
available. It is a pity that we do not have the time to
look into the subject further, but I still want to reach
out for the oil-can. I would warn the Commission of
the need for action. We find the following observation
on page 126 of the Eleventh General Report for 1977,
on the subject of the financing of social security for
women as well as men:

The two concerted action groups of heads of social secu-
rity departments and independent experts continued to
meet regularly.. They decided to undertake a study on the
financing of security.
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It is gratifying to note that the heads of department
continue to meet. But I think we are entitled to
expect the Commissioner and the Commission to
come up with a policy based on a study of the
financing of social security and giving central impor-
tance to the position of women.

President. — I call Mr Bouquerel.

Mr Bouquerel. — (F) Mr President, I doubt if
anyone nowadays would argue against the principle of
equal pay for equal work for men and women. This is
why the question put by Mrs Dunwoody is of cardinal
importance. I hope therefore that the directive on
equal pay will be implemented as soon as possible.
My group, as Mr Yeats has made clear just now, are all
the more concerned about this since the Community’s
rules require it.

Equal pay should result from three main acts : a provi-
sion in the Treaty of Rome, a Council directive of
1975 and a recent judgment of the Court of Justice of
the European Communities. Article 119 of the EEC
Treaty provides that

‘each Member State shall during the first stage ensure and
subsequently maintain the application of the principle
that men and women should receive equal pay for equal
work. Equal pay without discrimination based on sex
means (a) that pay for the same work at piece rates shall
be calculated on the basis of the same unit of measure-
ment ; and (b) that pay for work at time rates shall be the
same for the same job.

The idea of equal pay has been defined in a Commis-
sion recommendation of 1960 and several judgments
of the Court of Justice.

Faced with the delays and imperfections in the appli-
cation of the principle laid down in the Treaty, the
Council issued the directive to the Member States in
1975 on the alignment of laws relating to the applica-
tion of the principle of equal pay for equal work,
which provides, in particular, for the possibility of judi-
cial remedy, the annulment of contractual provisions
which conflict with the principle of non-discrimina-
tion and the proper information of employees.

Lastly, a recent judgment of the Court of Justice has
ruled that Article 119 of the EEC Treaty constitutes a
‘directly applicable’ decision which is not only
binding on the Member States but places a direct obli-
gation on private undertakings and organizations.
Consequently, private individuals are entitled to ask
their national judges to order their partners in a
private relationship to respect their obligations as laid
down in the Treaty, quite apart from any imple-
menting measures adopted for the purpose by the
States.

In the case of a number of Member States national
acts existed beforehand which were entirely in confor-
mity with the Community rules. In the case of France,
the 1972 law on equal pay for men and women for
the same or equivalent work provides for judicial
remedy before the competent courts and for penalties
in the event of non-compliance. Moreover, it declares
void any contractual provision which conflicts with
the principle of equality. Nonetheless, in France as in
the Community at large discrepancies do exist
between the average pay of male workers and of
female workers in the same category. This does not
necessarily mean that the rule on equal pay for the
same or equivalent work is not being respected.

However, I am afraid that the provisions of this direc-
tive do not actually make it easier for women who
want to concern themselves with their families, which
in our view is their natural and primordial role, an
admirable role which deserves respect and considera-
tion. For us, the family is still the essential nucleus of
our world. Its destruction — particularly in Europe —
would inevitably lead to society’s decline. This means
that the woman, who is the mainspring of the family,
must have the social and material means to allow her
fully to fulfil her role. We owe it to ourselves to give
her all the facilities required to enable her to devote
herself to this marvellous task of bringing children
into the world and bringing them up in peace and
tranquility.

Once again, Mr President, we wish to say that our
group wishes to see the directive on equal pay applied
speedily in all the Member States while hoping at the
same time that this equality will not be used for the
purpose of destroying women’s special role.

President. — I call Mr Brown.

Mr Brown. — Mr President, I intervene in this
debate merely to take my five minutes to remind the
Commissioner that it was many months ago now
when I intervened in a Question Time to draw his
attention to the fact that he had asserted at that stage
that he thought that the nine member governments
were in favour of equal pay. I wished to draw his atten-
tion to the fact that there were 25 upholstresses in my
own country to prove that, on the contrary, the British
Government were not in favour of paying equal pay
for equal work. Since then, I know he has — and I
pay tribute to him -— attempted to get the British
Government interested in discussing this matter with
him. I get the impression they have not so far
responded. So I think the House ought to know
exactly how much we are able to consider encou-
raging industry as a whole to give equal pay, when our
own governments refuse to in the first place. In this
case, it is the Ministry of Defence. There are only 25
women involved; they have been working for the
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Ministry of Defence in three dockyards for a very long
time, and when equal pay became the accepted thing
in our own country, our government attempted to
introduce it and had done so in most of the Depart-
ments of State, with exception of the Ministry of
Defence. They have obdurately refused to consider
giving equal pay to these women. They had negotiated
as if they had every intention of listening to the argu-
ments from my union — the Furniture, Timer and
Allied Trade Union — but in fact they have been
vacillating all the time. For over four years there have
been continuing meetings between the Joint Trades
Council and the Ministry of Defence, and each time
discussions have gone to and fro, each time the
Ministry of Defence has produced arguments, each
time those arguments have been rebutted by the trade
unions, they have come back with further arguments,
until we have reached the joint now where the argu-
ments are exhausted. Now they have fallen back on
the argument: It would be in conflict with our pay
policy, if we paid it. I believe they have been the worst
example of a bad employer that we have ever seen.
They are using all the vices of bad employers; they
are using all the techniques to ensure that they will
not pay these women the money that they are entitled
to. I could understand it if we were discussing a vast
sum of money — but we are talking about £ 8 a week
for 25 women. It seems absolutely extraordinary that a
Labour government, such as my government is,
should obdurately refuse to pay this money which is
justly due. I hope that, when the Commissioner again
takes this up with my government, he will suggest to
it that it has not, as I believe, answered his questi-
onnaire, because it is in breach of the whole of Article
1 of the recommendation made. Its case cannot stand
up, and I hope that he will impress on it that the
justice of the case of these 25 upholstresses is abso-
lutely beyond discussion. It is very clear they can and
ought to implement equal pay for these women as
urgently as possible, and I know from the extremely
serious way he treats these matters that he will say to
them : ‘Be honest, be just, and pay these women what
they are entitled to have.’

President. — I call Lady Fisher.

Lady Fisher of Rednal. — Mr President, I think
what has pleased me most this evening is the number
of males that have come forward in this debate.
Perhaps the more men we get on our side, the quicker
we shall achieve our objects. I would like to join with
other Members in saying to the Commission that I
would have thought that sending a document out in
November for governments to fill in, disregarding a
Christmas holiday which intervenes, and then
expecting them to fill it in within one month, is really
asking a little bit too much. But, bearing in mind that
this oral question was on the order paper last month
at the plenary sitting and was withdrawn, I think if I

had been in the Commission’s shoes I would have
done a bit of phoning around to have made quite sure
that I would have some answers to give. I might have
been able to say that the British Government would
be giving me the information at the end of the month
and the Dutch Government next week. I think we
have had rather a feeble answer from the Commission.

But what worries me is whether this is the kind of
information that is normally given when the Commis-
sion sends anything out ? Is such information always
overdue, or has this just happened in this particular
case because it concerns women ? I think it is impor-
tant and worth pointing out that this article was
included in the Treaty of Rome, not for any egali-
tarian reasons; but for purely economic reasons; it
was intended to ensure that the free competition
which the EEC is all about was not distorted by the
employment of women at lower rates than men for
the same work. Perhaps that prinicple, because it was
in the Treaty for those reasons, has made implementa-
tion a little bit more difficult than it would have been
if that had been put in for egalitarian reasons.

Another of the difficulties encountered with the intro-
duction of equal pay is that the success of anti-discrim-
ination in businesses and commercial enterprises will
largely depend on men who are generally older and
many of whom will have inbuilt attitudes to the role
of the sexes which, consciously or unconsciously may
affect the ways in which they approach discrimina-
tion.

In asking our question today, I think it is important
for us to emphasize that we are not concerned with
statistics on equal pay for women who have had it for
a long time — for instance, women in the public
services in Member States, such as school-teachers.
They already had equal pay before this directive came
into force, and we shall not be able to make compari-
sons if those are the figures that are given to us. What
we do need if we are going to judge progress are
figures for jobs which, though different from those of
men, have been given an equal value to men’s jobs
under a job-evaluation exercise. These are the kinds of
figures that will be showing the progress towards
equality, because equal pay for equal work, in my
view, does not mean that a woman has got to be doing
exactly the same job as a man. It means an equivalent
job, whether because she is more dexterous with her
hands or whatever. Those are the kinds of figures we
are asking for.

I did agree with Mr Vandewiele that it is important for
us to have a strong contact with the trade union move-
ments. Many active women in the trade union move-
ments are following this question and the Economic
and Social Committee should be asking for greater
emphasis on the equality question.

In conclusion, I want to say that opportunities for
women at work in the Community have deteriorated
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very badly with the economic recession. Every month,
the Community figures show quite clearly a greater
increase in unemployment amongst women workers
than male workers. It is important that the Commis-
sion should see that equal pay opportunities do not
deteriorate in the same way as for job opportunities
for women.

President. — I call Mrs Dunwoody.

Mrs Dunwoody. —— Mr President, I am all for
equality of opportunity. Can I thank everyone who
has taken part in this debate, because I think that one
thing is very clear: as a question, it has come at the
right time because what we need is a new sense of
urgency. We have heard today from all of the speakers
here that there is actually no disagreement on the prin-
ciple, but we all know that principles are fine high
faluting things and do not always get carried into prac-
tice. I do not think, of course, that Mr Yeats was quite
fair to the previous Irish Government — he will
remember that they were the ones who actually
brought in the legislation on equal pay. I have
listened with great attention to the various other
speakers who have made it very clear where the
problems lie in their own countries.

But can I just ask the Commissioner one thing: you
may not have adequate powers, it certainly seems
obvious that your women’s bureau does not have
adequate powers, so what are you going to do about
that, when are you going to do it ? And finally, may I
hope that we do not have to have exactly this debate
in exactly the same format, with exactly the same
problems, a year from now. Come back and tell us
what he answers are, what the time scale is, and we
will tell you where the difficulties lie. But for heaven’s
sake, do not go away secure in the knowledge that for
once everyone is on your side, and feel that that is all
that you have to do. It is an urgent problem, it needs
urgent resolution. Please, please come back to us as
soon as possible with the answers.

President. — I call Mr Vredeling.

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, it will be particularly easy for me to
answer the questions put by the various Members who
have spoken today because the purport of their
remarks was the same, regardless of their political affi-
liations. That is my first observation. The European
Parliament in which so many different political trends
are represented has indicated its complete support for
this directive which sets out to abolish discrimination
against women in the matter of payment for work
identical to that performed by men. That is the polit-
ical significance of this debate.

I turn now briefly to the difficulties confronting us.
Mrs Dahlerup suggested that the Commission should

make its own study of these problems, unfortunately,
the fact is that we cannot do so. We cannot ourselves
study this complicated matter. It is up to the govern-
ments to do so. If women’s organizations draw our
attention to specific shortcomings in their respective
countries, we shall listen to them and take the neces-
sary action. To my mind, however, we still have too
little information. If there are specific instances of
infringements of the directive or of Article 119, we
should very much like to know of them. Bearing in
mind what Mr Yeats said, I want to make a further
comment on this point. Mrs Dahlerup’s remarks about
equal access to employment are not the real issue
here, but this is of course a problem. Our views on
this are much the same. A time limit of two years was
set for application of the directive. The Member States
are required to report to us by 12 August next. They
must indicate what statutory measures they have
taken. I was rather surprised that nobody asked us, in
the light of Mrs Dahlerup’s remarks, whether we had
prepared a questionnaire on this matter. That would
have been a most relevant question. This debate has
drawn my attention to the need to contact the services
concerned at once in order to find out whether a ques-
tionnaire has been prepared on this point. At all
events we have learnt one thing, and I am aware of
my own responsibility here, namely that our questi-
onnaire will have come too late ; but this is no excuse
— as I shall show in a moment by quoting an
example — for the Member States not to have replied.

Mr Vandewiele asked about the exact legal signifi-
cance of a directive. In general a directive is binding
in respect of the objective described in it. In this
specific instance, the directive is binding in respect of
equal pay for equal work. This objective must be
achieved by the Member States through whatever
means they consider most appropriate, for example by
means of a law, statutory provision or collective
employment agreement. At all events the Member
States are required to attain the objective laid down.
That is the legal significance of a directive although
the jurisprudence of the Court of Justice has placed
the directive in a rather different context, albeit in a
most satisfactory manner, by ruling that the provisions
of Article 119 are directly applicable. Women can
therefore invoke that article directly, as was done by
the Belgian stewardess, Mrs Defrenne, who deserves to
be congratulated on her action. The Defrenne judg-
ment, in which the Court of Justice ruled that Article
119 is directly applicable, will go down in history. It
will serve as a precedent for any woman who finds
that she is not receiving equal pay for equal work. She
will be able to go straight to the courts. The national
judge referred Mrs Defrenne to the Court of Justice
for a ruling and the Court found that she was in the
right. Mr de Clerq noted this fact as did Mr
Bouquerel, while Lady Fisher rightly pointed out that
the origin of Article 119 is strictly economic. That in
itself is a most interesting point.
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I remember the discussions which took place when
the EEC Treaty was drawn up in 1957. The French
Government took the initiative at that time in stipu-
lating equal pay for women. It did so because of the
situation in its textile industry where France had
made rather more progress towards equal pay than the
other countries and wanted this article to be included
in the Treaty to avoid distortion of competition, in
other words for economic reasons.

What is so special about this Treaty provision ?
Despite the fact that this article was included for
economic reasons it has come to have a significance
of its own. The Court of Justice did not concern itself
with the original reasons. It looked at the provisions
as they stand and ruled that equal pay for men and
women must be generally respected — without refer-
ence to economic considerations — and, indeed, that
this particular article is directly applicable. That is the
interesting aspect of the Treaty and at the same time
the answer to those critics — not least in the political
circles with which I am myself affiliated — who main-
tain that this is a liberal Treaty — liberal in the bad,
political sense of the term. But they are quite wrong
— it is not at all a bad Treaty. Politically, you can
make what you like of the Treaty — that is the real
point.

I must not, however, digress from the subject. It has
been suggested that the Economic and Social
Committee should be called in, which brings me to
another point. We were asked about the questionnaire.
Well, that questionnaire was drawn up in close cooper-
ation with the Member States and finalized in
November last. The representatives of the govern-
ments were themselves instrumental in adding a
number of topics to the questionnaire with which
they were perfectly familiar. The directive stipulates
that the Member States must submit a report, but it
makes no reference to a questionnaire. The fact that
the questionnaire was compiled in November is no
excuse whatever for failure by the governments to
reply on time. Now Lady Fisher says: your defence
seems a little vague or weak because you seem to have
been slow yourself! You knew that the question
would be put here: did you ask the governments
when they would be replying ? No, I did not do so, I
omitted to do so. I do not know whether any apolo-
gies have been received from the governments. I do
not think so. Perhaps my staff will know. I cannot
answer on this point. I have no defence. I should have
got round to asking the social attachés of the various
national representations in Brussels whether answers
could be expected in the foreseeable future. But, as I
have already told you, we shall be sending a reminder
to the governments. We shall probably do so on the
basis of Article § of the Treaty which stipulates that
‘the Member States shall take all appropriate measures,
whether general or particular, to ensure fulfilment of
the obligations arising out of this Treaty or resulting
from action taken by the institutions of the Commu-

nity ; they shall facilitate the achievement of the
Community’s tasks.” In other words the Member
States have an obligation and we shall remind them of
it.

I shall revert now to the question put by Mr Vande-
wiele and Mr Yeats. We shall be compiling a report
for the Council and can also submit it to Parliament
as a whole or to its Social Affairs Committee,
depending on what Parliament thinks proper. I can
promise you of that. We want to put the report into a
manageable shape and that will take a little time. Mr
Yeats also referred to the questionnaire, and I have
already commented on this. Mrs Kellett-Bowman also
spoke on this matter and said that the questionnaire is
very lengthy. I do not know whether she also has the
annex to page 22 of the working document. This is a
kind of preliminary report compiled by the Commis-
sion’s services and summarizing the situation in the
Member States at a given point in time. Given the
interest expressed by Parliament, I am able to promise
that I shall forward the full text of the questionnaire
— which is in no way clandestine or secret — to the
members of the Social Affairs Committee. I shall also
find out whether the Economic and Social Committee
would like to see it, and I have no objection whatever
to its receiving copies. You will see that in the explan-
atory memorandum we have anticipated the situation
in the Member States.

Mr Yeats quoted the example of an undertaking
which paid its male workers £ 45 but then dismissed
them and took on women whom it only paid £ 35. I
would urge Mr Yeats to give us the full details,
naming the names; otherwise we cannot take action.
Perhaps the case has been reported in the press, but
our problem, as I have said earlier, is that it is much
easier for us to take action on a complaint made by
the persons directly concerned or by a third party
than on newspaper reports. We do not have our own
investigating department. If you or other people in
your country are seriously concerned about equal pay,
I would ask you to refer specific cases to us in Brus-
sels so that we can take action.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman made a point which I am able to
confirm from my own experience, namely that the
trade unions and employers sometimes ‘gang up’
against women because they attach little priority to
the implementation of the principle of equal pay and
equal treatment for men and women. I admit that this
is often so, but I feel that women are themselves
partly to blame because they always tend to be badly
organized. Apart from certain exceptions they are
always less well organized than men. Of course that is
no excuse for unequal treatment but it is a fact that
must be noted. Let us then urge all women in the
Community to become organized as a means of
achieving, through the regular channels, the principle
which we all accept.
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I think I am the first Commissioner to have a woman
as his chef de cabinet. I am pleased that it was
possible to make this appointment. It is also worth
reporting that Mlle Monod, who has always spoken
out in favour of the general interests of women in
France, has been asked by the French government to
succeed Madame Pasquier — recently appointed secre-
tary of state — as déléguée pour la condition féminine
in Lyon. I believe this to have been a most judicious
appointment. But it is also the reason, Mrs Kellett-
Bowman, why I am now assisted on my right and left
by men at a time when we are discussing a matter of
great interest to women.

Mr Albers said that we should get to work with the
oil-can on our machine. He refrained from using the
word pepper, but I agree that a little pepping-up
would not come amiss. It is good to have a debate like
this because it shows us that there are a number of
things that we should have done but have omitted to
do or done too late.

Mr Albers also referred to equal treatment under
social legislation. He mentioned the Barendrecht
amendment which is a start towards the achievement
of equal treatment for housewives who still fall far
behind working women in this respect. It is only a
modest beginning but, as Mr Albers pointed out, the
cost is already one thousand million gulden. We are
also looking into the cost of social insurance and we
shall surely come up against the problem of the
growing cost of social security if it is extended to
many more categories of women. I can see that this
will automatically be an obstacle when we come to
deal further with this matter.

Mr Brown recalled a case which he had already
referred to me. I am glad he mentioned it in public
today. I am taking a close personal interest in the
problem of the 25 women upholsterers who are being
paid too little in the Ministry of Defence. We have
already made a serious investigation of this particular
case but we must look into it further. I can assure Mr
Brown that I shall take another look at the matter and
not hesitate to act if it should transpire that there is a
genuine instance of discrimination here.

1 have already replied in part to Lady Fisher. She
rightly drew attention to a phenomenon with which I
am acquainted. I know, from experience of job evalua-
tion, about the manual dexterity which is supposed to
be a typical qualification of women. But if you under-
stand the jargon of job evaluation you will know that
the weighting given to that dexterity was always very
low. That in itself constitutes discrimination. It will
not be so easy to find a solution, but it is interesting
to note that even where equal pay for equal work is
apparently respected, the system itself sometimes
embodies a measure of discrimination.

Mrs Dunwoody appealed to the Commission to make
sure that it does not come back here with the same

story next year. Mrs Dunwoody, I am afraid there is a
real possibility of that being the case. I fear so and you
surely have enough experience probably to share my
concern. | interpret your appeal to the Commission as
a strong encouragement for us to progress towards the
abolition of discrimination against women. That will
not be done in one year; it is a gradual process but

‘one which requires substantial steps forward to be

taken. We must move gradually but resolutely towards
our goal, and it is my sincere hope that I shall be able
to come back to you next year and say that real
progress has been made; in the meantime we must
keep the whole issue under review.

President. — The debate is closed.

11. Resolution on the preparation of
young people for work.

President. — The next item is the report by Mr
Pistillo (Doc. 513/77) on behalf of the Committee on
Social Affairs, Employment and Education on the

Resolution of the Council and the Ministers of Education
meeting within the Council of 13 December 1976
concerning measures to be taken to improve the prepara-
tion of young people for work and to facilitate their tran-
sition from education to working life.

I call Mr Pistillo.

Mr Pistillo, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President,
colleagues, the report which I have the honour to
present was adopted unanimously by the Committee
on Social Affairs, Employment and Education and
takes its inspiration from a resolution adopted by the
Council of Education Ministers on provisions to
improve the preparation of young people about to
enter work.

Whilst this resolution concentrates mainly on the
contribution and responsibility of the educational
systems in preparing young people for their working
lives, we would nevertheless do well to consider the
entire range of problems concerning youth unemploy-
ment since, in the last analysis, it is precisely these
that the proposals are intended to solve.

The correctness of this position, moreover, is
confirmed by the lively debate taking place
throughout the Community on the subject of occupa-
tional training for young people, especially in the
context of the fight against youth unemployment. The
Standing Committee on Employment, for example,
has emphasized the need — in the context of support
measures for unemployed young people — to give
priority to young people who lack proper occupa-
tional training. The Confederation of European Trade
Unions, for its part, has stated its view that unskilled
young people threatened by unemployment should be
able to receive occupational training on the same basis
as unemployed young people. Finally, the European
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Parliament, during a discussion on occupational
training for young people, emphasized that the critical
employment situation makes rapid and effective help
a matter of vital importance. It is worth noting that
this view was endorsed by all of Parliament’s political
groups. In the light of these initial considerations, it is
easy to understand that the Committee on Social
Affairs, Employment and Education was deeply disap-
pointed by the extremely general tone of the Coun-
cil’s resolution. This document is divided into two
main parts, the first of which is addressed to Member
States, who are requested to implement a number of
measures with a view to setting up study and training
programmes to provide a more thorough preparation
for working life. The second part of the resolution, by
contrast, concerns measures to be taken at Commu-
nity level between now and the end of 1980. These
measures consist mainly of the implementation of a
series of three-year pilot projects intended to provide a
basis for assessment for possible further measures.

The Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and
Education is certainly well aware of the importance of
pilot projects and the need for further analysis and
assessment, but it deplores the fact that the projects
under consideration have not been supplemented by
more specific action. After all, it is vital that we
should neglect no opportunity to adopt new guide-
lines and specific measures aimed at effectively
combating youth unemployment, which causes so
many problems in each of our countries and in the
Community as a whole.

Our committee is therefore proposing that the so far
very limited measures designed to improve the prepa-
ration of young people for their working lives should
be replaced (and this is the point we want to empha-
size, and which I myself should like to emphasize) by
an overall youth policy in the framework of which we
would aim to coordinate the activities of the educa-
tional, occupational training and employment sectors
both at national and Community level.

The European Parliament, in our opinion, should play
a leading part in helping young people, and we there-
fore hope that we can set up a new committee on
youth questions to deal with problems arising during
the transition of young people from school to working
life, as well as with problems concerning education,
occupational training and employment. Finally, it
must be emphasized that the measures proposed
should concern all groups of young people and not be
limited — as is the case in the Council’s resolution —
to the period of compulsory schooling and subsequent
general or occupational training.

Since priorities will have to be fixed, our committee
feels that attention should be paid primarily to the
needs of young people who encounter particular diffi-
culties in finding work owing to inadequate education
or occupational training. Since the success of the

measures applied in this sector depend to a large
extent on the size of the funds available and on their
utilization, our committee proposes that all appropria-
tions granted by the individual Community funds to
finance the various education programmes should be
coordinated, and that the appropriations themselves
— and this is extremely important — should be
considerably increased.

Finally, the Committee on Social Affairs, Employment
and Education ask that an annual report on what has
been done to help young people and on how the
funds have been used, should be submitted to the
European Parliament. This will enable it to keep a
close watch on the progress of the new policy.

As you see, the key word in my report is ‘coordina-
tion’, because the measures so far taken to smooth the
path between school and work have missed their
target — I think we should recognize this — or have
at least been inadequate as a result of the lack of coor-
dination of the policies concerned. What we therefore
need is to set up a cohesive youth policy in which the
key aspects of education, occupational training and
the transition to working life are closely linked.

At national level this means instituting cooperation
between the responsible ministers, whilst at Commu-
nity level closer collaboration between the relevant
departments will be necessary. A start should be made
by calling a top-level meeting of the responsible
authorities with a view to drawing up an effective
policy aimed at getting to grips with the vital tasks of
effectively combating youth unemployment.

Mr President, honourable colleagues, after so many
debates about their situation and their problems, after
so many promises and so many efforts, our young
people now expect firm action. It will suffice if the
action is limited but is aimed in the right direction,
which is to consider the problems of young people
and, above all, of employment, as matters which can
no longer be postponed. The very credibility of Euro-
pean integration is at stake on this decisive issue.

Let us thus give a sign of what we want to do and
what we know must be done if we want to make
progress in overcoming what must be considered as
one of the most serious problems facing us, youth
unemployment in Europe.

President. — I call Mrs Dunwoody to speak on
behalf of the Socialist group.

Mrs Dunwoody. — Mr President, one of the hazards
we face in this Parliament is when we actually find
ourselves in agreement. There is such startling lack of
venom in the exchanges that people might be
forgiven for thinking that the battle is now won. The
whole content of the Pistillo report shows very plainly
that we are actually facing a very delicate, and a very
difficult situation.
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There have been more exciting and important
changes in the field of education in my lifetime than
in almost any other subject, but it is quite obvious
that we still have not got the whole recipe right. There
are young people leaving schools, still unable to
obtain jobs because they do not have the qualifica-
tions that are needed. If there is one thing that the
Community must do, it is to concern itself with the
practical measures of dealing with that problem. I
think it is really very important that we should get
industrialists to discuss their attitude towards the sort
of work training programmes that they want. Because
young people must get the opportunity to do day-
release courses, to expand their work on the factory
floor, to understand what the entire work process is
about. If they do not, and they leave school unable to
find employment, they begin instantly to lose faith in
their ability actually to do a job, and to do it properly.

From the industrialists’ side, it is tremendously impor-
tant that the new attitudes to education should be
explained and expanded. Sometimes we forget that
there has been a total change in opportunity for many
children. My grandmother, who is 98, spent all her
working life as a servant, because that was the only job
really open to a woman who was born at the end of
Victoria’s reign. She lived to see her daughter get into
one House of Parliament, and her granddaughter get
into another. And that is the time-scale and the extent
of the change that has taken place in the life of many
working people. It is not an accident : it is because of
the educational system that, for example, my daughter
is moving on to university training, whereas even 30
years ago, she may have gone straight from school
into work. All these are problems that we have to deal
with. We have to look at why it is that, even with all
these advances in education, sixteen-year-olds can still
leave school unfitted to obtain work. We have to look
at how, when we have got the statistical base on which
we are going to work, we can actually frame measures
that are of some use.

There is absolutely no point in the Commissioner
expanding the amount of money available under the
Social Fund, as he has sought to do, unless we can
actually get that money onto the ground where it is
needed. And at the moment, all that is happening is
that the world is full of pious hopes, but there is aston-
ishingly little result for us actually to show.

Now, I think that this report is a very welcome addi-
tion to the thought on this highly delicate matter. The
committee really felt that there was a real attempt to
bring forward the problems as well as the possible
solutions. I am glad that we have already seen a set of
pilot projects approved, by the Committee on Educa-
tion, and 1 hope that the recommendation that the
Commission has issued on vocational training will
produce some results before very long. I want to see
more action in the field of youth unemployment

because that is what it is all about — youth unemploy-
ment. The young look to us not simply for support,
they look to us for action. I am sorry if this is my
S-minute-appeal-to-the-Commissioner day, but it is
because young people so need our assistance that we
need the kind of proposals that have been put
forward. It may be too little, it may be too late, but it
is one of the only practical hopes we have of offering
assistance to the people who most need it.

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

Mr Pisoni. — (I) Mr President, we also cannot but
welcome this step forward. At long last we have a
chance to get to grips with the vast problem of voca-
tional training and preparation, seen not as ends in
themselves but as enabling those who have benefited
by them to make the breakthrough into the labour
market.

We all know how difficult it has been up to now to
have a true meeting of minds between the Education
Ministers. In fact, they do not enjoy the same powers
or exercise the same responsibilities in the various
Member States of the Community. There are Educa-
tion Ministries in some Member States, while in
others the powers and responsibilities in this sector
are entrusted to the cantons or the regions. In Italy
there is a Ministry for Education, but in the vocational
training sector, for example, the powers have recently
been transferred to the regions.

At a time of particular crisis such as this, it is clear
that the Education Ministers could not help giving
much serious thought to the problem of vocational
training as a precondition for entry into the labour
market. We are all aware of the large number of unem-
ployed and we know that amongst them ever so many
are young people, for whose talents and educations
there are no adequate outlets in the world of work.
There are some professions that still offer limited job
opportunities, while others have nothing whatsoever
to offer. In addition, jobs for those without any voca-
tional training are getting scarcer day by day. I feel
that at this particular time it is indeed essential to step
up vocational training, but it is also essential to
improve relations between academic activities and the
world of work and, in particular, to restore dignity to
manual labour. This means giving young people voca-
tional training in those sectors that they had been
inclined to disregard up till now and which had been
manned by illegal immigration, that is to say, by
young people from third countries.

Not long ago we were discussing this question of
illegal immigration and employment and we discov-
ered that in the Community the figure for illegal
immigrants fluctuated between 600000 and one
million. In Italy alone, according to figures provided
by the trade unions, there are from 200000 to
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600.000 illegal immigrants, who move in to take up a
whole range of jobs left vacant by Italian workers. It is
true therefore that we must step up vocational
training, but not to such a point as to discourage those
who might elect to devote themselves to manual
labour. Vocational training is needed to restore dignity
to manual work by enhancing the nature of the work
and improving the methods employed in doing it. We
feel that this is the right course to follow, both in
order to stem illegal immigration and, above all, to
make new jobs available.

As far as vocational training is concerned, the
Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and Educa-
tion has always regarded the school as the primary
and fundamental instrument. However, we would not
like to see the school increasingly alienating those
that it prepares from the realities of the factory floor
and the realities of work and giving a privileged posi-
tion to theoretical training at the cost of practical
training, to academic instruction at the cost of voca-
tional instruction, thus turning out young people who
cannot find outlets for their talents on the labour
market. Neither do we want firms, on the other hand,
to introduce such a degree of specialization into their
vocational training as to shut out entirely that more
wholesome formation in human values which enables
young people to be integral human beings even at
their place of work and, above all, affords the possi-
bility of carrying out relatively speedy vocational
retraining programmes.

In this connection we would request the Berlin
Centre for the Development of Vocational Training to
broaden the scope of its work. We expect great results
from it in the shape of information as to new types of
vocational training, new ideas on possible courses of
instruction, surveys of the jobs available and the
forwarding to Member States and to all vocational
schools of precise and detailed information and policy
guidelines.

One final problem that should be raised is that of a
knowledge of languages, which the report merely
mentioned in passing. In this connection let us not
forget that the report drawn up by the Council of
Ministers emphasized the importance of study and

improved mastery of languages, which are so essential
for migrant workers.

In conclusion I would express some reservations with
regard to the proposal to set up a committee on educa-
tion, vocational training and youth. In the light of
past experience it seems to us that a committee of this
kind, lacking any clearly defined powers, would only
end up beating the air instead of making any worth-
while contribution to the solution of these problems
which are so vital to the Community’s future.

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

Mr Cifarelli. — (I) Mr President, the motion for a
resolution tabled by the Committee on Social Affairs,
Employment and Education, on which our colleague,
Mr Pistillo, has drawn up such an excellent report, is
based on the resolution adopted by the Council of
Education Ministers on 13 December 1976.

This is the first point that should be stressed; in a
world that moves at supersonic speed, we have already
been guilty of a serious delay in this matter. However,
‘better late than never’. The Education Ministers of the
nine Member States have agreed on the adoption of
measures that should improve the training of young
people for work and facilitate their transition from
study to working life.

We are in agreement with this course of action.
Nevertheless, we have to take a hard look at the reali-
ties of the situation. There is, of course, youth unem-
ployment, just as there are youth problems, but these
must be seen as part of the general problems of
humanity, which take different forms according to the
various ages of man. One point that has still to be
clarified is whether 18 or 21 is the dividing line as far
as youth is concerned. There are various age levels,
just as there are various social levels. In a word, the
nub of the entire problem is that we need a strong
economic revival.

When we get down to taking a hard practical look at
this entire complex of problems, we are at once aware
of certain needs and we are left with certain doubts.

I myself have many doubts about the whole idea of
setting up a committee. In my own country, of course,
when you want to bury a problem, you appoint a
committee. However, deep down I share the reserva-
tions already expressed by Mr Pisoni and I feel that
you cannot solve the problems by setting up a
Ministry for Youth.

What is important here is education policy as a whole
and economic policy as a whole. We are entirely in
agreement on the coordination of the various kinds of
aid granted by the Community, that is, on the coordi-
nation of the various Funds and the decisions that
have been taken with regard to the Social Fund. In
this connection we should recall that at its meeting in
Luxembourg on 28 October 1977, the relevant
Council of Ministers extended the aids provided under
Article 4 of the Social Fund from those already
existing in favour of the vocational training of young
workers to others designed to provide employment
incentives, for instance, by means of one-off grants.
This was a decision in principle, and we are now
waiting for the Commission to submit the necessary
implementing proposals.
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There are two points, Mr President, that I should like
to stress, and they have been borne in on me as a
result of my own personal experience in that extensive
underdeveloped region of Italy and of Europe that we
call the Mezzogiorno (Southern Italy). In the city of
Taranto, which had naval shipyards and a naval base
and had been completely transformed and rebuilt in
the post-war years, we set ourselves the problem of
expanding its industrial horizons and of developing a
powerful basic industry. With this in mind we
thought of establishing the fourth Taranto steel centre
and furnishing it with an efficient steelworks. Now
this steel complex was not controlled by the old capi-
talist masters nor was it controlled by what I call the
‘Satan of our time’, i.e. the multinationals — because
every time you fail to solve any problem you blame it
on those diabolical multinationals —, but rather by a
semi-State body with all the advanced social ideas and
insights that one expects in a democratic State.
However, instead of taking the workers from the
shipyards, the existing steel works and the maritime
arsenal (and not the oldtimers, but those under 30
years of age), this steel complex in Taranto opted
instead for the peasants and agricultural workers, who
were speedily trained to take their places in the steel-
works.

Another experience that I had in the Mezzogiorno was
in the matter of public works, the construction of
roads, tunnels and so on, which called for special
geological expertise. This is probably the case every-
where, but it was particularly true in that region,
because the soils and the nature of the terrain
presented special difficulties. We indicated therefore
that geologists were needed, and young people were
sent away to study at schools and faculties of geology.
The upshot of all this was that a time came when we
had so many geologists in Italy that they could have
supplied not only my own country but the entire
continent of Europe.

The point that I am trying to make is that just as it is
necessary to review the entire position of manual work
in the production process, so also it is equally neces-
sary to provide more effective guidance. This is what
the Community must be trying to do. It must try to
awaken national and regional administrations to the
human, demographic and social problems involved,
and from the feedback it gets from these sources it
will be enabled to draw the appropriate conclusions at
Community level. It is obvious that training workers
for industries that are closing down and operations
that no longer have any future is only making pawns
of the younger generation and wasting funds and
human energies.

I have also acquired some experience of industrial
centres for vocational training. We invited the indus-
tries, in the various regions in which they had set up
their plants, to tell us their requirements and to help

the State to shoulder the financial burden involved in
vocational training, so that young people leaving voca-
tional training centres might find employment and
thus be spared the frustration of the trained worker
who has no job to go to and the young person with a
certificate, who does not know what use to make of it.
In any case, not only were these industries not able to
absorb the large number of young people emerging
from these vocational training centres, but they them-
selves went into a decline, which was aggravated by
the extremely rapid changes in vocational training
systems, the extremely rapid takeover of automation
in industry, the introduction of the revolutionary
process, which we call electronics, in the world of
work and the pressure exerted by developments at
Community and international level. The revolution
that causes most concern nowadays is not that on the
streets, but that in ideas, production systems and rela-
tions between the various forces involved in produc-
tion.

Speaking on behalf of my group, I favour a coordina-
tion of resources which will be accompanied by a coor-
dination of systems, a coordination of public aware-
ness and a coordination of policies in this entire
matter. In bringing this about we must not hope for
miracles, but we must stand by our convictions that
this is not so much an economic and social problem
as an ethical and political problem. In dealing with
this problem the young people must be seen as part
of the entire social body, all the ills and ailments of
which they too suffer in equal measure.

Recently, Mr President, the Italian Government
adopted large-scale measures to provide work for
young people in particular. One of the measures
adopted was to enter the names of young people in
certain special job lists. In one area that I know very
well, when these young people were asked if they
would like to go to work in agriculture, only 17 out of
14 000 names on the list volunteered for this sector.
They are quite willing on the other hand to take jobs
as bank porters or messengers or other jobs of this
kind, as these jobs carry with them a degree of secu-
rity and a pension at the end of the working period.
However, where there is any element of risk, the
young people are holding back. I do not wish to cast
any aspersions on anybody — after all, these young
people are our own sons and daughters —, but we
must be aware of this situation.

Many of the young people working in Italy are from
Algeria and Eritrea and are prepared to take up work
that young Italians will not do. I am speaking obvi-
ously of the Italian experience. My colleagues will be
able to speak of their experiences in their own coun-
tries, but the essential fact is that we in the Commu-
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nity are faced with an extremely grave problem which
will have to be tackled with all the energy and serious-
ness of which we are capable.

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

Mr Nolan. — I would like to be associated with
those who have paid a compliment to Mr Pistillo on
his report on the resolution of the Council of Minis-
ters with reference to measures taken to improve the
preparation of young people for work. I am also very
glad that he has pinpointed in this report the very fact
that what work they are prepared for is not a question
of education. In my country, and I think in most coun-
tries, we have primary education, secondary education
and third-level education, but we have not the jobs
and I think that the rapporteur, particularly in item 2
of the resolution really pinpoints the problem that we
have to face. For the record I would like to quote para-
graph 2 which says :

Regrets, however, that a matter of such importance, the
ultimate aim being to combat the ever-increasing unem-
ployment amongst young people, should be treated in
general terms at a time when new guidelines and prac-
tical proposals are needed so that young people will not
despair of their future and lose all faith in the ability and
will of society to implement an effective employment
policy.

I think that is the key note of this report, and I quote
the word ‘despair’ from that paragraph. When one
thinks of a young person, who starts off at four or five
years of age with primary education, then secondary
education and third level education, and comes on the
labour market and suddenly discovers there is no job
— what is the point then of preparing them for the
transition from education to employment when there
are no jobs?

There are six and a half million people unemployed
in the Community at the present, and between now
and 1985, nine million more young people will come
on the labour market. In my own country, 50 % of
the total number unemployed are under 25 years of
age, and I am satisfied, as I am sure every Member of
this House is, that this unemployment amongst young
people is a major Community problem. In Europe, by
the 1920s and the 1930s, we had had a war in which a
lot of young people unfortunately were killed, and in
the 1940s we had another war where a lot of young
people were killed. Thank God we have not had one
since then, but because of that one of the major
problems facing this Community and Europe, and the
world at large, is the number of young people that are
unemployed : that is why I quoted the word ‘despair’.
And those young people will despair and they will not
be satisfied with society for not providing them with

jobs. When a young person who has worked hard,
who has had his education, who comes on the labour
market — no matter the age, be it 18, be it 20 or be it
21 — it must be a terrible shock to discover that the
only place to be found in society is signing for unem-
ployment assistance, or depending on parents or
brothers or sisters for some little finance to go to local
pub or the dance hall, and try and find amusement
rather than employment.

I must say that in the past we have had many debates
on this problem here; we have discussed ways and
means by which we could find employment for young
people, and sometimes the Commission, in replying
to proposals that came from Members of this Parlia-
ment, were not so receptive. I recall one I made
myself, maybe two years ago : I refer to it as voluntary
early retirement. I am thinking of people of the age of
maybe 60 plus, 61 or 62 who possibly from a health
point of view would like to retire. Their retiring age
may be 65, but they could voluntarily retire earlier if
they had the opportunity to do so in the Member
States. That was one proposal. I know that the reply I
got from the Commission at that time was: ‘Well,
there are very few people of this kind, that would not
create many jobs for young people’. But if we look at
the massive problem we have, then we need that small
way of creating a few jobs and some other means to
create a few more, because the problem is so big.

We talk of beef mountains, we talk of milk lakes, and
all these problems that have to be solved. We must
also attack this problem of youth unemployment. And
I would conclude this point by suggesting that either
a subcommittee of the Committee on Social Affairs,
Employment and Education should be set up, or that
the Parliament should set up a committee to deal
solely with youth problems and employment for
youth. Now, it could be done in two ways :

1. Set up a sub-committee of the Social Affairs
Committee or

2. Set up a committee solely dealing with the
problem of youth.

It is a maiqr problem and one which we have to solve,
because e youth of today will be the Members of
this Parliament tomorrow.

President. — I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman to speak on
behalf of the Conservative Group.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Mr President, in her
remarks Mrs Dunwoody said of youth unemploy-
ment : ‘That is what it is all about’. With respect, I
would say she is wrong. The debate this afternoon
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goes tar wider than that. We are in fact discussing the
resolution ‘concerning measures to be taken to
improve the preparation of young people for work
and to facilitate their transition from education to
working life’. We are not simply discussing youth
unemployment : that is far too negative an interpreta-
tion of the matter before us today. One of the more
interesting developments in the Community’s social
policy recently has been the attempted evolution — I
say ‘attempted’ because we have not got very far — of
an education policy. The resolution of the Council of
Education Ministers of 13 December 1976, which we
are discussing today skates over the question of where
education actually comes into the Treaties by stating
merely ‘having regard to the Treaties establishing the
European Communities’. In fact, the Community to
date has not given nearly enough attention to this
vital subject and it is becoming more vital with every
month and year that passes. Owing to the strange
working procedures of so many of our committees, Mr
Pistillo’s report has become forward over a year after
the original resolution was adopted by the Council.
This works two ways : one good and one bad. It has
the disadvantage that our opinion has become some-
what historical but it has the advantage that we can
see from various Commission reports that progress is
already under way on the Community-level actions
that were set out in the original resolution.

Turning to the resolution itself and to that part which
deals with the actions to be undertaken by the
Member States, I think it is relevant, if I may say so at
this point, for a parliamentarian to ask the Commis-
sion what the education programme has brought
about or is likely to bring about which would other-
wise not have happened through the actions of indi-
vidual Member States, In other words, what have we
achieved to date ? It is quite clear to me that the part
of the original Council resolution which deals with
actions by the Member States lists a series of policies
of such obvious commonsense value that one would
hope that no member government, faced by rising
unemployment particularly among the young, would
have dared not to undertake them, certainly if it
hoped to be re-elected on any future occasion.
Whether they would have undertaken all of them
without a Community initiative may be questionable,
and this is the point to which I would ask the
Commission to address its attention. Indeed, it may
well be questionable whether all Member States are
devoting themselves to all these policies with the
vigour that they might, and I would like up-to-date
information from the Commission as to which coun-
tries may be in default ; where the main gaps still are ;
what, if any, impetus to action they feel that the
Community education programme has given to the
individual Member States ; and more important still,
in what way we Members here present can give

impetus to those ideas that have been put forward by
the Commission. How can we back you as we expect
you to back us?

To my mind the most interesting parts of the educa-
tion programme were the studies or pilot projects to
be undertaken at Community level in a number of
areas connected with vocational training. Among the
projects outlined there, I would place particular value
on the improvement of vocational preparation in the
final years of compulsory schooling. It is still the case
in the United Kingdom, and some other members of
the Community, that we are sending children from
school out into the working world with no idea of
what they want to do and with no qualifications to
help them. I was most interested to hear Mr Cifarelli’s
comment about the job-lists which children are able
to mark and this is something that might be taken up
in other Member States.

It is high time that every Member State rejected the
false distinction between education and training,
which bears no relation whatsoever to the real world
into which these children are going out. One diffi-
culty which we have encountered in the United
Kingdom is that by lowering the standard of a leaving
certificate until it becomes available to virtually all
children, its value is diminished in the eyes of
employers to such an extent that it is virtually a worth-
less piece of paper in many cases. There are no
failures, therefore there are no successes and no value
any longer is attached to this piece of paper.

One of the answers to this dilemma is clearly to
provide courses in schools which are more relevant to
the needs of non-academic children and whose value
is recognized by the employment sector. We have in
the United Kingdom a most admirable organization
known as ‘Youth Aid’. This was set up only relatively
recently in 1977, and one of its objects is to persuade
policy-makers to give a high priority to the related
problems of youth unemployment, education and
training and to provide information and act as a
resource centre for others sharing the same objectives.
It would be very useful — indeed, it may already be
the case — if there were similar ‘Youth Aids’ in other
Member States of the Community. If not, I would like
to see them established at the earliest possible date
and a sort of symposium of ‘Youth Aids’ getting
together to pass on the experience they have gained.

It would be useful if the Commission could tell us
how they are going about the pilot projects concerned
with the promotion of cooperation between the educa-
tion and the employment sectors. It is, of course, parti-
cularly important to involve private employers in any
such projects in addition to government agency, and
here work-experience programmes have been of great
value in the United Kingdom.
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Another aspect of education for employment which I
think needs to be emphasized in those Member States
which do not cater well for it, is the provision of day-
release facilities. Of course, in a period of economic
difficulty day release may not be popular with
employers, but this is where some national or Commu-
nity policies are needed to ensure that it is universally
available in the age-group where it matters most.

Here it seems to me that paragraph 9 of the resolution
is of crucial importance. Coordination of all the help
available, from whatever Community source, is vital if
overlapping is to be avoided and gaps filled in. We
sometimes treat our young people as though they
were counters to be moved around as we please. We
must never forget that no amount of training at school
or after will be of any use unless more jobs are created
by wise investment. Otherwise, all we are achieving is
job-substitution. But it is very important, whatever the
Community’s policies on education are, that they are
not exercised away from the public view. Many people
in the Community will be extremely interested to see
the results of the Commission’s pilot projects and
studies, and I would like to stress that it is important
for the Commission to keep the European Parliament
well-informed, as it has done so far, on what it is
doing.

In paragraph 8, I think Mr Pistillo puts his finger on
one of the more sensitive parts of the Community’s
whole education programme. As he says there, if the
appropriation for education in 1981 is so small, one
wonders how on earth the aims of the education
programme can possibly be carried out. I would
submit to the House that it is dangerous in the light
of current opinion about the Community for us to
have grandiose programmes with ambitious names
and objects which we cannot hope to carry out
adequately because we are too mean to provide the
cash for them.

I can see that the education programme which was
adopted on 13 December 1976 can be, and should be,
construed as a potentially very important part of the
Community’s education-cum-employment policy. But
I think it is equally necessary for us not to forget that
there are other aspects of education policy where in
fact the Community, as a community, can make more
progress more easily, and indeed more legitimately,
within the framework of the Treaties. I refer, in parti-
cular, to the mutual recognition of diplomas and of
such things as language-teaching, as Mr Pisoni
remarked earlier on. I hope we shall not forget that
these are important parts of the Community’s educa-
tion policy and wil enable our young people to circu-
late much more freely in the EEC.

I hope equally that we shall not be disappointed by
what is actually done within the framework of the
1976 resolution. It has immense potential, but unreal-
ized potential is a mere tantalizing mirage. Our young

people deserve better than that, and it is up to us to
see that they get it, in the form of an expanding and
increasingly prosperous Community in which each
one of them can find a job and a part to play. Only
then can, and will, the Community have real meaning
for the young.

President. — I call Mr Price.

Mr Price. — I am sorry, Mr President, that the hour
is advanced, but we are discussing a subject which is
probably the most important and critical problem
facing the Community at the moment, and I think it
is right that it be given proper debate. I think it says
something about the way we arrange our business that
we discuss this at this time of night.

This is the worst problem, I believe, that we are facing
this century, because the proportion of unemployed
youngsters among the total unemployed, which is
now something like 37 %, is still rising, and is likely
to go on rising. Even if, as a Community and as
Member States, we are successful in tackling this
problem, it will almost certainly get worse for purely
demographic reasons alone, because so many mere
youngsters are coming onto the labour market
compared with the oldsters who are leaving it. It is
also a completely new problem, a situation where
most Member States are working in the dark.

I think one thing that all Member States are gradually
coming to terms with is that this problem of youth
unemployment must be tackled. It is tackled partly in
this report, and I congratulate Mr Pistillo. I think his
report is very useful. This problem is now recognized
as a permanent one. The shortage of jobs for young-
sters is not just a temporary phenomenon, it is going
to be for ever, and in forming plans to combat it, we
have got therefore this dual problem : we must try to
have some immediate firefighting equipment to fight
the worst of the blaze that faces us; but also we have
got to have a long-term strategy to cope with the fact
that there are not going to be as many jobs for young
people ever again in the future, as there have been in
the past, for a whole range of reasons.

Now I am not a member of the Committee on Social
Affairs, Employment and Education, but I am
chairman of the National Youth Bureau in Britain,
and I have just begun to realize how difficult this
problem is. I am therefore very concerned that the
Community, and the Commission in particular, start
from scratch on the long-term element of this
problem, and separate it from the immediate, short-
term efforts that have been made through the Social
Fund to mitigate the worst phenomena as they appear
from year to year. These are two completely different
problems.
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That is why I do not go along fully with the criticisms
in this report of limited resources. I think it is far, far
more important to spend what resources we have set
aside properly, and to make sure we are monitoring
them, and spending them properly, than to go in for
larger programmes just at the moment. Why this is
such a frightening problem for all the Member States
is because of something that Mr Nolan and others
have mentioned. What seems to be happening is that
the whole work ethic which has driven the Western
world right through the industrial revolution seems to
be collapsing hard among many young people. What
we have got to work out is a completely new frame-
work between the end of compulsory education and
the beginning of the period over which we can really
guarantee some young people work. Orthodox educa-
tion, many speakers have said, is not the right pattern
to offer people, but neither is the sort of orthodox
employment that was possible in the boom years
some time ago, when youngsters felt that they could
walk straight out and work get a job the day they left
school. So we have to out something quite new that
we have not had any real experience of before. In this
context, Mr President what worries me is that our
machinery in the Commission is completely split ; Mr
Vredeling has responsibility for the training element
and Mr Brunner, the Commissioner for Education, has
responsibility for the education element. I am quite
convinced, from my experience in the National Youth
Bureau in Britain, that it is quite impossible to tackle
this problem coherently unless you bring these two
administrations together in a spirit of working
together in everything. Because training 20 and 30
years ago was easy. Now, we do not know any longer
what to train young people for, because technology is
changing at such a pace. There must also be a basic
educational element in all training courses and our
education sections are the only people who can
provide that.

I do not believe that the Commission have really even
started thinking hard about the long-term problem,
and the first way to start thinking hard about the long-
term problem is to get coordination in the Commis-
sion to lay the foundations and bring forward propo-
sals for a complete new framework for the 16-18 years
old, or the 14-19 years olds — people pick different
age ranges — which can, on a Community level,
govern the sort of training and education and work-ex-
perience that these young people receive.

I am not suggesting any ready-made ways to do this.
Perhaps the Commission ought to have a sort of
‘think tank’, a rapid study group to look at this in
depth. But, whatever way they do it, I do hope that we
hear from the Commissioner a reply on this which
gives some sense of urgency that they are going to get
on with something very quickly indeed. Because the
measures through the Social Fund at the moment in

terms of the size of the problem are just little bits of
wallpaper, papering over an extremely serious
problem, and there is as yet, no strategy whatever for
solving it.

My plea to the Commission, in what is my last Parlia-
ment, because I am departing this place after March,
Mr President, is really to set up some machinery so
that we can sort this out. I very much hope that my
colleagues who remain here will, after say, six months,
in September really call the Commission to account
and make them report back to Parliament and say
what they have done, both in terms of coordinating
the education and traning sections of their machinery
within the Commission, and in terms of working
towards a strategic long-term plan to sclve what is
now a permanent problem.

Now, I am quite sure the Parliament ought to be
doing the same thing. At least we have got a united
committee, and the committee perhaps ought to have
a sub-committee to go into this, but it has got to be
done in a coordinated way throughout the Commu-
nity, and I very much hope we are going to hear from
the Commissioner something with a sense of reality
and urgency behind it.

President. — 1 call Mr Jensen.

Mr Jensen. — (DK) Mr President, the President of
the Commission has stressed the seriousness of the
fact that 9 million young people will over the coming
years, be released onto the job market. If nothing else,
they will be a tax burden on industry.

In the debate on youth unemployment in September
1977, I pointed out that one of the things we should
be aware of was the high wage demands of young
people. Earlier, there was only seven years’ obligatory
schooling which meant that young people went on to
the job market at the age of 14, thus obtaining four
years’ experience in commerce or industry before qual-
ifying for adult wages at the age of 18. Today, young
people go out into industry at the age of 17, which
means that after only one year’s practical experience
they have to be paid adult wages. Employers are not
prepared to pay such wages for an inexperienced man
or woman but prefer instead, in times of high unem-
ployment, experienced people. This undeniable fact
shows the need to scale down young people’s wage
requirements. To take account of the high school-
leaving age, the qualifying age for adult wages should
be raised, or alternatively, authorization could be given
for an initial traning period outside a normal contract
of apprenticeship during which a lower wage rate
would apply. This would serve the interests both of
young people and of the business community.

In his report, the rapporteur mentions the poor coordi-
nation in seeking a solution to this serious problem,
while stressing quite clearly the need both for politi-
cians and the business world to improve the motiva-
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tion of young people and yet, at the same time too,
for young people in a very real sense to change their
attitude and show greater respect for manual labour as
opposed to academic studies.

Young people cannot be provided with vocational
motiviation by the stray selection of schoolteachers
and psychologists who, in far too many cases, have
taken charge of careers guidance in schools. It would
be much more beneficial for careers information in
schools to be influenced to a somewhat greater extent
by representatives of the business community.

I am not at all sure either that job creation schemes,
which, at Community level, are to cost 11 million v.a.
over the next three years, are a positive thing. In many
countries, these funds are required to be deployed
precisely in areas where no investment of labour and
financial resources would otherwise have been made.
Work of this kind is without any meaning therefore
and may distort competition at a time when there is
already considerable unemployment ; in other words,
unemployed youngsters are being given — please
excuse the expression — work fit only for idiots, and
this is a misplaced investment. It is a shame for the
young people concerned for while it is true that they
are given a practical job of work to do temporarily at
least, they gain in the process a completely wrong
impression of working life and of their future job
opportunities.

In order to provide youngsters at school with some
idea of working life we send them on two one-week
courses to gain practical experience in industry. Again,
this is quite inadequate. Practical experience of
industry is a positive thing, but these courses ought to
be extended to at least one month.

But let us not beat about the bush; after all, the
central issue in the majority of member countries is
the wages demanded by trade unions for young
people. Of course, these youngsters must live and they
must also have an adult wage when they do not do the
work of an adult worker. If only at international level
and preferably, in this House we could agree in prin-
ciple to support the idea of a transitional wage rate
then a great deal would have been achieved and a
great service would have been done to those countries
where it is precisely the high and often unreasonable
wage rates demanded for young people by trade
unions that are one of the reasons for a company pref-
erring to employ an adult rather than a young person
when it can choose, as it must.

Hence we come back to the second major point
which I raised at the beginning, ie. that the age at
which a person qualifies as an adult worker should be
raised to 19 or 20 to take account of the higher
school-leaving age and longer courses of study in
general.

I hope that my remarks will contribute to the debate
and I would like to close by thanking the rapporteur

for drawing up this report which I have read with
great interest and which contains a number of positive
new ideas.

President. — I call Mr Vredeling.

Mr Vredeling, vice-president of the Commission. —
(NL) Mr President, before making certain comments,
I should like to begin by replying to the statement by
the last speaker, Mr Jensen. I do so because I wish to
dissociate myself entirely from what he said. He spoke
about young people in a manner which I cannot
approve. He suggested that young people should be
given unpaid apprenticeships. I do not know any
Danish, but if I understood him correctly he also said
we must influence the attitudes of young people.

All T can say, in reply to that, is that fortunately young
people are not so easily influenced. I can assure Mr
Jensen that that is not the solution. It is not the right
approach to young people to tell them that they are
demanding too much money. This is not the problem
at all.

The problem is not that they are too highly paid, but
that there is not any work. This situation involves
particularly harsh consequences for young people.
However, this brings us to the unemployment issue,
and that is not something I wish to debate at the
moment. As Mrs Kellett-Bowman said, this debate is
not about unemployment but about the problems of
training young people, of preparing them for what is
known as the working world, and facilitating the tran-
sition from school to working life.

I am very grateful to Mr Pistillo for bringing this
extremely important problem — and here I fully
agree with Mr Price — to our attention by producing
this report. In this debate I am deputizing for my
fellow Commissioner, Mr Brunner, who apologizes for
his absence. I am, however, pleased to have the oppor-
tunity of discussing this subject, because as Mr Price
rightly pointed out, Mr Brunner and I share responsi-
bility for these matters. In my activity in the field of
vocational training, I take up where Mr Brunner, who
is responsible for education, leaves off. In some
respects our activities also overlap.

Mr President, we are of course all familiar with the
measures taken to promote vocational training under
the Social Fund, which has been operating for some
time now. I should, however, like to remind, Parlia-
ment that when we last discussed this subject on the
occasion of the meeting of the Council of Ministers
for Social Affairs in October of last year, we decided.
that priority should be given, in the context of the
Social Fund, to projects designed to promote the inte-
gration of young people.

Thus, encouragement was to be given not merely to
vocational training in the strict sense of the term but
also to the job of initiating young people into
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industry, and preparing them before they begin
specialized training. This leads me to encroach some-
what on Mr Brunner’s sphere of responsibility, and
coordination of our portfolios is therefore all the more
necessary.

We are naturally concerned about the future, because
the situation is very uncertain. Various speakers have
emphasized the fact that there is a danger at present
of people being trained for occupations in which
there will soon be no vacancies. This danger must not
be exaggerated, however, as there is still an exact corre-
lation between people who have had no vocational
training and those who are without work. Those who
have learnt a job — although there are of course
exceptions — can usually still find work. This correla-
tion still applies. Of course, surpluses do sometimes
occur, particularly among graduate occupations, but
generally speaking a specialist can still find work. It is
therefore something of an exaggeration to say that
certain occupations are saturated and cannot absorb
any more trained workers.

However, we are not talking about the present, but
about the future. Making forecasts is a difficult busi-
ness. It is difficult to forecast economic trends, and
consequently it is also difficult to make forecasts
about vocational training and about education in
general, since we do not have sufficient control over
the direction of our economy and cannot yet coordi-
nate the two factors satisfactorily. I would point out in
this connection that economic and monetary union in
our Community is absolutely essential if there is to be
proper coordination between economic development
and education, in the broadest sense of the term. I
thus come, albeit by a quite different kind of
reasoning, to the same conclusion as the Commission
and, in particular, its President, namely that, in the
light of all the relevant factors, it is extremely impor-
tant to realize economic and monetary union.

The measures which the Commission intends to take
to combat unemployment among young people will
shortly be announced, but I think that if I discuss that
now, I shall be getting too far away from the subject
which is on this evening’s agenda.

Reference has also been made to the resolution of the
Ministers of Education of December 1976. It has been
asked what action has been taken on it. Mrs Kellett-
Bowman asked for up-to-date information on the
results which have been achieved with the relevant
projects, on which 11 million v.a. have been spent. I
think the best way to provide you with this informa-
tion is to draw up a written report. Significant results
have been achieved, but I cannot fully convey their
import to you at the moment on the basis of some
very sketchy notes and in only highly general terms.
The projects are underway, and the results which are
being achieved will be notified — I can assure you —
to the appropriate committee of Parliament.

The programme we are developing, both in the new
area of training and in the long-established area of
vocational training, and the coordination of these two
areas, is necessary in every respect. Mr Pistillo’s report
emphasizes the need for an integrated policy for the
future training of young people. I fully endorse this
observation. There is a sort of no-man’s land between
leaving school and becoming integrated into working
life, between education and work. This is the gap
which has to be filled. In tackling this problem, there
has to be a coherent approach by those who are
responsible for education, in the narrow sense of the
term, and those who are responsible for vocational
training. Mr Price emphasized the need for coherence
in this area, and I fully agree with him.

In the present situation, however, there is a complete
lack of a coherent approach in almost all the Member
States. There is still a considerable discrepancy
between the system of elementary education on the
one hand, and occupational training on the other.
This is no excuse, however. We have here a unique
opportunity to rectify, by action at Community level,
the mistakes that have been made in this area and the
situation which has arisen in the Member States over
the years. We have an opportunity of putting the
coherent approach which Mr Price rightly urged into
effect right from the outset. I was sorry to hear Mr
Price say that he will be leaving Parliament. I hope
that we shall be able to develop things along the lines
he suggested.

It is perhaps not such a bad idea to attempt to ensure
that a number of people become more specialized in
this area of integration. Of course, we have specialized
people running the Social Fund. We also have the
Berlin Institute for vocational training. In addition,
there are people at the ILO and so on, to whom we
can turn. At the Commission, education, for which
there is no express provision in the treaty, is the
responsibility of one of the Commissioners. The neces-
sary know-how is available therefore, and I think it is
extremely important to try to bring together a number
of people who are willing to adopt an unconventional
approach to these matters, to come up with ideas and
develop suggestions for action by the Commission.

Thus the Commission fully approves the motion
tabled by the Committee, and believes it can serve as
a guideline for our policy. It is extremely important,
as stated in the resolution, to avoid transposing at
Community level clashes of responsibility between
the various departments. I know from my own experi-
ence that blood is thicker than water. We are also
faced with another major task, that of coordinating the
funds which operate in these various fields. The need
for such coordination is even more obvious when one
considers the work of my fellow Commissioner, Mr
Giolitti, who has special responsibility for coordi-
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nating the financial instruments which operate in the
Community.

It is suggested in Parliament’s report that an annual
report should be brought out. I think it is rather diffi-
cult for us at this stage to promise to publish an
annual report. We shall, however, give the matter
serious attention. It will clearly be a good thing if we
could adopt this procedure and publish a report every
year. This is a suggestion to which we shall give
extremely serious consideration.

Mr President, I shall not talk any longer than neces-
sary. I would again express my thanks to the House
for the opportunity we have had of holding this
debate. The subject has not aroused passionate
interest, but at least we have brought it out into the
open and I can assure you that the Commission will
continue to work along the lines I have described.

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

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote as
it stands, tomorrow during voting time.

12. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held tomorrow,
. Wednesday, 15 February 1978, at 10 a.m. and at 3
p.m., with the following agenda:

— Report by Mr Shaw on draft amending budget No 1 for
the year 1978

— Joint debate : statement by the President-in-Office of the
Council, Klinker report and Corrie report on problems in
the fisheries sector, Houdet motion for a resolution on
the right of the European Parliament to be consulted

— Patijn report on direct elections to the European
Parliament.

— Oral question with debate to the Council and the
Commission, on the north-south dialogue

— Oral question without debate to the foreign ministers on
human rights

—— Joint debate : questions to the Council and the Commis-
sion on the common energy policy

— Patijn report on a single designation for the Community.

3 p.m.: Question Time (questions to the Council and to the
foreign ministers)

4.30 p.m.: vote on the motions for resolutions on which the
debate was closed.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 9.10 p.m.)
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ANNEX

Question which could not be answered during Question Time, with written answer

Question by Mr Ryan
Subject : Duty-free allowances for travellers within the Community

What Community measures determine the quantity and value of goods which may be taken duty-
free across national frontiers as personal baggage by EEC nationals travelling within the Community ;
whether these measures specify uniform allowances ; if so, what action does the Commission take to
ensure that they are observed ; if not, what discretion is at present granted to Member States, and if
the Commission will take steps to encourage uniform allowances ?

Answer

The system of tax allowances granted to travellers within the Community for goods carried in their
luggage is presently set out in Council Directive 69/169/EEC of 28 May 1969 as amended by Direc-
tive 72/230/EEC of 12 June 1972.

The provisions of these two Directives lay down uniform limits to the value and quantity of the allo-
wances, with the intention of avoiding both non-taxation and double taxation (an exception is made
here for the Kingdom of Denmark which was granted a derogation undet the Treaty of Accession).
However, this uniformity is breached under present circumstances as far as the value of the allo-
wances is concerned. The amount of the Community allowances was originally converted by the
Member States into their respective currencies, in accordance with the exchange rates under the fixed
parities declared to the International Monetary Fund. The monetary fluctuations of recent years,
however, have destroyed the original relationship between these amounts expressed in terms of
national currency.

This is why, the Commission presented to the Council on 31. 12. 1976 a proposal to establish the
amount of the allowance on the basis of the European Unit of Account. This proposal also provided
for a uniform ‘increase’ in the allowance, as to value, from 125 u.a. to 200 u.a. and an increase in the
quantity of wine in the allowance. The adoption of this proposal by the Council would make public
opinion more aware of the reality of the Community.

The Commission ensures that the Member States apply the Directives on travellers’ allowances in the
correct manner, and it may, under Article 169 of the EEC Treaty, open infringement procedures as
has already been done in certain cases.
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IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO

President

(The sitting was opened at 10.00 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of minutes

President. — The minutes of proceedings of yester-
day’s sitting have been distributed.

Are there any comments ?
The minutes of proceedings are approved.
I call Mr Price.

Mr Price. — This is really an administrative matter,
but 1 wonder if your staff could look into it. I under-
stand that all the refreshment facilities in this
building close down at 8 o’clock. Om Monday night
in particular, when the sitting had run until 8 o’clock,
from then onwards, it was quite impossible for
members of the staff to get any refreshment facilities
at all. Now obviously, since we do have late sittings,
that will create problems, and I wonder if a member
of your staff could extend the period when the refresh-
ment rooms will be open.

President. — I shall look into the matter and try to
give you a satisfactory answer as soon as possible.

2. Documents recerved

President. - I have received from the Council
requests for opinions on the following Commission
proposals :

— for a decision empowering the Commission to issue

loans for the purpose of promoting investment within
the Community (Doc. 546/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on Budgets
as the committee responsible and to the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs and the
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning
and Transport for their opinion ;

Veronest, on bebalf of the Communist and
Allies Group ; Mr Osborn . . . . .. . .. 178

1S. Single designation for the Community —
Report drawn up by Mr Patijn on bebalf
of the Political Affairs Committee (Doc.
512/77)

Mr Patijn, rapportenr . . . . .. ... .. 184
Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. . 184
16. Agenda for next sitting . . .. ... ... 184
Anmnex .. .. ... oL 185

— for a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
471/76 as regards the period of suspension of the
application of the condition on prices governing the
importation into the Community of fresh lemons orig-
inating in certan Mediterranean countries (Doc.
549/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture and the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions.

3. Authorization of reports

President. — Pursuant to Rule 38 (1) of the Rules of
Procedure, 1 have authorized the Committee on
Budgets to draw up a report on the Sixth Financial
Report on the European Agricultural Guidance and
Guarantee Fund — 1976 (COM (77) 591).

The Committee on Agriculture has been asked for its
opinion.

4. Draft amending budget No 1 for 1978

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
547/77) drawn up by Mr Shaw, on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets, on draft amending budget No
1 of the European Communities for the 1978 finan-
cial year, drawn up by the Council.

I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, deputy rapportenr. — (D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, in accordance with the agenda
we are required to debate the first draft amending
budget for 1978. The fact that we have to discuss this
is a source of annoyance because the member coun-
tries, despite Parliament’s exhortations and their own
promises, have failed to make arrangements for own
resources to be drawn from value added tax as of 1
January 1978. This situation has led to difficulties for
the 1978 budget, and some of the member countries
believed, on the basis of what we have been told by
the President-in-Office of the Council, that there was
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not a sufficiently firm legal basis on which to imple-
ment the budget and that the part of the revenue
section relating to own resources would have to be
adapted to the modified national contributions under
the decision of April 1970.

I should like to make it quite clear that we do not see
this as a return to the old procedure, but that the
national contributions will also have to be included
among the Community’s own resources. There is
therefore no question of abandoning the idea of own
resources and of the Community’s financial auto-
nomy. Again, to be perfectly frank, we simply expect
the member countries to make all the necessary arran-
gements in 1978 to ensure that the 1979 financial
year and the 1979 budgetary procedure are not simi-
larly hampered and to earmark part of their value
added tax for inclusion as own resources in the
revenue section of the budget.

I should now like to outline the reasons why the
Commission has presented a preliminary draft
amending and supplementary budget. Firstly, the
adjustment to the revenue section, to which I have
just referred ; secondly, the need to make more jobs
available in steel and textiles; thirdly, the Commu-
nity’s financial commitments towards Adriatic fish-
eries ; fourthly, the adjustment of the budget to make
it easier to monitor the use made of milk levies ; and
lastly, the extension of the EEC’s guarantee responsi-
bilities to include European Investment Bank loans to
the Lebanon.

The Council has therefore separated the expenditure
section and the staff structure from the revenue
section. This was done in agreement with the
Committee on Budgets acting on behalf of Parlia-
ment, because after the statement issued by the
Council we were also anxious to create, as soon as
possible, a firm legal basis for the implementation of
the budget.

As far as the figures are concerned, the ratio of own
resources to the adjusted national contributions has
remained unchanged. The total has therefore stayed
the same. The question now arises whether any
member countries will benefit or suffer from the chan-
geover to this form of contribution, but since the
Eyskens formula on the member countries’ payments
in EUA which the House discussed in detail last
December is still effective, we shall have to wait and
see whether advantages or disadvantages arise. If any
countries find themselves in a unfavourable position,
they should make every effort to resolve their diffi-
culties as soon as possible by applying the Sixth Direc-
tive at national level.

The Committee on Budgets therefore recommends
that this amending budget, which relates only to the
revenue section, should be accepted. However, it
emphasizes that for the reasons just given it regrets

that this draft amending budget was nccessary. It
notes that the Sixth Directive has been infringed by
Member States and calls upon the Commission and
the Member States to take immediate action to avoid
similar difficulties for the 1979 budgcetary procedure.
For the reasons I have given, finally, the Committec
on Budgets approves this draft supplementary budget.

I should like to raise a further point. We in the
Committee on Budgets have agreced to ask the
Commission and Member States in May — the
Member States being represented by the Council —
how far work has progressed, because the schedule
which applied last year must surely also be valid simi-
larly for the 1979 budgetary procedure, and all deci-
sions should have been taken by the Member States
before the summer recess.

We shall therefore do this and also table a question
with a debate on this matter.

For these reasons we have omitted cverything from
the motion for a resolution which could imply time
limits for the measures we have called for, because
experience has shown that the measures required are
always taken at the last, or very nearly the last possible
moment.

Furthermore, with regard to the Council decision of
April 1970, we wanted to avoid referring to any legal
controversy and disagreements on interpretation in
the motion. We shall be able to discuss these ques-
tions with the Council in the bilateral or trilateral
talks and during the conciliation procedure, in which
Parliament is more likely to be successful than if we
make obscrvations in the House which lead only to
time-consuming disagreements. We therefore want to
maintain pressure on the Council, the Member States
and the Commission on this matter. I call upon the
House to approve the proposal of the Committee on
Budgets and to reject both of the proposed amend-
ments for the reasons I have given.

Mr President, I should like to wind up by making a
personal request : I ask the House to accept, this after-
noon, the position of the rapporteur as stated during
the vote held by the Committce on Budgets. Unfortu-
nately, I have to be back with my national parliament
in Bonn this afternoon, and so I must leave the Presi-
dent to assess the proposed amendments. 1 have
discharged my responsibilitics as rapporteur on this
matter.

(Applaise)

President. — Mr Lange, if you are unable to be here
this afternoon, I would ask you, should the rapporteur,
Mr Shaw, also be absent, to appoint a representative
from the Committee on Budgets to present the
committee’s opinion on the amendments tabled to
the text of this document.

I call Mr Dalsager.
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Mr Dalsager, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 1 should
like to thank the European Parliament on behalf of
the Council for having taken the time to deal with
this draft amending budget No 1 for 1978 as urgent
procedure, particularly as it was established by the
Council only last Friday. As the honourable Members
are aware, an unfortunate situation arose on 1 January
this year when it became apparent that only two
Member States had up to that point been able to intro-
duce the Sixth VAT Directive. This meant that
whereas, under the 1978 budget as published in the
Official Journal, the Member States were to transfer
revenue to the Community on the basis of the VAT
system, we are now obliged under the current legisla-
tion to return to the system whereby the contribution
of each Member State is determined on the basis of its
GNP.

Certain Member States felt that this legal inconsis-
tency should be rectified immediately, and this view
was shared by the Council. For this reason, in agree-
ment with the Commission, the Council extracted
that section of the Commission’s provisional draft
supplementary and amending budget which deals
exclusively with the change-back from the VAT
system to the GNP system and transmitted it to the
European Parliament in the express hope that you
would be able to assist by adopting it at this part-ses-
sion. This procedure does not of course mean that the
Council intends to relax its work on the rest of the
supplementary budget, and I can assure you that the
Council also regards this as a priority issue and
intends to submit it to Parliament as soon as possible.

On the other hand, I am naturally not yet in a posi-
tion to say what the rest of the supplementary budget
will contain, but I would like to repeat that 1 am
grateful for the cooperation of the European Parlia-
ment, not least the Chairman of the Committee on
Budgets, Mr Lange, in this matter.

(Applause)

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

Mr Ripamonti. — (I) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the President of the Commission, Mr
Jenkins, recalled in his speech yesterday that the
Commission had the task of supervising the imple-
mentation of the Treaties, but above all that it was
responsible for measures designed to bring about the
prosperity of Europe and the cohesion of the Member
States, with a view to balanced development; the
Commision was therefore also responsible for
ensuring respect for the Treaties with regard to the
financial contributions made by Member States under
any decisions taken. This statement was, in my view,
given a restrictive interpretation by Mr Tugendhat

when he dealt during question time with the very
subject of this debate, on which I have tabled an
amendment on behalf of the Christian-Democratic
Group.

On the basis of the Decision of 21 April 1970, Parlia-
ment acted on a proposal from the Commission and
the Council in approving the 1978 budget, which
provided for expenditure to be met from the Commu-
nity’s own resources after the Sixth VAT Directive had
been approved.

The need for the amending budget which we are
discussing arose from the fact that the Directive has
not yet been adopted by at least three Member States,
so that Article 4, paragraph 3 of the Decision I have
just mentioned had to be invoked. The text of para-
graph 3 concludes : “This derogation shall cease to be
effective as soon as the conditions laid down in para-
graphs 1 or 2 are fulfilled’. In my view, and in that of
the Christian-Democratic Group, the fact the Sixth
Directive will have been adopted by at least three
Member States during the 1978 financial year makes it
necessary to draw up an amending budget for the
revenue, since Article 4, paragraph 2, lays down that,
in that case, those Member States which have adopted
the Directive must provide revenue accruing from the
Value Added Tax, while the balance must be divided
among the remaining Member States according to
their gross national product.

I should therefore like to call the attention of
Members to the amendment I have tabled on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group, which suggests
that, should the need arise, the Commission should
take the action incumbent on it under the Decision of
21 April 1970, especially since the Commissioner
himself has acknowledged the legality of the proce-
dure, albeit while pleading technical and accounting
difficulties which in my view should not be insur-
mountable in the electronic age, and which, I feel,
could be overcome even without using special
computer programs. The problem clearly has political
aspects, such as the automatic implementation of the
Treaty in this context, but I trust that Parliament will
take account of this. The Treaties cannot be ignored
through majority decisions in committee or even in
plenary session of Parliament, and I think that, if the
Decision of 21 April 1970, were not interpreted in
this logical and consistent way, other procedures laid
down in the Treaties to ensure respect for them
should be initiated.

It is for this reason that, on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group, 1 appeal to the other political
groups to ensure that, if a third Member State should
adopt the VAT Directive in the course of this finan-
cial year, Article 4, paragraph 2, of the Decision of 21
April 1970 will automatically apply.

(A[)ﬁ/(”l.\‘t’)
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President. — 1 call Lord Bessborough to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Lord Bessborough. — [ would like to start by
saying how very much my honourable friend Mr Shaw
regrets not being here today. I am sure that we would
all wish him a very speedy recovery from his indisposi-
tion. I would also like to thank Mr Lange, as chairman
of the committee, for stepping in on Mr Shaw’s
behalf, and T would like to say immediately that I
agrec with everything he said.

This debate clearly should never have taken place.
Parliament has been presented with this amending
budget because, as Mr Lange and others have said, of
the failure of seven Member States to introduce the
Sixth VAT Dircctive before 1 January 1978. Because
of this failure, the Commission was, of course, obliged
to present this preliminary draft amending budget to
provide for a switch-back from own resources to
national contributions for the 1978 financial year. The
Council have quickly established the draft amending
budget, and we are being asked to adopt it equally
quickly. Yet it was less than two months ago that the
1978 budget was declared adopted by you, Mr Presi-
dent, as President of this Parliament.

We have been told that there was no question of the
Council acting in bad faith towards the end of 1977,
because there was always a chance that a third country
would be able to introduce the directive in time. Now,
my group accepts this, even though it is curious that
no other country has introduced the legislation so far
and it is already the middle of February. 1 have
been struck by the fact that the countries to have intro-
duced the provisions of the Sixth Directive in time,
Belgium and my own country, the United Kingdom,
were two of the last countries in the Community to
introduce a system of VAT — Belgium in January
1971 and the United Kingdom in April 1973. Perhaps
the Commission or Council could explain how they
think this should be so, especially now that Parlia-
ment has already been asked to draw up an opinion
on the draft Seventh and Eighth VAT Directives.

The draft budget presented to us shows in tabular
form the relationship of national GNP to national
contributions, as laid down in the decision of 21 April
1970, but there is more to the calculation of national
contributions than merely the decision of 21 April
1970. That decision is subject to the Treaty of Acces-
sion as regards the new Member States’ contributions
in 1978 and 1979, and, in practice, to the European
Council’s unpublished decision of 6 December on the
calculation of national contributions in 1978
following the introduction of the new European Unit
of Account.

Finally, Mr President, the correcting mechanism
agreed to at the Dublin Summit in 1974 could even
come into play. This Parliament has never been offi-
cially informed of the European Council’s decision of

6 December, and my group does believe that this
should be remedied forthwith. The choice how before
the Parliament is to reject the draft amending budget,
to give its approval, or take no action, so that it auto-
matically becomes adopted after 45 days. The Euro-
pean Conservative Group, Mr President, is convinced
that approval should be given this afternoon, but
attaches the utmost importance to paragraph 3 of the
motion for a resolution.

As to the two amendments, we in this group hardly
think they are necessary ; it does not seem to me that
it is for us alone in this Parliament to interpret the
terms of the Treaty, and therefore, like Mr Lange, I
regret that my group proposes to reject the amend-
ments.

(Applanse)

President. — [ call Lord Bruce of Donington to
speak on behalf of the Socialist Group.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Mr President, my
group would like to express the hope that the rappor-
teur, who would normally have been presenting this
report, is speedily restored to health. We all know in
the House the degree of personal attention and
extremely hard work that he devotes to matters of this
kind.

At the conclusion of the plenary session on 20
January, you will recall, Mr President, that in the
course of the debate on an oral question I ventured to
point out to the House the consequences that would
flow from the failure of seven Member States to pass
the appropriate legislation in connection with the
Sixth Directive by 1 January. I said then that recti-
fying budgets would inevitably occur: so indeed they
have, and the matter has been very adequately dealt
with by the chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
There are, however, certain questions of principle that
arise here. Throughout the proceedings on the 1978
budget, it was quite clear that it had been drawn up
on the basis that the system of the Communities’ own
resources under the Sixth Directive would be opera-
tive from 1 January. There was no secret about this.
Everybody knew, including the Commission, knew, as
from May right up to December, that the entire
revenue section of the budget was fundamentally
dependent upon this system’s coming into operation
on 1 January. Nobody was taken by surprise. Now it
must have been known by the seven Member States,
some time before Parliament finally adopted its
budget at the end of December, that it would not be
possible for them to pass the legislation through their
own parliaments, and I think they were a little less
than frank in not saying so at the time ; for you will
recall, Mr President, that the question of the coming
into operation of the Communities’ own resources as
from 1 January was one of the arguments used by the
Council in begging Parliament to come to a speedy
agreement with it in regard to the total of expenditure
in the 1978 budget.
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There was some controversy, in which I myself partici-
pated on behalf of my group, and one of the argu-
ments used to secure Parliament’s acceptance of the
budget as drawn up by the Council was : if you fail to
agree, we shall lose the full application of the system
from 1 January 1978 and we shall be back exactly
where we were before. I sought to rebut that argu-
ment, but, on the basis of the good faith of the
Council, Parliament ultimately agreed to the 1978
budget substantially in the form in which the Council
had put it forward. I do not think in those circum-
stances it can be said that Council has treated Parlia-
ment with full frankness in this matter.

It is not my wish to be unduly censorious of the
Commission, who find themselves in trouble in rela-
tion to this. Mr Tugendhat has always given these
matters his close personal attention and the relations
between Parliament and Mr Tugendhat on budgetary
questions are very good indeed. Nevertheless, I have
to say to him the following : wherever a Member State
anticipates that it is not able, or may not be able, by
the due date, to pass the legislation required by a direc-
tive, it is the custom for that Member State to
approach the Commission and aks for a derogation,
for some kind of postponement. I understand from
Mr Tugendhat, in reply to a supplementary question,
that in this case there was no derogation requested by
any Member State, and I therefore have to put to him
the question : bearing in mind the vital nature of this
particular section of the budget : did he in fact, in the
concluding months of 1977, make all due approaches
to the Member States with a view to checking the
progress they had made with their own legislation in
order to enable the system of the Communities’ own
resources to come into operation on 1 January? I
shall be glad if he will give some account of what
action, what follow-up measures, were taken by him
in this regard.

The matter may appear to be a mere technicality ; for
at least one country the results will be more than tech-
nical. I speak of the Italians, who, as a result of the
failure to put through their own parliament the legisla-
tion required by the Sixth Directive, will be the worse
off during 1978 by some 138 million units of account,
which is not a small matter. My own country, the
United Kingdom, will also suffer marginally as a
result of it.

I now pass to the amendment which has been
submitted by Mr Ripamonti and others. T observe that
it has not been submitted by the Christian-
Democratic Group as a whole, but only by a number
of individuals, and T am bound to say to him from the
commencement that it really does not lie in the
mouths of those that break the law to seek to invoke
the law. The original error, of course, was in not
obeying the law in the first instance. Now it is quite

true that under Article 4 (2) of the Decision of 21
April 1970 there are certain rights of derogation, and
those rights of derogation are quite specific. It says
that as and when three Member States succeed in
passing the appropriate legislation, then VAT and the
Communities’ own resources can come into operation.
You will recall, Mr President, that I questioned the
Commissioner on this in the course of Question Time
yesterday, and the Commissioner replied that for tech-
nical, administrative and political reasons he thought
that the clause did not apply; in other words, that it
would not b the case that as soon as a third Member
State had in fact ratified, then the whole system could
come into operation retrospectively in regard to the
three Member States. Now, as Lord Bessborough has
pointed out, it does not lie in the competence of this
Parliament to act as legal interpreters of this matter. 1
myself incline, although 1 am not a lawyer, to the
legal interpretation which Mr Ripamonti has put upon
it ; but in the circumstances my group have come to
the conclusion that it would be best to follow the
advice offered by the Commission and in fact ratify
the draft budget that they have put before us. Accord-
ingly, this afternoon we shall support the motion and
as a group we shall seck to reject the amendments
that have been put forward by Mr Ripamonti and
others.

(Applaise)

President. — [ call Mr Mascagni to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Mascagni. — (1) Mr President, we do not intend
to go into the reasons which led several countries,
including mine, to delay a decision on this matter. It
is up to our national parliaments to do that. We wish
instead to stress that it is both necessary and oppor-
tunc to apply Article 4, paragraph 3, of the Decision
of 21 April 1970. That would mean a return to the
Community tax during the current financial year if
and when the Sixth Directive has been adopted by at
least three countries. Indeed, we regard the exact
implementation of the Sixth Directive as extremely
important,

We had tabled an amendment, but in view of the fact
that the Christian-Democratic Group — not just in
part, but in its entirety — has tabled a similar amend-
ment, we have decided to withdraw ours and vote in
favour of the Christian-Democratic amendment.
should like to make clear for the record that, since Mr
Spinelli had raised the matter clearly and forcefully in
the Committee on Budgets, we would have expected
an agreement to be reached on the question. We
would not have been astonished, irritated or surprised
if the Christian-Democratic Group had offered to act
jointly with us. But this is a very minor point.
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I should like to end this brief speech by recalling that
during yesterday’s sitting Mr Tugendhat, speaking on
this subject, did indeed state that there were diffi-
culties of a technical as well as a political nature — 1
think he used exactly those words — in imple-
menting the provisions of Article 4, paragraph 3, of
the Decision of 1970. However, if 1 remember
correctly, he said that in any case the problem would
be dealt with when it arose. We took this to mean that
the Commission had not yet finalized its position on
this subject, and that it would look closely at the ques-
tion in due course.

We carnestly hope that whatever the result of today’s
vote on the Christian-Democratic amendment, the
Commission will maintain this view and examine the
question thoroughly in the light of the clear provi-
sions of the Decision of 1970.

(Applanse)

President. — 1 call Mr Tugendhat.

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, as you know, the Commission sent to
Council and Parliament last month a preliminary
draft of a supplementary and rectifying budget which
changed the receipt side of the 1978 budget, and also
proposed changes on the expenditure side. The expen-
diture changes concerned mainly additional staff for
the steel and textile sector, the cost of the fisheries
agreement in the Adriatic and the milk sector levy.
The Commission considered that the expenditure
changes were just as urgent as the receipt changes,
and therefore preferred that they should all be dealt
with as one. The Council, however, thought that the
adjustments on the receipt side were not controversial
and were more urgent. They have therefore prepared a
draft rectifying budget containing nothing but the
adjustments to the receipts, and have promised to deal
quickly with the expenditure items so that Parliament
can consider them at its March part-session.

Although the Commission has certainly not changed
its view on the urgency of the proposed expenditure
changes, it does not object to dealing separately with
the changes on the receipt side, so long as it is clearly
understood that the remainder of its proposals will be
dealt with by the March part-session. I shall therefore
explain today only the changes to the receipt section
of the budget which are the subject of the document
now before you, and indeed the subject of the
speeches that have been made.

You will remember, Mr President, that the 1978
budget was approved on an assumption that the
national parliaments of all Member States would have
adopted the Sixth Directive on VAT with effect from
1 January 1978. The receipt section of the budget
therefore shows that it will be partly financed by the
application of the Community rate of VAT, that is
0.64 % to a uniform tax base in each Member State.

In fact, as Parliament is only too well aware — and we
very much share the regret that many Members have
expressed — only two Member States were able to
approve the Sixth Directive with effect from 1
January. The decision of 1970 provides that, in these
circumstances, contributions paid by all Member
States will continue to be based on GNP instead of on
VAT. In practice, all Member States will pay for
January and February on the basis of the VAT figures
in the budget. These, however, are different from the
amounts payable on a GNP basis, and it is therefore
necessary to amend the 1978 budget as soon as
possible so that the correct amounts can be paid. If, as
I hope will be the case, the rectifying budget is
approved by Parliament this week, the payments by
Member States in March can be on the right GNP
basis and can take account of the adjustments neces-
sary to correct the VAT payments made in January
and February.

As I said, Mr President, the Commission regrets very
much that all the efforts, strongly supported by the
Parliament, to bring in VAT as an own resource in
1978, have been frustrated because most Member
States were not able to approve the Sixth Directive in
time. We strongly urge that there should be no further
delay and that all Member States should be in a posi-
tion to pay a part of their VAT to the Communities
next year. It is with considerable disappointment that
I have to commend this budget to Parliament, because
we have no alternative, and 1 therefore very much
hope that it will be approved this week so that
Member States can pay from March onwards on the
correct basis.

In other words, Mr President, the motion for a resolu-
tion on which Parliament is asked to vote today is
fully supported by the Commission. Moreover, the
Commission does not support the amendment to the
motion now being put forward — nor did it support
the amendment which has been withdrawn. As I
explained yesterday in answer to a supplementary
question arising from Mr Cifarelli's question during
Question Time, the Commission’s present view is that
the situation existing at the beginning of the year
should continue for the whole of 1978, and that it
would be wrong to have a whole series of rectifying
budgets every time another Member State applied the
Sixth Directive. In this connection I very much agree
with Mr Lange in his opening .remarks that Parlia-
ment should not seek to interpret the decision of
1970 by way of a resolution, and I hope very much
that Parliament will reject the amendment.

If I might now make a few remarks, Mr President,
about some of the points which were raised. Lord
Bruce asked whether the Commission was satisfied
that it had done enough to draw the attention of the
Member States to the possible failure to get VAT
under way on 1 January. Clearly, as only the United
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Kingdom and Belgium were, in the event, able to
reach the starting point — and I think both countries
deserve a certain degree of congratulation on this
point — one must feel that perhaps more could have
been done. But the Commission certainly raised the
matter on a number of occasions. I certainly drew the
attention of ministers to it in the Council, the atten-
tion of the Committee of Permanent Representatives
was also drawn to it, and 1 cannot help but feel that if
the will had been there in a number of countries, the
legislation could quite easily have been passed. It was
passed in the United Kingdom in the middle of the
year ; it was passed in Belgium very late, but when the
Belgians realized that they were coming up against
the deadline, they showed that they could move
extremely quickly. I cannot help feeling that some
other countries might either have been able to pass it
more easily at the beginning of the year or to have
made a bit of a spur later on when the danger was
clear. But certainly we did draw the attention of
governments to the matter.

In the situation in which we now find ourselves with
seven States failing to fulfil this commitment, we are
considering what action would be appropriate, and
will certainly inform the House of that as soon as
possible. But, as I have already made clear in answer
to questions yesterday, our view is that the best thing
now would be for all nine Member States to start
simultaneously on 1 January next year.

In answer to the last speaker: yes, we will certainly
look at the situation in the light of the conditions that
apply as and when other Member States pass the
necessary legislation. Certainly we will look carefully
at the matter, but I must emphasize the point I made
yesterday that in our view the technical and adminis-
trative problems would be very great indeed, and in
our view too, there would be political difficulties. It is
always wrong, I think, absolutely to prejudge a situa-
tion, but I think I would be less than fair with the
House if I did not make it quite clear that in our view
the difficulties that would arise in bringing first one
country, then another, and possibly yet another into
the system as the years progressed would be extremely
difficult. I certainly take Mr Ripamonti’s point that it
is up to the Commission to act as the guardian of the
Treaties in matters of detail as well as in matters of
principle, but if the Treaty is to be an effective instru-
ment, if the Community is to work effectively and effi-
ciently, then I think we must also pay very consider-
able regard to the sort of points I have mentioned,
and in my view a constant stream of rectifying
budgets, a constant series of changes to the tax arran-
gements would not be in the best interests of the
Community. I do not want to sound too dogmatic, I
do not want to close off possibilities, but I think that
if the relationship between the Commission and the
Parliament is to be open and frank, it is always best,

when one does have a particular point of view, to
make it quite clear where we stand and the reasons
why. I only hope that the fact that such difficulties do
occur, and that it would be so difficult to move n the
direction that the movers of this amendment would
like, will be a real spur and a real encouragement to
governments not to drag their feet this year, and to
make sure that all nine Member States are in a posi-
tion to move forward together on 1 January 1979,

President. — 1 call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, deputy rapportenr. — (D) 1 have nothing
to add to my introductory remarks, but the comments
of the previous speakers, including those of the
Commissioner, make it clear that this matter really is
a source of annoyance. However, be that as it may, we
have no alternative but to accept this sttuation. It is
apparent from the amendment tabled by Mr Ripa-
monti and others that it was not tabled on behalf of
the entire Christian-Democratic Group, but only part
of that Group. Just now, howcver, Mr Ripamonti
referred to the Christian-Democratic Group as a
whole. It is clear that only a section of the Group is
involved, and that that scction consists mainly of
Italian members.

I urge you once again, Mr Ripamonti, not to disregard
the logical requirements of the financial year or of the
political and practical exigencies which they entail. |
warn you once again not to try to give your own inter-
pretation of the decision of April 1970, as this would
only lead to pointless disagreement. T would much
prefer you to withdraw your amendment, and this
would also be in line with the remarks made by Mr
Tugendhat and with the aims of the Committee on
Budgets, to which I have already referred.

This would enable us to make greater progress, as we
could then begin discussions on a practical level
without any built-in discord. This 1s most important.
We must urge the Member States to do as soon as
possible what they ought to have done by | January
of this year. I would therefore be very grateful, Ripa-
monto, if you could talk the matter over once again
with your colleagues, to see whether we can avoid a
conflict on the interpretation of the 1970 decision.
This should not be included in the motion, and if you
cannot withdraw your amendment, then 1T can only
repeat my advice that 1t should be rejected categori-
cally.

President. — I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, T have asked to
speak in order to tell Mr Lange that this amendment
really 1s my Group’s amendment. The Christian-
Democratic Group supported it this morning. There-
fore it is of course a Group amendment. But I should



120 Debates of the European Parliament

Aigner

like to say personally that I fully share the view just
put forward by Mr Lange. I think that we are simply
becoming unable to exert the necessary pressure to
achieve our real aim, namely financial autonomy, and
for this rcason 1 personally shall abstain from voting.

President. — I note that there are no more requests
to spcak. The vote on the motion for a resolution —
together with the amendments tabled — will take
place this afternoon during voting time.

The debate is closed.

Voting will take place at the same time on the Yeats’
report, for which a quorum is required. I would again
appeal to the individual Groups to request their
Members to attend so that there will be no need to
postpone the vote yet again.

S. Procedural motion

President. — I call Mr Covelli on a question of proce-
dure.

Mr Covelli. — (1) Since, as you are aware, we are
unable to attend today — at least I am — for reasons
beyond our control, I would ask the Presidency once
again to postpone the vote on the Yeats’ report (Doc.
538/77) to the next part-session.

President. — Mr Covelli, the vote on the Yeats’
report has already been fixed for this afternoon. If you
are unable to attend, you can always appoint one of
your colleagues as a deputy to table a procedural
motion requesting that the vote be postponed.

Mr Covelli. — (1) Mr President, I do not wish to
appoint anyone to do what I can do or say myself.

I have explained that for genuine political reasons
beyond my control I am unable to be present this
afternoon to express my opinion, which I belicve is
shared by others, I again request the Presidency to
postpone this vote to the next part-session.

President. — Mr Covelli, you have tabled a proce-
dural motion on which Parliament can vote now or at
the beginning of voting time this afternoon; but I
cannot arbitrarily change the agenda.

Mr Covelli. — (1) I am not completely in the wrong,
since the vote was originally fixed for yesterday,
Tuesday, and I must say that the wish to take part in
the voting is not the least of the reasons why I came.
But the voting was postponed until this afternoon.

I therefore feel that the Presidency should show a
minimum of understanding and postpone this vote
until a more convenient time.

President. — I can show all the understanding
possible, but I cannot depart from our established
procedure.

In accordance with the Rules of Procedure, before
putting your request to the vote, I shall call one
Member to speak in favour and one against.

Mr Hamilton has asked to speak.

I call Mr Hamilton.

Mr Hamilton. — [ wish to speak formally against
the motion. It is critically important that we take this
vote during this part-session, rather than in March,
because it particularly concerns the election of Vice-
Presidents. It is therefore very important that we get
this out of the way before the March part-session.

President. — Does anyone wish to speak in favour ?
Mr Covelli. — (1) I do.
President. — But you are the author of the motion !

Mr Covelli. — (1) I must, however, explain my
reasons for bringing this motion.

President. — I note that no one has asked to speak
in favour.

Mr Covelli, you may speak.

Mr Covelli. — (I) Thank you for allowing me to
speak, but it is a favour well suited to the democratic
climate which I should like to restore to a decision
which, in my opinion, was taken very hastily.

Here we have the situation that amendments are
being tabled to the democratic Rules of Procedure of
this House to the effect that a Member of this House
is deprived, almost as a preventive punishment, of the
right to present his own candidature. I wonder if any
of the democratic national parliaments have a rule
whereby candidates must be nominated by a political
group or at least ten Members. This amendment is
discriminatory. I do not at all see why an individual
Member should be prevented from presenting his own
candidature. You know, Mr President, that I am not
referring to myself, since I have never and shall never
put myself forward, but to candidatures of non-
attached Members, whose rights I am defending.

I therefore think that it would be a disservice to the
democratic system if Mr Yeats’ amendment were
adopted.

President. — I would point out to you, Mr Covelli,
that you have dealt with the substance of the question.

I put Mr Covelli’s request to the vote.

The request is rejected.
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6. Fisheries and the right of the
European Parliament to be consulted

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

— the statement by the President of the Council of the
European Communities on the outcome of the
Council meetings of 16/17 and 30 January 1978 on
problems in the fisheries sector;

— the report drawn up by Mr Klinker, on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on some aspects of the
final version of the common fisheries policy with
reference to the amendments tabled to the report by
the Committee on Agriculture (Doc. 150/77) on the
proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council (Doc. 142/77) for a regu-
lation laying down a licensing system to control the
fishing operations of non-member countries in the
maritime waters coming under the sovereignty or
falling under the jurisdiction of Member States and
covered by the Community system for the conserva-
tion and management of fishery resources (Doc.
466/77);

— the report drawn up by Mr Corrie, on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on the modified and
amended proposals from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council as follows :

L. modified proposals relating to Community fishing
policy,

II. an amended proposal for a regulation establishing
a Community system for the conservation and
management of fishery resources,

III. a modified proposal for a regulation defining for
1978 measures for conservation and management
of fishery resources by the establishment of
quotas,

IV. an amended proposal for a regulation laying
down technical measures for the conservation of
fishery resources,

V. a modified proposal for a regulation laying down
certain measures of control for fishing activities
by Community vessels,

VL an amendment to the proposal for a regulation
laying down technical measures for the conserva-
tion of fishery resources,

and on

— a Council Resolution on the common structural
policy,
— a communication from the Commission to the

Council concerning 1978 management of Greenland,
Skagerrak, Kattegat and Baltic stocks,

— a communication from the Commission to the
Council on measures applicable in 1978 regarding
the management and exploitation of fishery resources
(Doc. 543/77),

— the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Houdet, on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, on the right
of the European Parliament to be consulted (Doc.
541/77).

I call Mr Dalsager.

Mr Dalsager, Preiident-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, when my
colleague, Mr Humblet, took part in your debates on
fishing problems last December in his capacity as
President-in-Office of the Council, he said that he was
confident that it would be possible shortly to intro-
duce a common arrangement for fisheries within the
Community. He based this confidence on the fact that
considerable progress had been made in working out
the new common fisheries policy, particularly on a
number of important aspects such as conservation and
control measures.

In spite of this indisputable progress, the Council was
unable to reach agreement by the deadline it had set
itself for the completion of its work. The press
described this as a defeat for the Community in its
efforts to work out a common policy in accordance
with the objectives of the Treaty.

I have no wish to play down the significance of this in
this Parliament. Everyone is disappointed that it was
not possible to reach agreement. There can be no
doubt that this has created a serious situation for the
Community.

I should like, however, to stress, against the back-
ground of the deliberations in the Council, that all the
Member States are willing to try and establish a
common fisheries policy.

So far, however, this willingness has not led to a
concrete decision in spite of the many meetings
which the Council has devoted to this problem. The
main reason, of course, is the internal difficulties
arising from this problem in certain countries. You
are quite familiar with these difficulties, since Parlia-
ment has discussed them on other occasions.

The main problem is overfishing and, in certain cases,
perhaps the risk that certain stocks of the most
sought-after species may become extinct. This means
that we must accept stringent limits on catches.

To these restrictions we must add the loss of fishing
resulting from the fact that various fishing grounds in
the waters of third countries are now seriously
restricted following the extension of the fishing limits
to 200 miles.

Restrictions of this kind on a Community scale
involve major sacrifices on the part of large groups of
tishermen, workers and important processing indus-
tries. Naturally, this has led to difficult debates in
which each Member State is under constant pressure
to defend a variety of national interests.

The Commission’s proposals regarding quotas, conser-
vation and control measures, which were submitted in
the autumn, nevertheless managed, with a small
number of minor modifications, to gain the approval
of eight Member States. The fact that it has not yet
been possible to reach unanimity is due not least to
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the significant differences of opinion regarding the
rights and legitimate interests the various Member
States can claim on the grounds of being coastal
States.

Obviously, only such rights and interests which are
not in conflict with the Treaty and its underlying prin-
ciples can be taken into consideration.

I should like to draw particular attention to Article 7
of the Treaty and Articles 100, 101 and 102 of the Act
of Accession in this connection.

It will, however, always be possible to find solutions to
reasonable demands made by certain Member States
with a view to alleviating the exceptionally difficult
problems resulting from their geographical location,
as in the case, for example, of Ireland, Greenland and
certain parts of the United, Kingdom.

This is what we were trying to do at various Council
meetings over a period of several months. As I have
just said, we made considerable progress in various
fields. In others, however, views have not converged
and this is what has stood in the way of an agreement.
Now we must consider the current situation and
future prospects.

Currently there are no detailed Community provi-
sions. What we have to do now is to ensure that a
system is introduced which will enable us to prevent,
a further reduction is fish stocks.

We are not starting from scratch, however. Firstly,
there are the general provisions of the Treaty
regarding free access to common resources, and in
addition all the Member States reaffirmed at the last
Council meeting their will to maintain the rules
drawn up two years ago in The Hague according to
which recourse can be had to national arrangements
only in so far as they are strictly necessary to remedy
an unfavourable situation, in line with the Treaty and
non-discriminatory both in form and content. In addi-
tion, the Member States must seek the approval of the
Commission.

Furthermore, eight Member States have undertaken to
introduce the measures prescribed in the Commis-
sion’s most recent proposal as national measures. The
United Kingdom, which has not been able to agree to
this proposal, has stated that the Community provi-
sions and national conservation measures in force on
31 January 1978 will be maintained until further
notice in water under British jurisdiction.

I am confident that all the Member States will observe
these commitments, one of the effects of which will
be to establish a favourable climate for the resumption
of negotiations in the Council.

On the other hand, as we know, all we have at the
moment is very provisional practical measures. What
we need are permanent regulations and guidelines on
which the industry can base its future plans with some
confidence.

Negotiations must be resumed, particularly on the
most difficult points which have hitherto prevented
agreement from being reached. The Commission has
an important job to do here and I myself will not hesi-
tate to act as mediator, which is naturally the task of
the President-in-Office of the Council.

I should like to add, however, that new initiatives are
unlikely to lead to progress unless the British Govern-
ment decides it can change its attitude to the Commis-
sion’s proposals which have been adopted by cight
countries.

As regards extra-Community relations, the Council’s
failure so far to reach a decision on the common fish-
eries policy could, theoretically, form an obstacle to
the implementation of the framework agreements
which have already been concluded with third coun-
tries or are to form the subject of subsequent negotia-
tions.

In practice, however, these will only have a slight
influence on the activities of Community fishermen
in third country waters in the coming year. I should
like, in this connection, to distinguish between two
types of country.

Firstly, there are those wiv-d-vis which immediate
action is required if we are to maintain important
existing fishing rights for Community fishermen. I
am referring to the Faroes, Norway and Sweden.

The other category comprises all the remaining third
countries. Here the same principle of reciprocity does
not apply. Therefore if the current situation were to
continue the consequences would not be all that
serious for Community fishermen. There could,
however, be serious consequences for the fishermen in
two of the Member States if the extension of the
fishing limits in the Baltic were to become a reality.

In order to maintain current Community fishing in
the waters of the Faroes, Norway and Sweden, talks
have already been held with some of these countries,
and negotiations with Norway are going on at the
moment.

Judging from the discussions with these countries, I
have the impression that before the end of the month
satisfactory results will be achieved, guaranteeing the
rights of Community fishermen to fish in these waters
in 1978.

These are the bare bones of the situation. I am sorry
that I have not, as I had hoped, been able to give you
more satisfactory information. I have, of course, not
given up the hope of being able to inform Parliament
that the Council’s deliberations have finally led to a
positive result before the end of the Danish Presid-
ency.
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In the meantime, your discussions here today will be
valuable to the Council and Commission in their
attempt to find the just and balanced, solution so
necessary to the Community in this difficult question.

I should like to say a few words regarding Mr
Houdet’s motion for a resolution in which the
Council is asked to state its views regarding the consul-
tation of the European Parliament.

Clearly, in cases where consultation of the European
Parliament is obligatory according to the Treaty, Parlia-
ment will be consulted. The question is the extent to
which the Council will consult the European Parlia-
ment when such consultation is optional.

As long -ago as 1964 a protocol was issued in which
the Council declared that it was in favour of
extending the European Parliament’s right to be
consulted to apply in the case of important issues,
provided that the Council still retained the right to
decide on which problems Parliament might be
consulted. The Council still takes this view.

However, the President of the Council drew Parlia-
ment’s attention to an exceptional situation on 26
November 1968. He stated that in the Council’s view,
unless otherwise laid down in the Treaty, consultation
of the European Parliament was not obligatory in the
case of documents relating to implementation of prev-
ious decisions. Nevertheless, the Council also reserved
the right to examine the possibilities for consultation
of the European Parliament in each individual case
involving documents of this kind.

These have been and continue to be the Council’s
guiding principles, and I am convinced that Parlia-
ment will acknowledge that the Council has not been
narrow in its interpretation of the possibilities for non-
obligatory consultation of the European Parliament.

As regards the fisheries policy, I came here today to
inform you of the developments in the Council and to
listen to your debate. I welcome your decision to hold
an exhaustive debate on this question today. I will
faithfully report what is said in this debate to my
colleagues, and you can rest assured that all the views
expressed here today will be taken into account by the
Council.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Klinker.

Mr Klinker, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President, it is -

my job to give a brief introduction to the report on
some aspects of the final version of the common fish-
eries policy with reference to the amendments tabled
to the report by the Committee on Agriculture on the
proposal from the Commission for a regulation laying
down a licensing system to control the fishing opera-
tions of non-member countries in the maritime water
coming under the sovereignty or falling under the
jurisdiction of Member States.

The Committee on Agriculture was entrusted with
this task as a result of three amendments tabled in the
course of debate and these amendments have been
thoroughly scrutinized by the Committee. The
Committee is of the opinion that these amendments
form a whole, because if the Member States succeed in
creating a Community fishing zone, it is — in the
view of the Committee — only logical for the activi-
ties of their air and sea patrols in that zone to be coor-
dinated as efficiently as possible in the interests of the
Community as a whole. We realize that large parts of
the Community waters have been overfished and that
modern technological developments are making it
more and more difficult to protect young fish stocks.
For this reason, the common fishing zone must of
course be patrolled as efficiently, rationally and
economically as possible.

As a result of its deliberations, the Committee takes
the view that it is essential for vessels patrolling the
Community fishing zone to carry an emblem to
enable vessels from third countries to recognize imme-
diately that these are Community fishery protection
vessels not under the jurisdiction of any single
Member State. We have therefore proposed — and
this is a deliberately political proposal — that a
competition be organized to design a Community
flag. Indeed, we have gone still further in saying that
tenders should be invited for the joint procurement of
all equipment necessary for patrolling the Community
fishing zone.

The Committee is also of the opinion that the costs at
present incurred by the Member States patrolling the
Community fishing zone should be reimbursed by the
Community as part and parcel of the attempts being
made to intensify cooperation between the Member
States. There should be discussion of the question
whether fishery patrols should be required by law to
operate under the Community flag to demonstrate
that we are a Community and that we have certain
common interests. After all, it is in the interests of all
the Member States that the fishing industry should
operate as economically as possible not only in the
Community’s waters but also in other waters, so that
the nine — and later on the twelve — Member States
can be supplied with fish as economically as possible.
And to do this, we must decide as a Community
where our central interests lie.

We take the view that every Community patrol vessel
should be authorized to inspect fishing vessels
belonging to both Community and third countries.
We also take the view that any fines payable by
vessels from third countries caught operating in the
Community’s fishing zone should belong to the
Community and not to any of the Member States. We
also believe that there must be some harmonization of
legislation on fines payable for encroaching on the
Community’s fishing zone, to ensure that British
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courts do not, for example, reach different verdicts
from those of Danish or German courts.

We also take the view that the Commission of the
European Communities should be authorized to post
observers on board Community ships to ensure that
the Community guidelines are adhered to by all the
patrol vessels. We also wonder whether — in the light
of the experience gained so far — we should not
consider the creation of an autonomous fleet of
aircraft and ships, which would be able to operate
much more rationally and economically than could
the nine Member States, especially since not every
Member State has the right equipment for patrol
duties.

All this is reflected in my twelvepoint motion for a
resolution and I would ask your support for this
motion. After consulting the Legal Affairs Committee,
a majority of the Committee expressed themselves in
favour of this proposal.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Corrie.

Mr Corrie, rapporteur. — Mr President, once again it
is my privilege as rapporteur to present this report. I
hope this House will adopt it. I do not feel that it is
necessary for me to make a long introductory state-
ment. In December we had a full debate on the
fishing proposals, and the report we are now consid-
ering modifies those proposals, while continuing
along the same lines. The present debate can be seen
therefore more as a stocktaking exercise and as a
major review of the political basis of the Community’s
fisheries policy.

I am happy to report that in revising its proposals, the
Commission has taken into account the reports drawn
up by Mr Kofoed, Mr Hughes and myself in the past
year. This has resulted in the proposals being strength-
ened in a number of essential aspects. I do not want
to go into the details here ; these are laid down in the
report, and on pages 12-14, a table has been included
to show the main changes and where those changes
represent an adoption of a proposal by this Parlia-
ment. It is good that the Parliament’s voice is listened
to by the Commission.

It is sufficient to say that the improvements incorpor-
ated by the Commission strengthen the provisions for
the control and inspection of fishing operations, firstly
by the more precise deadline for the reporting of
catches by skippers and the requirement to record
landings outside Community territory. This is impor-
tant, Mr President, as we reach the end of catch quotas
for any particular species, particularly when a large
amount of fish is being sold to factory ships in our
waters that come from third countries. Other aspects
are :

— secondly, the more effective coordination between
Member States and the Commission of inspec-
tion : any EEC fisheries policy will only be effec-
tive if there is confidence within the industry that
everyone is adhering to the quota system.

— thirdly, the requirement that a certificate for
vessels entitled to fish in areas covered by fishing
plans should be kept on board the vessel : in this
way, we can monitor where stocks and species are.

— fourthly, the requirement that sanctions imposed
for infringements should be adequate and uniform
and that a system of sanctions shall be established.

Moreover, we can welcome the fact the Commission
has agreed to provide both for an annual report to the
European Parliament and the Council on the applica-
tion of the fisheries policy, and for the Scientific and
Technical Committees for fisheries to report on the
scientific and technical facilities which the Commu-
nity has at its disposal. A great deal of work has to be
done in this field.

On the other hand, I must regretfully inform this
House that the Commission appears to be weakening
on the Community basis for inspection rather than
strengthening it so as to allow inspectors complete
freedom to move between national zones. I believe
this is vital, Mr President, because without this we will
get boats fishing up and down zone boundaries, and if
pursued simply moving from one zone into another.

The Commission appears to be moving slowly to a
licensing system by requiring that fishing vessels
should carry a certificate under certain conditions. A
step, no matter how small or hesitant, in the right
direction must be welcomed, but we remain fully
convinced that the Commission must find the
courage to stress clearly that a licensing system is inev-
itable, and that the sooner it is introduced the more
quickly the inevitable political difficulties will be over-
come. Quotas are unworkable, Mr President, without
licences. Everyone must accept this, and certainly the
fishermen do.

There is a number of other important points which I
do not feel it necessary to dwell on at this point.
These points are all clearly laid down in the motion
for a resolution ; most of them are now history.

Fishing is important to many regions of the Commu-
nity. We must all seek ways to reconcile the need to
protect communities whose sole livelihood depends
on fishing with a policy which will ensure that there
would be adequate amounts of fish in the future. We
have stressed in our debate the need for conservation
measures based on marine biology, and that seasonal
closed zones were necessary to protect spawning
stocks. Again, the Commission has made a degree of
progress along these lines without adopting clearly
and decisively the basic principles we advocated here
in December ; again, I would call on them to do so.
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On one essential aspect, however, we must be in
fundamental disagreement with the Commission. In
its proposed basic regulation, the Commission would
appear to have deleted all reference to structural
policy. This House has always urged that a conserva-
tion policy, with the inevitable reduction of the size of
the fishing fleet, cannot be implemented without an
effective structural policy. The Commission’s inten-
tions are now evident from the documents we have
available. On the one hand, general provisions for a
structural policy have been struck from the main prop-
osals; on the other hand, the Commission has
proposed that the Council should take an immediate
decision on a structural policy for the inshore fleet,
that fish-farming should be developed, that national
aids should be harmonized, and the Social and
Regional Funds be brought into play in the fishing
sector, and that marketing organizations should be
strengthened. We have asked for these steps to be
taken in our past reports, and we can be grateful for
the emphasis placed on them by the Commission.
Again, it is good to see Parliament’s voice being
listened to.

One can only conclude that the Commission is
putting to one side for further consideration measures
for the restructuring of the deep-sea fleet. I can agree
that in some ways the inshore and middle-water fleets
are of greater significance to the peripheral regions of
the Community heavily dependent on fishing. On the
other hand, it seems to be shortsighted and politically
dangerous for the prolems of the deep-sea fleet to be
shelved, even if for a short period. Many harbours, Mr
President, depend on the income from their deep-sea
boats to finance the inshore fleets that also are in
those harbours.

Turning to another matter, this House will undoubt-
edly remember the statement by Mr Gundelach in
December in which he stated that the basic regulation
concerning fisheries, conservation, control, etc. must
come under Article 43, which means the compulsory
consultation of this House. The Commission has
fundamentally revised its proposals, introduced new
concepts and abandoned others, and it would seem
that on none of the proposals under consideration
have the Commission or the Council proposed that
this House be consulted. This makes me more sad
than angry; I did have a discussion with Mr
Gundelach just before this debate took place, and he
seems to think that it is not his fault. Perhaps it is the
fault of the Council, but whoever’s fault it is, I hope
this will be fully explained to us today, because I am
sure that this House must be consulted. This is espe-
cially so when we see that large sections of reports
from this House actually finish up as Commission
policy. So what we have been saying must have been
worth listening to, and this House will have contri-
buted a great deal to what will be the eventual
Community fisheries policy.

There is only one other aspect that I am slightly
worried about, as far as the Commission is concerned,
and perhaps Mr Gundelach can clear this up. It would
appear that in the last Council negotiations there were
changes as far as quotas were concerned — swapping
around of quotas and quantities to be caught between
countries, I wonder if he could assure us that in fact
the total allowable catch was not exceeded for political
reasons and that there was simply a movement of
quotas within that total allowable catch. Because in
his report in December, he did say that, on the basis
of scientific advice available, the Commission would
continually follow the situation with regard to fish
stocks, with a view to adopting new or modifying
existing conservation measures wherever necessary. I
hope the Commission is sticking to its principles.

Lastly, might I say this, Mr President: politicians
should never get themselves boxed in a corner from
which there is no escape. Frankly, this is what has
happened in Britain to British politicians of all parties
and to the fishing industry. Britain must be given a
way out of that situation. The 50-mile limit has
become a virility symbol from which no one can get
unhooked. The other eight countries have to help
Britain off that hook before we can get a fisheries
policy for the Community. A line on a map is of little
importance in itself. It is what happens within that
line that is of real significance, whether it extends to
12 miles, 30 miles, 50 miles or 200 miles. What is
important is that the fishing industry in Britain must
be seen to be getting a fair share of the fish, with total
control of conservation measures on a non-discrimina-
tory basis, as other countries will have in their waters.
No one will be happy with the eventual fisheries
policy until stocks are once more built up, but I
believe they can only be built up under a Community
fisheries policy, with the full cooperation of all nine
countries. That agreement, I believe, is much nearer
than most people think.

This still means concessions all round. Unilateral
action by any one country would be a pointless exer-
cise, because, as Mr Silkin has already pointed out, all
actions would have to be on a totally non-discrimina-
tory basis, and would be of no advantage to any one
nation or its fishermen. There are therefore some
tough and difficult decisions to be made in the near
future, as Mr Jenkins said yesterday, but it is
becoming more urgent for agreement to be reached.
Third countries such as Norway are tired of waiting
for reciprocal arrangements, and the Community is
fast losing goodwill in that country. It is obvious from
reading the speeches of my right honourable and
learned friend, Mr Rippon, that he was more far-
sighted than anyone else on EEC fisheries policy. In
1971, he said on fishing :

We have never sought permanent arrangements. When
the time comes, there will be an open review, and the
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circumstances of the time will be very different from
today. The essence of Community practice has always
been to recognize the vital national interests of the coun-
tries of which it is composed, because otherwise the work
of the Community would be rendered impossible, and
the Community would fall apart.

That was said when we had a 12-mile limit; now we
have a 200-mile limit. Circumstances have changed,
as Mr Rippon said in 1971. Now, it is up to the
Community in these new circumstances to find a
strong and lasting Community fisheries policy.

I feel this has to be said, Mr President. I have always
felt that an honest approach to any matter, no matter
how politically difficult it is, must be taken as the
standard which politicians have to work by. That is
the approach I have tried to take today.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR : MR BERKHOUWER

Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Houdet.

Mr Houdet, Chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the
motion for a resolution which it is my privilege to
present on behalf of the Committee on agriculture,
which adopted it unanimously, relates to the essential
right of Parliament to be consulted by the Council of
Ministers on draft legislative texts.

In the course of 1977, the Committee on Agriculture
deplored on several occasions the fact that the Euro-
pean Parliament was not consulted by the Council on
a number of interim measures connected with the
common fisheries policy. A list of these is attached to
my motion. Out of 35 draft regulations put forward in
1977, only one was communicated to us under Article
43 of the Treaty, 17 related only to the Treaty of
Rome, and 16 referred to Article 149 under which it is
unnecessary to consult Parliament.

At the part-session of Parliament held in December
1977, the President of the Commission, Mr Jenkins,
gave us the necessary assurances that the relevant prov-
isions would be respected. He went on to say that the
close link between Parliament and Commission was
essential for the proper functioning of the Commu-
nity.

Mr Gundelach, whom I wish to thank for always
being ready to appear before my committee, admitted
to us that the way in which draft regulations on fish-
eries were dealt with was sometimes inconsistent in
the matter of consulting Parliament. In particular,
Parliament was not consulted about the ban on
fishing the Norway pout, whereas it was consulted
about the ban on herring fishing. In January, Mr
Gundelach had another opportunity to deal with the

question of consultaition when replying to our
committee’s comments. However, these assurances
given in good faith by the Commissioner were not
followed by action on matters referred to the Council
of Ministers. Thus the very recent Council Regualtion
providing for the opening, distribution and method of
operation of a Community tariff quota for dessert
wines originating in Cyprus and markered under the
name ‘Cyprus sherry’ was adopted by the Council
without the Parliament having been consulted.
Hitherto Parliament had always been consulted on a
renewal of this measure, which has been in existence
for several years.

Similarly, Parliament had not been consulted on the
proposals referred to in the excellent report which Mr
Corrie has just presented. The Committee on Agricul-
ture had to ask the Bureau for permission to draw up
this own-initiative report. The Committee on Agricul-
ture is unanimous in thinking that these pinpricks
which the Council has inflicted on Parliament’s right
to be consulted tend to jeopardize the inter-institu-
tional dialogue and European integration. Indeed, can
we put up with such treatment when Mr Jenkins
promised on 11 January 1977 that the new Commis-
sion would anticipate the direct election of Parliament
by ‘getting nsed to treating the present Parliament as
it will treat the new directly-elected one’?

Is this the way ‘to create the climate of mutual confi-
dence which must in future prevail between these two
institutions’ — Parliament and Council — to quote a
statement made by the President-in-Office of the
Council on 6 July 1977 ?

The Committee on Agriculture would like to know
the real reasons why the Council forgets to consult
Parliament. It wishes to hear the President of the
Council explain himself on the matter, and that is the
object of our motion for a resolution. I assume that
Parliament shares the wish of its Committee on Agri-
culture.

The President of the Council gave a preliminary reply
to our question in his statement just now. I could
have wished that this reply were more positive, and
that Article 43 were applied more automatically than
it was in 1977, when it was applied for one out of 35
draft regulations. I therefore ask him and the Council
to reflect on our request once more. This general
consultation is essential if we are to strengthen the
powers of the European Parliament and ensure the
effectiveness of the Community through a frank and
loyal exchange of views between institutions, in a
word to promote European integration. This is a ques-
tion of principle to which we attach the greatest
importance.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Jensen, who has tabled a ques-
tion on the same subject for Question Time.
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Mr Jensen. — (DK) Mr President, I have tabled a
question for Question Time in order to ask the
Commission to explain how the rapid enlargement
and development of the Faroese, Icelandic and Norwe-
gian fishing fleets are compatible with the ctach
quotas allocated in Community waters, particularly
those of Greenland, at a time when the fishing fleets
of many Community countries are being obliged to
cut back on their operations, since it is after all the
Commission which draws up the proposals for catch
quotas applied to third countries and, as is now over-
whelmingly obvious, certain third countries — and I
am speaking particularly of Norway, Iceland and the
Faroes here — have not been able to reach these
quotas with their existing fleets but have been obliged
to expand to an extent which could well lead certain
Member States to wonder why only their stocks
should be protected.

The plan was, as far as I know, to protect the fish
stocks in the North Sea, the North-east Atalantic and
the waters around Greenland from over-fishing.
Conservation measures have been taken for various
species of fish and the other species are subject to a
strict quota system. Several countries, particularly
certain Member States, have been exceptionally hard
hit by the conservation measures and quotas —
indeed, the fact is that it is only the Member States of
the Community which are affected by these restric-
tions while countries such as the Faroes, Iceland and
Norway, which after all are also members of the
NEAFC Convention are finding it much easier to play
their part in protecting the various species.

It might therefore seem strange that it is these very
countries which are expanding and modernizing their
fishing fleets so substantially. The three countries
mentioned are in fact only involved in the conserva-
tion of herring, but they are, on the other hand, in the
privileged position of being able to catch herring
before they get to the restricted zones. It is, therefore,
reasonable to ask whether or not various Member
States with a fishing industry — particularly
Denmark, for example — have been the victims of a
sort of witch-hunt.

It is therefore paradoxical that the three priviledged
third countries which I have already mentioned are in
fact practising industrial fishing every bit as inten-
sively as Denmark, but it is Denmark which has been
made the scapegoat.

Danish fishermen can understand the reasons and
need for quotas perfectly well, but this fact should not
be used as an excuse for undbridled expansion on the
part of other countries.

Since virtually all the fishing nations of the North-
East. Atlantic operate in the same waters, and, gener-
ally speaking, all the fish are caught in the same area
in waters part of which are known as the Community

Pond, we can perhaps assume that third countries
with major fishing interests also agree that the fish
stocks should be protected to a certain extent. Does
not the Commission therefore think that the massive
modernization and expansion programme taking
place in countries such as Iceland and the Faroes is
intended to take advantage of the Community waters
around Greenland because Community interests in
this area have not as yet been shared out adequately,
and can the Commission explain how this is compat-
ible with the wish to protect fish stocks ?

There is currently considerable uncertainty in the
North-Sea fishings sector and this is not a good thing
for the fishing nations. I should like to make parti-
cular mention of the selfishness exhibited in the
fishing negotiations at the end of January, where a
country such as the United Kingdom for tactical
reasons behaved like a little child who had had his
loHipop taken away from him.

I do not intend to criticize the British Minister for
Fisheries for his sound business sense, but his attitude
did not reflect much concern for the interest of the
Community as such. There are even those who main-
tain that since the United Kingdom is only interessed
in Community aid and Community millions, it
should in fact only be associated with the Community
on the same sort of basis as the ACP countries. We
can hardly applaud the cooperation or willingness to
cooperate of the British, or at least of the British
socialists.

I was therefore looking forward with a certain impati-
ence to hearing Mr Corrie’s report since it is after all a
paradox that it should be a British Member who is
submitting a report to Parliament on behalf of the
Community, when his own country has in fact set out
to do what it can to oppose it.

I also admire Mr Corrie for having had the courage to
complete this report, and I can therefore say that
there is still hope for the United Kingdom, there is
reason to hope that the British will be reasonable for
once — a positive step would be the withdrawal of the
demand for a national 50-mile zone.

On the other hand, I must criticize the Commission
for not having made a sufficient effort to find a
Community solution at the end of January. To an
outside observer it appeared that they were more inte-
rested in what could divide the negotiating partners
than what could unite them.

Since the Commission was already familiar with the
huckstering tactics employed the United Kingdom, it
should perhaps have given way to the United
Kingdom a little more even if this meant losing a
certain amount of prestige. This may sound strange
coming from a Dane but I think we should be
realistic since it is a fact that the British will, as is
their wont, get their way in the end.
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We could have avoided this transitional period of
uncertainty for the fishing sector since it is not only
with respect to the fishing industries of our Member
States that doubts can now be raised on the legal
aspects. The negotiations with third countries, where
agreements are now being reached by the eight
Member States excluding the United Kingdom, are
equally involved.

However, the crux of the problem may just as much
be that the Commission — as has been pointed out a
number of times this morning — has relied on its
own opinions too much and failed to consult Parlia-
ment. The Commission’s January proposals was not
submitted to the Agricultural Committee or Fisheries
Sub-Group of this Parliament until after the break-
down of negotiations and I therefore fully support Mr
Houdet’s motion for a resolution regarding Parlia-
ment’s right to be consulted.

To take the example of the Pout Box, all the Commis-
sion documents from 1977 mention that the restric-
tion on fishing in this protected area off the Scottish
coast should be subject to seasonal variations. For
example, in the quarter beginning with April it
should be open to all. This period is of no interest
from the point of view of fishing and both the
Commission and the United Kingdom know this —
otherwise they would probably have raised their voices
in protest before now. However, the entire Danish
industrial fleet cannot limit itself exclusively to sand-
eel fishing in the spring months, and for this reason,
the catches of Norway pout in the Pout Box could be
a valuable supplement from the purely national
economic point of view. There was undoubtedly some
bargaining over the question of the Pout Box being
moved 1° to the west in return for by-catches of 10 %
but it was never made official and public that the Pout
Box should now be closed permanently, ie. in the
quarter beginning in April too. For this reason, I am
not satisfied with the simple explanation that this will
be easier to administer. In any case Danish fishermen
are not illiterate.

I should like to ask the Commission directly what
Member States such as Denmark have got in return
for this piece of horse-trading. At any rate, neither
Denmark nor even the United Kingdom would have
wished things to go this far, and if I cannot criticize
the Commission for its unwillingness to listen to
anyone else I must at least criticize the Danish
Minister for Fisheries for being too amenable.

One of the reasons for this unfortunate state of affairs,
however, is that Parliament was not consulted. The
long and the short of it is that we cannot expect the
fishing industry to put up for months on end with
these enervating delaying tactics whereby it does not
know where it stands. It is, therefore, important that
Parliament should speak out here and now against

this deplorable development in our attempts to estab-
lish a Community fisheries policy and this is why I
have tabled an amendment which is intended to form
paragraph 12a in Mr Corrie’s report. This new para-
graph will draw the Council’s attention to the need
for the nine Member States — i.e. not excluding the
United Kingdom — to resume the fisheries negotia-
tions forthwith with a view to ensuring the continued
existence of the fishing industry on a serious basis,
since it is in fact only very minor points which are
dividing the United Kingdom and the other eight
countries. Let us hope, therefore, that the British
Labour Party will also vote in favour of my positive
and necessary addition to Mr Corrie’s report and
thereby bring their colleague, Mr John Silkin, the
Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries to see sense. I
am glad, therefore, that Mr Dalsager, the Danish
Minister of Agriculture, is prepared to mediate in this
matter.

As T said before, this tactical beating about the bush
means that the fishing industry is losing valuable
months, and we must therefore make a united stand
to prevent questions of British internal politics from
determining the nature of our fisheries policy, since
what we are witnessing here is pure electioneering.

When considering Mr Corrie’s report from a Danish
point of view, what struck me most was paragraph 9
on page 10 of the English version according to which
it will be possible for the Member States to take appro-
priate measures. It is understandable that the British
should be in favour of this paragraph since if a
country makes skilful use of this paragraph to the
detriment of another country fishing in a non-tradi-
tional manner, there is always the excuse that Britain’s
measures in this case are non-discriminatory and this
would be very difficult for the country affected by
these measures to disprove.

There is, in my view, a certain danger inherent in para-
graph 4 on page 7 of Mr Corrie’s report, since an effec-
tive licensing system will require that the fishermen,
who are not particularly administration-minded will
in fact need to have a clerical worker on board. For
this reason my colleague, Mr Kai Nyborg, has tabled
an amendment deleting paragraph 4 on page 7 and I
too urge you to support this amendment.

Finally, a few comments gn Mr Klinkers’s report
which, as Mr Klinker himself has said, deals very
much with the future. Mr Klinkher has done a
commendable job in combing the three earlier draft
amendments — indeed, I have nothing but praise for
the report. It is well thought out, serious and correct
since, to put it briefly, no fishermen, whichever
country they come from, can have any objections to
being treated neutrally. In addition, the ideas put
forward in the motion for a resolution are realistic, for
example as regard the Eastern bloc countries, so all in
all it is a sensible report which we are able to support.



Sitting of Wednesday, 15 February 1978 129

Jensen

Finally, I should like to say that I hope reason will
prevail today in our debate and in Parliament’s atti-
tude to the Commission and the Council. I hope also
that reason will spread outwards like ripples over the
entire North Sea and the English Channel.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Gundelach.

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Mr President, I will first say a few words on the
general situation following the failure of the Council
to agree upon a Community fishing policy at its
recent meetings. Secondly, I will consider the ques-
tion of consultation of Parliament, which is an impor-
tant one. Thirdly, I will comment upon the reports
which have been submitted today by Mr Corrie and
Mr Klinker, and on the comments by Mr Jensen
which, I understand, are being submitted instead of
his asking a separate question in Question Time
tomorrow.

There can be no doubt that the failure of the Council,
after six special meetings, to arrive at an agreement on
an internal fishing policy is a matter of serious disap-
pointment. It is not the number of meetings that
counts; it is the uncertainty which continues to
prevail among the fishermen and those people who
work in factories processing fish on land in Member
States. That uncertainty, in a situation of high unem-
ployment in the Community, is intolerable. Secondly,
whilst we are not prevented from continuing our
fishing activities, for the time being, in waters of third
countries with whom we have reciprocal fishing inter-
ests, it is quite evident that, without the firm basis of
an internal fishing policy, the conclusion of firmer
and longer term agreements with these countries is
not faciliated by the inability of the Community to
agree on its own affairs. Thirdly, the inability of the
Council to decide on this matter has repercussions
that go beyond fisheries. In a Community confronted
with major structural problems of an economic and
social nature, it is more important than ever for the
Member States to be capable of taking decisions that
show understanding of each other’s problems, and
lead them to reasonable conclusions with each other.
Otherwise, inter-dependent as we are economically,
we shall not be able to deal with the vast economic
and social problems of the Community, defend our
legitimate interests, or to make our contribution to the
solution of international problems. If we cannot
handle the fisheries issue, then I do not think there is
any possibility of our handling issues which may be
just as intricate but economically equally or even
more important. The fisheries problem is therefore a
test of the ability of this Community to arrive at solu-
tions which reflect the most important characteristic
of a Community — namely, the sense of solidarity.

I would be the last to say that up till now no progress
has been made. I can say first that the Commission
was able, with the most active and constructive
support of this Parliament to present the Council with
comprehensive, dynamic, and reasonable proposals at
the end of last year. This applies in particular to the
additions made at the beginning of January following
principles explained to Parliament in November and
December. Taking into account the quota distribu-
tion, third country losses and other similar problems,
we arrived at a quota distribution which recognized
the special needs of coastal fishing interests in Ireland,
Scotland, and Greenland, Mr Jensen, to a very far-
reaching extent. We took into account the heavy
losses which some countries particularly the United
Kingdom, had suffered in third country waters. We
agreed on a sacrifice for other important fishing
nations, like Denmark, Holland, and France, with a
solution in regard to quotas which left the United
Kingdom with basically the same fishing tonnage as
in the average for 1973-76, whilst the average reduc-
tion of fishing capabilities for the Community as a
whole was about 10 % higher for some of the bigger
fishing nations like Denmark and Norway. Denmark
and Holland suffered, firstly because they were the
biggest and therefore had to take a fair share of the
burden, and secondly because the fishing of these
countries had been particularly affected by the deci-
sions concerning herring and industrial fishing.

But with the sacrifices, we did arrive at what was, I
consider, fair treatment of the substantive problems,
the capabilities of fishermen of the various Member
States to fish, with due reference to the developing
areas in Ireland, Northern Great Britain and Green-
land. With due recognition of the losses of the United
Kingdom, quota allocations to the United Kingdom
put that country in a de facto situaton of actually
having a preference in what they like to refer to as
their waters — and I will not quarrel about words.
This indicated that it was possible to find ways to
meet the legitimate claims and concern of nations
like Ireland and the United Kingdom without straying
beyond the limits of the Treaty. We were also able,
with the very active support of this Parliament, to
build up better control measures. I quite agree with
Mr Corrie — and I shall return to this point — that
we are not yet at the end of the road in regard to these
control measures, but we have made a very significant
beginning. And I think he will agree with me that we
are much further ahead than we were a year ago. With
the help of this Parliament we have also built up a
consistent conservation policy. Where a year ago this
was a dirty word, and it was not considered relevant to
conserve fish and maintain fish stock as a valid basis
for the economic viability of the fishing industry in
all our Member States, it is now recognized, thanks to
the help of this Parliament, that fish conservation is
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an indispensable element in a Community fishing
policy.

On structural policy it is quite evidently necessary,
since great changes in the composition of fleets and
fishing possibilities have been undertaken or are being
undertaken, that a structural policy must be added to
the arsenal of weapons of the common fishing policy.
I want to assure Mr Corrie that we have reiterated the
reference to the structural policy in the basic regula-
tion. This point raised by the rapporteur in his report
has been met by the Commission in its latest propo-
sals to the Council.

I think that preference should be given to structural
aid to inshore fleets. I do not think that means that
we should put off sine die dealing with deep-sea fleets,
but we had to know on the basis of the decisions of
the Council concerning an internal fishing policy
what the problems were. It is only when you know
how quotas are allocated or changed from one country
to another that you will know what fleets are without
employment and which fleets have to be redeployed.
It is only then that you can move into an effective
structural policy for the deep-sea fleet. We certainly
have no intention of giving it lower priority: I can
assure Mr Corrie on that point.

Going back to the quotas, I would like to answer
another very relevant question by Mr Corrie : in reallo-
cating quotas prior to or during the January part-ses-
sion, did we make political deals inconsistent with the
total allowable catches which I had previously told
this Parliament were based on sound biological
advice ? The answer is that we did not do that. We
only added to the TACs for one species of impor-
tance, namely mackerel, and we did not do that for
political reasons but because the scientists in the
meantime had told us that there were considerably
greater catch possibilities without any biological threat
to mackerel. Naturally, therefore, we added a consider-
able amount of mackerel to the quotas, but on the
basis of scientific advice. The various transactions
concerning quotas were therefore fully in accordance
with biological advice: in no instance did we go
against biological advice when making these propo-
sals.

Turning to the question of progress, not only have we
been able, with your support, to submit to the Council
complete — and I think rather dynamic and innova-
tive — proposals, we have also made progress in the
Council. Not only is there agreement among eight
Member States in the Council on the whole package,
including the innovation of fishing plans in certain
waters where biological factors justify it, or where the
legitimate interests of coastal fishermen and coastal
preferences make it necessary, but I must underline to
this Parliament that the major part of this package is
also acceptable to the United Kingdom, subject to
agreément overall. I have not heard very many words

spoken in the Council by the British Minister
concerning their quotas. He has not approved them,
but neither has he rejected them. One rather has the
impression that, maybe subject to some slight
retouching, if everything else is settled, that is settled
as well. There may be a few points on conservation
where they would like to go a little further.

Here I would like to answer Mr Nyborg. If he thinks
that, on the question of the Norway pout, the
Commission has been behaving on its own, he is
totally wrong. If he thinks that the Commission has
gone beyond what the United Kingdom is
demanding, I am afraid he is naive. The United
Kingdom has aksed for a Pout-Box considerably
bigger than the one proposed by the Commission and
the Commission’s proposals in this regard were
debated in this Parliament in the autumn. We have
already discussed the question of the Norway put
about three times in the last eight months, according
to my papers we have proposed a Norway Pout-Box
which is smaller than that demanded by the United
Kingdom, going to 0° East, in an effort to find a valid
compromise. Some measures are necessary, not to save
the Norway pout, but to protect whitefish. This is a
smaller box, as I said, than that demanded by the
United Kingdom, but we have felt it reasonable to
make this compromise proposal, because at the same
time one is introducing the very important limitation
of bycatches to 10 % ; it was in the light of this that
we felt it possible to propose a smaller Norway Pout
Box than we otherwise had had in mind and smaller
than what the United Kingdom had in mind.

So there are a few issues which are still outstanding
with the United Kingdom in the package as it stands,
but that is not what is dramatic. That is to be settled
in the negotiations. Quoting the British Minister a
little freely, I think I can say that his criticism of the
Commission’s proposals concerns not so much what
is in it as what he feels is lacking. What he feels is
lacking is some arrangement concerning zones, no
longer, as I understand, exclusive zones, but some
zones of preference or control. That is a political issue
which we are up against, and it is the political issues,
much more than the really substantive issues, which
have prevented the Council from coming to an agree-
ment.

It will take imagination and considerable amount of
goodwill to find a solution to what, from the point of
view of principle, is a very thorny problem; but
nothing is ever impossible and this need not be impos-
sible either, because what all the Nine and the
Community itself stand to lose if that imagination is
not forthcoming cannot just be calculated in fish : it
will be a major setback to the Community’s ability to
deal with the economic and social problems with
which we are confronted. But the solution must be
found inside the framework of the agreement, on the
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basis of the Treaty. We cannot confront it with
conflicts of interest or conflicts of presentation. Start
chipping away at the basic principles of the Treaty,
and the whole system which we have built up labori-
ously over the years will start to founder. This is the
primary, the absolute condition, and a condition
which I think is going to be accepted, because the
Treaty also offers possibilies for dealing with problems
of solidarity, problems of preference where preference
is due. I think what is demanded of the United
Kingdom at the present moment is, maybe, a some-
what clearer statement to its partners in the Council,
be it Member States or the Commission, about the
exact nature of what is needed. Once we know that,
then we can start negotiating again and find a solu-
tion, but until we know that I cannot promise any
new initiatives from the Commission, because other-
wise, Mr Jensen, these are the kind of negotiations
where you put your hand in your pocket and you put
money on the table, the money is taken and you go
on and on and you do not really know where you agre
going. Once we know exactly where we are going, I
feel rather confident that we shall also find the road
for getting there.

The first task for the Council must be to deal and not
on a month-to-month basis with the question of recip-
rocal with relations third countries. We are nearing a
successful conclusion of the negotiations with the
Faroe Islands, with Norway and Sweden. The time has
come to move away from the system of prolonging
unilateral fishing rights between these parties for one
month, two months or three months and to conclude
framework agreements for a longer period and quota
arrangements for the whole of the year. I think the
best way to a reopening of negotiations in the Council
will be a discussion of the results of the third-country
negotiations, and 1 hope that this will take place in
the very near future.

In connection with the relations with third countries,
I would like to answer Mr Jensen. Iceland is not
fishing in Community waters at all under the present
circumstances. Their fleet has been reduced, and if
they are planning to increase it for the future, it is not
with a view to fishing in Greenland waters, which are
not available to them — nor are any other Commu-
nity waters — before they are willing to conclude an
appropriate reciprocal fishing agreement with us. The
possible prepared extension of their fleet has therefore
nothing to do with fishing in Community waters, and
certainly not in Greenland waters. Fishing activities
with the Faroe Islands and Norway are on a reciprocal
basis. It is a precarious balance, because in terms of
value we have fished slightly more with them than
they with us. Therefore even in regard to these coun-
tries your contention does not stand up. On the
whole, we stand to gain at least as much as we are
giving away with these countries. They also have had
to reduce their fishing in some of our waters, and in
particular in Greenland waters, because, following
what we are doing in respect of Ireland and Scotland
— each case adjusted to the relevant circumstances —

we have introduced very struct rules governing fishing
by other Community fishermen and even stricter ones
in regard to third-country fishermen in the Greenland
waters. The need for precautions in regard to the frail
fish-stocks of Greenland and for ensuring room for
the development of the Greenland fishing industry,
which is one of the few means the Eskimos can live
by, has, I can assure you, been taken into account and
will continue to be.

On the question of consultations with the European
Parliament, I want to refer to the statement I made in
this House on 15 December, where I made it abund-
antly clear that in substance I felt, as I feel today, that
only through active cooperation between Parliament
and Commission, and thereby with Council, are we
capable of solving a series of problems confronting
the Community, including the problem of fisheries.
But the problem of fisheries is one which sets an
excellent example, because the collaboration between
Commission and Parliament throughout the year
1977 has become closer and closer and has resuited in
the building up of a policy which may not yet be
perfect but which nevertheless represents a consider-
able step forward when compared with the situation
prevailing at the turn of 1976 and 1977. There can
thus be no doubt that it is the Commission’s wish and
the Commission’s policy to consult this Parliament on
all relevant aspects of fishing policy. I stated that in
detail on 15 December, and 1 want to repeat it today
without going into legal details. The Commission is of
the firm opinion that the basic regulation, be it on
inshore or deep-water fishing, has to be covered by
Article 43. 1 stated to this House on 15 December that
I had submitted my basic proposals to the Council
under Article 43. It is for me a matter of regret that
the Council is not unanimous in feeling that the basic
fisheries regulations ought to be based on Article 43.
As far as the Commission is concerned, there is no
doubt.

Here we come to the list, which is attached to Mr
Houdet’s motion for a resolution, of various measures
which have been taken in the course of the year
without reference to Article 43. I rather thought we
fully discussed what happened in 1973 in our debate
on 15 December, where I made the statement of prin-
ciple, to which I have just referred. Most of the
measures mentioned in this list were urgent conserva-
tion measures that had to be taken in a confused situa-
tion, and taken rapidly, in order to avoid harm being
done to our fish stock. This included herring ban and
the Norway Pout Box. These matters were, neverthe-
less, necessary, even if the articles were not appro-
priate at the beginning. The Court has always recog-
nized that in a situation of urgency articles other than
Article 43 can be used, for instance Article 103, and
this must continue to be so. The matters were neverth-
eless disucssed with the Parliament. You remember
our discussions on herring ; you remember our discus-
sions on Norway pout. And furthermore, later in the
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year, we consolidated all these conservation measures
— to which reference has been made in a number of
titles annexed to this resolution — into one consoli-
dated item of conservation legislation under Article
43, and submitted it to the Council.

I therefore think that that part of the list is taken care
of, as we agreed in December of last year. Other items
on the list refer to these unfortunate prolongations for
one, two and three months of arrangements with third
countries. We had to resort to this since there were no
bases for long-term agreements in Community policy.
It could not be any other way, and cannot be any
other way as long as we do not have a general fishing
policy. But at part-session after part-session, I have
reported to you in this House on short-term arrange-
ments with Norway and Sweden, and we have
discussed the question of Iceland. In other words, the
Commission — and I count the Council too after
what I have heard today will naturally live up to its
legal obligations. But I have gone further; I recom-
mended in November to the Council to send the
whole package, on an optional basis, since it was inter-
related and politically important, to Parliament. The
Council followed me and did so. If in the last hectic
follow-up this has not been carried out in every detail,
I regret it, as I regret that we did not use the opportu-
nity of having a proper debate at the last part-session
of this Parliament when I reported to the House.
There was time for it ; we could have done it, and we
could have avoided what I consider to be an unneces-
sary motion for a resolution, and an unnecessary
debate. Because, to my mind, there is no disagreement
on the question of the necessity the usefulness and
vital importance to the Community of consultation of
Parliament.

Certainly, I should answer the three rapporteurs. I
have given some of the answers already, in reply to Mr
Jensen, and I have answered a number of the points
raised by Mr Corrie. Mr Corrie also said other things
about control measures with which, in principle that
this is a matter of implementation, and it is also a
matter of the state of affairs in the Council. There is a
reference to the log books of the skippers. I think this
should be used for the purposes Mr Corrie is indi-
cating, but there may be legal difficulties in making
this obligatory. However, in practice I think it can be
brought about.

With regard to coordinating research in the Commu-
nity, which is an important point in your report, we
agree. We have already raised this matter again under
Article 43, and hope that the Council will follow us
because the whole administration of this fishing
policy is impossible unless there is coordinated
Community research activity, financed by the Commu-
nity, in order to ensure its independence of national
interests.

When we come to the control question which was
raised both by Mr Corrie and Mr Klinker, I would like
to say to Mr Klinker that I am heartened and lifted by
his European spirit, and I hope the day will come
when the proposals he has made can be implemented
in their full form. But I must say today, as I said in
December, that that day has not yet come. I do not
think we can yet fly with the same flag, or have
common forces, naval or otherwise. I do not think we
have reached this point. In a situation where we have
not yet secured agreement on fishing policy itself,
realism warns against talking about far-reaching ideas
of this kind. I said so in December and I repeat it
today.

Having said that, I must however underline, as I did
before, both to Mr Klinker and Mr Corrie, that the
control function is essential for the credibility of an
internal fishing policy. We have just made quotas or
rules about bycatches and so on: without proper
control, they will not work. And furthermore, the
control must be seen to be non-discriminatory. People
must be seen to be dealt with in the same way,
whether they are fishing in country A’s water, or
country B’s water or country C’s water. Therefore, I
quite agree with what has been stated both about the
necessity of control, and the inclusion of agents of the
Community in the control mechanisms of individual
Member States and I am happy to say there is agree-
ment with the Council on this.

By a more far-reaching cooperation, organized by the
Community and these institutions, on the control
activities, physical and otherwise, of the individual
Member States, I am quite sure that we will bring
about a solution to the problems to which Mr Corrie
has referred, including the territorial access for control
mechanisms which, I quite agree with him, is essen-
tial.

On the question of the fees and the fines, I replied
already in the December part-session that it is
certainly a matter to which we can give consideration.
But to move along the lines indicated by Mr Klinker
would require the heavy procedures that are laid down
under Article 201 of the EEC Treaty. I do not think
therefore it is one of our most immediate problems,
but we certainly will not lose sight of it. The question
of control with regard to third countries’ vessels is, for
the time being, resolved in the agreement with indi-
vidual third countries. Vessels are subject to control in
each Member State’s jurisdiction, and can be taken to
a Community harbour, and are then subject to
Community coordination.

As to the future Convention on the Law of the Sea,
the Community is working on a clause which will
allow it to become a party to this Convention. Appro-
priate proposals to that effect have been made in the
conference, and will be repeated.
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I think, Mr President, I have answered most of the
fundamental questions raised in the reports. I will
conclude my statement by making an appeal, which I
think will also be the appeal of the Parliament to the
Council, to show that European spirit, that sense of
imagination, that sense of coexistence and
co-responsibility which has been there, but where one
further effort is needed before we can conclude this
business to the benefit of our fishing industry and to
the benefit of our Community as a whole.

(Applause)

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

Mr Hughes. — I am sure the House has listened to
statements by the President-in-Office of the Council
and the Vice-President of the Commission with the
seriousness they deserve. It is quite clear that the
break-down of the Council and its inability to reach a
final decision must be regretted by every Member of
this House. The fisheries sub-committee, the
Committee on Agriculture and the House as a whole
have tried over the last 18 months or more to bring
the two sides closer and closer together. When I listen
to Commissioner Gundelach outlining with much
greater precision and, if I may say so, much more
balance than one would get reading the Continental
and the British press, the actual nature of the point of
difference, I am made much more hopeful. Because it
does seem at long last that the parrot cry of ‘Fifty
miles or bust? is being abandoned and replaced by
the desire to see sense and come to an arrangement.

From the start, both in the Socialist Group and in this
Parliament, there has been this key problem of how
you reserve certain stocks of fish to certain particular
communities that are heavily dependent on those fish
for their livelihood and for whom there is no alterna-
tive source of employment. That has been a technical,
a legal, as well as a practical and economic problem. It
applies as much to the Communities of the west coast
of Denmark as it does to the Communities round the
northern part of Britain or in Ireland. The reality is
that the actual fish are now secured to those communi-
ties and the real difficulty is, as I think I said in the
December debate, how to keep the North British fish
for the North British, against other British ; that is as
much a problem as how to preserve it against our
European partners.

It is no good my ministers, my government, pressing
the case for an exclusive zone which destroys the fish
by our exclusive ability to destroy them, Conservation
is not saying whole fleets of trawlers can come and
sweep the sea clean off Devon and Cornwall because
it happens to be inside a British fifty mile zone. (Cries

of ‘hear” bear !) That is not conservation, that is not a
fisheries policy at all ; that is piracy of the worst sort
because it purports to be something better.

If I may turn very briefly to Mr Jensen’s speech : if he
wants this Parliameat to be taken more seriously, I
would ask him to be a little more circumspect in
some of the phrases he chooses to use. There were
passages in that speech which I did not believe helped
the discussion at all, as well, as has been pointed out,
as certain clear factual inaccuracies. The bandying
about of emotive phrases in emotive language at this
time can do nothing other than harm. A British-
bashing session — which is a fairly frequent activity,
though not notably in this Parliament — is very enter-
taining, but it is about as much use as hitting oneself
on the head with a hammer. Because it will not help
solve the real problems.

But I was much cheered listening to the speeches of
the President-in-Office of the Council and the Vice-
President of the Commission at the prospects for an
eventual solution. I do not think it is so far off; I
think it is much closer than most of our people in the
Community realize. Our British people must realize
far more clearly than their press allows them to that
the Community has gone a very long way in securing
fish for British fishermen to fish for a long time to
come. I think the British press is grossly unfair about
the degree to which the Community partners have
made provision of real fish for real British fishermen
to go in search of. I think, in parallel, that some of the
comments in the continental press about the negoti-
ating tactics of Mr Silkin are a little naive. Let us leave
it at that.

May I now turn to the reports by Mr Corrie and Mr
Klinker and the question by Mr Houdet in reverse
order. Yes, Mr Gundelach, you have been most cooper-
ative in coming both to this Parliament, to the
Committee on Agriculture, to the fisheries subcom-
mittee, to give us information. But, if I may say so, in
your speech this morning you gave another example
of the legalistic problem we are faced with when you
said that the structural policy had been reintroduced
in your latest package. On what legal base will we in
the Committee on Agriculture see that structural
policy reintroduced ? Is it the same policy ? Has it
been changed ? We have not been told in a formal
sense what the status of that structural policy is. We
are very grateful for the information you have just
given us to the effect that it has been reintroduced,
but that is of itself not necessarily consulting Parlia-
ment in a formal sense, It does not enable Parliament
to deliver an opinion in the formal sense upon it. It
accept the goodwill both of yourself and the President-
in-Office of the Council and his staff to help us along
the way, but it is difficult for the Committee on Agri-
culture to do its work effectively without the nasty
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little legal technicalities being tied up. A communica-
tion from Commission to Council is not a basis upon
which this House can deliver an opinion. Yet we find
that frequently we can expect to be consulted on that
basis.

I welcome the Klinker report. I fear, like Mr
Gundelach, that it is slightly over-optimistic in its
sense of timing. I do not believe that dawn is creeping
over the eastern horizon at this moment, that we will
have a fully integrated Community protection service,
a coastguard service, or whatever. But that must be the
ultimate aim in order that the distrust existing
between fishermen and governments of different coun-
tries is reduced. That must be the aim, and there I am
in full agreement with the Klinke report.

Equally, I welcome, particularly given the pressures of
time under which he had to prepare it, the report by
Mr Corrie, and note with interest the amendment
tabled by Mr Jensen deploring the fact that the
attempts to create a common fishing policy have so
far been unsuccessful. I accept that we all deplore the
fact ; we all recognize the need to clarify the position
for those in the fishing industry. But let us not go for
clarification if by so doing we hinder getting the real
solution. A legal clarification of the precise position
may not be the thing at this moment in time that is
the most desirable. Therefore, while I accept, and
would urge my honourable friends to vote for, the
spirit of the Jensen amendment I am not absolutely
certain of the appropriateness of the wording.

In conclusion, Mr President, I hope that outside this
House the very important statements we have heard
in this House this morning are hearkened to. I hope
‘that before many months are over the Council will
have found the imagination and the foresight to come
to a satisfactory solution.

(Applause)

President, — 1 call Mr Vandewiele to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Vandewiele. — (NL) Mr President, my Group
would like to join in thanking the President-in-Office
of the Council for his impressive and fairly optimistic
statement. On 15 December last year, Mr Gundelach
said most optimistically (and I quote): ‘I think that
the debate this afternoon has again, on the whole,
taken place on a very high level, and has moved us
forward towards a basis on which an all-European
agreement can be reached.” Everyone was in a buoyant
mood, and I recall Mr Humblet’s hopes that a favou-
rable result would be achieved after 16 January.

No wonder then that we now all feel somewhat disillu-
sioned. Mr Hughes has just summed up our feelings
with his customary realism and courage. We are disil-
lusioned, Mr Andersen, because we had fully believed

that you were going to have the privilege of at last
bringing the question of a common fisheries policy to
a successful conclusion. Today’s debate must in any
case have demonstrated to the President-in-Office of
the Council that there is a clear majority in this
House for such a policy embracing the whole Commu-

nity.

I therefore express my support right here and now for
the spirit behind Mr Jensen’s amendment pointing
out in effect that we want a common fisheries policy
and that we shall make every effort to see that this
aim is achieved.

So where is the problem ? Mr Gundelach puts his
finger on it every time. OQur poverty — the poverty in
the fisheries sector — must be spread fairly. We are
all responsible for this poverty as a result of our
greedy exploitation of the sea.

Some Members have referred here today to problems
in Denmark or the United Kingdom. I should like to
point out the situation in the Netherlands. As a
Belgian, I always steer clear of talking about Belgian
problems. I take the view that in our debates — while
not of course disclaiming our own nationality — “we
should at the same time not forget to think in terms
of Europe. Now the Dutch fishing industry is
dependent on herring. In the 1950s, 600 000 tonnes
of herring a year were caught in the Nord Sea; in
1965, thanks to industrial fishing, a total of 1 400 000
tonnes of herring were caught. It must be obvious to
everybody in Europe that if we go on like this, we
shall have fished the North Sea clean in just three or
four years time! By 1975, and in spite of industrial
fishing methods, the amount of herring caught had
plummetted to half a million tonnes. Last year we
were down to 150 000 tonnes.

Mr Gundelach has said that if we go on like this, there
will be no herring to be found at all next year, except
for perhaps a few in a museum, in Nieuport or some-
where in Holland, but the stocks of fish will simply
have been exhausted. So we must limit the number of
fish caught, although this is fraught with problems.

It is not only the United Kingdom which is faced
with the problem of thousands of jobs hanging in the
balance. Denmark and the Netherlands are faced with
the same problem. We are all in the same boat. It is
the same situation as in the steel, textiles and footwear
sectors, on whose problems I recently acted as rappor-
teur. I was overwhelmed by the figures when I real-
ized what was going on in some of the sectors. But we
must accept the facts. We must adapt. We must
restructure.

I would urge the British Members to read the last two
pages of the Corrie Report, where they will find some
amazing figures on the average catches in 1978
proposed by the Commission between the end of
December and 31 January. The original proposal for
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Britain was for 1 million tonnes. The average catch in
the period 1973-1976 was 1 million tonnes. The
Commission’s proposal for 1978 is 1 036 000. Reduc-
tion : nil ! Admittedly, Ireland is given 26 % more as
a special case. But Denmark gets a reduction of 18 %
and Germany a reduction of 11 %, and yet there is
still no sign of any concessions on the part of the
United Kingdom.

As far as quota allocations are concerned, the quota
originally proposed for the United Kingdom was
549 000 tonnes; the new proposal is for 852000
tonnes, an increase of 300 000 tonnes! The Belgians
are allocated 6 000 tonnes less, the Irish 8 000 more,
the Italians 1000 tonnes more, the Dutch 3000
tonnes more, and the new proposals give the United
Kingdom 302000 tonnes more! The fishermen in
the smaller Member States are now of course
wondering whether the intention is to give everything
to the British and to leave the others to carry the can.
You must realize that there’s a limit to everything,
even the negotiating scope of the European Commis-
sion.

On behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group, I
should like to appeal to all the United Kingdom
Members, although I cannot of course do so quite so
eloquently as our former President, Mr Spénale, did
some time ago.

We feel that expressions like chaos, crisis and other
pessimistic noises should be avoided as far as possible.
In view of all the positive aspects, not all our bridges
have been burnt as yet. We firmly believe this to be
true, but the British must avoid newspaper headlines
like the one which appeared in the Sunday Times in
response to an article in Le Monde, which of course
itself did not pull any punches. To headlines like ‘No
cooperation please, we are British ' I can only reply:
‘Cooperation please, we are Europeans! All together!
All together... ! There are sufficient grounds for
hoping that there will eventually be agreement on a
common policy worked out in collaboration with our
British colleagues. On this point, Mr Hughes always
sets a shining example and Mr Corrie has the courage
to defend a point of view which will not always be
received kindly in his constituency. Those who don’t
agree should stop and ask themselves what the situa-
tion would be like if the United Kingdom were not a
member of the European Community and were to
claim an exclusive 200-mile zone for its own
fishermen. The debate would be pretty heated then,
too, and no reductions would solve the problem.

Mr President, my Group has frequently pressed for a
Community policy on limiting catches and on ration-
alization to be combined with an effective structural
and social policy. Other speakers have already pointed
out — and I would go along with what they said —
we need a redistribution of the Community fishing

fleet in terms and size and nature of vessel. We realize
that the Community’s deep-water fleets have been
prevented from fishing in various third countries
waters. We are grateful for Mr Gundelach’s statement
to the effect that the planned structural reforms will
not simply be ditched and that social measures are
indeed envisaged. But we have — and I would draw
his attention to this — experienced ugly incidents in
the past when it came to implementing the difficult
provisions of the Mansholt Plan. We still remember
the rowdy demonstrations which took place in Brus-
sels on that occasion. I experienced at first hand the
violent demonstrations which accompanied the
closure of the Walloon and Flemish coal mines.
People died at Zwartberg in Belgium. We must realize
that we cannot drastically reduce catches, cause ships
to be laid up and simply force large numbers of
people to leave the fishing industry unless these
measures are accompanied by vigorous action both at
national and European level to alleviate the social
consequences.

I do not think there is any need for me to plead the
case for a programme of social measures. I would
simply appeal for the measures to be taken simultane-
ously. 1 do not think the Commission needs any
convincing on this point. It is the Council which
must show itself decisive and see to it that the rele-
vant proposals and regulations are implemented as
quickly as possible. But we must not allow it to be
said that the European Parliament was ineffective and
failed to make its views felt to those whose job it is to
act. This is’ a potentially explosive situation. This
should not be taken as a threat, but simply as an
attempt to see things from the point of view of those
who have to bear the responsibility. I would say to the
President in Office of the Council that the Council
must realize that the painful measures we are now
imposing will have equally painful social
consequences and we must lose no time in taking
steps to alleviate these consequences.

I have just one more word to say, Mr President, in
connection with Mr Klinker’s valuable report. When I
myself, together with Mr Kofoed, tabled a few amend-
ments to the draft regulation on control systems, our
aim was first and foremost to stress the Community
character of these measures and to try to persuade the
Council by way of precise proposals to initiate a
debate aimed at giving some of the measures a more
explicitly Community character. I am personally
highly flattered at the extremely positive report
produced by the legal Affairs Committee. I am
perfectly well aware that it will take years to imple-
ment the proposals as laid down in Mr Klinker’s
report and resolution. I quite realize this.

But we still call upon the Council to make use of the
suggestions contained in this report in the near future
to give some of these measures a rather more obvious
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and authentic Community character. My standpoint is
—— to use the words of Mr Klinker — as follows : ‘at a
time when the Community is entering into the new
field of fisheries policy and the law of the sea, the
European Parliament must be in the forefront of polit-
ical thinking and show the Commission, the Member
States and the European Public alike what opportuni-
ties it offers for the construction of Europe. It must
also invite the Council to be daring for once in imple-
menting this new common policy in order to lay ‘the
foundations of an ever closer union among the
peoples of Europe’, one of the solemn declaration in
the preamble to the Treaty establishing the European
Economic Community.” Mr President, my Group will
lend its support to Mr Corrie’s motion for a resolu-
tion, notwithstanding its objections to some of the
phraseology used. We shall hold further consultations
on the amendments which have been tabled. Mr
Klinker’s report will also receive the unanimous
approval of the Christian-Democratic Group.

(Applause)

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

Mr Kofoed. — (DK) Mr President, I should first of
all like to thank the President-in-Office for his contri-
bution here today in which he at least informed us of
what the Council has done and what it has so far
failed to do. I should also like to take this opportunity
of making a few remarks concerning Mr Houdet’s
motion for a resolution. As I see it, the President-in-
Office of the Council, who took a positive view and
said that Parliament should of course be consulted,
evaded the actual question a little. As things stand it
appears to me that the Council has not treated Parlia-
ment as one might have expected.

The Council may have been legally within its rights
in not consulting Parliament, but since fisheries
policy has given rise to such a fraught political situa-
tion, the Council should have realized that it was polit-
ically vital for Parliament to be consulted. Even
though I have thanked the President-in-Office of the
Council, I should nevertheless like to say that Mr
Houdet’s attack on the Commission and the Council
must be understood mainly as an attack on the Coun-
cil's apparent inability to put the various questions
before Parliament.

To return to the debate, all I have to say regarding the
two reports by Mr Klinker and Mr Corrie is that we in
the Liberal Group support them. Mr Klinker’s report
perhaps deals more with future prospects, whereas
that of Mr Corrie deals with the present situation.

I should also like to congratulate Mr Corrie for the
courage he has shown in drawing up this report and
motion for a resolution.

I should also like to make a few more general remarks
of a political nature in the light of the situation in
which we find ourselves. As we know, the Council of
Ministers could not reach agreement on fisheries
policy. All of us in this Parliament greatly deplore this
fact, particularly as Parliament was fully aware of the
great significance which a Community arrangment
would have in this sector. Parliament also regards this
as being of great importance from the point of view of
trade and basic principles.

We have discussed fisheries policy on innumerable
occasions, but if we look back on the debates from
1976 to the present day, we see that Parliament’s
discussions have gradually led to agreement.

If we consider the report which I had the honour of
drawing up, Mr Corrie’s report before us today and the
debates which have been held in connection with
these two reports, it is clear that this Parliament has
been genuinely in favour of reaching a compromise. I
must compliment our British friends, since if I think
back, for example, to the first debates, in which Mr
Hughes and Mr Prescott took part, and compare what
they said then with their current arguments, I must
admit that these two Members are prepared to be
convinced by arguments put forward by others and
this is commendable.

Thus the current situation is that Parliament was able
to reach a compromise but that the Council was not. I
perhaps need to speak in slightly stronger terms than
is usual. I am working on the assumption that this is a
peoples’ Europe, not a governments’ Europe which
would undoubtedly be a little more diplomatic in its
choice of words. In my view, it seems clear that the
British Government must bear sole responsibility for
this failure to find a solution in the fisheries sector. I
have no doubts about this.

In order to explain why I take this view I should like
to go back a little. When the three new Member States
acceded to the European Community there were no
fishery problems. We knew that these problems were
imminent but, generally speaking, the limits in force
were three and twelve miles. We could all fish in each
other’s waters, with certain exceptions. Basically,
however, the various countries agreed in 1972 that the
limit should be twelve miles at the most. I should also
like to stress that I remember the United Kingdom
and Denmark taking the same view at the Conference
on the Law of the Sea in Caracas in 1974, namely that
three and twelve miles were the right limits and that
they opposed the idea of a limit of two hundred miles.
True, this changed after 1974, but I must point out
that no-one in the three new Member States dreamt at
the time of the accession of anything more than a
maximum of fifty miles, or perhaps two hundred
miles if this should become a reality.
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There was no question of a limit between twelve and
two hundred miles! Both the United Kingdom and
Denmatk had accepted this at the time of the acces-
sion. In this context, therefore, I must praise the eight
Member States for the fact that they are sticking to the
principles of the Treaty of Rome, even if they accept a
limit of two hundred miles vis-a-vis third countries,
thus supporting the idea of the North Sea being a
Community pond with a maximum limit of twelve
miles for the individual Member States.

Personally, — and my Group goes along with my feel-
ings on this point — I am disappointed at the attitude
of the British Ministers simply because they are giving
us a completely wrong picture of the United
Kingdom. Many of us, perhaps the Danes in parti-
cular, have always admired that country.

We have admired it because it was the oldest democ-
racy, because it traditionally stood for cooperation and
was inhabited by gentlemen.

I do not think that the British Government has lived
up to our ideal image of the United Kingdom with
the attitude it has shown recently.

While on the subject of the 50-mile limit I should
also like to state that I shink it is quite unacceptable,
and Mr Corrie says the same directly and indirectly in
his report. As I said before, we knew that the
maximum limit of 12 miles was to apply when the
new Member States acceded. I am therefore astounded
that Mr Silkin and the British Government should
claim that 60 % of the fishing resources of the North
Sea are within British territory. The North Sea has
never been British territory except for the 12- or
3-mile zone, and 60 % of the North Sea resources are
not found within this zone.

At any rate I have read that the British have always
taken the view that national sovereignty extended for
a distance of 3 miles from the coast and that beyond
this point everyone should have free access to the sea
since it did not belong to any particular nation.

If we look at the quotas, however, I cannot understand
why the British Government cannot agree to the
Commission’s proposals. I must also congratulate the
other eight Member States for giving up so much for
the sake of a compromise. The Netherlands, for
example, has agreed to a 30 % reduction compared
with the six previous years. West Germany, to give
another example, has agreed to a 12 % reduction. In
spite of the fact that this country is probably the one
which, relatively speaking, has lost most as a result of
the restrictions on fishing in the waters of third coun-

tries, it is difficult to understand why it should be the
United Kingdom which cannot accept this
compromise since it would only involve giving up
0-5% of the amounts fished hitherto. Instead, the
United Kingdom is asking for an increase of its share
in the total quota from 22 % to 24 %.

I should like, if I may, to repeat what Mr Vandwiele
said — namely that we should not talk about our own
countries. I should nevertheless like to point out that
Denmark, which is the major fishing nation of the
Community, is prepared to accept a compromise in
spite of the fact that this entails an 18 % reduction
and that the amount Denmark would be giving up
would represent over half of the overall reduction. I
think this should be pointed out.

The problem is that this fisheries policy has been criti-
cized in certain countries. According to some the
European Community is responsible for the lack of
decisions in the fisheries sector. I agree, however, with
Mr Vandewiele who asks what the situation in the fish-
eries sector would have been like if the Community
did not exist. What would probably have happened is
that the North Sea would have been divided up in the
same way as the sea bed in connection with oil. If this
had been the case, I should like to have seen the
consequences for the fishing sector in the fishing
nations on the continent. We can safely assume that
there would have been a disaster in the fisheries sector
whereas there is as yet no question of a disaster. Cler-
arly, we have made some progress — we have not
found a solution but I think we are nearer to finding
one than we were.

My words here today may perhaps have reflected a
certain bitterness and legitimate impatience regarding
the British attitude but I hope they will be interpreted
in a positive light as an expression of the hope that
the British will understand that we are now expecting
the United Kingdom to prove that de Gaulle was
wrong in saying that that country was not ready for
membership of the Community. The United
Kingdom must accept the compromise so that we can
move ahead to a solution of the fisheries problems.

(Applause)

President. — 1 call Mr Dalsager.

Mr Dalsager, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) Mr President, at this afternoon’s sitting Mr K.B.
Andersen, the Danish Foreign Minister, who wishes to
be present at your debate, will replace me. I should
like to congratulate Mr Klinker and Mr Corrie on
their reports, and I go along with what has already
been said by the various speakers on these reports. My
desire to speak now arises from certain observations
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which have been made in connection with Mr
Houdet’s motion for a resolution, which was also
mentioned by Mr Kofoed. I possibly understand better
than many how Parliament feels when faced with a
problem of this kind.

The various regulations which have been referred to
all deal with interim internal or external measures
most of which are applied for one or a few months
only.

The European Parliament is certainly aware, as it
showed in its Resolution some months ago, of the
urgent need to protect Community fish resources in
connection with the general extension of the fishing
limits of coastal states to 200 miles, which is necessary
if we are to remain in a position to bargain with third
countries, to take one example.

It is against this background that during 1977, while
work was under way with a view to making some
progess in the Community fisheries policy, the basic
texts of which were submitted to Parliament for
consultation, the Commission felt obliged to propose
and the Council to adopt urgent interim measures
based expressly or implicitly on Article 103 of the
Treaty which provides for the possibility of taking
short-term economic measures without consultation
of Parliament, particularly if difficulties should arise in
the supply of certain products.

It goes without saying that both I myself and the
Council as a whole hope that after the establishment
of a common fisheries policy, which as I said before
we naturally hope can be introduced in a few months,
there will no longer be any need to apply Article 103,
and that Parliament will be fully consulted on all
further developments in this policy. It is therefore
important that no one in this Parliament should be in
any doubt as to our intentions in this matter. I also
hope you will understand that in certain situations
one must take very swift action for the sake of the
Community itself, and that there are situations in
which we cannot act in conformity with the normal
procedures which otherwise should, of course, be
observed. The Council also agrees on this point.

(Applause)

President. — The proceedings will now be
suspended until 3.00 p.m. The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1.05 and resumed at
3.00 p.m,)

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO

President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

7. Question Time (continued)

President. — The next item is the continuation of
Question Time (Doc. 542/77). We start with questions
to the Council of the European Communities.

I call Question No 44 by Sir Geoffrey de Freitas :

Will the Council, when acting as a legislature, invite the
public to attend their legislative meetings, since it is not
the practice of any other legislature in the Community to
debate legislation in secret ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) I am fully aware of the importance attached by
Members of the European Parliament to this question,
which has been asked on repeated occasions — most
recently at the sitting of 12 October.

According to the provisions governing its proceedings,
meetings of the Council are not public. Furthermore,
the Council makes no distinction between legislative
and other meetings.

The fact that Parliament is involved at an early stage
in the decision-making process within the Commu-
nity gives the public an opportunity to follow the
course of Community legislation.

I might add that, although plenary sessions are public
in all our national parliaments, the extremely impor-
tant committee work is in many of them not public,
so that the difference is not so great.

Sir Geoffrey de Freitas. — Now that we are moving
towards direct elections, is it not very important that
the public in our countries should be encouraged to
follow all the legislative processes of our Community,
and even if it is inconvenient — and I fully under-
stand that — to have public sessions, could we not
have one, at least, as an experiment ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I must repeat that the rules
are quite clear, and I therefore think that all of us
here, as experienced politicians — and I include
myself, as I have been in parliament for many years
— know that there are times in any question when
results are desired that cannot be achieved in public.

Mr Edwards. — Would not the President-in-Office
accept the fact that there is a growing demand from
Members of this House for a more open government ?
The Council of Ministers is the one area in all our
organisms that does not seem to be properly account-
able. After all, it is not a cabinet, it is a Council, and I
agree with my friend, Geoffrey de Freitas, that perhaps
one meeting a year, as an experiment, might be very
useful indeed.
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Mr Andersen. — (DK) I cannot completely agree
with this, since the Council is in fact a cabinet in
many matters, in the sense that it can approve
measures which are binding upon the Member States.
I am in favour of the greatest possible degree of open-
ness, but if we want European cooperation to achieve
results, it is difficult to call for more openness than we
are in a position to grant in our own countries.

Mr Price. — It must be very galling for a good guy
like the President-in-Office to have to give, on orders
from his colleagues, such equivocal and unforth-
coming replies as the one we have just heard. Could
he tell us what is the fundamental argument which
prevents the Council of Ministers from separating its
legislative and deliberative functions ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) Despite the friendly demand
from my good friend, I myself am not in a position to
change the procedures governing the Community’s
work. I can only repeat what I said a few moments
ago — the day all nine countries can show they have
complete openness at all stages of the legislative proce-
dure I think we shall have an extremely strong argu-
ment for calling upon the Council to do the same.

Mr Albers. — (NL) Even though the deliberations
take place in secret, I would ask the President-in-Of-
fice what objection there is in fact to holding the legis-
lative meetings in public, as is done in the parlia-
ments of the Member States.

Mr Andersen. — (DK} We cannot do this as the
rules stand.

Lord Bethell. — The President-in-Office has three
times mentioned the fact that the rules of the Council
prevent legislative sessions of the Council from being
held in public. Cannot these rules be changed ? Will
the President-in-Office make representations after this
debate and explain the feeling in this House — and
what, I am sure, is the overwhelming feeling among
the people of the Community — that this is a rule
which ought to be changed ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) It is obvious that, whenever I
have had discussions such as the one I have listened
to here today, I inform my colleagues of them. What I
am a little surprised at — and I say this as a politician
of many years standing — is that everyone who has
spoken today appears to believe that all stages of
government — committee meetings, party meetings
and so on — are public in their own countries. This is
surprising, and it is certainly new to me.

Mr Evans. — Would not the President-in-Office
agree that, if this Parliament is serious about the ques-
tion it is putting to him, it could set a very good exam-
ple to the Council by opening its own committees to
the press and public ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK} It is not for me to pronounce
on that, but it would be a logical consequence of the
question put to me.

President. — I call Question No 45 by Mr Edwards :

Can the Council give further details of the project
announced at the most recent meeting of the European
Council to establish a system of loans for investment
projects in the Community, to be managed by the
Commission and the European Investment Bank, with
particular reference to the possibility of using these loans
to reduce unemployment in the member countries ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) In December 1977 the European Council
declared itself to be in favour of developing the
Community’s financial resources when it approved
the principle of creating a new instrument for
Community loans on an experimental basis, the loans
being managed by the European Investment Bank in
liaison with the Commission. It instructed the
Council to examine the proposal which the Commis-
sion would be putting forward. On 31 January 1978
the Commission transmitted to the Council a prop-
osal for a Decision on this subject, based on Article
235 of the Treaty, and the Council forwarded this to
the European Parliament for consultation.

The Council has not yet been able to express its views
on the practical arrangements for implementing the
new system of loans. It is, however, obvious that, as
the economy stands at present, it is essential to take
all possible measures to reduce unemployment. To
this end, investment must be increased as a matter of
priority, and the proposed instrument is designed to
contribute towards this objective.

Mr Edwards. — May I thank the President-in-Office
for that very useful and constructive reply, and express
the hope that the committees that are responsible for
expressing their views in this Parliament will expedite
their work so that this experiment can go forward ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) Thank you. I do agree.

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. — Does the President-
in-Office agree that in the world currency market
there are very large volumes of finance looking for
viable projects in which to invest, that in the Euro-
pean Community there is a large number of viable
public and private projects needing finance, and that
what, therefore, we have to look to the Council to do
is to find a way in which we can borrow in dollars but
repay in a European Community currency, or basket
of currencies, in a way which will be satisfactory for
the lenders, but will also provide attainable terms of
borrowing for the borrowers? Is this not an urgent
problem in the field of European currency coopera-
tion which only the Council of Ministers can solve ?
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Mr Andersen. — (DK) It is first and foremost not a
question of monetary policy, but one of creating — at
a difficult moment in time — a new opportunity for
investment in extremely important projects on which
the Council and, of course, the Parliament lay great
weight. Let us now try it out as an experiment and see
how it works.

Mr van Aerssen. — (D) Can the President-in-Office
give us an assurance — even though the guidelines for
distributing the funds are not yet laid down — that a
large part of this money will be earmarked for invest-
ment projects of small and medium-scale undertak-
ings in the Community, since this is the classical
starting point for combatting unemployment ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) This is not a priority we have
yet laid down, but we are aware of the problem, and I
shall make this view known to the Council.

President. — As the authors are not present, Ques-
tion No 46 by Mr Dalyell and Question No 47 by Mr
Blumenfeld will be answered in writing. I.

I call Question No 48 by Mr Seefeld, for whom Mr
Albers is deputizing :

The Commission has made proposals for priority action
in the transport field (COM (77)596). At its meeting of
20-21 December 1977, the Council stated that it would
‘endeavour to take account of these priorities in its future
proceedings’. Why has no formal resolution been adopted
by the Council, as a solid commitment to put the
programme into effect ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) The Council feels that there is no real difference
between a formal resolution of the kind referred to by
the honourable Member and the action which the
Council intends to take in accordance with the
Commission communication.

As regards the first half of this year, the Council has
already begun work on almost all the priority
measures in the Commission’s communication on the
Council’s programme of action up to 1980. I have no
doubt that when drawing up its timetable for each
coming six-month period it will continue, as far as
possible, to try to take into account the list of priori-
ties recommended by the Commission.

Mr Albers. — (NL) I am grateful to the President-in-
Office for that answer. I am relieved that no resolution
is needed, but I am not fully satisfied, since decisions
will have to be reached on 12 major points in 1978
alone.

! See Annex

My supllementary remark is that, if it is the intention
to hold one meeting of this Council of Ministers
under the Danish Presidency, it will be impossible to
bring this decision-making process to a favourable
conclusion. I therefore call for an increase in the
number of meetings. I myself believe that three to
four meetings will be needed in the first six months
of the year to ensure an effective decision-making
process. That is what I wanted to suggest to the Presi-
dent-in-Office.

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I do not disagree with the
honourable Member on the importance of these
matters or the need to push ahead with them. There is
perhaps only one point on which I disagree. Even my
brief experience in this field tells me that it is not the
number of meetings which is decisive, but the polit-
ical resolve. However, as I said, I shall make the
honourable Member’s views known to the- transport
ministers.

(Applause from certain quarters)

President. — I call Question No 49 by Mr Noé:

Does not the Council think that a start should be made
at the earliest opportunity on some of the demonstration
projects in the field of energy-saving proposed by the
Commission, especially those related to the combined
production of power and heat ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) The Council acknowledges that demonstration
projects in the field of energy saving within the
Community must be implemented as quickly as
possible. However, the Council has not yet reached
agreement on the proposal for a Regulation which the
Commission submitted on this matter, particularly on
the need for Community aid in this field and the
types of project which would be eligible for such aid.
The question is the subject of thorough and intensive
discussion in the Council, with a view to finding solu-
tions to the outstanding problems, and the whole
matter is expected to be dealt with at the first meeting
of energy ministers under the Danish Presidency. This
is a matter to which the Presidency attaches great
importance.

Mr Noé, — (DK) I should like to thank the Presi-
dent-in-Office for his precise reply, but does he not
nevertheless feel that the Council is taking rather a
long time to reach a decision, and that, instead of
being solved promptly because of the serious energy
situation, this problem is being tackled more as a
simple administrative question ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) If I were able to speak freely,
untrammeled by my position, I would say I agreed
with every word. As it is, I shall only say that I will
pass on these justified views to my colleagues.
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Mr Brown. — Is the President-in-Office aware that
when the Committee on Energy and Research
examined this problem under the budget heading it
was given an assurance by the Commission that,
provided the Council gave their approval, these
contracts could be let by January of this year, and
there would therefore have been one whole year of
work undertaken ? Do I now understand that before
we can actually get a judgment by the Council on
authorization, we shall be more than halfway through
the year ? If so, the money that was earmarked for this
purpose will not in fact be spent, so could I ask the
President-in-Office whether it is not possible for his
colleagues and himself to decide on those elements in
the proposals for energy saving that they regard to be
of high priority and authorize those to be undertaken
immediately ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I very much hope that we
can approve the programme at the Council meeting
in March, and I think the honourable Member will
agree with me that we shall not then be half way
through the year. As long as Denmark’s six-month
term of office is running, I personally might wish we
were already half way through the year. At any rate,
March is not June, and we hope to get this important
programme approved at the March meeting. That is
our aim.

Mr Osborn. — Would the President-in-Office bear
in mind that there is still urgency in this field,
because the whole Western world, and the EEC in
particular, is so dependent on imported oil that unless
projects, whether devised nationally or on a Commu-
nity basis, are approved urgently, we are putting at risk
the very way of life that we understand ? I very much
hope that the President will urge on his fellow minis-
ters to make a decision rapidly, and not give us unsa-
tisfactory replies, such as we have had at the present
time because the Council of Ministers have not been
able to reach a decision.

Mr Andersen. — (DK) All 1 can say is yes, but I
might add that, of all nine Member States, Denmark is
probably the one most sensitive — and hence most
beset by difficulties — in this sector. For that reason
alone, 1 hope you will believe me when I say that we
are doing everything in our power to settle this
problem quickly.

President. — I call Question No 50 by Mr
Normanton.

What representation has the President-in-Office of the
Council made to the Government of the United States of
America concerning the conditions which that Commu-
nity intends to apply to enriched uranium supplied to
the Community ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) The Presidency has not, as yet, made any repres-

entation to the Government of the United States of
America concerning the conditions which that
Governments intends to apply to enriched uranium
supplied to the Community. The United States author-
ities have asked the Community to agree to a renegoti-
ation of the cooperation agreements concluded
between Euratom and the United States with a view to
adapting the provisions of these agreements to the
new requirements of United States legislation on
nuclear exports which are currently being discussed
by Congress. The Council is at present considering
the reply to be given to this request.

Mr Normanton. — When the Community does
come to make its representations, will the President-
in-Office of the Council inform the government of
the United States of America that the Community is
not prepared to negotiate under the threat of a suspen-
sion of uranium supplies, since the Community’s
economic viability, not unrelated to the strength of
the dollar, is a matter which is of crucial importance
to the Community ? And will the President-in-Office
also press upon his energy ministers the importance
of the Community adopting common policies and
common measures to achieve greater independence in
this important field ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I can tell the honourable
Member that we do not have the impression we are
negotiating under threat when we are discussing these
sensitive matters with the Americans. I appreciate the
reasons why the American Congress is extremely
circumspect in this question. Among other things, I
am thinking of the whole question of non-prolifera-
tion, and this is the very reason we agree that we must
negotiate to find a solution. As I said, we do not feel
we are under threat or pressure.

Mr Noé. — (I). In view of the fact that the United
States, under the ‘Carter theory’, have been pressing
Europe to discontinue reprocessing irradiated fuel in
return for an American guarantee to supply enriched
uranium, does the Council not consider that this
constitutes an undertaking not to interrupt deliveries
of enriched uranium while negotiations are under
way ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) Without going into details, I
would say that I feel this view reflects a lack of appre-
ciation of the extremely responsible position the
United States feel themselves to be in in this question.
I can assure the honourable Member that I shall bear
what he has said in mind when I go to Washington
on Monday where, together with the Danish Prime
Minister, I shall have an opportunity to meet Presi-
dent Carter and Mr Schlesinger to discuss this and
other questions.
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Mr Brown. — Would the President-in-Office like to
remind the Americans that Europe will shortly have,
we hope with the help of the energy ministers, a total
capability for fastbreeder reactors ? We are about seven
years in front of the Americans in that respect, so will
he urge his energy ministers to come to a conclusion
about the opportunities of developing an atomic
energy - demonstration project with regard to fast-
breeder reactors in Europe ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) 1 cannot see how the
problem raised here affects the considerations any
American Administration will have to take into
account on the basis of a responsible attitude towards
these questions.

Mr van Aerssen. — (D) Even when the relevant legis-
lation has been passed by the American Senate, it is
by no means certain that the USA will treat the Euro-
pean Community as one country. Can the President-
in-Office give us an assurance that our negotiations
with the USA make it an essential condition that the
European Community be treated as such — i.e. as one
country — in American legislation ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK} I cannot give an affirmative
reply to this before we have negotiated with the
Americans.

Mrs Waltz. — (D) Mr President-in-Office, now that
the new American legislation on non-proliferation has
been passed by the Senate, do you consider that it is
consistent with the official non-proliferation treaty —
which after all guarantees all non-nuclear countries
. the right to use atomic energy for peaceful purposes
— or do you feel that, in view of this new legislation,
the international treaty should also be renegotiated ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) We have not yet received the
new legislation, but we surely all agree on the funda-
mental interest in non-proliferation —— this has
nothing to do with American domination. We surely
all agree on this point as a basis for negotiation. We
shall naturally put forward European views when we
go to Washington next week, but I have every under-
standing — as I am sure all of us here have — for the
views on non-proliferation which are a major fact in
the considerations not only of the American Adminis-
tration, but also of Congress.

President. — I call Question No 51 by Lord Bess-
borough :

What consideration is the Council giving to the possi-
bility of authorizing the European Investment Bank to
provide financial facilities, on the existing Yugolav
model, for projects in the People’s Republic of China
which result in additional sources of raw materials and
energy supplies to the Community ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) On 3 February 1978 an Agreement was initia-
lled between the Community and China which will
allow trade to develop between the two parties in all
sectors — I emphasize, in all sectors.

When this agreement was being negotiated, the ques-
tion of possible European Investment Bank loans was
not raised by China.

Lord Bessborough. — Mr President, while
expressing gratitude to the President-in-Office for that
reply, but regretting that there was no reference in the
Agreement between the Community and the People’s
Republic to the possibility of the European Invest-
ment Bank’s providing financial facilities, will the
President-in-Office nonetheless do everything in his
power to see that the Agreement which has been
initialled will be endorsed by the Council, and signed
as soon as possible ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) The answer is a clear yes, and
I hope this can be done in the very near future.

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. — May we ask the
President-in-Office to confirm that the Council of
Ministers is very well disposed to an increase in the
facilities and establishment of the European Invest-
ment Bank, so that it can expand its good work both
inside the Community and outside, but will the
Council also consider the setting up of an equivalent
body to the IDA, which would be constituted
specially to handle soft loans, both inside the Commu-
nity and outside it ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I cannot risk giving an
answer to that question today, but I shall obviously
look into it. On the other hand, it must be made quite
clear that, as regards the agreement with China, there
were no unsatisfied requests in this respect.

President. — I call Question No 52 by Mr Brown :

Will the Council indicate why the observation of Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council of Ministers Claes given to
the Energy and Research Committee on 3 November
1977 as representing the views of the Council of Minis-
ters was rejected by President-in-Office of the Council of
Ministers Andersen in reply to the question (H-325/77)
of Mr Dalyell on 18 January 1978 ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council, —
(DK) It is rather difficult for me to answer this ques-
tion. When replying to the question last month, I was
not giving any judgement on the statement which Mr
Claes made in an entirely personal capacity to the
Energy and Research Committee. In the nature of
things, I could not do that. What I said in my reply
was as follows — and I would ask your leave to quote
myself, even though this is normally a sign of senile
decay :
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Andersen

The duration of the Presidency of the Council of the
European Communities is laid down in Article 2 of the
Treaty establishing a Single Council and a Single
Commission of the European Communities. This Treaty
could be amended only by having recourse to the proce-
dure in Article 236 of the EEC Treaty and the corres-
ponding Articles in the other Treaties. There is no plan
before the Council for the amendment of the aforemen-
tioned Article.

In reply to a supplementary question, I also gave the
reasons which I personally felt were in favour of main-
taining the existing situation.

Mr Brown. — I thank the President-in-Office for
that very full reply, and I assure him that I do under-
stand it, but may I draw his attention this afternoon to
an example of the demonstration projects referred to
in Question 49 ? They have been before his Council
since about May or June of last year. If we had had
one Minister in continuity during that whole time, it
would not have been possible for him to have got up
and said : I only got it in January, I shall finish in six
months’ time, so I hope to make my decision by
March. Because, as he will understand, whilst he may
make his decision by March to authorize these
demonstration projects, it will be a further three
months before those contracts are let, the six months
I am referring to. This means that these energy-saving
projects will not be put into train and Europe will be
the loser, and we shall be halfway through the year
without having spent the money.

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I am sorry, but I understood
from the President that we could speak as frankly in
this House as we can at home in our own national
parliaments. Delaying of a project has absolutely
nothing at all to do with the duration of the Presid-
ency. The delay may be due to inadequate preparation
or to a lack of political will, but it certainly has
nothing tc do with the duration of the Presidency. If
the Members wish the Presidents-in-Office to survive
— and that does not go without saying — I take six
months to be the absolute maximum !

(Laughter)

President. — Since the author is absent, Question
No 53 by Mrs Ewing will be answered in writing. !

I call Question No 54 by Mr Hamilton, for whom Mr
Brown is deputizing :

In view of the fact that a new Parliament building has
already been built in Strasbourg, and that another such
building is to be constructed in Luxembourg, will the
Council make it abundantly clear that no such initiative
by any government will in any way whatever inhibit a
decision to site the permanent building of the European
Parliament in any other city in the Community ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) I am glad that the question of the seat of the
institutions has been raised again at this part-session,
otherwise 1 would have gone away with a curious
empty feeling.

(Laughter)

As you know, the question of the seat of the institu-
tions is dealt with in the 1965 agreement between the
Member States, and it is not a matter for the Council.
This agreement, as you know, can only be amended
by a new agreement signed by all nine countries, and
any such decision cannot be pre-empted by an initia-
tive by any government or institution.

Parliament is quite rightly concerned about the facili-
ties required for the new, directly elected Parliament,
but any moves in this context must be made within
the . framework of the 1965 agreement. Through its
President, and by other means, Parliament has further-
more made it known that it in no way intends to
change the present situation.

I hope that any misunderstandings which might have
arisen have been dispelled, so that the best possible
working conditions for the future directly elected Parli-
ament can be ensured within the terms of the 1965
agreement. It is with this in mind that those countries
which play host to the European Parliament have
taken steps to adapt local conditions to the new situa-
tion which will arise with the directly elected Parlia-
ment.

Mr Brown. — I thank the President-in-Office on
behalf of my colleague for that reply, but I think my
colleague was rather concerned that he should have an
opportunity to put a supplementary question to the
Minister. What he was arguing was, if we ncw have
two sites with very large expensive buildings built
upon them, in the end the Parliament will have no
rights to make a decision, since it will have been
preempted by the fact that a vast amount of money
has been spent on these very large buildings. My
colleague wanted to draw attention to the fact that
Parliament will not be a free agent. Secondly, it is not
just the building and the working conditions, but it is
the transport problems that have also to be consid-
ered, and the impossibility of getting either in or out
of Strasbourg, or indeed of Luxembourg, during the
daytime. Consequently, we want to ensure that under
no circumstances will the fact that two governments
have gone ahead and built two different establish-
ments in any way stop this Parliament saying: We
want neither, we would prefer to go somewhere else.

1 See Annex
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Mr Andersen. — (DK) I have every understanding
for the transport problems affecting Members.
Provided I am not misinterpreted, I would also say
that I have some sympathy for the peripatetic
Members of Parliament. But the fact remains that it is
the nine governments which must take this decision.
What we want are new facilities with room for all
Members, since just as we cannot be satisfied with
installing facilities in our national parliaments for
only those members who are present, we must have
facilities for all the Members of this Parliament.

Mr Dewulf. — (NL) This agreement resulting from
failure to agree among the governments is now 13
years old. Has the Council ever calculated the cost in
terms of time, energy and money of the failure to
reach a decision on a single seat — which is essential
for the prestige of this Parliament ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) For reasons known to you all,
I can only refer to the 1965 agreement. If it is to be
amended, this is up to the nine governments. I
suspect that many of the Members have greater oppor-
tunities for putting pressure on their governments
than I have.

Mr Damseaux. — (F) Can the President-in-Office
confirm that the Belgian Government has made no
approaches to the Council of Ministers to have the
seat of the European Parliament transferred immedi-
ately from Strasbourg and Luxembourg to Brussels ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) This is not something that
has ever been discussed within the Council since I
assumed office.

Mr McDonald. — Could the President-in-Office of
the Council give an assurance that this decision will
be taken before the Community is enlarged, because if
they cannot make up their mind now, surely, once
Greece and Spain are in, the centre of the Community
will be changed somewhat ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I cannot give any such assur-
ance.

President. — I call Question No 55 by Mr Corrie :

When does the Council envisage the application in full
of the measures laid down in Protocol No 19 of the
Treaty of Accession ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) In its Resolution of 28 December 1972 the
Council expressed the view that measures in respect
of spirituous beverages obtained from cereals, in parti-
cular whisky — which I never drink and on which I
am thus no expert — must fit into the framework of
the general Community policy for alcohol, and that
that policy and the measures in question should be

implemented at the same time. The date envisaged for
the adoption of the Regulation and the measures set
forth in the Resolution — 1 August 1973 — could
not be met because of the complexity of the problems
involved, particularly in the wake of Community enlar-
gement.

The Commission submitted an initial proposal for a
Council Regulation in this sector as early as 1972.
Bearing in mind the need to take into account both
the problems created by accession and the position of
the European Parliament, which wanted the Commis-
sion to make substantial changes to its initial text, the
Commission duly submitted amendments to its orig-
inal alcohol proposal at the end of 1976. The
amended proposal was sent to Parliament for consider-
ation, but Parliament has not yet expressed its opinion
— which I quite understand, as the subject is so
complex.

The Council is aware of the need for the measures in
question to be adopted soon and will be able to speed
up its work once it is in receipt of Parliament’s
opinion.

Mr Corrie. — Will the President-in-Office accept
that, as there is no alcoho! regulation at the moment,
whisky firms cannot get the restitution payments on
grain-based spirits ? And would he not accept, in that
case, that there should be a renegotiation of Protocol
19 so that the whisky industry can get its restitution
payments ? Will these be backdated to 1973 if an
alcohol regulation goes through, and if not, why not ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) Mr President, it is clear from
what I said before that I can certainly agree that, as
long as there are people who want to drink whisky,
the present situation can be considered unsatisfactory.
It is unsatisfactory, and the Council is thus prepared
to tackle the question as soon as Parliament gives us
the go-ahead by expressing its opinion.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Is not the President-
in-Office aware that the preservation of the integrity
of protocol 19 is of far more importance to the
Community than whether or not any retrospective
payments should be made to any interested body ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) No views have been
expressed on the period of effect of these measures.
We are still waiting for Parliament.

President. — I call Question No 56 by Mr Howell :

Does the Council consider that overall marketing organi-
zations for the principal agricultural products would be a
reasonable way to avoid heavy Community expenditure
and unacceptable surpluses ?
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Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) Ever since the introduction of the common
organization of markets, the Council has sought to
improve the conditions under which agricultural
products are processed and marketed. Only last year it
adopted a Regulation on common measures in this
field. Where it deemed it necessary, the Council set
up producer groups for certain sectors such as fruit
and vegetables, hops and tobacco or, as in the wine
sector, entrusted certain distillation operations to asso-
ciations of wine producers. The Council is currently
studying a Commission proposal concerning producer
groups and associations. While the creation and streng-
thening of the organizations mentioned by the honou-
rable Member certainly constitute important measures,
such organizations will not — and this must be
stressed — be able to reduce production or the resul-
tant costs for the Community.

Mr Howell. — Although I did not quite grasp the
last sentence of the reply of the President-in-Office, 1
would like to say how much we in Britain appreciate
the good sense that the Council has shown in accom-
modating the continuation of the Milk Marketing
boards in Britain. I am sure that the President-in-Of-
fice is aware of the great success which these
marketing boards have achieved throughout the last
45 years, and I trust that no obstacle will be put in the
way of their continuation and the way in which they
have been operating throughout that period. May I ask
him to keep an open mind to see where such similar
institutions can be used to help within the CAP, and
to prevent embarrassing surpluses which we have
suffered from in the past?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) Since the honourable
Member did not fully understand what I said at the
end of my reply, I shall repeat it. His question asked
whether the Council considered that such marketing
organizations would be a reasonable way to avoid
heavy expenditure and unacceptable surpluses — that
is the exact wording. And it was to that I replied, after
expressing my appreciation of the importance of such
organizations, that it could not automatically be
assumed that, since they had been effective in certain
sectors and certain respects, they would improve
matters in these two specific fields — i.e. reducing
production and saving money. The Council has its
doubts about this, although in other respects it finds
such organizations useful. This is what I wanted to
say, and I think we are in full agreement on this.

Mr L’Estrange. — Would the President-in-Office
not agree that, while the present policy may not be
perfect, it gives stability and continuity of supplies to
consumers without violent fluctuation in prices, which
can have such disastrous effects on both consumers
and producers ? Do you not agree, Sir, that we should
be slow in interfering with it until it.can be replaced
with something better.

Mr Andersen. — (DK} The common agricultural
policy is such an important part of overall Commu-
nity cooperation that it is reasonable for us to
constantly consider whether it is operating as well as
possible in all respects. In certain respects, speaking
from the Danish viewpoint, we do not feel it is doing
so, and this is why we are so keen to change the
whole system of compensatory amounts — which we
debate so often in this context. As far as these organi-
zations are concerned, they will not be introduced
where they serve no useful purpose, and this is why
we cannot answer with a simple yes. Our general atti-
tude is that we shall study the situation from product
to product, from case to case, and this is what we are
doing. They will not be introduced as a general prin-
ciple, but only where they will help to further the
common agricultural policy.

President. — I call Question No 57 by Mr Jahn:

Do the Ministers intend to hold talks with the Foreign
Ministers of ASEAN in order to put relations betwzen the
Community and ASEAN on a broader footing, and does
it not consider it necessary to initiate permanent contacts
between ministers of other departments (the economy,
finance) in order to achieve economic cooperation. in the
medium term ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(DK) The Community attaches great importance to
the development of relations with the Association of
South East Asian Nations, and I know from a visit to
that region that this interest is mutual. The Council
has agreed with the countries involved to start a
dialogue which is at present taking place at ambassad-
orial level. The first meeting was held in Brussels on
29 November 1977 and enabled concrete, pragmatic

discussions to take place which were appreciated by
both sides.

The Council is prepared, in the light of the experi-
ence gained, to consider the possibility of a further
meeting, at ministerial level, between the ASEAN
countries and the Community, and it hopes in this
way to create the conditions for wider and more
fruitful cooperation between these two regions of the
world — cooperation which will be of obvious polit-
ical, as well as economic importance.

Mr Jahn. — (D)1 am grateful to the President-in-Of-
fice for his detailed reply. The Council is in posses-
sion of a Commission proposal for a so-called
Community programme, and in the talks in Brussels
the ASEAN countries attached great importance to
recognition of the regional identity of their Associa-
tion in the implementation of this programme and of
the programme to promote trade. The Community
expressed its readiness to study favourably and with an
open mind the possibility of meeting this wish, while
taking account of the criteria laid down for the imple-
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Jahn

mentation of this joint programme. Has this study
now been made ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) This study has not yet been
made, but we are now in the process of looking at all
the questions raised at the meeting in November.

Mr Miiller-Hermann, — (D) Is the European
Community prepared to set up a liaison office in
South East Asia in order to promote trade relations
with the countries of that region, and have any steps
been taken to do this?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) No decision has been taken
on this particular proposal. I would point out that the
first meeting at ambassadorial level took place less
than three months ago, but we are working on the
specific proposals made. I think the Community has
an obvious interest in establishing contacts with these
countries.

Mr Price. — Is the President-in-Office prepared, at
the same time as developing these very welcome trade
links with the five ASEAN countries, to link any agree-
ments that are made to the question of human rights ?
Is he aware that in the Lomé Convention it now is
proposed to include a human rights element, and that
it would be logical, if one is to attach a human rights
element to the Lomé Convention, also to attach it to
agreements with groups of nations in other parts of
the world not connected with Lomé, if Europe is to
maintain its reputation for its deep belief in human
rights, and not to remain indifferent to the very
serious breaches of human rights that are going on in
all five of these countries ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) Mr President, if it were
allowed in Question Time, I would willingly engage
in a longer discussion with Mr Price and other
Members on this question.

As it is, I shall confine myself to saying that we must
champion human rights everywhere and in all
possible contexts. However, we in Western Europe
should perhaps be a little careful about appointing
ourselves as judges of the situation in any country of
the world which wants economic, diplomatic or other
relations with us.

If I lived in an Asian country and were discussing
contacts with Europe, I might ask my government.
Can we have contacts with countries which are so
remiss in upholding human rights that they cannot,
for example, employ the young people looking for
work ?

President. —— As the authors are not present, Ques-
tions No 58 by Mr Lemoine and 59 by Mr Meintz will
be answered in writing.

The time allotted to questions to the Council is over.
We turn now to questions to the Foreign Ministers of
the nine Member States meeting in political coopera-
tion.

I call Question No 70 by Mrs Walz2:

According to reports published in the German and
foreign press on 26 January 1978, world-wide safety
measures were set on foot, under great secrecy, after the
Soviet spy-satellite Cosmos 954 burnt out on 22 January
1978 over Canada, somewhere between the Great Slave
Lake and Uranium City. It was first thought that the satel-
lite was merely equipped with a nuclear battery, whereas
urgent representations by security advisers of the
American President, Jimmy Carter, revealed that this
Cosmos satellite was in fact powered by a nuclear reactor.
In the light of these facts will the Foreign Ministers
state :

1. How many observation satellites, powered by nuclear
reactors, are currently circling the earth, which nation
has put them into orbit and which of these nuclear-
powered satellites carry the largest amounts of
enriched uranium ?

2. In view of the most recent technological develop-
ments, is the UN Treaty of 1966 on the peaceful use
of space, which prohibits the launching of nuclear
weapons into space still adequate if accidents to
nuclear reactors sent into space can have somewhat
less serious but nonetheless highly dangerous
consequences ?

3. Are nuclear risks which occur in this way adequately
covered by the 1971 ‘Convention on International
Liability for Damage caused by Space Objects’, and if
so to what extent ?

Mr Andersen, Chairman of the Conference of
Foreign Ministers, — (DK) The problems mentioned
in this question on nuclear-powered satellites were
not among the subjects we discussed in pblitical coop-
eration, nor are they covered by cooperation under the
Treaties. It is therefore impossible for me to reply to
the honourable Member on behalf of the Foreign
Ministers or the Council but I would ask the Presi-
dent’s leave to say a few words in my capacity as
Danish Foreign Minister. I can inform you that, under
the UN Resolution of December 1961 and the UN
Convention of 14 January 1975 concerning the regis-
tration of objects launched into outer space, the
launching of such objects is registered with the UN
Secretary-General. However, this registration does not
provide details of the technologies used in the objects
in question.

As regards the particular case referred to in the ques-
tion, I can inform Parliament that the Soviet Union
did notify the Secretary-General of the United
Nations of the launching of Cosmos 954.

! See Annex
2 Originally Oral Question with debate, subsequently
amended by enlarged Bureau
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Mrs Walz. — (D) Mr President-in-Office, even
though you have not yet discussed the matter, some
countries must have signed the 1967 Space Protection
Convention and the 1972 Space Liability Convention,
and perhaps I can broaden the scope of the question
so that it can be dealt with by the Council. Whereas
the United States decided to discontinue launching
nuclear-powered satellites into inner space as early as
1966, the USSR has a number of killer satellites, of
which eight have already been successfully tested.
They could one day fall on us just as easily as Cosmos
954, and this is one reason the Council should
concern itself with the question now.

What are the views of the Council on President
Carter’s call for a renegotiation of the 1967 Space
Protection Convention ? Article 4 paragraphs 1 and 2
of this Convention contain the conflicting stances of
the superpowers. Should not this Convention be
extended to include powers of inspection and supervi-
sion, and will the Council take steps to achieve this
and use its international standing to press for a revi-
sion of the Convention? In particular, will it
subscribe to President Carter’s view that the use of
satellites containing nuclear reactors should be discon-
tinued, or even prohibited, unless absolute safety is
guaranteed — and since there can be no absolute
safety, an agreement to prohibit them is indispens-
able ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) What 1 was asked was
whether the Nine had discussed this question in any
context, and I had to reply that we had not. I then
added some purely factual information which I
assumed might interest Parliament.

In reply to this supplementary question, I can say that
I assume although I cannot be certain — that this
matter will be raised at next General Assembly of the
United Nations. So much interest has been aroused
that I cannot imagine it will not be on the agenda of
the next General Assembly. Moreover, as Parliament is
probably aware, the nine Foreign Ministers prepare
carefully for the UN meetings and agree as far
possible on a common stance on the questions on the
agenda. This means that, although we have not yet
discussed the matter in political cooperation, I think
it can be regarded as almost certain that we shall be
discussing it in the near future with a view to the UN
meeting in September.

Mr Brown. — I wonder whether the President-in-Of-
fice could then inform us as to how this incident
really conforms to the United Nations protocol on
nuclear devices in orbit ? Secondly, does not this expe-
rience tend to justify those of us who in 1969 warned
of the existence of FOBS, although the Western
governments refused to listen to the warnings we
issued ? We still only have the assurance of the Soviets
that all that the satellite contained was a nuclear

device — but I am not sure we understand what type
of nuclear device. Will he therefore, when he is
discussing this matter with his colleagues, not raise
this matter of FOBS, to see how far this particular
bombardment system h.s in fact been developed ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I cannot answer, on behali of
the Foreign Ministers, a question concerning some-
thing we have not discussed. On the other hand, I can
say that it is 99 % — if not 100 % certain that we
shall be discussing this matter within the next few
months before the General Assembly of the United
Nations. The problem raised by the honourable
Member will naturally also be brought up there, but
until these discussions have taken place, you will
appreciate that I cannot answer on behalf of the body
that has not discussed the matter.

Mr Dewulf. — (NL) Mr Andersen, am I right in
understanding that this question has not even pene-
trated to the meeting of the nine Foreign Ministers ?
Is it not the case that the people of Europe are going
to be asking serious questions, e.g. on security and
environmental policy ? To whom can they turn other
than to the Council of Ministers ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK} 1 do not disagree with the
honourable Member, but I must constantly make it
plain that the objective at these meetings and
exchanges of views is not for a particular country’s
foreign minister to express his own personal views,
but for him to elucidate the views adopted by the
Nine. I cannot do so on this question, as it has not
been discussed by the Foreign Ministers. However, all
the views expressed here today will naturally be
discussed in the talks I am sure we shall be having
before the next UN meeting.

Mr Noé. — (I) Mr Andersen, since you yourself
admitted that the information available to the United
Nations on the technology of each of these space
devices is incomplete, may I ask whether you do not
think it would be advisable for the Community to
take immediate steps to ask those countries which
launch devices into space to supply, if not all the tech-
nical data, at least some information on the quantity
and type of radioactive material on board. There is no
point concerning ourselves with the disposal or
storage of radioactive waste if we do not know that
might land on our heads.

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I can confirm that the
problem has not been solved. I also feel that it is
natural for people to turn to the Nine, and I have
already said that I can more or less guarantee that it
will be discussed by the Conference in preparation for
the forthcoming UN meeting.
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Mr Ripamonti. — (I) May I ask Mr Andersen
whether he does not feel that the Foreign Ministers
should be asked to consider the question of steps
being taken to supervise the use of air space, so as to
safeguard the security of the Member States. Since
there may be more events such as the Cosmos acci-
dent, and since Europe already has the European
Space Agency — in which eight of the nine Member
States are involved — I feel the problem should be
tackled with measures not just at international level,
but also at Community level, so as to achieve supervi-
sion of the air space.

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I can gladly give an assur-
ance that the question will be raised with my
colleagues at the next meeting of the Foreign Minis-
ters, even if it should not appear on the agenda of the
UN meeting — which I am sure it will.

I cannot say whether we will find joint solutions, but
if we do not, the individual Member States must
continue their work within the UN and other bodies.
However, in reply to this and other questions, I shall
gladly raise the matter with my colleagues, and convey
the interest which Parliament attaches to it, at the
next meeting of the nine Foreign Ministers.

President. — I call Question No 71 by Sir Geoffrey
de Freitas :

What plans are there for the establishment of pooled
consular services in countries outside the European
Community ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Foreign
Ministers. — (DK) There are at present no plans to
establish joint consular services in third countries.
Apart from anything else, the considerable differences
in the legal systems of the Member States make it
hardly possible in practice to set up joint consular
services in third countries. I might add, however, that
the Member States” representations in third countries
have developed extremely useful cooperation in many
fields, and when there is occasion for it, this coopera-
tion could certainly extend to the consular duties
referred to by the honourable Member.

Sir Geoffrey de Freitas. — Is the Foreign Minister
aware that many of us will welcome the fact that there
is such cooperation, but would he consider recom-
mending to his colleagues that there should be one or
two experiments in the joint consular services to see if
there is anything in the future that we could learn
from ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) We cannot give such a
promise, but I shall be glad to give this consideration.
We must not forget that consular services also have
many duties which conflict with the interests even of
countries standing very close to them — duties of a

more economic nature — and it is thus a difficult
matter to establish joint services. I can tell Parliament
that, even among countries so close as the Nordic
countries, we have discussed setting up various joint
services and have had to drop the idea for the time
being, since it emerged that even among the Scandina-
vian countries it could not work in practice. However,
we are constantly giving the matter our consideration
— not only in order to save staff and money, but also
in order to display a degree of solidarity — but it is
more difficult than some might think.

Mr Dewulf. — (NL) Does the President-in-Office
not think that at least the head offices of the major
multinational concerns should cooperate even more
closely with our national diplomatic representations in
the external offices of the European Commission ?

Mr Andersen. — (DK) In those international
contexts in which it is a matter of course, there is
already extremely close cooperation of the kind called
for here. This applies to a number of international
organizations. There is cooperation, and it is
improving year by year.

President. — Question No 72 by Mr Edwards is post-
poned until the next part-session.

Since the authors are not present, Questions No 73 by
Mrs Ewing and 74 by Mr Johnston will be answered
in writing 1.

I call Question No 75 by Mr Osborn :

Will the Foreign Ministers undertake discussions with
the Swiss and French Governments and Civil Aviation
Authorities, the Civil Aviation Authority of Great Britain,
Eurocontrol, International Civil Aviation Organization,
European Civil Aviation Conference and UNIPEDE with
a view to re-opening the enquiry on the Vanguard which
crashed near Basle on 10 April 1973, bearing in mind the
opinions published in the Sunday Telegraph of 29
January about the effect of hight-frequency transmissions
on overhead hight-voltage cables on the reliability of
radio control beacons ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Foreign
Ministers. — (DK) Since the question of the air
disaster in Basle on 10 April 1973 has been put to the
Foreign Ministers within the framework of European
political cooperation, I am not in a position to answer
it, as it concerns a specific case which is outside the
scope of foreign cooperation. I might add, however,
that it is up to the countries concerned, and their
authorities, to decide whether, in the light of new
information, there may be grounds for re-opening the
investigation into the tragic accident referred to by the
honourable Member. It must also be up to the authori-
ties of the countries concerned. after any reconsidera-
tion of the matter, to decide whether or not to bring it
before any instance they consider suited to deal with
1t.

1 See Annex



Sitting of Wednesday, 15 February 1978 149

Andersen

I much regret that I am unable to give a more precise
answer to this question, but the honourable Member
must appreciate — as I think he does — that, in my
capacities as President-in-Office of the Foreign Minis-
ters and President-in-Office of the Council, I can only
answer questions which come under the competence
of these two bodies.

Mr Osborn. — It is a difficult question, because air
safety is international, but would the President-in-Of-
fice in his many capacities bear in mind that there are
a number of bodies concerned with this as well as the
national bodies, including ICAO, IATA and others?
Whether this is a matter for the foreign ministers or
for the President-in-Office of the Council, it is of
concern to us in Strasbourg that as carefully reported
in a British paper, it is possible, for communication
transmissions at high frequency on overhead power-ca-
bles to distort the effect of beacons for landing and 1
very much hope that he will go back and ensure that
this is adequately discussed in a European framework.

Mr Andersen. — (DK) I cannot give an assurance
on the last point, as it is not within the competence of
the two bodies on whose behalf I speak. 1 can,
however, tell the honourable Member that I admit
quite frankly that I was unaware of the serious tech-
nical problem involved in this question and, in my
capacity as Danish Foreign Minister, I shall try to take
steps to ensure that it is raised in some of the interna-
tional organizations he has mentioned. I agree with
him that there may have been some alarming aspects
to this incident, and I myself have realized from this
question that it is a matter we cannot let lie. I cannot,
however, promise to take it up with the Council or
the Foreign Ministers, as it does not fall within their
scope.

President. — I call Question No 76 by Mr Dewulf :

What is the Foreign Ministers’ attitude towards the
increase in initiatives taken by the Eastern European
countries within the framework of Basket Two of the
Belgrade Conference and also outside it, as in the case of
the pan-European economic conference proposed by
Yugoslavia and Romania during the meeting between Mr
Tito and Mr Ceausescu at Turn Severin at the beginning
of December 1977 ?

Mr Andersen, President-in-Office of the Foreign
Ministers. — (DK) In reply to this question about the
pan-European economic conference, I can say that the
Nine are always prepared to consider any move to
promote economic relations between East and West.
The countries of both Eastern and Western Europe
have put forward various proposals at the CSCE
follow-up conference in Belgrade. The Nine welcome
such proposals, provided they can be expected to
produce concrete results and are consistent with
Community policy.

As regards the honourable Member’s reference to
Yugoslavia and Romania, I would point out that, in
the joint communiqué after the meeting between Pres-
ident Tito and President Ceaucescu on 4 December
1977, these two countries expressed the hope that the
Belgrade Conference would promote joint European
talks on trade and technology, and in this connection
they drew attention to the part which could be played
by the United National Economic Commission for
Europe and by UNESCO. I would add that, at the
Belgrade Conference and ever since the Helsinki
Conference 212 years ago, the Nine have duly stressed
the potential of this economic commission, as well as
the fact that it must be the main forum for implemen-
tation of the Helsinki Agreement by all parties. I
therefore agree that the commission in Geneva is a
useful means of achieving these objectives.

President. — The second part of Question Time is
closed.

8. Votes

President. — The next item is the vote on the
motions for resolutions contained in the reports on
which the debate is closed.

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution contained
in the Pistillo report (Doc. 513/77): Resolution on the
preparation of young people for work.

The resolution is adopted. !

We shall now consider the motion for a resolution in
the Shaw report (Doc 547/77): Draft amending
budget No 1 for 1978

I put the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 3 to the vote.
The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 3 are adopted.

After paragraph 3 I have the following two amend-
ments :

— Amendment No 1, tabled by Mr Ripamonti, Mr
Granelli, Mrs Cassanmagnago Cerretti, Mr
Vernaschi, Mr Scelba, Mr Ligios, Mr Fioret, Mr
Pisoni, Mr Martinelli and Mr No¢ on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group :

After paragraph 3, add the following new paragraph :

‘3a. points out that the adoption by at least three
Member States of the Sixth Directive during the
course of the 1978 financial year immediately
cancels the derogation provided for in article 4 (3) of
the Decision of 21 April 1970 and that the financial
contributions of the Member States concerned are
therefore calculated on the basis of value added tax;

— Amendment No 2, tabled by Mr Spinelli, Mr
Mascagni, Mr Leonardi, Mr Masullo and Mrs
Squarcialupi :



150 Debates of the European Parliament

President

After paragraph 3, add the following new paragraph :
‘3a. recalls that under the terms of the decision of 21
April 1970 (Art. 4 (3), last sentence), it is possible to
revert to application of Community tax even during
the current financial year;.
Amendment No 2 has been withdrawn.

What is the rapporteur’s position on Amendment
No 1?

Lord Bruce of Donington, deputy rapporteur. —
Mr President, I speak in the absence of Mr Lange,
who was taking the place of Mr Shaw as rapporteur on
this item. I have to report to Parliament that the prin-
ciple of this amendment was discussed in the
Committee on Budgets on Monday last, and was
rejected. I therefore advise Parliament to reject the
amendment.

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

Mr Granelli. — (I) Mr President, first of all I wish to
confirm, contrary to what was said by numerous
Members during the debate, that this amendment was
officially adopted by the Christian-Democratic Group
and not only by those of my Group who signed the
amendment itself. It is true that some Members
requested a free vote, but this is standard practice in
this Parliament.

With regard to the matter itself, I regret that during
the debate an incorrect statement was made regarding
the intentions of those who tabled the amendment.
We are not requesting an interpretation of the Trea-
ties, but its application, and we believe that this is one
of the absolute prerogatives of Parliament. Further-
more, in his brief reply this morning during the
debate on amending budget No 1, the representative
of the Commission expressed the hope that all this
“would come about in 1979...

President. — Mr Granelli, I would ask you not to
depart from the explanation of vote.

Mr Granelli. — (1) ... my explanation of vote, Mr
President, can be summed up as follows: we do not
request an interpretation, we request application.
Since the last sentence of Article 4 (3) lays down that.

This derogation shall cease to be effective as soon as the

conditions laid down in paragraph 1 or 2 are fulfilled,
we consider that it is Parliament’s task, as soon as it
has checked that these conditions are fulfilled, to take
note of them. We hope that Parliament will not
deprive itself by its own action action of one of its
powers.

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

I put paragraph 4 to the vote.

Paragraph 4 is adopted.

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

The resolution is adopted. !

We shall now vote on the motion for a resolution
contained in the Yeats report (Doc. 538/77): Amend-
ment of the Rules of Procedure of Parliament.

Since there are 85 Members present and the quorum
required is therefore not attained, the vote will have to
be postponed to the next part-session.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — D) Mr President, I should like to
propose on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group
that we vote on the Yeats’ report on the Tuesday
before the constituent sitting of Parliament, i.e. before
the appointment of the new Bureau. I am sure that a
quorum will be present then.

President. — I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, on behalf of
my Group, I should like to support this proposal. I
think that, out of respect for the months of work put
in by the members of the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions, we should find a way of
amending the Rules of Procedure as proposed by the
committee before Parliament’s constituent sitting. Mr
Klepsch’s proposal that we do this on the Tuesday of
the March part-session before the constituent sitting is
definitely a good idea, since the necessary quorum
ought to be present, so that the amended Rules of
Procedure would apply from the date of the constit-
uent sitting onwards.

President. — I call Mr Yeats.

Mr Yeats, rapporteur. — Mr President, the problem I
can see with regard to this proposal is that if the
motion is put to the vote on the Tuesday of the next
part-session, it cannot come into force, assuming it is
passed, until April. On the other hand, it may be
possible to put it to the vote on the Monday — that is,
at the end to the current session, before the new
session begins on the Tuesday. I can see the problems
of getting a quorum, but I think we should be clear
that if we agree to a vote on Tuesday, this cannot
come into force until April.

President. — I note this proposal, which needs to be
closely examined from the procedural point of view. It
will be studied during the meeting of the Bureau this
evening both from the point of view of its accepta-
bility and, in particular, from the procedural point of
view.

Since there are no objections, that is agreed.

1 OJ No C 63 of 13. 3. 1978.
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9. Fisheries and the right of the European
Parliament to be consulted
(continued)

President. — The next item is the continuation of
the joint debate on fisheries.

I call Mr Rippon.

Mr Rippon. — Mr President, I would like to deal
with one specific aspect of the fisheries issue. My
colleague, Mr Corrie, has dealt with the substance of
the general problem, and my colleague Mr Stetter will
be viewing matters from a Danish point of view.
Commissioner Gundelach recently enquired, in the
context of fisheries policy, and he rather repeated this
again today : what does Britain want? I can tell him
in a sentence. We want the implementation of the
provisions of the Treaty. That is today, the provisions
of the Treaty of Accession. As Mr Gundelach said this
morning, you cannot chip away at the basic principles
of the Treaty. I agree. Specifically, Mr President, we
are concerned with the implementation of Articles
100 to 103, as set out in Chapter 3 of the Treaty of
Accession, and particularly Article 102 and Article
103. Article 102 provides :

From the sixth year after accession at the latest, the
Council, acting on a proposal from the Commission,
shall determine conditions for fishing with a view to
ensuring protection of the fishing grounds and conserva-
tion of the biological resources of the sea.

Article 103 provides :

Before 31 December 1982, the Commission shall present
a report to the Council on the economic and social deve-
lopment of the coastal areas of the Member States and
the state of stocks. On the basis of that report, and of the
objectives of the common fisheries policy, the Council,
acting on a proposal from the Commission, shall
examine the provisions which could follow the deroga-
tions in force until 31 December 1982.

Now, this morning Mr President, Mr Gundelach said
that conservation really only came up very recently,
and that until last year, conservation was a dirty word.
In fact, of course, the whole principle of a common
fisheries policy based upon considerations of conserva-
tion was specificially recognized in the Treaty of
Accession.

Now, I think it is important, Mr President, to under-
stand the background to that agreement. Mr Kofoed,
speaking for the Liberal and Democratic Group,
clearly did not understand a single fact or a single
thing about the fisheries issue from start to finish. It is
important also to understand that that agreement was
not subject to any re-negotiation by the Labour
government, for the very good reason that no change
is necessary in its provision. As I reminded this House
in our debate on 17 June last year, the Community of

six, by introducing the original fisheries regulation in
the middle of negotiations to enlarge the Community,
nearly wrecked Britain’s application and did wreck
Norway’s. Faced with a fisheries regulation acceptable
to a Community of six, and manifestly unsuitable for
a Community of ten — as we then hoped, of course,
that it would be — we had to deal with the worst
crisis of our whole negotiations. Having broken the
back of our negotiation in the summer of 1971 and
secured an overwhelming House of Commons vote
for our entry on the terms then negotiated, we had
thereafter to struggle desperately until the middle of
December to reach a setlement on fisheries. And
anyone, Mr President, who lived through those weary
six months and saw British public opinion soured and
Norway driven away from the Community, will know
that the very last person with a right to reproach
Britain for being non-communautaire is a Dutch
Minister of Agriculture.

Now, we made it clear throughout that we always in
Britain favoured a common fisheries policy, but from
the outset we made it clear that transitional measures
would not be enough. We asked therefore in the first
place for continuing arrangements subject to review
We did not ask for permanent arrangements, as it was
perfectly clear that conditions were going to change
rapidly in the years ahead, both in the context of the
forthcoming Conference on the Law of the Sea and in
the context of the growing need for conservation
measures. At the end of these six months of negotia-
tion, we agreed on a virtual preservation of the status
quo for ten years subject to an open review as
provided for in Articles 102 and 103. We agreed that
would be the best way of meeting the circumstances
that would be likely to arise in the decade leading up
to 1982. In announcing that agreement to the House
of Commons on 13 December 1971, I made a
number of things quite clear. First of all, that in
substance what we had agreed was that there should
be a maintenance of the status quo for a decade, but
in the course of that period there would be a fair and
open-ended review taking account of all the circum-
stances of the time. And secondly, asked, inevitably,
about the nature of the derogation and the question of
a possible veto, I made it clear that this was a vital
issue for the United Kingdom and that I was confi-
dent that it would be treated as such. I added that, as
regards a veto, I should have thought the position had
been made fairly clear over the years. It is not wise to
talk in terms of a veto. Apart from the provisions of
the Treaty of Rome, there exists the Luxembourg
Agreement of 1965. Moreover, one can find no occa-
sion in pratice where the Community has overridden
a major national interest — probably for the simple
reason that it could not do it. Subsequently, on 15
December 1971, I went more deeply into the history
of the review clause recalling that on 29 November
1971, the Community sought to limit the application
of the review to special areas. I rejected that. On 30
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November the Community said they would be
prepared to widen the review to areas essentially
dependent on fishing. I rejected that. Then on 11-12
December we agreed on this open review. I made it
clear in the House of Commons that the effect of that
was that we could either restrict access, or we could
seek to extend it in the circumstances of the time. I
added that it might well be that we could be talking
of more extensive limits.

Subsequently, as I said in our debate on 17 June last
year, once Norway was driven away from the Commu-
nity, it became inevitable and natural that British fish-
ermen would press for the same fifty-mile limit that
Norway subsequently claimed. Of course the situation
has been changed by the 200-mile limit, and I think,
as I explained on 17 January and as Mr Corrie said
this morning, national limits have in the changed
circumstances become less significant than the other
package of measures contemplated. On the other
hand. it is important to understand how this claim for
the fifty-mile arose in the context of our negotiations
and the subsequent events in Norway.

In face of the agreement reached in 1971, and embo-
died in the Treaty of Accession, it does not lie in the
mouth of anybody to allege that Britain is in breach
of any Treaty obligations. We are in fact all of us
together fulfilling the precise terms of the Treaty of
Accession, and the essence of Community practice, as
I told the House of Commons in that debate in
December 1971, has always been to recognize the vital
national interests of the countries of which it is
composed, because otherwise the work of the Commu-
nity would be rendered impossible and the Commu-
nity would fall apart. No one can have been in any
doubt at all about Britain’s position from the very
beginning. It is a matter of public record. And in the
context of fisheries, we specifically relied on, and
quoted in that debate, the joint Declaration made by
President Pompidou and Mr Heath on 24 May 1971,
when they stated that they were :

in agreement that the maintenance and strengthening of
the fabric of cooperation in such a Community requires
that decisions should in practice be taken by unanimous
agreement when vital national interests of any or more
members are at stake.

Mr President, may I say: let Le Monde take note of
that. We specifically declared that fisheries policy
raised such vital national interests, and in that context
I concluded my report to the House of Commons by
saying :

I wish finally and clearly to say that no future British
Government could in practice be forced into arrange-
ments which in their judgement failed to safeguard our
vital fishing interests as they then defined them.

Now, as I said in our debate in June, there was no
other issue in the whole negotiation for British entry
on which I felt it necessary to make such a clear and
unequivocal declaration. All this problem originally
arose because it really was an act, at the very least, of

folly for the Community to impose that original fish- _
eries regulation at the time that it did. And that is
why, although I can very well understand the provoca-
tion that has been created by that attitude and the
conduct of the present British Minister of Agriculture,
I think it was a grave error of judgement to link fish-
eries policy with the question of devaluation of the
green pound. And that is why, Mr President, just in
this speech this afternoon, I want to beg my
colleagues to understand the background and the
nature of the issues at stake, to understand why it was
that I said, way back in 1971, that conservation was
going to be the issue that would concern us in the
course of this decade, and why 1 said then that a
failure to resolve this issue would result in a major
crisis involving the coherence of the Community
itself. As Mr Gundelach said, this is a test of the credi-
bility of the Community. It is also, if I may say so, as
far as the Six are concerned, a test of the good faith
that they offered at the conclusion of Britain’s negotia-
tions for entry.

Now, having said all that, having I hope, disposed of
allegations that Britain is in breach of treaty obliga-
tions or not acting in a Community fashion, I would
like to pay the warmest possible tribute to the efforts
which Commissioner Gundelach has made to
promote a fair and equitable agreement, what I always
used to call a fair balance of mutual advantage
between all the countries of the Community. His
efforts have been reinforced, if I may say so, particu-
larly by my colleague, Mr Corrie, most of whose
recommendations to this Parliament last December
have in substance been accepted. I hope an agreement
will soon be reached. I see no good reason why it
should not be reached, in an atmosphere, free, I hope,
from unjustified attacks on Britain for maintaining a
position fully and explicitly declared before the
signing of the Treaty of Accession.

President. — I call Mr Pistillo.

Mr Pistillo. — (1) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the President-in-Office of the Council
unfortunately told us little this morning about the
present state of the negotiations among the nine coun-
tries and particularly with the United Kingdom which
aim to arrive at a definitive policy for the fisheries
sector, or at least one less temporary and provisional
than the present arrangement. The President of the
Council probably could not tell us more than he did
— and that is understandable — but his very reluc-
tance to go into detail, while reflecting a careful and
responsible approach, underlines the seriousness of
the situation which has arisen in the Community as a
result of the United Kingdom's attitude, which we
regard as unhelpful. We learned more from Mr
Gundelach’s speech : thanks to him, we at last know
the real points at issue. As someone rightly remarked,
this is a problem which Parliament cannot and must
not be prevented from debating.
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1t is true that we should not over-dramatize an already
difficult situation, as some newspapers have done, but
this does not mean that we should shut our eyes to its
seriousness. Once more in this field die hard national
interests are prevailing over the common interest,
which is the necessary starting-point for achieving a
common policy for the fisheries sector. We feel we
must stress this need particularly on behalf of Italy,
whose interests appear to be and indeed are being
sacrificed in the whole discussion of the general fish-
eries arrangements.

Up to now the problems and interests of the North
Sea countries have prevailed almost exclusively, as the
breakdown in negotiations confirms. We wish to reas-
sert forcefully, as we have already done on other occa-
sions in this House, that in this sector the Commu-
nity is not merely the North Sea ! It is about time that
the particular interests of individual countries were
subsumed in a common overall view of this sector.

The most serious contradiction at the moment is
certainly the imbalance between structural policy and
market policy, which is entirely in favour of the latter.
There is a risk that prevailing attitudes and demands
from various quarters may accentuate this imbalance,
which is all the more harmful because the fisheries
sector is based on self-renewing natural resources.

Unfortunately the lack of a permanent regulation
aggravates this imbalance and makes prospects bleak
for a number of countries, including my own.

Por our part, we wish to use this debate to emphasize
a few points very rapidly and simply.

Firstly, structural policy must have precedence over
market policy.

Secondly, we need a unified view of fisheries problems
not limited, as at present, to the North Sea — a Medi-
terranean policy is required in this field also.

Thirdly, we need a sense of responsibility in the inter-
ests of the Community as a whole, and we must
oppose the partial or nationalistic views which still
persist.

The fisheries problem has particularly serious implica-
tions for Italy, and one cannot say that things are
made any easier by the present situation in the
Community and the lack of a basic regulation. I
should like quickly to review a number of problems
existing in Italy, and thereby enlarge somewhat the
scope of today’s debate.

In our view, we must equip ourselves for a system of
rational management of resources. This means a funda-

mental reform of the way in which our fisheries statis-
tics are collected, and the development of fisheries
research structures, especially with regard to estimates
of resources.

Moreover, it is still entirely feasible in Italy to boost
fish consumption and extend the areas where fish is
eaten. It is also possible to shift consumption from
valuable and overfished species to those which cost
little and are at present underfished. To do this one
must rely on producers’ organizations, which must
equip themselves with preserving and processing
plant and means of transport. Among the underfished
low-cost species, sardines and anchovies — in other
words the small pelagic fish — are very important in
Italy. But the fishing of these species is subject to
marked seasonal and annual fluctuations. It is there-
fore important to stabilize producers’ incomes, which
can be done by drawing up fishing plans which relate
the annual catch to the actual level of resources and to
the average absorption capacity of the market as well
as providing aids for the creation of stocks and
thereby using refrigeration as a stabilizing factor.

In our view the main features of these aims include
the following : they are complementary and interde-
pendent ; they are in line with Community structural
policy and can be achieved with the means envisaged
by it, as we hope we have shown; they can be
regarded as the basis of an alternative Community fish-
eries policy, for which the support of a wide spectrum
of groups can be obtained — producers, consumers,
research workers, etc. — and which contrasts with the
prices policy which is currently the only one being
implemented.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we wished to
make these brief comments to help solve a problem
which is of vital interest to Italy and indeed to other
Member States.

IN THE CHAIR : MR HOLST
(Vice-President)
President. — I call Mr Brosnan.

Mr Brosnan. — Mr President, may I say at the outset
that, though it may not have appeared so from this
debate, we in Ireland have a real, vital, vested interest
in this debate, and that we are very concerned about
the outcome. We are concerned about the present
unsatisfactory situation in fisheries, and we look
forward to the future with considerable anxiety.

I want to say that I myself was very disappointed at
the failure of the Council of Ministers at their recent
meeting to agree on a common fisheries policy for the
Community in the years to come. I was hoping that
the various conflicts would have been resolved and
that the Community would have the basis of a policy
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on fishing which would be acceptable to everybody. I
can sympathize in a way with the dilemma of the
United Kingdom Minister in so far as we in Ireland
have a similar problem in many fundamental respects.
The present situation is that we have a limited degree
of agreement on interim measures, and I emphasize,
‘interim’ measures. This is primarily based on a
temporary fishing plan system. I would like to stress
again that this fishing plan is only temporary and is
on a trial basis until the end of the current year. It is
based on the need for conserving resources and thus,
if it is to succeed, it must ensure a substantial reduc-
tion of fishing efforts by other Member States in our
Irish coastal waters. Such a reduction by other
Member States’ fishing-fleets must be sufficient to
provide an adequc'e preference in these waters for
Irish fishermen, in accordance with the Hague Agree-
ment of October 1976. As you will remember, Mr Pres-
ident, that agreement specified the special position of
the Irish fishing industry and it recognized and it was
recognized by all the other states that guarantees were
to be given for the expansion of the Irish fishing
industry and that these guarantees were based on
social and economic grounds. In applying this system
of fishing plans, these promises must be realized;
otherwise, the system of fishing plans will have failed,
and Ireland will once again, and must once again,
insist on its demand for an exclusive coastal band.
The fishing-plan system has, by the end of this year,
to produce the required results. If it fails, the Irish
position will have been justified in that the only really
effective way of ensuring the conservation of fish
stocks in the interests of the Community, as a whole,
is to have an adequate coastal zone reserved to coastal
fishermen ; as far as Ireland is concerned, the onus is
now on the other Member States and on the Commis-
sion to ensure that Irish fishermen have preferential
access to fish-stocks off the Irish coast.

The Community is now faced with the situation
where there are no real Community conservation
measures in operation. This is very serious, because of
the depletion of fish stocks in recent years and the
threat of further depletions in the future. The national
measures which are being introduced will have, of
course, to be non-discriminatory and have the
approval of the Commission in accordance with the
Hague Agreement I mentioned. Ireland has already
placed a ban on herring fishing in certain of its waters
until the end of this year. The Irish have adopted a
credible and responsible attitude. The credibility of
the other Member States must now be manifested so
that agreement can be reached.

Negotiations for fishing-rights with third countries
remain to be solved. However, simple logic dictates
that no agreement can be finalized with third coun-
tries until the Community has first sorted out its own

internal régime. Thus, many arrangements with third
countries must be of an interim and autonomous
nature. It is quite clear that we cannot say to the fish-
ermen of third countries that they can have certain
fishing rights when we are not in a position to say to
our own fishermen what fishing rights they have.
Thus, the Community’s arrangements with third coun-
tries must be of an interim and temporary nature.
While this has certain disadvantages, it is the only
logical and realistic basis on which we can proceed.

The uncertainty resulting from the lack of agreement
on an internal fishing régime has created a serious
lack of confidence amongst the fishermen in the
Community, and I would emphasize that this is parti-
cularly true of fishermen in my own country. Mr
Gundelach will, in the next few days, be meeting with
those fishermen : he will fully appreciate what I mean,
and I hope that the fishermen will be as impressed by
his efforts and his sincerity as'I am, and all the other
Members here are today. Only an early agreement on
the Community fishing policy will restore the confi-
dence of the fishing industry. While an early decision
is important, the right decision is.more important. In
the circumstances, all concerned must be patient and
work towards a solution which caters for all the essen-
tial requirements of the Member States and of the
fishing industry in the Community.

I would like to conclude by reminding the House that
we in my country, have not abandoned our claim to
an exclusive coastal band. It was described this
morning by my colleague, Mr Hughes, as a parrot-cry.
It is not a parrot-cry ; it has been our policy and it
remains our policy, and unless these interim arrange-
ments, as | described them, are successful, we shall
have to review the position and renew our demand for
an exclusive fishing-zone.

President. — I call Mr Cousté.

Mr Cousté. — (F) Mr President, this is an important
subject and we really appreciate the effective and
Community-minded manner in which it has been
tackled by the Member of the Commission with
responsibility in this area, Mr Gundelach. This has to
be said because the European fishing industry is at a
turning-point. For years it has been struggling, and
the crisis is not yet over, just as it is not yet over in
other industrial and commercial sectors of the
Community which are beset by difficulties. If we
stand back and look at the situation in perspective, we
can see that the problem is ore of resources. The
various fishing fleets are striving to outdo each other,
with the result that there is an intensive exploitation
of fish stocks. The blame cannot be attributed solely
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to Community fishermen; boats from non-member
countries are also to blame. This House has constantly
stressed the importance it attaches to these problems.
On several occasions the Members have spoken out
from all parts of the Chamber, and we rightly
welcomed the Member States’ decision — which in
any case was in line with what the rest of the world
was deciding — to extend national limits to 200
miles. We then had to work out the rules because, as a
Community, we could not avoid having rules for the
exploitation of resources within the 200-mile limit.

However, we are sorry — and that is certainly an
understatement — that the Council has not yet
reached a decision. We hoped we might get one when
the Council met on 30-31 January and some progress
apparently was made, as Mr Gundelach told us this
morning. Ireland, in fact, managed to overcome its
own problems and agree to the Community plan. This
gives great cause for satisfaction. But what is the expla-
nation for the British response ? The Community
proposals contained considerable guarantees for the
fishermen of the British Isles, thanks to fishing plans
designed to control fishing ih critical areas and even
to ensure a certain preferential access for coastal fish-
ermen. We cannot understand the British reaction at
all.

But we must be careful that this attitude does not lead
to incriminations. We know only too well that in
some circles, French and others, the United Kingdom
is always viewed in an anti-Community light.

We have had this feeling on other occasions. And yet
we in Europe have always been anxious to believe in
the pro-Community attitude of the British. We there-
fore appeal to the United Kingdom politicians who
are responsible for the current situation. Yesterday,
when Mr Jenkins was giving his report on the
Commission’s activities for 1978, I was interested to
hear him say on the subject of fishing that catches
should be limited and strict measures to conserve
stocks should be adopted both for Community vessels
and for boats from non-member countries. The
Commission is waiting for a decision by the Council.
This will require political courage, as we heard from
the Council’s own representative. Quite frankly, ladies
and gentlemen, let us not kid ourselves. Just whom
was Mr Jenkins, in his independent role as President
of the Commission, speaking to ? The answer is that
he was speaking to the present British Government.
He was telling them to make the effort needed to
show political courage. That is what we expect from
the British Government.

It was very interesting to hear Mr Rippon speak of
'vital national interests’. This is indeed true for the
Member States, but he also said that the United
Kingdom had to make an effort and that we could not
let things remain as they were. Why ? Because we are
hearing the same thing about fishing that we heard

about direct elections, or that we are going to hear in
the future about the budget, renegotiations, subsidies
for consumption and so on. In a Community in
which we share joint responsibility, we cannot fail to
be anxious about the attitude to the Community of
each individual Member State. And this applies
equally to the French Government, or to us French
politicians who monitor that government’s actions. If
we want to be heard in our own parliamentary assem-
blies — be it in the French Senate or the National
Assembly — we also have to be heard appealing to
the Community spirit of the United Kingdom in
circumstances like the present which we deplore. I
shall be quite frank in saying that we hope the
Commission achieves the success it deserves. We have
faith in the Commission ; it has made proposals and
is anxious for a compromise ; and at this very moment
it is hard at work in this Chamber and elsewhere in
search of this compromise. We sincerely hope that it
will be successful.

It has to be said that this problem of the sea’s
resources applies to everyone who fishes in Commu-
nity waters, and this includes those who are not
members of the Community. I cannot stress this
enough. Whenever I feel that there is resistance to
establishing a Community policy, I feel at the same
time that we are weakening our position and our
chance of making it count for something in our rela-
tions with non-member countries. The more united
we are, the more bargaining power we have. We have
to realize that this lies at the heart of the problem of
our external relations. I am stating this quite clearly,
because I know it reflects the attitude and concern of
many of our fishermen with regard to Soviet fleets.
We must never underestimate the problems in this
connection, for they are vitally important.

However, there is another problem which bothers me.
I am wondering whether, during the two months
which have been asked for, the United Kingdom
might not decide to adopt protectionist measures as a
result of internal pressure, which I could enlarge on if
necessary. Is this not liable to lead to nasty incidents ?
Consider what could happen: fishery protection
vessels moving in and causing serious difficulties for
the fishermen of the other eight Member States, since
for example more than 30 000 French fishermen —
and that is just the figure for France — take more
than 60 % of their catch off the coasts of Britain.
Never mind the general or theoretical aspects of these
problems — these are vital social problems affecting
the daily lives of Community fishermen. This is why
the Commission has put forward a criterion, to be
used in fixing future quotas, based on historical rights
established as a result of traditional fishing activities.
In this way French fishermen have acquired special
rights off Britain’s shores which are theirs as a result
of their traditional presence and work in those waters.
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The system consists of allocating catches in accor-
dance with the average catch over a number of years.
This criterion of past performance is thus the fairest,
as it fully incorporates not only economic factors —
the work of the fishermen — but also regional and
social factors.

I am sure that the Commission fully agrees with all of
this, ladies and gentlemen, and I hope that we shall
all have the courage to consider this problem in a
Community perspective and adopt a Community-
minded approach to deal with it. This means calling
on our British colleagues, the United Kingdom’s polit-
ical leaders, to make the necessary effort. After all, Mr
Gundelach told us this morning that the British
Minister has not rejected the Community proposals.
This is a very important point, since as long as the
Community decisions have not been rejected, every-
thing possible should be done — and I must sincerely
hope that it will — to get negotiations moving. We
trust that the Council will be successful.

President. — 1 call Mr Miiller-Hermann.

Mr Miiller-Hermann., — (D) Mr President, not
susprisingly our debate on the fisheries policy is
concentrating on the main areas of disagreement. I
should, however, like to point out at the outset that
there are large parts of the fisheries policy on which
agreement has already been reached. Our thanks for
this are particularly due, I believe, to Mr Gundelach.

However, Mr Gundelach, in all the debates which we
have held on the fisheries policy in the past twelve
months you have always painted a very rosy picture of
the situation : complete agreement on internal fishing
arrangements was always just around the corner. I still
cannot fully share your optimism. Today we have
witnessed the British Members — from all Groups —
in effect resolutely supporting their government’s
extreme demands. In fact, for that reason I fail to see
how the positions can be reconciled in the foreseeable
future. Despite the obvious controversies in British
political circles the attitude of the United Kingdom
representatives seems to be one of complete solidarity
with the British Government.

What we find objectionable is the constant uncer-
tainly and the blocking of negotiations with third
countries. The previous speakers were right in saying
that as long as there is no agreement on internal arran-
gements for European waters, and as long as we were
unclear about the concessions which we can grant to
third countries, we shall be unable to conclude any
agreements or treaties with such countries, and this
will have a very adverse effect on the fishing indus-
tries of a large number of Member States.

Mr Rippen was among those who stressed that
Britain’s vital interests were at take. He has every right
to make such a statement, and I fully appreciate that
we should reach agreement where interests are at vari-
ance. However, I do find it rather questionable for
someone to say that his interests must be respected
before anyone else’s. The credibility of the Commu-
nity is at stake, as Mr Rippen says. But our credibility
depends on whether we appreciate each other’s points
of view and try to reach agreement. I regret to have to
say that only eight Member States — including our
Irish friends, whose problems are at least as great as
Britain’s — have already come to an agreement on
this matter. Our efforts are to no avail at present
because of Britain’s stubborn and — to put it quite
bluntly — obdurate attitude. I believe we are duty-
bound to say this quite openly.

However, I believe that there is more at stake. In the
last analysis what is at stake is the Council’s ability to
reach decisions. Although the Treaty makes no provi-
sion for this, we have tacitly agreed that on important
issues — and basically everything is important —
Council decisions should be unanimous. This is an
acceptable and reasonable principle to adopt on an
interim basis, although in the long-term it can obvi-
ously not be reconciled with the principles democ-
racy. But I think that if there is no change in attitude
we should consider whether the Council, after making
a number of attempts — say three — to reach a deci-
sion, should depart from the principle of unanimity
and reach its decisions by qualified majority. This is a
problem which I think we shall have to tackle if this
crisis is not resolved.

Mr President, I don’t want to conclude my remarks in
anger. I fully appreciate the problems and anxieties of
our British colleagues and of the British Government.
During this morning’s debate I have written a short
poem, and I should like to draw my remarks to a
close by reading it out:

Fish, fish, fish, fish,

That's all we ever get;

It's not surprising when you think
The world’s three-quarters wet.

Chorus : Come on, Britain,
It’s getting late.

We've got a lot more

On our plate.

The cod, the hake, the Norway pout
We've chewed on to satiety.

Man does not live by fish alone,

So give us more variety !

(Laugbhter)
President. — I call Mr Ryan.

Mr Ryan. — I am very sorry that I shall be unable to
follow up that beautiful poetry : I shall be much more
prosaic.



Sitting of Wednesday, 15 February 1978 ‘ 157

Ryan

I want to make it clear that I differ from my Christian-
Democratic colleagues in what I am going to say. I do
not join the chorus of condemnation of Britain for the
stance which Britain has adopted in relation to fishery
matters. In fact, I applaud the British stance, and I
believe that the Government of Ireland would not
have adopted a role in line with seven other member
countries of the EEC were it not of the view that the
British were, perhaps, for the first time in history,
going to fight for the Irish. Because by maintaining its
present stance for the fishermen of northern Britain,
the British Government is in fact fighting the battle of
the fishermen of Ireland. The reality is that over-
fishing of European waters continues, and under the
proposals of the Commission, as adopted by eight
Members, 1 believe that the overfishing will continue
in 1978. I have a natural instinct to respond to the
request for cooperation, but, Mr President, can one
seriously contemplate cooperation with somebody
who is standing on your foot, who has his hand in
your pocket, whose ships are scooping up your fish
and depriving you of your livelihood ? Quite frankly, I
am -glad that the Council of Ministers failed to reach
an agreement if that agreement was to be on the basis
of what was agreed by the Eight. I believe that the
proposals, which admittedly are interim and provi-
sional, fail to take sufficient account of the fact that
many fishermen in the northern and western islands
of Europe have no employment available to them
except fishing. And the proposals contain no struc-
tural suggestions and no provision for their enforce-
ment. I agree entirely with what Mr Brosnan said
when he remarked that to succeed there must be a
total respect for the political principles which are set
forth in these proposals. I suggest that that is all they
are : they are more than political declarations, but they
are not accompanied by a technical or administrative
or naval capacity to enforce them. We certainly want
to see the principles of the Treaty, and of the Treaty
of Accession, implemented, but here I share Mr
Rippon’s views. I say this with the greatest respect,
and I trust those who are at the receiving end of my
criticism will not take offence, but I am certainly of
the view that there was sharp practice on the part of
the six members of this Community in 1972 in
rushing to make declarations about the waters of
Europe before the three applicant countries, who had
the greatest share of the waters of Europe, became
members. No government should, and I suggest that
this Parliament should not either, endanger or imperil
vital national interests. And the fishing industry is of
vital national interest to Ireland and to Britain.

In relation to the interim proposals, I want to say this
— and here I endorse what Mr Brosnan has said.
They will not work if others fail to reduce their
catches of fish, both inside and outside the 12-mile
limit. What worries me is that we have no régime
capable of ensuring inspection of the operation of

these provisional proposals. I am glad that as long as
these proposals are only provisional, it will not be
possible to complete negotiations with third coun-
tries ; why should a country like Ireland, which has
never fished in the waters of third countries, agree to
the institutions of Europe giving third countries access
to Irish waters? I know this may not get a warm
response from many of my colleagues from other
countries in Europe, but if I state it bluntly, I state it
as the Irish people see the problem, and we must
therefore remind this Assembly that any arrangement
with third countries in 1978 must be temporary and
must be autonomous. We believe, and we have always
asserted this belief, that time will prove us right, that
exclusive coastal zones are necessary to conserve
stocks and to develop the fishing industry for Europe.

One of the many disappointments we have felt in rela-
tion to the interim proposals is that, as I understand
it, no money will be made available, for the time
being at any event, to Ireland to help her police her
coastal waters, so we are not even furnished with the
means to enforce the provisional regulations. If I am
wrong in that I should be very happy to be corrected,
but if I am not wrong then I suggest that at least the
£30 million which has been suggested, and which I
respectfully suggest is not enough, should be made
available to Ireland immediately to enable Irish naval
vessels and Irish aircraft to enforce the fishing disci-
plines which have been agreed to by the Eight.

I want to make it clear, Mr President, that I am in
total disagreement with the Klinker proposals in rela-
tion to Community policing of Irish waters. I am
delighted to have heard from Mr Gundelach that, as
he says, realism warns against the Klinker proposals.
The surveillance of national fishing-zones lies solely
within the competence of Member States. No country
in Europe has surrendered sovereignty over its seas,
and the Community therefore has no competence to
assert military jurisdiction over the seas of Member
States. The Klinker proposals would appear to assume
new Community competences which do not exist and
to which, I suggest, there would be no agreement. The
seas for some Member States are just as important as
the land areas for others. As a neutral country which
is not a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation, Ireland cannot subscribe to the Klinker propo-
sals, which would entail an interference with Ireland’s
sovereignty to which the people of Ireland would not
agree. I am not expressing any hostility to NATO. I
am not at all opposing the tremendous cooperation
which exists in Europe for European defence. I am
reminding the Members of this Assembly that one
Member State is not a member of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. If Europe is to become a real
Europe, it must provide an opportunity of member-
ship for those countries like Ireland — let us say Swit-
zerland, Austria and Sweden — which some day may
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wish to become members of this great Community,
but if we proceed to trespass upon sovereign rights
then we are going to imperil the possibility of getting
a wider Europe including members which have such a
very strong commitment to their own neutrality.

Finally, in relation to the Klinker proposals I would
like to say that I think they are premature in the light
of the fact that the Law of the Sea Conference has not
yet reached a conclusion. I would, with the greatest
respect, suggest that it would be unwise for this
Assembly on that account to adopt the Klinker propo-
sals, which might assume an area of agreement which
in fact has not been reached. It is not a question
merely of Community law or of Member States’
national law; it also raises issues of international law
and possible conflict between the laws of the Commu-
nity and those of third countries. On that account, Mr
President, I hope that there will not be majority
support for the Klinker proposals in this Assembly.

President. — I call Mr Tolman.

Mr Tolman. — (NL) Mr President, what we are
talking abut here today is clearly an extremely
complex matter, it is equally clear that we have a large
measure of agreement on one point at least, and that
is the need to conserve fish stocks. Only on the ways
and means of achieving this end do the views differ
somewhat, to judge by what we have heard from the
various speakers today. This is hardly surprising since
there are important economic interests at issue.

The problems in the fisheries sector must be viewed
in the light of regional problems. I am pleased to see
that a country like Ireland, which — according to Mr
Gundelach — has a lot of stake, should be one of the
eight Member States which have reached agreement,
although the Irish have of course been given a certain
amount of preferential treatment.

Mr Gundelach said this morning that eight of the
Member States were in agreement and that the United
Kingdom went along with the major part of the
package. But still the negotiations failed. I must say
that [ greatly deplore the failure of the negotiations,
and had, indeed, not expected them to fail in view of
the optimistic noises which had been made before-
hand.

I have read quite a lot recently on the first phase of
discussions. According to the report of proceedings of
15 December 1977, Mr Scott-Hopkins said that unless
we got a Community solution, the whole of the
Community action would be soured up. I thought this
was a very positive attitude.

I conclude from Mr Corrie’s speech that he is very
serious in his search for a solution. Mr Hughes, who
spoke this morning, adopted a mild tone and gave
evidence of a positive approach to the problem. His
contribution differed widely from some of the remarks

made by Lord Bessborough this afternoon. There was
clear evidence of goodwill and the right kind of
approach in the contributions made by the Members I
mentioned first. This brought me to thinking that
perhaps Mr Silkin has manoeuvred himself into what
is, even from the British standpoint, a strangely
isolated position.

I should like to go on to ask a few questions of Mr
Gundelach. There have been intimations of a
compromise in the offing. This being so, we cannot of
course expect any of the participants to put all his
cards on the table. But can’t we be given a little more
detailed information ? And another question: what
deadline has been set for internal consultations ?

On this point, I should like to make a few observa-
tions from the Dutch point of view, not so much from
purely nationalistic considerations as from the realiza-
tion that a lot is at stake for the Netherlands as well.
It is a well-known fact that in the previous phase of
negotiations the Netherlands had to accept stringent
restrictions. I now get the impression — and this may
well cause quite a lot of trouble — that some of the
proposed measures do not run parallel to each other.

I stand four-square behind Mr Klinker’s proposals.
There must be no misunderstanding on this point.
However, we are drawing up all kinds of measures, but
have certainly not made sufficient progress on the
structural measures, on those measures which the fish-
ermen must know about before they can see exactly
where they stand. They must be given some assurance
that, even if they can no longer go out fishing, they
will still be able to earn their living.

While I am on this point, I should like to ask a few
questions in connection with certain articles I have
come across in the press and which have given rise to
discussion, especially among fishermen. On the one
hand a number of countries are reducing the size of
their fishing fleets quite appreciably, whereas, on the
other hand, I have read in various places that the
United Kingdom in particular launched scores of new
fishing-boats last year with the help of EEC subsidies
and that more new shipbuilding orders were placed,
again with the help of EEC subsidies. If this is true, it
is a highly paradoxial situation, but in any case I
should like to know whether it is true. And if it is, it
will be interesting to hear the reasons for it.

If, on the other hand, the reports are untrue, it would
be reassuring to be told so.

President. — 1 call Mr Jahn.

Mr Jahn. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
today’s debate is about the fisheries policy and in parti-
cular the situation which arose at the start of this
month when Great Britain decided to adopt a unilat-
eral solution to the problem of access to its territorial
waters by Community fishermen.
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I don’t want to discuss matters of form or the way in
which the British Government’s decision was reached,
or how its representative on the agricultural ministers’
Council notified the other eight member governments
of the decision. However, it is time we spoke our
minds about the British Government’s fundamental
attitudes, as I and many other non-Britons understand
them. This will serve the interests of frank discussion
in the Community, and I am sure it will also benefit
the British Government.

Arrangements for the common fisheries policy have
been frequently discussed by the House — in recent
months at almost every part-session. Over a period of
16 months the Council has held six extraordinary
meetings in an attempt to achieve a joint Community
solution. Meanwhile, for over a year, the Community
has had to be content with provisional regulations.
Since 1 February of this year we have been resorting
to purely national measures. The Community has
entered a new crisis following the collapse of the
latest fisheries talks. All this is the result of the stub-
bornness of one Member State — Great Britain’s
demands for an exclusive 12-mile zone, a dominant
preference in the 12—S50 mile zone and the unlimited
observance of its so-called historical rights in the area
beyond the 50-mile zone shatter the very foundations
of the EEC Treaty and the Treaty of Accession.

No other Community country has ever pursued its
own interests as ruthlessly as Great Britain. In doing
this Britain shows complete disregard for the equally
legitimate interests of countries which, for example,
help to subsidize its food via European monetary
compensation in the agricultural sector. In recent
months there have been a large number of incidents
which have been directly or indirectly linked to the
British Government’s decisions and which I honestly
believe must be a source of concern to the supporters
of European development and unity. I would remind
the House of the tug-of-war over the site of the JET
project. In the end Britain got its way, and Culham
was chosen.

The other governments went along with this. As a
member of the German Parliament I have to tell you
that there is still considerable controversy in the
Federal Republic on this issue.

Soon after this the people of the other eight Commu-
nity countries became aware of the British Parlia-
ment’s difficulties concerning direct elections to the
European Parliament. Although the British Govern-
ment has so far not said so in so many words, we can
assume that the May-June 1978 deadline, which for
years has been the time scheduled for the elections
and for which preparations might have been made,
can now no longer be met. This has shocked us all,
although pessimists — perhaps we should now call
them realists —— had predicted this.

Now Britain has seen fit to act unilaterally in setting
up a 50-mile exclusive zone around the British Isles,

thereby barring access to fishermen from other
Community countries. It is unfortunate that so few of
our British friends are present today. What I have to
say next are the views of someone who, like many
others here, was for many years in the Bundestag and
in the European Parliamnt an active supporter of
Britain’s entry into the Community when the situa-
tion was totally different. I thought it safe to assume,
as did my political associates, that the European
Community would be strengthened by Britain’s entry.

We never believed the criticisms, from France and
elsewhere, of the United Kingdom’s commitment to
Europe. However, I must tell you quite plainly that
my ideas, and the ideas of many of my friends, have
changed. I have the impression that the views which
we in the Europe of the Six held on the political objec-
tives of this historical venture — the European
Community — are not shared, indeed are actively
opposed by large sections — I stress large and not all
sections — of Britain’s political leadership, especially
in the Labour Party. We gain this impression every
day when we read the major British newspapers. More-
over, the correspondence between the British Prime
Minister James Callaghan, and Mr Ronald Hayward,
the Labour Party Secretary-General, of 1 October
1977, which was mentioned in the House, yesterday,
should be very closely scrutinized by this Parliament
— that is why I am stressing the political aspect. I can
no longer accept that the purpose of Mr Callaghan’s
letter was to foil the stratagems of Labour anti-Market-
eers: on the contrary, I get the impression that the
letter heralds a new European policy aimed at
reducing the Community to the level of a free-trade
area.

I fail to detect in Mr Callaghan’s letter — which has
to be regarded as a top-level political statement and
which was sent by the Foreign Office to all its embas-
sies in the Community — any support for the idea of
European political union, which most of us here have
been striving towards for 25 years. Unless I am
mistaken, this fact is not just unfortunate but down-
right tragic for the future of this part of the world.
The gradual destruction of the political cohesion so
far attained — and many colleagues have asked me to
raise this point — would inevitably lead to a two-
pronged development in the Europe of the Nine, a
development tending towards a large free — trade
area in an enlarged Community as favoured by the
present British Government.

Parallel with this trend a political nucleus might
emerge — a phenomenon which is being widely
discussed at the moment — consisting of those
Member States which wish to pursue the goal of Euro-
pean unity.

I think we are all aware of the dangers of such a deve-
lopment.
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I hope, Mr President, that my fears prove groundless.
If not, troubled times lie ahead.

I would tell my British friends — in an amicable and
completely unthreatening spirit — to convince their
doubting partners in Europe of their good intentions
and convince them soon. Be in no doubt about the
fact that our people are getting the impression that
you do not take Europe seriously. Show us that we are
wrong. Speed up the implementing measures for
direct elections to the European Parliament, and treat
the elections with the respect they deserve. And please
consider your own positiont too: remember that we
are all — without exception — small countries and
therefore unable to solve vital problems on our own.

Remember that our people have a right to expect
problems to be solved jointly and do not wish to be
taken unawares by decisions reached at a few Council
meetings. Give us a clear indication that Britain is
prepared to recognize and take advantage of its histor-
ical opportunity in Europe.

President. — I call Mr Erik Andersen.

Mr Erik Andersen. — (DK) Mr President, I should
like to thank the President-in-Office of the Council,
Mr Paul Dalsager, for his contribution to this morn-
ing’s debate and Mr Gundelach for the very down-to-
earth observations he made in this Parliament just
before lunch.

I should also like to thank Mr Hughes sincerely for
his contribution which, in my view, reflected a consid-
erably greater understanding of the need for a
Community solution and a considerably greater wish
to find one than we have so far seen in the official
British viewpoint.

In addition I wish to say how pleased I am that the
Council has made some progress in these very diffi-
cult negotiations on fisheries, and it was pleasant to
learn that the Danish Presidency is determined to try
and obviate the remaining difficulties. All the Member
States, not least Denmark, have gone to considerable
lengths in the attempt to find a Community solution.
It has been difficult, and problems still remain, since
such a drastic reduction in Danish fishing will not
only mean a drop in income for the Danish fishing
industry, but also increased unemployment in the
processing industry. Of course, this problem is in
effect even greater with the high unemployment
figures in Denmark, and this is why it is very difficult
to create, understanding for the considerable sacrifices
Denmark has made for the sake of a Community solu-
tion in the fisheries sector.

As we understand it, the problems yet to be solved are
the restricted zones, dominant preferences and the
right to introduce national measures. These problems
are not perhaps many in number but they are funda-
mental and therefore difficult to solve.

As regards some points, the British attitude, is not, in
our opinion, in keeping with the provisions of the
Community and in other cases it is contrary to the
spirit of the Community. For this reason it will not be
possible to find a Community solution for fisheries
uriess the British change their position.

President. — [ call Mr Stetter.

Mr Stetter. — (DK) Mr President, after listening to
this fisheries debate I wonder how it is that our nine
Member States did not arrive at a common internal
fisheries policy a long time ago. The President-in-Of-
fice, the Vice-President of the Commission, Mr
Gundelach, and the spokesmen for the Committee on
Agriculture headed by my British friend, Mr Corrie,
have spoken out in favour of reaching a solution
through negotiations. Everyone, with the exception of
a few individuals, has declared a willingness to negot-
iate and no-one has rejected Mr Gundelach’s appeal to
show imagination and awareness of the seriousness of
the situation.

In spite of all this, the Community has so far failed to
reach unanimity on a common fisheries policy < to
the great prejudice of all the families and undertak-
ings which depend either directly or indirectly on
fishing for their livelihood. What can be the reason
for this indecision and inability to agree ? Is Parlia-
ment not aware of the facts ? Mr Hughes, spokesman
for the Socialist Group, made, as did others, a well-bal-
anced contribution to this debate, but I will make no
secret of the fact that what he said regarding the
British press answered my question to a certain extent.

If I understood Mr Hughes correctly, the the British
press — perhaps the European press too— was unfair
in its treatment of the very subject we are discussing
here today and that this created an atmosphere which
was not at all conducive to negotiations.

Unlike Mr Hughes, however, I feel that most journal-
ists reflect the reality and facts they experience. The
contrast between the very constructive atmosphere
here today and the actual situation may be due to the
fact that the political parties and their spokesmen do
not always say the same things in this House as they
do in the national parliaments.”The contrast may stem
from the fact that the attitudes political parties adopt
to Commission proposals in this House often differ
from those they adopt in their national parliaments.

As long as we have the double mandate, and perhaps
even after this becomes a thing of the past, it would
be desirable if the debates here corresponded with the
actual situation in our national parliaments.

If not, the European Parliament will lose credibility
and the people of Europe will lose interest in what
happens here.
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In other words, 1 would like to sound a warning
against blaming the press or the other mass media for
the lack of results in this field or others. The Member
States have hitherto not all shown the necessary polit-
ical will, and in this case it was the United Kingdom
which let us down.

The chairman of my group, Mr Rippon, made no
bones about his own attitude and that of this party.
He spoke as a British Conservative and put forward
the British Conservative viewpoint. It was refreshing
to hear such frankness and I should like to congratu-
late him on it.

I do not go along with his views, but Mr Rippon
described the situation as it is and there is no point in
trying to draw a veil over this fact. But the British
Conservatives alone cannot prevent us arriving at a
Community solution. Parliament should repeat in
February what it said in December, in order to stress
that the situation has not changed. However, I admit
that judging by the most recent developments, logic
and the facts are not always the deciding factors.

Against this background, but only against this back-
ground, it is quite understandable that the Commis-
sion should have modified its proposals in important
areas, although one can hardly claim that there were
realistic grounds for doing so.

This is also the reason why the Committee on Agricul-
ture has adopted the Commission’s proposal, which
can be regarded as an emergency proposal taken
under exceptional conditions to deal with a crisis.
This should not, however, prevent the Commission
and Council from returning to their original inten-
tion, ie. to establish a long-term effective fisheries
policy which takes equal account of the interests of all
Community fishermen.

And in this situation it must be the task of the Euro-
pean Parliament to ensure that we do not lose sight of
this objective.

I am therefore pleased that the new report by the
Committee on Agriculture contains a comparison
between the Commission’s amended proposals and
the committee’s proposals in the December report,
since the latter comprised a good and genuinely long-
term fisheries policy.

However, if the committee wishes to make a compar-
ison of this kind, all the points must be taken into
account, not just some of them. I am therefore
surprised that one point has been disregarded in Mr
Corrie’s new report. I am referring to the principles
governing the allocation of quotas.

I can well imagine what is behind the Committee’s
silence on this point. It presumably thinks that this
will emerge from political discussions in the Council,
and that it is therefore impossible, or at least pointless,
to argue objectively for or against it. I cannot,

however, accept that political bargaining, or attempts
at political bargaining, of this kind should prevent
Parliament from standing by the principles which it
has already adopted, and I must insist that these prin-
ciples be used in future as the basis for the allocation
of quotas on all occasions.

The principles as set out in the December report are
clear. It is proposed to use distribution key as a basis
for the allocation of quotas. It is also suggested, as
regards compensation to Member States for loss of
fishing resulting from the extension of fishing limits
by third countries — and I quote — “that, since there
can be no direct compensation in Community waters
for losses suffered by distant water fleets, such compen-
sation should be in the form of cash payments or
quotas in other distant waters”. In other words,
compensation should be given exclusively to the fish-
ermen themselves and not to the Member States.

In my view, this important aspect of the fisheries
policy as a whole, which we adopted here in Parlia-
ment, should be maintained and I therefore urge the
Commission and the rapporteur of the committee to
stress that in the longer term this must continue to be
the basis for a balanced Community policy. Finally, I
should like to say that Mr Erhard Jakobsen and I
support the proposals and motion for a resolution by
the Committee on Agriculture currently before us,
and the ironical thing is that these proposals will
presumably be adopted by a unanimous or virtually
unanimous European Parliament tomorrow.

President. — I note that there are no more requests
to speak. The vote on the motions for resolutions —
together with the amendments which have been
tabled — will be held tomorrow during voting time.

10. Date of direct elections to Parliament

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
537/77) drawn up by Mr Patijn, on behalf of the Polit-
ical Affairs Committee, on the date of direct elections
to the European Parliament.

I call Mr Patijn.

Mr Patijn, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, we regu-
larly have discussions in the European Parliament on
the European elections, and time and again the situa-
tion is that we once again have to be patient because
nothing is happening. To start with, we talked about
ratification in the Member States and made an urgent
appeal to a number of States to get on quickly with
ratification. Now, in February 1978, the position is
that the country which we always expected to take a
long time, namely the United Kingdom, may soon
become one of the first countries to have completed
the whole process. Meanwhile, since we last discussed
this, there has been the guillotine motion in the
House of Commons, so that we know the length of
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the debate is limited, and we congratulate our British
colleagues on having become the first instead of the
last in the European Community with regard to direct
elections. That also says something about the situation
in the Member States. It is clear — and this is now, in
February 1978 all the more apparent — that a
number of national parliaments have in fact been
taking refuge behind the broad back of the House of
Commons in order to do nothing. Here in the Euro-
pean Parliament we are faced, in February 1978, with
the fact, after France, Ireland and Denmark, the
United Kingdom is the fourth country that will
shortly have completed its national legislation and
that there are therefore still five countries — Italy, the
Federal Republic of Germany, Luxembourg, Belgium
and the Netherlands — where preparations for the
European elections are still far from complete. I think
that as rapporteur I can say here quite clearly that this
is an intolerable situation.

We in this Parliament have talked for too often about
the United Kingdom without mentioning the fact that
it will shortly be other States that are holding things
up. What, in fact, is the position? What we are
putting before you today is a resolution on the date.
The Political Affairs Committee has discussed this,
ind we can very well imagine that fixing a definite
Jate is something the Council will only want to do
ance it is clear that there will be implementing legisla-
tion in nine countries. The next thing will be that in
Copenhagen in April the European Council is to
discuss European elections — at any rate we hope so,
ilthough we are still waiting for a debate in the
Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Germany and
{taly. This is intolerable, since it is these five countries
which have always been most in favour of European
slections. I recall that the ratificaticn of the Treaty
was passed in all these countries by a large majority
— much larger than in the House of Commons —
ind yet, a year and a half after the signing of the
Convention on direct elections, there is still no sign of
when these countries will be ready. This casts doubt
1pon the whole business. In April some governments
sould well say: What do you mean ? There are still
‘ive laws to be passed — it may be four or three, but
‘here are a number of laws still to be passed. What are
you talking about ? Must we lay down dates already,
sefore we know what the Italian, Dutch or German
Parliaments are going to do ? This would be an utterly
Inacceptable situation, and I think that we should say
;0 here quite clearly. We have talked too long and too
»ften about the House of Commons, we have too
sften criticized them, whereas we shall soon see that
‘hose who are lagging behind are those who were so
inanimously in favour.

The Political Affairs Committee has discussed the
late at length, and I shall make no secret of the fact
hat there was some feeling within the Committee
hat this Parliament ought to propose a date to the

Council today, fixing the time at which, in the
opinion of Parliament, the European elections should
be held. Finally the Political Affairs Committee
decided, after lengthy deliberations lasting two days,
not to propose a date to the Council. Why ? Because
we want to give the Council a free hand to fix a date
at its meeting in April, without having to speculate
whether the date proposed by this Parliament is really
the best one and then possibly cause embarrassment
to Parliament by deciding that another date might in
fact be preferable.

In any case, under Article 10 of the Act we have to be
consulted by the Council about the election date, and
we hope that the Council will be content to fix a
provisional date, and then discuss it with us before
taking a final decision.

I should like to remind you of what was said in this
Parliament in connection with the Berkhouwer resolu-
tion last autumn. We were then hoping that the date
would be fixed at the December Summit. Why?
Because we were all still thinking in terms of a deci-
sion to hold European elections in the spring of this
year. I think that it would now be realistic to state that
the European elections will not take place in May/
June 1978. But that does not imply a defeat for Parlia-
ment. That is by no means the case, for you will no
doubt remember that in January 1975, when we
approved the report on the elections, the rapporteur
proposed that they be held in 1980, but that we had
to scrap that plan because the Council decided on
May/June 1978. If anyone has been lagging behind it
is not Parliament. Indeed, if anyone has been unrea-
listic, it is the Council that did not know what it was
doing when it fixed the date as May/June 1978. Let us
simply state that fact. The postponement is not Parlia-
ment’s fault — it represents a failure by the Council
to meet its own commitments.

Why, then, is it still important to seek a decision from
the Council ? We know perfectly well that the prob-
able outcome of such a decision will be the fixing of a
date considerably more distant than June this year. 1
cannot stress strongly enough that people are gradu-
ally getting restless about the fact that no decision has
been taken and that there are no signs of a decision in
the immediate future. And that there are all sorts of
things to be sorted out which we are unable to sort
out because we do not know where we stand. And
then we are so obliging as to leave the decision to the
Council, to avoid getting in the Council’'s way. But
Parliament’s patience is running out, and not just Parli-
ament’s patience: there are political parties and
people who have to provide information, and there are
radio and television stations with programmes to plan.
They want to know where they stand and they have
absolutely no idea what they should plan for and what
they should aim for.
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There is another point which I should like to make,
and I am glad that the President of the Council is
here today. If 1979 is the year chosen, which seems
quite likely, that would be a very good year for the
European elections because there will be so few
national elections then.

But if the Council defers the elections until 1980, we
will end up in the same vicious circle as we have been
in for nearly a year now, because after 1979 it will be
much more difficult to find a date that suits everyone.

I know that then people will probably say, ‘What
about the British elections ? Of course we all realize
that the British elections are imminent and that they
will have to be held by October 1979 at the latest. Of
course this is a real problem, and I hope that it will be
squarely faced at the Copenhagen meeting in April.
But in all other respects 1979 is an extremely suitable
and acceptable year for the European elections. For 1
am assuming — unless the President of the Council
has anything to say to the contrary — that the
autumn of 1978 is now out of the question. If he does
think that elections would be possible this autumn, I
shall be delighted. In my opinion the European elec-
tions can and should be held some time in the first
six months of 1979. Bearing in mind the point
already made about the British elections, I hope that
the dates I have suggested will at least provide a lead
for the Copenhagen meeting.

I should also like to ask the President of the Council
what he thinks about this. What does the Council
intend to do between now and April ? What prepara-
tions are to be made for the Summit conference of the
European Council? What steps does President
Andersen plan to take to ensure that a decision can be
reached in April ? I would be grateful for an answer
on this point.

What we are asking for, and here I speak as the
rapporteur of the Political Affairs Committee, is a
definitive decision at last, as laid down in the Act;
and I think it would be a crowning achievement for
the European Council in Copenhagen — as guests in
the country where the President of the Council will
be acting as host — if this could be one of the deci-
sions taken at the Copenhagen Summit. I sincerely
hope that this will be the case, and the Political
Affairs Committee, which approved my report by a
large majority, hopes so too. I hope that Parliament
will adopt this brief resolution, which refers specifi-
cally to the Copenhagen Summit, by a large majority.

IN THE CHAIR : MR BERKHOUWER
Vice-President

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

Mr Bertrand. — (NL) I should like to thank Mr
Patijn for the force, dedication and conviction with
which he is pleading that a definite date be fixed for
the European elections as soon as possible. I should
also like to say how pleased I am that the Council is
now presided by the Danish Minister for Foreign
Affairs, whose dedication to the European idea has
been clearly illustrated in the past few days, not to say
the past few hours, and who is obviously determined
to do all in his power to ensure that the European
Council fixes a definite date for the elections at its
meeting in Copenhagen on 7 and 8 April.

But in my capacity as Chairman of the Political
Affairs Committee I would draw your attention to a
danger inherent in our rapporteur’s line of argument
that we are not delivering an opinion in today’s debate
on the motion for a resolution, as laid down in Article
10 of the Act of 20 September 1976. Although we are
not today delivering an opinion as a Parliament, and
are not therefore discussing all the contingencies of
the particular date fixed, we will do this when we are
asked to deliver an opinion on the proposal which the
Council will be obliged to submit to Parliament in
accordance with Article 10 of the Act of 20 September
1976.

It is extremely important to make that clear at this
stage. In today’s resolution we are simply expressing
our regret that the heads of government and the
governments of the various Member States have been
unable to keep to the proposed date of May/June
1978 and that they were over-optimistic enough to
assume, at the Summit Conference in Paris in
December 1974, that the elections could in fact be
held earlier than Parliament had originally proposed
in its draft convention. We had suggested in the draft
convention that the elections be organized in 1980,
and the heads of government decided in December
1974 to bring this date forward to May/June 1978.
Now they are unable to honour their own under-
taking, which I think is most regrettable in view of
the likely effect on public opinion.

Our President emphasized this fact in December last
year when he tabled his motion to draw attention to
the issue. And now we are faced by the fact that May/
June 1978 will be impossible and that it will be neces-
sary to fix another date. If the European Council
really wants to destroy the impetus that was given by
the summit decision in December 1974, which in
recent months has resulted in political parties forming
groups at European level and in all sorts of organiza-
tions holding scores and even hundreds of meetings at
this moment to prepare for the elections, then all the
Council need do is fail to fix a date on 7 and 8 April.
Then all the public’s impetus to prepare for these elec-
tions will be destroyed.
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The primary aim of our resolution is to draw attention
to this fact, so that the European Council realizes that
if it does not take a decision, it will be as good as
betraying the public’s trust, and will be nipping in the
bud these Community-wide endeavours to prepare for
the European elections. This is extremely important if
we are to have any chance of maintaining this general
enthusiasm and interest in the elections. That is why
it is important that the elections are not put off for
too long, for if this happens we will be unable to
preserve this enthusiasm until the date of the election,
and there will be a danger of disillusionment and a
slackening of interest in the European elections.
Having said this, I should now like to ask the Presi-
dent of the Council a few questions.

At all its meetings from last September onwards, the
Council has regularly checked progress in the ratifica-
tion of the Act in the various Member States. Last
December the President-in-Office of the Council
stated, after Mr Berkhouwer’s speech, that he would
ask his colleagues that month to try and fix a date, or
at least to investigate the state of affairs. And this was
indeed done at the Council meeting in December last
year. But, then, at the Council meeting in January, the
bombshell came when the British Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs announced that the United
Kingdom would do all in its power to complete the
legislative procedure for direct elections towards the
end of 1978. This declaration by the British Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs at the Council meeting in
January thus meant that the elections would definitely
have to be postponed until a later date. It was then
decided that the subject would be discussed at the
March meeting of the Council, and this is stated in
the communiqué from the Council. It is hoped that it
will then be possible to fix a definite date for the elec-
tions at the meeting of the European Council on 7
and 8 April next. The Council has instructed the
Committee of Permanent Representatives to take the
necessary measures before then, with a view to fixing
a new date.

We now know that the Council will be meeting again
on 7 March to study the Permanent Representatives’
proposals. I presume that they will submit a number
of alternatives, together with the reasons for each date
proposed, but the Council will have to work out a
concrete proposal of its own on 7 March. I assume
that the Council will abide by Atticle 10 of the Act by
immediately forwarding whatever proposal it arrives at
on 7 March to Parliament for an opinion, so that this
House can deliver its opinion before 7/8 April on the
final proposal to be made to the European Council.
For otherwise Parliament will once again be left out in
the cold and presented with a fast accompli. That
would be intolerable : for it would be tantamount to
infringement of an Act ratified by all the national
parliaments, which clearly stipulates that we must be
allowed to give our opinion before the final decision
is taken.

The first question which I should like you to answer,
then, is whether you are prepared to give us this under-
taking.

My second question is as follows. Is it intended that
the European Council — a non-institutional body for
which no allowance is made in the Treaty, but whose
members can of course, pursuant to the articles of the
Council, meet as heads of government within the
framework of the Council — should fix a definite date
for the elections at its meeting on 7/8 April ? Or is it
intended that the European Council, as an inter-gov-
ernmental conference, should decide in principle on
the date and leave the implementation to the Council
of Ministers of Foreign Affairs ? I admit that this is a
loaded question, but I hope that we will receive an
answer to it. On 9 April, then, we will know whether
the European Council has fixed a definite date or, for
the umpteenth time, has failed to reach an agreement,
so that we are obliged to accept yet another disappoint-
ment and take the offensive yet again, because of the
indecisiveness and lack of courage of the European
Council.

As the rapporteur has so clearly stated, it is not Parlia-
ment that has lagged behind. Ever since 1960 it has
been pressing for the implementation of Article 138.
As long ago as 1960 we submitted a draft convention
to the Council on the basis of the Dehousse report,
but this was blocked in the Council in 1961 and
stayed blocked for 15 years, until December 1974.
And now that the block has been lifted, we find that
people are still hesitating and cannot abide by their
undertakings. That explains the importance of this
resolution, which the Christian-Democratic Group
sincerely approves, because it fully endorses it and
because it hopes that this time, our bold stance will
have enough influence to bring about a decision on 7
and 8 April next. At all events, the Christian-
Democratic Group will not give the President of the
Council any peace. If there is no decision on 7/8
April, he may be hearing stronger language from this
Parliament than he has heard today.

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

Mr Mitchell. — Mr President, Mr Patijn ended his
remarks by saying that he hoped this resolution would
be passed by an overwhelming majority of this House.
As I look around the Chamber at the moment, that
will be an objective which it will be rather difficult to
attain. I keep being told by everybody of course that
there is this burning desire amongst the peoples of
Europe for direct elections, but it does not seem to be
reflected in their elected representatives in this
Chamber this evening.
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The Socialist Group gives general welcome to the
motion for a resolution put forward by Mr Patijn in its
present form. In its original form as he introduced it
into the Political Affairs Committee, when he laid
down a specific date, a large majority of the Socialist
members of that committee were opposed to the
motion as it then stood, and voted against it. We do
not believe it is the job of this Parliament to fix a
date. That is a job for the Council of Ministers, and
my group would urge one thing here. If the Council
meeting in March is going to fix a date, for goodness
sake let it be a realistic date, because the worst thing
that could possibly happen would be to fix another
definite date and then have one nation or another
saying that it could not meet that date. That would
make the whole thing an object of complete and utter
ridicule. So, if we are going to have a date fixed in
March, if it is possible to do that, then, for goodness
sake make it a realistic date. We do very much regret
that it was not possible to keep to the May/June date,
but let us not go through that procedure all over

again.

Just one other point on what Mr Patijn said. He did
seem to give the impression that the bill had already
passed through all its stages in the British Parliament.
Well it has not. It has still to go before their Lord-
ships. Now, their Lordships are not usually obstructive
in this matter, but one never knows quite what is
going to happen in that particular Chamber.

Perhaps I could also ask the President-in-Office of the
Council of Ministers whether he has any information
on the following. I quote from an article in the Finan-
cial Times of Tuesday, 14 February:

France and Luxembourg have made a secret pact to block
the European direct elections unless the Parliament
revises its plans to expand its facilities in Brussels.

Could I ask the President-in-Office whether he has
any information on this point, or whether it is so
secret that they have not yet informed him.

(Laughter)

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

Lord Reay. — Mr President, I would like briefly to
give the support of my group to this resolution by Mr
Patijn, and to this request that the European Council
at their meeting in April, should arrive at a definite
date for direct elections to the European Parliament.
Mr Patijn did refer to the fact that there had originally
been an opinion within the committee which
supported the idea of fixing a date ourselves, and at
one stage there was actually a majority in the
committee, although not provided by his own party.
M. Patijn, perhaps not for the first nor for the last
time, has found that sometimes his best friends are in
parties other than his own. We would have been

willing in our group to have seen that date put in,
although of course the fact that it has now been taken
out for the reasons stated is also acceptable to us. But
what attracted us was the argument. Mr Patijn put
forward, that if we were asking for a date in May or
June of next year, that was quite a modest request by
Parliament.

Mr Patijn referred to a particular difficulty the British
might have in meeting a date in May or June of next
year. Few of us would know what might be in the
mind of the British Prime Minister when it comes to
fixing the date in April or June of next year, because
presumably the problem will be one of calculations
between the relationship of the data for direct elec-
tions to the European Parliament and the date of the
next British national elections. But in this respect, of
course, it is not only the British that can have diffi-
culties. It is a problem that the government of any
Member State can encounter — that of a national elec-
tion coming at an inconvenient time or threatening to
come at an inconvenient time in relation to the direct
elections to the European Parliament. It would be
quite interesting to hear from Mr Patijn if he thought
there was a particular respect in which the British
might have a difficulty here which other Member
States did not have.

Personally, I do not think that the delay until June, or
possibly until later next year, is necessarily disastrous.
I think that the delay has been more damaging to rela-
tions between Member States in the Community than
it has to the Parliament itself. I think this Parliament
has been able to tolerate the delay that is being
incurred, and will be able to tolerate it for a further
period to come, provided of course that it is not too
long. But we must obviously avoid, as Mr Mitchell
said, a situation where another date is fixed which
then proves impossible to meet, and where we run
into further damaging consequences for relations
between Member States.

I must say that the fact that there has been this delay
does make one wonder if the summits were originally
very responsible when they changed the date, which
Parliament itself had suggested should be 1980, and
brought it forward to 1978. It is sometimes repre-
sented as being the fault of Britain in particular that
this date cannot be met, but it is obvious that several
Member States have had problems in this respect. It is
not an easy matter bringing in the necessary legisla-
tion for a great move of this kind, and it might have
been wiser if they had paid more attention to the
opinion of this Parliament at the time.

However, in conclusion, I would just like to say that
we support entirely the notion for a resolution by Mr
Patijn and look forward to the fixing of a new date
which will be done, we hope realistically, enabling us
to meet it sometime next year.
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President. — I call Mr Veronesi.

Mr Veronesi. — (I) Mr President, we support the
motion for a resolution and shall vote in favour of it,
since we realize how important it is to fix a date for
the election of the European Parliament. There is
little doubt that it would be intriguing to take a close
look at the political obstacles which are still holding
up direct clections.

I agree with Mr Mitchell when he says that the
peoples of Europe are not consumed by a burning
desire for direct elections. As far as I can see, there
have been signs of support for the elections. One or
two groups and organizations have made a move, but
the general public is not yet entirely convinced, or
even really aware, of what the European Community
involves. The simple fact is that the Community has
failed to live up to expectations too often, and it has
been unable to get anywhere with its political moves.
How is public opinion in the Member States going to
assess the significance and the value of these elections
when it has seen that in practice many important
problems are still waiting for solutions after years and
years, without any successful outcome in sight ?

Public opinion is not interested, and this lack of
interest stems from the inherent problems of the
Community’s political action. What we must do is get
rid of these obstacles, so that we can gain the help
and encouragement of our fellow citizens for the
progress and development of the Community, in the
legal sense, too.

We support the motion for a resolution and deplore
that no date has yet been fixed, but at the same time
we harbour no great illusions. We do not want to see a
repetition of what has happened all too often within
the Community.

I should like all the Members to think carefully about
‘the real reasons for the difficulties facing us. Having
said that, I repeat again that we support Mr Patijn’s
motion for a resolution and shall vote in favour of it.

President. — I call Mr Brunner.

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. — (D) 1
just want to point out that we too shall benefit from
an early fixing of the date. The institutions will suffer
if this procrastination goes on for long. And all the
institutions will suffer, not only Parliament. You can
rest assured that we shall vigorously support all your
efforts. We hope that the next meeting of the Euro-
pean Council will produce a decision.

President. — I call Mr Andersen.

Mr K.B. Andersen, President of the Council —
(DK) Mr President, I have listened with great interest
to this debate, introduced by Mr Patijn, on a motion
for a resolution in which the European Council is

urged to fix, at its next meeting in Copenhagen, a defi-
nite date for the elections to the European Parliament
by direct universal suffrage.

This Assembly is, of course, aware that in accordance
with Article 10 of the Act of 20 September, 1976, as
indeed the motion itself points out, it is the Council
which must fix this date after hearing the opinion of
the Assembly, as has been stated, inter alia, by Mr
Bertrand. You will understand that this can only
formally take place once the Act has come into force,
i.e. after the last of the Member States has announced
its ratification. This is the formal side.

Having said that, I should like to add that it is
possible — and in my view desirable and also prob-
able — that the European Council will give what I
might call a political guideline on this date, and
subsequently this date will naturally fmally be
approved by the Council.

In order to permit the European Council to provide
such a guideline the Council of Ministers is already
investigating the various possible dates, and the matter
has been put on the Council’s agenda for 7 March.

The various possibilities will then be examined, and 1
agree entirely with Mr Mitchell who said a few
moments ago that he hoped that the date selected
would be a realistic one. I entirely agree, this is a
proper and necessary demand.

I would say to Mr Bertrand that I sincerely hope that I
shall be able at the next part-session of Parliament in
March to give more detailed information about the

work of the Council subsequent to our discussions on
7 March.

I shall, of course, not fail to inform my colleagues on
the Council of the views which have been put forward
at today’s sitting, and in the motion which you are
debating.

I should like to add two remarks. Mr Patijn asked
about the period of the elections. Having already
referred to the formal procedure which must be
followed in this matter I do not wish to suggest a date,
and I observe the sound principle, which I hope Mr
Patijn respects, of never indulging in bets, since I
think this is unwise. But if I were forced to take a bet
on the date I think that I should probably guess at the
spring of 1979. But as I say this is a personal guess. I
can go no further than that. '

Mr Mitchell quoted from yesterday’s Financial Times
and asked if I knew that there was a secret pact
between Paris and Luxembourg to block the date of
the elections, and suggested that this might be
connected with Parliament’s plans in regard to Brus-
sels. T can tell you that I know nothing about any
such pact. This may be because it doesn’t exist, or
because it is secret. I rather think it doesn’t exist. If it
is secret, then it is the first time that anything has
been kept secret in the European Community since I
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have had anything to do with it. But I really don’t
believe that that is the case.

(Laughter)
President. — I call Mr Patijn.

Mr Patijn, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, in my
capacity as rapporteur I should like to make one or
two more comments. First of all, I should like to
thank all the speakers for their support for the resolu-
tion: Mr Veronesi, Lord Reay, Mr Mitchell and Mr
Bertrand and of course the Liberal Group, which is so
worthily represented here by our President. If he had
been sitting elsewhere in the House, I feel sure that

he would have made a fiery speech to underline my -

statement.

In the second place, I should like to reply to a
comment made by Lord Reay. Why should there be
particular difficulties in the United Kingdom ? Quite
simply because the British Prime Minister can call
elections at any time before October 1979 and that
the elections may be held on any date between
February 1978 and October 1979. I hope that this will
not happen, nor do I expect that it will happen, but
that is the situation, as Lord Reay perfectly well
knows.

In connection with the points made by Mr Andersen,
[ agree that of course we can only fix a date after ratifi-
cation. From the legal point of view he is absolutely
right — you cannot implement a convention which is
not yet in force. Of course not — we will not ask for a
regulation to be published in the Official Journal.
What we want, as was so excellently explained by Mr
Bertrand, is for the effective decision to be taken after
Parliament has been consulted on it.

Whether it is then published six months later in the
Official Journal, and whether the ratifications are
:ompleted or not — these are matters which concern
1s less. As Mr Andersen and I both realize, the point
s that we will have to anticipate the application of
Article 10 if we are to achieve the object which both
Mr Andersen and I agree is necessary.

As Mr Andersen said — and I was very pleased to
1ear this — a decision at the April meeting in Copen-
1agen is possible, desirable and probable — and I
10pe, together with the speakers for the other groups
vho have taken part in this evening’s debate, that
vhen we meet Mr Andersen in this Parliament the
veek after the Copenhagen Summit, we will be able
o say: ‘You were right’.

A second point which I, as rapporteur, have noted on
>ehalf of Parliament, is that we will receive informa-
ion from you in March about the preparations made
sy the Council. I hope, and I am now addressing our
’resident, Mr Berkhouwer, that the Bureau of Parlia-
nent will be able to make the necessary arrangements
o give Mr Andersen an opportunity to make a brief

statement on the subject, and that it will be dealt with
in a special item at the plenary part-session in March,
for otherwise we will have to put oral questions, and
draft a new report or whatever. But I hope that it will
be possible, under our Rules of Procedure, to give Mr
Andersen an opportunity to report on the subject on
the Wednesday.

And now a final comment : [ am not a gambling man
and I am not going to place bets about possible dates.
But I was most gratified to note that in spite of the
fact that he does not indulge in bets either —
although he is a very good politician — Mr Andersen
said: ‘[ am hoping for elections in spring 1979". 1
have made a mental note of that. In March we will be
hearing from Mr Andersen, and in April we will be
hearing from the European Council, also by way of
Mr Andersen — and we really must not place bets —
we will simply have to see who was right.

I should like to thank the President of the Council for
his reply, and I also thank Mr Brunner for the unquali-
fied support he has given on behalf of the Commis-
sion. I hope that this House will be able to adopt the
resolution without amendment.

President. — I call Mr Bertrand.

Mr Bertrand. — (NL) The President-in-Office has
made an extremely important statement, but it is not
without a certain amount of ambiguity. He has in
effect stated that the Council cannot really propose a
date formally until the ratifications have been offi-
cially notified. It is already clear that the ratification
will not have been notified by all nine Member States
in March, and we all know it. For one country will
certainly not be ready, because it will only be able to
announce ratification once its electoral law has been
passed.

That means, then, that the President-in-Office of the
Council will give us a statement in March about the
position within the Council, and will probably be able
to tell us what suggestions it will be submitting to the
European Council in April.

But he added that the FEuropean Council would
propose a target date in Paris without taking a deci-
sion on the subject, and that it would be left to the
Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs to fix a defi-
nite date. That means, then, Mr Patijn, that from the
legal point of view, our Parliament cannot deliver an
opinion before the Council has formally fixed a date.
Only then will we be able to give an opinion because
the decision would otherwise be pointless. We cannot
deliver an opinion on an official and formal proposi-
tion from the Council, whereby a target date is to be
laid down by the European Council and the imple-
mentation is to be left to the Council of Ministers of
Foreign Affairs.

I wanted to draw your attention to this fact in order to
avoid confusion in March when we find that we are
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not able to deliver an official opinion. And I also
hope, for the reasons outlined by our Communist
colleague and by Lord Reay, that we will be able on
that occasion to hold a debate on the various political
considerations which made it impossible to hold the
elections at a normal time. I hope that when we come
to give our opinion, we will be able to hold a wide-
ranging debate on the subject to make it clear — for
the sake of public opinion too — where the responsi-
bility lies. Mr Andersen’s statement should not give
rise to any confusion. In March he will be able to tell
us, informally, about the discussions in the Council
on 7 March and the Council's standpoint, but
formally he cannot do this. The European Council of
Heads of State and Government cannot take any
formal decision on 7 and 8 April if the act of ratifica-
tion has not been deposited. For that reason, the Euro-
pean Council will only be able to issue a guideline
decision, and the formal decision will then have to be
presented by the Council of Ministers, and can only
have legal force if we have been consulted for our
opinion. That is the situation at present and it is
important that we understand it properly, to avoid
confusion later on.

President. — I call Mr Andersen.

Mr K.B. Andersen, President-in-Office of the
Council. — (DK) Mr President, there is not really
anything for me to add. I have stressed quite emphati-
cally that obviously no final, official decision can be
taken by the Council until the Act has been ratified
by all the Member States. This also means that the
relevant procedure cannot formally take place in this
Parliament before the Act is ratified. This is quite
clear.

I think it would be reasonable, courteous and in the
interests of clarity for me to report to Parliament in
March on the Council’s deliberations during that
month before the meeting of the European Council
has its discussion on the guideline in April. I am
assuming that Parliament will be satisfied with being
kept informed in this way, but I admit that we cannot
make the formal, definitive statement you require ;
this cannot be given until the Act has been ratified by
all the Member States. I think this is quite clear.

President. — I note that there are no more requests
to speak. The vote on the motion for a resolution will
take place tomorrow during voting time.

The debate is closed.

11. North-South Dialogue

President. — The next item is the oral question with
debate, tabled by Mr Dewulf, Mr Miiller-Hermann, Mr
Ripamonti, Mr Deschamps, Mr Martinelli and Mr
Klepsch on behalf of the Christian-Democratic

Group, to the Council and Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities on the CIEC — North-South
Dialogue (Doc. 527/77):

Can the Commission and Council state what undertak-
ings the Community and the Member States have so far
given in the North-South Dialogue and how they are
preparing to continue this dialogue ?

In particular:

— What objectives are they now pursuing for the
purpose of achieving a new international economic
order ?

— What general and/or sectoral undertakings have they
given or do they intend to give to the developing
countries ?

— What technical and/or financial instruments do they
intend to use for this purpose ?

— How can and should Community development aid be
made more effective for the recipient countries ?

— What efforts do they intend to make to ensure that,
in the future too, Member States will be able to speak
with one voice on these questions ?

— What attitude will the Community and the Member
States adopt in future to ensure that the United
Nations, as a forum for the continuation of the North-
South Dialogue, is better able to carry out this great
task ?

I call Mr Dewulf.

Mr Dewulf. — (NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, in a few moments’ time we shall see from
the Council’s and the Commission’s answers how very
timely it was to renew our debate on developments in
the North-South Dialogue, a subject to which this
House has devoted close attention on various occa-
sions in the past. And this is indeed the purpose of
this oral question with debate, which is addressed
publicly to both institutions on behalf of my own
group and with the broad agreement of all the other
groups, as may be seen from the motion for a resolu-
tion which has been tabled and which will be voted
on at the end of this debate.

This debate is particularly opportune, since it comes
at the end of the first phase of the North-South
Dialogue conducted under the rather limited and
restrictive Paris formula and the start this week of the
second phase of negotiations following a general and
wider-ranging UN procedure. I would say right at the
outset, now that we have the necessary critical
distance to give an objective assessment of recent
events, that the Paris session was an extremely useful
and fruitful political exercise for the international
community as a whole, and not least for our Commu-
nity and its Member States. This successful outcome
from the Community’s point of view was made
possible — and I cannot over-emphasize the impor-
tance of maining this attitude throughout this debate
— by the consistent efforts of the Member States and
the Community to speak with one voice.
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It is now evident that far more material was collected
and more goodwill shown in Paris in July 1977 than
the immediate results of the conference would seem
to indicate. Material and goodwill too from the bloc of
developing countries, who have kept the dialogue
going on condition that the industrialized countries
— and in particular the B-group — honour their
commitments and that the Community pursues a
policy of its own aimed at establishing a new interna-
tional economic order.

The idea has now obviously taken root, and this vital
debate has now — thanks to the whole-hearted partici-
pation of the developing countries — acquired a
genuinely world-wide dimension. Nobody is as yet in
a position to predict what form the new international
economic order will take. What is certain, however, is
that the participation of the developing countries
must lead to a new economic structure based on
mutual understanding and mutual interests. This
means that an honest and why not ? — generous
attitude to some basic demands of the developing
countries — seen in terms of an overall policy — does
not run contrary to the legitimate and defensible inter-
ests of the industrialized countries in this increasingly
interdependent world. ‘

I said right at the outset that this debate came at a
very opportune moment, in view of the fact that the
Council met — I think — last week and the Commu-
nity and the Member States have now attended the
first meeting in New York within the new, world-wide
UN, framework designed to continue the dialogue, or
rather, to give a political lead, and which will be the
scene of the ongoing, assessment of progress right up
to the eve of a new extraordinary General Assembly of
the UN in 1980, to be devoted to the new interna-
tional economic order and to the development
strategy to be pursued in the 1980s.

Perhaps we shall be given some information this
evening on this first meeting, on the stance adopted
by the Community and the Member States, on the
Community’s determination to speak with one voice
and on the stance adopted by all the other countries,
particularly the wealthier developing countries and the
Eastern European countries, who were not represented
in Paris. We should like 0 hear a little about this
tonight. The decision to speak with one voice in Paris
was a political one. In the United Nations, this is
much more difficult to achieve since the UN does not
recognize the Community as such — allocating it
only observer status — and the Member States — in
theory at least — could speak with nine voices.

It is not my intention to go into the question of
demands and interests here, but rather to stress some
political aspects. This is why I said earlier that this
highly important debate revolves around two political
considerations, namely a new development strategy
and what is generally referred to as the new interna-
tional economic order.

The new international economic order seeks — as I
said before — to establish a new international struc-
tural framework for major economic international rela-
tions, trade relations, monetary and financial relations,
etc,, as well as the necessary correcting mechanisms
designed to increase the developing countries’ share of
international trade. All the Members of this House are
sufficiently acquainted with this question. But there is
also an extremely important second question — that
of setting out our development strategy for the 1980s.
The aim were is to lay down the aims and objectives
in terms of growth and development, both for the
international community as a whole and for each
member of that community, right down to the poorest
or most disadvantaged country.

I can only congratulate the Community and the
Member States on a document which I got to see
quite by chance and which was circulated as a confer-
ence working paper in the second committee of the
32nd General Assembly at a time when everyone was
looking for a way of getting a dialogue going and
keeping it going.

Mr President, it seems to me that the European Parlia-
ment might do well to study this document. It is a
fine, courageous document, well worth reading and
providing much food for thought. The Christian
Democrats — in common with all the other groups
concerned first and foremost with the human and
social aspects of development policy — are particu-
larly appreciative of this kind of initiative. I should
like to pay tribute to the Commission, whose stimu-
lating and creative work has enabled the dialogue to
be kept going. Parliament or the appropriate
committee should now be given the opportunity to go
into the various global and sectoral aspects of this
wide-ranging question in more detail.

I admit that the dialogue and the negotiations are
taking place at a very difficult time for the whole
world community, at a time of crisis and recession.
But we must all pull together to overcome the crisis
and to get the economy going again on a world-wide
basis, while at the same time taking the opportunity
to bring about a better and more equitable develop-
ment in third countries.

Mr President, this is, in a few words, the point of this
question, which is reflected in our motion for a resolu-
tion.

Once we have received information from the Council
and the Commission, we in the Parliament committee
hope — with the help of existing reports and any new
reports — to use the European Parliament as a vehicle
for carrying on this extremely important dialogue in
the full gaze of European public opinion.

I have one final comment to make on the question of
the single authoritative European voice. Putting aside
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for the moment all questions of dogma and theology,
and in view of the world-wide problems with which
we are faced at the present time, the Community and
its Member States can only play a positive part and
exert influence in world affairs if it succeeds in
speaking with one voice and adopting a unanimously
agreed attitude in a true community spirit. This is
expected of us, on the one hand because our de facto
international economic ties make us the most vulner-
able and hence also the most reliable go-between, and
on the other hand because of our own sense of voca-
tion — not to say of mission — which prompts us to
commit the European Union to a creative conciliatory
and mediatory role in world affairs.

Furthermore, the experience of recent years — we
have only to think of UNCTAD IV in Nairobi and
other less successful bouts of negotiation resulting in
deadlock — shows that dissension and indecision on
the part of the Community and the Member States
have repeatedly resulted in confrontation and a
tendency for attitudes to polarize at opposite ends of
the spectrum.

President. — I call Mr Andersen.

Mr K.B. Andersen, President of the Council. —
(DK) Mr President, first of all I wish to thank Mr
Dewulf for the very constructive way in which he
presented this interesting, complicated and topical
question. Mr Dewulf said more than once that this
debate was being held at an opportune time, and I
agree with him in that, both as regards the Council’s
discussions and in connection with the work being
done internationally on this problem.

The general principles and objectives which guide the

- Community in the North-South Dialogue have been
defined on several occasions by the Community’s
political bodies, including the European Council
They may be summarized as follows.

A prosperous and expanding world economy is vital
to all members of the international community, deve-
loping and industrialized countries alike. This means
that international economic relations must be based
on a better understanding of the interests of each.

The Community wishes to achieve a more just and
equitable economic order based on an expanding
world economy. We consider that the situation of the
poorest countries, and that of the poorest sections of
the population in the various developing countries
calls for very special attention.

The commitments already assumed by the Commu-
nity stem from its participation in the numerous nego-
tiations which have been in progress for several years
in various international forums. The fulfilment of
these commitments is on two levels. First, there is the
development cooperation policy which the Commu-
nity itself conducts and which goes well beyond the

commitments entered into internationally. The most
important example is undoubtedly the Lomé Conven-
tion.

Second, the Community’s commitments are put into
practice through its participation in international nego-
tiations. The Community has in many cases played an
important part, for example in setting up a common
fund, in the United Nations emergency action and in
the special action decided on at the Conference on
International Economic Cooperation.

The Community attaches the greatest importance to
an overall approach to development cooperation. We
consider that it is necessary to adapt the various instru-
ments to the wide range of situations in the deve-
loping countries in order thereby to achieve the best
development effect.

Major progress has also been made of late in the coor-
dination of the policies of the Member States. The
resolution on the setting-up of a supervisory
committee for continuing the North-South Dialogue,
which was adopted at the 32nd General Assembly of
the United Nations — the committee which Mr
Dewulf referred to — has brought the North-South
Dialogue into the UN forum. The Community
supported this resolution, which was adopted unani-
mously and is the result of a reasonable compromise.

The Plenary Committee set up by this resolution will
play a very useful role in supervising the work relating
to the North-South Dialogue which is to continue in
the various competent bodies, particularly those of the
United Nations family.

The Council attaches the greatest importance to
continuing the North-South Dialogue and to
preserving the present climate of cooperation, particu-
larly in view of the importance of the Special Session
of the United Nations General Assembly due to take
place in 1980. I should like to reaffirm that the
Community, while taking account of its present
economic difficulties, remains willing to enter into
new commitments within the context of solutions
which are mutually acceptable to all. I believe
everyone is aware that a new economic order can

emerge only by the common consent of all partners

in the international community.

It is in this spirit that the Council, with the Commis-
. £ . . .

sion’s assistance, will approach the forthcoming meet-
ings on the international calendar, particularly the
UNCTAD ministerial meeting to be held in Geneva
in March.

From the strictly legal point of view the Nine are
bound to respect Community positions or to act in
concert as regards matters which fall under the
Community’s jurisdiction or which are particularly
important for the common market. However, going
beyond this legalistic interpretation, the Council has
always emphasized the importance of a common posi-
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tion in the directives it has adopted for international
negotiations.

In the case of the Conference on International
Economic Cooperation, the European Council
decided that the Community would speak with a
united voice, and this unity was largely maintained.
There have, however, been other cases, some of them
recent, where this unity has not been maintained
throughout. Yet experience — and in particular that
of the Conference on International Economic Cooper-
ation — shows that a positive unity of view within the
Community is very often a sine qua non if the
Community is to play a constructive role in interna-
tional negotiations. I can therefore assure Parliament
that the Council will continue in future to make every
effort to see that the Community speaks with one
voice on these questions.

President. — I call Mr Cheysson.

Mr Cheysson, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mt
President, Mr Andersen has just made a very clear and
concise statement on behalf of the Community and
the Member States. The Commission is thus spared
the task of dealing with the various points. I should
also like to point out that we heard this statement
from a Danish speaker, and this too is of particular
significance.

The first part of the question tabled by the Christian-
Democratic Group concerns the objectives of the new
international economic order. I could of course refer
you to the UN resolutions, especially the one adopted
during the 32nd session, but it is perhaps more inter-
esting to take a look at the political aspects of what
this new international economic order means.

It stems from the demand of Third World countries
to take part in the decision-making process on an
equal basis with the industrialized nations, or ‘as
adults’ as Mr Dewulf put it. The objectives thus
become quite clear. We have to enable these countries
to develop by making financing possible. This is espe-
cially important in the case of the less advanced coun-
tries which cannot achieve this on their own. What
these countries are seeking is greater stability in
economic and monetary affairs and as regards raw
materials and so on. In short, like the poor every-
where, the main thing for them is to feel secure in
their relations with outsiders.

This catalogue of basic aims shows just how closely
the interests of the industrialized nations and the
Third World coincide. We all want stability, security
and development, all of which are essential for
economic revival, as we heard from the President of
the Council. And this is of particular significance as
the industrialized nations become weaker and more
dependent on external relations and thus more impor-
tant than others for the Community. The various
features of our policy were outlined by the President

of the Council, and the question was also based on
them. Interregional policy provides the most advanced
example we have, and it offers the greatest potential
for a contribution to the creation of a new interna-
tional economic order. This is because we are moving
towards a de jure system, because we are pledged to
avoid interfering in a nation’s internal affairs by the
very nature of our relations, and because we are
making general use of the instruments of cooperation
at own disposal.

It was my privilege to address the United Nations’
second committee on behalf of the Community and
to tell its members that this policy was the realization
of the basic principles which had often been proc-
laimed before the UN General Assembly, but which
had never before been applied with such clarity. These
principles are cultural identity, non-interference,
overall development and the desire for security, while
at the same time we must not forget the fundamental
principles of priority for those most in need, the satis-
faction of basic requirements, cooperation among
developing countries and the stabilization of export
earnings.

In addition, the Community has its own means of
intervening internationally with direct financial
measures. New proposals to encourage investment
may eventually turn out to be an important factor in
the creation of investment credits, with a generalized
preference system and a joint response to the problem
of feeding the world’s hungry. Today’s debate,
however, is mainly about our part in the discussion
and the worldwide initiatives. Our role must be deter-
mined through the United Nations, whose task it is
— as I told the UN second committee on behalf of
the Community — to plan, organize, promote and
direct joint action. This means that UNCTAD meet-
ings and all other meetings of this type organized by
the plenary committee will be the forum in which the
Member States of the Community will strive to make
headway on those issues of which we are all aware and
which were mentioned a short while ago by the Presi-
dent of the Council. Mr Dewulf wanted some informa-
tion about the first meeting of the plenary committee,
which has just been held in New York. I can tell him
that only matters of procedure were discussed. It very
soon emerged, however, that there was an ominous
tendency to want to discuss all kinds of problems and
to set up some kind of talking-shop. This is not the
purpose of the plenary committee, which must not be
allowed to supplant other UN committees which have
been set up to deal with these problems.

Mr President, there are four things I want to say. The
first was also mentioned by Mr Dewulf and the Presi-
dent of the Council and deals with the authority
which the Community commands in world affairs
when it speaks with one voice. There can no longer
be any doubt about this as there has been ample proof
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of it in the past. But as Mr Dewulf quite rightly
pointed out, the United Nations is not quite the
proper setting for it, as the Nine are represented there
as individual members and not as the Community.
The temptation to disagree is thus very great. Not
only that, but at the very first meeting of the plenary
committee one of the member countries was quick to
point out that the Community was not to be repre-
sented by the President of the Council. This is a sad
state of affairs.

My second remark — which Mr Dewulf made before
me — is that if the world is going to make any
progress in tackling its most difficult economic
problems — raw materials, methods of financing, etc.
— every country in the world must be involved,
including the State-trading countries. This creates a
major problem, since these countries do not belong to
the international financial organizations which alone
are capable at the current time of managing interna-
tional loans in an adequate manner. This is a very
important point. Perhaps this new UN Commission
— which was proposed by Mr McNamara and is led
by the former West German Chancellor, Mr Brandt
— will be able to come up with something on this.

Thirdly, I want to say that if we are going to make any
progress, we have to stop barricading ourselves in
impregnable fortresses, with all the entrances sealed
up, before we have even had the chance to get out in
the open and meet each other. Recent meetings
between the industrialized nations and the developing
countries have been like exchanges of fire between
two armies who want to test each other’s armour,
without getting too close. This is not going to get us
anywhere. The problems we have to deal with are in
constant flux, and we are going to make progress only
if we are willing to discuss things and refuse to set out
with any preconceived ideas.

Parliament will have heard my final remark before.
The fact is that the Community is obliged to advance
in the sector of external relations. And this is possible,
because the Community whole is greater than the
sum of the single parts, the individual Member States.
But this will benefit our economies and be acceptable
to the general public — in short, this will make sense
— only if we manage to link up external and internal
policies. Parliament has a twofold responsibility here,
especially as regards internal matters in the Commu-
nity. We shall undoubtedly find that in various areas
we shall have to act together much more quickly than
we have done in the past in anticipating just what has
to be done in some sector or other of the economy.

Mr President, I should like to thank Parliament for
including this item on the agenda. We are seldom
able to discuss the problems of the Third World in
general terms, but this has been possible today thanks
to this question tabled by the Christian-Democratic
Group.

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

Mr Price. — Mr President, I find it a great privilege
to speak after Mr Andersen and Mr Cheysson. Mr
Cheysson is probably one of the most experienced
people in the whole world in dealing with this sort of
problem, and I think we are very privileged to have
his remarks on this occasion. Speaking as a member
of the Committee on Development and Cooperation,
I hold great hopes of the Danish Presidency in this
particular direction, because the Scandinavian coun-
tries and Denmark have a good record in this matter
of creating a dialogue of equals between Europe and
the Third World. Seen from both those points of view,
this has been a very useful debate so far.

When considering this question, it is important not to
regard the Paris conference last year as being a failure.
Sometimes it is written off as such, but in the
language of courtship, Mr President, you might say it
was the first stage in a developing relationship ; all
developing relationships need — some people say —
five or six stages before they achieve final consumma-
tion, and we cannot expect this dialogue between
Europe and the Third World to reach concrete conclu-
sions immediately. It is more important that the
dialogue is going on than that obvious results should
be achieved from each conference, and I very much
hope that progress is made towards a second stage in
this North-South Dialogue, because I think that this is
the direction in which all the efforts of the Commu-
nity are working in other fields.

I am glad that Mr Cheysson mentioned the Brandt
Commission. I think it is important to get it on
record that, as a result of the first meeting of the
North-South Dialogue, Mr McNamara, the president
of the World Bank, invited Willi Brandt to establish
this Commission with the job of examining the
means to restore international relations in a way that
will get support from the greatest possible number of
interested countries. Members will know that Mr
Heath, not of my own party, but with a great reputa-
tion in Britain, Mr Mendés-France, Mr Palmer, Mr Jan
Pronk, of Holland, Mr Adam Malik, of Indonesia, and
Mr Eduardo Frey, of Chile, have all come together
with others to try, through this admittedly informal
Commission, to prepare the international atmosphere
so that when the UN debate is held in 1980, more
genuine progress can be made. I am very pleased that
the Brandt Commission has started its work. It has
now given itself the job of answering the following
question : how it is possible to change the confronta-
tion between the North and the South into a true will
for cooperation ? It has got this job of attempting to
find, through some of the most experienced people in
the world, means of turning what after the oil-war
looked like becoming a confrontation into a coopera-
tive effort.
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I think the European Community has done more to
promote this spirit of cooperation than almost any
other country or group of countries in the world.
Partly this is being done through the Lomé Conven-
tion, which has really for the first time established this
principle of a dialogue on an absolute basis of equality
between the European Community and the fifty-odd
States which are members of the Lomé Convention in
the Third World. I think that when we look back at
this some years ahead, we shall see that this principle
of a dialogue between equals is an absolutely essential
first step if we are to make any progress at all in this
direction. It is here that I believe the principles laid
down by the Council and the Commission for the
negotiation of Lomé II will become absolutely crucial
in the final success of the UN Conference in 1980
and the second round of the North-South dialogue. 1
think also the Community must make a positive
contribution to the negotiations for a common raw-
materials fund.

I hope we shall be able to help the Brandt commis-
sion with a contribution from this Parliament. I am
sorry that the Christian Democrats chose to vote
against this last time, and I very much hope that the
spirit of cooperation and unity which was shown at
the recent Lomé Joint Committee at Lesotho and the
unified attitude among the Nine which has been
shown for instance towards the problems of southern
Africa will be a pattern for the future.

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

Mr Bersani. — (I) Mr President, the speeches we
have already heard prove that the time was ripe for
this debate.

I should like to pay special tribute to Mr Dewulf for
his fine presentation of the question tabled by the
Christian-Democratic Group. I must also say in
answer to Mr Price that I cannot fully agree with his
interpretation of what happened in Lesotho.

The European Community, and especially this Parlia-
ment, have always felt that these problems were of
exceptional importance. We are absolutely certain that
they are vital for the solution of the difficulties which
beset the world today. This conviction — which is
part of our political ethic and has guided our
approach to the problem in recent years — has been
joined by a whole series of more recently acquired
convictions mentioned by Mr Jenkins yesterday when
he spelled out for us the growing interdependence
between the industrialized nations — with Europe in
the forefront — and the countries of the Third World.
The links are closer than ever, and more than ever we
need to move beyond the stage of the piecemeal
approach and get to the crux of the matter.

All the conferences we have had, culminating in the
North-South dialogue which has now been taken over
by the United Nations, have clearly shown that inter-
national organizations, especially the European
Community, must tackle the problem anew, with an
overall and integrated approach. The new interna-
tional economic order needs a new strategy and new
tactics to deal with the problems of development.

Today’s debate is important because we have to review
this new problem from time to time to see how things
are faring and coordinate our objectives in the light of
future action. We were told earlier that a UN plenary
commission took up this problem for the first time
this week. Suddenly we are at the start of the run-up
to the special conference to be held in 1980. The
Community has already done a lot. Other Members,
including Mr Price who was last to speak before me,
have emphasized the contribution — moral as well as
in other respects — which has been made to the
growing awareness of the problem.

We must all thank Mr Andersen and Mr Cheysson for
their statements, but I do feel that the Community
should make a move. We have often seen how, even
when moving towards a common position, the
Member States have managed to disagree quite
openly. These differences of opinion have even
created considerable difficulty at international meet-
ings. This has unfortunately occurred, even though we
realized that is was our job to lead, to show the way.

However, the Community is moving towards more
tangible conclusions and more precise objectives, and
it is only right that it should have a clearer platform.
An additional reason for this is that, as far as the
harmonization of bilateral policies is concerned, we
have practically come to a dead stop, with no apparent
progress recently.

I wonder if it would not be better for the Commission
to prepare a memorandum, or for the Council to give
it a clearer mandate. We already have a calendar of
events that is scheduled to end with the conference in
1980. Would it not be a good idea if we drew up a
timetable designed to encourage the acknowledge-
ment of our basic responsibilities with regard to these
serious problems ?

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

Mr De Clercq. — (F) Mr President, the Liberal and
Democratic Group is very pleased that this question
has been raised by the Christian-Democratic Group.
We keenly follow all international efforts for a
constructive dialogue leading to a mere equitable
distribution of the world’s resources — which is the
number-one objective of the North-South dialogue.
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We give our full backing to this question on what the
Community has done and what it is going to do in
this sector. This position of ours was illustrated earlier
by a question which we tabled in the House in
September 1976. In view of the decisive repercussions
which the success of the North-South dialogue will
have on relations between the industrialized nations
and the developing countries, the European Parlia-
ment must be kept constantly informed of the main
problems which arise from these talks and of the posi-
tion of the EEC, so that it can comment on the
ongoing negotiations.

Thanks to the position which the EEC has adopted in
these negotiations, it has appeared to be the most
sympathetic towards the developing countries, while
for the industrialized nations it acts as a catalyst in the
attempts to bring the negotiations to a successful
conclusion. This is a role which, in our opinion, the
EEC must maintain and develop.

In this connection, what the Community and the
ACP countries have learned from Stabex — although
we are still to reap the full benefits of the scheme, as
it was introduced only a short time ago — could well
be a factor in this, since several of the principles of
that scheme are similar in aspect to one of the funda-
mental demands of the developing countries, namely,
the setting up of an integrated reserve fund. Stabex is
not the answer in every instance, but it does show that
the Community has made a genuine effort to improve
the lot of the developing countries. The serious nature
of the problems examined in the course of the North-
South dialogue emphasizes how essential it is for the
EEC to devote a significant proportion of its resources
on a permanent basis so that reasonable solutions can
be found; at the same time the public must be kept
informed of any new proposals.

If these are to get the understanding and backing of
the public, the leading role of the Community in
these negotiations must be based on the support of its
people. Furthermore, this role is in keeping with
Commission statements that the position of the EEC
should not be restricted to a statement of principle,
but that it should instead lead to concrete proposals
on the basis of our CIEC commitments.

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

Mr Nyborg. — (DK} Mr President, now that the
industrialized countries and the developing countries
have agreed at the seventh special session at the
United Nations to cooperate in achieving a new world
economic order, we can ask ourseives whether they
have made any progress. Are we not going round in
circles ? The fifth UNCTAD meeting was a failure,
with the two sides parting in disagreement. It was
maintained that, when financial aspects, raw materials

and development aid were added to the agenda,
matters could only improve. A clear delimitation of
the scope would make it easier to find solutions. After
the Paris meeting, however, we were told that these
problems could only be solved at world level within
the United Nations and UNCTAD. A quick glance
shows that the year 1977 was marked by an inter-
rupted dialogue which produced nothing but
resounding speeches, numerous questions and the
Brandt committee, set up at the instigation of Mr
McNamara the President of the World Bank.

There is great interest in this body, and it will
undoubtedly have psychological effect, but if the
CIEC — the decision-taking organ — has been
unable to achieve any practical results, it is doubtful
whether the Brandt committee will manage this
either.

We therefore fear that we shall be witnessing the
destruction of noble and positive ideas which will
never see the light of day. We must constantly strive
to rescue the North-South dialogue. It is essential to
avoid our relations with the developing countries dete-
riorating into a conflict between two blocs.

It must be pointed out — and this is symptomatic —
that the words used here today to describe our rela-
tions with the countries of the south are contrast,
opposition and even conflict, and no longer dialogue
and complementarity.

Fortunately, we are now coming up to the UNCTAD
meeting, which will force the two sides to consider
how they can get out of this stalemate. An initial posi-
tive feature — which I hope represents the start of a
general improvement — is the Community’s recent
decision to pay to the IDA its contribution to the 1
million dollar special aid programme to help low-in-
come countries which are facing immediate’ problems.
On the other hand, it does not at first sight look as if
the Commission’s new proposals on the Community
fund — the force behind the joint programme — will
completely satisfy the developing countries.

As regards the developing countries’ debts, there are
continuing differences of opinion, since the Commu-
nity constantly opposes the developing countries’ calls
for remission of their debts. In this context, some
hope can be placed on the effects of the Commis-
sion’s proposed programme for investment in the
Third World, provided it is approved. How can we
approve advantageous long-term credits to finance this
major programme for the development of infrastruc-
tures in Africa and elsewhere, while at the same time
greatly reducing the risks to the creditors involved in
such transactions ? Will the Community’s increasing
opening-up of its markets for exports from the Third
World be sufficient to prevent their debts rising to
unacceptable proportions ?

President. — I call Mr Deschamps.
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Mr Deschamps. — (F) Mr President, firstly I must
congratulate Mr Dewulf for his enterprise in tabling
this question on what is certainly a vital issue. He
stressed this fact, and I must say, echoing Mr Bersani’s
words, that our Group considers it a problem of funda-
mental importance.

Secondly, we are dealing with a long-term problem,
which means that it is not going to be solved over-
night, no matter who tackles it. Looking at the
problem at this level and in its worldwide context
does not mean that we cannot go on with current
action in this field — as you were asked to do — and
that we cannot make one or two new moves, such as
renewing the Lomé Convention, which are in keeping
with the North-South dialogue and its main objec-
tives. The purpose of these moves would be to give a
much more tangible form to these objectives by imple-
menting measures which have shown in the past — as
was the case of Lomé I — just how useful and produc-
tive they were.

The last point I want to make is that the Committee
on Development and Cooperation ought to be regu-
larly informed of all developments at every level of
the North-South dialogue. There is already a contin-
uous exchange of information between the Commis-
sion and the Committee in other sectors, and the
same should be true in this case.

That is basically what our Group wanted to say. We
have asked for this question to be put on the agenda
for this sitting, for the reasons I have given, and we
shall submit a motion for a resolution which sums up
our position.

President. — The debate is closed.

To wind up the debate, I have received a motion for a
resolution, with request for an immediate vote
pursuant to Rule 47(5) of the Rules of Procedure, on
the CIEC — North-South dialogue (Doc. 550/77).

The vote on this request will be held at the beginning
of tomorrow’s sitting.

12. Agenda

President. — In answer to a request by Mr Evans, the
enlarged Bureau proposes that the oral question on
employment subsidies (Doc. 536/77), initially sche-
duled to be dealt with on Friday, 17 February, be
placed as the last item on tomorrow’s agenda.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

13. Human rights

President. — The next item is the oral question
without debate (Doc. 523/77), put by Mr van Aerssen
to the Foreign Ministers of the nine Member States of
the European Community meeting in political cooper-
ation, on human rights:

What changes do the Ministers advocate in order to give
greater effective weight to the UN Commission on
Human Rights, one of the few institutions to give the
citizens of the whole world direct access to an interna-
tional organization ?

I call Mr Van Aerssen.

Mr van Aerssen. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the question of human rights has already
frequently been the subject of debates and official
statements in this House, and I think that Parlia-
ment’s plan to become a champion of human rights is
logical, correct and absolutely justifiable in political
terms.

The question which 1 am putting today to the
Council and its President-in-Office is whether the
Council is ready to pursue with us a double strategy
for the defence of human rights. The strategy we have
followed up to now is that this House takes up topical
problems of human rights, passes resolutions and
seeks in that way to improve the situation through
political and moral pressure. But the second strategy
ought — and that is the point of the question — to
aim at strengthening the existing institutions
concerned with human rights and at carrying out
reforms which will make these institutions more effec-
tive in this field.

One of these institutions, which plays what one might
call a key role in the world-wide strategy for the
defence of human rights, is the UN Commission on
Human Rights. The importance which this Commis-
sion has by now acquired can be seen from the fact
that the number of human rights complaints received
by the UN rose dramatically from 9 134 cases in 1974
to 30 961, in 1975, and then to 54 510 in 1976.

As T see it, this Commission is an embryonic world
committee for petitions. This body shows signs of
developing into a powerful world-wide instrument for
enabling citizens to make complaints directly to the
UN Organization. But the point of my question is
this — I think that in no field covered by the UN are
reforms more necessary than in this field of human
rights.

I therefore ask the President-in-Office once more
whether he is ready to begin a campaign, together
with his colleagues and with the support of Parlia-
ment, to make this UN Commission and the UN
itself even more effective in the cause of human
rights. My second question, which can be brought in
at this point, is whether the President of the Council
could indicate his agreement that we might possibly
pursue a three-stage plan, the first stage of which
would be the juridical strengthening of the existing
UN Commission, its reform and a broadening of its
scope. The following measures would contribute
towards this end, and I wish to list them quite briefly :
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The existing procedure, under which complaints
cannot be examined for three weeks, is far too slow
and cumbersome. Meetings should be more frequent.

Secondly, the confidentiality at present surrounding
the work of the UN Commission is not appropriate to
the subject of human rights, unless the plaintiffs them-
selves ask for this in their own interests and for their
own safety.

Thirdly, it would be appropriate for any government
which is the object of a complaint to have the opportu-
nity to defend itself orally before this Commission.
Fourthly, I feel the members of this Commission
must be juridically independent, so that they may be
truly neutral in their discharge of this very real respon-
sibility.

If, at the first stage, the UN Commission is to be jurid-
ically strengthened and provided with these new
instruments, one should then consider at the second
stage whether to set up bodies which would perma-
nently monitor violations of human rights, analyse
and so to speak catalogue them, so as to make them
known world-wide.

In this context I should like to ask whether it might
not be possible for the UN to draw up a register in
which all complaints would be recorded with the aim
of bringing individuals as well to trial, so that
complaints are not levelled only at States but also at
those who actually violate human rights and are
personally answerable for these violations.

Once this stage is completed, we could then in my
opinion move on to a third stage. Would it not be
possible to urge — and for the European Community
to canvass throughout the world — that a UN
Commissioner for Human Rights be appointed or
that an independent UN Court of Human Rights be
set up ? In this context, I should like to quote Mr
Wiltacker, Chairman of the UN Commission on
Minority Rights, who wrote in The Times last year on
the subject of ‘Stage 3’:

The greatest weakness of the United Nations at
present is that it lacks a direct relationship with ordi-
nary men and women. A kind of world ombudsman
might help to introduce this democratic dimension
and revive the spirit of the United Nations, whose
original charter begins with the words. ‘We, the
peoples of the world’, and not ‘We, the governments
of the world’.

Mr President of the Council, are you ready to begin a
new world-wide campaign of this kind on behalf of
our Community, together with the European Parlia-
ment, which has always concerned itself with these
questions ?

President. — 1 call Mr Andersen.

Mr K.B. Andersen, President-in-Office of the
Council. — (DK) Mr President, I should like to stress

in answer to the honourable Member’s question that
the Nine are in favour of giving greater effective
weight to the work of the UN Commission on
Human Rights in connection with preventing the
violation of human rights or dealing with reported
violations.

The Nine are strongly in favour of maintaining the
procedures laid down in the UN Economic and Social
Council’s resolution of May 1970 regarding specific
allegations concerning the violation of human rights,
including the special procedure for dealing with allega-
tions of this kind within the UN Commission on
Human Rights and its Committee.

As the honourable Member is undoubtedly aware,
Belgium tabled a motion for a resolution at the recent
32nd General Assembly of the UN aimed specifically
at giving more effective weight to the procedures in
Resolution No 1503 mentioned above. The motion
for a resolution was not however adopted, as a result
of opposition from UN members other than the Nine.
I am saying this because it shows how difficult it is to
get measures such as those mentioned by the hon-
ourable Member, and which I personally support,
adopted by the UN. The honourable Member is also
no doubt aware that the proposal to appoint a special
Commissioner for Human Rights was also not
adopted for the same reason. The most important
thing for the time being, therefore, is for us to conso-
lidate the progress made so far, but we within the
Nine will not fail to study new moves to reinforce the
procedure for dealing with cases involving human
rights at a more opportune moment. In this
subsequent work we will also take account of the
specific questions which arose in the four-stage plan
mentioned here today, but we also hope that the
climate within the UN may at some time in the
future be so favourable that we may be able to get
some of these proposals adopted.

President. — This item is closed.

14. Common energy policy

President. — The next item is the oral questions
with debate (Doc. 526/77 and Doc. 527/77), put by
Mrs Walz on behalf of the Christian-Democratic
Group to the Commission and the Council, on the
common energy policy of the European Communi-
ties : -

If a serious energy supply shortage were to occur in the
Community, would the Commission/Council think it
right to allocate coal produced in the Community
according to consumption priorities pursuant to Article
59 of the ECSC Treaty and further, by initiating a second
stage of the crisis plan under Article 235 of the EEC
Treaty, to take control of available crude oil in the
member countries and direct it in particular to those
member countries which have little or no deposits of
coal ?
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If so, would it not be reasonable, when there is structural
overcapacity in oil refineries and the coalmining industry,
for the Commission to request the Council to create (for
the Council to create) a joint energy supplies policy for
the EEC, sharing the burdens and benefits more equit-
ably among the member countries ?

I call Mrs Walz.

Mrs Walz. — (D) Mr President, first of all I should
like to apologize for keeping this question on the
agenda in spite of requests to the contrary, but I really
feel that the people in the coalmining sector who are
threatened with unemployment would not appreciate
it at all if this particular question were removed from
the agenda for any reason.

Mr President of the Council, Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, once again we have to call on the Council
of Ministers, as another year begins, to come to some
agreement at long last on a common energy policy,
seeing that the decisions so urgently required in the
coal, oil refining and nuclear energy sectors have still
not been taken. We cannot go on along the narrow
path of national self-interest — it is now time for
joint solidarity and in this case that also means joint
liability.

The strategy outlined by the Council of Ministers for
the period up to 1985, setting a target of 255 million
tonnes of coal equivalent with an option for increases
in coal output, is of course to be welcomed, but at
present it is only on paper, as is the target of 500
million tonnes of oil for the same period — although
consumption of oil is still increasing — and the orig-
inal target of 160 to 200 000 megawatts of nuclear
power, which will in fact only total 80 000 megawatts.
Are the Council’s plans really serious, or are they
simply meant to reassure the public ?

At the World Energy Conference in Istanbul all the
experts from East and West agreed that coal and
nuclear energy were the energy sources of the future,
as the other fossil fuels would eventually be exhausted,
or would have to be shared by the developing coun-
tries too. The Council is still not prepared to draw the
obvious conclusions from its own strategy, even
though production of coke in the Community has
reached it lowest level ever, and despite the fact that
in the foreseeable future, if things do not improve,
pits will have to be closed down and many thousands
of jobs will be lost. So far all the Council has done is
to decide that there must be surveillance of coal
imports — whatever that may mean. In the so-called
crisis plan, Document 77/706/EEC, we read in Article
1, paragraph 3, that in the second stage-of the crisis
the petroleum products that have been saved would be
shared out between the Member States. Obviously the
countries producing coal would be able to save more
oil. Does that mean that these countries will have to
help support the others who have been using cheap

imported coal instead of building up their own oil
stocks, but were not even prepared to contribute to
Community subsidies for coal ? To my mind this is a
gross infringement of the principle of spreading the
burden evenly over the Community.

Following the strategy outlined by the Council of
Ministers, the coalmining industry has made every
effort to stabilize output, even despite short-time
work, ladies and gentlemen, but unfortunately the
Community measures that should have been taken as
part of energy policy to support these efforts have not
been taken. Community output in 1977 was only
about 219 million tce, owing to reduced sales because
of the steel crisis and low demand for electricity.
Stocks rose to more than 50 million tonnes, creating a
real danger of a further decline in output and irrevers-
ible reductions in production capacity.

In simple language this means that many tens of thou-
sands of jobs may disappear. A study in the Federal
Republic of Germany has shown that the number of
jobs temporarily created by building a nuclear power
station and a coal-fired power station is roughly the
same for both. Both would create between 7 000 and
8 000 jobs for each year of building time. But running
a coal-fired power station burning 2 million tonnes of
coal provides 11 000 jobs per year.

And now of all times, imports of cheap coal from
third countries have reached a record level of 47
million tonnes ; especially imports from Poland and
South Africa, where workers are paid the kind of
pittance with which we cannot compete and do not
wish to compete. There is a possibility that President
Giscard d’Estaing and Chancellor Schmidt reached an
agreement at their last meeting at the beginning of
February whereby European coal will be given priority
over imports.

Can the Council of Ministers really think that the
subsidies, which are supposed to encourage people to
build coal-fired power stations, should also be payable
for imported coal ? That would just make the situation
of the Community coalmining industry even worse,
without leading to the construction of new coal-fired
power stations.

So what should be done ? For the moment, until the
worst is over and the steel industry is once again
absorbing something like the old tonnages, there
should under no circumstances be an increase in
imports — which rose by 70 % in the period between
1973 and 1977. Rather, there should be an increase in
intra-Community trade. That will necessitate agree-
ments between the governments concerned, both on
tonnages and on schemes for filling in the price gaps
that exist at present. And it is most important that the
sacrifices involved are no longer made only by the
coal-producing countries but, to a reasonable extent,
by all Community countries. One is not advocating
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protective measures to control imports, but imported
coal should certainly not be subsidized too.

President. — I call Mr Andersen.

Mr K. B. Andersen, President of the Council. —
(DK) Mr President, in reply to the question and the
many important problems Mrs Walz has raised I
should like to state that the Council considers the esta-
blishment of firm solidarity between Member States as
one of the basic elements in the Community’s energy

policy.

At present the Community has surplus coal stocks of
more than 50 million tonnes. It is therefore necessary
to create a comprehensive coal strategy, for which the
Commission proposals specify solidarity between coal
producers and coal users. A suitable approach would
be to promote the use of coal for electricity genera-
tion. This could lead to an expansion of the coal
market, beneficial to the coal producers, and at the
same time reduce the Community’s dependence on
imported oil. The Council has currently before it a
Commission proposal for promoting the building of
new coal-burning power stations by means of invest-
ment aid.

Another approach under the comprehensive coal
strategy is under examination. This would involve a
scheme to make Community coal competitive with
coal from third countries, the area specifically
mentioned just now by Mrs Walz, so that intra-
Community coal trade can be increased. The target is
to reduce present coal stocks. Given the current
comparative costs of coal production inside and
outside the Community and as the Community is
firmly determined to avoid customs duties and other
protective measures, with the exception of anti-
dumping duties, intra-Community coal trade can only
be increased through subsidies, and the Commission
has presented some suggestions to the Council on this
problem.

For the moment shortage of coal is only a hypothet-
ical question, but such a situation could develop in
the 1980s. In that case the Council would possibly
establish consumption priorities in accordance with
Article 59 of the ECSC Treaty.

In a period marked by oil supply difficulties, the possi-
bilities of substituting coal for oil are limited. But the
Council has taken several measures to counteract oil
supply difficulties in the Community as a whole.
Firstly, all Member States are obliged to keep
minimum security stocks of 90 days oil consumption.
Secondly, the Council has adopted a Decision on a
common plan for reductions in the consumption of
oil, coal and gas, etc. in the event of difficulties in the
supply of crude oil or petroleun products. In the
initial phase of a crisis the Commission can set a
target of up to 10 % reduction of normal oil consump-
tion for all Member States. In a prolonged crisis (more

than 2 months) the Council can, by qualified majority,
adopt more far-reaching targets, including other forms
of energy than oil. Thirdly, the Council has laid down
rules for intra-Community trade in crude oil and
petroleum products in the case of supply difficulties.
The Decision aims at sustaining the normal trade
flows in oil and oil products within the Community
even in periods of crisis.

In addition, the Council noted the Commission’s
intention of submitting to the Energy Committee a
general survey of the refining situation in the Commu-
nity, including the problem of imports, along with
proposals for resolving the problems arising in this
sector.

After consultation with the Member States the
Commission will draw up detailed rules of application
for the two Council Decisions I have just mentioned.
The Commission is currently preparing, in collabora-
tion with experts from the Member States, how the
Decisions can be put into effect. The Council hopes
this work can be completed as soon as possible
because the Council Decisions are more or less inoper-
ative without rules of application.

President. — I call Mr Brunner.

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. — (D) |
admire the devotion and patience of the President of
the Council. In this House we often hear complaints
that the Council is not represented. I think that here
we have a shining example of exemplary representa-
tion of the Council.

(Applause)

At this late hour we could even transfer the meeting
to a smaller room, for you might say that all that is
left is the ‘Magnificient Seven’ — there are exactly
seven Members left in the hall. Mrs Walz has said that
we must do something for the coalmining sector. That
is urgently necessary, she is quite right. But the
coalmining sector must of course hear about it too,
and I'm not sure whether a debate at this late hour
will make that possible, when we might just as well
send the coalminers a postcard.

Mr President, a whole series of proposals on coal has
been tabled. The President of the Council has referred
to them. But now we must go beyond them. We have
two options. On the one hand, we could now say:
The surplus that has accumulated is so large that we
must set production quotas with fixed coal purchasing
commitments. That I cannot countenance.

If you want that kind fo dirigistic action you will have
to look for another Commissioner instead of this
Liberal one.

We must simply work towards another alternative.
This other alternative is, in conjunction with the
measures already proposed, to support intra-Commu-
nity trade in coal. To do this, we must bring the price
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of Community coal closer to the world market price
by means of subsidies. But we must do this soon, for
the present situation is completely anomalous. In the
short term, it looks as if no one wants to have
anything to do with Community coal. In France and
Italy coal imports tripled last year. We now have a situ-
ation where there is apparently a surplus of European
coal, and everyone is importing coal from outside,
which is much cheaper — but little things like the
American strike should give us cause for thought.
Within 60 days supplies in America were already
severely affected, and voices have already been heard
saying, ‘If we did not export so much to Europe, we
would not have such difficulties’. Everyone must draw
their own conclusions from this, and remember that
the coal which we have in Europe is, quite simply,
safe coal.

In the second place, everyone should remember that
using coal now helps us to cut down our high oil
imports. So we must start taking the necessary
measures now. We will not achieve much by theoret-
ical appeals to the countries which are now importing
cheap coal from outside, for they will simply reply
that, in the short term, solidarity doesn’t pay. So we
must create economic incentives, and that is what we
want to do now. I should also like to do it on a scale
that is worthwhile. I should like to make a really
concerted effort on this scheme for subsidizing
Community coal, so that we can at last create a situa-
tion where we have some credibility.

Having credibility — that means making it possible
for ourselves to attain the objectives which we have set
for 1985. Having credibility — that means making it
clear to the oil producers that we are determined to
make an effort to prevent further increases in oil
prices in the near future. Having credibility also
means showing the Americans that we Europeans are
making an effort, which may serve as an example, so
that the Americans might also make an effort to try
and curb the constant decline in their currency caused
by high oil imports. For the decline of the dollar is
due to imports of oil. It is costing jobs in Europe and
is damaging our exports. So we must do something
about this problem.

I hope that our Community can muster the political
will to do it. The same applies to the oil refining
sector, which we shall be discussing in the Council of
Ministers on 21 March.

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

Mr Brown. — I think it is an important point that
has been raised by Mrs Walz. I must confess to her
that I have some difficulty in seeing what she was
getting at. I read and reread the question and I
thought here was some subtlety which was going over
my head, but what she has said in her remarks does
lead me to feel that at least I have got some of the
story right.

She knows I am not a great advocate of the use of
coal. It is not so much the use of the coal as the way
it is got that offends me mostly. and I, being a great
believer in this, have said this in our committee many
times. I think it is absolutely outrageous that, we as a
civilized society, should force men to go down miles
beneath the ground, grabbling on their bellies to get
out this filthy stuff, and that when they do get it out,
we should burn it, and burn it in a most inefficient
way. In doing so we cause grave concern to human
beings whilst at the same time, we have a human
rights committee looking after people’s welfare. We
actually arrange to send men down beneath the
ground to harass them, to give them every known
disease, to kill them, and when they bring up this
black gold, we then burn it in the most inefficient
way possible. So she knows that I am no great convert
to the use of coal.

Secondly, she will, of course, recall that my own Secre-
tary of State, Mr Benn, made two visits to the
Committee on Energy and Research during his term
as President-in-Office of the Council. I was not there
for the first visit, but I was there for the second one. It
interested me that Mrs Walz asked him what he
thought were the two best things he had done since
he had been President-in-Office. And he said : well,
the first he did was to try and make all Council meet-
ings public, and he failed in this because his eight
colleagues did not want it; and his second one was
that he had now been looking at this problem of coal,
and that he intended to set up an enormous moni-
toring system in order to keep out the cheap coal
from Europe. I intervened at that stage to say to him
that it sounded a little odd to me, from a man who
was scavenging the world for cheap food to bring into
our country, that he should not be equally anxious to
have cheap coal too, although from the trade union
point of view it had not failed to make its impression
on me. I then said that it also surprised me that at the
same time as he was stopping cheap coal coming into
Europe, BP, which is our own state-owned petroleum
company, was diversifying its work and was buying
into cheap-coal areas of the world, including South
Africa, T believe that although our party did not like
this very much, nevertheless they were doing it. It did
not seem to me to be the best of corporate planning.
He said he would send me a letter and let me know
about it. After a contretemps in my own parliament
because it took a long time before I got the letter,
nevertheless I finally did get a letter, gobblede-
gook though it was.

One of the important issues that have to be answered
when we are talking about imported coal is : where is
it coming from ? You can only import coal that is
cheap for one of two reasons : either the people that
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mine it do not enjoy the same living standards as the
miners in our own country, or in some way it is infe-
rior coal. I am told that imported coal is of the same
quality as our own coal. That leaves the other alterna-
tive, that presumably the miners in those areas where
the cheap coal is being mined are not even enjoying
the same safety standards, minimal as they are, as in
Europe, and that their pay and conditions are far
worse than our own. It shatters me to think that
anybody in Europe should be satisfied to have that
type of cheap product coming into Europe in order
that, we can benefit from it at the very time when, as
was pointed out by Mrs Walz, we almost have a coal
mountain in Europe. It is therefore important that we
should look at this, and I was delighted to hear both
from Mr Brunner and from the Minister that the
Council are going to consider this issue.

Finally, may I say both to Mr Brunner and to the
Minister that 1 wonder if they would consider how
many of our power-stations are capable of burning
both forms of fuel, oil and coal. I went into great
detail in our committee recently to explain that at a
former time in my career, when I was responsible for
efficiency of power-stations, I decided to advise my
principals that they ought to convert from coal to oil,
because it was so expensive to run coal-field stations.
Our station required a 19-man coal-handling gang
working for 24 hours a day and all the equipment had
to be maintained, so that oil was very much cheaper.
And so I converted to oil. I had just got five of my
eight boilers converted to oil, when we had Suez. I got
myself another job. They still had five oil-fired and
three coal-fired boilers, and so got the worst of both
worlds. I believe there are grounds now, with the
improved technology, to ask the Commission to see
how many power-stations in all the nine States are
adapted to dual burning, and to see if we can build up
some evidence to show whether there is an advantage
in having such a system. It would at least give us some
answers, I think, as to how we can use these stocks of
coal.

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

Mr Verhegen. — (NL) Mr President, I have no inten-
tion of rewarding your patience and that of the other
Members who have been here for so long by making a
long statement, but I should just like to draw attention
to a few points to be considered in this debate.

First of all, it was definitely a good idea of Mrs Walz’s
to have this item put on the agenda, and to keep it
there, because she has thus stressed both the impor-
tance and the topicality of the issue.

Secondly, you will probably not be surprised if I say
that we were rather disappointed by the statement

given by the President of the Commission on Tuesday
morning, because his comments on this subject were
really extremely vague.

The reply from the President-in-Office of the Council
was more positive and more encouraging. As Mr
Brunner has already said, it was an admirable answer
and we hope that it will be translated into facts.

My fourth point will be a comment on the point
made by Mr Brown. I too come from a mining area.
Mr Brown does not seem to realize that underground
work and mining techniques and methods have been
transformed to such an extent that we no longer have
to contend with diseases inherent in the occupation,
nor with great danger or whatever. Indeed, the
workers affected would be extremely disappointed if
they were obliged to give up their jobs.

Finally, I should like to make an appeal for solidarity
between the Member States of the Community. This
solidarity has been already mentioned on several occa-
sions and it is now time to show it because the
coalmining industry in our Community is currently
been maintained by the taxpayers in the Member
States concerned. In this respect too, there must be
some kind of joint scheme to guarantee the mainte-
nance of energy sources in the future. Indeed, I do not
have to remind you that in the complex of problems
in the Community’s sectoral policy, that of energy
supplies still occupies a central position. A concerted
effort must be made, both in scientific research — on
gasification and so on — and in schemes to give as
much support as possible to the energy source that is
our own, and can therefore be relied on — that is, our
coal resources.

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

Mr De Clercq. — (F) Mr President, the question put
by Mrs Walz is most relevant in the present situation.
People must realize that owing to the world energy
crisis, the Community has to make use of indigenous
sources of energy, especially coal. But there will be
many technical difficulties to be overcome — it is
difficult to-attract skilled labour, in spite of mechaniza-
tion; the siting of mines creates difficulties; the
quality of the coal is extremely varied ; and there are
transport problems. However, the Community does
have its own coal deposits, and production costs could
be kept consistently low compared with the fluc-
tuating and uncertain price of oil. The development of
coal-fired power stations should therefore be encour-
aged. The Community should improve the situation
on the coal market in the Member States by means of
financial assistance to the industry and arrangements
for better distribution in the event of supply shortages.
Does the Commission intend to propose a plan of
action in this field ?
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On a more general theme, Mr Walz then asks whether
it would be reasonable to create a joint energy
supplies policy for the EEC. The full importance of
this question becomes clear when one looks at the
existing distribution of energy sources over the
Member States. Germany has large deposits of coal
and some deposits of oil and natural gas, and the
United Kingdom also has deposits of oil, coal and gas.
The Netherlands have good natural gas resources, but
their coal deposits have been exhausted. Italy is poor
in coal and oil, but has natural gas. Finally, France has
the lowest self-sufficiency ratio of all, in spite of the
deposits of coal and natural gas in that country.

Obviously, in this situation imports by each of these
couritries may vary considerably. According to the
OECD forecasts for 1980 to 1985, France and
Germany will continue to import more oil, unlike the
United Kingdom. The Netherlands will be the only
country which is not obliged to import natural gas.
Although coal production is likely to increase in
France, it will remain stationary in Germany and Italy,
and will be nil in the Netherlands. These develop-
ments reflect the unequal distribution of energy
resources over the Member States of the Community.
Those countries which are less well provided, or
completely lacking in energy resources, will have to
be helped by their partners. It is therefore essential to
exploit our indigenous sources of energy jointly, to
make them cheaper and to avoid the effects of a shor-
tage. It is up to the Council and the Commission to
make the necessary proposals to attain these objectives
in good time.

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

Mr Jensen. — (DK) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should first of all like to thank Mrs Walz
for enabling the House to discuss this fundamental
problem.

I also welcome Mr Andersen’s comments on the
Community coal situation and Mr Brunner’s inter-
esting reply to Mrs Walz’s question on coal.

Despite the President’s wish for this debate to be
brought to a rapid conclusion, I should like you to
cast your minds back a few years. The 1973 crisis
revealed the Community’s organizational weaknesses
— or rather its lack of organization — as regards the
supply and distribution of its resources in a time of
shortage. Instead of inducing the Member States to
display a degree of solidarity, the shortage of oil
caused them to adopt a selfish attitude of ‘every man
for himself. The most striking example at the time
was the case of the Netherlands, which had to put up
with a strict oil embargo. Under pressure from the
Arab countries, its European partners were not particu-
larly keen to proceed from verbal solidarity to solid-

arity of action. In October 1973, the then President of
the Commission, Mr Ortoli, stated courageously in
The Hague that European solidarity would show itself
if the Netherlands were to be the victim of an Arab
boycott. And what could be more natural, after all ?
The Netherlands is a part of the Community, and is
entitled to its full support — as prescribed by the Trea-
ties. However, the Arab threats to draw up a list of
countries favourable, neutral or opposed to the Arab
cause — and hence to take retaliatory measures —
somewhat cooled down the initial enthusiastic solid-

arity.

Why have I gone back so far ? Simply because it was
only then that the Community started to organize
itself in this field. It did this first of all by introducing
information and monitoring systems for movements
of petroleum products, by laying down minimum
reserves and by harmonizing the prices of petroleum
products.

And what have these first Community measures
achieved ?

Information and monitoring are and remain difficult
as regards the movements of petroleum products. The
minimum reserves of oil have this year been reduced
from 90 to 60 days under pressure from the multi-
nationals, and price transparency on the European
market remains only a pious hope.

Nor am I unaware of the fact that the Commission
has at its disposal a number of measures, but they are
either inadequate or being inadequately applied.

This year, there has also been a move to provide a
remedy for the serious consequences of any new oil
shortage — particularly any boycott of a Member State
— and this we welcome.

However, there is one fundamental drawback in all
these measures. This is a piecemeal approach, and
these moves are not elements in the implementation
of an overall plan. The Community still lacks a
genuine common energy policy, and this means that
nothing effective or lasting can be achieved. It is only
too true that solidarity is not something which can be
bought and sold like merchandise. It is a political and
moral fact, but it cannot be achieved overnight. To be
credible, it must be based on a common heritage, but
this does not yet exist in the energy sector. What,
therefore, will become of the short-sighted plans if
there is a new energy crisis or an embargo against
some Member State? A few minor, well-directed
threats from the oil-exporting countries and the whole
fine system for distributing our resources will inevit-
ably collapse, and this is why the Group of European
Progressive Democrats issues an urgent appeal for the
Community to realize finally the need to set up a
genuine common market for energy as soon as
possible.
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President. — I call Mr Normanton to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Mr Normanton. — Mr President, on behalf of the
European Conservative group and despite the late
hour of the proceedings, I certainly extend a very
warm and grateful thanks to Mrs Hanna Walz for
having introduced this oral question with debate at
this particular time. Because it makes possible a
clearing of minds, both by parliamentarians and
administrators and other officials of the Parliament,
about the action to be taken in the event of a crisis in
energy supply. In the management of a business and
in association agreements between industries, it is
usual to agree on the action to be taken in a crisis well
in advance of such an eventuality. The Council is
understood, we are told, to have agreed on crisis
measures, although these have never as yet been laid
before Parliament. I believe the time has come when
this should be done and we, the Parliament of the
European Community, should be informed as to their
intentions.

If for one reason or another the sea lanes, for example,
were interrupted, only Polish coal might well reach its
Community users, and that would be a very thin line
of supply. Overland supplies of cheap coal and oil,
traversing, as they currently do, great distances, would
with absolute certainty be cut. That is the kind of
eventuality for which we have to prepare ourselves,
and do so now. In the worst eventuality, the Commu-
nity would be pathetically dependent on nuclear
power, indigenous coal, hydroelecttic power and its
stock-piles of oil Those Member States which enjoy
. cheap imported coal, now totalling 45 million tonnes
a year, compared with the Community production of
248 million tonnes, and total stocks of steam and
coking coal amounting to a mere 47 million tonnes,
should think, and think seriously. In the course of this
debate, the coal stocks at the level have been
described as a mountain. All I would say is: some
stocks, some reserves, some mountain — and a minis-
cule one at that.

The advice which this House can give to the Council
should be given in a Community spirit, because
energy could — and indeed, I believe, will and must
— play a vital role in the achievement of further Euro-
pean integration. In this context the support given by
the President of France and the Prime Minister of
Britain quite recently, for the laying of an additional
power cable between France and the United
Kingdom, should help in extending the Community’s
electricity grids — a useful tool for the Community
during any energy crisis in the coming 10 to 15 years
when at least notionally the United Kingdom will be
temporarily self-sufficient in energy. I only hope that
facilities for exchanging at least the 10 gigawatts
between each two Member States might be installed
quickly so that energy transfer can be improved with

minimum inconvenience. Those Member States
which are consumers of non-Community coal run
serious and indeed perilous risks that they will not
have alternative supplies, unless they make the neces-
sary arrangements in advance now for obtaining alter-
native supplies in the event of a crisis. The Council,
in my opinion, should verify that electricity undertak-
ings in these Member States have secured the neces-
sary contracts with Community coal undertakings so
that their basic coal needs will be met.

Until such time as there is a Community energy
agency with responsibility for all energy carriers,
Member States must transparently put in hand contin-
gency measures for their own energy needs. An essen-
tial feature of this is to do so now. I have little doubt
in my mind that those States which oppose the
Commission’s proposals to finance cyclical stocks of
coal and to promote coal in electricity generation will
be the very first to appreciate the availability of
Community coal when their imports are, for one
reason or another, cut off, though they do not yet
realize this.

It really is in. the interests of all Member States, parti-
cularly those which do not possess coal, to play their
part in guaranteeing that their potential suppliers have
the productive capacity to meet their needs when
danger to their economy looms large, as loom large it
certainly will. When will they realize this ? We have
to ask ourselves, and we must ask them. Will those
who govern the Member States, and who participate in
the Council decision-making process take a leaf out of
industry’s books ? — look after your suppliers through
thick and thin, because when times are thin, you will
need them. It would be foolhardy, in my opinion, to
dilute the Commission’s proposals for coal. Indeed, by
industrial standards the Commission’s proposals for
coal are a cheap insurance for economic survival in an
energy crisis.

Mr President, curtailed as I am by the lateness of the
hour, I shall limit my comments — though I would
wish to make many more — to those which I have
already presented to the House. The House has a right
to expect a similar forthright reaction from the
Council and from the Commission, and we as parlia-
mentarians have a right and a duty to expect that we,
as a Parliament, will back them in those positive and
constructive efforts in this particular sector of the
European future, upon which our very existence may
well one day depend.

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

Mr Veronesi. — (1) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I hope Mrs Walz will forgive me if I say
that I, too, found her question a trifle ambiguous. I
am not saying that she did not have a clear idea of
what she wanted to ask, only that she used a very
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round about way of bringing up the problem of the
coal sector once again. It would have been much
better if she had ask d the question in an open and
direct manner.

In any case, in the last debate on aid for cyclical coal
stocks the Communist Group stated its willingness to
participate in — and indeed called for — a general
debate on the problem of coal, since we fully realize
that this problem existed in the Community.

Matters became clearer as they were discussed, because
everyone was speaking about the coal problem. The
President of the Council offered only a hint of
Community agreement on a common energy policy.
If we are going to tackle this problem properly, we
have to get to the root of it in establishing what the
Community’s energy policy is going to be The
problem is not simply one of coal, but involves oil
and refining, and generally takes in a much wider
area,

This is the real problem we are up against. It is one of
those fundamental posers that the Community has
failed to answer and does not want to answer, or
perthaps has difficulty in answering. If we were
prepared to drastically rethink all our views on the
energy problem, we might then be able to expect
everyone to make that little sacrifice which is needed
if we are going to reap the benefits which must follow
from a correct policy.

It is no good raising the spectres of a crisis or shor-
tage, as Mr Normanton did just now. You have to
bravely tackle the problem head-on. The President of
the Council touched on this aspect, and we fully
endorse what he said. What we need is an overall prop-
osal, a complete rethink of what has gone before. I am
not all that optimistic, but it is our only hope.

I am not going to go into details now — especially as
the President has specifically asked me to be brief —
but I really must stress again the urgent need for
much wider-ranging debate on the whole problem of
energy supplies in the Community.

President. — I call Mr Osborn.

Mr Osborn. — Mr President, I speak because 1 come
from a coalmining area and am involved with some of
these problems around my constituency.

Firstly, I congratulate Mrs Walz for raising this issue
and I thank the Commissioner and the President-in-
Office of the Council for being here for this debate. 1
welcome the fact that Mr Brunner wants to encourage
intra-communal trade, as this interests me. One of the
nations able to supply coal is Great Britain. Great
Britain last year was a net importer of coal and not an
exporter, and I would like Mr Brunner, if he winds up,
to comment on this fact. I would like to see Britain as
an exporter of coal to meet what we are aiming for,
and there are opportunities in Selby, Grantham and
Beaver, as well as my own areas, for this to take place.

Secondly, we must, of course, have an energy stragegy
to justify more coal from indigenous Community
sources, including my own area of Great Britain. We
need an analysis of markets for what types of coal, and
how much, can be produced in the Community as
against the amounts imported ; we need an analysis of
how to extract more coal from the areas of
Nottingham, Derby and Yorkshire, with which I have
been associated. I do not rule out the Saar and brown
coal from Germany. All of it comes into that survey,
but I also hope the Commission will consider how to
transport that coal economically and efficiently to the
areas that want to use it. It so happens that, the week
before last, I was on a transport delegation trying to
define with the appropriate Minister in Britain the
method of transport by water for bulk consignments,
and by inland waterway and sea to the heart of the
Community. All these aspects must be looked at as
practical problems, and I very much hope that Mr
Brunner will accept this challenge.

Now, this debate has been on allocation of priorities
in a crisis — priorities for coal as well as oil — and I
support an energy strategy to deal with the crisis, as
well as an economic policy for energy. Therefore we
must have contingency plans, but for what type of
crisis ? Perhaps economic 7 The Community must sell
manufactured goods and certain agricultural products
to pay for raw materials, hard grains, tropical and
other foodstuffs and our imported energy. Now we
have a target for meeting ultimately, we hope, fifty per
cent of our requirements.

There could be a repetition of 1973. We have to
remember that the North Sea oil supplies are vulner-
able from the defence point of view. The real problem
at present is, of course, the cost. I understand that, in
dollars, domestic coal production from the United
Kingdom is about $55 per tonne, compared with a
price in the United States of $35. This is a huge differ-
ence, and I well accept we are looking for cheap
energy if it is available. But that must be balanced
against the effects of importing it. I might add that
the recent settlement in the British coal industry may
cause the British Steel Corporation to pay £30 million
more a year, as reported in the press this week.

And therefore 1 welcome the fact that the Commis-
sion is meeting this challenge. There are on the stocks
Lord Bessborough’s and my own report on coal-fired
power stations and financing of stocks of coal. There
are huge stocks of coal and we must not allow the
European coal industry to sink at the expense of short-
term considerations, whether financial or otherwise. I
have to accept that imported coal is a threat in so far
as our own is invariably more humanely extracted,
and probably of adequate quality. We must also
consider how other countries exploit their labour
compared with our treatment of those who work in
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the mines. These are real problems and I welcome the
fact that they are being looked at squarely at the begin-
ning of 1978.

President, — The debate is closed.

15. Single designation for the Community

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
512/77) drawn up by Mr Patijn, on behalf of the Polit-
ical Affairs Committee, on a single designation for the
Commumty

I call Mr Patijn.

Mr Patijn, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I shall
not detain you:long singe it is now five to nine. I shall
sketch the background to this report briefly, more for
the official Repqrt of Proceedings than for those
present.

Mr Durieux has tabled a motion for a resolution on
behalf of the Liberal Group on the designation of the
European Community. This motion was passed on to
the Political Affairs Committee, which appointed me
as rapporteur for this matter. That is the background.

You all knew that there are three Treaties — the
ECSC Treaty, the EEC Treaty and the Euratom
Treaty. Since the 1965 merger, however, we have only
four Institutions for these three Treaties, viz. the
Council, the Commission, Parliament and the Court.
Other institutions have proliferated, however — there
is the Eyropean political cooperation, all kinds of ad
boc cooperation among the Nine in various contexts.
We also have, for instance, the European Council
which will be meeting again in April. It is appallingly
difficult for people to understand and remember that
the European Council is something different from the
Council of, Europe. One comes across this kind of
misunderstanding every day when talking to ordinary
people abput European politics.

What we npw recommend in the Political Affairs
Committee, and what we hope Parliament will accept,
is that we cut through this jungle of names and desig-
nations, gnd simply agree that we shall call all the
activities carried out in the context of the Nine the
European Community.

We can, of course, be very legalistic about it and say
that there has been no merger of the Treaties, and
thus no merger of the three Communities to a single
Community. Byt let’s be practical and accept that, in
practice, our work is the European Community. And
we shall be regognizing this practical fact if we
ourselves yse tHis name and ask others to do the same.

On behalf of the Political Affairs Committee, I should
like to thanf( Mr Durieux for his interesting initiative.
I hope that Pgrliament will approve this motion for a
resolution tomorrow, and that in our daily work we

can limit the confusion of names used to designate
the Europe of the Nine by setting a good example in
the European Parliament and asking the other Institu-
tions to do the same, with a view to making somewhat
clearer what we are trying to do with our cooperation
and integration in Europe.

President. — 1 call Mr Brunner.

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. — (D) Mr
President, I should like to add a word. Mr Patijn is
quite right to put this proposal forward, but I feel that
since in common parlance everyone already speaks of
the European Community it is somewhat superfluous.
The fact is that even invitations to the President and
Members of the Commission from exalted person-
nages such as Heads of State and Government are
addressed to the President or Members of the Commis-
sion of the European Community. I think that we
should do our best to ensure that this trend continues
by talking simply of the European Community, but
that we should leave the terminology in the Treaties
alone.

President. — I note that there are no more requests
to speak. The vote on the motion for a resolution —
together with the amendment which has been
tabled— will take place tomorrow during voting time.

The debate is closed.

16. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held tomorrow,
Thursday, 16 February 1978, with the following
agenda:

1000 a.m. and afternoon :

— decision on the request for ah immediate vote on a
motion for a resolution on the North-South dialogue

— joint debate on the Notenbogm report and an oral
question to the Commission on small and medium-
sized undertakings and craft industries

— Noé report on the fast breeder option
— Kofoed report on the cereals and rice sectors
— Fisher report on the marking of foodstuff prices

— oral question with debate to the Council on the Char-
masson judgment

— oral question with debate to the Commission on
employment subsidies

3.00 pm. :

— Question Time (conclusion)
(continuation of questions to the Commission)

345 pm.:

— Vote on motions for resolutions on which the debate
is closed.

The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 2055 pm.)
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ANNEX

Questions which could not be answered during Questions Time, with written answers

Questions to the Council
Question by Mr Dalyell

Subject : European Export Bank

What is the present state of progress on the Council’s discussion of the Commission proposal
regarding the setting-up of a European Export Bank, and when can a final decision be expected ?

Answer

On 9 May 1977 the European Parliament delivered its Opinion on the proposal for the setting up of
a Buropean Export Bank which the Commission had forwarded to the Council on 17 February 1976.

The Council noted that according to point 8 of the Opinion, the European Parliament ‘calls, in the
light of the objections that have been raised, for a re-examination of the problems that are still unre-
solved and for the Commission’s proposal for a Regulation to be revised accordingly and published
in the form of a detailed draft statute as soon as possible but not later than December 1977'.

The Council is waiting for the Commission to place before it an amended pfoposal for a Regulation.

Question by Mr Blumenfeld

Subject : Steel policy

Does the Council consider that the British Government’s action in autonomously halting steel
imports from the Soviet Union strengthens the EEC’s bargaining position in its forthcoming negotia-
tions with Comecon and in the current trade policy negotiations with the Soviet Union, for example
as regards the fisheries question ?

Answer

It is for the Commission to make an appreciation of the measures mentioned by the honourable
Member by virtue first and foremost of the Commission recommendation of 15 April 1977 adopted
on the basis of the ECSC Treaty on defence against imports which are likely to cause serious harm to
Community production.

Question by Mrs Ewing

Subject : United Kingdom Marketing Boards

What progress has the Council made in its consideration of the Commission’s proposals concerning
the United Kingdom and Northern Ireland Milk Marketing Boards ; ! when does the Council intend
to reach a decision on them, and what consequences will the Council’s decisions have on other
Marketing Boards at present operating in the United Kingdom ?

Answer

Taking account of the end of the transitional period for agriculture and the declarations annexed to
the Accession Treaty, the Commission, on 31 December 1977, transmitted proposals to the Council
concerning the United Kingdom and Northern Ireland Milk Marketing Boards.

On § January 1978, the Council decided to consult the European Parliament and the Economic and
Social Committee on the above proposals.

The Council considers that a decision should be taken shortly on these proposals, and to this end is
proceeding with the necessary technical preparation. It will thus be possible to expedite the examina-
tion of these proposals as soon as the opinion of the European Parliament has been received.

The Council is aware that there are marketing boards in other sectors, but since up until now, it has
only received proposals regarding those in the milk products sector, it cannot prejudge the issue as
regards marketing boards in other sectors.

10] C 13 of 17. 1. 1978.
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Question by Mr Lemoine

Subject : Co-responsibility levy on milk
The French agricultural sector recently announced that butter stocks in France have fallen so drasti-
cally that public stocks amount to only 369 tonnes and available supplies to 17 000 tonnes. The same

applies to milk powder : allowing for external and domestic commitments, stocks available in France
now total only 20 000 tonnes.

In these circumstances does the Council not intend to abolish the co-responsibility levy on milk,
which affects milk producers in a harsh and unfair manner?

Answer

With a view to progressively balancing the milk products market, the Council has undertaken to
retain the co-responsibility levy until the end of the 1979/1980 milk year, within a bracket of
between 1-5 to 4 % of the target price for milk. This charge will be fixed annually by the Council
before the beginning of the milk year. With respect to the level to be adopted, the producers’ organi-
zations grouped at Community level will be consulted and, among other aspects, account will be
taken of trends in stocks. At present, public stocks of butter and milk powder in the Community as a
whole are still considerable.

When taking account of the level of stocks, assessments must be based on stocks in the Community
as a whole and not only on stocks in one or several Member States where, for various reasons, the situ-
ation may show a temporary improvement.

Question by Mr Meintz

Subject : Cancellation of the TEE Ziirich-Brussels rail service

Has the Council been informed of the plan to cease operating the only two TEE trains providing a
rapid link between the three places of work of the European Institutions and, does it consider it
proper, having regard to the direct election of the European Parliament, that the one acceptable
feature of an otherwise sadly outdated network should be abandoned ?

Answer

The Council is aware of the importance of the problem of rapid links between the places of work of
the European Institutions, particularly for members and officials of the European Parliament, and
would like such links to be provided in the best possible conditions. ’

The Council knows that the competent authorities of the Member States concerned are currently
seeking ways to solve the problem satisfactorily, taking due account of the particular requirements of
the railway line in question.

Question by Mr Vernaschi

Subject : Community contributions to the IFAD

The International Agricultural Development Fund, the specialized United Nations agency respon-
sible for increasing agricultural production in developing countries and endowed with resources of
$1 000 million for that purpose, has recently been made operational.

In view of the fact that not all the Member States contribute to the IFAD, does the Council feel that
coordination between the Member States and the EEC is adequate ?

and question by Mr Dewulf

Subject : Community contributions to the IFAD

Why does the European Community as such not contribute to financing the IFAD, although the
Nine have frequently agreed to step up their common development cooperation policy ?

Answer

Since the idea of setting up the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) was first
put forward in November 1974 at the World Food Conference, the Community has examined
closely on many occasions the question of Member States’ participation and the possibility of a contri-
bution from the Community as such. This examination has been continued in the discussions of the
North-South Conference, at which the question of the IFAD was raised.
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These Community discussions have given political impetus to the idea that all Member States should
contribute to IFAD, but there has been no decision for the Community as such to participate, which
would involve a Community contribution.

It has, however, been possible to reach agreement on the need for close Community coordination
and on Community participation in IFAD’s plenary bodies as an observer.

Question by Mr Deschamps

Subject : 1979 — International Children’s Year

The United Nations General Assembly has designated 1979 International Children’s Year. Although
the UN will not sponsor a world conference on children, the General Assembly has called on all
member countries to give renewed consideration to the present and future situation of children,
inside and outside national frontiers.

How do the European Community and its Member States intend to take part in International Chil-
dren’s Year?

and question by Mr Wawrzik

Subject : 1979 — International Children’s Year

It has been estimated that almost 350 million children thoughout the world lack minimum health,
hygiene and educational services.

Under these circumstances are the Member States and the Community prepared to contribute to the
Fund to be set up by UNICEF to help developing countries draw up their national action
programmes ?

Answer

The Council recognizes the importance of the United Nations’ initiative. In this connection it
should be noted that any contributions made individually by the Member States to such initiatives do
not pass through Community channels but to the Presidency’s knowledge, most Member States do
intend to make contributions.

In Denmark a national Committee has been set up for International Children’s Year to put forward
and coordinate ideas for action by Denmark.

Question by Mr Price

Subject : EEC-Cyprus relations

When does the Council expect a final agreement to regularize relations between the EEC and Cyprus
to be completed ?

Answer

The Honourable Member may rest assured that the Council is aware of the economic and political
problems raised by the case of Cyprus.

In any case — pending the conclusion of the negotiations — the Council has agreed :

— to implement unilaterally, as from 1 January last, the contents of the Directives adopted on 20
December 1977 ; and

— to extend the existing terms of the first stage of the Agreement which expired on 31 December
1977.

Question by Mr Evans

Subject : Revision of ERDF Regulations
When will the draft revised ERDF Regulation next be discussed by the Council of Ministers ?

Answer

Considerable progress was made during the second half of 1977 with the revision of the European
Regional Development Fund Regulation.

At its meeting on 5 and 6 December 1977 the European Council agreed on a significant increase in
the three-year programming of the Fund.
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With regard to the revision of the Fund Regulation a number of problems remain unsolved. The
Council at its meeting on 20 December 1977 instructed the Permanent Representatives Committee
to examine possible solutions to these problems. The matter should be placed before the Council at
its meeting on 7 March 1978.

It should be noted that once the Council has adopted a common position the European Parliament
will be informed so that it can decide whether or not to request that the conciliation procedure be
initiated.

The Council would also point out that since it was impossible to complete the revision of the Euro-
pean Regional Development Fund Regulation by 1 January 1978 the old Regulation is still in force
and the Commission may use the appropriations entered in the Budget to finance applications
submitted by the Member States.

Question by Mr Osborn

Subject : Steel

What was the outcome of the 25th anniversary meeting of the Coal and Steel Consultative
Committee in Luxembourg on 26 January?

Answer

Since the ECSC Consultative Committee is attached to the Commission and not the Council, I can
only suggest that the Honourable Member should put down a question to the Commission if he
wishes to obtain information on the meeting which the Committee held on 26 January.

Question by Mr Schyns

Subject : Unemployment

In his statement on 18 January 1978 to the European Parliament in Luxembourg, Mr Andersen,
President-in-Office of the Council, announced that during the Danish Presidency particular attention
would be paid to the EEC’s growing unemployment.

Is the Council now able to provide details of the practical measures planned in this field ?

Answer

I would point out that unemployment in the Community has been in the forefront of the Council’s
discussions before now. All the economic policy guidelines for 1978, adopted by the Council in
December 1977 after consultation of your Parliament, were motivated by the need to achieve a
gradual elimination of unemployment. On 20 February and 20 March 1978 the Council will again
examine the economic situation with the Community and these economic policy guidelines in order
to check whether the assumptions on which the latter were based are still tenable or whether it is
necessary to amend the guidelines.

The Council is, moreover, aware that mécro-economic measures to boost economic activity must be
accompanied by. specific employment policy measures. To this end in December of last year the
Council carried dut a substantial review of the Social Fund with the aim of making intervention from
this Fund more effective and incisive. The Council has requested the Commission to submit propo-
sals particularly 'with regard to Community aid for programmes to encourage the employment of
young people. '

Question by Mr Leonards

Subject : Consequences of Italy’s failure to introduce the VAT method of calculating its budgetary
contribution

Can the Council state what were the consequences for the size of the Member States’ contributions to
the EEC budget of Italy’s failure to introduce the VAT method of calculating its contribution ?

Answer

As the Sixth VAT Directive has not been implemented by at least three Member States of the
Community, the part of the 1978 budget which should have been covered by own resources from
VAT will now have to be financed by contributions frm the Member States calculated on the basis of
their GNP.

To take account of this situation, the Council has just adopted and forwarded to the European Parlia-
ment the draft first amending budget for the financial year 1978.
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The difference in the case of each Member State is arrived at by comparing the budget approved in
December 1977 and this amending budget.

I would nevertheless like to point out that these differences are merely indicative, as they are the
result of a comparison between an estimated figure — for VAT — and a final figure — for the GNP
contribution.

VAT resources for each Member State were calculated with reference to an estimated VAT base for
1978, and would have had to have been finally adjusted when the actual figures for the 1978 VAT
base were known.

Question by Mr Cousté

Subject : Agricultural prices for the 1978/79 marketing year

When fixing agricultural prices for the 1978/79 marketing year does the Council intend to fulfil the
commitments given in previous years by taking account of the increase in production costs and
hence applying the ‘objective method’, which results in a minimum price for farmers ? In addition,
does it intend to adjust the method of calculating compensatory amounts to exclude the processing
industry from this system of subsidies and taxes on trade ?

Answer

As regards the first part of this question, the Council and the European Parliament are currently
examining the Commission’s proposals for prices and related measures for the coming year. The use
made by the Commission of the so-called ‘objective method’ in establishing its proposals is one of
the elements under consideration. It is naturally impossible to anticipate the outcome of the Coun-
cil’s deliberations.

Questions to the Foreign Ministers
Question by Mr Jobnston

Subject : Massacres of children in Ethiopia

What steps have the Foreign Ministers taken to bring to the attention of the Ethiopian authorities
the concern felt in the Community at the reports of the massacres of children in Ethiopia ?

Answer

The general statement on Africa issued by the Foreign Ministers of the Nine on 18 April 1977
confirms the Nine’s support for the right of all peoples to enjoy basic rights, as laid down in the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Member States have individually voiced their concern at
violations of human rights. The question of the alleged massacre of children in Ethiopia was not
discussed in the context of political cooperation, and therefore no common position of the Nine has
been formulated.

However, the Foreign Ministers of the Nine are following developments in the Horn of Africa,
including Ethiopia, and are aware of the sufferings of the peoples in the area.
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