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SITTING OF MONDAY, 28 APRIL 1975

"Contents

1. Resumption of session .............. 1
2. Apologies for absence ..... 1

3. Appointment of members of the Audit

Board ...t 2
4. Membership of committees .......... 2
5. Texts of treaties forwarded by the
Council ............... teerairaoaans 2
6. Forwarding of the draft supplemen-
tary budget No 2 of the Communities
for 1975 ... 2
7. Documents received ................ 2
8. Decision on urgent procedure ........ 4
9. Order of busiriess
MrLange ........cciviiiinernnnenns 4
10. Limitation of speaking time ........ 5
IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE )
President
(The sitting was opened at 6.05 p.m.)
President. — The sittihg is open.
1. Resumption of session
President. — I declare resumed ‘the séssion of

the European Parliament adjourned oh 11 April
1975.

11. Action taken by the Commission on
the opinions of Parliament:

Mr Spinelli, member of the Commis- . .
sion of the European Communities .. 5

12. Draft annual accounts of the European
Parliament for the 1974 financial year
—Adoption without debate of the mo-
tion for a resolution- contained in the
interim report drawn up by Mr Ger-
lach on behalf of the Committee on
Budgets (Doc. 58/75) ................ 6

13. Drajt of ‘the second’ subplé'fnentary'
budget of the Communities for 1975
(Do¢. 55/75): e

Mr Aigner, rapporteur .............. i

Mr Deschamps, on behalf of the : -
Christian-Democratic ~ Group; Mr
Lange,' on behdlf of the Socialist’
Group;. Lord Reay,. on behalf of
the European Conservative Group; Mr
Laudrin, on behalf of the Group of
European Progressive Democrats; Mr
Spinelli, member of the Commission

of the: European Cmnmumties, Mr
Aigner. . .............. eereeaeenias T

14. Agenda for mext sitting ........... .1

“2. Apologies for absence

President. — Mr Calewaert and Lord Gladwyn
regret their inability to attend the sittings of
29 April.

Mr Pohet ahd our French Communist ¢olleagues
also regret their inability to attend tomorrow’s
sittings. They will be attending the funera] of
Mr Jacques Duclos :

Mr Baas, Mr Bayerl, Mr Hartog, Mr Hougardy
and ‘Mr Starke regret their 1nab111ty to attend
this part-session.
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3. Appointment of members of the Audit Board

President. — I have received from the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council a letter informing
me that the Council has appointed Mr G. Freddi
President of the Audit Board and Mr Bernard,
Mr Burgert, Mr French, Mr Gaudy, Mr Hartig,
Mr Johansen, Mr O’Maolchathaig and Mr
Molitor as members.

Note is taken of these appointments.

4. Membership of committees

President. — I have received from the Socialist
Group a request for the appointment of Mr
Gerhard Flimig to the Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation to replace Mr Ludwig
Fellermaier.

Are there any objections?

The appointment is ratified.

5. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council

President. — I have received from the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council of the European
Communities certified true copies of the follow-
ing documents:

— ACP-EEC Convention of Lomé with final act;

— Minutes of the signature of the ACP-EEC
Convention of Lomsé;

— Exchange of letters between the President
of the Council of the European Communities
and the President of the Council of Ministers
of the African, Caribbean and Pacific States
on the occasion of the signing of the ACP-
EEC Convention in Lomé on 28 February
1975, relating to the setting up of an interim
committee and the advance implementation
of certain provisions of the Convention;

— Agreement on products within the province
of the European Coal and Steel Community;

— Exchange of letters on cane sugar.

These documents will be filed in the European
Parliament’s archives.

6. Forwarding of the draft supplementary
budget No 2 of the Communities for 1975

President. — I have received the draft supple-
mentary budget No 2 of the European Com-
munities for the financial year 1975 established
by the Council of the European Communities
(Doc. 52/75).

This document has been referred to the Com-
mittee on Budgets.

7. Documents received

President. — Since the session was adjournea
I have received the following documents:

(a) from the Council of the European Commun-
ities, requests for an opinion on:

— the communication from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to
the Council on Community financial and
technical aid to non-associated develop-
ing countries 1976-1980 (Doc. 38/75).

This document was referred to the Com-~
mittee on Development and Cooperation
as the committee responsible and to the
Committee on Budgets for its opinion;

— three proposals for the transfer of appro-
priations from one Chapter to another
in Section III—Commission—of the
general budget for the 1975 financial
year (Doc. 39/75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on Budgets;

— the initial list of requests to carry for-
ward appropriations from the financial
year 1974 to the financial year 1975
(appropriations not carried forward aulo-
matically)—(Doc. 40/75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on Budgets;

— the communication from the Commission
of the European Communities to the
Council on relations between the Euro-
pean Economic Community and the
Associated Overseas Countries and Ter-
ritories (OCT)—(Doc. 43/75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on Development and Cooperation;

— the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation temporarily suspending
the autonomous duties in the Common
Customs Tariff on a number of agricul-
tural products (Doc. 48/75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture as the committee
responsible and to the Committee on
External Economic Relations for its
opinion;

— a letter from the Council of the Euro-
pean Communities concerning the resolu-
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tion of the European Parliament of
8 April 1975 on the draft amending and
supplementary budget No 1 of the Euro-
pean Communities for the financial year
1975 (Doc. 51/75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on Budgets;

the proposal from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Coun-
cil for a regulation extending the scope
of Regulation (EEC) No 1067/74 on the
common organization on the market in
dehydrated fodder to cover certain pro-
ducts processed from potatoes (Doc. 60/
75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture as the committee
responsible and to the Committee on
Budgets for its opinion;

the proposal from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Coun-
cil for a regulation opening, allocating
and providing for the administration of
a Community tariff quota for apricot
pulp falling within sub-heading ex 20. 06
B II ¢) 1 aa) of the Common Customs
Tariff, originating in Israel (Doc. 61/75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on External Economic Relations
as the committee responsible and to the
Committee on Agriculture for its opinion;

the proposal from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Coun-
cil for a regulation establishing general
rules concerning the supply of milk fats
as food aid under the 1975 programme
to certain developing countries and inter-
national agencies (Doc. 62/75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on Development and Cooperation;

the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation amending Regulations
(EEC) No 1408/71 and No 574/72 and
relating to the standardization of the
system of paying family benefits to
workers the members of whose families
reside in a Member State other than the
country of employment (Doc. 63/75).

This document was referred to the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment.

(b) the following oral questions: .
— oral question with debate by Mr Scott-

Hopkins on behalf of the Political Affairs

Committee to the Commission of the
European Communities on humanitarian
aid to Cyprus (Doc. 41/75);

oral questions by Mr Broeksz, Lord Reay,
Mr Marras, Mr Herbert, Mr Lenihan, Mr
Durieux, Mr Premoli, Mr Bordu, Mr Van
der Hek, Mr Hougardy, Mr Normanton,
Mr Nolan, Mrs Orth, Mr Gibbons, Mr
Kavanagh, Mr Fellermaier, Mr Klepsch
and Mr Girardin to the Council and
Commission of the European Commun-
ities pursuant to Rule 47A of the Rules
of Procedure for Question Time on 29
April 1975 (Doc. 46/75);

(c¢) from the committees the following reports:

— report by Mr Giovanni Bersani on behalf

of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation on the Community’s overall
development cooperation policy (Doc.
42/75),

report by Mr Heinz Frehsee on behalf
of the Committee on Agriculture on the
proposal from the Commission of the
Furopean Communities to the Council
(Doc. 7/75) for a regulation amending
Regulation (EEC) No 1059/69 laying
down the trade arrangements applicable
to certain goods resulting from the pro-
cessing of agricultural products (Doc.
44/75);

report by Mr Helveg Petersen on behalf
of the Committee on Cultural Affairs and
Youth on the information programme
for 1975 and a complementary informa-
tion programme for 1975 (Doc. 45/75);

report by Mr Camille Ney on behalf of
the Committee on Public Health and the
Environment on the proposals from the
Commission of the European Commun-
ities to the Council (Doc. 8/75) for

I. a directive amending Directives Nos.
64/432/EEC, 64/433/EEC, 71/118/EEC,
72/461/EEC and 72/462/EEC as regards
the procedures of the Standing Vet-
erinary Committee

II. a decision amending Decision No 73/
88/EEC as regards the procedures of
the Standing Veterinary Committee
(Doc. 47/75);

report by Mr Willi Miiller on behalf of
the Committee on Public Health and the
Environment on the communication from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council (Doc. 5/75) on
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technological problems of nuclear safety,
and draft resolutiori (Doc. 49/75);

— report by Mr Brendlund Nielsen on

behalf of the Committée on Development
and Cooperatioh onr the proposal from
- the Commission: of the European Com-
munities to the Councﬂ (Doc. 19/75) for
a regulation estabhshing the general
rules concerning' the' supply of skimmed
milk powder ‘as food aid to certain
developing countries ard international
organizations under the 1975 programme
(Doc. 50/75);

— report by Mr Augusto Premoli on behalf

of the Committee on Public Health and
the Environment on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to'the Council (Doc. 507/74) for
a directive on the pollution of sea water
and fresh water intended for bathing
(quality objectives)—(Doc. 53/75);

"~ — supplementary report by Mr Heinrich

i

.. Aigner on behalf of the Committee on

Budgets on the draft amending and sup-
“plementary budget No 1 of the Euro-
- pean Communities for the financial year
1975 {Doc. 51/75)——(Doc 54/75);

- repozt by Mr Hemnch Aigner on behalf

of the Cpmmlttee on Budgets on the
draft supplementary budget No 2 of
the European Communities for the finan-
cial year 1975 (Doc. 52/75—«Doc. 55/75);

— report by Mr Frankie Hansen on behalf
of the Committee on Agriculture on the '

proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
{Doc. 48/75) for a regulation temporarily
suspending the autonomous duties in the
Common Customs Tariff on a number of
agricultural products (Doc. 56/75);

— report by Mr Albert Liogier on behalf

of the Committee on Agriculture on the
proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
(Doc. 20/15) for a regulation fixing the
market target price and the intervention
price for olive oil for the 1975/76 mar-
keting year (Doc. 57/75);

— interim report by Mr Horst Gerlach on

behalf of the Committee on Budgets on
the draft accounts of the European Par-
liament for the financial year 1974 (1
January - 31 December 1974—(Doc. 58/
5);

— report by Mr Horst Gerlach on behalf

of the Committee on Budgets on the pro-

posal (Doc. 502/74) for the amendment
of the Statute of the European Invest-
ment Bank (Doc. 59/75).

8. Decision on urgent procedure

President. — I propose to deal by urgent pro-
cedure with the reports not submitted within
the time limit laid down in the ruling of 11
May 1967.

Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

9. Order of business

President. — In accordance with the instructions
given to me by the enlarged Bureau at its meet-
ing of 2 April 1975, I have prepared the follow-
ing draft agenda which has been distributed.
The following three reports have been with-
drawn:

— report by Mr Willy Miiller on technological
problems of nuclear safety

— report by Mr Hirzschel on financial aid for
the non-associated developing countries

— report by Mr Friih on dehydrated fodder.

Moreover, at the request of the committee
responsible, I propose entering on the agenda
for Tuesday, in place of Mr Willy Miiller’s report
on technological problems of nuclear safety, the
report by Mr Della Briotta on pesticides which
had been entered on the agenda for Wednesday.
Finally, an oral question with debate tabled by
Mr Corrie on behalf of the European Conser-
vative Group to the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communitiés on the fishing sector has
been entered on the agenda for Wednesday,
before Mr Premoli’s report.

I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange. — (D) According to the agenda voting
will take place at 12 noon on Tuesday. But the
telegrams you had sent to the Members of the
House set the time for voting at 3 p.m. I feel
that we should keép to the latter time, 3 p.m,,
in case Members have received the telegram
but have not noted what the draft agenda says.

President. — Thank you for your comment,
Mr Lange. The vote will indeed take place at
3 p.m. tomorrow. May I remind you that the
draft amending and supplementary budget No
1 of the Communities for 1975 requires a quali-
fied majority.
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The agenda for this part-session will-therefore
be as follows:

This aftemopn:

— Commission statement on action taken on the
opinions of Parliament ;

— Interim report by Mr Gerlach on the draft
annual accounts of the European Parliament
- for 1974;

— Presentation and discussion of the 1eport by
Mr Aigner on the draft supplementary bud-
get No 2 of the Communities for 1975.

Tuesday, 29 April 1975

10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.:
— Question Time;

-~ Debate and vote on the supplementary report
by Mr Aigner on the draft. amending and
supplementary budget No 1 of the Com-
munities for 1975;

— Vote on the draft supplementary budget No
2 of the Communities for 1975 and on the
motion for a resolution contained in Mr
. Aigner’s report;

— Oral question with debate on humamtanan
~ aid to Cyprus;

— Report by Lady Elles on equality of treat-
ment between men and women workers; -

— Oral question with debate on Community
. initiatives following the Conference on Emi-
gration;

— Report by Mr Della Briotta on pesticides;

Wednesday, 30 April 1975

9.30 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.:

— Report by Mr Bersani on the Community’s
overall development cooperation policy;

\_—- Report by Mr Nielsen .on the general rﬁles
for the supply of skimmed milk powder as
food aid;

—- Report by Mr Ney on the procedures of
 the Standing Veterinary Committee;

—- Report by Mr Liogier on olive oil prices for
1975/76;

— Report by Mr Frehsee on trade arrangements
for certain goods processed from agricultural
products;

— Report by Mr Hansen on suspension of
customs duties on certain agricultural pro-
ducts;

— Report ‘by Mr Baas on Community . tariff
quotas for bulls, cows and heifers;

— Oral question with debate on the hshmg
‘sector; L 2,

— Report by Mr Premoli on the reductxon of
water poHutmn by wood pulp’ mills C

Are there- -any ob;ectmns?
The agenda is adopted.

I propose to fix the time limit for tabling
draft amendments and proposals for modlﬁca-
tion to the draft supplementary -budget No 2
and for tabling amendments to the modifications
by the Council to the amendments adopted by
Parliament to the draft amending -and 'supple=
mentary budget No 1 for 8 p.m. th1s evening.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

o

10. Limiitation of speaking time’

President. — Pursuant to Rule 31 of the Rules
of Procedure I propose to limit speakmg t1me
as follows:

Reports :

— 15 minutes for the rapporteur and for ene
speaker on behalf of each group,

— 10 ),minutes for other speakers and .

— 5 rhinutes for speakers on amendments.
Oral iq‘uestions with debate:

— 10 r:ninutes for the author of the question and
— 5 minutes for other speakers.

Are there any objections?

"That is aéreed.

11. Action taken by the Commission on the
opmwns and proposals of Parliament

Presuient. — The next item is the statement
by the Commission of the European Commun-
ities on action taken on the opinions and pro~
posals of the European Parliament. -

I call Mr Spinelli.

Mr Spinelli, member of the Commission of the:
European ,Communities. — (I) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, I have the honour .to.
inform you of the action taken by the Com=-
mission on the opiniens and -proposals of ;the.
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European Parliament at its previous part-
sessions.

1. Because of the aggravation of the situation
in South Vietnam, the Commission decided on
16 April 1975, in accordance with the resolution
adopted by the European Parliament on 10
April 1975, and with the Council discussions
of 14 April, to send initial supplies of aid for
the populations affected.

This aid is to benefit the whole of those popula-
tions, whether they are in the area administered
by the government of the Republic of Vietnam
or in that controlled by the provisional revo-
lutionary government of South Vietnam. It is
assigned as follows:

— to the international Committee of the Red
Cross (ICRC): 100 metric tons of skimmed
milk powder and 1 000 metric tons of milled
rice, for delivery cif. These quantities are the
maxima the Commission was authorized to
make available on behalf of the Community
in application of the outline agreement con-
cluded with the Red Cross on 3 February
1975. The procedure for sending this aid was
initiated on 7 April.

— to UNICEF': an amount of 300 000 u.a., under
Article 400 of the Commission budget (aid to
disaster victims). This aid largely represents
a supplement to the food aid of 590 metric
tons of skimmed milk powder decided on
by the Council on 14 April under the 1975
programme: this financial contribution will
in fact be used to purchase 100 metric tons
of sugar to add to the milk rations intended
for children, to transport about 100 tons of
milk by air, and to purchase medicine, clo-
thes, etc.

The Commission is aware that these provisions,
representing a total amount of 1 126 000 u.a. will
probably be insufficient, and is considering pro-
posing further action as soon as it has more
detailed information on the scale and nature
of the need.

2. In the resolution in the report by ‘Mr Don-
delinger on the programme to combat poverty,
Parliament expresses disappointment at the fact
that this programme had been submitted by
the Commission in the form of a note and not
in the more binding form of a Council decision.

The Commission has taken account of Parlia-
ment’s suggestion, and drew up on 16 April 1975
the text of a resolution, which was sent to the
Opuncil on 18 April. The contents of this deci-
siof are identical to those of the communication
on which you expressed your opinion.

3. Regarding the reports by Mr Walkhoff on
dangerous substances and by Mr Notenboom
on duty-free importation of small consignments
not for commercial purposes, I would inform
Parliament that the Commission has already
submitted to the Council amendments in accor-
dance with the answer given at the plenary sit-
tings in this House. s

As far as the draft directive on alcoheolometers,
dealt with in the report by Mr Mitterdorfer,
is concerned, a proposed alteration of the draft
directive to accord with Parliament’s resolution
will be submitted to the Council in the next
few days.

4. Following the report by Mr Seefeld (adop-
ted by the European Parliament on 11 June
1974), the Commission has decided to alter its
proposals relating to the setting up of a com-
mittee on youth problems and the setting up
of a consultative committee on youth, herein-
after called the European Youth Forum.

In its revised proposal (forwarded to the Council
on 7 March), the Commission accepted almost
all the amendments proposed by Parliament.
As regards the setting up of the ‘Forum’, the
Commission has added a few amendments, by
agreement with international youth organiza-
tions. These concern in particular the possibility,
but not the obligation, to subdivide the Forum
into several sections. Finally, the Forum’s run-
ning expenses will be charged to the Community
budget under a different chapter from the
‘Kreyssig Fund’, which is intended to provide
aid for action programmes in the context of
the youth programme, '

President. — I thank Mr Spinelli for his state-
ment, which is of special importance in the light
of Parliament’s exercise of its rights in respect
of Community legislation.

12. Draft annual accounts of the European
Parliament for the 1974 financial year

President. — The next item is the vote without
debate on the motion for a resolution contained
in the interim report drawn up by Mr Gerlach
on behalf of the Committee on Budgets on the
draft annual accounts of the European Parlia-
ment for the 1974 financial year (1 January -
31 December 1974) (Doc. 58/75).

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted.?

1 0F C 111 of 20. 5. 1975.
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13. Draft of the second supplementary budget
of the Commaunities for 1975

President. — The next item is a debate on the
report drawn up by Mr Aigner on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets on the draft of the
second supplementary budget of the European
Communities for the financial year 1975 (Doc.
55/75).

I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
honourable Members, what I have to say largely
follows on from the discussion on Community
action in favour of the Third World. This House
has already debated the Cheysson Fund, as it
is known. I would remind you that the Com-
munity has undertaken to donate $500 million
to a UN fund for aid to the poorest in the
Third World.

This supplementary budget, Mr President,
covers what will probably be the last instalment
of the donation to the United Nations’ pro-
gramme of immediate assistance. It amounts to
$100 million or 83 million u.a.

Mr President, there has never been any differ-
ence of opinion or discussion on the amount
involved. This supplementary budget has con-
sequently not given rise to any dispute between
the Council and Parliament.

In this case, we have refrained from applying
the conciliation procedure, even though we did
not agree on one point: the classification of
the funds. As you know, both the Council and
the Commission told Parliament that they would
like to see these funds classified as compulsory
pursuant to the Luxembourg Agreement. Par-
liament has never been in any doubt that they
should be regarded as non-compulsory and thus
subject to Parliament’s budgetary powers, and
Parliament sticks to this view. Although Parlia-
ment is prepared to accept international agree-
ments concluded by the Community, it must be
made absolutely clear to the Council that in
future Parliament must have a right of co-
decision where such agreements are concerned
and that the conciliation procedure must also
apply to such matters.

I feel that although we have not applied the
conciliation procedure in this case, so that this
humanitarian aid can be given without delay,
this Parliament must not allow anything to
undermine its basic rights under the Luxem-
bourg Agreement.

Mr President, I would make a point of saying
that the views of the Committee on Budgets

of this Parliament on classification have not
changed in any way. We have foregone the pos-
sibility of applying the conciliation procedure
in this case so that action can be taken quickly.
I would, however, expressly draw the Council’s
amd Commission’s attention to the fact that they
should not see this as giving them any addi-
tional rights when it comes to the 1976 budget-
ary procedure.

With this reservation, I ask the House to
approve our motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

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

Mr Deschamps. — (F) Mr President, Parliament
knows that both in this Chamber and in com-
mittee. I have always strongly opposed the idea
that Community could not to meet all its obliga-
tions to contribute to the Cheysson Fund.

I could not and I still cannot believe that it is
not possible to find a way of including in the
budget of the Communities amounts for pur-
chasjng and transporting emergency food aid
for so many starving people in the world. I am
therefore delighted that this solution has been
found and I hope it will be unanimously appro-
ved.

Much courage and political sense was required
of some of you before this resuit could be
achieved. The principle stubbornly defended by
the Committee on Budgets and Mr Aigner in
particular affects us all. He is speaking on behalf
of us all when he takes a firm stand on the
classification problem. At a time when at last
Parliament will shortly be elected by direct
universal suffrage and when it hopes to have
its rights legally extended, it would be out of
the question for it to give up the rights it is
already acknowledged to have or not to request
as much control of the budget as possible for
us who represent the peoples of Europe.

The main characteristic of a good strategy is a
well-chosen battle-field. Appropriations fgr. the
Cheysson Fund were not, however, a good
choice for a battle of principle. The European
Parliament would not strengthen its position
and its chances of gaining public support for
its legal point of view if it provoked all men
of feeling in Europe and the world. The mem-
bers of the Committee on Budgets and the
rapporteur were well aware of this. They them-
selves, being men of feeling and thus conscious
of the most immediate, tragic and cruel prob-
lems of under-development, decided to take up
the just and legitimate battle they are fighting
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at a later date and in a different area, where
we will join them.

By taking up this position, the European Parlia-
ment can say today that it wanted the European
Community as a whole to meet in full the oblig-
ations it entered into towards the most unfor-
tunate peoples of the world, without giving up
any of its rights. Although we note with regret
that even today the so-called great powers do
not seem to want to play their full part in this
effort, we nevertheless note with pleasure that
some who seemed to delay making a contribu-
tion have now done so. That is why we Euro-
peans have today decided to play our part.

Mr President, the Committee on Budgets’ rap-
porteur has said that he hoped we would be
able unanimously to approve the:inclusion of
150 million u.a. in our budget so that the honour
of the European Patliament and of Europe will
be saved in the task of saving the most unfor-
tunate peoples of the world. I, like him, believe
that we should unanimously carry out what is
merely our basic duty.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mn Lange to speak on
behalf of the Soeialist Group.: oo

Mr Lamge. — (D) Mr President, honourable
Members, the Socialist Group—I can say this
straight away w1thout reservatlon——supports
the motion for a resolution tabled by the
Committee on Budgets It therefore approves
the purpose and amount as set out in the budget
submitted to us by the Council. There is just
one matter to be settled.

In another context, which we shall be discus-
sing tomorrow morning, meetings were held
with the Council on two days, 15 and 22 April,
during which the Council had intended to dis-
cuss this supplementary budget with the dele-
gation from Parliament. But as it did not have
an opportunity to do this, no conciliation took
place, and consequently no agreement was
reached on classification, by the Council and
Parliament, a matter which, as you know, must
be decided unanimously.

I need not stress that the Socialist Group’s
position on this is the same as Parliament’s
generally, that Parliament’s rights must be safe-
guarded. But I do feel, ladies and gentlemen,
that a very slight distinction must be made,
not as regards our rights, but as to the nature
of the expenditure. What we have here are
international obligations entered into by the
Community, and Parliament has not the slight-
est -interests in blocking these international

obligations. Nevertheless, Parliament must state
very clearly today that it sets store by having
a say when such international obligations are
entered into. They cannot simply be a matter
for the. Council and Commission; Parliament
must also be involved, since we know of course
that such international agreements usually have
to be ratified by the national parliaments of at
least some of the Member States. If they are
subject to no control whatsoever, I feel that
this Parliament would also find itself in an
unfavourable position. However, the question
then arises as to whether the qualification ‘com-
pulsory’ or ‘non-compulsory’ can be maintained
in the case of expenditure incurred as a result of
internatjonal obligations. In this case I should
not like to dwell on these terms ‘compulsory’
and ‘non-compulsory’, but merely say that Par-
liament should be involved in such international
agreements.

And if we now add this category of expenditure,
Mr President, honourable Members, to the other
two, we have in effect a third category of
expenditure. And this in itself makes it clear
how pointless the division into compulsory and
non-compulsory really is.

Discussions should therefore take place between
Parliament and the Council, with the Commis-
sion possibly involved, since this will lead to
more reasonable budgeting which comes closer
to meeting requirements and in which Parlia-
ment has a decisive say. I cannot envisage
things developing in any other way, Mr Presi-
dent, for as we se€ in this case, we are concerned
with a decisive political question, and every-
thing that will undoubtedly be said tomorrow
about the first supplementary budget will be
more political than budgetary in nature. We
must of coutse safeguard Parliament’s rights,
but in such a ‘way that it is possible to draw
up the budget in a reasonable way, with Parlia-
ment having a say. With this in mind, the Socia-
list Group unanimously supports this motion for
a resolution on the secondary supplementary
budget.

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

Lord. Reay. — Mr President, we in this group
also support the adoption of this supplementary
budget and we agree with the opmmn of Mr
Aigner, the rapporteur, that, in view of the
exceptional, urgent and humanitarian nature of
this expenditure, the budget should be adopted,
notwithstanding the fact that there has been
no conciliation between the Council and the
Parliament on the question of classification and
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that there are differences of opinion on this
matter.

This budget will account for the second instal-
ment of the Cheysson Fund and we hope will
be the last instalment which will need to be
covered by special budgetary provision. Because
of the once-and-for-all nature of the fund, Par-
liament would not be winning any future right
to vary the amount under it if in fact it insisted
on the recognition of its claims that the expend-
iture should be classified as non-obligatory.

The first instalment under this fund provided
for $150 000 000, of which $30 000000 was paid
into the United Nations special fund. This
second instalment covers a further $100 000 000
of which $33 000 000 will be paid in the United
Nations fund. The promised target for the Com-
‘munity . contribution under the fund is
$500 000 000. The Council, at its meeting of 23
January, promised that if Member States’ con-
tributions under the scheme have not covered
the balance between the $250 000 000 and the
$500 000 000 by 1 June, then this balance will
be paid for out of the Community’s own budget.
The condition of making the payment of the
full amount dependent on others making com-
parable payments has therefore apparently been

dropped. :

The Community has now unconditionally com-
mitted itself to the payment of the full and
originally promised amount. The only open ques-
tion as I see it is whether a further supple-
mentary budget will, in fact, be necessary, and
it would be interesting to hear whether the
Commissioner can enlighten us at this moment
on that matter.

In fact, in its communication of 17 January,
concerning this second instalment, the Com-
mission reported favourably on the response of
other donor countries to the most seriously
affected developing countries. For example, they
gave the OECD estimate that emergency pay-
ments by OPEC countries for those developing
countries most seriously affected in the years
1974 and 1975, and which strictly satisfy the
criteria laid down by the United Nations and
the Community, will total $1 760 000 000. Mr
President, the Cheysson Fund has been one of
the principal means of diversification of Com-
munity aid to non-associated countries. Out
of the first instalment, $80 000000 out of
$120 000 000 was dispersed directly to non-
associated developing countries who were also
members of the Commonwealth. In other words,
the Cheysson Fund has already made nonsense
of the claim that the Community has done
nothing for developing countries with whom
it does not have special relationships. We believe

that it was a generous fund, humanely con-
ceived, and we hope that the obligation which
the Community entered into in June 1974 will
be fully and finally discharged as soon as pos-
sible.

(Applause)

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

Mr Laudrin. — (F) Mr President, honourable
Members, in our opinion there are two sides
to supplementary budget No 2; a budgetary one
with which were are concerned today, and a
development policy one which will be discus-
sed at greater length tomorrow in connection
with the Bersani report and to which Mr
Deschamps has referred briefly.

From a budgetary point of view, the size of
the second instalment of the Community con-
tribution to United Nations emergency aid pre-
sents no particular difficulty for our group,
but our conception of development policy could
give rise to some general comments. We, like
Mr Lange, note with regret that once more clas-
sification of the nature of the expenditure has
resulted in a difference of opinion between the
Council and the European Parliament. The same
difficulty has arisen in the case of the Cheysson

"Fund as in the case of the Regional Fund.

Since, as the Council admits, classification of
the expenditure should be agreed between the
institutions, what might happen when there is
a difference of opinion?

No legal measures have been proposed for solv-
ing it. We have thus to resort to subterfuge;
acting as though the expenditure was obligatory
or not or as though we had forgotten to clas-
sify it. We have thus found a solution to our
regular difference of opinion with the Council
on the classification of the nature of the expend-
iture. While we understand the reasons for
resorting to supplementary budgets fairly fre-
quently, we feel we must deplore the fact that
Community action is not more broadly planned
in the general budget so that the institutions
are not subjected to budgetary discussions
which take up all their time throughout the
financial year which might sometimes even
bring them into disrepute. ’

The Group of European Progressive Democrats
welcomes the fact that the Council has quickly
released 250 of the 500 million dollars originally
earmarked for the purpose, although it bitterly
regrets that the other industrialized countries
do not seem to be as willing as the Community
to aid underprivileged countries.
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Let me remind you here that we are all aware
of the fact that the Cheysson plan should be
regarded as an exceptional measure taken as
the result of an exceptional situation, and should
in no account become the starting-point for a
development policy. The purpose of develop-
ment aid is {o enable such populations to live
normally with their own resources and it should
not therefore merely take the form of alms.
Mr Cheyssons’s dynamic action is thus of great
benefit to those who are now suffering from
famine, but at the same time it is more neces-
sary than ever to define a new world economic
order if we are to abolish the climate of despair
in which millions of men, women and children
live.

The Group of European Progressive Democrats
will thus vote for supplementary budget No 2
in the view that it meets an essential human
need

(Applause)

President. — Since all the speakers seem agreed,
I do not think Mr Spinelli will encounter any
difficulties in this House.

I would be grateful, Mr Spinelli, if you could
reply perhaps to the question raised by Mr
Lange on the drafting, preparation and con-
clusion of international agreements when they
involve Community expenditure. Mr Giraudo
has drawn up a report, on behalf of the Political
Affairs Committee, on improving the particip-
ation of Parliament in this kind of agreement.

We should be happy to hear the Commission’s
views on this matter.

I call Mr Spinelli.

Mr Spinelli, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (I) Mr President, I
shall be very brief. I should like first of all
to say to Lord Reay that we do not envisage
a need for another supplementary budget, since
between EEC contributions and bilateral aid,
the undertaking we had taken has been almost
completely covered.

Regarding the answer to Mr Lange, Mr Pres-
ident, I should like to ask you to give the Com-
mission a little time to think about the question.
We shall answer at the earliest opportunity, as
soon as it becomes possible.

All that remains for me to do is to congratulate
Parliament on the vote it is about to take and
on the way in which it defends its rights.

President. — I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner, rapporteur. — (D) In view of what
has been said, I should like to add a few
remarks.

Firstly, I am very grateful to Lord Reay for
stating quite clearly here that the funds covered
by this supplementary budget are not intended
for the associated partners of the Community,
but are part of a universal programme of aid.
In this connection I should like to quote two
figures: Bangladesh will receive 22 million from
the first and 13 million from the second instal-
ment, India 15 million from the first and 25
million from the second instalment in 1975;
in other words, these two Asian countries alone
will have received the major share of Com-
munity funds.

If you look at the other sums—I do not want
to list them al—going, for example, to the Afri-.
can countries, you will realize that this is really
a universal activity, and I feel we should thank
the Commission for this. It is one of the most
exemplary activities that the Commission has
ever set in motion, and I believe that it repre-
sents a formula which can also be accepted
by third parties for the way in which industrial
countries can find solutions to their own prob-
lems—which we of course have as a result
of the oil crisis—that are not to the detriment
of the Third World, but take full account of
the distress of others in an atmosphere of
genuine solidarity.

Mr President, in reply to what Mr Lange said, I
should like to point out that there is a formula
which all three institutions should really accept,
and that is the formula, Mr Lange, that the
Council set out in the explanatory' memoran-
dum, which is Volume 7 of the 1975 general
budget, where the question of classification was
for the first time discussed in full. This states
quite clearly that any expenditure which an
institution cannot itself decide, but is the sub-
ject of obligations entered into under legal acts
adopted earlier, i.e. before 1975, is considered
as compulsory expenditure. I would therefore
ask the Commission when preparing future
agreements or the Council when concluding
future agreements which touch on Parliament’s
budgetary rights, to apply the conciliation pro-
cedure in good time. This should in fact be
a matter of course, seeing that the Luxembourg
Agreement prescribes it; Parliament and the
Council approved the Luxembourg Agreement,
and our national parliaments ratified it. All
three institutions are therefore under an obliga-
tion to put into practice the will of our national
parliaments.

Such international obligations cannot be entered
into by the Council or Commission alone; Par-
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liament must maintain its rights in this respect.
I would therefore appeal to the Commission not
to think about it too long, but to keep to the
Council’s wording, according to which the Coun-
cil and Parliament can only enter obligations
of a budgetary nature jointly.

President. — The debate is closed.

Thank you Mr Spinelli.

May I remind you that the vote on the draft
supplementary and amending budgets Nos 1
and 2 will take place fomorrow at 3 p.m.

14. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will beheld fomor-
row, Tuesday, 29 April with the following
agenda:

10.00 a.m. and afternoon:
— Question Time;

— Oral question with debate on humanitarian
aid to Cyprus;

— Report by Lady Elles on equality of treat-
ment for men and women workers;

— Oral question with debate on Community
injtiatives following the Conference on Emi-
gration;

— Report by Mr Della Briotta on pesticides;
3.00 p.m.:

— Vote on the draft supplementary budgets
No 1 and No 2.

The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 6.45 p.m.)
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(The sitting was opened at 11.05 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of the minutes

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

Are there any comments?

The minutes of proceedings are approved.

2. Documents received

President. — I have received the following
documents:

(a) an oral question with debate put by Mr
Corrie on behalf of the European Conser-
vative Group to the Commission of the
European Communities on the fishing sector
(Doc. 64/75);

(b) from the committees, the following reports:

— report by Mr Knud Thomsen on behalf of
the Committee on External Economic
Relations on the recommendation from the
Commission of the European Commun-
ities to the Council for a decision approv-
ing the exchange of letters between the
European Economic Community and the
Kingdom of Norway concerning the
establishment by Norway of fishing
zones closed to trawlers at certain times
of the year (Doc. 65/75);

— report by Mr Willem Scholten on behalf
of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a directive
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— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Lebanese Republic on
the supply of skimmed milk powder as food
aid;

— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Islamic Republic of
Mauritania on the supply of skimmed milk
powder and butteroil as food aid;

— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Islamic Republic of
Mauritania on the supply of common wheat
as food aid;

— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Republic of Niger on the
supply of sorghum as food aid;

— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Islamic Republic of
Pakistan on the supply of butteroil as food
aid;

— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Islamic Republic of
Pakistan on the supply of skimmed milk
powder as food aid;

— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Islamic Republic of
Pakistan on the supply of common wheat as
food aid;

— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Democratic Republic of
Sudan on the supply of skimmed milk powder
as food aid;

— Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Eastern Republic of
Uruguay on the supply of skimmed milk
powder as food aid.

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

4. Question Time

President. — The next item on the agenda is
Question Time, pursuant to the provisions of
Rule 47 A (1) of the Rules of Procedure. The
text of the questions has been published in
Doc. 46/75.

I would ask Members to put their questions
strictly in accordance with the conditions laid
down in those provisions.

We shall begin with the questions addressed
to the Council of the European Communities.

I invite the President-in-Office of the Council
to answer these questions and any supplemen-
taries.

I call Question No 1 by Mr Broeksz, the text of
which is as follows:

‘What actual measures has the Council taken, since
its note of 7 February 1974 on “practical measures
concerning the Council’s work”—drawn up partly
in response to the fourth subparagraph of para-
graph 15 of the Declaration of the Summit Con-
ference held on 19-21 October 1972 in Paris—“to
expedite the decision-making procedures in the
Community” and thus give effect to paragraph 6
of the above note?’

Mr FitzGerald, President-in-Office of the Coun-
cil of the European Communities) — Mr
President, since the measures taken by the
Council on 23 July 1973 and 4-5 February 1974,
about which the European Parliament has been
informed, steady progress has been made in
improving the decision-making procedures and
the coherence of Community action thanks
firstly, to the implementation of the measures
adopted and, secondly, to the steps taken in this
matter following the last Paris Summit Con-
ference.

In this connection I should like to refer the
honourable Member to the statement which I
made to the European Parliament on 19 February
last and in which I outlined the steps which the
President-in-Office of the Council proposed to
take in this matter.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Mr President, I understand
that the President-in-Office of the Council,
whom I thank for his reply, asks at the begin-
ning of each Council meeting whether there are
questions of vital interest to individual Member
States on the agenda. Could Mr FitzGerald tell
us whether Member States often invoke ‘vital
interests’ with the result that decisions are
effectively taken by a minority, possibly even
a minority of one single country; this is a highly
undemocratic procedure vis-as-vis the majority,
and it was apparently applied again recently
in the matter of the Parliament’s budgetary
powers over the Regional Fund.

Mr FitzGerald. — Mr President, I think the
answer is that in the period since January there
have not been many instances where this has
happened. But in further explanation I ought
to say that the agenda of the Council includes
many matters which are matters of political
orientation rather than formal decision, many
matters which are matters for formal decision
by unanimity and, in the particular period in
question at any rate, not very many matters
which can be decided formally under the
Treaties by methods other than unanimity. In
other words, the question has not in fact arisen
very often. I ought to add by way of explanation
that the matter which you raised, is one that
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does require unanimity under the Treaties and
where, therefore, this issue did not arise.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President of the
Council, can you tell the House whether the
solution of abstaining is being used more
frequently in the Council to enable the latter
to reach its decisions rather more quickly than
has often been the case in the past?

Mr FitzGerald. — Well, yes, that too does hap-
pen from time to time. And, moreover, it is fair
to say that there are many matters in which
agreement is reached by discussion and argu-
ment and where the formal question of voting
does not arise because people do allow them-
selves to be persuaded by argument and to
withdraw whatever objections they may have.
The procedure in the Council is perhaps less
formal in this respect than may be indicated by
the question you are asking and the formal reply
I have given.

President. — I call Question No 2 by Lord Reay,
the text of which is as follows:

‘Has the Council considered the possibility of
amalgamating the embassies of Member States
into a single Community embassy in any third
country?’

Mr FitzGerald, President-in-Office of the Coun-
cil of the European Communities. — Mr
President, the Council has not envisaged the
possibility of reorganizing Member States’
embassies in third countries into a single Com-
munity embassy since this matter is outside its
jurisdiction.

Lord Reay. — Would the Council be in a position
to set up a working group which could study
the matter of the amalgamation of Member
States’ diplomatic missions, estimate the possible
cost savings that could be made by doing so and
study the question as to whether political coope-
ration has proceeded far enough for this to be
feasible at this time or not? In the meantime, is
there a possibility that the embassies of the
Member States which at any one time had the
presidency of the Council could be made respon-
sible in Community matters for the Community’s
representation in third countries?

Mr FitzGerald. — As far as the Council is con-
cerned, the matter which the honourable Mem-
ber has raised is one which does not come within
the Council's competence. The question of
diplomatic representation is in fact an inter-
governmental matter and the Council has no
function in the matter.

juestion of the way in which the embas-

the practice of regular meetings under
airmanship of the ambassador of the-

ments,

Mr Fellgrmaier. — (D) Mr President of the Coun;

sentative of the Foreign Ministers, to
re precise information to the Political
ommittee under the Davignon proce-

erald. — As President of the Council
ering questions on behalf of the Coun-
not in a position to say much about
there has been some discussion of one
this in regard to political cooperation
a matter on which in due course further

is as follows:
‘Does the Council consider that the recent state-
ment Hy the President-in-Office of the Council

2 (a) of Regulation EEC No 724/75
g a European Regional Development
Fund provides as follows: ‘The contribution from
the Fund thus defined may, pursuant to a prior
decision jof the Member State concerned- eom-
municated at the same time as the request for

1 See Anne:
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this contribution, either supplement aid granted
to the relevant investment by public authorities
or remain credited to those authorities and con-
sidered as a partial repayment of such aid’.

It will be clear therefore that a decision by
Member States to opt to use Fund assistance in
part repayment to their exchequers of expend-
iture on state aids, rather than apply it to
increase the level of aid granted to some indi-
vidual projects, is not contrary to the spirit and
intention of the Regional Fund.

I should like, Mr President, if I may, to add
a short remark in my capacity as an Irish
Minister. In the statement referred to in the
question, my colleague Mr Ryan also indicated
that, as far as Ireland was concerned, he
favoured the option of the repayment system
under which monies received from the Fund by
his country would be used to finance an
increased volume of industrial and infrastruc-
tural investment as distinct from increasing the
aid given to individual projects. The idea of
using the receipts from the Fund under the
repayment system to finance an increased
volume of regional investment rather than
increasing the aid to individual projects is shared
by a number of other delegations.

Mr Lenihan. — Mr President, would the Presi-
dent-in-Office not agree that there is a very
grave danger in the situation where Member
States may use Regional Fund payments not as
supplementary payments to regional aid projects
but as supplanting particular Member State
projects? Is there not a risk that in that type of
situation regional aid may just be used to
finance national budgetary deficits? Would this
not be totally counter to the whole principle
behind the establishment of a Regional Fund?

Mr FitzGerald. — The question of which way
the aid is likely to be most effective depends
upon the circumstances of the country. Where
in a country particular forms of aid are already
at a rate, in terms of percentage of the total cost,
which seems adequate to induce investment, it
would seern much more in accordance with the
spirit and purpose of the Fund to increase the
total volume of investment rather than to give
more aid to projects which are already receiving
enough aid to generate the necessary activity.

President. — We shall now proceed to the ques-
tions put to the Commission of the European
Communities.

I invite the competent Commissioner to answer
these questions and any supplementaries.

I call Question No 5 by Mr Lenihan, the text of
which is as follows:

‘Does the Commission, consider that the recent
statement by the President-in-Office of the Coun-
cil of Ministers “that a majority of Member States
will opt to use fund assistance in part repayment
to their exchequers of expenditure on state aids
rather than apply it to increase the level of aid
granted to some individual projects” is contrary
to the spirit and the intention of the Regional
Fund which is to supplement national aids and
not o be a substitute for them?’

Mr Thomson, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — Mr President, in such
cases it is not the Commission’s practice to com-~
ment !

Mr Lenihan. — I appreciate the position in which
the Commission finds itself, Mr President,
because what we have here quite clearly on the
record is:a situation where the Council of
Ministers has departed from the spirit and the
principle and the intention behind the establish-
ment of the Regional Fund as presented to us in
the initial documentation from the Commission.
It was clearly stated by Commissioner Thomson
and indeed stated by all speakers in this Parlia-
ment who supported the establishment of a
Regional Fund, that the Fund would be used to
supplement national aids rather than used by
national states to supplant existing national
schemes and thereby act as a simple aid or hand-
out to get them out of their budgetary difficul-
ties.

I must say I appreciate the Commissioner’s defer-
ence on this occasion; but if I cannot press him
to answer to any greater degree, I take it that
in itself is a tacit admission that what I am
suggesting is a fact.

Mr Thomson. — No Sir, the honourable Member
must not make that assumption. I was brought
up in the parliamentary tradition where there
was a convention that one Ministry did not com-
ment on the other, and I think there is an
equally good tradition in the Community that
the Council and the Commission do not com-
ment on each others’ comments. That is all that
can be inferred from my opening remarks.

On the honourable Member’s remarks, I think
there is a misunderstanding here. There are two
distinct problems. There is the question as to
whether the Regional Development Fund’s con-
tribution to an individual project should be
added to what the Member State already gives
or not. The regulation explicity stated that that
is at the discretion of the Member State. Then
there is the quite separate question—the very
importance one—as to whether the contributions
from the Community’s Regional Development
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Fund should be additional to the total resources
made available for regional policies by Member
States.

In the preamble of the regulation it is made
clear that the Member States commit themselves
to the general proposition that the totality of
resources should be additional; certainly this has
always been the Commission’s view, and I have
stated many times from this rostrum that there
really is no case for a Community Regional
Development Fund unless, in the end, it means
that additional resources are made available to
help with the regional problems. But that is
quite distinct from the question of whether the
contribution from the fund should be added to
what a Member State gives to an individual
project.

Mr Lenihan. — I want to thank the Commissioner
for his statement that the fund in its totality
should be additional, and I hope that Member
States follow that in practice.

President. — May I remind Members that ques-
tions should be put consisely.

Mr Johnston. — Would Mr Thomson agree that
the question of whether or not regional aid
provided by the Community would be applied
directly and would not result in any reduction
on regional projects by a Member State was
discussed at length with him by the Committee
on Regional Policy and Transport of this Par-
liament during 1973 and that the committee was
unanimous in its opposition to the view that
nations should use money from regional funds
as a substitute for their own national expen-
diture?

Mr Thomson. — Yes, Sir, I confirm that and I
can perhaps remind my honourable friend that
I said then that in ensuring that this aim was
achieved we would rely a great deal on the
vigilance of the European Parliament.

Mr Cifarelli. — (I) Mr President, since regional
- policies are nothing new, I should like the Com-
mission to tell us what is the best way of
ensuring that Community action in this area
complements the aid and action already arranged
by individual states. Unless a valid method of
control is laid down I believe this may be very
difficult.

Mr Thomson. — Mr President, the governments
of Member States are under an obligation under
the regulations to tell the Commission each year
how much they plan to spend on their regional
policies.

The Cgqmmission is under an obligation under
lations to publish an annual report to
this Parliament and that annual report, I think,
is an Jmportant instrument in achieving the
objectiyes that we share in common.

President. — I call Question No 6 by Mr
Durieuk, who will be replaced by Mr Johnston.
The text of the question is as follows:

‘Did the Commission, when setting up the Euro-
pean Regional Development Fund, make a detailed
apprajsal of the future relationship between this
fund and the European Investment Bank?’

Mr Thgmson, member of the Commission of the
Europegn Communities. — Yes, Sir, this matter
was gone into very fully by all concerned during
the discussions which led up to the Council

ing the Fund.

ssistance may take the form of a rebate
lest on the Bank’s loan.

Under {the Council’s decision—also of the 18
March—-setting up the Regional Policy Commit-
tee, thg Bank is to appoint an observer to that
commifffee. The Bank and the Commission will
thus be|able to continue their close collaboration
in any discussion of this matter in the commit-
tee as |well as bilaterally between themselves.

t. — Question No 7 by Mr Premoli has

been withdrawn.
Question No 8 by Mr Bordu will be held over
to the May part-session at the request of the

estion No 9 by Mr Van der Hek, the text
idh is as follows: :

‘What] were the respective positions of the Com-
munifly and the Commission on the main questions
raised at the preparatory conference on energy,
in pargticular:
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— oil
— primary commodities

— development cooperation (industrialization, the
transfer of technology, etc.)

— international finance

— the number of couniries represented at the
Conference?’

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities, —
Sir, I will take the points raised by the honour-
able Member in order.

First, on the procedural point raised by the
honourable Member, the Community was repre-
sented as such by a single delegation headed by
the representative of the Council and by the
Commission representative, who both acted as
spokesmen for the Community. There was never
any question of the Comission’s position being
opposed to that of the Member States—so that
was good!

Sécond, on the specific subjects to which Mr Van
der Hek’s question refers, let me stress that this
was a preparatory conference which dealt with
questions of procedure rather than with issues of
substance.

In the discussion of the agenda, the Community,
as well as the United States and Japan, found it
impossible and impracticable to accept the idea
of ‘a conference in which attention would not be
concentrated on the problems of energy and the
many questions which are directly related to
energy.

These problems are important and urgent and no
all-embracing international framework exists at
present to deal specifically with them. We could
accept that other raw material problems rele-
vant to development policy should be dealt with
in the conference, but we felt that this discussion
should not duplicate similar discussions under-
taken elsewhere in UNCTAD and in GATT, etc.
So we asked that in dealing with the matters
which were already being dealt with elsewhere,
the conference should limit itself to conveying
ideas and suggestions to those other forums.

Thirdly, this distinction in the way energy.

problems on the one hand, and raw material
problems on the other, should be handled proved
unacceptable to our partners who insisted on
strict parity in the agenda as between energy
and other matters. They also wanted to include
the reform of the international monetary system
in the discussion and insisted on wording in their
draft agenda, which, in our view, would have
prejudged such issues as indexation and the
guarantee of real returns from financial invest-
ment.

Because of the difficulties in agreeing upon an
agenda, no final conclusion was reached on the
question of the number of countries which
should participate in the main conference. But
in the end we were close to agreement on this
point.

To sum up, the Community’s machinery at the
conference worked very well. For much of the
time the Community conducted discussions with
the oil-producing and oil-consuming developing
countries on behalf of the consuming countries,
and presented new drafts and new ideas in an
effort to reach agreement.

Further, the participants at the Par1s meeting
agreed that the meeting had been useful. It was
the first dialogue of this kind and the Com-
maunity certainly wishes to see it as the begin-
ning of a process and by no means the end of it.

Mr Van der Hek. — (NL) Mr President, can the
Commissioner give us the Commission’s views
on the reasons for the adjournment of the
preparatory conference on energy in Paris?

Sir Christopher Soames. — Well Sir, I touched
upon, I think, the most important ones in the
main answer to my question, and it was as much
the balance of the agenda as anything else.

I think, to sum it up, that the balance of how
the agenda should be drawn up and what weight
should be attached to one or to another point
was really the major cause of difference between
us.

And I hope that many of us will be taking up in
various bilateral talks the question of where we
should go from here and how we should get this
matter off ‘the ground.

Mr Della Briotta. — (I) The newspapers have
published conflicting reports on the position of
the Member States during the conference.

I should be grateful if the Commissioner could
clarify this point.

Sir Christopher Soames. — Well, Sir, I am sorry.
Perhaps the honourable gentleman would ask
me a question on the specific point hé wants me
to answer. I tried to be as specific as I could in
the main answer to the question. If there is any
other specific point which the honourable Mem-
ber would like me to address myself to, I will
certainly try to do so.

Mr Espersen. — (DK) The Commissioner sug-
gests that initiatives of a bilateral nature might
be taken to maintain efforts to work out an
energy policy. I should like to ask whether the
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Commission intends, after the failure of this
conference, to take the initiative to maintain
efforts, at a European level, to reach agreement
with the countries concerned; and if the Com-
mission does intend to take steps to renew its
efforts, what measures does it envisage?

Sir Christopher Soames. — Sir, this is a matter
not just for the Commission but also for the
Council of Ministers of course. When separating
on 16 April, the participants of the conference
all agreed that they would remain in contact in
various ways. This matter formed part of the
talks which President Ortoli had recently when
he was in India; and on my way back from
China the week after next I will be visiting Iran
and spending a couple of days-in Teheran and I
expect that this matter may well be talked
"dbout there as well. We are not thinking of any
specific initiatives; I think it is a question now
of, people taking a pause for reflection and dis-
eusging among themselves where and how we
should go from here.

Mr Suck. — (D) Could the Commissioner tell me
what role the Commission representatives and
the President of the Council respectively played
during the conference?

Sir Christopher Soames. — Sir, it was as if it
were, in the best sense of the word, a two-
headed animal and both heads sat in—both at
the high-level group meetings and also in the
plenary sessions of the conference. As the con-
ference went on a whole week, and participants
had no sleep at all for three nights of that week
(it went on all through three nights and up to
about three or four in the morning on the
remaining nights), I think that the honourable
Members will appreciate that there was plenty
for both sides to do and they worked in harness
together..

President. — I have received from the Socialist
Group, pursuant to Rule 47 A (2) of the Rules
of Procedure, a request for a debate on the
Commission’s answer to Mr Van der Hek’s
question,

Question. No 10 by.Mr Hougardy will be held
over to the May part-session at the author’s
request.

I. call Question No 11 by Mr Normanton, the
text of which is as follows:

‘What measures does the Commission propose to
adopt for prometing thé recovery and re-cycling
.of waste products, both domestic and industrial,
and are they satisfied that trade in waste ma-
terials is flowing freely within the Community and
in accordance with the Treaty of Rome?’

ysson, member of the Commission of the

Treaty [provisions.

Secondly, in its proposals for directives on waste
and wagste oil, the Commission has stressed the
need td promote the recovery, re-use and recy-
cling of waste products.

The se¢ond of these two proposals, dealing with
waste ¢il, was already adopted by the Council
on 7 N vember 1974. Both provide for a formal
ent by the Member States to the desired

In addition, CREST has set up a working party
on raw| materials research and development. A
sub-grqup on secondary raw materials has been
formed with the basic  task of  promoting,
research and development the recovery
cling of waste materials with a view
re-use as secondary raw materials: In

ion noted the ever—mcreasmg public
at what they believe is the total absence

illustrate briefly the two aspects of my
, there is the growing accumulation of

States. Will the Commission therefore
sense of urgency to bear on this matter

ysson. — (F) Mr President, as I have
told the Assembly, the first proposal for
ive dealing with waste oil was adopted
ouncil in November 1974. It provides for
al commitment by the Member States.

ith as a matter of urgency, and I am
1 to the Assembly for supporting our
action [in this area.




Sitting of Tuesday, 28 April 1975 21

President. — Question No 12 by Mr Nolan will
be answered in writing, since the author is not
present. !

I call Question No 13 by Mrs Orth, the text of
which is as follows:

‘Article 7(1) of Regulation No 2141/70 of the Coun-
cil of 20 October 1970 on a common structural
policy for the fishing industry? provides that the
Commission shall submit an annual report to
Parliament and the Council on structures for the
fishing industry in the Community. Why has no
report yet been produced, and when does the
Commission intend to comply with this regula-
tions?’

Mr Thomson, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — Mr President, the
Commission regret the delay in producing this
‘'report, a delay which been due to staff shor-
tages and other difficulties. But a report on
fishery structure in the Community is now in
an advanced state of preparation in the Com-
mission. It will be presented to Parliament and
the Council before the autumn of this year.

Mrs Orth. — (D) Is the Commission aware that
the structure of the fishing  industry has
deteriorated badly and that the aim of this
directive, namely to improve the standards of
living of persons working in this sector, now
seems most unlikely to be achieved?

Mr Thomson. — Mr President, the Commission
recognizes the importance of the issues that the
honourable Lady has raised and I will draw the
attention of my colleague, Mr Lardinois, to the
particular point that she has made in her sup-
plementary question.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Could the Commissioner
elaborate a little further on what will be con-
tained in this document? Is he aware that there
is grave disquiet within the fishing industry, and
that it is not in a happy state, not only in the
United Kingdom but throughout the rest of the
European fishing areas, and will he put forward
proposals for some kind of minimum import
price or some form of subsidization of certain
inshore or middlewater fleets?

Mr Thomson, — With respect, Mr President, I do
not think that supplementary question arises
directly out of the question on the agenda,
though I recognize the general concern through-
out the Community about developments in the
worldwide fishing industry. It is a matter on
which the Commission has made proposals to the

1 See Annex.
2 OJ L 238 of 27. 10. 1970.

Council and a matter which is now under discus-
sion within the Community.

This particular report that the honourable Lady
asked for related to the structure of the Com-
munity fishing industry itself. The Commission
has been giving priority to the implementation
of the legislation already adopted and to the
preparation of new proposals in the fisheries
sector, in particular on the structure side. We
have been concerned with Community measures
such as the harmonization of state aids in the
fishery sector.

President. — Question No 14 by Mr Gibbons will
be answered in writing, since the author is not
present.!

I call Question No 15 by Mr Kavanagh, the text
of which is as follows:

‘Does the Commission consider that the concilia-
tion procedure relating to transport infrastructure,
introduced by the Council decision of 28 Febru-
ary 1966 can be appropriately applied to the
situation where British Rail has announced their
intention of closing Holyhead port for shipment
of Irish cattle?’

Mr Cheysson, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (F) Mr President, the
case referred to by the honourable Member does
not fall within the framework of the procedure
for consultation on transport infrastructure
investment established by a Council decision of
28 February 1966. This procedure in fact applies
only to new projects for transport infrastructure
investment of interest to the Community; that
is not the case in this instance. Nevertheless, the
matter is being examined by the Commission
which will not fail to give due information to the
honourable Member and to the Assembly.

Mr Normanton. — Mr President, by way of sup-
plement o the question which has just been
answered, may I remind the Commission that
there is genuine widespread concern, literally
throughout the whole of Europe, at the physical
conditions under which cattle are transported,
and may I ask the Commission—perhaps the
individual Commissioner would refer to the
assurance given by Monsieur Lardinois 18
months ago—to take further steps to try to
reduce thé amount of suffering to which cattle
are undoubtedly subjected during their long
transportation throughout and into the Com-«
munity.

Mr Cheysson. — (F) Mr President, I shall not fail
to draw the attention of Mr Lardinois to the

1 See Annex.
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sufferings of cattle during transport; we are all
very sensitive to these problems.

President. — Question No 16 by Mr Fellermaier,
Question No 17 by Mr Klepsch and Question
No 18 by Mr Girardin all deal with the same
subject and I therefore call them together. The
text of these questions is as follows:

Question No 16:

‘Why was the Commission not represented by a
Commissioner or Secretary-General or at least by
a Director-General at the 19th Meeting of the
EEC/Turkey Joint Parliamentary Committee held
in Copenhagen from 21 to 256 April 19757’

Question No 17:

‘Does not the Commission, as the executive body
of the European Community, consider it necessary
in a difficult international situation to have a
competent Commissioner attend the twice-yearly
meetings of the EEC/Turkey Joint Parliamentary
Committee, such as the one held in Copenhagen
from 21 to 25 April 1975, in order to address the
Members of Parliament and answer their ques-
tions?’ o

Question No 18:

- ‘Why was it not possible for the competent mem-
ber of the Commission to attend the meeting of

~ the EEC/Turkey Joint Parliamentary Committee
of 23 April despite its relevance to current prob-
lems and its special political importance.’

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. —
I hope that the House will accept my apologies
on behalf of the Commission for the fact that
their member of the Commission was unable to
be present at the meeting of the Joint Parlia-
mentary Committee at Copenhagen, which the
honourable Member rightly describes as being of
special political importance.

As the representative of the Commission
explained to the Members at Copenhagen, Mr
Spinelli had agreed to attend the meeting of the
Joint Committee, but at the last minute he was
unable to go because of illness and it proved
impossible in the time available to find another
member of the Commission to replace him at
such short notice. I can assure the House that
very energetic efforts were made to find a
member of the Commission to attend the meeting
of the Joint Committee, for it is our view that is
only Commissioners who are competent to take
up positions on behalf of the Commission in dis-
cussions of an essentially political character, such
as those which take place at the Joint Commit-
tees.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) We recognize that mem-
bers of the Commission have a great many calls

time because of their large number of
ional commitments. Does the Commis-

it was known that wide-ranging
questions would be raised and that the

circumstances, in these sort of commit-
tees, it|is essential for a Commissioner as op-
posed tp an official, however senior, to be there
and to participate in the debate, and it was on
this line that our minds were working.

Mr ch:rch. —- (D) May I ask you—while accept-
ing your apologies—to see to it that in future a
substityte is available for such important meet-
ings as this, which after all are only held twice a
year, in case the Commissioner due to attend
falls illf If I have understood you rightly, Sir
Christopher, the Commission shares the Parlia-
ment’s yiew that this is an extremely important
matter (which require the presence of a Com-
missioner.

Are yoy therefore willing to make arrangemexits
to prevent a repetition of a case like this?

Sir Chyistopher Soames. — It was a totally
unusual circumstance that happened this time,
and it just so happened that there was no other
Commissioner available. But this situation is
very rate and I can assure the honourable Mem-
ber that it will not happen again, certainly not
if we c4n possibly help it. It was a question of
illness at the last moment, and we are very sorry
for it, but there it is.

In fact my colleague Mr Gundelach could have
come onl Thursday afternoon to the meeting, and
this wag indeed suggested but it turned out that
the agenda was such that by the Thursday
afternogn there would have been no point in
being there. However, we did make this effort
at least,
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President. — Question Time is closed.

I thank the representatives of the Council and
the Commission for their statements.

I have decided to comply with the request from
the Socialist Group for an immediate debate.

5. Debate immediately after Question Time

President. — The next item is the debate
requested by the Socialist Group pursuant to
Rule 47A(2) of the Rules of Procedure on the
answer given by the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the question put by Mr
Van der Hek on the preparatory conference on
energy.

I call Mr Van der Hek.

Mr Van der Hek. — (NL) Mr President, in con-
nection with the questions which I put, the Com-
missioner’s thinking evidently went something
like this: ‘Oh, the preparatory conference was
a procedural matter—an agenda was to be drawn
for the conference proper and a decision taken
on who was to participate—so that I had better
give a procedural answer to Mr Van der Hek’s
questions to the effect that we met for such
and such a time, we spoke with such and such
a person, we are still talking and we shall see
what comes of it all; the Commission is taking
care of the matter.’

The Commissioner obviously had some difficulty
with the Question Time procedure which
stipulates that short questions are put followed
by a short answer and possibly by short sup-
plementary questions.

Now if the Commission has this difficulty with
our procedure, it seems to me that we ought to
help him and give him an opportunity to answer
our questions properly. That is why the Socialist
Group has asked for this short debate to enable
the Commissioner to answer our questions in
rather more detail and depth.

I have three questions to put. What is the Com-
mission’s aim in this preparatory and then in the
actual energy conference? Does it hope to arrive
at very broad cooperation with the oil-producing
countries and developing nations or does it sub-
scribe to the objective of the American Govern-
ment, summed up as follows by the leader of the
US delegation: ‘Our aim is in fact to break the
producers’ cartel” Does the Commission also
want to break the oil-producers’ cartel or is it
and the European Community pursuing a dif-
ferent aim from the United States at this con-
ference? This is not an unimportant question, as
the position of the European Community on
energy supplies is essentially different from the
position of the United States of America.

My second question is as follows: can the Com-
mission now explain in rather more detail the
position of the European Community and in
particular of the Commission on the proposals
made by Algeria on behalf of seven countries?
What is the Commission’s position on the
desirability of dealing simultaneously with the
question of the organization of the petroleum
market and that of the organization of the
primary commodity market in general? It is
important to know the Commission’s views on
this matter—what are the points of real interest?
Is the European Community only interested in
an international organization of the market when
it is the weaker party, as in the case of oil, or
is the Community willing to talk to the develop-
ing countries on the organization of certain
markets on which these countries are weaker
than us? It is important to know how the Com-
mission stands on this point as the answer will
have a decisive bearing on the readiness of the
oil-producing developing countries to reach
agreement with us. In particular I should like
to hear from the Commission what approaches
it has made to Algeria, the oil-producing coun-
tries and the developing countries, to clarify the
Community’s intentions at this energy con-
ference. Was it not one of the Commission’s aims
to make a declaration of intent on behalf of the
Community, clearly stating for the benefit of
everyone, including the developing countries and
oil-producing countries concerned, what the
Community has in mind, namely the organiza-
tion of primary commodity markets in general,
and not just the organization of the oil market,
however important the latter may be? What is
the Commission’s position on the requests made
in particular by Algeria, as spokesman for seven
developing and oil-producing countries?

We are particularly concerned here with the
relationship between this conference and the
question of financial cooperation, aid to the
countries most affected by the oil crisis, and
monetary problems resulting from that crisis.
Does the Commission consider that these matters
should be dealt with, and if so how? This will
condition the readiness of the Community to
take part later in the final conference with a
view to reaching practical results for the pro-
ducer countries on the one hand and the Com-
munity on the other.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Fellermaier for a proced-
ural motion.

Fellermaiexr. — (D) Mr President, I believe that
a topical debate can only be meaningful if the
Commission now answers these specific questions
put by my colleague; the debate can then be
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continued in the light of the Commission’s
answer.

President. — I call Mr Normanton.

Mr Normanton. — Mr President, may I first of
all congratulate Mr Van der Hek for introducing
this question and pressing it forward for a brief
debate. Very clearly, what we are doing now, in
this brief debate, is considering the institution of
the International Energy Agency rather more
than the individual items listed in the question
on the agenda. And therefore any contributions
and comments I make relate to this agency as
such.

Firstly, I do not believe that the International
Energy Agency has in itself the capability of
solving the problems facing the industrialized
western world. It is too abstruse, it is too loosely
associated—indeed, worst of all, it of course does
net include in its conference and around its table
all the industrialized nations which have an
important role to play.

The second point I would make is that the Inter-
national Energy Agency is, or certainly appears
to be, concentrating on the question of oil. We of
course recognize in this House, and certainly in
the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, that oil is but one component part
of the totality of energy and cannot be debated,
cannot be considered, cannot be negotiated in
isolation from the other sources of energy.
Therefore I really do feel that the very existence
and function of the International Energy Agency
leaves an enormous question mark in our minds.
The solution can, in my opinion, and in the
opinion of the European Conservative Group,
only be discussed within the framework of the
Community, where policy formulation, policy
presentation, are institutionalized in the Com-
mission and the Council, and where the parlia-
mentary framework associated with it provides
a kind of common bond amongst the nine Mem-
ber States. It is only in this institutional environ-
ment that I believe we can find a chance for
real, positive, constructive progress.

More particularly, we are aware as members
of the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology and Members of this Parliament that
we are currently considering a large number of
proposals, all of which require vast and grow-
ing investment of Community funds, and I can-
not help but feel that there is still a deep-seated
anxiety amongst the European Parliamentarians
at the inadequacy of machinery for regulating
and controlling the expenditure of Community
funds. But if we have anxieties in this House
on this subject, how much greater are the anxie-
ties'and the grounds for anxiety in this context

ider international agencies. These inter-

ized are in my opinion totally unsuited
ulating proposals involving large sums
of public investment and more particularly large
sums tg be monitored, checked and controlled,

Therefore, I think Mr Van der Hek has provided
an exfiremely valuable opportunity for this
House fo express its growing anxiety and con-
cern at] the inadequacy of the progress which is
being made and the inappropriateness of the
International Energy Agency to achieve this
particular progress.

(Applagse)
President. — I call Sir Christopher Soames.

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commigsion of the European Communities, —
Sir, I am grateful for this opportunity to talk in
a somewhat more relaxed manner than is pos-
sible ih a pure question-and-answer session
about this conference and all that it means and
could rhean in the future for the Community’s
relationiship with other countries which are of
great importance to her, and also about the
capacity of the Community to make a notable
contribition to a matter of great world
importgnce.

Honounable Members will of course realize that
the initjative, the concept of this conference goes

-back a Jong while. It goes back to the time of the

ojl-producers, because this is a world
. Neither, indeed, did we think it was
right just for the industrialized world to talk to
the oiliproducers. We saw this as a dialogue
betweeh the oil consumers both in the industrial-
ized wdrld and in the developing world, and the
oil producers. Let us face it, nobody knew what
the end effect was going to be of what was
known jn shorthand as the oil crisis.

Let us how look at the effects that this has had.
And let us look fogether, for we have common
here although it may seem on the face
of it thiat the oil producers’ interests could run
counter] to the interests of the oil-consumers. One
lesson that we have surely learnt again and
again ih these last 18 months is the extent to
which we are living in an interdependent world.
There is no such thing as the producers of one
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commodity being able to say that they them-
selves are doing well, to pull up the drawbridge
and as it were exclude themselves from the rest
of the world. We have learnt that this possibility
does not exist.

Certainly very considerable difficulties have
arisen from the oil crisis—difficulties which have
been particularly felt among those developing
countries who are highly dependent on their
imports of oil, whose import. bill rose out of all
proportion, and who are finding enormous dif-
ficulties now in getting their economies back into
balance again. And undoubtedly the price of oil
has also had its effect upon the economies of the
developed world. To some extent our inflation,
the recession through which we have been pas-
sing has been affected by it. I don’t say that it
had its origins in it, but it has certainly been
considerably affected by the oil crisis.

The Community’s view was that we should
therefore take up a dialogue not just between
producers and consumers, but between all of us
together, consumers bqth rich and poor and
producers, to see how we should tackle all the
issues, the energy issues, the monetary issues and
all others that flow from this, and to try to find
out, by getting a dialogue going, where we
should go from here and what should be our
intention.

As you can imagine, although in general terms it
is true that we are all interdependent, there are
many countries today who think that now is the
moment when it would serve their interests
better if they were to concentrate on certain
aspects. We found it quite natural that when we
discussed with our partners in this conference
what the agenda should be, they should wish
to include raw materials—that the conference
shouldn’t be only about energy. We absolutely
appreciated that there should be discussion of
important financial matters which flowed from
this. But we also felt that this conference which
was, as it were, an ad hoc conference, should
not constitute itself in such a way as to seek to
take away from other international forums
already in existence the responsibilities for what
they themselves were doing in their day-to-day
work.

Now, Sir, what did we seek to get out of this
conference?

To answer the first question which Mr Van der
Hek asked, were we looking at our relations with
the world in general or did we just have our eye
on the United States? The answer is very much
that we were looking to the world in general.
We saw this conference as being potentially a
major contribution to world affairs. Our concern
was by no means limited to the United States-—
in fact we found in the conference that apart

form certain nuances and emphases here and
there, our position and the position of the United
States were very often, more often than not, in
accord. No, it was not that. It was the first point.
It was anxiety about our relations with the
whole world and the extent to which the econo-
mic order has been changed and is changing as
a result of what has happened in the past
18 months, particularly in regard to terms of
trade.

Now, Sir, what do we hope to get from this con-
ference? We hope to get a dialogue. We hope to
get an understanding. We think that it is wrong
in principle that producers and consumers should
be standing back and shouting at each other.

There are a lot of things to which the oil pro-
ducers attach importance, such as indexation. It
is not unnatural, in this time of extremely high
inflation, that they should want to be sure that
with the money they get from their oil they will
be able to continue to buy what they need from
the developed world. It is not unnatural that
they should want to discuss raw materials as
well. But, Sir, during the course of that week
when, as I say, they were sitting night and day—
indeed many collapsed of physical exhaustion
during the conference—they were not really able
to put thoughts together enough.

The honourable Member also asked what the
Commission was doing to explain to other coun-
tries what our intentions are. Well, the Commis-
sion does a lot. We have a lot of talks at diplo-
matic level with the countries concerned and I
gave the example of Monsieur Ortoli having
important talks with the Indian Government
when this matter was one of the subjects discus-
sed. I expect it will be discussed also when I am
in Iran. At the conference itself the Community
took the lead and was allowed to take the lead.
It was acknowledged as being the leader in this
preparatory conference. We are sad that there
were too many differences between us about the
balance in the agenda to enable us to come to an
agreement over the conference itself, but I think
it was a useful conference because those taking
part were from a high level who have great
influence with their governments. I think each
person saw the other’s point of view much more
clearly by the time this preparatory conference
was over than they did at the beginning.

And, as I said in answer to the ariginal question,
we see this not as an end but a beginning. We
wish it had been possible to get a conference off
the ground. It was not, but I am sure that we are
working on the right lines. We must not cease to
do whatever we can to try to bring about a
constructive dialogue between producers and
consumers in both the industrial and the
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developing world. It will be our intention to go

- forward with this and not be put off in any way
by the very understandable temporary dif-
ficulties that made themselves manifest during
this preparatory conference.

I-would like to thank Mr Van der Hek for his
question which made it possible to give this
rather fuller explanation to Parliament.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Espersen.

Mr Espersen. — (DK) I should also like to thank
Sir Christopher Soames for the answers he has
given us. There were, however, one or two ques-
tions put by Mr Van der Hek which were not
answered, and which I will briefly restate.

First of all, I should like to say that in several
spheres the Commission has taken steps to
establish a European energy policy. The Com-
mission has recommended the national govern-
ments to draw up priorities between oil,
uranium, etc. The Commission has a pretty com-
prehensive programme for the increased. use of
nuclear energy, and the individual Member
States are endeavouring to work out their
national energy policies. But it is, of course, dif-
ficult both for the Commission and the individual

states to make progress in these fields, since, it is

not really possible to draw up a national or a
Community energy policy before there is clarity
about the international situation and about
the possibilities the European countries have
of obtaining supplies from the oil-producing
countries.

It is, therefore, sad that the conference came to
nothing, and it is important that the Commis-
sion should realize that its task should not only
be to record that it came to nothing, and merely
to say that the countries and diplomats involved
presumably now have a better understanding of
each other’s points of view; it should also at-
tempt to take fresh steps as soon as possible to
arrange a similar conference. I do not believe
that a national energy policy can be worked out
before seeing what the outcome is of a con-
ference like the one which has just failed. So the
Commission must take a grest initiative: I was
a little disappointed that Sir Christopher Soames
did not make any specific proposals on this
subject.

I wonder whether the possibilities open to
national energy policies will not depend on
whether measures are taken to organize a later
conference.

I was also a little concerned that Sir Christopher
Soames stated that one of the cause of the failure

of the conference was that one—‘one’ clearly
being the Commission—wished to regard it as an
ad hoc conference, Therefore, said Sir Christopher
Soames, if I understood correctly, it was not for
this ad hoc conference to concern itself with
matters falling under the jurisdiction of other
international organizations. By implication, this
meant that this conference should not involve
itself in spheres that might be covered by the
terms of reference of the European Economic
Community or of other international organiza-
tions. I would like to say this: certainly, this
conference is, or was, planned as an ad hoc
conference, based, naturally, on an ad hoc situa-
tion: the oil crisis, the difficulties in obtaining
supplies. And an ad hoc conference is the only
accurate reflection of the special situation in
which we find ourselves. But when this is the
case, we have to accept the need to employ
special methods, perhaps assigning to the con-
ference powers usually reserved to other inter-
national organizations. I should like to know
specifically whether or not there was a certain
atmosphere of jealousy surrounding this confer-
ence and its future prospects, and whether this
was one of the reasons for its failure.

Mr Van der Hek asked whether the Commission
attached greater importance to the USA’s point
of view or that held by most European countries.
Sir Christopher Soames answered that impor-
tance was attached not to the USA’s point of
view but to that of the entire world. But it is
far from easy to define the position of the entire
world, for ‘the entire world’ is a wide concept.
I believe that Mr Van der Hek’s question was
intended to establish whether the Commission
attached greater importance to the USA’s or the
European countries’ points of view, which are of
course different.

In conclusion, it seems to me that we have not
had an answer to a further relevant question,
namely the Commission’s position as regards
Algeria’s proposal.

President. — I call Mr Leonardi.

Mr Leonardi. — (I) I shall only speak briefly in
this debate to outline my thinking on this matter.
There can be no doubt—as Vice-President
Soames has pointed out—that the problem is one
which assumes an international, indeed a world
dimension, and concerns not only oil but also
other primary commodities.

Now I consider that in the Community, if we are
to escape from the situation facing us at present,
we must take account not only of our respon-
sibilities to the countries producing primary
commodities and oil, but also to our own people
who make up the region of the world which con-
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sumes the largest quantities of imported oil and
other imported raw materials. While we are, as
it were, in a position of weakness in the world
as the largest consumers of imported products,
we could nevertheless succeed in achieving a
position of strength if we were able to establish
appropriate common policies.

While endorsing the need for a broader-based
policy, we feel bound to draw attention to the
Community’s inability to work out common
policies capable of offering an adequate con-
tribution to the solution of the general problems.
I think that the failure of the various confer-
ences and our presence in the international
energy agencies alongside a country whose inter-
ests predominate and are completely different
from our own—I refer to the United States—is
proof of our inability to face up to the respon-
sibilities incumbent on us as the largest con-
sumer.

I would repeat what I have already said on other
occasions on the need for an adequate debate on
energy problems, based on a Commission docu-
ment on oil and other raw materials, in a man-
ner similar to our approach to agriculture. Only
in this way can we properly consider the prob-
lems which have up to now been studied in an
unsatisfactory manner, and so face our respon-
sibilities as a Community.

President. — I call Mr Springorum.

Mr Springorum. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I am also grateful to Sir Christopher
Soames for his reply and would appreciate it
too if he could reply to the other questions put
subsequently. I was particularly pleased to hear
him say that the Commission had to some extent
taken over a leading role here. But I do not yet
know in what direction that leadership is being
exercised.

I have heard a whole series of press conferences
on this energy conference; I am aware of the
extraordinarily hard line taken by Mr Robinson
and Mr Enders; I heard what the French press
spokesman had to say. Unfortunately it has
become apparent that the consumer countries do
not have a common position vis-a-vis the pro-
ducers. We have heard a great deal about a
dialogue and cooperation, but I still do not know
precisely what form of cooperation is intended.
There is one kind of cooperation between a
coachman and his horses, between a shepherd
and his dogs; sometimes I have the impression
that the European countries understand by co-
operation a similar relationship between the
producer countries and ourselves.

The spokesman for the Arab League has now
said that the European countries must be willing

to take part in a new energy conference. Mr
Yamani, the Saudi Arabian oil minister, said
that if the European countries were not willing
to do so, prices would be raised again. I do not
call this cooperation, if negotiations are held
under the pressure of certain demands, and I
would warn against the risk of the consumer
countries becoming divided. If that happens the
whole circus will start again. I believe that
despite the different situation prevailing in the
United States and the different situation in
Japan, it is essential for the consumer countries
to remain united, and if the Commission wishes
and is to take over a leading role it must place
this unity in the forefront of its tasks.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr FitzGerald.

Mr FitzGerald, President-in-Office of the Coun~
cil of the European Communities. — Mr Presi-
dent, I just want to speak for a few minutes on
this subject and fo say first of all that the prob-
lem facing this preparatory conference was a
real one. There was a real difficulty in devising
a neutral agenda that would not prejudge the
results of a subsequent conference.

In a case like this, when one is moving into
uncharted waters, there is a natural desire by
people to ensure in advance that the shape of a
conference will be such as to further their inter-
ests. At this preparatory conference the real dif-
ficulty was one of devising an agenda for a main
conference and it was complicated obviously by
the fact that whereas this producer/consumer
conference had been envisaged from the start
as one dealing with energy—indeed the composi-
tion of the countries attending the conference
made this clear—the question of raw materials
nonetheless was brought up. This was a matter
which some delegations were very concerned to
see brought into consideration in the main con-
ference. The composition of the delegations at the
preparatory conference reflected the fact that
energy was the original topic envisaged. If you
examine the producer countries there, as distinct
from the consumer countries and the developing
countries, it is clear that they were selected as
oil producers by the country that originally
made the proposal for this conference. The pre-
paratory conference was not therefore originally
designed as one to prepare the way for a confer-
ence on oil and raw materials. The countries
represented there would have been different had
that been the case.

That was one difficulty. Another difficulty is the
point that Sir Christopher has mentioned,
namely that raw materials do come up for con-
sideration in a number of different forums. It is
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important that we do not confuse this issue by
proliferating discussions in different forums and
that we devise a constructive method of discus-
sing raw materials between the developed coun-
tries, the raw material producers and the coun-
tries which are neither industrialized nor pro-
ducers of raw materials.

I would like to say two things about the way the
conference went. First, the Community delega-
tion there played a crucial and a constructive
rolé throughout. The Community delegation
remained united throughout the conference, It
worked in close cooperation, of course, with the
United States and Japan and the fact that the
preparatory conference did not succeed on this
occasion was certainly not attributable to any
lack of goodwill or hard work or intelligence or
foresight on the part of the Community delega-
tion. I think Parliament should be assured of
that.

Secondly, although the conference did not suc-
ceed, although it ended in disagreement, it is
important to note that it ended in disagreement
in which there was no hostility, bitterness or
confrontation. The note on which it ended was
one perhaps of puzzlement, because not
everybody was clear as to why it was impossible
to achieve agreement. Those participating went
away to reflect on this encounter which was the
first occasion on which there was an attempt to
discuss these matters. They went away to reflect
on the results and to consider what they might
learn from what had happened and where they
might go from here. During the weeks that have
followed 1 think that all the delegations,
certainly the Community delegations, have been
reflecting on the outcome. The question of what
further action, if any, should be taken is one
which is present in all our minds and which in
the weeks immediately ahead will, of course,
have to be given further consideration.

I thought I should just inject these few remarks
as President of the Council which, working clo-
sely with the Commission at this conference, did
everything it could to make it a success and at
any rate succeeded in minimizing and limiting the
failure and ensuring that the conference ended
on a note which did not lead to confrontation but
left open the possibility of coming back to con-
sider this matter further in an amicable and
constructive atmosphere. That may be a limited
success but it is at least better than a conference
ending in division within the Community,
division between the Community, the United
States and Japan and confrontation between the
Community and the other countries It could have
ended in that way; it did not, and the fact that
it did not is, I think, due above all to the work
of the Community delegation. I think Parliament

is entitled to be told that and those who worked
for the Community there worked extraordinarily
hard and extraordinarily well.

(Applause)

President. — Mr FitzGerald, your spontaneous
contribution to this debate was extremely inter-
esting and has thrown light on the matter we
have been discussing.

I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President of the Coun-
cil, I think that the spontaneity with which you
have taken part in this debate bodes well for
still better relations between the Council and
Parliament in the future. We have not previously
had an opportunity to hold a topical debate
after a statement by the President of the Coun-
cil during Question Time. Parliament is only
entitled to hold such a debate with the Commis-
sion.

The fact that the Commissioner responsible has
been able to speak in this topical debate and
discuss the problems of the energy conference
in more detail, and the further fact that you
felt it necessary to speak in the debate in your
capacity as President of the Council, lead me to
hope that the Council will consider in conjunc-
tion with the President of this House the pos-
sibility of a topical debate being held with the
Council at the Parliament’s request.

If that were the result of your spontaneity, Mr
FitzGerald, the Commission, Parliament and
Council would once again give an example of
cooperation betwenn the three institutions on
European policy.

President. — I call Sir Christopher Soames.

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. —
I am very grateful to the President-in-Office
of the Council for his contribution. This was,
as he said, a Council/Commission exercise in this
conference and we worked very closely together
and I would say straight away to Mr Springorum
that I said that it was the Community that fook
the lead. He seemed to think I said that the Com-
mission took the lead in this conference. This
wasn’t so. What I said was that on many issues
the Community took the lead.

Now in answer to the two questions raised by
Mr Espersen. What about the Community energy
policy? What is going to be the effect of failure
of this preparatory conference on the Commun-
ity energy policy? Well, of course, the Com-
munity energy policy is linked to an important
extent with the Community’s external relations
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in terms of energy. But there are many matters
of energy policy which we can proceed with
internally and which have been on the table for
all too long now. There is nothing that has hap-
pened that should stop progress being made
within the Community towards the achievement
of a common energy policy. There I would abso-
lutely agree with Mr Espersen.

Now, on the question of the United States’ atti-
tude, which Mr Springorum also mentioned. Of
course there are differences of emphasis on a
number of questions between the United States
on one hand and the Community on another.
Where energy is concerned this happens, of
course, because there is a very different degree
- of dependence on importation of energy in the
Community on the one hand and in the United
States on the other. But as Mr Springorum said,
it is absolutely essential that we do not allow
these differences of emphasis to undermine the
solidarity, the understanding and the coopera-
tion between the oil-consuming countries. This
cooperation was manifest, I think in the confer-
ence, and long may it remain, and indeed I do
not think it would be possible to have such a
conference unless there was a very wide meas-
ure,of understanding and agreement about where
we as consuming countries wanted to go.

Now, Sir, as to the future. You will all remem-
ber that the calling of this conference was a
French initiative. It was not the Commission
that called the conference, that is for sure. To
the extent that we feel we can cooperate in
the future, that we can play a part in furthering
the dialogue which is necesary to arrive at a
far better degree of understanding in the world
among consumers and producers, then the Com-
mission is only too ready and willing to play its
part, and it will do so in every way that it can.

(Applause)

President. — The debate is closed.

I thank the representatives of the Council and
the Commission for their contribution to the
debate.

6. Amending and supplementary budget No 1
of the Commaunities for 1975

President. — The next item is a debate on the
supplementary report drawn up by Mr Aigner
on behalf of the Committee on Budgets on the
draft amending and supplementary budget No 1
of the European Communities for the financial
year 1975 (Doc. 54/75).

I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
ladies and gentiemen, I believe that with its
debate today the European Parliament will be
provisionally marking the end of the difficult
birth of the Regional Development Fund, if I
may call it that. In my view we must, however,
take this opportunity to outline briefly the de-
velopment of this question up to the present
time, and I frust you will bear with me, Mr
President, if I cannot quite remain within the
fifteen minutes allotted to me since, after the
conflicting press reports, not only this House
but also the general public are entitled to know
exactly how the dialogue between the Council
and Parliament proceeded.

In its preliminary draft general budget for 1975,
the Commission of the European Communities
proposed—after demands made repeatedly by
Parliament over a period of years—650 m u.a.
payment authorizations and 750 m u.a. commit-
ment authorizations for the Regional Fund. It
considered this expenditure to be non-compulso-
ry. To that extent there was complete agreement
between the views of the Commission and Par-
liament. In the course of subsequent negotiations
the Countil then deleted the amounts proposed
by the Commission under this heading in its
preliminary draft, on the grounds that there
was as yet no legal basis for these entries. For
the same reason the Council also refused to clas-
sify the 'expenditure in question. Ladies and
gentlemen, you know how the rights of this
Parliament differ according to the classification
of the expenditure.

Subsequently, following urgent representations
by a delegation from the European Parliament,
which met the Council in the context of the
normal contacts prior to establishment of the
draft budget, the Council finally accepted—
after discussion behind closed doors in Brussels
—the provisional classification of this expendi-
ture in the category of non-compulsory expendi-
ture, in other words the Council and Parliament
reached agreement on the classification of this
expenditure.

At its November part-session the European Par-
liament showed its clear determination to lend
special weight to the Regional Fund, by entering
a total of 300 m u.a. for that fund. It thus con-
firmed also the view it had held from the start
that this item represented non-compulsory
expenditure. The Council, however, rejected the
amendment adopted by Parliament on the
grounds—already mentioned above—that there
was no legal basis for it.

The Conference of Heads of State or Govern-
ment meeting on 9 and 10 December 1974 in
Paris decided to establish the European Regional
Development Fund from 1 January 1975. On the
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subject of the endowment of the Fund, the final
communiqué stated that the Fund would receive
300 m u.a. in 1975 and 500 m u.a. in each of the
years 1976 and 1977, making a total of 1300 m
u.a. Of this total, 150 m u.a. will be financed
from resources of the EAGGF which are at
present unused.

Mr President, the Summit Conference made this
statement acting as the Council and adopted
what was tantamount to a Council decision. Thus
the first constitutional question was raised for
this Parliament as well. If the Heads of State
act as a Council on the basis of the Rome
Treaties, they clearly cannot do so outside the
framework of the constitution laid down by the
Treaties; in other words a summit decision can-
not eliminate the budgetary rights of Parlia-
ment. In our forthcoming discussions with the
Foreign Ministers or Ministers of Finance this
question will certainly be a key issue—we intend
of course to continue our conciliation procedure,
particularly with a view to an increase in Par-
liament’s powers.

Mr President, in view of these decisions, Parlia-
ment then withdrew its amendment at its De-
cember part-session, especially as the Commis-
sion and Council had promised to submit a sup-
plemhentary budget for the Fund as soon as pos-
sible. I think it is safe to say—remembering the
atmosphere in this House at the time—that
adoption by the Parliament of the general bud-
get for 1975 was based on this promise by the
two institutions. It was a condition sine qua non,
without which Parliament would not have ac-
cepted the 1975 budget.

The preliminary draft supplementary budget
submitted by the Commission confirmed this
view regarding the classification. However, it
only contained 150 m u.a. by way of payment
authorizations. In the draft supplementary bud-
get subsequently adopted by the Council, the
latter followed the Commission’s financial pro-
posals. But in regard to the classification of
expenditure, the Council still maintained, on the
basis of the text of the proposal for the establish-
ment of the Regional Fund, that the expenditure
involved could only be compulsory. Mr Presi-
dent, at its first April part-session, Parliament
once again made it quite clear that it could not
agree either to the financial endowment of the
fund for 1975 or to the classification made by
the Council. It therefore adopted an amendment
which raised the financial endowment of the
fund to 300 m u.a.

After the submission of the preliminary draft
by the Commission there were several meetings
between a delegation from the Parliament, to
which I have the honour of belonging, and the
Council, namely on 11 February and 15 and 22

April. In addition the Conciliation Committee
met on 4 March. In other words there were four
meetings with the Council. I wish to consider
in particular the two last meetings of 15 and
22 April at which the Parliament really tried
everything to reach agreement with the Council.
I wish to put on record here my appreciation of
the fact that the President-in-Office, Mr Fitz-
Gerald did all he could to win the Council over
to a position of partnership with the Parliament.
The fact that this proved impossible was cer-
tainly a disappointment to him personally. We
clearly recognize the fact. However, it is regret-
table that no agreement was reached with the
Council.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, one point
must be stressed here: these two last meetings
were to us a perfect example of what must not
be understood by conciliation in future. The
only official partner in the dialogue met by the
delegation was in fact the President of the
Council himself. That, ladies and gentlemen, is
a step back from the form the conciliation pro-
cedure has taken up to now.

I recall another meeting—I think it was the
second meeting with the Council—when the de-
legation requested a discussion in closed sitting,
i.e. without the three hundred or so national of-
ficials and Council officials; on that occasion the
President-in-Office of the Council—who was the
German Foreign Minister, Mr Genscher, at the
time—agreed to the Parliament’s request and
there was a genuine dialogue between the nine
members, the nine Foreign Ministers or Finance
Ministers, and the Parliament’s delegation. It is
therefore unacceptable, Mr President of the
Council, for the dialogue to be watered down to
a conversation between the Council President
and the Parliament’s delegation. I must, how-
ever, point out that the President of the Council
has offered to discuss this question too in detail
with the Parliament’s delegation in the near
future, and I hope we shall return to the original
form of conciliation.

Because of this situation, Mr President, the
members of the delegation were only able -to
express their own opinion or that of the Par-
liament at the first of these meetings without
hearing the reaction of the Council members.
This meeting then took place without the Coun-
cil being able to make an official or even unof-
ficial conciliation proposal to our delegation.

The outcome of this procedure was that the
Council of Finance Ministers—on 15 April it had
been the Foreign Ministers—presented a pro-
posal which more or less rejected all the pro-
posed modifications adopted here by Parliament.
The Council’s proposal rejected the 150 m u.a.
additionally entered by Parliament and main-
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tained that the transfer—our second proposed
modification—of 50 m u.a. from Article 833 to
Article 800 could better be effected by the nor-
mal procedure for the transfer of appropriations.
The most serious point, however, was that the
Council, despite its original decision to the con-
trary, now held that these appropriations should
be classified as compulsory.

Mr President, before I come to the classification,
allow me to say another word about the second
modification which the Council also rejected,
namely the transfer of 50 m u.a. from Article
833 to Article 833 to Article 800. I would urge
the Council to note that Article 6 of Regulation
No 729 of 1970, in the version adopted after the
accession of the new Member States, stipulates
that the Guidance Section of the EAGGF shall
receive 325 m u.a. each year. This article further
stipulates that these funds shall be used as a
matter of priority for common measures. Insofar
as these funds cannot be used for common
measures—this is the decisive point here—the
available remainder must be used for projects
within the meaning of Regulation No 17/64 (EEC).
Now Article 6 of Regulation No 729/70 (EEC)
states in principle that the annual endowment
of the Guidance Section shall be effectively
taken up and, to the extent that this is not pos-
sible in the context of common measures, this
will be done by granting subsidies for individual
projects. This is the agreement, and if the
Council fails to respect it, it is acting contra
legem and I do not believe that a Parliament
can approve such conduct.

Mr President, it is clear that the 50 m u.a.
entered in Article 833 of the budget for 1975
cannot be used for common measures. These
funds must therefore be used for individual
projects according to Article 6 of Regulation
728/70. As a general rule the common measures
are implemented slowly; there are delays and
fewer funds are therefore required at present
than originally scheduled.

The development—I shall quote a few figures
now—of the main common measures, namely the
three directives on the reform of agriculture,
shows this quite clearly. For 1973, 25 m u.a. were
entered in the budget and expenditure was zero.
For 1974, 15 m u.a. were entered in the budget
and expenditure totalled 3.3 million. Mr Presi-
dent, these figures demonstrate that this year’s
estimates for the coming years will again be
much too high. In a letter of 25.1.1975 the Com-
mission therefore asked the Member States for
new information on their national estimates.
The information received so far, which the
Commission made available to me at my request,
clearly confirms the assumption I have made
here. Mr President, if then the principle laid
down in regulation No 729/70 is not followed

and the available resources are not used for
individual projects, the promotion of structural
improvements in agriculture decided on by the
Council will be held up.

Mr President, we therefore request the Council
with the utmost urgency—I say this on behalf
not only of the delegation but also of your
Committee on Budgets—after reaching a deci-
sion in a normal procedure for the transfer of
appropriations, to allow the Parliament to
participate and implement this procedure
rapidly so that we can spend these appropria-
tions on the intended purpose, as laid down in
the Treaty.

Now, Mr President, I shall return to the pro-
posed compromise submitted to us by the Coun-
cil after the last conciliation meeting. This
compromise proposed by the Council suddenly
suggests that the appropriations for the Regional
Fund should remain compulsory in the years
1975, 1976 and 1977 and that the Council would
be willing threafter to consider classifying them
differently, ie. considering them as non-com-
pulsory. May I ask the Council and public what
is the logic of this? The Treaty contains precisely
defined principles. There must be legal positions
which are not subject to random interpretation
by a particular Institution. When the Council
says it will be willing to classify these appro-
priations as non-compulsory after 1978 but not
for the present, we must clearly wonder where
it finds the logic for this suggestion. Let us hope
it will find the logic again in 1978. But of course
the whole business has nothing to do with logic.

Mr President, the delegation, following the posi-
tion adopted up to now by Parliament, obviously
could not accept this proposal. The delegation
and your Committee on Budgets will now give
you the reasons which in my view are absolutely
clear and cannot be called into question by any
Institution,

Firstly, the Parliament has alredy repeatedly
confirmed, and does so again now, that it is
willing to accept the financial framework of
1 300 m u.a. proposed by the Paris Summit Con-
ference for the! years 1975 to 1977. We have
repeatedly: stated that there is no discrepancy
in the endowment of the Fund, i.e. in the finan-
cial envelope; we said that when we were con-
sidering the budget. We abide by the decisions
of the Paris. summit and will not increase or
reduce the 1300 m u.a. by a single unit of
account. It is therefore not a financial question
which divides us here but only a question of
the right of Parliament.

Secondly, in the view of Parliament, expenditure
effected under Article 235 of the EEC Treaty—
i.e. actions not stipulated in the Treaty— can
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only be classified as non-compulsory expendi-
ture; this is the meaning of the Treaty and also
of the Luxembourg Treaty. .

Thirdly, I have said that there is simply no
logical reason why the Council wishes under
the same regulation to classify the same appro-
priations as compulsory at one particular time
and as non-compulsory later.

Fourthly, the Parliament believes that the
Council cannot take decisions in 1975 which will
be binding on the Council in 1978. What is the
use to us of a promise that in 1978 a new
Council will introduce a different classification?
Nobody knows what the composition of the
Council will then be and what form the Mem-~
her States’ cabinets will take at the time. No,
we must reach our decisions now on the basis
of the legal position laid down in the Treaty.

Fifthly, the reasons indicated by the Council
for classifying this expenditure as obligatory
cannot under any circumstances be accepted
by Parliament as this regulation, Mr President
of the Council, can only represent a framework
within which the Commission is free, under the
provisions of the regulation, to decide on the
applications submitted according to the criteria
laid down, ,

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Article 2
of the regulation jointly approved by us stipu-
lates tha? for the period 1975 to 1977 the Mem-
ber States shall at their request receive financial
allocations from the Fund under the conditions
laid down in this regulation and within the
framework of the following endowments. The
eniddowments of 300 and 500 m u.a. are then
indicated. If we subscribe to the Council’s
view that this expenditure is compulsory simply
because the amounts are fixed in a regulation,
then, Mr President, the Council will be at
liberty to practically eliminate the Parliament’s
entire freedom of budgetary manoeuvre under
the Luxembourg Treaty. All it needs to do is
to adopt a decision on a regulation in respect
of each budget item and Parliament will then
have no rights whatever. I do not think that
a parliamentarian, however willing he may be
to enter into a compromise with the Council,
can endorse such a view. What then would be
the position regarding the Social Fund and the
research appropriations? Here we have exactly
the same criteria, in other words the whole
Luxembourg Treaty would be meaningless.

One further point: the delegation noted that—
as unfortunately often happens— the President
of the Council could do no more than convey a
Council decision to us. The resulting lack of any
possibility of negotiation unfortunately con-
firmed the delegation’s impression that there

was no conciliation in the true sense of the term,
as stipulated in the Treaty.

The members of the delegation reported to the -
Committee on Budgets to this effect at its meet-
ing of 23 and 24 April. The motion for a resolu-
tion unanimously adopted by the Committee
on Budgets with a full knowledge of the facts
takes account of these points. It stresses
emphatically that the budgetary powers at
presented assigned to the Parliament are
indispensable to the further democratic develop-
ment of the Community. Any intervention by
the Council to lessen these powers must be
firmly rejected.

The Committee on Budgets further noted that
it could not depart from its view that the
expenditure on the Regional Fund constitutes
non-compulsory expenditure. It also expressed
its resolve for the Regional Fund fo be activated
as soon as possible, and therefore accepted the
Council’s decisions on the financial endowment
for the year 1975. There is now complete agree-
ment between the Institutions on the amounts
for the year 1975, but the Parliament’s view on
the classification of this expenditure requires
the fixing of a new rate; according to the present
preliminary draft we have calculated that the
new rate is 40.88%. Mr President, we shall
decide on this new rate of increase here with the
necessary majority.

The willingness of the Commitiee on Budgets
or of Parliament to compromise is reflected in
the fact we are thus prepared to accept in full
the decisions of the Council regarding the finan-
cial framework for 1975. In our view this is
as far as Parliament can go in making com-
promises without abandoning of its own accord
the rights granted to it by the Luxembourg
Treaty. Parliament and its Committee on
Budgets believe that it has done its duty in this
budgetary procedure and owes it to European
public opinion to allow the Regional Fund to
be activated by its present decision.

It should, however, be pointed out that Mr
Cheysson has stated, on behalf of the Commis-
sion, that the latter is willing to implement the
budget adopted in this way by Parliament.
Perhaps the Commission could make it clear
to the Council once again that the Commission
and Parliament are acting in agreement in the
classification of this expenditure.

Parliament is also willing to continue to seek
a common solution with the Council. This prob-
lem will arise at the latest when the Commis-
sion presents the budget estimates for 1976 in
which it is prepared to continue to show non-
compulsory expenditure for the Regional. Fund.

Mr President, in the discussion in the Committee
on Budgets, and—as I have heard—in the politi-
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cal groups too, the delegation was repeatedly
asked why it was not willing to engage in a
full-scale confrontation with the Council.

Basically there are three reasons for this and
I shall not conceal them from you. Parliament
is aware that the Council too apparently requires
time to learn. Parliament should not shorten the
Council’s learning process upless it is absolutely
essential for it to do so.

Secondly, after the end of the era of absolute
omnipotence of the Council in budgetary matters
—which is now publicly recognized—the Par-
liament wanted to give evidence of its readiness
to engage in partnership with the Council. I
must repeat that there was no disagreement
about the actual financial envelope so that there
could be no question in this instance of a pos-
sible veto by a cabinet decision based on national
financial policy criteria.

The third reason, Mr President, must also be
mentioned: we were not entirely sure whether
in this first year more than 150 m u.a. could
in fact go to the Member States by way of
payment authorizations. I now believe that the
Member States are in fact waiting for this
money, but as we are not quite sure and as the
Council has undertaken if necessary to make
further funds available in a supplementary
budget to reach the figure of ‘300 m u.a. for
1975, we did not wish to enter into a full-scale
confrontation with the Council for this third
reason either.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, allow me
to touch briefly on two further points. We
repeatedly asked the President of the Council,
when our delegation met him, to tell us the real
reasons. They cannot be financial reasons and
can therefore only be reasons touching on the
rights of Parliament on the basis of the Luxem-
bourg Treaty as such. The Council President
was unable to give us an answer. Let me say
to you, however,—and this is not merely my
opinion as rapporteur but also the view of the
entire delegation—that we suspect an attempt
is being made through the hundreds—and there
are hundreds— of national officials and Council
officials to lessen once again by administrative
means the rights of Parliament under the
Luxembourg Treaty. Parliament must energeti-
cally resist any such attempt from the outset.

Perhaps there is also a second reason which the
Council President did not state to us, despite the
pertinent questions put to him. The second
reason for the almost incomprehensibly hard
attitude of the Council is no doubt the fact
that if these 150 m u.a. are classified as non-
compulsory expenditure they would allow us
greater freedom of manoeuvre in drawing up

and adopting the budget for 1976. But, Mr
President, allow me to put the question as it
really is: even if for the year 1976 we obtain
a statistical rate of increase of 15% or more,
this would give Parliament—on the basis of the
classification of this expenditure requested by
us—an additional latitude of only some 10 mil-
lion.

What, Mr President, are we to make of a
Council which constantly repeats that Parlia-
ment should be given stronger budgetary powers
and allowed to participate in the legislative
process, but is at the same time afraid of giving
this Parliament an additional latitude of 10 m
u.a. This Parliament has demonstrated that it
has at least the same responsibility as the
Council and that, if you look at national groups,
there is exactly the same conflict of interests
as in the Council. We have demonstrated this
sense of responsibility, and the sole issue was
ultimately whether the Council wishes the con-
flict of interests to be played out in the Council
alone or whether Parliament is to be involved.
What are the Council’s real intentions when it
constantly calls for greater budgetary powers
for the Parliament but then says no when a
calculable risk of 10 m u.a. arises? Here again
the Council clearly has a great deal to learn.

Allow me to say finally, Mr President of the
Council, that Parliament is fighting for its
budgetary rights and the issue is not one of
being able to spend a few million units of
account more or less in any particular instance.
No, Mr President, the European Institutions can
only move ahead towards the necessary unifica-
tion of Europe if they also gradually make good
the lack of democracy in this Community. We
are demanding European elections and the
Summit Conference and all statesmen who speak
about Europe have promised that there will be
European elections in 1978. But how, Mr Presi-
dent, can we call the people of Europe out to
European elections if this Parliament does not
even have the justified budgetary powers
enjoyed by all parliaments in our Member Sta-
tes? I believe that from this angle we are obliged
in the interests of the European Community
to fight as hard as we cah for the budgetary
rights of this Parliament, and I therefore urge
the House to adopt our motion for a resolution
and the budget, even if it does not correspond
to the views of the Council.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Kirk to speak on behalf
of the Political Affairs Committee.

Mr Kirk. — Mr President, it is my duty this
morning to give the opinion of the Politieal
Affairs Committee on this matter and I ¢an do



34 Debates of the European Parliament

Kirk

it fairly briefly, largely because there is no dif-
ference of opinion between the Political Affairs
Committee and the Committee on Budgets. I
have the privilege of serving on both committees
and, indeed, was a member of the delegation on
all three occasions when it met the Council, and
therefore, I think, have the unique position of
knowing precisely what the position is, and the
only difference I would think would be a differ-
ence of emphasis.

Mr Aigner, who has worked so tirelessly on this
matter, and I know at a time of ill-health, over
the last few weeks and months, has given us
this morning a very thorough and real break-
down of the budgetary implications of this af-
fair. But he could not conceal from the House,
nor did he try to do so, the fact that this is as
much a political as a budgetary matter—if not
more so.

The emphasis that I would wish to place upon
it is, of course, the political emphasis which has
come through time and time again both in our
discussions with the Council and with the Presi-
dent of the Council and in our discussions in
committee.

As I see it the duty of the Political Affairs Com-
mittee in this affair is twofold. First of all it
is to ensure that the Treaty is properly imple-
mented.

Now I know that inevitably there will be dis-
agreement from time to time between the
institutions as to the exact way in which the
Treaty should function. But I would say here
this morning that the interpretation put upon
the Treaty by the Council cannot possibily be
right either in law or in logic. If what the
Council is saying is correct, it means that the
very careful differentiation between various
forms of expenditure written into the Luxem-
bourg Agreement in 1970 in fact can be altered
from year to year, or even presumably from
day to day, depending upon the political con-
venience of those who are carrying out the
Treaty. And that must be wrong.

We have had various explanations as to why
this expenditure should be obligatory now and
could be, and indeed would be, non-obligatory
later. We were told at one point in the discus-
sions that this was due to the fact that the
regulation has been drawn up in such a way
as to make the expenditure obligatory. Again
this cannot be right. It is the Treaty that lays
down what expenditure is obligatory and what
expenditure is not obligatory. And whether one
proceeds from the wording of the Treaty, or
whether one proceeds by analogy with the Social
Fund, as Mr Aigner quite rightly did—and there
can really be very little difference in anybody’s

mind between the nature of the Social Fund and
the nature of the Regional Fund—this must be
regarded as non-obligatory expenditure.

I would suggest to the President of the Council
that there is a second reason why one can say
that the Treaty is not being applied. The Council,
although towards the end of our long discussions
it finally came forwatd with a compromise pro-
posal, but a eompromise proposal which was
non-negotiable, failed to carry out the provision
of the Treaty which lays upon it and upon us
the obligation to agree on the classification of
expenditure. If we are obliged to agree with
them on the classification of expenditure, that
must mean that we must discuss the matter with
them, because you cannot agree on something if
you do not discuss it. This surely again, in both
law and logic, must be right. But there has never
been any discussion; there has been a confron-
tation of two types of view, but never any
discussion as to whether this expenditure is
obligatory or non-obligatory.

And so, Sir, I would say that so far as the Polit-
ical Affairs Committee’s duty to ensure that the
Treaty is applied effectively is concerned, I have
no doubt in my mind, and nor has the commit-
tee, that the Treaty has not been applied ef-
fectively on the side of the Council. For that
reason alone it is Parliament’s duty to carry
out its obligations under the Treaty, as we
intend to do today with this resolution.

The second duty of the Political Affairs Com-
mittee in this affair is concerned with the rela-
tions between the institutions—a matter which
has always very much concerned us as a com-
mittee and very much concerned me. So it was
inevitable, I believe, that at some stage in a
matter of this kind there would come a differ-
ence of opinion between the Council and Parlia-
ment. Where you have two bodies. both of them
responsible to a greater or lesser extent for
legislation within the Community, where one is
so much more powerful than the other, where
the other nevertheless has, or appears to have,
certain powers in certain restricted fields, it was
inevitable that at some stage a clash would
occur. I must admit I did not expect it to come
so soon and I certainly did not expect it to come
on this particular subject, one on which we are -
all agreed, and one on which we are only too
anxious to get cracking. But come it has. I think
we should recognize, however, that this is not
a great dramatic occasion of a kind that must
be built up as a clash of fighting armies. It is
a perfectly normal parliamentary process, when
two bodies with differing concepts of their own
powers and their own rights find themselves in
a position where they cannot agree. We have
heard in the press—certainly in the British press



Sitting of Tuesday, 29 April 1975 35

Kirk

—recently great talk about a victory for Parlia-
ment. I do not regard it as a victory for Parlia-
ment, I regard it, if we proceed as I hope we
will today, as a victory for the Community.

Although faced with provisions in Article 203
of the Treaty which I must admit, though we
were not around at the time, could have been
more precisely drawn in- order to point out
precisely what one should do when arriving at
a situation of this kind, the Community is find-
ing a way round.

We are told by the British press that there will
be chaos, that there will be two budgets, two
different concepts of how we are going to go
ahead. Mr President, this cannot be true either.
There will only be one budget—the budget that
you will declare adopted later today. And the
Commission will execute that one budget. But
that there will be difficulties, that I accept. That
there will be difficulties about fixing the
maximum rate for next year or even perhaps
agreeing the maximum rate for this year—that
I accept too. But chaos, victory, defeat, surely
these are the wrong words!

I am quite convinced, myself, that we had a
duty as a Parliament to uphold our rights, and
that the Council felt that it had a duty, for
reasons that are still not clear to me, to maintain
a position which was totally illogical and, I
believe, totally against the Treaty. I am equally
convinced that at the end of the day the Com-
munity will find a way out of this difficulty
as it has found a way out of difficulties in the
past.

I am convinced of it because of the goodwill
which has been shown on all sides, not just by
you, Sir, both as chairman of the Committee on
Budgets and recently, since you became our
President, as chairman of the delegation, but
above all by the President of the Council who
has gone out of his way to try and find a solu-
tion to this problem, and to whom I think the
entire Parliament should be deeply grateful, and
to the Commissioner, Mr Cheysson, whose inter-
ventions have always been logical and fair.
There is a determination to find a way if we
can find a way and I believe that this resolu-
tion is one that enables us to find a way. Let
us adopt the budget today, let us get the
Regional Fund going—that is what we all want
to do—and let us sort out over the next few
months the problems that will arise about the
budget for next year. This surely is the logical
way to proceed. This is the way I hope the
Council will proceed and the Commission will
proceed and for that reason I, on behalf of the
Political Affairs Committee, strongly urge Par-

liament to vote overwhelmingly in favour of this
resolution today.

(Applause)

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

Mr Artzinger. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I shall take account of the pressure
on our time and be correspondingly brief.

May I first express the thanks of my group to
the rapporteur. I believe he has shown once again
in his explanatory statement today that we could
not find a speaker more committed to our rights
in this house. We are grateful to him for his
commitment and endorse his proposal. We
endorse his proposal to adopt the supplementary
budget in the terms of the motion for a resolu-
tion, i.e. with all the reservations contained in
that resolution. We do so simply because we do
not wish to lengthen still further the via dolo-
rosa of the Regional Fund—that is the implica-
tion of point 5 of the resolution, as the rap-
porteur has so clearly explained. ‘We want this
Fund to be activated now and therefore—and
only for this reason—approve this supplement-
ary budget.

I said we endorse all the reservations contained
in the resolution but in view of the observations
of the previous speaker I would point out that
this resolution was adopted unanimously by the
Committee on Budgets. It is wrong to imply
that a few experts in financial policy and
nothing else are simply adopting a position
motivated by financial policy considerations; we
naturally take political considerations into
account even without the help of the Political
Affairs Committee.

That is why this motion for a resolution was
adopted unanimously with all the reservations
we must put forward in the present situation.
I shall not repeat again in detail all the reserva-
tions emphasized so strongly by the rapporteur.

I shall simply stress two points. First the pro-
cedural question: if we ever thought that a
dialogue was possible—a dialogue between
equals—that possibility was soon dispelled. The
rapporteur has said that things were satisfactory
on one occasion. But we now see the -Council
reverting to its previous procedure of speaking
to us only through its President. I would stress
that we are not criticizing the Council President;
on the contrary we are grateful to him for his
efforts in our various discussions. But we cannot
accept that the Council should restrict the dia-
logue to an exchange of views. That cannot
work, as the dialogue basically consists then of
nothing more than the Parliament making its
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views known. That is not what we want or need
and it is not what was planned and agreed.

Secondly, the well-worn question of classifica-
tion: again I do not wish to repeat all that the
rapporteur has already said. We believe it is
quite impossible for expenditure to be com-
pulsory for three years and then to be reclas-
sified as non-compulsory. This can really only
be described by the Latin saying: sit pro ratione
voluntas—the Council wants it that way—sic
volo, sic jubeo—and we must accept it. It is
utterly misleading to describe this as a compro-
mise. It is a rejection of the position of our
House, and even if an attempt is made to paper
over the reality it is still a rejection.

That is why the members of our group do not
believe that this Parliament has won a victory
with the Netherlands compromise, if I may
call it that. We believe—and this point came
in for much controversy yesterday afternoon—
that we must examine whether this is acceptable.
But we do accept it now and I admit that we
are certainly not making our attitude of rejec-
tion any stronger by so doing. This is not an
atttitude which will win public support, it is
not a statement by this House in support of its
rights, but merely a protestatio facto contraria,
an attitude which contradicts the true position.

Nevertheless we believe that this attitude has
its reasons and is justified by the views we have
held for many years on the Regional Fund; that
is why we can take the course advocated by the
rapporteur.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, this attitude
should be backed by strong words. I do not view
disappointment as a political attitude. We must
look upon our experience with the Council
as a political challenge and consider—if we do
not want a confrontation now—when and where
we must take that confrontation through to the
bitter end. We cannot always be forced to say
yes for supposedly higher, political reasons. On
the contrary we shall have to seek and find a
point at which this confrontation must be played
out with all its consquences and I believe we
should adopt this supplementary budget today
with that resolve in mind. And the resolve will
remain.

(Applause)

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

Mr Lange. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, it is a little difficult for me to speak
today solely on behalf of the Socialist Group,
as I am also familiar with the matter in my
capacity as chairman of the Committee on

Budgets and used to be concerned with regional
policy and the Regional Fund as former chair-
man of the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs, which tried in the early seventies
to get this policy moving in agreement with the
Committee on Budgets at the time when our
present President was chairman of that Com-
mittee. We therefore have a few common points
of contact and a few common experiences.

I should like, however, to say at the outset that
the Socialist Group supports this resolution
drawn up by the Committee on Budgets, even
if one or other of our colleagues may sub-
sequently make different observations on it.
I think, however, that we should not enter into
a controversy here over the particular positions
adopted by any individual delegation in the
Council. It seems to me that we must make it
quite clear that we have no further objections
on account of the Regional Fund to the financial
framework set by the Council for the year 1975.
We should also stress again, as I wish to do
on behalf of the Socialist Group, that we still
feel obliged not to change the earlier decisions
of the House, namely the framework of 1300 m
u.a, for three years. I would make one thing
plain again today to the President of the
Council, referring to his question of Tuesday,
15 April to the representatives of Parliament:
we do not consider the right to raise expenditure
as the essential concept of democracy. I would
assure the President of the Council that there
might also be a time when we may have to take
restrictive measures in finalizing the budget
if the Council’s expenditure seems too great—
in that case we should make expenditure cuts.

Expenditure is one thing and revenue is another,
and if the Council members constantly regret
the fact that we are repeatedly having to deal
with supplementary budgets, the Council itself
should create the conditions for strengthening
the Community’s own resources and in this way
pursuing a more reasonable budgetary policy.

A further point, Mr President: I think it is worth
putting on record that the Council is not the
master of the Treaties. I{ cannot do as it pleases
with the Treaties. The Council cannot seek to
manipulate the Treaties according to political
situations as they appear to a majority or mino-
rity of its members. Mr President of the Council,
agreement is necessary between all three Insti-
tutions on the application of the Treaties and
their provisions.

At the present time we note that the Council
is overriding specific provisions of the Treaty
on the budgetary powers of Parliament. We
cannot undér any circumstances accept uni-
lateral suspension by the Council of rights of
this Parliament. That does not accord with the
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Treaties and we cannot tolerate it, ladies and
gentlemen, because we should ourselves lose
credibility in regard to the democratic develop-
ment of the European Communities.

This means, Mr President of the Council, that
we may have to talk about the matter which
has to be decided by agreement between the
Council and ,Parliament, namely the classifica-
tion of expenditure, outside the context of a
topical debate. I should be grateful if you could
consider such a meeting and discuss the matter
with your colleagues in the Council, because it
seems to me that we must talk about Artlicle
235, its application and the consequences of
decisions arising from Article 235, including
decisions having financial implications. I believe
that this discussion should not be confined to
the Parliament and Council; we should also
include the Commission in it. A triangular
discussion of this matter is necessary. I believe
this would help a whole series of conflicts which
now seem to be brewing and will remain until
the 1976 budget is discussed, to be removed or
lessened.

But let me stress once again that the Council
and. Parliament must decide by joint agreement
on two matters—that is what the Treaty says
and that is how Parliament-interprets its word-
ing: firstly, on the classification of expenditure
and secondly, when additional non-compulsory
expenditure is fixed, on the statistical rate of
increase. Both these decisions must be taken by
joint agreement. These questions will remain
open despite the adoption, of supplementary
budget No 1 under the conditions decribed here.
Since if the Commission publicly declares—and
perhaps Mr Cheysson can do so again in order
to make the Commission’s attitude quite clear
to the President of the Council—that it is wil-
ling to take over the budget as adopted by Par-
liament, that means firstly the expenditure in
question is classified as non-compulsory—and
this does not involve any legal claims by third
parties on the Community, that is an important
point—and secondly that the maximum rate
has not been fixed by joint agreement but only
by Parliament, and the Commission must take
this maximum rate into aceount in fixing the
1976 rate, If that happens then we shall simply
have a budget which corresponds to the Coun-
cil's ideas as far as the figures and financial
machinery are concerned but cannot be recon-
ciled with the basic principles which must be
agreed by discussion between the Council and
Parliament.

I would therefore ask the President-in-Office
of the Council, and also the Commission, to
consider once again whether this discussion
between the three Institutions on these matters

T

cannot be arranged in the foreseeable future
without us having to talk about a supplementary
budget or the 1976 budget at the same time. I
would be grateful if this could be done. And I
think, Mr President of the Council, that if this
Parliament is to remain true to its own ideas
and retain its public credibility, it must not
accept a compromise which some British news-
papers suggest would be a great victory for Par-
liament if it were accepted. This position is not
tolerable to Parliament. Once again, ladies and
gentlemen, we cannot accept the Council’s ideas
on this matter. We must maintain our own posi-
tions and urge the Council to enter into a
genuine discussion with the Parliament, includ-
ing the Commission as well.

There is a further point to consider here. If we
accept the Council’s interpretation of Article 235
and the consequent decisions, everything dene
by the Council on the basis—as the Council
maintains— of Article 235 will escape the pos-
sible intervention of Parliament. But the Council
members all subscribe to the idea of full demo-
cratic and parliamentary rights; all of them have
been or are parliamentarians—if I consider the
provisions in certain member countries where
members of the government who are appointed
Ministers must leave their parliament. I wonder
then why they want to take away or temporarily
suspend these rights of the European Parlia-
mentary Assembly. I cannot understand their
reasoning." As to the specific question at issue,
namely the classification of the Regional Fund
expenditure, there can be no reason whatever
for classifying this expenditure as compulsory
up to 1977 inclusive, and then suddenly treating
it as non-compulsory. Even if we could see what
the Council is driving at, there could be no un-
derstandable reasons for this arrangement. We
cannot see such reasons and the Council has
not yet explained itself in such a way that we
could . see any understandable reasons for its
position.

Once again, there is no need for us to seek at
all costs what our colleague, Mr Artzinger, calls
an absolute confrontation. For the next few
weeks and months, I recommend basically the
avoidance of such a confrontation and instead
joint efforts to promote the democratic develop-
ment of the Instifutions of the Community and
hence of the Community itself. That is why we
must all work together; for us in Parliament,
this means that the rights of the European Par-
liament must be maintained and not only main-
tained but also extended, so that in 1878 we
are able to offer our citizens elections to a body
which deserves to be called a Parliament. We
must then be a Parliament with legislative and
controlling powers and these must grow out of
our budgetary powers.
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Ladies and gentlemen, Mr President, I have
made these remarks on behalf of the Socialist
Group. I trust you will take the matter as
seriously as it deserves to be taken. We are not
set on an inevitable collision course but, Mr
President of the Council, we are willing to
defend this position of Parliament resolutely
and, if necessary, with great hardness if the
Council should really prove unwilling to work
towards greater powers for this Parliament or
even to safeguard the rights already laid down
in the Treaties. Under these conditions, and
subject, if you like, to these reservations, we
shall vote in favour of supplementary budget
No 1, and of the Committee on Budgets’ motion
for a resolution which clearly shows that the
conversations between the Institutions of these
European Communities must be continued in the
interests of the development of the Community—
in other words in the interests of the people of
this Community.

(Applause)

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

Mr Shaw. — Mr President, I want to be very
brief because I believe too that the case has been
very well put already. I agree with Mr Lange
that we must be seen to be moving forwards.
But what we have got to make quite sure about
is that we all move forward together and I
believe that Mr Aigner, whom I am very glad
to see back in his usual robust health, has put
the case in a way that we must all applaud
because he has stood up for the very proper and
fundamental rights of this Parliament.

When we vote for the resolution this afternoon
I hope that we will all have read every part
of his report, because the reasons as to why we
are voting the way we are as important as the
result itself. We have doubts and worries, but
we have in our minds the supreme importance
of the task that we want to set on foot. Once
we have got that task moving, we have given
notice that we believe that it is absolutely
essential that we remain firm to what we believe
are our rights. Whether it takes one, two or
three years, we are determined to uphold them
and to develop them in cooperation with the
other institutions—not to allow them to develop
their rights at the expense of our own.

I should like too, Mr President, to congratulate
my honourable friend Mr Kirk on what I believe
to be an outstanding contribution to this debate,
on putting so clearly our views and saying where
we stand on this matter. So I would just like
to leave this whole question of whether it is a

political or a practical decision that we are
taking by saying that in my view it is a political
decision. It is also a decision of convenience not
for this Parliament but for the Council, because
I believe that it allows the Council to paper over
the differences that exist within the Council
itself. In any case, I believe that we have shown
quite clearly our own determination to stand up
for the rights of this Parliament.

May I in a few remaining minutes, Mr President,
say why I believe that we are right to, if you
like, compromise in the way that we have done.
We, as the European Conservative Group, believe
that the Regional Fund is one of the most
important matters that have been tackled by the
Community. It is a clear, important and practical
expression of the true purpose of the EEC. The
Fund shows that whatever the differences that
may exist between our countries, there are over-
riding Community interests. It expresses practic-
ally the feeling we have that those parts of the
Community that through geography, through
history or through any other cause should be
helped, must be helped by the Community as
a whole. That feeling has been accepted nation-
ally and particularly in our country for a long
time. Here we are showing that what has been
accepted nationally is now being accepted in
the Community as whole.

Those parts, for example, of my own country
in the north-east, the north-west, Scotland and
Wales, those parts of the country that have
been helped to restructure themselves and to
regain prosperity by our own country through
national effort, will be further assisted by the
united help of the Community as a whole. I
believe that this is a landmark showing the
true purpose of Community endeavour. I believe
that this can give to those who may be wonder-
ing where their future may lie a positive
assurance that the Community cares for all parts,
not just for certain more prosperous parts,

How well indeed that concepts fits in with our
own concept in the United Kingdom! The United
Kingdem has over the last hundred years or so
based its role on the concept of a family-—the
family of the Commonwealth. That family has
now grown up and we must seek a new role,
and that role is not to stand alone but to stand
within the Community and work within the
Community, and where more natural than i in the
Community of Europe?

So I believe that our task now is to support this
Regional Fund, to get it going as quickly as it
can, so that we can build on it for all sections of
the Community, including those sections that are
already being assisted by the national govern-
ments. Here we have a purpose transcending
nations but helping all nations, and I believe that
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we must put that concern first and we must see
that there is no delay. It is for that reason that
I believe we should, if you like, compromise on
the decision we take today. We reserve our
rights clearly and firmly, as Mr Aigner has said,
but nonetheless in taking the action that we
are taking today we are ensuring that the
purpose that we all have in mind makes
progress.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Johnston to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.

Mr Johnston. — Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the argument is, I believe, clear and
compelling and has already been very effectively
set out by Mr Aigner and by others. Therefore,
it is fortunately not really necessary for me to do
much more than state the support of the Liberal
Group for the recommendations of the Com-
mittee on Budgets.

The problem here is basically, as I think Mr
Kirk said, a political matter rather than a
budgetary matter. Parliament must assert its
Treaty-based rights and must reject a situation
where discussion with the Council becomes
dictation by the Council. There is a conflict in
fact and we cannot disregard the conflict, but
we should not over-dramatize it either.

It is perhaps, strange and in a way especially
regrettable that the conflict should come over
the Regional Fund. The previous speaker Mr
Shaw, on behalf of the Conservative Group, has
said the Fund is something which has united
the whole of Parliament in the desire to see it
implemented as quickly as possible and financed
as reasonably and as effectively as possible. By
its nature the Regional Fund, like the Social
Fund, as Mr Aigner said, is non-compulsory
expenditure according to any reasonable defini-
tion and therefore the contradictory approach
adopted by the Council cannot really be
defended. Indeed, as Mr Aigner remarked, as
we approach direct elections—and I hope that
they are not too far off now—it is sad that the
Council should be taking up this sort of position.
There is no doubt that we would betray the
democratic function which it is our responsibility
to exercise if we did not take the stand that I
know we will take and express the view that I
know we will express this afternoon. We will
not do so by any flamboyant gesture or anything
of that nature, as both Mr Aigner and Mr Kirk
put it, but by a firm, quiet but very determined
statement of our position. On behalf of the
Liberal Group I am very happy to support what
the Committee on Budgets proposed and I would
compliment Mr Aigner on his work, and indeed
yourself Mr President.

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

Mr Cointat. — (F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I agree fully with Mr Aigner’s
observations; with his usual commitment to the
cause he has presented this problem to us with
remarkable clarity. I shall therefore confine
myself to two observations concerning the
amount of the appropriations for the Regional
Fund, and the classification of this expenditure.

The Regional Fund has at last been established
after years of effort and a constant struggle
by our Assembly. We should therefore be
delighted. But we are saddened by our disap-
pointed hopes.

Hardly has this fund been set up than it
resembles a shrunken shadow of itself. We
wanted a solid, powerful regional fund and our
Group had been calling for an appropriation
of 600 m u.a. for the financial year 1975. The
Paris summit decided on a fund of 1300 m u.a.
over 3 years, 300 million this year and 500
million for the two following years.

That then was a first failure. In addition, I
must stress that the conference of Heads of
State or Government very strangely took the
place of the Community budgetary authorities.
Today the ministers—I understand their point of
view—are standing behind the decision of their
Heads of State or Government like disciplined
and respectful servants so as not to modify or
discuss the figures announced. However, let us
admit that the failure was not over-serious and
we should have been satisfied with 300 m w.a.

But that is not all: the Council and Commission,
with great skill, went on to use the distinction
between commitment authorizations and pay-
ment authorizations to undermine the position
of the European Parliament. These 300 m u.a.
were then to be considered as commitment
authorizations and only 150 m u.a. would be
entered by way of payment authorizations in the
budget since, we are told, it is impossible to
spend all the commitment appropriations in a
single year. It is true that activation of the Fund
requires a running-in period and that its effect-
iveness cannot be immediate; that is why we
accepted the arguments of the Commission and
Council and agreed to review our position. Our
Assembly then voted an amendment which
distributed 150 million of the 300 m u.a. on the
real budgetary line and 150 million to chapter
98 as a reserve. Unfortunately the Council did
not accept this procedure which seemed both
logical and reasonable. Supplementary budget
No 1 for the Regional Fund comprises only 150
m u.a., no more no less, and the original 300
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million, which had been decided on, are no
longer to be found.

We cannot accept without regret and surprise
a decision which consists in announcing 300
million by way of commitment authorizations,
in not entering these 300 million in the budget,
and in only officially retaining the payment
authorizations of 150 million. You will admit, Mr
President, that this is to say the least a curious
and unusual budgetary procedure which repre-
sents a dubious innovation. Of course the Council
has undertaken to review the amount if it proves
insufficient—here we are in agreement—but I
do not believe in the virtue of repeated supple-
mentary budgets. I think then that I am entitled
to describe the transition from our hope of 600
m u.a. for 1975 to a summit decision of 300
million and finally a real budget of 150 million,
as the very image of the famous asses’ skin
which was always shrinking.

But let us be philosophical about it, trust in
the future and say that this failure regarding
the amount of the Regional Fund is not the
most serious. To my mind the disagreement on
the classification which should be determined by
an accord between the budgetary authorities is
more serious still. The Council, against the
wishes of the European Parliament-and against
the Commission’s opinion, unilaterally decided
that the Regional Fund would represent
compulsory expenditure for three years. In
addition, the Council went back on the definition
it had itself given of compulsory expenditure.
Once again it has hidden behind the decision
of the Heads of State or Government to prevent
their decision from being called into question
again. This amounts quite simply to the arbitrary
suspension of the powers of our Assembly. All
this is very curious, unorthodox, unconformist
and to put it bluntly, not very honest. What is
the point of giving budgetary powers to the
European Parliament if the right to exercise
those powers is to be accorded or withheld
depending on the particular instance, the wishes
of the Council or the state of mind of some of
its members?

However, it is better not to look too closely
at the reasons for entering and classifying these
150 m u.a. appropriations. As we have seen, these
150 m u.a. represent payment authorizations;
now it is true that payment authorizations are
always compulsory. It is the commitment author-
izations of the Regional Fund which constitute
non-compulsory expenditure, as these commit-
ment authorizations must determine the nature
of the expenditure and the policy to be followed.
But these commitment authorizations had to be
entered in the budget, which I think was a
political measure.

After those bitter remarks, Mr President, let us
not dwell on the problems; realism is called
for now. Above all it is essential and urgently
necessary for the Regional Fund to function. So
that the Fund can be activated in 1975, -the
Group of European Progressive Democrats which
is one of its keenest proponents, will therefore
vote in favour of this motion for a resolution
even if it considers that it is not by juggling
with principles and performing a balancing act
that the conflict between the Parliament and
Council on the general issue of the classification
of expenditure can be settled.

(Applause)

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

Mr Fabbrini. — (I) Mr President, my group has
already repeatedly expressed its reservations and
criticism, not only of the amount of the Fund,
but also of the procedure followed, outside the
Community Institutions, to set it up. Our
criticisms are well-founded and have found other
supporters, even in today’s debate; the latest of
them was Mr Cointat who spoke of an asses’
skin, referring above all to the Commission’s
original proposal.

I do not wish to repeat what we have already
said in previous debates: I shall look mainly
at the political aspect of the problem which,
once again, is that of the budgetary powers
of the European Parliament. It is an old problem
which has sometimes seemed to be moving
towards a solution but in fact, as our debate
today has shown, is now becoming increasingly
complex, because of the attitude adopted by the
Council which I have no hesitation in defining
as politically absurd. I shall thepefore confine
myself to looking primarily at this aspect of the
problem, and I support in part what the rap-
porteur himself has said.

I would draw your attention first and foremost -
to the Council’s letter, and in particular to the
last part of the second paragraph of point 1 of
this letter which seems to me extremely serious
politically. These lines amount to no less than an
attempt to blackmail our Parliament, since the
Council says that it will be willing to classify
expenditure for the Regional Fund as non-com-
pulsory from 1978, provided that Parliament
agrees to treat that expenditure as compulsory
until 1978.

I believe that a qualified Assembly such as ours
must reject blackmail of this kind with great
firmness. I would add that I agree fully with
those of you who have described the compromise
proposed by the Council as illogical. There is in
fact no logic in the proposal from the Council
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which is saying that if you accept to treat as
compulsory expenditure the appropriations
entered for the Regional Fund until 1978, we
shall agree to enter as non-compulsory appro-
priations for subsequent financial years. There
is no logic here because at the level of principle
and legal provisions, what is valid today should
remain valid tomorrow, unless there are changes
in the Treaties, and it is accordingly impossible
to understand how expenditure can be compuls-
ory until 1978 and non-compulsory thereafter.
The proposal is without logic and unfounded
and contains a contradiction in terms which I
consider quite blatant; I therefore agree with
the observations of other speakers, including
the rapporteur, on this point.

But basically it is the political aspect which
interests us today and on which we must express
our opinion. In this connection I must say that
I agree with the spirit of thé resolution in that
it tends to defend the budgetary powers of the
European Parliament with the prospect of a
future increase in these powers. I agree then
with the spirit of the resolution which is
expressed very clearly in paragraph 1. However,
while accepting the spirit, I cannot accept the
resolution as a whole because, if we are today
in this difficult and complex situation, the
responsibility lies in large measure with the
positions previously adopted by a majority of
Members of this Parliament which has given in
to the Council of Ministers’ efforts to centralize
power, thus preventing progress from being
made on this important issue of powers.

My group will therefore abstain, although differ-
ing points of view have been expressed within
it. It will abstain, but let me stress once again
that we accept the spirit of the resolution. Our
abstention therefore has the specific purpose of
repeating our criticism of the limited amount
of the Fund and a certain weakness shown by
a majority of Members of this Parliament on
several occasions.

President. — I call Mr Brugger.

Mr Brugger. — (D) Mr President, first of all
I wish to thank the rapporteur for the clarity
of his observations and in particular for high-
lighting the defects of this procedure. We are
certainly witnessing a regression from the
declarations made in connection with our efforts
to bring about European Union. I have very
little time and shall not attempt to explain the
reasons for this. Let me just make one point
clear. We have frequently referred to Article 235
as a possible means of increasing the powers of
the European Communities. This article gives
the Community the possibility of going beyond
the limits set on its economic activities by the

Treaties. The regulation on the Regional Fund
is based on this article.

If now, on the basis of the repeatedly emphasized
conduct of the Council in interpreting the limit
between compulsory and non-compulsory
expenditure, the budgetary powers of Parliament
are to be weakened, then this Article 235 has lost
much of its value to the Parliament.

Allow me, however, to revert briefly to Article
203 and draw attention to the legal error which
the Council seems to me to be making when
it states that the expenditure under considera-
tion here is compulsory because it arises from a
legal act adopted on the basis of the Treaty.
Article 203 (4) second paragraph, states that the
Assembly is entitled to amend the draft budget
by a majority of its members, and to propose
modifications to the Council, acting by an
absolute majority of the votes cast, in respect
of expenditure necessarily resulting from the
Treaty or from acts adopted in accordance there-
with, The Council is invoking this latter provi-
sion in seeking to make this expenditure com-
pulsory. But if this phrase is to be interpreted
as the Council is now trying to do, why are the
first words ‘necessarily resulting from the
Treaty’ required? They could quite simply be
deleted. But if the second part of the sentence
means something other than what the Council
is claiming as its meaning, then this second part
must be séen in conjunction with the first. In
that case this second part of the sentence refers
to acts adopted in the execution of expenditure
necessarily resulting from the Treaty.

I thought it appropriate fo make this point
briefly today because I assume that in the debate
on the 1976 budget we shall have to look very
closely at the whole matter. I can only hope

. that the Council will by then have undertaken

a different definition and classification of com-
pulsory and non-compulsory expenditure.

1 personally consider today’s debate as essential-

ly positive; because it has shown that Parliament
is keeping a vigilant watch on attempts by the
Council to override—that is what is happening—
the incipient sovereignty of our Assembly. Let
us not forget the fine declarations which we
made in the debate on the achievement of Euro-
pean Union at the earliest possible date. Let us
remember that we shall have direct elections
to this Parliament in just over two years’ time.
If now our rightful powers are to be intention-
ally taken away from us again, do you think
there are many electors who will want to vote
for a European Parliament? But if the participa-
tion is poor, we shall probably not be able to
make much progress in the future with the
Community.

President. — I call Mr Albertsen.
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Mr Albertsen. — (DK) Mr President, I should
first like to thank my colleagues in the Socialist
Group for giving me the opportunity to state
certain views that diverge from those stated
by our spokesman on behalf of the great majority
of the group.

What we are concerned with here, ie. sup-
plementary budget No 1 for 1975, does not really
touch on the manner in which the budget should
be drawn up. The heart of the matter is
essentially more a question of principle, as Par-
liament will today adopt a position on two
general and crucial issues. The first is how
Parliament’s enlarged budgetary powers, as set
out in the so-called Luxembourg Agreement,
should be defined. The second is whether the
Assembly feels that this is a situation justifying
an institutional dispute between the Council and
Parliament.

When we last dealt with this matter in Parlia-
ment, we were confronted with a situation in
which the Council had decided that appropria-
tions to the Regional Fund, in the absence of
extenuating circumstances, should be classified
as compulsory, with the result that Parliament
_would have no say in the matter. I was on that
occasion one of those who voted that Parliament
should not accept this position of the Council.
But during the talks which, in my opinion, were
conducted in an excellent way, between a delega-
tion from the Assembly and the Council, it
proved possible to change the Council’s position,
although for certain Member States it was not
a very easy change. The basis of the Council’s
new position is the fact, which is also acknow-
ledged in the motion for a resolution presented
by the rapporteur, Mr Aigner, that the size of
the Regional Fund for the first three years has

been established by the Heads of State or-

Government at the Summit Conference in Paris
in December. I therefore feel able to support
whole-heartedly the reference in the motion for
a resolution regarding Parliament’s acceptance
of the financial limits as laid down by the
Summit Conference and later confirmed by the
Council. But in its new attitude the Council
goes beyond this basic assumption, on which we
are all agreed, and accepts the obligation to
classify, after the first three years the expendit-
ure of the Regional Fund as non-compulsory,
thereby incorporating it in that part of the
budget over which Parliament exercices a
decisive influence. I, and those who share my
opinion, feel that the Council has been most
obliging in the matter of Parliament’s wishes. In
our opinion, it has really stretched out a hand
to us, which we should accept.

As for the answer to the first question concern-
ing the definition of Parliament’s powers, I

believe it can be answered that the Council
has, within the limits of Article 203 of the
Treaty, shown the greatest possible degree of
accommodation towards Parliament.

As regards the second question, whether there
is cause for sparking off a real dispute between
the two institutions, I consider that, even if the
Council had been less accommodating, this As-
sembly would have had to consider very care-
fully whether it was reasonable at this particular
moment to provoke a constitutional crisis within
the Communities. Given the Council’s out-
stretched hand, it seems quite evident that this
is no time for such a dispute. Parliament has
emphasized, not least through our excellent
rapporteur on this subject, Mr Aigner, that the
most important thing is to establish a reasonable
degree of cooperation between the Council and
Parliament, cooperation which, in a spirit of
mutual understanding, can solve the problems
raised by the awkward wording of Article 203.
To adopt this motion for a resolution and so
to reject the Council’'s compromise proposal
would be to break with the policy we have
followed so far.

Further, if the motion for a resolution were
adopted, we should find ourselves in a situation
where I myself and those who share my opinion
would not feel satisfied that the budget adopted
by Parliament enjoyed full legality.

With this in view, I would like to ask my col-
leagues to consider the matter once again. This
is, I believe, a milestone in the activities of Par-
liament, and I feel that we in this Assembly
should be the first to show a feeling of respons-
ibility and a will to cooperate.

I therefore request that this motion for a resolu-
tion be rejected, thus opening the way to
acceptance of the Council’s compromise proposal.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Maigaard.

Mr Maigaard. — (DK) I should like to outline
my views briefly on this subject. I agree with
Mr Aigner at least on the fact that we are
confronted with a political issue—not an issue
about finance but an issue concerning the divi-
sion of powers among institutions, in other words
an issue about the nature of cooperation between
the countries of the European Community.

Briefly, I should like to say that I wish to see
a strong Council of Ministers, since it is in the
Council of Ministers that the nations have the
opportunity to exercise the right of veto so as
to ensure that cooperation is not pushed
forward in certain directions or at a certain
speed without the consent of the citizens of all
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member countries. That is the reason why,
generally speaking, I wish to limit non-compul-
sory expenditure as far as possible, and that is
why I welcome the fact that all the Danish
parties—I say again: all the Danish parties—
have supported the position taken by our
government on this matter.

Mr Peter Kirk feels that, if Parliament adopts
the budget here this afternoon, it will be a
single budget, namely Parliament’s, and that is
what we should be working for. I do not agree
with Mr Kirk, and I feel that my eminent friend
and colleague, Mr Albertsen, got much nearer
the point when he emphasized the practical dif-
ficulties which would arise if Parliament adopted
a budget other than that drawn up by the Coun-
cil of Ministers. In my opinion the situation
would be chaotic, for if there are two supple-
mentary budgets—Parliament’s and the Council
of Ministers'—then there is no supplementary
budget at all. Having two budgets means that
we have no budget at all, and we would there-
fore be confronted by a chaotic situation, if we
adopted the Committee on Budgets’ majority
recommendation. I personally, in any case,
would be against the Danish Government paying
out the Danish contribution to the Regional
Fund against the background of the formal sit-
uation that would exist between Parliament
and the Council of Ministers. This should only
be paid by the Danish Treasury when the legal
basis is clear and unambiguous—which is not
the case here. Finally, I must, in all repect, it
only for good order’s sake, point out to Mr
Aigner, who mentioned direct elections to the
European Parliament in 1978, that the Danish
and British Governments expressed reservations
on the subject of direct elections in 1978 at the
Summit Conference in Paris.

President. — I call Mr Bersani.

Mr Bersani. — (I) Mr President, I shall speak
very briefly in order to state that I, too, am in
agreement with the presentation of the problem
that my colleague Mr Aigner has given in such
excellent fashion, my agreement extending to
the substance, the spirit—as has been said—and
the content of the motion for a resolution tabled
by the Committee on Budgets.

The problem that i§ once again before us has
various aspects. A first aspect relates to the
Regional Fund as such. Although I note with
satisfaction that this highly significant and im-
portant instrument of Community policy has
finally been set in motion, I still have my reser-
vations regarding the manner in which the
available financial resources have come to be
so heavily cut (from 600 to 300 and then finally
150 m u.a.) and regarding the clouds which are

again gathering over those parts of the budget
that are already committed in order to finance
individual structural projects in agriculture. For
these I feel I must reiterate my wholehearted
conviction that they should remain intact if we
wish to launch an action in favour of these
regions most in need of help, since otherwise
we would be weakening precisely those measures
that are most capable of being quickly introdu-
ced in regions for which the planned regional
policy actions are pri'marily intended.

There is a second, and more definitely political,
aspect. We are faced with a compromise which
compels us to enter the most forceful and de-
finite reservations. The decisions of the Council
have brought about an impasse in the dialogue
of political cooperation between the Institu-
tions; they affect, in other words, the funda-
mental aspect of the life of the Community. It
is for this reason, over and above the regional
problem itself, that there arises a question of
fundamental principle—as many of you have
rightly remarked—which directly affects Par-
liament’s powers in budgetary matters. I, too,
believe that, if Parliament speaks up unani-
mously, in a firm and clear voice, in the defence
of what are not only its rights but also the
objective preservation of a proper, democratic
and balanced relationship between the Institu-
tions, it will be making responsible use of this
opportunity to perform one of its duties that
coincide with the vital interests of the Com-
munity. I am therefore in agreement as to the
substance of the problem.

These reservations having been made, and these
rights having been firmly and definitely
reiterated on behalf of Parliament, I consider
that it is possible to give our agreement and our
vote to the resolution which, aside from these
difficulties, enables us to set in motion one of
the most important and most significant aspects
of Community policy.

Our struggle for an effective regional policy,
that has been going on for so many years, has
reached a stage where there are still clouds to
be dispelled but also where major positive
developments are possible. The struggle will
continue because regional policy—and this is our
firm belief—is one of the most outstanding and
convincing expressions of that policy of integra-
tion and cooperative development on which the
future of our Community and its ability to be
an instrument of justice and international peace
in the world are based.

(Applause)

President. — 1 call Mr McDonald.
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Mr McDonald. — Mr President, speaking as
chairman of the Committee on Regional Policy
and Transport, I should like at the outset to
express my full support for this report and to
compliment Mr Aigner on the tremendous
amount of work he has put into its presentation.

We know that the overall amount of money for
the first three years ‘of the Regional Develop-
ment Fund has already been determined by the
Heads of State, determined I might say outside
the framework of the Community’s institutions,
and I think that we must reluctantly recognize
that the possibility of increasing this money for
the first 3-year period will, in practice, be
remote.

I do not think that this is the moment for me
to repeat the disappointment the Committee on
Regional Policy and Transport felt (a) about the
small size of the Fund and (b) about its distribu-
tion. The committee has already gone on record
concerning these two points. Mr President, what
we are being asked to do today in approving this
motion for a resolution is to assert an important
point, of principle. Parliament, and indeed the
Commission, have both consistently expressed
the view that the Regional Fund expenditure is
of non-compulsory nature. I do not think it
would be either honourable or logical for us to
depart from this position now. Were Parliament
being. asked today to take a course of action
which could delay the setting up of the Regional
Development Fund, I would find myself in an
awkward position because I feel very strongly
that after all the shilly-shallying, bargaining and
compromise of the last two years, the time has
come to get the Fund going even if it is not on
the basis on which we would all like to see it
started. Luckily, however? we are not today
doing anything which will delay the setting up
of the Fund. On the contrary, paragraph 5 of the
motion stresses our determihation that it should
be activated as soon as possible.

In view of the undertaking given by the Council
in the President’s letter of 22 April to review
the position in regard to the 150 million u.a.
should these appropriations be insufficient, I
think that the Committee on Budgets is right in
deciding not to re-submit its former amendments
and that as far as the Parliament is concerned
we have done all we can to enable the Fund to
be set up. Speaking on behalf of my committee,
I would conclude by saying that we will continue
to follow the evolution of the Community's re-
gional policy with the greatest attention and we
will do everything in our power to ensure that
a just and equitable Fund emerges in the future.

(Applcuse)

IN THE CHAIR: Mr BERSANI

Vice-President
President. — I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President, I
should like to thank all speakers and the Groups
very much for their clear support for the Com-
mittee on Budgets’ resolution. However, I asked
to speak again because of what Mr Maigaard
said. When the decision about the Regional Fund
was taken in Paris on 9 and 10 December 1974,
all the Heads of Government also affirmed their
intention to introduce European elections as
soon as possible, i.e. by 1978 at the latest. That
was also stated at the Summit Conference. The
British Government merely noted that it was
in favour in principle, but could not enter into a
commitment before the referendum, and the
Danish Government—possibly in support of the
British statement—expressed virtually no opi-
nion either for or against. That was quite clear
from the Summit Conference; I wanted to make
that correction.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, this discus-
sion of course reflects the situation before the
referendum in Great Britain. Speaking personal-
ly, and not as rapporteur, I believe that nothing

. is more important than to reveal to the British

elector what the face of Europe is to look like
tomorrow. It is simply not true that the British
people, with their long parliamentary tradition,
want a Parliament which can be described as a
talking shop. The British people also want to
preserve their identity as a national state, as we
all do, but where it is not possible to maintain
and preserve our national identity, we want a
strong European Government. This strong Euro-
pean Government should be supervised, how-
ever, by a strong European Parliament and a
strong Chamber of Nationalities. That is: the
vision we all support here and the British elector
ought to be aware of this before the referendum,
since the British people fear nothing as much’
as decisions being taken behind the anonymity
of the Council, as is th