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2 Debates of the European Parliament 

IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE 

President 

(The sitting was opened at 4.45 p.m.) 

President. - The sitting is open. 

1. Resumption of session 

President. - I declare resumed the session of 
the European Parliament adjourned on 20 June 
1975. 

2. Tribute to Mr Furler 

President. - Ladies and gentlemen, a great 
European has passed away. 

On Friday, 4 July, it was my sad privilege to 
represent this Assembly in Oberkirch at the 
funeral of Professor Hans Furler and to express 
in your name our sense of loss and our loyalty 
to the causes which, throughout his life, he had 
untiringly serv~d. 

On 29 June, barely a few weeks after he cele
brated with us in this House the 25th Annivers
ary of Robert Schuman's Declaration, Hans 
Furler's long struggle for his country, for 
Franco-German reconciliation and for a future 
democratic and united Europe came to an end. 

Professor Hans Furler was a member of the 
Bundestag from 1953 to 1972. From 1955 to 1973 
he was a member of the Common Assembly and 
then of the European Parliament. With gener
ally acclaimed competence and skill he exercised 
the functions of chairman of the Common 
Assembly's Political Committee, of President of 
the Common Assembly, of President of the 
European Parliament from 1960 to 1962, and of 
Vice-President of the Parliament from 1958 to 
1960, and again from 1962 to 1973. 

Among the many activities which he undertook 
in his capacity of European parliamentarian 
there are achievements which must be recorded 
as of great historic consequence: it was thanks 
to the initiative that Professor Hans Furler took 
as President of the Common Assembly, and 
thanks to his unceasing efforts in all quarters 
and notably in influencing the governments, 
that, despite the fears that were being voiced on 
this score, it was possible to establish the 
principle that with the implementation of the 
Treaties of Rome a single European Assembly 
for the three Communities-the ECSC, EEC 
and Euratom-would be created. 

It is thus thanks to him that our Assembly is 
the sole Assembly of the Communities: the 
European Parliament. 

From 1962 onwards he remained among us as 
Vice-President of our Assembly which he never 
left from 1956 until his retirement in 1973, in 
seventeen years of continuous service unprece
dented in our brief parliamentary history. 

This fact alone would explain the general esteem 
enjoyed by Professor Hans Furler, an esteem 
which was equally merited by his loyal nature, 
by the high standard of his work and the sincer
ity of his European commitment. 

In 1963, as rapporteur of the Political Commit
tee, he instigated the first debate, one might 
say the first battle, concerned with the Euro
pean Parliament's powers, a struggle which he 
waged unceasingly, one that is still not accom
plished but to whose progress he made a con
siderable contribution. 

In mourning the passing of our former Presi
dent, Hans Furler, in 1975, the year which saw 
the Lome Convention concluded, we should 
remember that it was he who was one of the 
first architects of association with overseas coun
tries. It was, in fact, due to his indefatigable 
initiatives that first in January and May 1961 
the Euro-African meetings were organized and 
that in June of that year the Strasbourg Euro
African Conference was held at which the 
groundwork for the Yaounde Association Agree
ment was prepared. 

To the family of our late colleague and to the 
Christian-Democratic Group I wish to express 
on behalf of the European Parliament our pro
found sympathy and the assurance that we shall 
follow his example and carry on his work. 

I ask the Assembly to observe one minute's 
silence in memory of the late Professor Hans 
Furler. 
(The House observed a minute's silence) 

3. Appointment of Members of Parliament 

President. - On 20 June 1975 the Danish Fol
keting renewed its delegation to the European 
Parliament. The following were appointed: Mr 
Kristian Albertsen, Mr Ole Espersen, Mr Ove 
Guldberg, Mr Erhard Jakobsen, Mr Niels Anker 
Kofoed, Mrs Edele Kruchow, Mr J ens Maigaard, 
Mr Jergen Brendlund Nielsen, Mr Knud Nielsen, 
Mr Kai Nyborg. 

At its meeting of 1 July 1975 the House of 
Commons of the United Kingdom appointed the 
following as representatives to the European 
Parliament: Mr Guy Barnett, Miss Betty 
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Boothroyd, Mr Tom Dalyell, Sir Geoffrey de 
Freitas, Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, Mr Tom Ellis, 
Mr John Evans, Mr William Hamilton, Mr Mark 
Hughes, Mr R. C. Mitchell, Mr John Prescott 
and Mr Michael Stewart. 

At its meeting of 3 July 1975 the House of Lords 
of the United Kingdom renewed its delegation 
to the European Parliament. The following were 
appointed: the Earl of Bessborough, Lord Ard
wick, Lord Bethell, Lord Bruce of Donington, 
Lord Castle, Baroness Fisher of Rednat, Lord 
Gordon-Walker, Lord Reay, Lord Saint Oswald 
and Lord Walston. 

Pursuant to Rule 3 (1) of the Rules of Procedure, 
the Bureau has satisfied itself that these ap
pointments comply with the provisions of the 
Treaties. 

I therefore propose ratifying these appointments. 

Are there any objections? 

I call Mr Johnston. 

Mr Johnston. - Mr President, I feel that this 
Parliament cannot let this moment pass without, 
for an instant, looking at what has happened. 
This should be a very happy moment-the 
moment when we welcome the Labour members 
of the British delegation, finally, as committed 
members of our Community. But it cannot be, 
in my submission, because the way in which 
the delegation has been chosen completely 
disregards the real support for parties within 
Britain. It seems to me, therefore, quite impos
sible that this Parliament should accept this 
situation without comment. 

The British delegation now consists of 18 Labour 
members, 16 Conservatives and one Liberal. As 
you pointed out, Mr President, my colleague, 
Lord Gladwyn, has been removed by the com
bined votes of Labour and Conservative in our 
second House. The delegation is likely to be 
increased by one Scottish Nationalist, following 
a vote in the House of Commons tonight. That 
means that as the sole British Liberal in this 
Parliament I have the task of representing some 
5 250 000 voters by myself. That is the number 
of people who voted Liberal in the last British 
General Election. 

I represent more people than the total electorates 
of Denmark, Ireland and Luxembourg put 
together. In my submission, this cannot be right, 
cannot be justified, and cannot be allowed be
cause, in plain language, what is happening 
today is an outrage! It shames my country. Let 
it not, I ask you, shame this Parliament. Let this 
Parliament, which has so often rightly criticized 
and condemned the petty nationalism of indivi
dual Member States, bluntly condemn the 

British Government and Parliament for sending 
a delegation here which does not represent 
Britain. 

I know, Mr President, that Article 138 of the 
Treaty upon which we are established states 
that delegations 'shall be designated by the 
respective Parliaments from among their mem
bers in accordance with the procedure laid down 
by each Member State'. It is also true that the 
diplomatic convention is that sovereign states do 
not interfere in the internal affairs of other 
sovereign states. But surely, if being in a demo
cratic Community means anything, we must be 
concerned about the way we each behave, not 
alone because of our hope and our aspiration 
to create a Community whose democracy is an 
inspiration to the world, but because what each. 
of us does affects the others. 

The British delegation will be 18 Labour, 16 
Conservative, one Liberal and one SNP. If ·it 
were chosen on the same basis as in Germany or 
the Netherlands it would be 15 Labour, 13 Con
servative, seven Liberals and one SNP, with a 
case for an Ulster Unionist. 

The difference between these two positions has 
an effect not only on British Liberals, but upon 
the whole composition of Parliament. It changes 
the relationship between the groups, it affects 
entitlement to places on committees and it 
affects entitlement to time in debates. 

But, most important of all, it stifles the sacred 
democratic right of a very large number of 
people to have their views heard and taken 
account of. 

A democratic Europe will never be built if 
the strong oppress the weak or if the electoral 
processes are distorted by those in power for 
their advantage. As Mr Schmidt of the Socialist 
Group said when speaking for that group on the 
Patijn report in January, 'We need represent
ation which is as fair and balanced as possible'. 

The British delegation, I submit, has been cho
sen on a grossly unfair basis and if this Parlia
ment is to be true to the high democratic ideals 
it cherishes, it must, I believe, both express its 
deep dissatisfaction and seek to have that injus
tice remedied. 

I 
(Loud applause from the Liberal and Allies 
Group) 1 

I 

President. - I call Iv.lr Fellermaier. 

I 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D1 Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I would have expected a member of 
the British House of Commons and of the 
Liberal and Allies Gr<;~up to have expressed his 
pleasure that, after the British referendum, the 
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British Parliament's full delegation should 
finally be represented here. 
(Applause from the Socialist Group) 

However, it is his problem if he is now con
fusing the European Parliament with the House 
of Commons. Because that, I am sure, is where 
my Labour Party friends will be able to give 
him an appropriate answer, not here. 
(Applause from the Socialist Group) 

President.- Are there any other objections? 

These appointments are ratified. 

I congratulate those Members whose appoint
ments have been renewed and cordially wel
come the new British representatives. 

Henceforth Britain will be fully represented in 
all the Community institutions and our Parlia
ment nQW reflects all the political forces in the 
nine Community states. 

I am very happy about this event, which will 
enable the European Parliament to face up to 
its important duties in the coming months with 
greater authority. 

4. Election of a vice-president 

President. - May I remind you that at our 
constituent sitting we set aside one vice-presi
dent's post until the time when the Labour 
delegates joined this House. 

I have received from the Socialist Group the 
nomination of Sir Geoffrey de Freitas as candi
date for this seat. 

Since I have received no other nominations I 
presume Parliament will elect Sir Geoffrey de 
Freitas by acclamation pursuant to Rule 7 (1) of 
the Rules of Procedure. 
(Applause) 

I therefore proclaim Sir Geoffrey de Freitas 
Vice-President of the European Parliament and 
warmly congratulate him on his appointment. 

5. Documents received 

President. - Since the session was adjourned 
I have received the following documents: 

(a) from the Council of the European Com
munities, requests for an opinion on: 

- the proposals from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Coun
cil for 

I. a decision authorizing the Commis
sion to open negotiations with the 
Council of Europe on the accession 
of the Community to the European 
Convention for the protection of ani
mals during international transport 

II. a decision concluding the European 
Convention for the protection of ani
mals during international transport 
and introducing the provisions neces
sary for its application to intra
Community trade 

(Doc. 154/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture; 

- th~ proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a regulation amending the Financial 
Regulation as regards appropriations for 
the European Social Fund (Doc. 155/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Budgets as the committee 
responsible and to the Committee on So
cial Affairs and Employment for its opi
nion; 

- the proposal from tl;le Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a regulation opening, allocating and 
providing for the administration of a 
Community tariff quota for apricot pulp 
falling within subheading ex 20.06' B II c) 
1 aa) of the Common Customs Tariff, 
originating in Israel (year 1976) - (Doc. 
156/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on External Economic Rela-_ 
tions as the committee responsible and 
to the Committee on Agriculture for its 
opinion; 

- the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a regulation opening, allocating and 
providing for the administration of a 
Community tariff quota for certain eels 
falling within subheading ex 03.01 A II 
of the Common Customs Tariff for 1976 
(Doc. 157/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on External Economic Rela
tions as the committee responsible and to 
the Committee on Agriculture for its 
opinion; 

- the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a regulation on the opening of a tariff 
quota for new potatoes falling within 
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subheading 07.01 A II of the Common 
Customs Tariff for 1976, originating in 
Cyprus (Doc. 158/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Associations Committee as the commit
tee responsible and to the Committee on 
External Economic Relations and the 
Committee on Agriculture for their opi
nions; 

- the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a directive on an eleventh amend
ment to Directive No 64/54/EEC on the 

· approximation of the laws of the Mem
ber States concerning the preservatives 
authorized for use in foodstuffs intended 
for human consumption (Doc. 159/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Public Health and the 
Environment; 

- the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a directive amending Directive No 72/ 
464/EEC on taxes other than turnover 
taxes which affect the consumption of 
manufactured tobacco (Doc. 168/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Budgets as the committee 
responsible and to the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs for its 
opinion; 

- the proposals from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Coun
cil for 

I. a regulation opening, allocating and 
providing for the administration of 
Community tariff quotas for port 
wines, falling within subheading ex 
22.05 of the Common Customs Tariff, 
originating in Portugal (1976) 

II. a regulation opening, allocating and 
providing for the administration of a 
Community tariff quota for Madeira 
wines, falling within subheading ex 
22.05 of the Common Customs Tariff, 
originating in Portugal (1976) 

III. a regulation opening, allocating and 
providing fot the administration of 
a Community tariff quota for 
Setubal muscatel wines, falling 
within subheading ex 22.05 of the 
Common Customs Tariff, originating 
in Portugal (1976) 

(Doc. 169/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee. on External Economic Rela
tions as th~ committee responsible and to 
the Committee on Agriculture for its 
opinion; 

- the proposals from the Commission of 
the Europe~ Communities to the Coun
cil for 

I. a regulation opening, allocating and 
providing for the administration of 
a Com:rnunity tariff quota for Jerez 
wines falling within subheading ex 
22.05 of', the Common Customs Tariff, 
originating in Spain (1976) 

II. a regulation opening, allocating and 
providing for the administration of 
a Community tariff quota for Malaga 
·wines falling within subheading ex 
22.05 of ',the Common Customs Tariff, 
originat¥tg in Spain (1976) 

III. a regulation opening, allocating and 
providing for the administration of 
a Commpnity tariff quota for wines 
from Jumilla, Priorato, Rioja and 
Valdepei).as falling within subhead
ing ex 2~.05 of tlie Common Customs 
Tariff, originating in Spain (1976) 

(Doc. 170175). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee ob External Economic Rela
tions as the committee responsible and to 
the Committee on Agriculture for its 
opinion; 

- the proposals
1 

from the Commission of 
the European! Communities to the Coun-
cil for 1

1 

I 
I. a regulati<~n opening, allocating and 

providing tor the administration of a 
Community tariff quota for dried figs 
falling witpin subheading ex 08.03 B 
of the Conil.mon Customs Tariff, ori
ginating ·in1

, Spain (1976) 
I 

II. a regulatior opening, allocating and 
prp.yiding fpr the administration of a 
CommunitY! tariff quota for dried 
grapes fall.ng within subheading ex 

· 08JU B 1 bf the Common Customs 
Tariff (197fl) 

(Doc. 171/75). i 
I 

This d..ocument1

1 has been referred to the 
Committee on :External Economic Rela
tions as the cGmmittee responsible and 
to the Committee on Agriculture for its 
qpinion; 
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- the proposal from the Commission of the 
Euroi>ean Communities to the Council 
for a regulation on the opening, alloca
tion and administration of a Community 
tariff quota for fresh or dried hazelnuts, 
shelled or otherwise, falling within sub
heading ex 08.05 G of the Common 
Customs Tariff, originating in Turkey 
(Doc. 172/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Associations Committee as the committee 
responsible and to the Committee on 
Agriculture and the Committee on Exter- · 
nal Economic Relations for their opi
nions; 

- the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a regulation on the opening, alloca
tion and administration of a 1976 Com
munity tariff quota for dried grapes fal
ling within subheading ex 08.04 B I of 
the Common Customs Tariff in im
mediate containers of a net capacity of 
15 kg or less (Doc. 173/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on External Economic Rela
tions as the- committee responsible and 
to the Committee on Agriculture for its 
opinion; 

- the proposals from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Coun
cil for 

I. a regulation on measures intended to 
adapt wine potential to market re
quirements 

II. a regulation amendiJ?,g Regulations 
(EEC) No 816/70 and No 817/70 taking 
into account the Council Resolution 
of 21 April 1975 concerning new 
guidelines designed to balance the 
market in table wines 

(Doc. 177 /75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture as the commit
tee responsible and to the Committee on 
Budgets and the Committee on External 
Economic Relations for their opinions; 

- the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a decision concerning a financial con
tribution by the Community to the Foot 
and Mouth Disease Institute in Ankara 
(Doc. 178/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture as the com-

mittee responsible and to the Committee 
on Budgets for its opinion; 

- the proposals from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Coun
cil for regulations concerning the appli
cation for 1976 of the generalized tariff 
preferences (Doc. 179/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Development and Coope
ration as the committee responsible and 
to the Committee on External Economic 
Relations, the Committee on Agriculture 
and the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs for their opinions;· 

- the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a regulation on the safeguard 
measures provided for in the ACP-EEC 
Convention of Lome of 28 February 1975 
(Doc. 181/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Development and Coope
ration; 

(b) from the Joint Parliamentary Committee of 
the EEC-Greece Association: 

- the recommendations adopted in Athens 
on 27 June 1975 (Doc. 180/75); 

(c) from the committees, the following reports: 

- report by Mr Willem Albers, on behalf 
of the Committee on Social Affairs and 
Employment, on the communication from 
the Commission of the European Com
munities to the Council concerning an 
action programme in favour of migrant 
workers and their families (Doc. 160/75); 

- report by Mr Luigi Marras, on behalf of 
the Committee on Social Affairs and 
Employment, on the report from the 
Commission of the European Communi
ties on the development of the social si
tuation in the Community in 1974 (Doc. 
161/75); 

- report by Mr Tom Normanton, on behalf 
of the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs, on the Fourth Report 
of the Commission of the E:uropean Com
munities on competition policy (Doc. 
164/75); 

- interim report by Mr Norbert Hougardy, 
on behalf of the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs, on the index
linking of savings (Doc. 165/75); 

- report by Mr Erwin Lange, on behalf of 
the Committee on Budgets, on the draft 
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treaty amending certain financial provi
sions of the Treaties establishing the 
European Communities and of the 
Treaty establishing a single Council and 
a single Commission of the European 
Communities, presented by the Council: 
budgetary procedure (Doc. 166/75); 

- report by Mr Heinrich Aigner, on behalf 
of the Committee on Budgets, on the 
draft treaty proposed by the Council car
rying amendments to certain financial 
provisions of the Treaties establishing 
the European Communities and the 
Treaty establishing a single Council and 
a single Commission of the. European 
Communities: establishment of a Euro
pean Court of Auditors (Doc. 167/75); 

- report· by Mr Alfred Bertrand, on behalf 
of the Political Affairs Committee, on 
European Union (Doc. 174/75); 

- report by Mr Charles Durand, on behalf 
of the Committee on Budgets, on the 
Third Financial Report presented by the 
Commission of the European Communi
ties to the Council and the European 
Parliament on the European Agricultural 
Guidance and Guarantee Fund, year 1973 
(Doc. 175/75); 

- report by Mr Egon Klepsch, on behalf of 
the Associations Committee, on the re
commendations of the EEC-Turkey Joint 

·Parliamentary Committee adopted in 
Copenhagen on 24 April 1975 (Doc. 182/ 
75); 

(c) the following oral questions: 

- oral question with debate put by Mr 
J ahn on behalf of the Committee on 
Public Health and the Environment to 
the Commission of the European Com
munities on inadequate EEC bird protec
tion measures (Doc. 153/75); 

6. Authorization of reports 

President. - I have authorized the following 
committees, at their own request, pursuant to 
Rule 38 of the Rules of Procedure, to draw up 
the following reports: 

- Political Affairs Committee: 

Report on the political prospects of the Euro
Arab dialogue; 

The Committee on Energy, Research and 
Technology and the Committee on External 
Economic Relations have been asked for their 
opinions. 

- Committee on Regional Policy and Transport: 

Report on the formulation of a Community 
policy on maritime navigations in the light 
of recent developments in world trade policy; 

The Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs has beEtn asked for its opinion. 

- Committee on Public Health and the En
vironment: 

Report on guiqelines for· a Community pro
gramme concerning safety, hygiene and 
health protection at work; 

The Committee on Budgets, the Committee 
on Social Affairs and Employment and the 
Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth 
have been asked for their opinions. 

- Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth: 

Report on permanent centres of adult educa
tion. 

7. Texts of treatie~ forwarded by the Council 

President. - I have received from the Council 
of the European Communities certified true 
copies of the following documents: 

-Agreement between the European Economic 
Community and, the Republic of Austria on 
the simplification of formalities in respect of 
goods traded between the European Economic 
Community on the one hand and Greece and 
Turkey on the 'other hand when the said 
goods are forwarded from Austria; 

- Agreement between the European Economic 
Community and ~he World Food Programme 
on the supply of1 cereals to developing coun
tries as food aid;1

1 

- I 

- Agreement betw~en the European Economic 
Community and lthe Catholic Relief Service 

I on the supply qf common wheat flour as 
food aid; 

- Additional proto~ol to the Agreement estab
lishing an association between the European 
Economic Comm~nity and Greece consequent 
on the accession qf new member states to the 
Community; 1 

- Interim Agreemep.t between the European 
Economic Community and Greece consequent 
on the accession if new member states to the 
Community; 

- Notice of the completion by the Community 
of the procedures necessary for the entry 
into force of the interim Agreement between 
the European E~onomic Community and 
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Greece consequent on the accession of new 
member states to the Community; 

- Minutes of the notification of the completion 
of the procedures necessary for the entry 
into force of the interim Agreement between 
the European Economic Community and 
Greece consequent on the accession of new 
member states to the Community; 

- Agreement between the European Economic 
Community and the Rwandese Republic on 
the supply of common wheat flour as food 
aid. 

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

S!. Decision on urgent procedure 

President. - I propose to Parliament that we 
should deal by urgent 1 procedure with reports 
not submitted within the time limits laid down 
in the ruling of 11 May 1967. 

Are there any objections? 

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed. 

9. Filing of a petition 

President. - At its sitting of 16 June 1975, 
Parliament referred to the Political Affairs 
Committee Petition No 2/75, submitted by Mr A. 
Finton, senator, and sixteen other signatories, 
on the draft Constitution establishing a Euro
pean Government. 

At its meeting of 19 June 1975, the Political 
Affairs Committee considered this petition. It 
decided to forward it to Mr Alfred Bertrand, 
rapporteur on European Union, and requests, 
therefore, that it should be filed without further 
action. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

That is agreed. 

10. Tabling of a motion for a resolution, decision 
on urgency and inclusion in the agenda 

President. - I have received from the Commit
tee on Energy, Research and Technology a 
motion for a resolution with request for debate 
by urgent procedure pursuant to Rule 14 of the 
Rules of Procedure on the decisions of the Coun
cil of 26 June 1975. 

I consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure. 

Are there any objections? 

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed. 

I propose that we include this debate in the 
agenda for Tuesday, in place of Mr Della Briot
ta's report on wine which has been moved 
elsewhere. May I point out that Mr Brunner, 
Member of the Commission, intends to make a 
statement during the debate on this motion for 
a resolution. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

11. Order of business 

President. - At the end of its sitting of 20 June 
1975 Parliament adopted the agenda for this 
part-session, which has been distributed. How
ever, certain changes have occurred in the mean
time: Mr Couste's report on data-processing, Mr 
Willi Muller's report on the lead content of 
petrol, Mr Meintz's report on health protection 
at work, Mr Noe's report on biological standards 
for lead and Mr Howell's report on sucrose have 
been withdrawn from the agenda. Mr Della 
Briotta's report on wine will not be adopted by 
the Committee on Agriculture until this evening, 
it cannot therefore be discussed during tomor
row's sittings as intended. I therefore propose 
placing it on the agenda for Friday in place of 
the reports by Mr Muller, Mr Meintz, Mr Noe 
and Mr Howell which have been withdrawn. 

I call Mr Cipolla. 

Mr Cipolla. - (I) Mr President, I have asked 
for .the floor in order to request you to modify 
the announcement you have just made with 
regard to the debate on the report on regulations 
for the wine sector. I should like to point out 
to you and to my colleagues that to postpone 
such an important matter, whose passage has 
been fraught with so much difficulty and haste, 
to the last sitting and to place it as the last item 
on the agenda will inevitably mean allowing it 
to be debated before a small number of Members 
and with very little attention on the part of the 
Assembly. These are very important· problems, 
however, and what is being aimed at is not 
merely a change in the regulations for the wine 
sector but a change in the very basic principles 
of Community legislation in this sector. 

It would be advisable, therefore, to make it pos
sible for a larger number of Members to take 
part in this debate by changing the order of 
business in whatever way you think most 
proper. In this way we would be enabled to hear 
the views of the various groups on the matter 
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after the meeting to be held by the Committee 
on Agriculture this very evening. 

In making these remarks I have only been trying 
to give some helpful advice as we realize that 
the situation is a very difficult one. 

President. - I call Mr Cifarelli. 

Mr Cifarelli.- (I) Speaking on my own behalf 
and with full awareness of the difficulties being 
encountered by the Committee on Agriculture, 
I should merely like to say that I find Mr Ci
polla's proposal a very sensible one. I think we 
should try to avoid having. such an important 
subject dealt with only on Thursday at the 
end of the sitting. 

President. - I call Mr Leenhardt. 

Mr Leenhardt, Chairman of the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs. - (F) Mr Pre
sident, I should like to make some remarks con
cerning the agenda. 

First, I should like to insist on the inclusion of 
Mr Normanton's report on competition which 
has been distributed. I would ask that this 
report be included under the urgent procedure 
in place of Mr Couste's report which, as you 
hav-e just said, is being postponed. Although our 
committee had used its best endeavours to 
complete the discussion of this very important 
report, it was only able to finish its work at 
its last meeting. It is, however, a matter of great 
urgency that our opinion should be given, since 
the Commission is already drawing up the Fifth 
Report on competition. 

I trust that the changes to the agenda you have 
announced will make this possible. 

Secondly, on Mr Hougardy's report on the index
linking of savings, which is down for Friday, I 
have to say that very profound differences of 
opinion have manifested themselves in the com
mittee. We have therefore decided to submit an 
interim report, while asking the Commission for 
a more thorough-going study. 

In the circumstances I must insist that the 
interim report be adopted without debate, and 
the full debate be deferred until the Commis
sion's study is submitted to us. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk.- I fully understand Mr Leenhardt's 
point about Mr Normanton's report. It is a very 
important report. On the other hand, I think it 
would be agreed by everybody that it is not an 
urgent report. It is a matter that can be taken 

at a later stage, whereas a number of other 
reports are extreii)-ely urgent. 

I therefore think it will be wiser for us to defer 
consideration of Mr Normanton's report-and I 
think I can say tliat he agrees with this-until 
our September part-session, when it may get, if 
I can put it in showbiz terms, slightly better 
billing than it would otherwise get this week, 
when it is likely t<i> be discussed at a time when 
very few MemberS will probably be here. 

I 

President. - First I would like to say to Mr 
Cipolla that the Bureau's discussions on the 
agenda were very ~ifficult. Everyone was aware 
that the question ·of wine had to be debated 
during this part-~ession; but the committee 
responsible has no

1

t yet been able to complete 
its consideration of this report. Noone is to 
blame. The committee will continue its discus
sions this evening ,and some forty amendments 
have already been, tabled. All these texts will 
then have to be tra:p.slated into the six languages 
and distributed to ;Members of this House. 

Given the difficulties involved, and the time 
limits and each Member's right to table amend
ments, it is impossi~le to discuss this item before 
Thursday. I theref<J.re advise you to accept the 
Bureau's proposal '=md to place this report on 
the agenda for T~ursday at the end of the 
sitting. 

I 

I thank Mr Kirk ifor his proposal about Mr 
Normanton's repod and request the chairman 
of the committee to support it. 

I 

As for Mr Hougardy's report, I thank the com
mittee for proposing that it be dealt with 
without debate, which will make our work 
easier. 

I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange. - (D) Mr President, I regret that, 
for my part, I cannot agree to your proposal. 
I also cannot agree with Mr Kirk's views. The 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs 
has, over all these years, tried, firstly, to get 
the report on competition policy and, secondly, 
to consider it so that it could be debated before 
the new Report was ready. If it were only 
debated in September, as Mr Kirk suggests, the 
Commission's Fifth Report would already be 
out. I need hardly point out how ludicrous that 
would make this House appear. 

Now we do. have a report, the Couste report, 
which has been dropped. If the wine report · 
cannot be debated tomorrow, then we could 
discuss the Normanton report in its place, and 
the wine report could be dealt with in place 
of the Couste report. 
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President. - I call Mr Boano. 

Mr Boano. - (I) Mr President, still on the 
subject of Mr Della Briotta's report, I think that 
what our colleagues, Mr Cifarelli and Mr Cipolla, 
really wanted to do was not to bring forward 
the debate but to put it back by postponing it 
until the September part-session, since it was 
only in the last few days that the Commission 
submitted a proposal for a regulation; this dif
fered greatly from the previous one, to which 
we were able to devote the requisite amount 
of time and thought. 

This has not been the case, however, with this 
most recent proposal, and you are well aware, 
Mr President, how important and delicate a 
question this is for the Community in general 
and for some Member States in particular. 

I wanted therefore to bring out the full import 
of the case being made by my two colleagues 
and to say that I, for my part, feel that it would 
be more advisable not to bring this report 
forward but rather to postpone it to our Sep
tember part-session. 

President.- I call Mr Artzinger. 

Mr Artzinger. - (D) Mr President, Mr Lange 
has more or less taken the words out of my 
mouth. I should merely like to emphasize once 
more what he said, and that is that it is really 
unacceptable that the competition report should 
be put back to September. This will thoroughly 
complicate our timetable in the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs. We have been 
to a great deal of effort to get this report ready 
for this sitting. I would like to ask, if it is at 
all possible, for Mr Normanton's report to be 
dealt with during this part-session. 

President. -I call Mr Della Briotta. 

Mr Della Briotta. - (I) Mr President, I should 
like to explain, so that there may be no shadow 
of doubt about it, that if we have not carried 
out our task as completely, as we might have 
done, this is entirely due to the Commission's 
delay in submitting its proposal, which is dated 
25 June. 

As a matter of fact, I, as rapporteur, have had 
to work in extremely trying conditions in my 
efforts to submit a draft report to the Committee 
on Agriculture. I succeeded in submitting this 
report and it was considered, albeit in great 
haste, since there was no time to consider it 
more minutely. We felt that it was a matter of 
urgency, seeing that the grape harvest just
cannot wait. However, it must be pointed out 

that this Parliament and its Committee on 
Agriculture were not given an opportunity to 
give the entire subject the thorough appraisal 
that it deserves. The only other thing I should 
like to say is that in my capacity as rapporteur, 
I have always been completely at the disposal 
of the Committee on Agriculture and I shall 
continue to be so for as long as we go on work
ing on this problem. 

President. - I call Mr Houdet. 

Mr Houdet, Chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture. - (F) Mr President, you have just 
said that it was nobody's fault that Mr Della 
Briotta's report has had to go down the list in 
the order of business. I must make clear the 
responsibility of the Committee on Agriculture 
in this matter. As Mr Della Briotta has said, 
we were working in extremely difficult con
ditions: it was only on the morning of 27 June 
that we received the Commission's proposals, 
and then only in one language. We had to listen 
to Mr Lardinois without having seen the pro
posals. A majority of my colleagues were willing 
to meet on the following Monday and Tuesday 
to examine these proposals. We have not been 
able to complete their examination before the 
opening of the present part-session and we 
shall do this tonight. 

That shows that the conditions under which we 
have to work are particularly difficult. In fact, 
at the request of my colleagues, I have written 
a letter to you about them to ensure that such 
a situation does not arise again. 

The matter is very serious. The grape harvest 
will soon begin and there is a crisis in viticulture 
in the Mediterranean countries. The Council has 
decided to deal with this matter and to take 
a decision on 21 or 22 July. It is therefore essen
tial that Parliament give its opinion during the 
present part-session. 

Like Mr Cipolla and Mr Fellermaier, I regret 
that the problem should be examined at such 
a late stage, for the debate will be an important 
one. Certainly many amendments will be tabled 
at the plenary sitting. I should have preferred 
that the matter be debated on Thursday morning 
so as to leave much more time for the discussion. 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, this debate on the agenda, in which 
the pros and cons of moving individual items 
from Friday to Tuesday or from Tuesday to 
Thursday are being argued so vehemently, is, 
in my ·submission, beyond the competence of this 
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House. That is why the House should decide to 
have the very important wine debate on Thurs
day whatever happens. At the same time I 
should like to ask you, Mr President, to call a 
meeting of the Bureau at 6 p.m. so that the 
other items on the agenda can be reconsidered 
in the light of what the Chairman of the Com
mittee on Economic and Monetary Affairs has 
said on the subject of the Normanton report 
and the Bureau can then tell us exactly how 
it thinks the agenda should be arranged. 

President.- I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton. - I have so far deliberately 
refrained from taking part in the discussion on 
the timing of the debate on competition policy 
because I am the servant of the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs as well as 
of the House on this matter. But I urgently 
appeal to the House to choose for the debate 
a time when there will be a full attendance, 
giving ample opportunity for a deep and inten
sive debate. A Friday is not the best day for 
dealing with such a subject. If the debate on 
my report is to spill over to the next part-ses-

- sian, I hope that it will be on an appropriate 
day in September. 

President.- I call Mr Lucker. 

Mr Lucker.- (D) Mr President, I have nothing 
further to say as regards the Normanton report 
since the rapporteur himself has now made a 
proposal which seems to me to correspond to 
what Mr Kirk proposed some time ago. It might 
perhaps be appropriate to inform Members of 
the House that you, Mr President, in the meeting 
of the enlarged Bureau, just pointed out to us 
that we shall certainly need to hold a night 
sitting until 3 or 3.30 in the morning in order 
to get through this agenda. If there is therefore 
a real necessity for choosing between the Nor
manton report and the wine report then we 
should, in my submission, adopt Mr Kirk's 
proposal which Mr Normanton now virtually 
reiterated. 

As regards the wine debate I am in broad agree
Jllent with what Mr Fellermaier said. I also feel 
that in this controversial matter, whether yes 
or no, and particularly in the controversial 
debate between the members of the responsible 
committees, we should review the matter with 
you, Sir. I would nevertheless be grateful if 
Mr Fellermaier would agree that we do this not 
this evening, but tomorrow morning. We will 
then know whether the Committee on Agri
culture was able to finish today. At the moment 
we only know that it should be finished, which 

is what I am hoping. But what happens if it 
is not? I still have no answer to this question. 
That is why I think it would be wiser, Mr 
President, if we were to hold this discussion, 
which Mr Fellermaier has proposed, tomorrow 
morning so that we can then fix the agenda 
once and for all in the morning. We should 
restrict ourselves this evening to fixing an 
agenda which we can get through today. 

President. - Mr Lange's proposal concerning 
Mr Normanton's report cannot be accepted. Mr 
Normanton's report cannot in fact be distributed 
until Thursday nor can it therefore be discussed 
until that date at a late hour in the evening. 
The rapporteur would prefer his report to be 
considered in September. The House would be 
wise to accept that proposal. 

As for the report on the wine market, two 
speakers felt that ·it was not urgent, but most 
Members do not share that view. We have been 
told that the Council should take a decision 
on 21 or 22 July. 

I know the difficult conditions under which the 
Committee on Agriculture had to work. It has 
not yet concluded its task which it wanted to 
perform as well as possible. 

That is why the report is not yet available; it 
will be distributed as early as possible tomor
row morning. 

That item cannot, therefore, be discussed before 
Thursday. I therefore repeat the earlier pro
posal that Mr Normanton's report should be 
deferred until the September part-session and 
Mr Della Briotta's report be placed on the 
agenda for Thursday, at the end of the sitting. 

I call Mr Cipolla. 

Mr Cipolla. - (I) Mr President, I should like to 
propose that we wait until the Committee on 
Agriculture has finished its work. In this con
nection I should like to make it clear that the 
blame for the delay we are discussing today 
must be laid at the door of the Commission, 
which submitted only at the end of June this 
important regulation which will have a vital 
bearing on the entire future of the wine sector. 

I should also like to draw your attention, Mr 
President, to the fact that our power is very 
limited, in fact merely consultative. Now, if 
this power must be exercised under conditions 
such that we have to give our views on certain 
matters without full knowledge of the facts or 
an opportunity for mature deliberation on them, 
then this already modest power becomes even 
further diminished. In defence, therefore, of the 
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very dignity of this Parliament, you, Mr Presi
dent, should see to it that in future the Com
mission is not allowed to submit proposals of 
this kind at such a late stage. 

President. - Mr Cipolla, like you I am con
cerned with protecting this Parliament's powers 
and I will of course write to the Commission 
pointing out that the conditions under which 
it forces the Committee on Agriculture and 
Parliament to work are intolerable. 

Having said that, we must carry O!J,t our duty; 
since there is no other part-session before the 
harvest, we must decide on these acute problems 
this week; we cannot do so before the end of 
Thursday's sitting. 

I call Mr Durieux. 

Mr Durieux. - (F) Mr President, I have written 
to you asking to defer until late tomorrow the 
report by Mr Durand, who will be unable to 
attend in the morning. But would it really be 
opportune to discuss this agricultural report on 
Tuesday? Could it not be deferred until Thurs-

. day? 

President.- Thursday's agenda is too heavy. 

Since Mr Durand will not be present at the 
beginning of the sitting I propose placing this 
report on the agenda at the end of Tuesday. 

I call Mr Della Briotta. 

Mr Della Briotta.- (1) Mr President, you have 
proposed that a number of items, for which the 
Committee on Public Health and the Environ
ment is the committee responsible, should be 
removed from Friday's agenda. I agree with 
this proposal,' but I would request that Mrs 
Orth's report on cosmetic products, on which 
the Council should take a decision before the 
summer holidays, be listed on Friday's agenda. 

President. - Mr Della Briotta, I cannot agree 
to this before the Bureau has authorized the 
Committee on Public Health and the Environ
ment to ·draw up this report. 

The agenda would therefore be as follows: 

This afternoon: 

- Statement by the Commission on action taken 
on the opinions of Parliament; 

- Report by Mr Mitterdorfer on customs union 
and the achievement of the internal market; 

- Report by Mr Klepsch on the recommenda
tions of the Joint Parliamentary Committee 
of the EEC-Turkey Association. 

Tuesday, 8 July 1975 

10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.: 

- Statement by Mr Brunner, Member of the 
Commission, on the Community research 
policy; 

- Motior. for a resolution tabled by Mr Sprin
gorum on the decisions adopted by the 
Council of Research Ministers on 26 June 
1975; 

- Statement by Mr Simonet on the Council 
decisions of 26 June 1975; 

-Report by Mr Leonardi on a Community 
policy in the hydrocarbons sector; 

- Report by Mr Burgbacher on the med~um
term guidelines for coal; 

- Report by Mr Durand on the EAGGF. 

Wednesday, 9 July 1975 

10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.: 

- Question time; 

- Statement by the President-in-Office of the 
Council followed by a short debate; 

- Report by Mr Bertrand on European Union. 

Thursday, 10 July 1975 

10.00 a.m., 3.00 p.m. and possibly 9.00 p.m.: 

- Vote on the motion for a resolution contained 
in the report by Mr Bertrand on European 
Union; 

-Joint debate on 

- the report by Mr Lange on amendments 
to the budgetary provisions of the Treaties, 
and 

. - the report by Mr Aigner on amendments 
to the budgetary provisions of the 
Treaties; 

- Report by Mr Aigner on the ECSC Auditor's 
report; 

- Report by Mr Albers on migrant workers; 

- Report by Mr Marras on the social situation 
in the Community; 

- Report by Mr Walkhoff on the European 
schools system; 

- Motion for a resolution on education in the 
European Community; 

- Report by Mr Della Briotta on wine. 
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Friday, 11 July 1975 

9.30 a.m. to 12 noon: 

- Report by Mr Hougardy on the index-linking 
of savings; 

- Report by Mr J ahn on those parts of the 
Eighth General Report which fall within the 
terms of reference of the Committee on 
Public Health and the Environment; 

- Oral question with debate put by Mr Jahn 
to the Commission on inadequate EEC bird 
protection measures. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

. May I remind Members that at the end of its 
previous part-session, Parliament had decided 
to limit speaking-time as follows: 

Reports: 

- 15 minutes for the rapporteur and for one 
speaker on behalf of each group; 

- 10 minutes for other speakers; and 

- 5 minutes for speakers on amendments. 

Oral questions with debate: 

- 10 minutes for the author of the question; 

- 5 minutes for other speakers. 

Finally, given the delay in submitting the 
Lange, Aigner and Bertrand reports, I propose 
changing the time-limit for tabling amendments 
to these reports as follows: 

- reports by Mr Lange and Mr Aigner: Wednes
day, 9 July, 6 p.m.; 

- report by Mr Bertrand: Wednesday, 9 July, 
12 noon. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

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

President.- The next item is the statement by 
the Commission of the European Communities 
on the action taken by the Commission on the 
ovinions ~nd proposals of the European Parlia
ment. 

I call Mr Gundelach. 

Mr Gundelaeh, Member of the Commission. -
I cannot take the floor for the first time at 
this part-session on behalf of the Commission 
without expressing the deep satisfaction of the 
Commission at seeing represented in this House 
the members of the British Labour Party. We 
are deeply convinced that their presence here 
will strengthen our debate and thereby streng
then the construction of Europe. We look 
forward to-close and fruitful collaboration with 
the new Members. 

My report contains six points. 

First, in accordance with the opinion contained 
in Mr Muller's report on waste elimination and 
recycling, the Commission has altered its draft 
directive. The alteration, which was submitted 
to the Couhcil at the end of April, concerned 
the title of the directive and the amendments 
proposed by the Parliament to Articles 3, 4, 10 
and 14. 

Secondly, the Commission has also sent the 
Council an amended draft directive on the 
coordination of laws, regulations and adminis
trative provisions relating to joint insurance, on 
which Mr Brewis reported. 

As indicated in its letter of 30 May 1975 to the 
President of the European Parliament, it 
decided to incorporate in its amended draft the 
most important of the House's comments. In that 
letter it also gave some details concerning its 
recent draft. 

Thirdly, in a debate on Mrs Orth's report on 
the directive on materials and objects which will 
come into contact with foodstuffs, the Commis
sion stated that it accepted the amendments to 
Articles 2, 5 and 10 of its draft. I can now say 
that these amendments, endorsed by the Com
mission, have been well received by the 
Council. 

Fourthly, with regard to the report on a regula
tion concerning the minimum amount of levies 
to be collect~d on certain processed agricultural 
products, I am happy to announce to Parliament 
that the Council, on 24 June, adopted the 
regulation in accordance with the wishes of 
Parliament. : 

Fifthly, the draft directive on pesticides, on 
which Mr Della Briotta presented his report to 
Parliament during the April part-session, has 
been amended to take into account the wishes 
expressed in this House, and accepted by the 
Commission. 

Sixthly, the revised version of the draft third 
directive on company law, which was dealt with 
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in Mr De Keersmaeker's report, has been 
amended to take into ·account the wishes of 
Parliament, and it is hoped that the amended 
proposal will be forwarded to the Council before 
the summer recess. 

13. Simplification of customs procedure 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
report drawn up by Mr Mitterdorfer on behalf 
of the Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs on the customs union, including the 
programme for the simplification of customs 
procedures and the achievement of the internal 
market (Doc. 135/75). 

I call Mr Mitterdorfer. 

Mr Mitterdorfer, rapporteur. - (D) Mr Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen, when we talk about 
customs union and the achievement of the 
internal market we must be aware that we are 
only dealing with one aspect of economic liberal
ization, namely putting into practice the free 
movement of goods. The removal of customs 
duties has not caused the disappearance of 
border controls. Barriers to free movement of 
goods will remain in existence until the day 
that the free movement of persons, services, 
capital and payments become reality in the 
context of a mutual opening of national markets 
in Europe. We must also assume that the sur
vival of the customs union and free trade in 
the common market will remain in danger if 
the Community does not take more urgent steps 
to approximate legal and administrative rules. 
The internal borders of the Community will 
remain tariff borders until national fiscal 
systems are harmonized. Border controls and 
their intensity are expressions of a lack of 
integration. 

The Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs hopes that this report will make a solid 
contribution to improving the integration pro
cess. The state of customs policy in the Com
munity is still characterized by a vast number 
of customs controls. To quote only one example: 
three days ago there was a press report to the 
effect that the Federal finance ministry in Bonn 
had instructed German customs officers not to 
routinely wave people through but, on the 
contrary, to call for customs declarations and 
make examinations more frequently than before. 
People regard these complications and controls 
quite rightly as annoying, indeed as anachron
istic. Since the customs union was set up 7 years 
ago an unbelievably complex Community 
customs system has developed. There are many 
reasons for this. I could mention the common 
agricultural policy with all its implications, the 

special relationships existing between the EEC 
and EFTA countries, the system of preferences 
towards third countries and, finally, the wel
come accession of three new countries to our 
Community. The customs authorities adjust only 
very slowly to the realities of the common 
market. Trade between one Community country 
and another is still often dealt with according 
to outdated national procedures. 

To quote another example: we know of cases 
where national · customs authorities apply 
obsolete regulations and charge duties on own 
account transport of goods across frontiers. 
Customs procedures are invoked which, since the 
existence of a common customs tariff, are no 
longer applicable, at least as between the original 
Community countries. Application of the com
mon customs tariff, however, is not only com
plicated but also expensive. This in particular 
should give us food for thought during a period 
of economic difficulties. 

The Commission was well advised to submit to 
the Council a programme for the simplification 
of customs procedures. This took place in spring 
1975. Parliament should recognize that the Com
mission adopted many of the proposals for 
improving trade which were made to it during 
discussion in committee. The main aim of the 
programme is a revision of the nomenclature 
of the common customs tariff. In this way it 
will become possible to speed up computer pro
cessing and evaluation. The ·rules of origin are 
to be improved and the Community transit pro
cedure further developed. 

Moreover, it also aims at abolishing transit 
documents for goods in free circulation and 
making the guarantee system more flexible. 
Customs controls would be replaced by examin
ation of companies' accounts, and transit advice 
notes abolished. 

The Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs is impressed by this programme. All 
that remains now is to hope that the Council 
will adopt these measures as soon as possible 
as their significance for the further develop
ment of the internal market warrants. They 
correspond to the logic and spirit of the Rome 
Treaties and are designed to adapt customs 
procedures to the needs of the increasingly 
interdependent economies of the Community. 

The Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs regards the Commission's proposals as 
a contribution to the consolidation of the customs 
union and as such as a further important step 
towards the achievement of the internal market. 

The effects on the achievement of the internal 
market arising from the unsatisfactory state of 
progress in removing administrative and tech-



Sitting of Monday, 7 July 1975 15 

Mitterdorfer 

nical obstacles to the movement of goods and 
services in the Community are cause for far 
greater concern. We still have completely iso
lated markets which will survive as long as 
there are administrative and technical obstacles 
operated by individual States. The Community 
is behind the times as regards mutual recogni
tion of administrative controls, particularly in 
the areas of health and veterinary policy and 
plant protection controls. We frequently receive 
complaints about long drawn-out border controls 
which often last so long that the goods being 
transported go bad. 

The Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs has devoted particular attention to the 
progress in removing administrative obstacles 
in the field of the award of public contracts. 
Virtually no progress has been made here 
towards harmonizing legislation in the Com
munity. The Commission is keeping an eye on 
the application of Council Directive No 71/305 
of 26 July 1971 which governs the coordination 
of the public works contracts procedure. Even 
if few or no abuses have been noted until now, 
it still seems that this directive has yet to have 
any fundamental effect. 

Generally speaking it must be said that there 
is still no real common market in the field of 
public contracts. A large part of the European 
economy still does not enjoy the benefits of an 
internal market. Experts who have made exten
sive studies of the procedures for the award 
of public works contracts for the Commission 
have come to the conclusion that an overall 
programme for this sector should be drawn up 
as a matter of urgency. 

In principle-it seems to us-there are no 
technical or legal obstacles to opening up public 
markets for supplies to public authorities. How
ever, the various national authorities see 
themselves as administrators of public funds 
and are more likely to prefer domestic suppliers; 
they regard internal procedures for awarding 
public contracts as an instrument for reviving 
economic life in a given sector of industry or 
a given region. On the other hand, Community 
competition in this sector of economic life, it 
must be said, would bring numerous advantages. 
It could help to improve industrial production 
quality and relieve the burden on the taxpayer; 
in addition the development of genuine European 
undertakings would be given a welcome boost. 

In this context, it is to be regretted that the 
Council has still not adopted the Commission's 
proposal that there should be improved coordin
ation of contract-awarding procedures for sup
plies to state authorities. Where the awarding 
of public contracts is concerned, general access 
to contracts awarded by the public service sector 

is of particular importance. I am thinking here 
of railway undertakings, electricity works, postal 
and telecommunication services, etc. This sector 
in fact faces special problems. These undertak
ings have indeed, since the 19th century, been 
building up technical systems which are entirely 
national in character. Since their establishment, 
about 100 years ago, privileged relations have 
developed between the service undertakings 
and the supplying industry, and these privileged 
relations are in many cases still encouraged by 
state aid for research and development. 

This disparity, which is primarily caused by 
national thinking, will make it extremely dif
ficult for markets to be opened up and systems 
harmonized in the near future. Such projects 
are very expensive. Rapid technical progress in 
railway and communications technology is likely 
to make them more costly still. It should also be 
noted that a common transport system, for 
example, such as this House has called for in the 
Mursch report, can never be achieved if such 
markets are not opened up. 

Since harmonization of various technical systems 
is expensive and will become more costly from 
year to year, Community action is urgently 
needed. The lack of liberalization in the field 
of public contracts lowers the quality of public 
services. The competitiveness of European 
technology on world markets will be jeopard
ized. 

In my view, progressive liberalization of this 
field should be the subject of a Community 
programme. Such a programme should set out 
cooperation procedures and describe means of 
approximating national technical concepts. 
Funds provided by the individual Member States 
for research and development would thus be 
pooled. It is obvious that account must at the 
same time be taken of legislation on safety and 
the protection of the environment. 

As· regards the removal of technical obstacles 
to trade I should like to refer to the debates and 
resolutions of this House of 14 September 1974 
and 10 March 1975. As you know the dismantling 
of technical obstacles has been delayed consider
ably during the past few years. We can see 
from the Eighth General Report that in 1974 
the Council had still not adopted 59 Commission 
proposals for directives. This must be made very 
clear in view of the fact that the Council, on 
17 December 1973, undertook to speed up its 
work in this field and to adopt between 25 and 
30 proposed directives annually. 

We should in these circumstances emphasize our 
view that the removal of technical obstacles to 
trade can only be accelerated. by means of action 
programmes in the form of outline directives 
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for the individual sectors and technical rules 
of application to be decided by the Commission 
pursuant to Article 155 of the Treaties. Here, 
as in other sectors, it appears that the Council 
lacks any economic strategy and the will to 
achieve political integration to make available 
to the nine Member States identical rules 
governing technical production. Such rules could 
without doubt contribute . to lowering the costs 
to which certain sectors of the economy are 
subject as a result of their need to observe 
differing national rules of production. 

.At a time of economic difficulties of many kinds 
and the resultant fall in the competitivity of a 
largely processing-oriented industry the still 
prevailing confusion of individual national 
administrative rules in the production field is 
a luxury which the Community, in view offal
ling employment and sales difficulties and their 
implications for the balance of payments situa
tion of certain Member States in particular, can 
no longer afford. 

In "this motion for a resolution on customs union 
and the achievement of the internal market the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs 
wants to highlight the close links between a 
variety of apparently technical but in fact 
highly political questions. If these questions are 
not very soon solved in accordance with the 
terms of the EEC Treaty serious disadvantages 
are likely to result in the not too distant future 
for the development of Community policy in the 
various sectors of economic and social life laid 
down under the Treaty. 
(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR: MR BORDU 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Cifarelli to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) Mr President, I should like 
to begin by thanking the rapporteur for his 
very clear and comprehensive report. I would 
ask him to believe that this is not just another 
of the ritual compliments paid in this Parlia
ment, but that it is intended as a setious appre
ciation of the work that he has put into this 
document. Indeed, this is only one of a number 
of similar important tasks· carried out by him, 
as on several other occasions already Mr Mitter
dorfer has taken it upon himself to be Parlia- . 
ment's spokesman on these very important 
questions. 

As all my colleagues are well aware, the matter 
we are discussing is an extremely important one 

and one that fully justifies Parliament's impa
tience for progress and results. During this part
session we shall be dealing with Mr Bertrand's 
motion for a resolution, which concerns itself 
with developments within the Community, both 
in regard to foreign policy and security. 

Thus we are moving in the direction of political 
union, but we have not yet fully implemented 
the customs union, even though we are now a 
long way away from 1968, when all the stages 
of customs union were implemented, as far as 
the six original Member States of the Com
munity were concerned. From 1970 onwards this 
Parliament has been raising the question, making 
appeals, voicing criticisms and further refining 
and developing its arguments on the matter. 

I do not intend to go into detail on this, but I 
would like to go on from what I have been 
saying to pay a tribute to the European Com
mission and at the same time to make a recom
mendation to it. I should like to pay tribute to 
it for having submitted this action programme 
aimed at simplifying customs procedures and 
legislations as well as the methods used in 
carrying out customs formalities. This is valu
able work, and the Commission is working out, 
sector by sector, an overall programme, as 
indeed the chairman pointed out in his state
ment on the various programmes. I am happy, 
therefore, to be able to pay a warm tribute to 
the Commission for drawing up this programme. 

The recommendation I should like to make to 
the Commission in this connection is that it 
should try to get away from all the niggling 
details with which we, as a Parliament, are often 
plagued and instead press on with the task of 
getting more suitable Community machinery 
set up and adopted. 

While we are on this point I should like to stress 
the need to make the widest possible use of 
Community regulations as an instrument for 
getting policy carried out. We are a political 
union in the process of formation, and these 
regulations are Community legislation of imme
diate binding force. I should also like to back 
what has been said by the rapporteur on the 
advisability of adopting framework directives, 
that is to say, Community rules which are bind
ing on the Member States in the sense that they 
niust adapt their own legislation to these rules. 

This, in my opinion, is one of the major points 
that the group, on behalf of which I am now 
speaking, is fully agreed upon .. It also agrees 
on a number of other points which I should like 
to outline right here and now. First of all, there 
is the importance of completely smoothing the 
way for the utmost freedom in passenger traffic 
and the movement of goods. These are the things 
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that make the Community something practical 
and tangible and provide opportunities for 
simplification of formalities and reduction of 
costs, thus bringing us increasingly closer to the 
goal of a harmonious, balanced and practical 
development of the Community as a whole. 

This is the kind of development the rapporteur 
had in mind when he urged the adoption of the 
proposal on coordinating procedures for the 
opening of the markets and on the problem of 
public contracts, a proposal, incidentally, which 
goes back to March 1973. 

I must say that even in this Parliament we 
sometimes hear views expressed that are colour
ed by the now outdated idea that you can bring 
about a better economic set-up by means of re
gulations closing a particular market or part 
thereof. It is foolish to think you can beat infla
tion or its side-effects, such as unemployment, 
by making provisions to corner sectors of the 
market or even to close the market altogether in 
these sectors. We feel that the rapporteur was 
arguing alonit the right lines when he said-and 
indeed the Commission has taken his point on 
this-that production is rationalized and new and 
resourceful solutions to technical problems are 
encouraged when there is the possibility of 
access to Member States' public supply markets 
and public contracts. 

The problem is a very pressing one. We have 
to remember that even in countries such as our 
own, where free enterprise and free market 
competition prevail, and rightly so, the private 
sector of the economy is coming to be more and 
more restricted in this day and age. There is 
continually increasing intervention by the public 
authorities-this is in the very nature of things 
and entirely in line with the historic develop
ment of our era. In my own country, for 
example, in past times the entire electricity 
sector was private, and it is only in the past 
ten years that it has become public, as is also 
the case in France and other Community coun
tries. The requirements that have been stressed 
in this context are therefore very important, 
and indeed the Euri>pean Parliament has adopted 
a very positive approach to this whole matter. 

Naturally we do not want questions of detail to 
be entirely jettisoned, but it is clear that a 
general guideline must be laid down which will 
fulfil the basic need of ensuring that all move
ment of goods and services within the Com
munity will enjoy a greater degree of freedom. 

The simplification measures suggested are very 
important. A reduction in the number of head
ings and subheadings in the Customs Tariff, a 
simplified and more suitable nomenclature, sim
plified procedures under the common agricul-

tural policy with regard to customs duties, levies 
and refunds, less documentation both for author
izations and controls-these are all needs that 
are keenly felt in various ways and it is only 
right that \Ve should dwell upon them. 

There is one matter, however, w~ich I should 
like to single out for special mention, and that 
is the COIIlmission proposals on Community 
transit procedure. This is an innovation which 
has proved its worth, even in the few short 
years it hJlS been in force, in that it enables 
customs duties to be collected not in the country 
to which the goods or commodities in question 
are sent but where they are actually used or 
consumed .. The regulations on this matter have 
now been extended also to Austria and Switzer
land. The idea of simplifying this sYStem and 

·extending it to other countries• should be given 
a sympathetic hearing. 

We are in complete agreement, therefore, with 
these proposals, with the aims stated and with 
the various regulations proposed and the time
limits suggested for their implementation. 

The main point, however, that we are all agreed 
on in connection with Mr Mitterdorfer's report 
is that we simply must break ourselves of the 
habit of impulsively reaching back for the old 
customs sYstems whenever anything goes wrong. 
Sometimes this was done . in an over-hasty 
manner, sometimes it was done in a calculated 
spirit of pious hypocrisy, but at any rate it is 
something that we can no longer tolerate in the 
Community. There have been times when agree
ment could. not be reached on the adoption of 
customs procedures and recourse was had to 
administrative measures to devise obstacles, set 
up barriers and, in short, effectively sabotage 
the unity of the common market (the veterinary 
measures were a notorious example of this at 
one time). Some criticism on this point is voiced 
in the report, which lists some obstacles to trade 
of an administrative and technical nature and 
points to certain administrative and technical 
features that are submerged reefs capable of 
$h.ipwrecking the entire sYStem. 

This is a matter, Mr President, on which one 
would need ·far more time than I now have at 
my disposal,· if on~ wished to go into detail. But 
we are a political Assembly and we must take 
up some position on this question as a whole, 
and I feel that our position might be summed 
up as follows: we are in favour of the parlia
mentary committee's conclusions and con
sequently aleo of Mr Mitterdorfer's report. We 
feel that perseverance, .farsightedness and dili
gence must be the watchwords for the road that 
lies ahead and that no stone must be left 
untUrned to achieve a full implementation of 
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the European common market, complete free
dom of movement for goods and a streamlining 
of customs procedures. 

We pay tribute to the Commission for having 
submitted a serious programme containing some 
very valuable features and we hope that the 
encouragement we have given in this debate will 
help to make this programme a reality in the 
very near future. 

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

· Mr Schworer. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the Christian-Democratic Group 
thanks Mr Mitterdorfer for his excellent report 
and for the co:o.clusions he has drawn in the 
resolution. 

The customs union came into existence on 1 July 
1968. On that day customs duties and quotas 
disappeared; we called it a decisive moment for 
our Community. The question is, was it in 
practice such a decisive moment and have people 
in the Community noticed a real improvement 
as a result of it? Trade undoubtedly became 
easier on 1 July 1968. That can be measured in 
terms of the percentages by which intra
Community trade has risen. Nevertheless, we 
should not be satisfied with what we have 
achieved. Since 1970 this House has been de
bating ways and means of removing the other 
obstacles to free trade. A whole series of reso
lutions demonstrates this effort towards achiev
ing a better and more rapid integration of the 
common market. In doing this the European 
Parliament has not relied solely on Commission 
.documents, but has also introduced its own ini
tiatives and proposals, exemplified once again 
by this report which deals not only with the 
customs union but also calls with particular 
emphasis for the abolition of administrative and 
technical obstacles to trade. 

Ladies and gentlemen, may I begin by making a 
general observation on the subject of duties in 
the Community. This House-and Mr Cifarelli 
has already mentioned the fact-was justifiably 
extremely concerned at proposals in certain 
Member States to reintroduce import restrictions 
a part of a package of economic measures. This, 
I think, is a case where, with all respect for the 
difficulties of certain member countries, one 
must say: don't let it happen! The great econo
mic crisis in 1929 began with customs duties 
and isolationism, and understanding history 
means not allowing the same mistake to be 
made again. 

Now to the details of the programme which we 
are discussing today. It is because we understand 

how important the customs union was and is 
·for Europe's integration process that we support 
its retention and its further development. We 
therefore welcome the fact that Mr Mitterdorfer 
has referred to the following points in his report: 

Firstly, that the advantage accruing from the 
elimination of duties should not be destroyed 
through national fiscal and economic legislation 
and that the borders which were to have been 
dispensed with should not be retained or even 
strengthened through the implementation of 
customs frontiers. What is urgently required 
here is fiscal harmonization. However, I think 
that the national governments would do well, 
when changing their own tax laws, to consider 
how far such changes are in accordance with 
the integration process and whether these 
changes are going to result in greater or lesser 
disparities vis-a-vis the rest of the Community. 

Secondly, in my view, the customs exemptions 
granted to private travellers within the Com
munity should be constantly adjusted. Above 
all they should be logical and comprehensible. 
The German papers have ben reporting a case 
over the last few weeks which I should like to 
pass on to the Commission afterwards-and I 
will be very grateful to receive their reply
which shows up the illogicality and arbitrariness 
of these exemptions in connection with the im
port of alcohol, and above all wine, so that one 
really cannot be surprised if people regard this 
customs union that we have set up as non
existent. 

This is all the more true when people not only 
have to pay customs d.uties at the border but 
also have to waste valuable time as a result of 
red tape. 

Thirdly, customs formalities pertaining to im
ports and exports within the Community must 
be harmonized and at the same time simplified. 
This applies both to tourism and trade. Unless 
customs procedures at the Community's external 
borders are not everywhere identical it may 
indeed be necessary to retain customs controls 
within the Community. Such a situation may 
also lead to traffic · being rerouted and other 
activities being relocated, in absolute violation 
of the Treaty's intentions. 

We therefore welcome the proposed simplifica
tion of the nomenclature of the common customs 
tariff to enable data-processing to be applied in 
this field. We welcome the improvement of Com
munity transit procedure and harmonization of 
the delay provisions, all things which should 
improve imports and exports from one Com
munity country to another and facilitate the 
joint operation of the external tariff wall. 



Sitting of Monday, 7 July 1975 19 

Schwiirer 

I should like to turn now, t:nY friends, to the 
subject of the abolition of obstacles to trade. It 
is proper ·and necessary that we consider this 
matter in this connection. Obstacles to trade 
create frontiers or maintain and strengthen 
them. We are well aware of that. In that sense 
they are not only technical and administrative, 
bJ,lt also political barriers. We therefore welcome 
what Mr Mitterdorfer has proposed, namely 
the mutual recognition of controls, of health, 
veterinary and plant protection controls. Such 
recognition is long overdue. 

Moreover, it really is time that the award. of 
public contracts were harmonized. Each under
taking in a Member State must have the same 
chances. More competition will lead to better 
quality and also to more reasonable prices. I 
do not deny, however, that this could also 
conceal dangers, particularly if individual mem
ber countries were to take measures for the 
exclusive benefit of their own undertakings. 
This danger is particularly real where a natio
nalized undertaking in a particular country is 
concerned. I should like to call upon the Com
mission to take very great care in this connec
tion to ensure that particularly the small and 
middle-sized firms in 'other Member States are 
not put at a disadvantage. What I want to see 
is fair competition in which all Community 
undertakings have the same chances in bidding 
for public contracts. 

And one more point: harmonization of technical 
regulations. This is an important condition for 
fair competition and for general participation 
in it. The Council should, as Mr Mitterdorfer 
suggested, make this action programme the 
subject of outline directives pursuant to Article 
100 of the Treaty and leave its implementation 
to the Commission. We are fully in agreement 
that this would finally lead to these provisions 
being more rapidly introduced. 

We are also fully aware that the free movement 
of services and capital must be .added to the 
free movement of goods. And we also support 
what was said here about a common transport 
policy. We are all aware of the significance, 
particularly for the integration of an economic 

· sector, that freedom of establishment in each 
country for transport undertakings, harmoniza
tion of the receptacles for transporting goods 
and of social provisions in the transport field 
wouid have. 

In conclusion, ladies and gentlemen, I should 
like to· give a special welcome to paragraph 16 
of the resolution. This should .not be merely a 
formality but should be tak~n by us to mean 
what it says. We shall keep ourselves conti
nuously informed on the development of the 
customs union and the achievement of the in-

ternal market. Unfortunately some of the pro
posals which we work out together with the 
Commission spend years at the Council before 
they enter into force. This is something we 
ought not to tolerate indefinitely. 

We shall, just as happened in the last report on 
the matter in this House about a year ago, 
repeatedly call upon the Commission to meet at 
regular intervals with customs administrators 
and also with business experts. The aim of these 
meetings would be to see where improvements 
can still be made so that we can finally have 
the genuine customs union which 250 million 
Community citizens expect, covering our entire 
economic area. 

My honourable friends, even if some of you 
perhaps have your doubts, we as parliamen
tarians should seize every initiative we are pre
Sented with and indeed become initiators our
selves wherever we can, in order to bring about 
improvements in tourism and trade. It is my 
belief that what we can improve in this field
take the green insurance card as an example-
will probably bring us more popularity than 
many a resolution on some highly political mat
ter. A determined struggle to bring improve
ments in this sector, which directly affects just 
about everybody, until we finally achieve the 
total abolition of all controls, formalities and 
restrictions within the Community, would in my 
opinion bring this Parliament a great deal of 
popularity. What is more, however, the people 
of Europe would increasingly come to see and 
experience this Community as a reality for 
which it was worth making sacrifices. 

My group Supports Mr Mitterdorfer's report and 
is in full agreement with the motion for a reso
lution. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr De Clercq to speak on 
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Mr De Clereq.- (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, as the third speaker on this subject 
I can be brief, for the essential points have been 
made. · 

I want first of all to congratulate Mr Mitterdor
fer on his excellent report. The sole object of 
my short intervention is to give strong support 
on behalf of my group to his conclusions. 

The customs ,union and the achievement of the 
common internal market are economically and 
politically of, fundamental importance: Greater 
freedom of movement of goods was attained 
from 1 July 1968, when the customs union was 
introduced, the remaining intra-Community 
duties were ~bolished and the common customs 
tariff was adopted. 
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But does this customs union exist in reality? 
In other words, does the Community have the 
necessary instruments to ensure that the com
mon customs tariff is uniformly applied and 
that its commercial policy towards third coun
tries is impl~mented? 

The adoption of tariff me&sures is but the first 
stage in the construction of' the customs union. 
The achievement of a genuine internal market 
presupposes considerable progress in the harmo
nization of economic and fiscal legislations, lack 
of which results in a multitude of frontier con
trols. These, in turn, cause difficulties and delays 
in customs clearance of goods. The result is 
compartmentalization of markets, particularly 
public contract markets. 

To remedy this we support the Commission's 
action to improve and silnplify customs pro
cedures and -formalities concerning nomencla
ture, customs valuation and customs clearance 
of goods. lt is also necessary to abolish admi
nistrative and technical obstacles to trade which 
still persist despite the elimination of the tradi
tional obstacles.1 The customs union will be in 
jeopardy as long· as the l;)rocess of economic in
tegration remains inadequate. Until harmoniza
tion of structures and taxes is achieved, obstacles 
to trade will persist. 

These facts have to be stated on the eve of a 
historic debate that i& to take place in this House 
on European Union and the future of Commun
ity institutions. 
(Applause) 

President.- I call :Mr Normanton to speak on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Normanton. - The European Conservative 
Group extends a very warm welcome to the 
report in the name of Mr Mitterdorfer, and 
compliments him on the way in which he 
presented it. 

The creation of a full and free Community 
market, which is what the report is all about, is 
surely the first of the series .of major milestones 
which must· ultimately lead along the road 
signposted 'Economic, monetary and political 
union for Europe.' We must recOgnize that, as 
the report spells out very clearly, the Communi
ty has taken but the first few faltering steps 
towards this first major milestone. We have 
tried, and are still trying, to proceed by legisla
tion alone, legislation on technical and commer
cial specifications and procedures, whereas in 
general we must admit that industry, individual 
compaliies, technology and technologists, and 
traders large and small, are showing that their 
thinking and acting are way ahead of politicians 
and governments. 

As a politician, I regret to have to confeSs that 
govtttmnents tend to be much more effectUal in 
building obstacles than in setting them aside. 
In this context I· draw attention to a speech· I 
gave on 14 March this year, when we were 
debating another report in the name of :Mr Mit
terdorfer, this time relating to a number of tech
nical specifications on which -harmonization was 
being sought. I believe that the way in which we 
should proceed with harmonization in technical 
and commercial , terms is to give industry and 
traders the maximum scope for the exercise of 
ingenuity and enterprise and to place upon them 
obligations which are binding in terms of an 
objective. The objective that I want to see is 
the placing before industry of certain ·target 
dates by which industry, by collaboration 
throughout each of its major sectors, sets aside 
obstacles which undoubtedly stand in the path 
of an expansion and enlargement of the internal 
market. 

In this context, I hope that the Commissioner 
will recognize the extremely valuable role, 
which I believe may become still more valuable, 
which trade associations and industry associa
tions accredited to the Community can be en
couraged to play. This must happen. 

The Community may issue directives -and regu
latio~¥S . about customs barrie11t-these were re
ferred to in the Mitterdorfer report-but the 
continued evidence, the outward sign, of these 
historical barriers, still remains in the form of 
custotns officials and posts. I eamestly hoPe that 
before too long we, as parliamentarians, as mem
bers of this great Community, will· find it pos
sible to abolish the physical existence of these 
customs posts inside the Community; The aboli
tion of customs PQsts and officials will have a 
tremendous PsYChological impact on the peoples 
of Europe when they begin to see that we are 
moving along the road to the creation of one 
economic unit. 

As far as paragraph 8, indent 2, is concerned, 
the reference to certificates of origin and the 
need for simplification of them is undoubtedly 
seen by Mr Mitterdorfer to be extremely impor
tant. We in the European Conservative Group 
strongly endone that opinion, bearing in ltlind · 
the debate which took place in this hemicycle 
only three weeks ago on the subject· of textfles. 
l urge the ·Commission to look once again at the 
procedure and at the rules laid down for ce~ 
icates of origin under the Stockholm Conven
tiOft about 16 or 17 years ago. Althougp the 
reference to certificates of origin and the defi
nition of origin has a good deal inor~ relevance 
to the ·Lome Convention, I am· certain that they 
are of considerable importance if we ·are to 
achieve a full· and free circulation of textiles 
within and throughout the Community. · 
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Following on the points raised under paragraph 
8, ·in which documentation is referied to, I 
wonder whether the House. has noted and is 
aware of the fact that for a ·shipment of goods 
from Dover to Calais-a distance of 40 kil~ 
metres at most-th~re is twice as much paper
work required as there is to ship the self-same 
goods from London to Melbourne. This surely is 
an idiocy which we can ill afford. 

!\}though I welcome paragraph 15, which refers 
to the framework directives-here I know that 
M.r Mitterdorfer is trying extremely hard to find 
not .only the words but the format of a system 
w:Pich will enable us to deal with the problem
! confess that I am considerably sceptical 
whether the full process of,' consultation with 
all concerned can be effectively achieved. 

Community legislative instruments and proced
ures give rise to enough difficulties at Commission 
and European parliamentary level, but they give 
rise to far greater probleniB-I can assure the 
House-in the parliaments of Member States 
than may be generally appreciated. In my own 
parliament-the House of Cattmlons-a system 
h,as been establisheci called a Scrutiny Commit
tee. It is a valiant attempt to be construct~ve but 
critical, but it means that an enormous task 
faces the members of that co:tnmiftee when th~y 
ate exa~g or considering legislative instru
ments, regulations and directives which eniSnate 
from the Commission. I urge the Commission to 
help those Member States' parliamentarians who 
feel that it is of considerable importance to give 
as much advance warning and as much notice as 
possible to the Member .States, and ~ir parlia
ments, of Commission intentions and Commis
sion proposals before reaching the stage of draft
ing such instruments. It is by the process of 
giving advance notice and advance warning, 
alerting and seeking consultation, that many of 
the anxieties will be set aside at parliamentary 
level in Member States. 

I welcome Mr Mitterdorfer's reference to public 
supply contracts. When we have, working 
throughout the Community, full and free access 
to both tendering and carrying out contracts 
for public authorities, that will be the hall
mark of progress. We have a long way to go 
here. At the same time we have to recognize 
that if the economy of Europe is to achieve 
anything it has to have a full, free and open 
market. Only in such conditions, in such a vast 
market, can the economies of scale which are 
open to the industry of Europe really produce 
the benefits which the peoples of Europe rightly 
expect to flow from the enlargement of this 
Comm~ity. 

Lastly, I need hardly remind the Commission, 
the House awaits the statement on industrial 

policy whith must undoubtedly be an important 
ingredient in the proposals for creating this 
wider, freer and richer market of the Com
munity. 

I earnestly hope the Commissioner in his reply 
will give a specific assurance to the House that 
we shall not wait very much longer before 
a statement on this point is made. 
(Applause): 

President • .;...- I call Mr Leenhardt. 

Mr Leenhatdt, Chairman. of the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs. - (F) Mr ~ 
ident, ladies and gentlemen, I had intended to 
emphasize the political and economic implica
tions of th' resolution before us. But having 
heard Mr Mitterdorfer's excellent report and the 
speeches of our colleagues who have fully 
stressed the importance and urgency of the lrim
plification for which the Commission asks, I 
shall desist from making a speech and shall 
confine myself to the statement that our 
committee adopted Mr Mitterdorfer's report 
unanimously and expressed the hope that the 
Assembly would share our concern to induce 
the Council' of Ministers to act with greater 
despatch and resolve in this matter. 
(Applause) , 

President. - I call Mr Schwabe. 

Mr Schwabe.- (D) Mr President, I congratulate 
the rapporteur, Mr Mitterdorfer. I only want 
to say a few words on one part of this report, 
which seems particula~ly important to me 
because it plays in some countries a large and 
in some countries an even larger role and is 
of great significance for all of us on the road 
to Europe. I refer to international tourism. 

Europe means freedom. It is not only free trade, 
but also the freedom of 250 million people, and 
not only their freedom to cross frontiers. It is 
here in particular that international tourism is 
of particular significance. It supplements 
imports and exports within the Community. 
Part of international tourism should include a 
fair degree Ot freedom to import goods, parti
cularly typical articles which a guest may bring 
from his home country as a gift for his host 
abroad. On his return the tourist will want to 
bring with him foods, confectioneries and typi
cal products of the country he has visited. In 
doing so he will want to reflect the experiences 
of his holiday or study trip in gifts for his 

. friends, his family and himself. 

We can be very grateful in the field of tourism 
for the liberalization of insurance procedures-
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Mr Schworer referred to the green card. We can 
also welcome the increase in the duty-free 
allowance to 125 u.a. Indeed, I would welcome 
all improvements, and all measures adopted by 
the Council, which promote the bringing to
gether of people through international tourism 
in Europe. 

The more freedom and t.h,e more pleasure 250 
million Europeans have in travelling, the more 
certain will be their support for the final 
implementation of the European Union. Let us 
look at tourism as a: sector of the economy in 
the same way as, say, the textile industry is, 
and let us look at it in particular as peoples' 
freedom. There is still a major difference be
tween whether one can ship goods or whether 
people, acting as they see fit, can cement friend
ships across the continent and so help towards 
the attainment of European Union. 
(Applause) 

President. ~ I call Mr Gundelach. 

Mr Gundelach, Member of the Commission. -
First, I thank· the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs and in particular Mr Mitter
dorfer for the report on the simplification pro
gramme and on the internal market. 

Let me deal with the customs union first. A 
customs union is more than the mere abolition 
of internal tariffs and the establishment of a 
common external tariff. This has already been 
obtained between the six original Member 
States and will be obtained between the nine 
present Member States in two years. A customs 
union, however, will not be a reality until 
border controls· and formalities have been abo
lished to such an extent that it is as easy to 
send goods from London to Paris as- it is from 
London to Manchester. 

That goal has not been achieved. The reasons 
are many. Some of them are very fundamental, 
such as the controls necessitated because of dif
ferences in taxation, in health legislation and in 
other·types of legislation. Others are of a more 
administrative and legislative nature, but no 
less important. Let me mention some of them. 

First, the tariff itself is very complicated, owing 
among other things to the many "and varied 
trade arrangements into which the Community 
has entered with a great number- of countries. 
In order to meet requests for differentiated 
treatment, tariff positions are split up into sub
positions and sub-sub-positions, which makes use 
difficult for the customs administrations as well 
as for the customers. In future trade negotia
tions we must focus attention on this problem. 
We must weigh whether it is worth the admin-

istrative burdens and the economic costs invol
ved to lower, in tariff negotiations, by just one 
percentage point. Our calculations so far have 
indicated that the answer is negative. 

As mentioned, the rules of origin are not as easy 
to apply as we would like them to be. We. are 
therefore sincerely attempting to find formulas 
for improvement. 

The same, as you kliow, applies to rules of 
transit. The complications of the common agri
cultural policy, due among other things to con
stantly chllnging exchange rates, cause a great 
deal of extra administrative ·work. The Com
mission is trying to deal with this problem, 
which you will admit is a fundamental one, at 
its root and not solely with the symptoms. 

The customs legislation of Member States vaJ;ies 
a great deal. Approximation of this legislation 
is therefore one of our priorities. That has 
proved difficult to obtain. Member States have 
been reluctant to accept it. They do not in my 
view in effect accept the existence of a customs 
union. !1ley consider customs union as an addi
tion to the . existing national customs admin
istrations. As long as this is the case, we shall 
be burdened with unnecessary administrative 
difficulties. As long as this is the case, I have 
difficulty in taking those statements about the 
European Union as being terribly serious. 

The benefits of progress in the broad field of 
trade facilitation and simplification are, how
ever, considerable. Administrative cost for tra
ders has been estimated to be of the same 
order as ·the average tariff protection given by 
our present tariff. In terms of money, the 
annual costs amount to 13 000 million u.a. A 
reduction of 1 per cent accordingly means 
savings for consumers of abo~t 130 million u.a. 
Even taking into account the possibly lower cost 
of the irttra:.community trade, which is of the 
same order as external trade, we are still talking 
in terms of very considerable potential savings 
to everybody. 

I warmly welcome the support of the European 
Parliament for the Commission's simplification 
programme. The Commission in its efforts to 
persuade Member States and customs adminis
trations of the importance of simplification and 
facilitation of trade needs this support not only, 
important as it is, in a resolution of Parliament, 
but also very directly from Members of Parlia
ment using their influence to persuade their 
home countries to move rapidly in the dir~tion 
of a real customs union. 

I now turn to the problems of the internal mar
ket which naturally are linked with the prob
lems of the customs union. As with the customs 
union, the construction is far from perfect. But 
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it is important to note that it has nevertheless 
stood up remarkably well even under the great 
pressures of present economic and social con
ditions. Indeed, we are making some solid pro
gress with our industrial programme, passing 
important directives to eliminate technical bar
riers to trade. 

I have here in this Parliament said time and 
again-and I repeat it today-that we are not 
harmonizing for the mere sake of harmoniz
ation. To eliminate technical barriers to trade is 
to the benefit not only of business but of every 
citizen by giving the consumer the maximum 
choice of goods. But it does more than that. A 
strong internal market with fewer technical 
barriers is of growing importance to the Com
munity's external trade relations. 

During my recent talks in the United States 
with representatives of the United States 
administration, Congress and industry on the 
ongoing multilateral trade negotiations, it be
came very clear that the Community's achieve
ment in this area is regarded not, as it is 
often regarded in Europe, as a tedious and 
boring exercise, but as something which is 
strengthening the Community's position very 
considerably and therefore is of very real poli
tical and economic importance. 

The report calls for a simplification of the pro
cedures for the adoption of our directives in 
this sphere. I agree that this is very desirable. 
The directives, as we all know, are often of a 
highly technical nature, containing provisions 
which are very hard to grasp for someone who 
is not an expert. 

However, the economic significance of seemingly 
petty details is, as various speakers have under
lined, often far-reaching. Member States and 
their experts are well aware of this. Therefore 
there seems to be an increasing tendency on 
the part of Member States to insist on stringent 
procedures on adoption and adaptation. This 
tendency runs counter to the wishes of both 
the Commission and the Parliament for simpli
fication of these procedures-for example, by 
introducing framework directives based on Arti
cle 100 of the Treaty, leaving it to the Commis
sion, on the basis of Article 155, to adopt imple
mentation measures. 

At this time sueh a solution is not politically 
aeceptable to the Member States, but I renew my 
pledge not to stop trying to find a more satis
factory solution to this very real problem. I 
note with satisfaction the appeal of the rappor
teur to Parliament to influence the Council 
to adopt a more positive attitude towards a 
more effective decision-making mechanism. 
Whatever responsibilities the Commission has 

or will have in this area in the future will, I 
assure you, be. met in a way which secures the 
fullest and most open public debate, including 
dialogue with trade, industrial, consumer and 
other interested organizations. 

In its report, the Commission has dealt with the 
problem of the European Union. While the 
debate on this subject goes on, it is essential 
to carry on, however cumbersomely, with con
crete, down-to-earth work if we are not to lose 
the significant economic and social benefits 
which the common internal market has brought 
to the European citizens-one of the few Euro
pean achievements so far. 

I draw the attention of Parliament to another 
problem related to technical barriers. It is becom
ing increasingly evident that at European level 
we have little possibility of obtaining expert 
advice from an independent institution or insti
tutions. We rely heavily on advice from national 
experts. This is particularly unfortunate where 
Member States, under the heading of 'Protection 
of the Environment and Health', introduced 
standards which at the same time constitute, 
willingly or unwillingly, new technical barriers 
to trade. We must, even in present economic 
conditions, avoid new European trade protec
tionism. ·Both Parliament and the Commission 
need balanced and objective advice in this area 
which will allow us to pursue simultaneously 
our efforts to include the environment at a 
European level and to remove technical barriers 
to trade. I feel convinced that we shall soon have 
to give more substantive attention to this prob
lem. 

With its industrial policy programme, the Com
mission has already met the wishes expressed in 
the report for the establishment of a compre
hensive programme for tendering or for public 
works contracts and we are carefully following 
the implementation of our directive. I welcome 
Parliament's support for the rapid adoption of 
our directive on public procurement which is 
being discussed in the Council. 

I thank Mr Mitterdorfer and the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs for this import
ant report which clearly demonstrates the con
sensus that exists between the Commission and 
Parliament on the need to strengthen the 
customs union and the internal market which, 
after all, are both absolutely fundamental to the 
cohesion of the Community and its future deve
lopment. But I would add that it has become 
clear in the present economic situation that this 
internal market, which, for all its imperfections, 
has served the people of Europe and European 
industry well for more than a decade, cannot 
be upheld unless we are willing to go forward 
in other fields of European construction-for 
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example, in general economic cooperation, in 
monetary policy, in regional policy, and so on; 
in other words, in the direction of building a 
European society which is based on the concept 
of solidarity. 

If we remain a mere trading association !Ve will 
crumble under the weight of the structural 
problems with which the world economy is 
faced. Let us preserve ·and perfect what we 
have, but we must move forward in other areas 
in order to do so. 
(Applause) 

President.- I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton.- Is the Commission in a posi
tion to declare a date when the statement on 
industrial policy will be forthcoming? 

Mr Gundelaeh, Member of the Commission.
I think there must be a misunderstanding. An 
industrial pro~e was sUbmitted in 1973 to 
the Council and acted upon by the Council at 
the end of that year. As far as the simplifica
tion of the customs union is concerned, a totail. 
action programme was submitted to the Council 
in spring this year. So, in regard to both these 
areas, we are acting in accordance with" the full 
programme which, m both cases, has been sub
mitted to the Council. 

President. -:- I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton. - I was not challenging $e 
Commission or questioning historical fact. I 
remind the Commissioner that earlier this year 
Mr Ortoli stated that there would be a policy 
statement covering the industrial policy of the 
Community and that it would be forthcoming 
later in the year. It is that statement that I am 
asking about. I am hoping that we may be given 
a date for publication. 

Mr Gundelaeh, Member of the Commission. -
I think that such a statement will be forth
coming from the Commission in the early part 
of the autumn. But, as to the subjects which 
we have been discussing this afternoon, I should 
like to underline that work is going on day by 
day, week by week, and not waiting for any 
further programmes to be adopted or submitted 
to anybody. It is an ongoing business, and will 
continue to be. 

President. - I call Mr Mitterdorfer. 

Mr Mitterdorfer, rapporteur . ..:.... (D) Mr Presi
dent, I shall be very brief. I should like to thank 
all the speakers for their views, which are in 

brG&d accordance with the m-otion for a. -r4i!solu
tion and with .the work we in the committee 
have done and require no further observation 
on my part. It woulg appear that opinions differ 
only with regard to paragraph 5, in that there 
seems to be some doubt as to the effectiveness 
of the form of words proposed by the Commit
tee on Economic and Monetary Mfairs. I think 
that the committee would nevertheless · want 
to stick to this proposal. If it should only lead 
to new proposals being put forward to facilitate, 
improve and speed up the work, then it will 
have had its effect. Whatever happens, we feel 
that we should ~leave this paragraph as it is 
for the moment. 

Mr President, I should also like to thank the 
Commissioner for his remarks. I think that our 
cooperation in this field was excellent and we 
hope that this will go on being the case. 

There is one more thing I should like to say, 
Mr President, and it concerns the title of, . the 
motion for a resolution.· I should like a small 
change to be made here so that it corresponds 
to the usual form; it should read: motion for a 
resolution on the c~oms union embodying the 
opinion of the European Parliament o~ the pro
gramme for the simplification of customs pro
cedures and the achievement of the mte:rnal 
market. The words 'embodying the opinion of 
the European Parliament' should therefore be 
added. I think that would be the proper title 
for the motion for a resolution. Could· I ask 
you to have this change made by the 'secre
tariat? 

President. - The rapporteur has proposed an 
editorial change to the title of the motion for 
a resolution. 

Are there any objections? 

The change is agreed. 

Since no one else wishes to speak, ·I put. the 
motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

14. Recommendations of the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee of the EEC-Turkey ·Association 

President. - The next item is th~ debate on 
the report drawn up by Mr Klepsch on behalf 
of the Associations Committee on the recom
mendations of the Joint Parliamentary Commit
tee of the EEC-Turkey Association adopted in 
Copenhagen on 2-! April 1975 (Doc. 182/75). 

I call Mr Klepsch. 

• OJ No c 1'19 of e. a. 19'15. 
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Mr Klep~eb, TappoTteu1'. _. (D) Mr President, 
honourable Members, in presenting my report 
I should like to adhere to the new guidelines 
prepared by the Bureau, and in doing so I shall 
take it that everyone has seen my written 
report, in which I have tried to explain the 
problems and the committee's position. I shall 
therefore confine the additional detailed remarks 
and comments that I now want to make to 
those areas in which it is apparent that some 
explanation would be useful. 

I should like to start by saying that our new 
method of working, which involves stimulating 
the general debate by including on committee 
agendas a special report on a controversial sub
ject, has proved successful. I want to emphasize 
that this has not resulted in our becoming 
involved in an irreconcilable conflict with our 
Turkish partners, but that the problems of the 
association, the question of investing in Turkey 
and the question of freedom of establishment 
in Turkey was evaluated in a very positive 
spirit by both sides. 

On the subject of working procedures, I should 
also like to add tliat we are not entirely satis
fied with the work of the Association Council, 
and although this is apparent from the resolu
tion I should like to make the point somewhat 
more boldly here. We regret that the Associa
tion Council, in view of the events which have 
taken place in the Mediterranean and particu
larly in the Turkish area in the recent past, 
has not met at all. However, we have noted 
with some satisfaction.:_! should add this at 
onc~that we finally have the answer of the 
Turkish Government to the whole question of 
Article 39. We hope that this matter, which has 
occupied us in several committee meetings, can 
thus be satisfactorily resolved. As you will 
recall the Community had made Turkey an 
appropriate offer to negotiate on Article 39 and 
.its implementation. 

We must add that on the first day of the discus
sions the central themes-how could it have 
been otherwise-were political in nature and 
included in particular the Cyprus question. You 
will find a very considered statement in my 
report which says that we not only agree with 
our Turkish friends that the independence and 
sovereignty of Cyprus must be guaranteed but 
that we also agree that individual citizens and 
ethnic groups on the island are entitled to 
identical fundamental rights, as laid down in 
the UN charter. 

I should however like to emphasize our satis
faction that the Turkish and Greek governments 
are continuing their talks, which began as early 
as last April, on finding a solution to this prob
lem. We do not want to prejudice these negotia-

tions now· by a debate on the subject but we 
hope that they will lead to a satisfactory con
clusion. 

At its last meeting the committee gave further 
thought to the questions of Greece's application 
for EEC membership. As you know the original 
AssociatioJ.t Agreement with Greece envisaged 
accession by 1984, and the Agreement with 
Turkey specified 1995 as the date of accession. 
From the -start it was never planned that the 
accession of these two countries should take 
place at the same time. So this is a matter which, 
as we see it, raises no new difficulties, particu
larly since we have been expressly assured that 
Greece Q.as declared from the start that, in the 
event of an earlier accession, it would in no 
way want to block Turkey's accession. 

In conclusion I should like to add that the 
formation of a majority government in Turkey 
and thus the replacement of the transitional 
government without parliamentary backing has 
considerably improved matters. We were parti
culary pleased to note that no less than 4 mem
bers of the Turkish part of the EEC-Turkey 
Joint Parliamentary Committee are members 
of the new cabinet. As we see it this will lead 
to greater 'understanding of the problems con
nected with the association which remain to be 
discussed. 

May I make just two more points, Mr President. 
The Committee on Agriculture delivered us an 
opinion which we only received at a very late 
date. We did however consider it at our last 
meeting. But we did not feel, in connection with 
this report, that we should adopt a completely 
new position as regards the overall Mediter
ranean policy. We have stuck to the position 
we have held up to now; because I do not think 
it is possible, as regards the further expansion 
of the Association, to ask our Association part
ners to wait until an arrangement has been 
made with· all the Mediterranean countries. So 
I should like to emphasize that we ought not 
to change ()ur opinion. 

One final observation appears relevant: it is 
quite correet that the gap has widened still fur
ther for the Turkish side. Seen relatively, how
ever, the gap between the other countries and 
Turkey as regards imports and exports to the 
Community has increased still more, so that the 
Community remains the most appropriate and 
advantageous partner for her. There are many 
reasons why, despite the efforts of both sides
the gap has widened. The overall world eco
nomic situation and in particular energy prices 
have of course played a decisive part. But there 
is also no point in concealing the fact that 
Turkey's military engagement in the Mediter
ranean area has been accompanied by certain 
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financial problems for the Turkish economy. 
We believe that the Community's efforts to 
make possible a more rapid development of 
Turkey's relations under the Association could 
certainly be intensified; it is something both 
sides must contribute to. 

I would like once again to stress my pleasure 
that the problem of Article 39 can now finally 
be solved and I hope that th.e renegotiations, 
particularly on agricultural products and on the 
financial protocol will lead to the desired results. 
The committee is particularly anxious to receive 
the Association Council's report before the next 
meeting of the Joint Parliamentary Committee, 
so that it is in a better position to hold detailed 
talks on the basis of the latest material. 

That one extra point was also the last I wanted 
to make, Mr President. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Hansen to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Hansen. - It is usual, in the tradition of 
this Parliament, that the Chairman of the EEC 
Joint Parliamentary Committee takes part in 
the discussion of the recommendations on behalf 
of his political group, but as our Vice-President, 
Mr Walter Behrendt, has at this moment import
ant commitments in the Parliamentary Bureau 
meeting, it is a great honour for me to say a 
few words on his behalf. 

First, I would like· to congratulate and thank 
our rapporteur, Mr Klepsch, for his interesting 
and very open-minded report. One most import
ant fact mentioned in his verbal report on 
behalf of the Associations Committee on the 
four recommendations of the EEC-Turkey Joint 
Parliamentary Committee adopted in Copen
hagen is the ambience and the spirit in which 
our Turkish friends and our honourable dele
gates of this Parliament were trying to find 
lasting solutions to the many existing problems 
facing us politically, institutionally, econo
mically, commercially, and, last but not least, 
in social terms, where the desire was reiterated 
over and over again to see the provisions of 
Article 39 fully implemented without further 
delay. 

The delegates of my group, represented in 
Copenhagen, were very much impressed by the 
statement of the Turkish Foreign Secretary
General-Mr Elekdag-reiterating the Turkish 
endeavours to find a just and lasting solution 
to the existing political problems, and especially 
the problem concerning Cyprus. 

Therefore, my group welcomes in this context 
the willingness expressed to find a peaceful 

settlement of the problems confronting us. I 
can assure our Parliament that the Socialist 
Group will do everything it can in ord~r to 
strengthen the links established between the 
Community and Turkey over the last few years. 
It is our sincere wish that the work of the Asso
ciation organs must be intensified and their 
working methods and decision-making powers 
adapted to the new realities which we are facing 
today, and especially now, after the latest 
development, which I shall not cite here in 
detail. 

Concerning the opinion of our Committee on 
Agriculture about the advantages which will 
be given to Turkey for the import of certain 
agricultural products, the Socialist Group can 
generally agree. But my group cannot fully fol
low the views of the rapporteur, Mr Vetrone, in 
his remark, in point 8 of the above-mentioned 
opinion, that: 

'In this context it is clear that granting Turkey 
"at least the highest level of advantages enjoyed 
by third countries" is logical and justifiable only 
if for each individual product the situation is 
viewed globally and not coul)try by country.'. 

Formally speaking, the relationship with Tur
key, as an associate country, is different from 
that of Israel and the Maghreb countries, for 
instance. 

My group does not wish to make a friction point 
out of this, as we know that any further con· 
cessions to agricultural products from the 
Mediterranean area raise a certain number of 
problems, since they compete with other similar 
products cultivated in Mediterranean countries. 
Some members of my group, however, want to 
express their feelings that the agreements in 
the Council of Ministers in Luxembourg, con
cerning the safeguards for special agricultural 
products from third countries in the Mediter
ranean, give the impression that the EEC is 
advancing right now into a much too protec
tionist and autarkic orientation. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr De Clercq to speak on 
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Mr De Clercq. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I warmly congratulate Mr Klepsch 
on his report, which is essentially concerned 
with the recommendations adopted in Copen
hagen in April. He was thus not able to take 
into account recent developments which have 
considerably changed the diplomatic scene in 
that part of the Mediterranean, namely Greece's 
request for accession to the EEC, the internal 
difficulties which the government in Ankara is 
currently experiencing, or the conclusions which 
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the EEC-Greece Joint Parliamentary Commit
tee reached at its meeting in Athens at the end 
of June. 

The work of the Joint Parliamentary Commit
tee, which last met in Athens lrom 25 to 28 
June 1975, and private conversations with poli
ticians I was able to meet have convinced me 
of the single-minded European commitment of 
all the political currents in Greece. The two 
parties which dominate the political scene in 
that country have, right from the beginning of 
their electoral campaign, declared themselves 
in favour of Europe. 

Even the parties of the left subscribe to the 
European idea, despite certain reservations aris
ing from a fear of the power and activities of 
multinational concerns. 

I think it appropriate to draw your attention to 
the fact that this European orientation is due, 
on the one hand, to the feelings of kinship and 
affinity and the very strong links which have 
always existed between Greece and Europe, and, 

.on the other, to the vital need to fill the vacuum 
created by a dictatorship which had put Greece 
under the 'almost exclusive' sway of one of the 
superpowers. 

The European commitment of Greece is thus 
based on a 'positive will', and not qn any nega
tive reaction to other regions or countries of 
the world with which Greece might find itself 
in confrontation. 

To understand clearly the position of Greece, 
it should be recalled that the application for 
accession is not in the least concerned with the 
differences which exist between that country 
and Turkey. The application was put in by the 
Greek Government in consideration of the bene
fits and advantages which its membership of 
the EEC could bring. 

And, in fact, the possible accession of Greece 
to the EEC has implications far beyond this 
conflict, which-though critical in itself-should 
be of short duration. 

This is why the Greek Government and the 
leading politicians in that country have stated 
with conviction that Greece's accession to the 
EEC could contribute to resolving the differ
ences with Turkey. Greek politicians have 
undertaken not to oppose the possible accession 
of Turkey to the EEC if the solutions demanded 
by the Association Treaty are respected. 

Similarly, they have stated that membership 
of Greece in the EEC could make a large con
tribution to the solution, in a spirit of demo
cracy and peace, of the problems which today 
divide these two eastern Mediterranean coun
tries. 

It is now, therefore, important to discover 
reactions of the Turkish Government to this 
initiative; at the meeting in Tatvan in Septem
ber next we should do our best to convince the 
Turkish side that the initiative should not be 
interpreted as an attempt to improve the Greek 
strategic position. 

Economically, the Greek application for mem
bership is justified, since the Greek gross 
national product is comparable with that of 
some EEC Member States; besides, during our 
visit to Athens we were able to see the effort 
that is being made in the industrial sector.-

Undoubtedly, there remain obstacles to over
come. But the accession of Greece would improve 
the overall Community balance in the South and 
the Community's strategic position in the Medi
terranean, without in any way undermining the 
effort of europeanization which the Turks have 
been pursuing since the time of Ataturk. 

This development could ultimately be equally 
beneficial to Turkey for in the long run it too 
could join the Community. At the same time, it 
would permit the effective take-off of a Com
munity Mediterranean policy worthy of the 
name. 

It has to be said that, so far, we have been 
passive spectators of the events in that part of 
the world; we have been unable either to pre
vent or to stop the conflict in Cyprus between 
two of our privileged partners. 

The Community, without undertaking the task 
of mediation, which is, indeed, not required of 
it, should concentrate its diplomatic efforts on 
achieving the implementation of the United 
Nations General Assembly and Security Council 
resolutions. It is thus that, as stated in the recom
mendation adopted in Athens by the EEC-Greece 
Joint Committee, a satisfactory negotiated solu
tion should be found for the two communities 
in the island and progress made on the return 
of the 200 000 refugees to their homes. 

That is an indispensable condition for the re
establishment of a just and lasting peace in this 
part of the Mediterranean, where the use of 
force should finally give way to a spirit of 
cooperation. 

Like Mr Klepsch, we consider that it would be 
desirable to strengthen political consultations 
between the EEC and Turkey in order to prevent 
all misunderstanding, especially in regard to any 
future actions in the Mediterranean. Analogous 
steps have just been taken with respect to 
Greece. It is now time to pass from the stage 
of information to that of consultation, on the 
pattern of the process which took place with 
the three applicant members of the Community 
before its enlargement in 1973. 
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Likewise, we consider it a happy initiative to 
organize each year a meeting between Turkish 
parliamentarians and the representatives of the 
various political groups, which are the fulcrum 
of the European Parliament's activity. The poli
tical groups as such should be constantly and 
increasingly involved with the policy of associa
tion, as was the case at the, recent Athens 
meeting where the political groups were heavily 
represented. 

The Liberal and Allies Group also supports Mr 
Klepsch's proposal for the protection of the 
700 000 or so Turkish workers employed in the 
Community. A very detailed document on this 
subject will be debated during the present part
session: I mean Mr Albers' report which envi
sages an extensive action programme in favour 
of migrant workers and their families. 

Side by side with security of employment for 
Turkish workers which, in a period of bad eco
nomic conditions, is a priority objective, we 
wish to recall the need for social security, free
dom of movement and establishment for workers 
and their families in the Community, the need 
to follow courses, particularly language courses, 
and vocational training, as well as the necessity 
of improving social services and housing condi
tions. In a word, the whole social welfare system 
of the EEC must be applied to Turkish workers 
and we must ensure that the recession in Europe 
does not rebound unfavourably on Turkey's 
development. 

To conclude, the reciprocal privileged relation
ship must be maintained and, as far as possible, 
improved. We are privileged partners of the 
Turkish Government, a fact confirmed by the 
import-export ratio which approximates 50 0/o 
thanks to low customs duties on Turkish im
ports and zero duties for exports. At the same 
time Turkish agricultural products enjoy pre
ferential treatment and the loans granted by 
the European Investment Bank are very con
siderable; they amount to 267 million dollars 
in one year and their symbolic monument is the 
Bosphorus bridge. 

Our Turkish partners need not fear that closer 
links between the EEC and other Mediterranean 
countries, notably those of the Maghreb, will 
have unfavourable repercussions on this pri
vileged relationship of which I have spoken. 
On the contrary, they are a necessary condition 
for the achievement of a genuine policy in that 
area. 'The development of relations with the 
Mediterranean countries, which for many years 
has been at a standstill, has now been given a 
salutary impetus. It is to be hoped that our 
governments will prove themselves equal to 

the new ·situation and· will be able to transform 
these positive beginnings into viable sblutions. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr Corrie..- On behalf of the European Con
servative Group, I welcome the report and 
compliment Mr Klepsch on it. It is a very deep 
and full ~port, covering every aspect of the 
meeting that we had in Copenhagen. I had the 
pleasure and honour of being on that delegation, 
when we had a very full meeting with the 
Turkish people who were _there. · 

There is no doubt that personal contact is the 
only way to get a real insight into any situa
tion. That is even more true in the complex 
situation in this area of the Mediterranean, 
where the problems are both within Turkey and 
between Turkey and her neighbour Greece. 

As associate mmpbers, those two countries are 
part of Europe. We look forward to the day 
when they are both full members of the Com
munity. But there are many major problems to 
be sorted out before that day comes. Turkey's 
economy poses the same problem as that of most 
other European countries, and there is a drastic 
need for industrial development and investment 
within that country. 

The Turks are worried that they are not yet 
econo:rn_ically strong enough to join the Com
munity, but that Greece has now applied. What 
they do not want to see is any disadvantage 
to Turkey if Greece is successful in her applica
tion within the next few years. There is a real 
fear in the hearts of many of the Turks to whom 
I spoke there, and others to whom I have spoken 
Since,· that pressure could be put on them 
from within Europe by Greece if Turkey is not 
a full member. I am sure that we in this Parlia
ment would see to it that that never happened. 

We are all working to ensure that those two coun
tries will eventually settle their differences and 
play a full part in an enlarged Community, but 
that can never happen until a solution is found 
to the Cyprus problem. No effort should be 
spared by the Community towards that end. It 
should help in any way possible. Already the 
food aid programme is helping. I hope that that 
aid is reaching the areas where it is most needed 
in both communities in Cyprus. We must look at 
other ways of meeting the problems of both 
communfties on that strife-tom . island. The 
seemingly insoluble problems must be solved. 

We must strengthen our links of all kinds with 
Turkey. The more contact we have with dele-. 
gates, such as we had in Copenhagen, the 
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greater the understanding, we shall have of the 
economic and external problems of that country. 
There was much discussion in Copenhagen about 
the problems of foreign investors in Turkey. 
The delegation welcomed the position of the new 
Turkish Government, who in principle looked 
forward to an increase in the role of foreign 
private investment in Turkey. We hope that 
this will allow the Turkish authorities to intro
duce a more rational procedure in this area. 
That is vital for the future development of 
Turkey. 

The hope was also expressed in CQpenhagen that 
the .Turkish authorities would grant better 
facilities for private investment from the Com
munity compared with capital from third coun
tries, and that in particular the numerous 
formalities required to obtain investment 
permits would be made easier. My group wel
comes this request and looks forward to an 
improvement in the near future. 

We welcome Mr Klepsch's report. It is well 
written- and he has elaborated on it today. We 
hope that the tension in that area will continue 
to ease as it seems to be easing at the moment. 
There are many problems to solve. But I am 
sure that Parliament and the Community will 
work in close cooperation with Turkey to 
improve her trade and general economy so that 
she can eventually take her full and rightful 
place in the Community. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr Laudllin. - (F) Mr President, I have been 
delegated by my group to compliment Mr 
Klepscb, who, combining elegance with effi
ciency, has submitted a report which was 
unanimously adopted. 

The text contains four recommendations. The 
first is concerned with international policy. 
Unlike some earlier speakers, we prefer not to 
dwell on these points of general policy J;>ecause, 
for one thing, as far as Cyprus i,s concerned, 
we believe that this island should remain inde
pendent and that its fate should be decided in 
assemblies other than ours. 

As regards the air-space over the A~ean- Sea, 
the Athens meeting showed that the Greeks do 
not insist upon o:ur participation in talks on this 
problem which they prefer to discuss· with the 
Turks. · 

We should therefore tum over the page, to con
centrate our attention on other aspects, particu
larly on the institutional aspect. 

From the ~titutional point of view we wel
come the decision of the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee to hold, during one of the coming 
parliamenJary part-sessions in Strasbourg or in 
Luxembourg, its third annual meeting which 
will further strengthen the links between the 
two sides. 

We believe that the introduction of questions 
to the Asiociation Council should help to im
prove its ,f~ctioning. On the.. other hand, we 
regret that the Association Council has not met 
since 14 November 1974 and we deplore the- fact 
.that we still do not have to hand the Associa
tion Couneil's tenth annual report which it is 
essential ftr us to study before the next meeting 
with the Turkish delegation. 

At the Fe):>ruary part-session we concentrated 
on the social aspect and gave much considera
tion to the problem of Turkish workers in the 
Member States. Mr Carpentier's report is still 
topical. W~ believe it essential that social secu
rity provikions for these workers should be 
adopted aJf ·soon as possible, particularly those 
which woUld enable them to aggregate periods 
of insuranee and employment iri all the Com
munity cotmtries in which they have worked. 

There is, in fact, something anomalous about 
upholding freedom of movement, the freedom 
of worker. migration, when no provisions are 
made for this one right to social security which 
is now becoming! uniform in various countries. 

Once the 'turkish view on this becomes known, 
we should; like the Commission to give us a 
review of 1}le matter and the Association Coun
cil to decide the implementation of this measure 
as soon as possible. 

Finally, we appeal to the Member States to 
expedite the establishment of joint committees 
of experts with the aim of finding solutions to 
the education problems of Turkish workers. 

As regards· the agricultural problem, it is gener
ally recogqized that it is highly specific, since 
a di$tinction must be made between the EEC
Turkey Association context and the context of 
the overau! ·Mediterranean approach. The EEC
Turkey agreement has the peculiarity that 
Article 35 of the Additional Protocol provides 
that the preferential arrangements for agri
cultural preducts are 'to be reviewed biannually. 
The first ~view took place in 1973. The Com
munity hu granted concessions fOr a number 
of producta but this provision is to be imple
mented ·when, within the internal Community 
framework. and 'within the framework of the 
overall approach:, the necessary solutions have 
been found. A seeond review must be under
taken in 1!1'15. 



30 Debates of the European Parliament 

Laudrin 

In view of this, the Turks have asked that the 
two matters be examined separately, since the 
Community must first settle the original 1973 
review and then further requests will be pre
sented for the second review. 

It must be said that, in practice, at the first 
review the Turks submitted a list which had 
nothing to do either with the overall approach 
or with the agreement with Israel. A clear 
decision must therefore be made in this respect 
on the strict question of trade with Turkey. 

As to paragraph 4 of the third recommendation 
where the Association Council is requested to 
ensure that Turkey should be accorded for its 

. agricultural products the highest level of advan
tages enjoyed by third countries, we believe that 
this statement should be interpreted as meaning 
that the matter should be settled on a Commun
ity basis product by product, and not country 
by country. 

To sum up, we agree with Mr Klepsch's overall 
conclusions in his report. We agree, but we ask 
him to watch that the undertakings given by the 
Community are fulfilled and that the reviews 
are reinstituted. Finally, we want to express the 
hope that this nation, whose great history has 
left an imprint on whole centuries of our civil
ization, whose people supply so many workers 
to us here in the West, this nation which is so 
close to us through so many treasures, especially 
artistic treasures, still locked in the depths of 
its land, should as quickly as possible join our 
Community within the time limit available. We 
should denounce any delay, for Europe has 
everything to gain from joining with Turkey 
within the time limits and under the rules laid 
down. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Lord Bethell. 

Lord Bethell. - As one of those who were in 
Athens at the end of June on the EEC-Greece 
Joint Committee under the chairmanship of Mr 
De Clercq, I join in congratulating Mr Klepsch 
on this extremely well put together report. 

All of us view with great concern the question 
of Cyprus which has been mentioned more than 
once in this brief debate. However, I think we 
would agree it would be inappropriate to go 
into it in detail in such a short discussion as this. 
I wish to say how pleased I was at what Mr 
Kle~h said as a result of his talks with his 
Turkish colleagues, namely, that it is the inten
tion of Turkey to enter into discussions with 
Greece on this matter in conformity with the 
resolutions passed unanimously by the General 
Assembly and by the Security Council of the 
United Nations. This is indeed good news. 

Some of you may have read the communiques 
which we issued in Athens on 27 June and will 
have seen that we expressed regret that these 
various resolutions from the United Nations 
have not yet been carried out, particularly with 
regard to the return of refugees to their homes. 

I am therefore doubly glad to hear Mr Klepsch 
say that it is the intention of Turkey to imple
ment those resolutions and to settle this extrem
ely difficult question to the satisfaction of both 
the main communities in Cyprus. Doubtless this 
is a question which our colleagues who were on 
the Association Committee will be discussing 
with their Turkish colleagues when they· visit 
Turkey in September . 

I wish also to mention the matter of aid in Mr 
Klepsch's report. In the motion for a· resolution 
we read that aid will be provided up to a certain 
level for Cyprus by the Community, to be dis
tributed to both Turkish and Greek commun
ities there. This is excellent. I trust it will con
tinue and, indeed, be iD.creased. 

Some of you may remember that on 29 April 
this matter was raised in an oral question by 
my honaurable friend Mr Scott-Hopkins. Com
missioner Cheysson said that the Commission 
would be sending a delegation to Cyprus to look 
into the whole question of aid to Cyprus ftom 
the Community. 

I do not know whether it is possible for Mr 
Gundelach to talk about this now. I know it is 
not strictly speaking his responsibility, but we 
would like sooner or later to know whether this 
delegation has departed, what has been its result 
and what have been its recommendations. 

I conclude by emphasizing most strongly-and 
I do not think one can emphasize this too 
strongly-what ~reveral people have said in the 
debate. In spite of the fact that our discussions 
with Greece seem to be proceeding well and 
that it seems we may be able to welcome 
Greece into the Community within a short 
number of years, this ~ in no way a suggestion 
of hostility or a challenge to Turkey with whom 
we have good ties and whose friendship we 
value and, in spite of all the problems between 
Greece and Turkey, whose interests we wish to 
serve. 

I suggest it is not for this Community to take 
sides in disputes between states. We must try as 
best we can to bring countries which are in 
conflict closer together and closer towards us, 
for these are two countries who we hope even
tually will become members of our community. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Gundelach. 
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Mr Gundelach, Member of the Commission. -
In welcoming this opportunity to take part in 
what has been a timely and useful debate, I 
congratulate Mr Klepsch on his excellent and 
comprehensive report. It brings out clearly the 
link between politics and economics in the 
Eastern Mediterranean where events move fast 
and often tragically, where countries with which 
the Community has a close relationship find 
themselves in confrontation and where the Com
munity has both a responsibility and a vital 
interest in playing what role it can to promote 
peace and cooperation where distrust and doubt 
sometimes prevail. 

With the House's permission, I wish to say a 
few words first about the political aspect to 
which both the report and the resolution quite 
rightly attach importance. 

It is never easy or, indeed, wise to express 
optimism in a situation as complex as the one 
involving Turkey, Greece and Cyprus, particu
larly when the most recent round of talks in 
Vienna does not seem to have taken matters 
much further forward. Nevertheless, I think we 
can see hope in the fact that another round 
is foreseen from 24 to 27 July, and in the con
tacts both at foreign minister and head of 
government level in May between Turkey and 
Greece. I am thinking particularly of the meet
ing in Brussels during the NATO summit when 
Mr Demirel and Mr Karamanlis put their names 
to a joint communique in which they stressed 
their determination to settle their differences 
through negotiations. 

I am also encouraged by the fact that both 
parties have decided to take their difference 
over the Aegean to the International Court of 
Justice. In these circumstances, I think the Com
munity should continue its policy, announced at 
the meeting of the foreign ministers of the 
Nine in Dublin in February, of making known 
its willingness to have talks with the represent
atives of all the parties concerned while sup
porting first and foremost the efforts of the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations. In the 
meantime, as the resolution rightly points out, 
the Community should ensure that the relief 
it can bring to the unhappy island of Cyprus 
through food aid reaches the people who need 
it, to whichever ethnic community they belong. 
The Commission will do its utmost to pursue 
this policy. The delegation to which reference 
was made has, unfortunately, as yet not been 

. able to depart, but that has not changed our 
policy. 

Since the report was written there has, of 
course, been a major development, namely, the 
Greek application for membership of the Com-

munity. The Community has noted Turkey's 
first reaction to this development. I trust that 
Turkey, for her part, has noted that the Council, 
on 24 June, in Luxembourg, stressed the 
importance it attached to maintaining and 
strengthening its links through the association 
with Turkey. 

It also made clear on that occasion that the 
Greek request would in no way adversely affect 
the Community's relations with Turkey, nor the 
workings of the Treaty of Ankara. As far as 
that treaty is concerned, we hope shortly to be in 
a position to send the Joint Committee the 
annual report of the Association Council-the 
document to which reference has been made in 
this debate. I can only stress at this stage that 
the Commission entirely shares the Council's 
view about the. need to strengthen and deepen 
our relations with Turkey through the associa
tion agreement. 

As to how this can be done, we are always 
willing to give a sympathetic and positive 
hearing to any ideas that our Turkish friends 
may put to us. We are naturally fully aware 
of the economic problems referred to in the 
report. We are trying to deal with them in an 
open and constructive manner. As noted in the 
report, we have the problem, however, that the 
Turkish agricultural products-it is in the field 
of agriculture that we must first look for means 
of redressing the imbalance of trade which 
exists between the Community and Turkey, 
which, happily, however, is smaller than the 
imbalance existing with other parts of the 
world-the products exported by Turkey, are 
competing with agricultural products from our 
own Mediterranean areas. This problem has an 
impact on the Community's global Mediter
ranean policy. 

In this context, we agree that a general guide
line should be that Turkey should not be 
discriminated against but should be given, so to 
speak, regional most-favoured treatment. As a 
matter "of fact, concrete steps in this direction 
have already been taken, but it can hardly be 
an automatic system or, for that matter, a 
permanent negotiation, following on after each 
individual free trade area agreement that we 
might conclude in the Mediterranean. But 
discussions on these important agricultural 
problems can and will take place in the course 
of the closing phase of the first review which, 
unfortunately, due to the Mediterranean policy, 
was not concluded, and the second review, 
which is to take place this year. 

As the report underlines, other serious problems 
present themselves both in the social and in the 
financial field. In the financial field, the 
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financial protocol between the Community and 
Turkey expires in 1976, which gives an 
opportunity for these important matters to be 
taken up in the reasonably near future. 

In the social field, which has rightly been under
lined, certain prc:>blems have already been taken 
up in the social programme submitted by the 
Commission to the Council, earlier this year, 
dealing wtth migrant workers. Others are the 
subject of interchanges between the Turkish 
Government and the Commission. Others, again, 
fall outside the present scope of Community 
policy, and are the responsibility of individual 
Member State~uch as the problems that arise 
in connection with schools. In my view, however, 
this would not prevent the Commission, in a 
given situation, using its good offices. 

I conclude by saying that we ·attach as much 
importance as we ever did to the Treaty of 
Ankara and that it would be quite wrong if 
anyone were to think otherwise. 
(Applause) 

Pre~~ident. - Since no one else wishes to speak, 
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.~ 

l OJ" No C 179 of S. 8. JJ'JII. 

15. Agenda for next sitting 

President. - The next sitting will be held 
tomorrow, 8 July 1975 at 10 a.m. and 3 p.,m. 
with the following agenda: 

-Statement by :Mr Brunner, Member o( the 
Commission of the European Communit~es, 
on the Community research policy; 

- Motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Sprin
gorum on the decisions of the Council ·of 
Research MinisterS of 26 June 1975; · 

- Statement by Mr Simonet, Vice President of 
the Commission of the European Commun
ities, on the Council decisions of 26 June 
1975; 

- Report by Mr Leonardi on a Community 
policy in the hydrocarbons sector; 

- Report by Mr Burgbacher on the medium
term guidelines for coal; 

- Report by Mr Durand on the EAGGF. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 7.50 p.m.) 
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IN THE CHAIR: MR MARTENS 

Vice-President 

(The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m.) 

President. - The sitting is open. 

1. Approval of minutes 

President. - The minutes of proceedings of 
yesterday's sitting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? 

The minutes of proceedings are approved. 

2. Statement by Mr Brunner, Member of the 
Commission, on the Community energy research 

policy 

President. - The next item is the statement 
by Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission of 
the European Communities, on the Community 
energy research policy. 

I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. - (D) 
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the Council 
of Ministers met on 26. June to discuss an energy 
research programme submitted by the Commis
sion, a programme for offsetting the effect of 
inflation on the Joint Research Centre and a 
new programme for the Petten Research Estab
lishment in the Netherlands. It did not manage 
to take a final decision on that occasion. 

On the energy research programme, however, 
the Council came very close to agreement. The 
Commission is assuming that on 15 July, when 
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the foreign Ministers meet, it will be possible 
to adopt an energy research programme costing 
59m u.a. This programme would be implemented 
in two phases. After 18 months, half of the 
period concerned, a review would take place 
to enable the Council to pronounce on the 
various projects and make the necessary 
changes. 

As regards the Joint Research Centre I, too, 
hope that it will be possible to find a way out 
of the present situation. I hardly need remind 
you that the history of the Joint Research 
Centre has been a sad one, not because it is 
itself incapable of conducting research, but 
because it has repeatedly suffered partly under 
badly designed programmes, partly under 
programmes that were too brief. Following the 
Euratom crisis at the end of the 60s it was 
years before the Council of Ministers could be 
pe~uaded to adopt a new programme. It did 
not do so until June 1973. The programme that 
was then adopted after six months of discus
sions in the Council was one which even then 
was not felt to be perfect. It consists of 
22 separate activities and in some ways bears 
no relationship to the infrastructure and avail
able staff. The Joint Research Centre has suf
fered as a result. 

This phenomenon-a lack of balance between 
staff, ip.frastructure and programme-is also to 
be found in many national research centres. As 
time has passed, the social tension has also 
increased, partly as a result of the lower salaries 
of local staff compared with those of staff com
ing from outside. In addition, the staff perform
ing the simplest work in the research establish
ments were the poorest paid and suffered most 
under this discrimination. 

In 1974 and immediately the new programme 
had gone into operation the Commission decided 

' 
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to improve matters. In one go 100 research 
workers were 'released', as it is so nicely put. 
We used to say 'dismissed'. Furthermore, the 
Commission set up a new directorate, which 
began its work in March 1974. It also looked 
into the social problems at the establishments 
and attempted to tighten up the programme and 
make contact with third countries in an effort 
to initiate cooperation within the framework of 
the programmes adopted. 

The result has been positive. The establishments, 
which suffered under a lack of foresight in the 
programmes, have worked better. There are still 
some deficiencies. We are, however, on the right 
road. T4ere is proof of this. This is to be found 
first and foremost in the fact that in the field 
of reactor safety about 500/o of the research 
activities of the Joint Research Centre is fin
anced from commissions received from the 
Member States. As one American company says: 
'We must be doing. something right; otherwise 
we would not be getting these orders.' 

Secondly, the Joint Research Centre is already 
providing the technical support for the develop
ment of the inspection procedures to be carried 
out by the Euratom safety sector. Useful work 
can be done in this important area of the control 
of fissile material. 

Thirdly, research is being carried out at the 
Joint Research Centre on hydrogen production 
from water by the thermochemical process. We 
lead the world in this field. Evidence of this 
is the fact that we have been appointed project 
leader by the Energy Agency. 

Fourthly, in the field of solar energy a number 
of Arab states are interested in cooperating with 
the, Joint Research Centre. 

Fifthly, in the field of remote sensing of earth 
resources we have a project to carry out for 
the American space authority NASA and have 
been appointed principal investigator. 

Sixthly, the nuclear measurements carried out 
at the Belgian establishment in Geel are known 
throughout the world. 

The transuranium institute in Karlsruhe has a 
world-wide reputation for its research on 
plutonium and transplutonium elements. 

In conclusion, it should be said that we have 
produced 137 scientific publications since the 
beginning of this year. This is considerably more 
than in the same period last year. In. the whole 
of 1974 there were only 171 publications. Then 
there is the increase in the number of patents. 
We applied for 16 patents in the first 6 months 
of 1975. That is approximately the same number 
as in the whole of last year. I should like to 

give Parliament one more piece of information. 
In another programme which is in preparation 
and which we intend to put before the Council 
of Ministers, the programme on nuclear fusion, 
a satisfactory result has been achieved in the 
prepar:atory phase. This result is so good that 
both American and Soviet research organiza
tions have shown interest. We heard about the 
Soviet interest only in the last few days. 

As you see, although there are deficiences in 
research in the Community, some of them are 
slowly being eliminated. I am sure that everyone 
will realize this. During the discussions the 
criticism has occasionally been voiced that the 
Community implements new projects with the 
aid of supplementary budgets. I must say that 
this is not true of the research field. As soon 
as they have been approved by the Council of 
Ministers, we will have both activities entered 
in the ordinary budget for 1976. 

On the whole my impression after the Council 
meeting of 26 June and the contacts we were 
able to make, is that in spite of the outcome 
of that meeting the Member States are moving 
closer together. I feel that the atmosphere is 
now improving somewhat. I hope that we will 
now be able to adopt the new programme pro
mised Petten by the Council for 1975. During 
the Council meeting I promised to submit a 
strategy for the new programme by October. 
After contacting the Member States, we will 
try to submit a ,tightened-up form of the pro
gramme as quickly as possible. We hope that 
this will lead to an improvement in morale 
and clarify the prospects. 

I feel that as a Commission we should not feel 
sorry for ourselves in spite of the criticism 
occasionally levelled at us. We must also put 
up with it if it is difficult to reconcile this 
criticism with statements made years ago. We 
shall have to get used to this. Even vigorous 
activity by individual delegations in the Council 
may be constructive. On the other hand, the 
Commission is not the whipping-boy of the 
Member St~tes. Nor is it the lightning conductor 
for the budgetary difficulties which Member 
States .occasionally experience. And just as we 
realize that there must be criticism, it is our 
premise that we can only fulfil our function 
in Europe if we for our part, whatever weak
nesses may exist, although we do not have a 
larger budget of our own, although our budgets 
still cannot be financed by own resources, 
although int~rnational cooperation in many other 
respects hampers the taking of definite action, are 
not forced into a stop-go process which sometimes 
makes it difficult to do things in the way they 
should in fact be done. We are also aware that 
in spite of this, or perhaps because of it, the 
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Commission must from time to time stand its 
ground in disputes with individual Member 
States or even all of them. I feel that no one 
should take it amiss if we occasionally allow 
ourselves the liberty of saying in so many words 
that the sovereign, the emperor, just happens 
sometimes not to be wearing any clothes. 
(Applause) 

President. - Since the next item on the agenda 
concerns the same subject, I propose that we 
have a joint discussion on reactions to Mr 
Brunner's statement and on Mr Springorum's 
motion for a resolution. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

3. Change in the agenda 

President. - I call Mr Lemoine for a procedural 
motion. 

Mr Lemoine.- (F) Mr President, the report by 
Mr Leonardi on behalf of the Committee on 
Energy, Research and Technology, on a Com
munity policy in the hydrocarbons sector is on 
the agenda for this morning's sitting. We have 
just been informed that Mr Leonardi has •been 
taken ill and will not be able to attend this 
part-session. 

We therefore suggest that the Assembly should 
postpone debating our colleague's report until 
the next part-session. I hope that the chairman 
of the Committee on Energy, Researc;h and 
Technology will have no objection to this. 

President. - I call Mr Springorum. 

Mr Springorum, Chainnpn of the Committee on 
Energy, ReseaTch a.nd Technology. - (D) Mr 
President, I am extremely sorry to hear that 
Mr Leonardi is ill. I 'would find it extremely 
unfortunate if we did not allow him to present 
the report himself. · 

I would therefore very much appreciate it if 
we could defer the debate on this report until 
Mr Leonardi has recovered. 

President. - I put to the vote the proposal to 
deal with Mr Leonardi's report (Doc. 122/75) at 
the next part-session.· 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

4. Decisions adopt"ed by the Council of Research 
Ministers on 26 June 1975 · 

President. - The next item is the motion for 
a reSolution tabled by Mr Springorum on behalf 
of the Committee on Energy, Research and 
Technology on the decisions adopted by the 
Council of Research Ministers on 26 June 1975 
(Doc. 163/75). 

I call Mr Springorum. 

Mr Springorum, rapporteur. - (D) Mr Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen, I should like to 
thank Mr Brunner for his statement. It does 
eliminate some of our worries. It was during 
the last meeting of our Committee on Energy, 
Research and Technology that we heard it was 
highly unlikely the Council would the next day 
be taking the decisions which are of such 
importance for the research policy. That is why 
we have tabled this motion for a resolution, our 
objective being to give the Commission some 
support, but also to make it clear that we as 
the European Parliament would not remain 
silent about the Council's attitude. The fact that 
matters were then blocked during the meeting 
of the Council of Research Ministers on 26 June 
completely confirmed our fears. We can now 
but hope that final agreement will be reached 
at the cabinet meeting in the Federal Republic 
tomorrow and at the Summit Conference on 
16 and 17 July; otherwise irreparable damage 
will be done to our joint research establish
ments. 

Joint research and the joint research establish
ments have been discussed often enough in this 
House. Two years ago we were very happy to 
see a multiannual research programme at last 
being set up again and also being approved by · 
the Council. Before that we had 5 lean years 
of annual research programmes with all their 
dreadful consequences. In addition, due to the 
indecisiveness of the Council these programmes 
always came too late, so that the research 
workers became more and more frustrated, 
valuable people left the research establishments, 
and discord has increased among the staff there. 
There were frequent strikes, and work at the 
establishments was increasingly disturbed. We 
have discussed this subject in the House often 
enough. 

Now that a multiannual programme has been 
adopted, only the optimists and those of simple 
mind could assume that all the difficulties had 
been removed. Firstly the management bodies 
had to be changed. This was successfully com
pleteci last year. Our committee lias always 
disCussed the research establishments in great 
detail. We were in Ispra some time ago and 
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are travelling to Karlsruhe the day after 
tomorrow. We are at the moment'in the middle 
of a hearing of impartial and wellrknown Euro
pean scientists on the successes and failures at 
Ispra. I expect that our colleague Mr FUimig 
will be going into this in a moment. But the 

· upshot of all these hearings and all that we 
have seen is that things are again improving at 
the joint research establishments. At this 
juncture I should again like to thank Mr 
Dahrendorf, since it was he who managed to 
get this research programme adopted. I should 
also like to thank Mr Brunner for the clearly 
successful work he has done even though he 
did not join the Commission until a short time 
ago. There has already been a considerable 
reduction in the social tension and the number 
of strikes. People are working again. The 
impression is that the patient, for many years 
very sick, is or was on the road to recovery. 
Consequently, we are all somewhat bewildered 
to hear of the Council's inability to reach a 
decision. 

I should like at this point to make it quite clear 
how concerned we are at the possibility that 
if the situation remains as it is, the result will 
be the wilful destruction for trivial reasons of 
the work done in the last few years. 

I should like to quote some of the reasons which 
the Council has put forward and which have 
also been discussed publicly. It is said there are 
to be no new programmes until the question 
of principle has been clarified. New program
mes can really only concern Petten or energy 
research. The Summit Conference decided that 
there should be energy research. Such decisions, 
I feel, cannot be overturned by the relevant 
ministers. They must abide by the decisions 
taken at the Summit Conference. The Petten 
programme is in my opinion even more depres
sing. In this case the Council has promised the 
Dutch delegation that it will adopt a programme 
for Petten. You will all recall our concern about 
Petten. You will remember that even the Com
mission proposed at one time that Petten should 
be closed down. We in this House were opposed 
to this, and the Council was opposed to it. But 
this programme must now be adopted quickly. 
What kind of situation are we going to have 
in Europe if noone thinks it necessary to keep 
to his word any more? 

Another reason that was given was that Euro
pean research was too expensive, that the costs 
involved rose by 2f1l/o each year. But if the 
Council approves wage and salary increases, it 
cannot claim· afterwards that research is too 
expensive, since 86°/o of the costs are made up 
of wages and salaries. The Commission can 
therefore hardly complain about decisions that 
it itself has previously taken. 

A further reason advanced was that the new 
program~ should be discussed in the Council 
before new funds are aRproved. The present 
programme runs out at the end of 1976; the new 
programme is under discussion. It is due to the 
slowness of the Council that it is so difficult 
for decisions to be taken on programmes. A 
total of 30 committees have to be asked for 
their opinions before a programme of this kind 
can be set up. And to say now that the Council 
of Ministers, which of course consists of 
politicians:and not scientists, must discuss this 
programme is in my view simply unreasonable. 

The other reasons mentioned were legion, but 
not convincing. Basically, an honest statement 
on what iras really behind this blocking of 
research wogrammes would have been more 
constructiv'e. The member of the Commission 
responsible for joint research has not long been 
in Brussels. There are clear signs of his activity 
having had initial success. From this I presume 
I may conclude, Mr Brunner, that you went to 
Brussels with the mandate not to put a spanner 
in ~he worlts of joint research but where pos
sible to fwrher it. 

Permit mel to add a personal remark on this 
subject: the government which proposed you 
for this honourable office, has disowned you, 
and in an intolerable manner, even if the con
trary is cl$ed, even /if the matter now seems 
to have be~ cleared up in some ways. If Europe 
is to flo~h-as you yourself said-it needs 
men who will stand their ground and not allow 
themselves to become whipping boys. Europe 
requires sacrifices where necessary. I therefore 
feel that if , the Council is not willing to raise 
the blockade, you should resign from your office. 
The citizens of Europe will completely under
stand and respect such a decision. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr FHimig to speak on behalf 
of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Flimig. -(D) Mr. President, we hear that 
there have been difficulties in the Council. My 
group has discussed this subject. On behalf of 
the Socialist Group I should like to say we 
quite appreciate that the Council has discussed 
in all frankness the question of whether in view 
of the modest funds available the required 
efficiency of Community research is assured. We 
have often discussed this question. We recently 
reported on the subject in Luxembourg and made 
it quite clear where the cause of the difficulties 
facing the Joint Research Centre in fact lies. 
At the time we demonstrated in particular that 
the staff of the Joint Research Centre were by 
no means primarily to blame for the constant 
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difficulties and unpleasantness. I should like to 
make that perfectly . clear once again. The 
trouble was fundamentally due to a political 

. failure on the part of the-Community. 

The chairman of the Committee on Energy, 
Research and Technology has just said that once 
it was realized the Joint Research Centre could 
no longer fulfill its real task, that of enabling 
Europe to have a reactor programme of its own, 
it was kept alive with annual programmes. He 
recalled that the number of staff was consider
ably reduced by means of the voluntary retire
ment scheme. 

Now, we all recall that one day here in the 
House we were asked to decide: Joint Research 
Centre-'to be or not to be, that is the question.' 
We decided in favour of 'to be'; it was to remain 
in existence; it was -needed, it was a pillar of 
the European Community. We all know the 
story, however, of the cracked pillar which may 
collapse overnight. This story is truly appro
priate in this case. The pillar is damaged. It 
must be patched up if we are in favour of 'to be'. 
And in fact we are, for European research faces 
problems which can be more easily solved 
jointly than at national, •bilateral or multilateral 
level. The question is simple: what are the prob
lems involved and how are they to be tackled? 

We agree with what has just been said about 
Pett~n.- My group has always advocated that 
the Research Centre, which has genuine tasks 
to fulfill, commissioned in each case by industry, 
should not only be kept alive, but even extended. 

We also say 'yes' to Karlsruhe and Geel. I 
believe that the hearing being conducted by our 
committee, which is still going on and is to 
culminate in a report drawn up by myself, will 
-this is already becoming apparent-also say 
'yes' to Ispra. However, it is also becoming ap
parent that it is unlikely we can continue to 
conduct joint research as in the past. 

Mr Brunner has just mentioned reactor safety. 
This is undoubtedly part of the overall subject, 
and he is right in saying orders would not 
otherwise be received. In committee we have 
heard during the present hearing that materials 
research is required with regard to reactor 
safety and the further development of reactors 
and new reactor systems. We also appreciate 
that there must be somewhere in Europe where 
measuring standards for the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy are set, and we all know that 
the non-proliferation treaty and Euratom safe
guards do of course entail certain tasks with 
respect to the fixing of measurement or control 
data and supervisory measures. However, we 

·shall be looking very carefully into whether 
other projects going beyond reactor safety and 

the nuclear energy programme as such can be 
implemented efficiently-as I said just now
and purposefully at the Joint Research Centre. 
The mere fact that the Community has been 
appointed project leader for the hydrogen 
research project is not necessarily proof that 
this is the best method of solving the problem. 
We shall also have to consider very seriously 
whether the Joint Research Centre is the best 
place for the remote sensing of earth resources 
and the appraisal of the results. 

We are now convinced that it may not be pos
sible for the electronic data-processing pro
gramme to be maintained by the Joint Research 
Centre. We also think it possible that industry 
and individual nations have already done far 
more in the field of environmental research 
than can ever be done in Ispra with the staff 
and facilities available there. We further con
sider it a possibility that otPer institutes may 
be better suited to conducting research in the 
solar energy field. Or, to put it another way, 
it is quite possible that we will realize one day 
that the Joint Research Centre should con
centrate above all on nuclear energy, since that 
is what the staff were engaged for, that is what 
they were trained for, and that is why they 
are there. But we do not want to anticipate the 
report. We want to complete the hearing first. 
The experts will advise us, and we will then 
one day find a way out of the situation in 
cooperation with our Commission, which of 
course also has efficient people and undoubtedly 
looks at these questions again and again. 

We can also agree to what Mr Springorum 
requ~sts in his motion for a resolution, but 
would point out that a better check must be 
kept on the success of the Joint Research Centre, 
above all from a financial point of view. If we 
understand the Federal Government correctly, 
this was also its principal concern. In other 
words, the programme must be tightened up; 
it must be more effective. 

We of the Socialist Group would also refer to 
what we recently said in Luxembourg and add 
that the Joint Research Centre should be given 
another chance. It may be the last chance. But 
we want to give the new management, which 
has set out to improve matters with so much 
gusto, and the new Commissioner, who is doing 
such gratifying work-we, too, would like to 
thank you, Mr Brunner-this chance, and we 
therefore approve Mr Springorum's motion for 
a resolution. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Lord Bessborough to speak 
on behalf of the European Conservative Group. 
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Lord Bessborough. - I too thank Dr Brunner 
for his statement, in which I was particularly 
interested since I was rapporteur on the energy 
research and development action programme. I 
was to some extent reassured by Dr Brunner's 
statement that the work at the joint research 
centres was proceeding satisfactorily. He cited 
the projects on which they were engaged. 
Although I share many of Mr Flamig's fears I 
was glad to hear that the IAEA had made the 
JRC the project leader on hydrogen. This is re
assuring particularly as we had feared that there 
might be some overlapping between the IAEA 
and Ispra. 

Am I right, in regard to the specific energy 
research and development action programme, in 
thinking that the Commission hopes that the 
Council of Ministers will take a decision and 
adopt the programme at its next meeting on 
15 July? Parliament raised the money allocated 
to the programme from 54 m. ·u.a. to 59 million. 
This was for the specific programme on geo
thermal and solar , research, conservation 
research and so on. What proportion of the 
work will be done by indirect action, through 
contract research with laboratories and firms 
within Member States, and what proportion will 
be going to the joint research centres Dr Brun
ner mentioned? I would like a breakdown of 
these figures even if he cannot give it today. 

I was glad to hear Dr Brunner say that the 
Commission had met one of the principal points 
made in this House regarding revision of the 
programme, that it is to be revised after 18 
months, and regularly revised thereafter by the 
Council. 

I asked a question recently in the House of 
Lords on the subject of the indirect action pro
grammes-that is contract research. I wanted to 
kilow what proportion of the research would be 
indirect and what proportion direct. I was told 
by the minister concerned that all the work 
in the programme would be indirect research 
of the kind I have described. It appears from 
Dr Brunner's statement that this is not so, 
however, and that a great deal of the work 
will be done directly at the joint research 
centres. I would like clarification of this point 
because there seems to be some misunder
standing. Otherwise, I welcome Dr Brunner's 
statement and look forward to the further work 
on which we are shortly to be engaged, and 
which was mentioned by Dr FHimig. 

(Applause) 

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

Mr Noe.- (I) Mr President, honourable Mem
bers, on behalf o.f the Christian-Democratic 
Group I too should like to thank Commissioner 
Brunner who has dealt with the problem of the 
Joint Research Centres in accordance with the 
guidelines laid down by this House. 

Permit me to summarize very rapidly the deci
sions taken in the recent past by the Community 
institutions in this field. In 1973 it was decided 
not to close the centre at Petten and, as regards 
the research establishments taken together, to 
set aside a certain sum in anticipation of the 
likelihood-by no means negligible--that rising 
prices would have led to recourse being made to 
this reserve. On the same occasion it was also 
decided to conduct a review once a year, or at 
most every two years, of the quadri-annual pro
gramme and the Commission did in fact submit 
to the Council a proposal for revising the quadri
annual programme which was, however, rejected. 
Two and a half years have passed since those 
decisions were made and prices have risen 
enormously. 

The Commission subsequently put forward a 
new proposal providing for the sum of 5 million 
u.a. for Petten and an increase from 179 million 
to 217 million u.a. in the funds earmarked for 
the implementation of the action programme. 

This adjustment is due principally to the rise in 
personnel and material costs. Only a minute part 
is for new activities, that is to say for studies 
relating to the fixing of the next quadri-annual 
action programme. In fact 33 out of 38 million 
u.a. are intended to cover salary increases and 
the rise in material costs. Since 16 million of the 
initial 179 million u.a. had already been ear
marked for future increases, the total rise 
amounts to 54 million u.a., corresponding to an 
annual increase of 81.!/o for each of the 4 years. 
This rate of increasing seems to me reasonable 
and justified in the present circumstances. 

In this situation, on 26 June last, first Coreper 
and _then the Council considered the Commis
sion's proposals and 8 countries came out in 
favour-albeit after proposing certain modest 
amendments-while one country -expressed 
reservations, preferring to wait and referring to 
the possible closure of certain centres; this went 
against· the line which had emerged from all 
past decisions taken by the Community institu
tions. Moreover, this country requested that any 
decision be deferred until the details of the new 
action programme, due to take effect after 1976, 
had been worked out. 

I should like to make certain observations at 
this juncture. The first refers to the tendency, 
evidenced until now by the activities of the 
JRCs, towards greater concentration of object-
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ives. This tendency, to which Mr Fliimig has 
also alluded, is being converted into concrete 
proposals. The proposals submitted by the Com
mission and. ·considered on 26 June last in 
Luxembourg are nothing other than the imple
mentation of decisions already taken by the 
Council. The Commission is thus showing a 
degree of consistency which is unfortunately 
lacking on the part of the Council. 

But, Mr President, there is an argument of still 
greater importance: at the time a decision was 
taken-to which· the chairman of our Com
mittee, Mr Springorum, has also referred-to 
give the Joint Research Centres a four-year 
trial. Six months of, this four-year period were 
wasted because the starting signal was given in 
June instead of January. 

Then a decision was made to 'release' some 2f1l/o 
of the staff of the centres. It is easy to under
stand that in an institution which has lost 2f1l/o 
of its staff, who count for more than any deci
sion, performance will fall. 

Having started in June rather than January 
1973, we have now reached mid-1975. If we 
now have to wait until .the middle of 1976 before 
granting these increases, the trial period would 
become seriously reduced and completely 
inadequate to form a proper judgment. This is 
the main point, Mr President, that I, speaking 
on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group, 
raise here in support of Commissioner Brunner's 
position. 

There are only a few words I want to add to 
what has already been said. It is a question 
above all of sticking to the decisions which have 
been taken-this is a point which Mr Springorum 
emphasized-and being able to make a valid 
judgment. It is worth noting among other things 
that, according to scientific publications in 1975, 
the scientific output of the research establish
ments will be more than twice as much this 
year as it was last. The number of patents, the 
concrete results of research, has also more than 
doubled. By contrast industrial discontent has 
decreased markedly-as Mr Springorum pointed 
out-and we are thus really moving into a more 
satisfactory phase, an assertion, moreover, which 
has been substantiated by the two consultative 
committees which are working side by side at 
the JRCs. Just last week one of them declared 
that it was now far more satisfied than in the 
past with the work being done. Overwhelmingly 
positive comments were· also made in the hear
ings recently held by the Energy Committee of 
the European Parliament, particularly as regards 
the nuclear safety programme and the hydrogen 
programme. 

Finally-and on the political level this is an 
important' point-1 should like to point out to 

those who do not know it that the Director of 
the Essor reactor is an Irishman. This ·means 
that countries which are too small to possess 
a nuclear research centre of their own have 
access, through their own scientists, to adminis
trative and managerial posts which would 
otherwise be extremely difficult for them. At a 
time therefore in which we are considering the 
membership of other European countries such as 
Greece the elimination of this type of possibility 
would be really contrary to European interests. 

I only want to add that the prob~ems of nuclear 
security which have already been referred to 
and which we are trying to solve would not 
otherwise find a joint solution in the Community 
institutions, in other words a solution which does 
not differ in Italy, Germany or in other coun
tries, but can !)fter security to the population 
and guarantees to the authorities which have the 
grave responsibility of ensuring nuclear energy 
supplies with which we are trying to replace 
our dependence on oil. 

Mr Flamig said that the Joint Research Centres 
could be compared to a cracked pillar. My reply 
to Mr Fliimig would be that they are more ·like 
a pillar without a load! · Pillars are made to 
support bur.dens and until now they have had to 
support them only irregularly or in a half
hearted way. Why then don't we giv~. them a 

. worthwhile burden to support for a four-year 
period and then look at how they have stood up 
to it, because that is the only way that we shall 
be able to make a judgment. 
(Applause) 

President. - I caU Mr Osborn. 

Mr Osbom. - As a new member of the com
mittee, I shall be brief. 

Mr J;lrunner and the Commission have ·a diffi
cult task. The direction of research and the 
selection of the avenu~ down which research 
must go are always a problem for those res
ponsible. There is always a need within nations, 
and within a group of nations such as the 
Community, to have . the correct balance 
between pure research, where those doing the 
research pursue knowledge for its own sake, 
and applied research, where there is a definite 
object and a problem to be solved. 

I accept that in pure research an establishment 
must' be chosen for its merit, whether on a 
national or an international basis, and asked to 
pursue certain objectives - action directe. 

Mr Brunner referred to the strategy of the new 
programmes being worked out by the Commis
sion and presented to the Council of Ministers. 
What consideration is being given to the 
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customer-contractor principle? What consider
ation was given to the original Rothschild 
report in Britain and to the work of the Select 
Committee on Science and Technology, of 
which I was then a member, when it tried to 
assess the merits of this point of view? The 
British Select Committee is now looking at the 
role of ·university research. EmphaSis is being 
placed on energy research, particularly solar 
and nuclear. 

As politicians, we want to harness the manu
{acturers, creators and doers who have ideas 
for producing new sources of energy and new 
outlets for that energy, bearing in mind the 
change of pattern. For example, why should 
not some of the 59 m u.a. go to the utilities, to 
direct research in their national, industrial or 
independent agencies, or in international 
agencies, as they think fit? If an international 
research organization has not the men of calibre 
or the energy to provide the answers, it should 
wither. In the Community we are keeping 
together groups of scientists who are unable to 
provide the answers to the needs of the modem 
age, and that is a danger. 

I should like the decision to be made not only 
by the Commission, this Parliament and the 
ministers but by those who have to create the 
new methods of harnessing energy-the manu
facturers and the utilities. I hope thought will 
be given to that. 

I accept that it is too late for the Commission 
to change its proposals to the Council of Min
isters by July. But a more- direct approach on 
contract research is vital, in order to put those 
dealing with applied research on their feet. I 
should value Mr Brunner's comments on how 
the Commission would go down that road. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton. - After the speech by my 
noble friend, Lord Bessborough, on behalf of 
the group, I wish merely to fill in one or two 
points which have not been brought out in the 
course of this brief debate but which arise 
from the contribution by Mr Brunner. 

First, we all welcome the report Mr Brunner 
has given to the House, because I am sure 
that we all detect for the first time a note of 
optimism. Perhaps it is only a glimmering of 
hope rather than an expression of firm convic
tion in the hopefulness of the future, but it is 
welcome. 

Secondly, Mr Brunner referred to the involve
ment in research and the interest manifested 

by the Arab states in the Community research 
activities. He referred in particular to solar 
energy. I wonder whether he is in a position 
to tell the House to what extent the Arab inter
est is being backed up by Arab dollars put 
down for the information and the research which 
will flow from the activity in the joint research 
centres. 

My third point stems from the fact that Mr 
Brunner referred to even an interest of the 
Soviets in the joint research activities. Here I 
become distinctly nervous. I do not think it 
can have escaped the attention of any honour
able Member in this House that Europe in the 
last three or four years has gone though one 
of the most traumatic and deadly dangerous 
situations the Community has ever known. That 
arose from the fact that the source of supply 
of our energy was not secure. It may have been · 
low priced, but we paid a very large price 
indeed for the absence of security of supply 
of that low-cost energy. I feel inclined to 
express considerable anxiety at the real motiv
ation behind Soviet interest in this sphere of 
Community research. 

I theretore ask Mr Brunner to what extent the 
Community research establishments are engaged 
in what one might describe as classified research 
work, work of high security, strategic interest 
and concern. If that is the case, I want to be 
assured-and I am sure the House will want 
to be assured-that the confidentiality and the 
security of the classification will be maintained 
when interest is manifested from directions 
which have a vested interest in blowing it open. 

We need not remind ourselves that the greatest 
leap forwu(i in aeronautical technology, namely, 
the Concorde aircraft, has been copied in almost 
every detail by the Russians. That stems from 
the fact which I am sure nobody can deny that 
copies of blueprints, copies of designs-the 
product of research of the Community-have 
been handed over in totality to the USSR. We 
cannot possibly allow that sort of thing to con
tinue. 

I earnestly hope that Mr Brunner will give a 
very clear assurance to the House that classified 
and secret work of a highly confidential charac
ter is not being made available to those who 
would wish to destroy us economically and 
politically. 

With those few comments, I am sure we wel
come the report, but there is a long way to go 
before we who are members of the Committee 
on Energy, Research and Technology and Mem
bers of this Parliament are satisfied that there 
is real hope of progress towards the establish-
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ment of an energy policy which will stand up 
for the Community in a crisis. 

I regret that, for reasons which you have 
thought best, Mr President, we have had to 
hold over the Leonardi report until the Septem
ber part-session. It would have given an excel
lent opportunity to many of us to voice our fears 
and anxieties on this crucial issue of security 
and, indeed, the very creation of an energy 
policy for and by the Community. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Espersen. 

Mr Espersen. - (DK) Mr President, I too 
welcome Mr Brunner's report and Mr Sprin
gorum's motion for a resolution. I will con
. centrate my remarks on one point in Mr 
Brunner's report. 

The Community has two parallel programmes. 
The first will make us less dependent on oil 
supplies from Arab countries in the very near 
future. A large sum, thousands of millions of 
units of account, is involved for the development 
of nuclear power stations. 

The second Community-. programme-and the 
one we are discussing today-is the programme 
of research into new sources of energy. 

Obviously, we must take care not to separate 
the two programmes; we must always see them 
as a whole. If the research programme gives 
quick results, the programme for developing 
conventional nuclear power plants may gradually 
have to be modified. I am thinking in particular 
of Mr Brunner's optimistic remarks on develop
ments in fusion energy. There are results from 
research centres in Texas that indicate that this 
form of energy could be put to practical use 
perhaps much more quickly than expected. If 
this is true, it presumably means that there is 
much less need to build nuclear power plants 
which in any case cannot be used for more 
than 20 or 30 years. I would therefore be very 
interested in knowing the reason for Mr Brun
ner's optimism about developments in fusion 
energy. I should also like to have more details 
about the progress made and to know when it is 
esti!mated that fusion energy can be used. 

President. - I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission.- (D) 
A number of questions have been asked. But 
first of all I should like to thank Parliament for 
its support. You have stood by us at a difficult 
time, when the Commission is trying to get the 
Council of Ministers to adopt proposals which 
it has worked out in cooperation with you in 

committee. I am convinced that it will be possible 
to find a solution in the Council on 15 July on 
the basis of this joint expression of will. This, 
I think, deals with the first question, put by 
Lord Bessborough, and I should now like to pass 
onto the second. 

Most of the 59 million u.a. is in fact intended 
for indirect activities. We are working in this 
case on the basis of contracts. We are assisting 
projects that are already under way. About 
10 to 20"'/o of this sum will be used on projects 
at Research Centres in the Community. 

We also have in preparation-and I now come 
to a question put by Mr Espersen-a programme 
for fusion and other indirect activities with a 
term of 5 years. The overall ceiling of this pro
gramme is set at 350 million u.a. I hope you 
are not shocked by the enormity of this sum. The 
reason it is so high is that fusion research is 
very expensive. We have made quite consider
able progress in fusion research with the prepar
atory work that has now been completed at 
Culham near Oxford as an indirect activity. We 
are among the leaders in research in the world 
following the development by the Soviet Union 
of the Tokamak series. This is confirmed both 
by the Soviet Union and the United States. The 
object of this new programme is the construction 
of a Tokamak-type device known as JET, the 
Joint European Torus. We need a considerable 
sum of money for this programme. We do not 
know-this in answer to Mr Espersen's question 
-how far we shall get. We do not know if it 
will be possible to achieve a breakthrough in 
this field of fusion. We do know, however, that 
if this promising area of research can be · 
developed to the desired extent, a considerable 
burden will be removed from mankind as regards 
the utilization of nuclear energy. This is a long
term process, but it is a process which is very 
important from the safety aspect. 

In the case of nuclear fusion, making facilities 
safe is much easier. There are no major prob
lems except when it comes to scrapping facilities 
that have already been used. We are not faced 
with the problems that occur with the storage 
of nuclear waste. I therefore feel that this 
financial effort is worthwhile for technical 
reasons and scientific reasons, because we have 
come a long way in those areas, and also for 
reasons of safety. We can after all take it for 
granted that the citizen in the Community is 
doubtful about nuclear energy and about the 
safety of nuclear power stations. Regardless of · 
whether these doubts are justified or not, we 
must take them into consideration. By improving 
the safety of facilities, by increasing research 
safety in the energy field, we must give the 
citizen the feeling that everything is being done 
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to prevent accidents. As far as possible, we must 
develop sources of energy other than nuclear 
energy. 

That we are now in a very difficult position as 
a result of our pronounced dependence on 
petroleum, that we now find ourselves compelled 
to increase the production of nuclear energy in 
a relatively short time, does not mean that we 
can simply brush aside the anxieties of the 
citizen. The subject itself does not justify this, 
nor is it dem<X:ratic. The citizen in the Com
munity has a right to have his anxieties and 
fears taken seriously. That is why fusion research 
is a good thing, since it will open up completely 
new horizons, although not before the year 2000 
as we see it. 

I now come to the questions raised by Mr 
Osborn and Mr Normanton. As far as possible 
we cooperate with industry, and although we 
predominantly go in for basic research, satisfac
tory cooperation has been achieved in a number 
of cases. In the field of solar energy in particular 
we have succeeded in attracting the interest of 
exporting industries with basic research and the 
development of fairly small plants using solar 
el).ergy and in achieving a practical form of 
cooperation. We have gained recognition in 
industry. We have the feeling that the extension 
of indirect activities, i.e. activities in which we 
supplement and financially support existing pro
ject teams, is something which may be of 
considerable benefit in cooperation between 
industry and the Community. 

We are furthermore open to international co
operation in our projects. We endeavotJr to play 
the role in the Energy Agency that we have been 
allotted; where we have been appointed project 
leader, we intend to play our part to the full. 
We do not conduct any research which in 
principle is secret, but we are not on the other 
hand naive. I mentioned the interest of the 
Soviet Union in fusion research in order to show 

·Parliament that the research activity of the 
Community in certain fields is internationally 
recognized by scientific circles. We are a Com
munity which would like to throw itself wide 
open in its research activity to cooperation with 
third countries. At the same time we shall of 
course fully protect the interests of the the 
Community, not only as regards security-with 
our type of research there is no direct interest 
in security at the moment-but also the interests 
of industry in the Community. We will take this 
into account. I believe that if we generally 
tighten up our programmes, if we make sure 
finance is available in the longer term so that 
we do not have to change the starting point 
every year and are thus able to give our 
research workers new prospects and a better 

atmosphere in which to work, we as a Com
munity can achieve a good deal. 

I should like to stress one aspect in particular. 
The research activity of the Community is not 
only of value in itself; it represents a consider
able contribution to the coordination and 
improvement of the exchange of information 
between the Member States. In this respect, if 
the Community's research activity is properly 
designed and strictly managed, it will also 
lighten the burden on national budgets. You and 
we can help to ensure that this is the case in 
future. 

President. - Since no one else wishes to speak, 
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

President. 
documents: 

5. Documents received 

I have received the following 

(a) from the Council of the European Com
munities, requests for an opinion on: 

- the proposals from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Council 
on consolidated texts relating to the 
cereals sector (Doc. 184/75). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture; 

- the proposals from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Council 
for 

I. a directive fixing the maximum level 
of erucic acid in fats, oil and mar
garine for food 

II. a regulation amending Regulation 
(EEC) No 657/75 on the standard 
quality for colza and I'lape seed 

(Doc. 185/75). 

Point I of this document was referred 
to the Committee on Public Health and 
the Environment as the committee res
ponsible; Point II was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture as the com
mittee responsible and to the Committee 
on Budgets for its opinion; 

(b) from the committees, the following reports: 

- second supplementary report by Mrs 
Elisabeth Orth, on behalf of the Com-

1 OJ No C 179 of 6. 8. 1975. 
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mittee on Public Health and the Environ
ment, on the moQified proposal from the 
Commission of the European Commun
ities to the Council for a directive on the 
approximation of the laws of the Member 
States on cosmetic products (Doc. 186/75); 

- report by Mr Libero Della Briotta, on 
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, 
on the proposals from the Commission 
of the European Communities to the 
Council for 

I. a regulation amending Regulation 
(EEC) No 816/70 laying down addi
tional provisions for. the common 
organization of the market in wi.ne, 
Regulation (EEC) No 817/70 laying 
down special provisions relating 
to quality wines produced in 
specified regions, Regulation (EEC) 
No 865/68 on the common organiza
tion of the market in products 
processed from fruit and veget
ables and Regulation (EEC) No 
950/68 on the Common Customs 
Tariff 

II. - a regulation on measures intended 
to adapt wine potential to market 
requirements 

- amendments (tabled pursuant to 
Article 149, paragraph 2 of the 
Treaty) to the draft regulation 
amending Regulations (EEC) No 
816/70 and No 817/70 taking into 
account the Council resolution of 
21 April 1975 concerning new 
guidelines designed to balance the 
market in table wines 

(Doc. 187/75); 

(c) the following motions for resolutions: 

- motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Cointat, Mr Herbert, Mr Liogier and Mr 
Nyborg on behalf of the Group of Euro
pean Progressive Democrats, pursuant to 
Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedure, on the 
peripheral coastal regions of the Euro
pean Community (Doc. 162/75): 

- motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Broeksz, committee chairman, on behalf 
of the Committee on Cultural Affairs 
and Youth, on education in the European 
Community (Doc. 183/75); 

(d) the following oral questions: 

- oral questions put by Mr Leenhardt, Mr 
Ansart, Mr Adams, Mr Behrendt, Mr 
Corterier, Mr MUller, Mr Bordu, Mr Blu-

menfeld, Mr Johnston, Mr Hougardy, Mr 
Noe, Mr Spicer, Mr Shaw, Mr Corrie, Mr 
Osborn, Mr Howell, Mr de la Malime, Mr 
Fellermaier and Mr Seefeld, pursuant to 

·Rule 47A of the Rules of Procedure, for 
Question Time on 9 July 1975 (Doc .. 
176/75); 

(e) from the Joint Parliamentary Committee of 
the EEC-Greece Association, the recommen
dations adopted in Athens on 27 June 1975 
(Doc. 180/75); 

This document has been referred to the 
Associations Committee as the committee 
responsible and to the Political Affairs Com
mittee for an opinion. 

6. Change in the agenda 

President. - The next item should have been Mr 
Simonet's statement on- the Council decisions of 
26 June 1975. 

However, since Mr Simonet has not yet arrived, 
I propose to suspend the sitting until his arrival. 

I call Mr Springorum. 

Mr Springorum.- (D) Would it not be possible 
to move forward Mr Burgbacher's report? 

President. - I put Mr Springorum's proposal to 
the vote. 

That is agreed. 

7. Medium-teTm guidelines foT coal1975-85 

President. - The next item is the report drawn 
up by Mr Burgbacher on behalf of the Com
mittee on Energy, ResearCh and Technology on 
the proposal from the Cominission of the Euro
pean Communities on Medium-term guidelines 
for coal 1975-85 (Doc. 147/75). 

I call Mr Corona for a procedural motion. 

Mr Corona. - (I) Mr President, on behalf of the 
Socialist Group I should like to put forward a 
proposal based on Rule 32, paragraph 1(b) of the 
Rules of Procedure and on a similar provision 
in Rule 26: a proposal, that is, to refer Mr 
Burgbacher's report, on a subject which we 
recognize to be of importance, to the Com
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment, and, 
possibly, also to the Committee on Public Health 
and the Environment so that they can give their 
opinions. 
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We are indeed convinced of the necessity to 
increase coal production in the Community, but 
we are also convinced that these types of pro
duction problems, in a sector which is both 
delicate and at times, as we all know, socially 
explosive and in which in many cases the 
industry concerned can be characterized by its 
backward conditions, calls for careful consider
ation not only of the technical but also of the 
social aspect. 

This connection is in fact recognized in the first 
part of the motion for a resolution where, in 
paragraph 2(c), a call is made for the adoption 
in good time of the required economic and social 
policy measures. However, in what we might 
call the operative part, and that is the part that 
counts, of the same resolution, containing 
instructions and advice, which Parliament is to 
adopt as its own view, this awareness of the 
social problem is reduced to merely a vague, 
and in our opinion contradictory mention in 
paragraph 5. 

Since in our view the urgency of increasing coal 
production is a problem intimately connected 
with the improvement of social conditions which 
should apply in this sector-and I am sure that 
this House is aware of the difficult conditions 
endured by those employed in this particular 
type of production-we would like to see the 
problem considered in its entirety; not only for 
the fundamental reason that there is no division 
between the technical and human side, between 
the problem of production as such and the 
problems of those who do the producing or 
contribute towards production, but also because 
we believe that it would help production to 
guarantee from the outset conditions of work, 
and therefore industrial peace, which will enable 
the industry to achieve the· objectives set out 
in Mr Burgbacher's report and resolution. 

Therefore Mr President, I should like- to ask you 
to consult the Assembly-and I hope that the 
rapporteur will be in agreement-to refer this 
report to the Committee on Social Affairs and 
Employment and possibly also, to the Committee 
on Public Health and the Env~ronmept-since it 
is well known that the latter is particularly 
interested in this type of employment-and to 
postpone the debate on the matter until the two 
committees have had the opportunity to give 
their considered opinions. 
(Applause from the Socialist Group) 

President. - Mr Corona proPoses referring Mr 
Burgbacher's rep.ort to committee. 

What is the view of the committee responsible? 

Mr Springorum, Chairman of the Committee on 
Energy, ReseaTch and Technology.- (D) I should 

like to drliw the attention of the House to the 
following. This report refers to one of the many 
energy reports that the Commission has sub
mitted on mineral oil, natural gas and so on. 
This report concerns the medium-term guidelines 
for coal. It has nothing to do with the social 
and health aspects. If it had, we should have 
had to deal with these questions when debating 
the other reports, some of which have already 
been before the House. We did not do so. I 
would suggest that we leave out all the social 
questio~they are covered by paragraph 5-
and then ·await a separate report from the , 
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment 
and the Committee on Public Health and the 
Environment on health and social questions in 
the mining industry. This would be far better 
than allowing these matters to be swallowed 

· up in a report of this kind. They do not really 
fit in here. I therefore request that we discuss 
Mr Burgbacher's report today so that it can be 
adopted-we have after all been dealing with 
it long enough. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Espersen to speak for the 
motion. 

Mr Espersen. - (DK) Mr President, I should like 
to support referral to the Committee on Public 
Health and the Environment. 

With the present wording of the document-and 
I refer particularly to point 5 of the resolution 
and point 69 of the explanatory statement
Parliament's intentions could be misunderstood. 

Point 5 states that Member States that have 
coal mines should relax the measures they have 
taken or intend to take to prevent the recruit
ment of workers from countries outside the Com
munity. In other words, Member States are 
urged where appropriate to relax the ban on 
immigrant foreign labour for the coal-mining 
sector. We all know that this is dangerous and 
unhealthy work. 

The reasons for the proposal are given in point 
69 with the direct, statement that Member States 
will not be able to avoid suspending or at least 
relaxing, measures taken to prevent the recruit
ment of labour from outside the Commv.nity 
for the coal-mining sector. This means that 
Member States certainiy may maintain the ban 
on immigrant labour, although not in the coal
mining .sect9r, where it should be possible to 
employ more foreign labour. This could be taken 
as a' reco:rnrilendation to employ foreign. labour 
for unpleasant jobs while maintaining the ban 
on the further immigration of foreign labour. 

People will .think that Parliament is propesing 
a new intake of foreign labour as in the case of 
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the cotton fields of 100 years ago. This will be 
seen as discrimination against foreign labour. 
We in the Socialist Group therefore hope that 
the proposal will be discussed by the Committee 
on Public Health and the Environment. 

President. - I call Mr Burgbacher to speak 
against the motion. 

Mr Burgbacher.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I quite appreciate that the members 
of the Socialist Group would like to place parti
cular emphasis on social problems. But if this 
principle is applied, every proposal to do with 
energy, and in fact any proposal concerning the 
economy, will have to be referred to the Com
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment, for no 
economic and no energy policy is without its 
social aspects. This would mean the Committee 
on Social Affairs and Employment was the 
responsible committee in every case, whereas 
what we are dealing with here are primarily 
urgent energy problems, urgent because what 
we do not accomplish today, we will not have 
in ten years' time. This is a well-known prin
ciple in the energy industry, which I would ask 
you to accept. I am quite prepared to agree with 
the committee chairman and take out paragraph 
5,- and I also join with the Committee on Energy, 
Research and Technology in advocating that the 
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment 
should be asked to give its opinion on the sub
ject as a whole from the social point of view in 
a separate report. 

I sincerely request that there be no postpone
ment of the debate on coal as a result, since 
God knows we have no time to lose, and we 
would bitterly regret such a postponement later. 
I therefore ask that the report be debated. 
(Applause from the Right and Centre) 

President. - I put to the vote Mr Corona's 
proposal for a reference to committee. 

The motion is rejected. 

I therefore call Mr Burgbacher to present his 
report. 

Mr Burgbacher, rapporteur. - Mr President, 
ladies and gentlemen, the report concerns coal, 
and coal as a whole. That means hard coal and 
also lignite. That at least is what is intended. It 
proceeds from the grave anxiety resulting from 
the shock of the sudden fourfold increase in oil 
prices at the end of 1973, insofar as a ·slight 
recession, or at any rate stagnation, has occur
red as a consequence of general attitudes and 
the short-term economy, instead of the previous 
annual growth rates in energy demand. 

This has befogged the issue, which is· no longer 
uppermost in the minds of our citizens as it 
should be. This is. why the expression 'in good 
time' has been used several times in the report. 
Why 'in good time'? We cannot have alternative 
sources of energy, which have also been referred 
to in Mr Brunner's report, if we do not begin 
today to take seriously the period of eight to 
ten years for planning and financing, seeing 
that all major facilities in the energy industry, 
whether we are talking about refineries, nuclear 
power stations, hard coal power stations, lignite 
power stations, gasification or liquefaction, take 
six to ten years to construct. In other words, 
what we do not begin today, we shall not have 
in 1985. That is where the review given in the 
Commission's documents ends. These documents 
do not deal with the time after 1985 at all. It 
must also be admitted that it would be difficult 
to paint a picture of the time after 1985. This 
report is consequently an appeal to all the coun
tries of the Community to increase the production 
of hard coal and to exploit lignite production. 

At the same time we would point out that there 
is a need for stockpiling, both at the pithead and 
on the premises of consumers, above all indus
trial consumers. I would remind the House that 
at the beginning of 1974 we had large pitheads 
stocks of hard coal and that by the end of that 
year they had almost been used up. They had 
been used as a source of energy and thus repre
sented a major contribution in bridging the first 
year of the oil crisis. I hope you will agree with 
me that this will continue to be important in the 
future. w_e can undoubtedly take it for granted 
that pithead stocks are useful and not detri
mental to the Community, the consumer and the 
energy industry. We should therefore be happy 
to see pithead stocks of hard coal, since they 
will be urgently required if energy demand 
increases. 

The objectives the Community sets out to 
achieve by 1985 are very bold, and the big 
question is whether they can in fact be achieved 
in the fields of nuclear energy and natural gas. 
We share the view that nuclear reactors have 
a great future, and I, too, feel that nuclear fusion 
is very important. But it is outside the area that 
we can oversee. Mr Brunner has quite rightly 
said that nuclear energy will not be on the 
market until the year 2000 at the earliest. The 
problem is how we are to reach the year 2000 
without substantially limiting our requirements 
of energy, without which we cannot do if we 
intend to maintain our social standing, and 
socially speaking, the major question is whether 
it will be possible to continue offering the con
sumer and producer enough energy for the 
labour that is still required to be well paid. 
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The enormous increase in the real incomes of the 
working masses in the last ten years have been 
due not least to the cheap energy available and 
energy as such. As we know, energy is technical 
power, man provides physical strength. We want 
to raise the social standing of physical strength 
to ever greater heights. We can only do this if 
we make so much energy available to man that 
this cheap energy, converted into human 
strength, allows the latter to be better paid. That 
is the crux of the matter. Endangering the sup
pliers' energy de facto endang'ers the incomes 
and social standing of the masses. We feel that 
coal will still have its place as a source of energy 
even when the nuclear reactors are there. This, 
too, is of course clearly brought out in the Com
mission's documents. 

I should like to refer in this connection to a 
fairly recent publication by the Commission in 
the form of a communication to the Council 
entitled 'Main foci of a policy for the develop
ment of energy resources in the Community and 
within the larger framework of international 
cooperation' (PE 41.172). I would ask all Mem
bers to read this document along with the report 
on coal. They will then be forced to realize 
that if we do not do something, namely increase 
coal production and supplies of natural gas, we 
may not be able to maintain the Community's 
energy programme and will then be faced by 
the alternatives of either drastically reducing 
energy consumption, i.e., excessive saving, or 
offering less energy, which necessarily means a 
slower increase in the gross national product 
and a slower increase in the incomes of the 
masses. For where is it to come from if not from 
production? This serious question plagues us. 
Hence my appeal to the House: vote in favour 
of this report. The ten years needed for the 
development of alternative sources of energy 
cannot be glossed over and will in all probability 
be even longer. I repeat: what we do not begin 
today in the technical, economic and labour 
fields, we will not have on the market in 1985. 
Then we will have either to increase our imports 
of oil-the Community does not want this, either 
--or we must find an alternative. In view of the 
lack of nuclear energy compared with the pro
gramme the only realistic alternative is, how
ever, coal. 

That is why the report is of topical importance, 
and that is why I appeal to this House: vote 
in favour of the principle concerned. What is at 
stake is whether we c;,an say in 1985 that we 
have done our duty or whether we are forced 
to say that we have built on paper rather than 
reality. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Giraud to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Giraud. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, after the rejection of our group's 
request for a postponement of this debate, on 
the grounds explained by our colleague Mr 
Corona and endorsed by Mr Espersen, I now 
have to comment on Mr Burgbacher's report. 

I must reassure him straight away that the 
Socialist Group is in favour of the report, apart 
from paragraph 5, to which we shall be propos
ing certain amendments in the course of the 
debate. 

The European Parliament is fortunate in having 
an expert like Dr Burgbacher to deal with mat
ters concerning the coal sector. 

We welcome the Assembly's prompt attention to 
this question, which is a reflection of the Com
munity's present difficulties in the energy 
sector. 

We are all aware that at a recent ministerial 
meeting the relevant organs of the Community 
were asked to try to resolve the energy crisis 
by rehabilitating the coal-mining sector in the 
regions. We know, too, that until the events of 
last year the coal-mining industry seemed 
doomed. Today, however, in view of the condi
tions we must create to be able to resolve the 
energy crisis .in the European Community, coal 
will clearly be an important factor in reducing 
our Community's energy dependence. This 
applies particularly to two of the largest Mem
ber States, the United Kingdom and Germany, 
which still depend to a large extent on coal for 
their energy requirements. It is true also-and 
Mr Burgbacher has made some very pertinent 
observations on this point-that with new 
methods it will be possible to use coal more 

. effectively, I am thinking in particular of the 
attempt to resolve the problem by the gasifi
cation or liquefaction of coal, in conjunction 
with high-temperature nuclear reactors. 

However, the Socialist Group has asked me to 
stress a number of points which I shall try to 
explain. 

First I must say that I fully agree with Mr 
Burgbacher that it will be a long time before 
we see any tangible results. A period of ten 
years would be a reasonable estimate. In other 
words there is no time to lose. 

In view of the substantial investment needed in 
an industry of this nature, the undertakings con
cerned-whether they are nationalized of 
private-must be given safeguards for their 
investment and guaranteed outlets. 
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For this reason we are in favour of the 
'reference price' mentioned in the resolution 
together with another very clearly-defined 
objective: 'other suitable measures'. In fact, the 
reference price is perhaps not always the best 
safeguard for industrial undertakings. 

Our Parliament should also give close attention 
to the questions of domestic production and im
ports. If our Community becomes exclusively an 
importer, we are condemning the whole of the 
coal-mining industry in at least two or three 
Member States-I refer in particular to France, 
Belgium and Italy. The conditions under which 
it is produced mean that the volume of produc
tion, per man per day, is sometimes only half 
the production in the other areas of the Com
munity and perhaps even a half or a quarter 
of the amount mined in other non-Member 
States such as the United States. 

Thus, if we are to maintain a proper coal
minin~industry throughout the Community, it is 
important not to concentrate merely on prof
itability but to encourage domestic production 
which is an important factor in ensuring stable 
and guaranteed supplies within the Community. 

This is why we are in favour of the Community 
schemes to provide aid to coalfields in diffi
culties. 

We are also in favour of building up coal stocks. 
The importance of this in times of crisis has just 
been explained to us, but the public must appre
ciate that this is a costly operation and needs 
financing. Nothing can be done, therefore, about 
building up stocks unless the problem of 
finance is also taken into account. 

Finally, this resolution deals in detail with 
research and development, at least their 
theoretical aspects. For decades now the coal 
industry has run under its own momentum, 
using unchanging traditional methods. We now 
know that progress, in the fields of extraction 
and processing, is both possible and desirable. 
But obviously this progress can only be achieved 
if the Community makes adequate funds avail
able for research and development. 

These, Mr President, are the reasons for which 
the Socialist Group will vote in favour of Mr 
Burgbacher's report. 

I shall conclude by repeating that we have a 
number of observations to make on manpower 
and social problems. We shall present our pro
posals on these questions in the course of the 
debate. 
(Applause from the Socialist ·benches) 

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

Mr Vandewiele.- (NL) Mr President, on behalf 
of the Christian-Democratic Group I should like 
first of all to congratulate Mr Burgbacher on his 
excellent report. I should also like to compli
ment him on the authoritative way he has 
presented it. I hope that he is not discouraged 
by the fact that there has just been some argu
ment over paragraph 5 of the motion for a reso
lution. I shall come back to that later. 

On behalf of our group I should like first of all 
to go into three points: firstly, the importance of 
the common coal policy within the Community 
energy policy; secondly, the problem of invest
ments and research policy; thirdly, the still 
somewhat emotive topic of workers in the 
mining industry. 

From the discussions in the Committee on 
Energy it was quite clear that Parliament can 
associate itself fully with the conclusions con
tained in the document 'Medium-term guidelines 
for coal 1975-1985'. It is not our intention to 
reiterate the importance we attach to safe
guarding the Community's energy supply. If 
we wish to become less dependent on oil imports, 
the Community has to take the necessary 
medium and long term measures, particularly in 
the coal sector. 

It is becoming increasingly clear that a number 
of estimates made in 1974 are far from realistic. 
The foregoing debate brought this out yet again. 
There have been delays in implementing the 
programmes, especially in the case of nuclear 
energy. Nor. will the quantity of natural gas 
increase exactly in line with expectations. 

The figures in the Burgbacher report speak for 
themselves. It will not be enough to stabilize the 
present coal' output of the EEC; we shall ·have 
to expand it. On the basis of a. common pro
gramme, all the Member States ought to set 
about restoring the mining capacity of our Com
munity. 

The ptevious speaker rightly pointed out on 
behalf "of the Socialist Group that this gives 
some of us a . rather odd feeling. Some people 
thought that. coal had already been written off. 
At present; however, the coal sector seems to 
be becoming more and more a matter o~ the 
moment. It is clear that any shortages of coal, 
especially coke, will become increasingly dif
ficult to cover from imports from other coun~ 
tries. The exporting countries too are being 
increasingly forced to t8ke account of their own 
needs. Certain countries, such as Japan, wm·not 
hesitate to make high offers so as to come by 
their own share on the world market first. 

In countries like the Netherlands and Belgium, 
where we have for years been facing the 
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particularly painful problem of mine closures, 
some of the opinions expressed in this debate 
will be received by part of the people with at 
the very least mixed feelings. It goes without 
saying that the present closure rate will have 
to be looked into with all due care. In the 
mining areas where neither the natural nor the 
economic conditions are present to keep produc
tion stable in the long term, closures will have 
to be continued. We ought to be bold enough to 
say this pght now. However, in those areas with 
good prospects, particularly in the Federal 
Republic of Germany and in Great Britain, 
production will have to be increased to make 
up for the loss of output from the other areas. 

· The Commission has rightly pointed out in its 
communications to the. Council that production 
shifts like that also presuppose rationalization of 
production as a whole. 

If we are to maintain the present level of coal 
output, or even better raise it, we shall be faced 
with the necessity for new investments. In the 
last few years only the most necessary invest
ments were made in most countries. According 
to the Commission document, over the period 
1958-1973 these were even below the amount of 
normal depreciation. The overall investment 
expenditure for mining enterprises for the 
period up to 1985 is estimated at 500 m u.a. per 
year, a total of 6 000 m. This means that the 
current rate of investment will have to be 
doubled. It is only too clear that the mining 
industry will not decide to do so until longterm 
sales that fully meet production costs can be 
assured. 

Our group therefore fully supports the proposal 
on this point in paragraph 2 of the resolution. 
Investment policy must be accompanied by 
measures to guarantee coal sales, especially in 
the iron and steel sector and the power sector. 

Without clear policy lines and without a climate 
of renewed confidence, this policy cannot suc
ceed. We look forward with some expectations 
to the answer from the Commissioner regarding 
the difficult problem of investments, since in 
many national parliaments the discussion we 
are now having would sound surprising. It will 
probably result in very vigorous debates in those 
parliaments, since very many members of par
liament in Europe incline to the opinion that the 
coal sector should be gradually written off. But 
Mr Burgbacher is now asking for our policy to 
be strengthened for a fairly long period. 

I should now like to say something about the 
workers part in the coal policy, today and 
tomorrow. I am to some extent pleased at the 
reaction of some colleagues who drew our atten
tion to the text of paragraph 5 of the resolution. 

I agree with them that we. must try to word it 
better. I do not wish to go further into that now, 
since I have just been told that some colleagues 
have tabled an amendment. I hope tha.t the new 
text will be acceptable to my group too. Per
sonally, I should like to state clearly to be going 
on with tllat I shall support a new text that 
puts the emphasis on the very important prob
lem of jobs and working conditions in the mining 
industry, especialiy for underground workers. 

In the last few years there was a decline of 5 
to 6 °/o in the number of underground workers. 
This need not surprise us. The number of under
ground workers fell from 361 000 in 1973 to 
338 000 in 1975. 

It is worthwhile devoting a special debate to 
these 338 090 underground mineworkers. They 
do a difficult job. There are people in this Cham
ber who have done it too, and they will be able 
to talk about it when we have a fundamental 
debate. 

In. 1973 the number of underground workers 
over 40 in the Federal Republic was 53 °/o. In 
England the percentage was 64.5. I found these 
figures in the Commission document 'Forecasts 
for 1975'. 

If there is no certainty about the future, it will 
not be possible to solve the staffing problems. It 
will not not be possible to attract young workers. 
I therefore hope that we shall either scrap the 
text concerned or produce a new version clearly 
pointing out that it is the unanimous opinion 
of this Parliament that good working conditions 
and jobs in the mines have to be guaranteed in 
the future. 

It is our conviction that in the next 25 years 
our energy supplies will be largely determined 
by what coal policy is followed. 

At the present stage, it seems useful to point 
out the great importance of research in this 
sector. There is increasing talk of the possibility 
of gasifying or liquefying coal. Can the Commis
sion tell us-1 am speaking now to Mr Simonet 
and Mr Brunner-whether we can have any 
firm expectations about this in the medium 
term? 

Has research on this already given tangible 
results, and if so in what countries? Has Com
munity research also been carried on, and with 
what result? 

A couple of months ago Mr Simonet here rather 
modestly stressed that the gnomes of the Com
mission in Brussels under their technocratic hat 
in no way can or will crowd the powers of the 
national governments. 
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He said that in his witty and ironical answer to 
questions from Mr Normanton in the debate on 
the reports by Mr Cointat and Mr Normanton. 

Mr Simonet also said then-and I quote-that 
it 'is perhaps a mistake of interpretation or even 
an illusion widely held in many quarters, ... that 
the common energy policy is a set of coherent 
objectives and mean.S which can be developed 
by an intellectual oper~tion carried out once and 
for all, and then submitted to ... the Parliament 
and Council of Ministers, after which we can 
sit back and wait for a more or less harmonious 
process of implementation'. 

We echo that. We are facing here a prolonged 
and troublesome process, with results sometimes 
highly diff~t from the Qriginal plan. One 
need think only of the debates here a few years 
ago on the future of the· coal industry. In the 
light of the new circums~ces we have a whole 
new picture now. 

Nevertheless, we continue to urge the Commis
sion to achieve the goals of the common energy 
and coal policy. We Will give it full support in 
that. 

It is in this spirit,· with reservations regarding 
paragraph 5 of the motion for a resolution, as 
already mentioned, that the Christian
Democratic Group will vote in favour of the 
resolution proposed 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Osborn to speak on behalf 
of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Osborn. - I wish to speak not only for the 
Eliropean Conservatives but for a particular 
amendment that is relative to the situation in 
Britain and has been put to my colleagues in 
this committee, Lord Bessborough and Mr Nor
manton-they have b~ working here for some 
time-by Mr Ezra, Chairman of the National 
Coal Board. The point is a valid one. Coai, as 
part of our energy pattern, has reassumed an 
importance for us in Europe, as it has for the 
United States and elsewhere. 

I come from a coalmining area, and operate 
factories in areas which are now falling into 
disuse because most of the coal has been mined. 
Normally, in a debate such as this, the Socialist 
Group in Britain predominates, because it has 
many members who come from mining areas 
and who are put forward for Parliament by the 
mineworkers themselves. Over the years-even 
with the present government-Britain has 
embarked on a systematic investment program
me in respect of its coal industry-a programme 
of modernization, designed to improve the 

social conditions of those working in the 
industry. 

. I was a little disappointed by the fact that the 
Socialists from Britain on this occasion should 
seek to postpone a debate on a subject which 
is dear to the hearts of many of their colleagues 
in Britain who come from coalmining areas. 

Except for one or two drift mines, for nearly 
30 years the coalmining industry in Britain has 
been in the hands of the · state. It has been 
nationalized. The purpose of nationalization was 
multifold, largely to rationalize ·the operation 
in the mines and to bring about coordination in 
the various regions. This is vital for the energy 
programme and the programme for the · 
coalmining industry. 

Another purpose, of equal importance, was to 
secure proper and healthy conditions for those 
working in the mines. Nevertheless, I accept the 
point of view of Mr Burgbacher and the others 
who have spoken, that energy is an important 
issue. In fact, Mr Burgbacher points out in the 
first part of the resolution, that 

'the required energy policy conditions should 
be c;reated in good time.' 

The energy situation is one in respect of which 
we are lulled into a sense of false security 
because of the good relations with the OPEC 
countries and because, in Europe, we have had 
an 8°/o reduction in the amount of hydrocarbons 
that we are consuming. We are therefore 
inclined to consider the energy crisis as some
thing that will go away and will not come back. 
Those in the Committee on Energy, Research 
and Technology know that we have problems 
and that coal could well be not only the short
term but the middle-term solution to them. 

We have excellent reports before us. I welcome 
the fact that Mr Simonet is here, because in 
the final report, Document COM 1860, of 
21 November, he concludes: 

'With this aim in view the Commission will 
formulate detailed measures for the imple
mentation of the coal policy.' 

I hope that when he intervenes he will bring 
us up to date on exactly what these measures 
are and what he has put to the Council of 
Ministers. 

On page 26 of this report, manpower is referred 
to, and Mr Simonet says: 

'With the transformed prospects of the Com
munity coal industry an entirely new man
power policy must be initiated. Where the 
accent has been on problems of redundancy, 
the new policy of maintaining Community 



Sitting of Tuesday, 8 July 1915 · 51 

Osbom 

coal production at its current level to 1985 
and beyond demands an action programme to 
recruit, train and retain a permanent, stable · 
and progressive labour force and manage
ment.' 

That was urgent six months or a year ago. I 
suggest that it is even more urgent now. If 
the Commission feels that this matter should 
be looked into and supported by other commit
tees in conjunction with a programme now, I 
would welcome this. 

There is also a very useful background paper, 
produced by the Commission and published on 
11 June. It is called 'Main foci of a policy for 
the development of energy resources in the 
Community and within the larger framework 
of international cooperation'. Its number is COM 
(75) 310. On page 2 there is a comparison of 
dollars per ton of oil equivalents. This shows 
that natural gas will in 1985 be the cheapest, 
the range being 4.5 dollars to 52. The table 
compares this with nuclear energy and brown 
coal, among other fuels. The table is continually 
being brought up to date and we must keep 
it constantly under review ourselves. 

What I find difficult is a slight difference that 
I raised at the last committee meeting. It is 
embodied in the very excellent graphs we have 
in the Commission's document, 'Guideline-s for 
the electricity sector'. The number of the docu
ment is COM (74) 1970 and it was published 
on 27 November last year. This document 
indicates that the use of coal for electricity is 
on the decline if one judges by the projected 
pattern for 1970 to 1990. Is that a valid projec
tion at present or not? 

In Great Britain, part of our policy has been 
to site electric power stations alongside the more 
plentiful and cheaper coalfields of Nottingham
shire and Yorkshire. It is vital that each Member 
State of the Community-indeed, each country 
in Europe-should assess its own energy 
strategy. During my membership of this Parlia
ment it has become apparent to me that 
formulating an energy policy is almost impos
sible because there are far too many variables.· 
All we can look at is the guidelines and I am 
grateful that the Commission is keeping the 
guidelines under continuous review. 

In Europe, Great Britain and Germany dominate 
the coal industry. Germany has vast supplies 
of coal and lignite. Great Britain has the 
problem of deciding which mines to keep going 
and which to cut back. It has had this problem 
for many years. We have cut back, for example, 
in Wales, with the exception of anthracite, and 
there have been cutbacks in Scotland and the 
north-east of England because seams are dif-

" 

ficult and worn out. In my area of Sheffield, 
there has been a cutback because the mines in 
the west of Yorkshire are becoming exhausted 
and the emphasis is to go east where the mining 
is deeper.· 

What is relevant in looking at the British coal 
industry ~ a whole is the cost of coal at the 
pithead in each mine and each mining area. To
what extent is it economic to keep some mines 
open? To what extent have they to be closed? 
We understand that the estimated cost of Com
munity e:qergy production from imported coal 
in 1970 was 80 dollars per ton of oil equivalent. 
It. is known that there are vast reserves of coal, 
and they .are the best reserves of energy in 
the long-term view-200 to 400 years. But these 
reserves are in the United States, Canada and 
Africa. Several years ago, I pointed out that at 
Wankie the coal could be brought to the pit 
head at 50p a ton. No doubt that figure is 
much higber now. Then the coal has to be 
transpor~. Coal from other parts of the world 
could be 4ilieaper than the best coal that we 
could mine in Europe. Is· there to be a 
guaranteec:l price? Are we to import at some 
time coal ~t cheaper prices which would damage 
the vast ilivestment which has taken place, not 
only in Great Britain, but in Germany as well? 
It is against this background that I hope my col
leagues from the British Socialist Party will 
support the amendment, in order to emphasize, 
as Mr Burgbacher's report says, the need 

'to take steps as soon as poSSible to establish 
a suitable, long-term ratio of hard coal 
produce<\ in the Community to that imported 
from thUd countries .. .'. 

This is a vital step. We must recognize the 
need for safeguards against imports during a 
period of temporary weakness in the market; 
it would be fatal for the Community as a 
whole, including Britain, if we found, by 
importing coal, that we were abandoning the 
excellent investment which has taken place in 
the existing mines of the Community. I hope 
therefore that the House and Mr Burgbacher 
will have t:P.o difficulty in accepting the amend
ment. 
(Applause) 

·President. - I call Mr Hougardy to speak on 
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Mr Hougardy. - (F) Mr President, I shall be 
extremely brief. My group approves Mr Burg
bacher's report and we shall vote in favour of 
the motion for a resolution. 

While examining this document, I also studied a 
report drawn up after the meeting held in Tokyo 
last May, 1,Ulder the aegis of the International 

• 
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It is in this context that I come to the question 
of manpower in the industry. It seems to me 
that the only field now open for us to seek 
improvements is the field of sociological intan
gibles. It is remarkable that in my country we 
can have two collieries with similar technical 
conditions-geological, and so forth-but with 
completely disproportionate performances. 
When one goes into the matter one finds that 
the answer to this rather peculiar situation lies 
in the sociological intangibles. 

The translation of sociological intangibles into 
practical realities is difficult. It is a very com
plex issue, which is one reason why we wanted 
to defer the debate. We wanted to go seriously 
into what I consider to be the real practical 
proposals to which we can look for achieving 
what we want. 

One of the obvious ways of translating these 
intangibles into practical realities is through a 
system of wages. I have had personal experience 
for a long time as a mineworker and a mining 
engineer, and I know that the complexities of 
the situation in Britain are far from having been 
put right. The question of obtaining the full 
commitment of our work force in what is by all 
standards not a congenial occupation must be 
tied to some kind of safeguarded incentive pay
ment. 

It is in respect of these most important issues 
that we are not going to be able seriously and 
meaningfully to go into the question. 

Having said that, and, I suspect, having trans
gressed in respect of the length of time for 
which I should have spoken, I conclude by 
saying that I consider the report to be an 
admirable one and I sincerely congratulate Mr 
Burgbacher on it, and also for the forceful way 
in which he put it forward. 
(Applause) 

President. - I congratulate Mr Ellis on his 
maiden speech. It gave us great pleasure to hear 
the first speaker of the British Labour delega
tion in the European Parliament. 
(Applause) 

I call Mr FUimig. 

Mr Flimig. - (D). Mr President, I should just 
like to say a few words and make one sugges
tion. Several speakers have pointed out that the 
problems of safety, i.e. accident prevention, and 
the social aspects must be considered in the 
context of coal. 

I should like to remind the House that we discuss 
a mines safety report here every year. Perhaps 

one or other of the new Members has not yet 
been told that we pay great attention to such 
things. Furthermore, we heard the rapporteur 
suggesting this morning that the social aspects 
should be dealt with in a separate report. This, 
too, will be welcomed by the whole of the House. 

To enable us to get round the various objections 
to completely omitting this point-the previous 
speaker again stressed that it should not be left 
out and discussed later-one paragraph at least 
should be devoted to the matter. 

On behalf of the following Members I wish to 
table an amendment to paragraph 5 of the 
motion for a resolution: Mr Ansart, Mr Corona, 
Mr Giraud, Mr Hougardy, Mr Osborn, Mr Van
dewiele and myself. The amendment reads as 
follows: 

'5. Considers that even if Member States find 
themselves obliged to recruit workers from 
third countries, job security must be guaranteed 
for all workers in the mining industry. Care 
must also be taken to ensure that workers 
from outside the Community are in no way 
discriminated against and that measures· to 
assure job security and health protection in 
the mining industry are improved;' 

That, if I may say so, is a brief summary of 
what has been requested by various speakers 
during this debate. I feel that if we phrase the 
paragraph in this way, we will be reflecting the 
basic idea and can perhaps unanimously adopt 
what is otherwise a very good report by Mr 
Burgbacher. 
(Applause) 

President. - The proceedings will now be sus
pended until 3 p.m. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 12.53 p.m. and 
resumed at 3 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE 

President 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

8. Time-limit for tabling amendments 
to the report by Mr Della Briotta on wine 

President. - I hereby inform the House that 
the time-limit for tabling amendments to Mr 
Della Briotta's report on wine is tomorrow, 
Wednesday, 9 July, at 6 p.m. 
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a risk and is a source of concern. The specialists 
I have mentioned must therefore be allowed 
adequate time and funds to guarantee public 
safety. 

Our policy is thus to tap every possible source 
of energy and to use up coal supplies until they 
are exhausted. 

It is certainly said by geologists that there are 
still millions of tons of coal under the earth, 
sufficient stocks to last several centuries, and 
it should also be remembered that coal is of 
prime importance as a raw material for the 
chemical industry-over 400 by-products have 
already been discovered. Financial experts, on 
the other hand, point out that in many pits the 
deposits are becoming more and more inacces
sible, which means that they are more expen~ive 
to extract and less profitable. In this case, how
ever, profitability does not have the same 
implications as it does with other products; this 
is a rare and precious substance which plays 
a part in national independence and indepen
dence in essential spheres of human activity. 

I was told last week of a plan to collect over 
a thousand million tons of dust from the slag
heaps in the Nord-Pas-de-Calais coalfield and 
process it to extract the energy it still contains. 

Nowadays it is becoming easier to demonstrate, 
with the aid of research, that coal still could 
and should make a useful contribution. Experts 
claim that 500/o of the known stocks would be 
sufficient to meet world requirements for over 
100 years. The stocks of oil and natural gas are 
known to be fairly limited. A new coal policy 
is therefore indisputably an absolute necessity 
-for industry, which requires enormous amounts 
of energy, for the work and everyday lives of 
the populations of the Member States; a necessity 
in the mining areas, too, when immediate steps 
need to be taken towards redeployment and 
retraining, in preparation for the time when 
coal supplies are totally exhausted. Finally
and this is the most important consideration
a necessity for the independence of five coun
tries in the energy sector. 

The policy advocated by the group I represent 
is thus to make use of every source of energy, 
to consider all sources as complementary and 
in no way mutually exclusive either economical
ly and financially or from the point of view of 
profitability. 

In addition, appropriate measures should be 
taken to protect the lives and welfare of the 
miners, who have already paid a heavy toll to 
the mines, because when pits were closed down 
workers were dismissed and the funds allocated 
to research reduced. The tragedy of Lievin, 

where I come from, can in no way be blamed 
on fate. 

More financial and material resources should 
be devoted to occupational training and measures 
to ensure safety which can never be guaranteed 
at depths of a thousand metres and over. It 
should be realized that training is directly related 
to safety in the mines; lack of experience can 
cause injury and death. May I also mention the 
need for a comprehensive survey of coal deposits 
in the Community, the need for further invest
ment and up-to-date technology, with a view 
to greater automization, so that coal production 
is substantially increased. It is essential, more
over, for coal prices to be revised. 

It must be borne in mind, too, that the reason 
for the substantial drop in coal production is 
that the policies of the Member States govern
ments have favoured the major oil-companies 
and for some time more profit has been made 
from oil than from coal. To reverse this trend, 
steps will have to be taken against the oil 
companies. We must also try to avoid a recur
rence of the situation arising from the activities 
of the specialized monopolies, which is develop
ing at this very moment in the nuclear sector. 
One essential measure, in the opinion of the 
Communist Group, is to introduce public control 
of the mining industry in all the Member States. 

All this would be part of a policy to diversify 
energy sources, making use of all national 
resources and based on long-term agreements 
with all countries, including the socialist states 
and the developing countries. This does not mean 
that coal imports should be a substitute for an 
overall coal policy in the Member States as they 
still are at the moment; for instance, between 
1973 and 1975 coal imports have risen by more 
than 300/o. This is why, Mr President, we regard 
an overall coal policy as essential. 

I may say, before I finish, that I endorse all the 
points raised by my colleagues in the Socialist 
Group. I also endorse, in advance, the amend
ment they have tabled regarding the need for 
an overall policy on health and vocational train
ing. However it is formulated, I am in· favou:c 
of the basic idea. 

I should also like to put forward a proposal 
which has already been considered by this Par
liament's Committee on Social Affairs and 
Employment. It may be useful to set up a parlia
mentary committee of enquiry. I represent a 
constituency in a mining area. I come from the 
region where Zola wrote his great novel on the 
life of miners, 'Germinal'. I know how useful 
it would be to carry out an inquiry into mining 
potential and the measures to be taken in regard 
to industrial safety and vocational training. May 
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I add that we must not think only of safety 
and training but also of human dignity and the 
respect for human life, and above all we must 
think of the immigrant workers who work in 
almost the same conditions as miners a hundred 
years ago, the victims of modern capitalism. I 
urge the Assembly to treat these workers with 
the utmost consideration. 
(Applause from the Communist and Allies Group) 

President. -I calll\lr Cifarelli. 

Mr Citarelli. - (I) Mr President, honourable 
Members, Mr Burgbacher's report on the Com
mission's proposal on medium-term guidelines 
for coal for the period 1975/1985 deserves, in my 
opinion, to be considered not only from the 
economic point of view, that is in terms of 
energy supplies; not only from the social point 
of view, that is in terms of the position of 
employees in this sector, of their rights and 
the major improvements which are necessary 
to make this type of work meet basic social 
requirements, and,· I would say, the moral 
requirements of our age. Above all, this report 
:ttas a fundamental political aspect In today's 
world the availability of energy implies above 
all independence: independence, above all in 
terms of war or peace and in terms of freedom 
of international action. 

We shall see tomorrow what the press thinks 
about this particular matter. Being in the habit 
of reading a lot of newspapers, I noted that 
even an event of some significance such as the 
arrival of our British Labour Party colleagues 
in the House was not given the emphasis it 
deserved, and with the exception of the local 
papers was not given much space in the press. 
Nevertheless I would like to see what echo 
tomorrow's papers do give to this debate. It is 
indeed much easier to report scandals and crimes 
of violence and sometimes to blow up events 
out of all proportion. All the same, I think that 
the press would do well to give the Commission 
and above all the Parliament their due for 
having brought up and tackled this problem 
which is of such gravity ·and· which, as I have 
said, even aff.ects war and peace in the world. 

I would recall that an increase in the price of 
oil-and we do not know to what extent it will 
be possible to prevent it-has already been 
announced for the month of October, which 
means that the organi£ation of petroleum
exporting countries will be forcing the western 
world to face the dangers of a grave crisis and 
grave uncertainty. 

Only in the last few days the Algerian Govern
ment denounced other petroleum-producing 

countries for having eased the pressure on oil 
prices. 

Now, it would appear from Mr Burgbacher's 
excellent report that, as far as this policy is 
concerned-which our Communist colleague has 
just described as an overall policy of coal as an 
energy source-it should last until after 1985; 
in the first place, therefore, we must develop 
our research efforts to the maximum; in the 
second place it is· essential that a stockpiling 
policy with Community financing be established, 
regardless of whether the stocks are in public 
or private control, and, finally, we must pursue 
a social policy aimed above all at recruiting and 
training manpower for this essential occupation. 
What is basically called for, therefore, is an 
operation similar in scope to what a coimtry 
does in the interests of its military defence. 

The policy of reserves which has existed until 
now for oil should also be applied to coal. In 
the same way the research policy in the coal 
sector should be given the same priority as 
research in defence. 

I know perfeetly well that all of us have a 
tendency to consider world peace secure, relaxa
tion between the superpowers irreversible, and 
perhaps it really is like that. It is nevertheless 
apparent that in today's world there are other 
and greater risks from those who can control 
certain energy sources or from those who, some
time in the future, can confront the world with 
nuclear alternatives. 'Madmen' as Heads of State, 
megalomaniacs drunk with power, belong not 
only to the terrible history of the past, but may ' 
well play their part in the history of tomorrow. 

We have to admit that there have been plenty 
of small-scale wars since the Second World War 
even though, luckily for us, none of them has 
spread. Nevertheless, war is being waged hour 
for hour and day for clay; it is being wag¢ in 
the laboratories, in experiments on still more 
advanced weapons; it is being waged in the 
policies ()f the major states, it is being waged, 
finally, jn the field of control over energy 
sources. 

We should all of us therefore remember that the 
discussion does not turn solely on the economic 
aspects, the defence of our way of life and the 
possibilities for making progress in the social 
and civil field. The debate is intended to prevent 
situations arising in which a choice between war 
or peace becomes necessary and therefore to 
avoi~ agonizing alternatives. 

Mr President, I should like to say that what 
has been put forward here can never be fully 
understood unless we give priority to this funda
mental requirement. We, as the European Com
mtuiity, form a collection of free nations enjoy-
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ing a high standard of living and with a very 
large population, but we lack our own energy 
resources. 

With the exception of what is left of our coal, 
all such energy sources lie outside our borders. 
Coal is, then, the only energy source which the 
Community has at its disposal. North Sea oil 
is very welcome; indeed I hope that the arrival 
here of our Labour Party colleagues coincides 
with the arrival of the first oil on the British 
coast. This will certainly represent one- of the 
major contributions in Britain's long history to 
civilization and to the defence of this democratic 
continent, or rather of this small democratic 
part of a continent which, taken as a whole, has 
experienced and is still experiencing very dif
ferent conditions. 

There is no need for me to make proposals-as 
Mr Hougardy has done-for improved scientific 
research, nor to make any further observations 
as regards the social requirements which have 
been put forward. However, I would be pleased 
if my remarks have contributed to convincing 
the European Parliament of the fundamental 
need for our own 'defence policy' as regards 
energy supplies and in particular, coal. Europe 
must be not only theoretically independent but 
must also be able to live and defend itself on 
its own. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Ellis. 

Mr Ellis. - Mr President, I am sure that you 
and the House will forgive me, as a br{lnd new 
Member making his first speech in this Parlia
ment, if inadvertently I transgress the customs 
and practices which I am sure this Parliament, 
despite its comparatively short period of 
existence, will already have acquired. 

I will begin by explaining to my British col
league, Mr Osborn, that we Socialists did not 
wish to defer this debate for any frivolous 
reason. It was precisely because we wanted it to 
be as meaningful as possible that we put for
ward the proposal we did. 

I consider the report to be an admirable one in 
many respects. However, like all man-made 
objects, it has its imperfections and in particular 
that contained in paragraph 5 about which I 
wish to speak briefiy. 

We regard the whole question of manpower as 
being inseparable from the question of the out
put of coal. It is not quite the same as in other 
industries like oil or nuclear power because, 
although considerable sums of capital are 
involved in the coal industry, it is not a capital-

intensive industry; it is a manpower-intensive 
industry. 

I have only to refer to the fact that two-thirds 
of the eost of coal are wages costs to make my 
point that the two are absolutely linked toge
ther. 

When one talks about lifting. restrictions on 
mineworkers to make them available for the 
production of coal, I believe that one is in 
danger of making a profound mistake, certainly 
in the long term. It may be a short-term pal
liative but I cannot help but ask whether, if a 
particular industry is in a situation in which it 
must ask for migrant workers to man itself, 
there is something inherent in that industry 
which makes it less competitive for manpower 
than other industries. If the illness that so 
afflicts us is deep-seated, merely to introduce 
migrant workers is no more than putting a 
plaster on the arm of somebody who is suf
fering from a serious ailment. 

The problems of the coal industry are essentially 
two-fold. There is the problem of investment, 
that is to say, maintaining and, we hope, 
increasing capacity and, secondly, increasing the 
productivity of the industry. That means making 
the utmost use of existing investment at any 
particular time. 

In Britain-and I have no doubt that the same 
experience applies in other European countries 
which have substantial coal industries-we have 
found in recent years that we have been able 
fairly substantially to increase productivity, but 
at the expense of reducing capacity. For exam
ple, we ~ve tended to close the least productive 
and least efficient and commercially viable col
lieries. By doing that, the remaining productivity 
of the industry has improved. But if we were 
to continue that process to its logical conclusion 
we should end up with a coal industry of super
lative productivity all coming from one colliery~ 
which would be an absurd situation. We have 
deluded ourselves, in Britain at least, that we 
have been gaining considerable improvements 
in productivity when, in fact, we have reached 
a kind of specious situation. 

However, there has been genuine improvement 
in productivity resulting fro:rn a considerable 
improvement in mechanization. In Britain, in 
particular-and I dare say the same applies 
to the Federal Republic-the improvements that 
have been brought about simply by increasing 
the mechanized content of production have, for 
the time being at least, reac4ed the limits. The 
production of coal in Britain is virtually as 
fully mechanized, in the short and medium term, 
as it will be. Therefore, we have to look else
where for the substantial improvements that we 
require in productivity. 
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Electrical Research Exchange. This report con
tains some extremely interesting information, 
which I am sure will also be of interest to you. 
I do not doubt that you are already acquainted 
with this report, Mr }3urgbacher, in view of your 
knowledge of the subject, but not being so 
familiar with it,' I noted several points that 
struck me as rather curious. 

It is estimated that in 1990 the American 
electrical energy industry will use up to 90 Ofo 
of the coal extracted, which in the opinion of 
my group, will make it vulnerable since coal is 
needed more and more by the other users of 
primary energy. The dangers of such dependence 
are demonstrated by the present market situa
tion; it has been noted, in one case, that the 
cash price has risen from 9 dollars per metric 
ton in 1973 to 32 dollars about a year later. 

You know how often I have spoken on this mat
ter in committee arid I should like once again 
to raise a question in regard to our research 
and studies on the use of coal, which you may 
be able to answer: are we not in the process of 
repeating past experience with research in 
Europe? This extremely interesting report men
tions the work carried out in Germany during 
the Second World War, and the various proces
ses used by German factories to treat coal at a 
pressure of 600 atmospheres, converting 25 000 
metric tons of coal per day. 

The expansion of coal production depends on a 
number of factors, notably cooperation between 
miners and employers. Nowadays attention also 
has to be given to the difficulties of transporting 
fuel from mines to power stations. This could 
perhaps be resolved by transporting the coal in 
pipe-lines, in fluid form. 

The processes I have mentioned are, I think, 
changing completely at the present time. 
According to the report I referred to, the United 
States is currently carrying out research and 
trying to set up large-scale processing plants 
treating thousands of millions of tons of coal a 
day and operating economically at a much lower 

"pressure-about 100 atmospheres. 

These are the points I wanted to raise with the 
rapporteur. To judge from the reports I have 
studied, it seems that in spite of their technical 
know-how on the liquefaction of coal, the 
Americans are only just beginning to study 
the engineering, construction and operational 
methods of the large plants so that the appli
cability of liquefaction methods can be tested in 
the period 1980 to 1985. 

These are the observations I wished to make 
to Mr Burgbacher concerning research and 
technology. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Ansart to speak on behalf 
of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Ansart. -{F) Mr President, ladies and gentle
men, Mr Burgbacher has produced a useful 
and necessary report, at a time when the ques
tion of energy is of crucial importance to the 
nations of Europe. He is to be congratulated. 

He states that unlimited cheap energy is now 
a thing of the past, and also that coal is not 
outdated as an energy source. This is a point 
on which we are both agreed. 

He also points out that there has been a subst
antial drop in coal production in the Community 
and believes that appropriate economic and 
social measures should be taken to revive the 
sector. 

In his report, we feel, he is not afraid to contra
dict or disagree with a number of erroneous 
conventional views. 

Coal is not, in fact, outdated. Those who tried 
to defend it as a useful source of energy have 
in the past been unjustly regarded as old
fashioned in their ideas. Today, it is generally 
acknowledged that coal should not have been 
quite so thoughtlessly abandoned. It was an 
ill-advised policy to stake everything on oil so 
that mines were closed down and millions of 
tons of coal wasted. A pit that is closed down 
and not just kept in reserve is completely 
wasted. If it is not to go to waste, considerable 
sums have to be spent in setting it back in 
operation. 

During the last war the Americans reopened 
mines that had been closed down, in Texas, and 
used them as a reserve. The same was done in 
eastern France in that period. This is evidence 
that an effective energy policy always depends 
a great deal on coal. 

Now there are plans in certain quarters to con
centrate entirely on nuclear power, just as before 
with oil ; nothing has been learned from past 
mistakes. Nuclear power is also a source of 
quite legitimate public concern. 

I should add that we are in favour of progress, 
and continued progress, in this field as in others. 
We are not afraid of new discoveries; on the 
contrary, we welcome them. We believe that man 
is fully capable of controlling nature ; witness 
the history of man's long struggle against nature. 
However, the full benefits of nuclear energy 
will not be felt for some years, and we all know 
that it will not meet the requirements of the 
whole of Europe. Furthermore, although scientists, 
researchers and experts can deal with the risks 
inherent in its peaceful and industrial use, it is 
nevertheless true that nuclear energy involves 
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' 9. Medium-term guidelines for coal1975-85 
(cont.)- Statement by Mr Simonet, 
Vice-President of the Commission, 

on the decisions of the Council 
of Research Ministers of 26 June 1975 

President - The next item is resumption of 
the debate on Mr Burgbacher's report on 
medium-term guidelines for coal 1975-85. 

I call Mr Simonet. 

Mr Simonet, Vice-President of the Commission. 
- (F) Mr President, we are all aware of Mr 
Burgbacher's intellectual and emotional com
mitment to the mining industry, and I have no 
doubt that the interesting views he has expressed 
in his report will be favourably received by the 
Commission. 

I propose to concentrate in particular on four 
topics which are the main themes of this excel
lent report and the discussions of the report in 
the Committee on Energy, Research and Techno
lQgy. 

The first is the balance to be established between 
the optimal development of Community produc
tion and import policy. The Commission is well 
aware that the somewhat difficult conditions of 
competition in the coal industry give rise to the 
delicate question of the relationship between 
Community production and the level of exports. 
No doubt your committee will have observed 
that even the provisions of the Treaty-which is 
surprising ·considering when the ECSC Treaty 
was drawn up-considerably restrict the Com
mission's scope for action in regard to the com
mon commercial policy. In view of the restricted 
role conferred on it by the Treaty, its task is 
therefore to inform and persuade governments 
and the main users. 

I think it can safely be said that the Commis
sion, whose aim is to keep Community produc
tion at as high a level as possible-around 250 
million metric tons-will endeavour to establish 
and maintain a regular dialogue with govern
ments, producers and users, with a view to 
achieving the essential balance between coal 
imports and Community production. 

I can therefore assure Mr Burgbacher and the 
members of his committee that the Commission 
will try, as far as the Treaty permits, to modify 
the policy on coal imports from third countries, 
in collaboration with the governments, users 
and producers; with the level of production we 
considered necessary for the Community to be 
autonomous in the energy sector, we will ensure 
that its excessive dependence on imported oil 
is reduced. 

The question of subsidies is the second point 
raised in the report and Mr Osborn referred to 
it again this morning when he asked the Com
mission to define its position on the subject. 

Certainly a considerable proportion of Com
munity production is unable to withstand the 
uncontrolled competition of imported coal and 
we must therefore devise a system of subsidies 
which would promote the long-term development 
of the coal industry not on the basis of restric
tive economic criteria but in the light of 
economic policy considerations, the chief among 
which would be guaranteed supplies and inde
pendence of third countries. 

At the moment, the Commission uses two kinds 
of subsidy: a system of specific subsidies applied 
to coking eoal and a system of general subsidies 
for the mining industry as a whole. 

In the next few weeks the Commission intends 
to submit to the Council a proposal for a system 
of subsidies to the coal industry enabling coal 
production to be maintained at approximately 
200 million metric tons for market estimated at 
about 300 million metric tons of coal per year. 
I think that the change in the Commission's 
approach-soon, I hope, to be reflected in the 
Community's policy-should be underlined. 

For many years now the situation, particularly 
the fact that the prices of Middle East oil have 
continued to drop, has, rightly or wrongly, given 
rise to a coal policy based on the reduction, 
indeed the deterioration, of production capacity 
to a point where the mines still in operation 
were more or less capable of standing up to 
competition from imported energy, because of 
their specific uses. 

Today, the order of priority has to be reversed. 
I was talking a minute ago about the change in 
the Commission's approach, which I hope to see 
reflected in the Council's political decisions. 

Our attitude has indeed changed. We now con
sider that our main objective should be to reduce 
-I will not say abolish, for that would be un
realistic-the Community's energy dependence. 
This means that at a particular point we fixed 
a specific target of 250 million metric tons for 
coal production and devised our system of sub
sidies on this basis. 

I must say straight away that this system is not 
supposed to be a safety net to subsidize un
economic undertakings. · Certainly the Com
munity should pursue a coal policy in which the 
rationalization of the industry and the establish
ment of suitable working conditions to attract 
the manpower needed if production is to be 
increased are the main considerations in the 
industrial sector. 
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The aim is not to encourage 'lame ducks' but 
to provide the coal industry with a rational 
system of subsidies to guarantee a minimum 
safeguard for any investments made. 

Such a system should enable us to maintain the 
necessary production capacity for the develop
ment of our economy. Here we come to a third 
point-our medium-term policy, which is also 
very important. 

Obviously we realize that this is an extremely 
difficult undertaking, especially as we, and the 
governments and other Community institutions, 
in particular Parliament, will have to make an 
effort to win the ~upport of an industrial sector 
which, because of past experience, has tended 
to neglect coal in favour of another energy 
source, namely oil, which was more economic 
at the time-! am talking about the electricity 
generating sector. 

The Community and its Member States must 
persuade this sector, in its long-term interest, 
to IJ!.ake special efforts to promote the coal 
industry, so that we can achieve our objective 
-that coal should provide around 170fo of our 
energy requirements. 

It is evident from the first aspect of our coal 
policy which I :mentioned just now-the need 
to maintain coal production at 250 million tons 
per year by rneans of a rational system of sub
sidies-that this decision must be implemented 
over a long period; this will be possible only 
if we can count on the cooperation of other 
industrial sectors, and primarily the electricity
generating sector. 

In so far as Mr Burgbacher's report stresses the 
need to find outlets to stabilize coal production 
by bringing it up to a satisfactory level, the 
Commission fully endorses it. 

Finally you have stressed the need for further 
research, and on this point too we are fully in 
agreement with your committee. 

I shall confine myself to mentioning two figures 
which are not, perhaps, very high, but they form 
part of the substantial overall budgetary con
tribution the Commission makes to the various 
sectors. In 1973, the allocation for research into 
the mining sector was 6 080 000 u.a. For 1975 
it will be 13 900 000 u.a., that is twice as much 
as two years ago. 

This should be enough .to convince you, notwith
standing the fairly small amounts involved, of 
the Commission's determination to promote 
research into the expansion of the coal-mining 
sector. 

It remains for me to answer a question raised 
by Mr Vandewiele. 

The area he mentioned is being given special 
attention in two Member States, the United 
Kingdom and the German Federal Republic
the· two countries with the highest production 
potential. 

The Commission is considering the advisability 
of supplementing this national research by Com
munity research. If in the next few months we 
decide that the national research programmes 
need to be supplemented, we shall then· submit 
appropriate proposals to the Council. 

I shall conclude by thanking the Committee on 
Energy, Research and Technology, and in part
icular Mr Burgbacher, for the report submitted 
to the Assembly and for its invaluable contribu
tion to the Commission's efforts to promote coal 
production potential in the Community and to 
create the right conditions for a satisfactory 
degree of independence as regards imported 
energy. · 
(Applause) 

President. - May I now invite Mr Simonet to 
make a statement on the Council decisions of 
26 June 1975. 

Mr Simonet. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the agenda calls for me to make a 
statement on the outcome of ·the last meeting 
of ministers responsible for energy policy, on 
which Parliament has asked me to report. 

As you know, this Council meeting was held on 
26 June last. 

I shall try to make a distinction between what 
I regard as not exactly subordinate but secon
dary to the main objectives of our energy policy, 
and what I consider essential. 

Running rapidly through the agenda, there were 
a number qf items relating to immediate action 
which I appreciate are important, otherwise I 
should not have raised them with the Council, 
but which, although they would, if they were 
adopted constitute a slight but appreciable step 
forward in the Community's energy policy, 
would not affect its overall trends. 

There were then two more specific items affect
ing the existence of the Community itself and 
the actual basic principles of its energy policy. 

I shall begin with the secondary items, which 
are nevertheless important, and shall conclude 
by discussing the two fundamental points: the 
implementation of a Community policy for 
developing alternative energy sources-with all 
that this implies in regard to the minimum 
degree of protection necessary for the autono
mous energy sources involved-and the elabora-



Sitting of Tuesday, 8 July 1975 59 

Simonet 

tion of a Community system for allocating oil 
in periods of crisis. 

As regards the items I have described as second
ary, I must say that the discussion was interest
ing. It did not result in any formal decisions 
but it revealed a fairly broad consensus bet
ween most of the delegations; unfortunately dis
cussion of most of the points ended in what 
Victor Hugo, speaking of Napoleon I believe, 
described as 'the supreme hope and the supreme 
idea of all govemments'-in the case of the 
Community authorities, reference to the Coreper. 

In other words, the ministers were disposed in 
favour of all or most of the questions we raised, 
in connection with the Community financing of 
hydrocarbon research projects and other matters, 
but then referred the questions back to the Com
mittee of Permanent Representatives; this would 
not be so disturbing if it were not becoming 
such a widespread practice, although I stress 
that I have the greatest respect for the per
manent representatives of the Member States. 

This situation, although it is not yet too serious 
-and this was the point I wished to emphasize 
-seems to me to reflect a disturbing tendency 
by certain councils (I am not saying all) to be 
over-ready to refer certain questions which are 
ready for a political decision, and could, there
fore, be settled, back to the committee of ambas
sadors, who are, certainly, very senior and com
petent officials. 

It remains for me to touch on the fundamental 
points which I think should be given rapid con
sideration by the ministers, before the results of 
the International Energy Agency are known. 

I should like to comment briefly on these, if 
I may. · 

It was Churchill, I think, who expressed the 
view that democracy was the worst possible 
system, all the others systems apart. In the same 
way, Community councils are the worst councils, 
apart from all the others. This was recently 
illustrated at the meeting of the Agency's coun
cil. In fact, from what I have been told, the 
most inconclusive meetings, those that have been 
most discouraging as regards wide differences 
of opinion and unsatisfactory results, have been 
completely put in the shade by the discussions 
in the Agency council, which-! am tempted to 
say fortunately-did no.t reach any conclusions. 

Let me explain: the Commission's chief con
cern in the Council-and this was the ideal solu
tion we were aiming for-was to try and per
suade the Nine to work out a joint position on 
their policy for developing energy sources and 
in particular the arrangements to be made to 
safeguard new energy sources against a sudden 

drop in oil prices. This was slightly different 
from our approach in previous discussions on 
the floor price. We were trying to suggest to 
the meeting ways of evolving alternative energy 
sources before continuing the debate-which 
I regard as fairly pointless and a meaningless 
ritual-on the degree of protection needed to 
ensure that these new sources are viable. 

There is a well-known argument used by experts 
on economic underdevelopment in regard to the 
use of tariff barriers or quantitative restrictions 
to protect the new industries in the developing 
countries-'the child must be born before it can 
be protected'. I am sure you all agree that it 
is a sensible argument. Before worrying about 
how we can protect the energy sources evolved 
as an alternative to oil, particularly Middle East 
oil, we must consider what these sources are 
to be, how they are to be developed and fin
anced. 

The debate we hoped for in the Council was 
a debate on ways and means of developing new 
energy sources and the measures to be taken 
to finance this. We felt that the question of 
protection machinery was more or less second
ary. Our concern was to persuade the Nine to 
adopt a common standpoint; this was our ideal 
objective. 

If we were unable to achieve this, we hoped at 
least to persuade the Eight who are members 
of the Agency to present a united front in the 
discussions with their partners, in particular the 
Americans, who, as we know, are very strong 
negotiators, although this has been somewhat 
obscured recently by their domestic policy prob
lems. We wanted to achieve a reasonable con
sensus, even if only at a comparatively general 
level. 

As I said just now, almost as a cri de cmur, for
tunately the question did not arise, as prob
lems arose in the Agency itself which prevented 
the Eight from adopting individual positions in 
the discussion. I should add that I am not expres
sing on opinion on the Agency's incapacity to 
define its position on the development of energy 
sources and the establishment of protection 
machinery. For the time being, I am simply 
stating that no agreement was reached and the 
discussion was even less satisfactory than other 
Council meetings have been. We therefore have 
more time to reflect on the matter bef9re the 
Council's next meeting, planned for December. 

We tried at least to persuade the Eight to con
sider certain ideas which we felt could form 
the basis for a coordinated viewpoint in the 
Agency. We know that the negotiations with the 
United States will be difficult and that the Eight 
will have to make specific proposals at some 
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point. We suggested that they should adopt the 
principle of a minimum degree of protection, 
because we felt that at a certain point the 
degree of protection is inseparable from the 
development of alternative energy sources. We 
want to avoid a recurrence of the situation in 
the early sixties when, as a result of the avail
ability of plentiful and cheap energy supplies, 
the coal sector declined and the development 
of the nuclear industry was curtailed. We thus 
believe that the two factors are closely linked, 
even if we feel that development policy should 
have priority over the question of protection. 
We therefore suggested to the Eight, and also 
to the ninth partner, as a basis for consideration, 
that they should adopt the principle of a mini
mum degree of protection. 

Secondly, we proposed that before the end of 
the year the Countries that were members of 
both ·the Agency and the Community should 
take stock of the laws and regulations that could 
be used in the application of the protectio~ 
machinery. We also suggested that they should 
draw up a list of all the potential resources that 
could be used in each of the Agency member 
States and that subsequently all the countries 
that had potentially very few alternative sources 
of energy should hold a meeting. These coun
tries could assess the benefits of having access 
to the new sources developed by the countries 
potentially rich in such sources, subject to a 
security premium when accepting the minimum 
degree of protection, in other words a price 
which could be higher than the price of imported 
oil at a given time. Of course, in return for the 
contribution agreed on by the less well-provided 
countries, the countries that were able to develop 
their national alternative energy sources would 
give the partners who had accepted this mini
mum degree of protection free access to these 
new sources. 

There has been no formal decision on this matter, 
but I hope that the idea will bear fruit and 
inspire the Community Member States repre
sented in the Agency in future meetings. 

We also proposed a mechanism which we 
regard as essential if, in the event of a further 
crisis, the Agency's allocation system was 
applied to eight of the Community Member 
States, while the ninth was excluded. 

A very grave responsibility has been imposed 
on the Commission. It can simply do nothing, 
and be party to a violation of the Treaty, since, 
as the French Government rightly pointed out 
before the signature of the Treaty establishing 
the International Energy Agency, eight of the 
Member States, despite the undertaking they 
gave before signing the Treaty, would not be 
able to give the ninth partner a guarantee that 

the free movement of oil and oil products in 
the Community would be maintained. Or else 
the Commission, as an upholder of the Treaty, 
can make an immediate proposal, and organize 
a system which would enable the Community 
to act of its own accord in the event of another 
oil crisis, since a Community mechanism would 
be superimposed on the machinery set up by 
the Agency, ensuring that the ninth Member 
State would not be excluded from the arrange
ments for free movement. In this way the Eight 
would not be obliged to infringe the Treaty in 
fulfilling the obligations imposed on them by 
their membership of the Agency. 

I regret very strongly that the governJ'!lent to 
which this concession has been offered has 
rejected the mechanism proposed by the Com
mission, for political reasons that I shall not 
go into here, claiming, in my view mistakenly, 
that this has been provided for in the agree
~ent concluded in the Agency. 

I should also like to repeat categorically that 
if by some misfortune, the Middle Eastern oil
producing countries decided to precipitate an 
oil crisis, the Commission wants to take steps 
in good time to ensure that Europe can survive 
on its own, with the aid of that unfailing solidar
ity that should be the mark of the Community. 
I do not regard it as a valid argument simply 
to say that the question will not arise. 

I think it was a French statesman who said 'that 
the essence of good government was to make 
provision for the future. The Commission's duty 
was to present the governments of the Member 
States with a mechanism which, if they adopted 
it immediately, could protect us against a breach 
of the Treaty and the collapse of the common 
market. I must say once again, with a great deal 
of emphasis, that I regret that no agreement 
has been reached on this point. 

The Commission is anxious to establish where 
responsibility should lie. I wish to stress here 
and now that we are fulfilling our respons
ibilities and we shall continue to do so. I intend 
to raise this question again at a future Council 
meeting because it is, a question that effects the 
Community's whole life. Without proper solidar
ity in times of crisis, there may be cooperation 
between companies, consultation between busi
nessmen, but there will be no fundamental 
agreement between nations, states and indivi
duals. In other words, there will be no Com
munity. 

Mr President, I have been as brief as I could; 
that is the statement I wished to make to Par
liament, and I should like to repeat how much 
we appreciate the support the European Parlia
ment has always given us. I am sure that, as 



Sitting of Tuesday, 8 July 1975 61 

Simonet 

it is at present constituted, it will continue to 
have a deep sense of responsibility for the sur
vival and development of the Community. For 
the Commission, its support is essential and irre
placeable. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Springorum. 

Mr Springorum, ~hairman of the Committee on 
Energy, Research and Technology. - (D) Mr 
President, ladies and gentlemen, I should like 
to thank Mr Simonet for coming here today 
and informing us of the desolate situation as 
regards a common energy policy. We should be 
grateful to him for the clarity with which he has 
spoken. We can now see what dangers we face. 

I recently spoke about what the Secretary
General of the International Energy Agency had 
said in Cologne: the real challenge in the area of 
energy supplies and energy policy was still to 
come. I know that the Commission, too, has 
similar anxieties and similar fears. It is therefore 
all the more depressing that those responsible 
in the Council cannot agree on a system which 
includes some kind of provision against future 
crises. None of what has been said in this House 
about the Summit Conference and the energy 
policy, none of what the French and American 
presidents once discussed in Martinique will 
apply once the Community's energy policy 
assumes concrete form, once a common policy is 
fixed. 

The Commission has put before the Council what 
I consider to be two fundamental proposals, the 
first concerning intra-Community trade in 
mineral oils and mineral oil products, and the 
second, intra-Community distribution of mineral 
oil products in the event of an energy crisis. 

The Energy Agency has also discussed these two 
questions, eight of its Member States having 
already entered into certain obligations. The 
ninth country rejected this proposal on the 
grounds that there was no sign of a crisis.)This is 
tantamount to saying: why should I build a 
dyke; the sea at the moment is so beautifully 
calm? Another reason for the rejection of the 
proposals-and this is exactly what the minister 
said-is that France can never approve at Com
munity level what other Community countries 
have decided in other international bodies. How 
agreement is ever to be reached in this way is 
completely beyond me. On the one hand, there 
are appeals for European solidarity when it 
comes to the sale of aircraft and agricultural 
products. On the other hand, reference is made 
to inalienable sovereignty when a policy just 
happens not to fit in with the corresponding 
national policy. Mr Simonet spoke of the guide-

line which the Commission has gratifyingly put 
forward. It was not the subject of further discus
sion either, the reason given being rather interest
ing: a reference price and its consequences might 
be seen as a form of confrontation by the pro
ducer countries. We can only hope that at their 
meeting in the middle of this month the Heads 
of State or Government will still find a way 

·of reaching agreement. If they do not, the col
lapse of the European Communities in the event 
of an oil supply crisis is already on the cards. 
The oil sharing planned by the International 
Energy Agency can only work as a means of 
joint oil sharing if it applies to everyone. The 
same would be the case if a Member State was 
discriminated against. It is not difficult to guess 
which treaty will be breached if it should come 
to a mineral oil supply crisis. Every litre of oil 
and every litre of fuel oil would be checked at 
the frontiers. Everyone would make sure that he 
kept his share, and the Community would in the 
end be smashed like a clay pot. 

I am astonished that the public does not clearly 
recognize how real this danger is. I feel that 
we as a Parliament have the obligation and that 
the Commission also has the' obligation to draw 
the attention of the public to this grave danger. 
On one occasion in the past the Committee on 
Energy, Research and Technology threatened to 
stop work if a common energy policy could not 
be set up within the Community. I should like 
to remind the House of its decision at that time. 
Prepare yourselves for the tabling by our com
mittee of a motion along these lines after the 
recess, not because we believe the worst can be 
prevented in this way, but simply to point out 
to the public that in these circumstances joint 
work is no longer possible for us. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - I should like to ask three ques
tions arising out of Mr Simonet's introduction. 

The first is in relation to what Mr Simonet said 
about the coal industry and the environment. 
Have the Commissioners any specific ideas for 
further help in the immediate future for those 
regions which need environmental help because 
of the despoliation caused by the coal industry 
in the nineteenth century and early twentieth· 
century? 

My second question arises from what Mr Simo
net said about a common approach within the 
Agency. It is well known both that the United 
Kingdom has ear..:.marked a great deal of money 
and resources for the steam generating heavy 
water reactor, and that the Government of 
Western Germany has entered into a major 
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nuclear contract with Brazil. Before the Wes
tern Germans did this, and before my Govern
ment stated its options, was there any consult
ation with the Commission? It seems to some 
of us that if there was no such consultation, 
it was a great pity, because unless industry can 
be standardized on basic requirements we shall 
not reap the advantages that we all want to 
see from the common policy. 

My third question concerns a delicate issue, 
and is prompted by Mr Simonet's welcome 
candour at the end of his speech, candour that 
my colleagues and I from the Labour group 
very much applaud. I can best put it in the terms 
of Mr Leonardi's report. Paragraph 3 of the 
motion for a resolution says that Parliament: 

'Considers that every possible effort should be 
made to stabilize the consumption of crude 
oil at the present levels and to meet future 
increases in demand from other energy 
sources.' 

The report continues-and it will be under
stood that for some of us this is a gut issue: 

'AB large a proportion as possible of crude oil 
consumption in the foreseeable future should 
be met from Community deposits'. 

Presumably, the 'Community deposits' involve 
the oil in the North Sea, possibly natural gas 
off the coast of Holland and off the English 
coast, and possibly oil to be found in the Chan
nel and the Aegean. But perhaps the Commis
sioner could spell out precisely what is meant. 
This matter of depletion rate is a very hot 
political potato for some of us. 

Many people in Britain would take a more 
relaxed attitude towards a common policy on 
North Sea oil if we were convinced that there 
was also a common ·policy to find alternative 
ways of creating the energy that we shall need 
from the 1990s onwards. That is why many of 
us who are newcomers very much welcome the 
imaginative work that has been done by Mr 
Leonardi and his colleagues, whose report we 
are to discuss in September. 

President. - I call Mr Van der Hek to speak 
on behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Van der Hek. - (NL) Mr President, on 
behalf of the Socialist Group, I should like to 
put a few questions and make one ·observation. 

We think it is all too clear from Mr Simonet's 
words that we have again landed in a crisis 
situation in the Community as regards energy, 
not because of oil, but because of the internal 
failure of the Community as such. 

The first time that happened was during the oil 
crisis. The Community then failed rega:~;ding all 
the essential aspects of the Treaty. The internal 
market did not function. The common com
mercial policy did not function and the com
petition provisions were not applied. 

What did the Commission do then? It said it 
deplored the situation. But did it accept its 
responsibility by telling the Council it would not 
go along with it? 

No, that the Commission did not do. 

We accepted that then. In the last analysis there 
was· too much at stake then for an institutional 
crisis to be acceptable. 

Now, all these months later, the situation we 
could all see coming has arisen. Eight Member 
States of the Community have joined the Inter
national Energy Agency; one Member State has 
not. 

What is the International Energy Agency? 

In the first place, a sort of distribution system 
in cases of emergency shortages caused by 
factors outside the Community. 

If this kind of distribution is to be set up bet
ween the eight, what is to •be done to the internal 
market to keep it functioning? 

What is to be done with the ninth Member 
State, if the Treaty is to be kept to? 

Mr Simonet has rightly said that there is only 
one solution for this: the Community itself will 
have to develop a mechanism of its own in 
which the ninth Member State also participates. 
This has to be a Community mechanism, and has 
to be in line with the obligations the eight have 
undertaken by joining the International Energy 
Agency. 

That remains to be done. But suppose one Mem
ber State says it will not play along because 
it would then be being forced to accept a mecha
nism developed from the International Energy 
Agency, and that for it the functioning of the· 
internal market is of secondary political 
importance: that an independent French policy is 
primary, and the Community will have to take 
second place to that. 

That would mean that France should not take 
second place to the Community, but thai the 
Community should take second place to France. 

That is unacceptable to the Commission. My 
question is, then, what the Commission will do 
if France persists in this attitude. 

Will the Commission, now that we are no longer 
in the middle of an oil crisis, try to arrange 
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matters in such a way that crises of this kind
or, at any rate, their consequences--can be 
avoided; will it face its resP.onsibilities, or is it 
going to continue with a hand-to-mouth policy 
of half-measures? In the latter case, this Par
liament, the controlling body with regard to the 
Commission, will find itself in an interesting 
situation. This is a very important question. 

The second point concerns the development of 
alternative energy sour-ces, and here there must 
be a minimum guarantee that investments and 
effort put forth are not brought to nought, for 
instance by the collapse of oil prices. This is a 
very logical line of thought. And as far as this is 
concerned, we can see that eight Member States 
are being brought, at the Commission's sugges
tion, under the same denominator, while one 
Member State will clearly not willingly co
operate. This raises the same political question as 
the one I have just put. 

I would, however, ask yet another question. If 
the eight Member States in the International 
Energy Agency do set up such a guarantee 
mechanism for the development of alternative 
energy sources and one Member State does not 
play along, what guarantee will there be of 
competition conditions in the Community being. 
maintained as they should be? If one Member 
State is allowed to go its own way here, this 
is the beginning of the end. 

Mr President, those are my questions to the 
Commission. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Osborn. 

Mr Osborn. - Mr Simonet's statement has come 
as quite a revelation to me as a newcomer to 
the House. The fact that the meeting with the 
Council of Ministers was so unsatisfactory must 
be disturbing to all the peoples of Europe. 

I was interested in his comment regarding the 
growing practice, where there is disagreement 
among the ministers, to throw this back as the 
responsibility of the Commission. Perhaps this 
is a common practice to which Mr Simonet 
referred-an only too common and increasing 
one--but I feel this is where we as the House 
should come in. The miniflters of our respective 
countries have their responsibilities, but we as 
Members of Parliament in this House also have 
our responsibilities. What I find a little dif
ficult, if we accept this responsibility, is what 
we have to clarify now. 

The first question I wish to ask Mr Simonet I 
have raised before. We are still living through 
an energy crisis, because we are dependent upon 

political agreement between nationstoutside the 
Community to continue to supply us with oil, 
even though our requirement has reduced. 

Secondly, concerning future meetings, would 
Mr Simonet clarify something I may have 
misheard or misunderstood? I thought he said 
the next Council meeting was in December. 

Mr Simonet.- In September. 

Mr Osborn.- I am sorry, I misheard him. 

I understood from Mr Brunner that there were 
to be meetings in July. Could Mr Simonet 
explain what is happening in July and what is 
happening in September? 

Thirdly, Mr Simonet raised the very important 
point: cannot the members of the Community 
establish a minimum basis of agreement? What 
would be a reasonable minimum basis of agree
ment? Can we have that spelled out? Perhaps he 
could put pressure on our respective countries 
to ensure that the minimum is agreed at an 
earlier rather than a later date. 

I come back to an important issue which Mr 
Dalyell raised. In Great Britain, and perhaps 
in Scotland and the Shetlands, we know we are 
likely to have an indigenous supply of hydro
carbons as well as of coal. I raised this matter 
in the previous debate on coal. However, we 
also know, as regards the capital equipment, 
that extraction of both coal and oil, is likely 
to be easier in other parts of the world than in 
Great Britain, the North Sea or the Celtic Sea. 
What progress can we make towards ensuring a 
reasonable minimum price for coal and a mini
mum price for oil? As to the latter point, we 
ought, of course, to be discussing this under Mr 
Leonardi's report, discussion of which is now 
postponed until September. As I see it, a vast 
amount of British money--state money, because 
the oil company is a joint venture between 
State and private enterprise--and outside money 
has been poured into North Sea e~ploration and 
development. The capital cost of equipment for 
the extraction of a barrel of oil from the North 
Sea is likely to be about 10 times as much as 
that for the Middle East. 

Having invested this money in the North Sea, 
we, as British Members of Parliament, want to 
guarantee a market in Europe. I should like to 
know what progress has been made to establish 
a minimum price so that the vast funds invested 
in the North Sea are secure and are not 
sacrificed to competition from outside. 

President. - I call Mr Normanton. 
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Mr Norma)\ton.- Mr President, I am grateful 
to you for giving me an opportunity to make 
two points. The House will undoubtedly recognize 
that we, as parliamentarians responsible to our 
national and Community peoples, have heard 
one of the most forthright and courageous decla
rations that have been made since the outbreak 
of the last energy crisis. We are grateful. We 
must acknowledge it. 
(Applause) 

Secondly, although we and the Commission are 
proceeding on the basis that eight out of nine 
Member States are presenting a solid view to 
the International Energy Agency, it would be 
churlish to ignore the fact that French interests 
are actively and deeply involved in the explora
tion of the North Sea. A deputation from the 
Committee on Energy, Research and Technology 
saw at first hand an example when we visited 
a gas rig in the North Sea two weeks ago. 

Lastly, I would ask the Commissioner whether 
he is confident that, just as in the last crisis 
when multinational companies bailed the poli
ticians out, in the event of a repetition of the 
catastrophe of 1973 he can rely-in the absence 
of a Community policy-upon the multi
nationals doing it again? 

I urgently appeal to this House and ask Mr 
Simonet to call upon Members of Parliament 
of this House to subordinate national, party and 
group loyalties in giving him the support which 
the requirements of Europe desperately demand. 

President. - I call Mr Hougardy. 

Mr Hougardy. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen; I think we should all thank and 
congratulate the Vice-President of the Commis
sion for having stated the position so unequivoc
ally. 

I will not be heartless enough to enumerate all 
the examples of failure and indecision by the 
Council; time is too short and the list would 
be too long. 

Mr Simonet has just shown how deplorable it is 
that Europe should not be able to speak with 
a single voice on a matter so crucial. And, if I 
may be allowed to interpret what Mr Springorum 
has said, he is pointing out that in actual fact 
the Community does not have an energy policy. 
I think we should all be fully aware of this 
point. 

However, I should like to conclude by asking 
the Vice-President of the Commission one ques
tion. In view of the considerable costs involved 
in research, could we not imitate the example 

of the United States and encourage and finance 
research by companies by offering these com
panies special tax arrangements to permit self
financing? 

That is my question. 

President.- I call Mr Noe. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Mr President, I too should like 
to put a question to Vice-President Simonet, for 
whose clear exposition of the complicated energy 
situation I should like to thank him. My question 
is this: one of the measures it has recently been 
decided to adopt and on which general agreement 
has been reached is to cut down energy wastage 
by making more rational use of it. Since this 
measure does not, fortunately, call for either 
negotiations nor relations with other countries 
but can be undertaken autonomously by the 
individual Member States, I should like to know 
whether, in accordance with the undertaking 
given some six months ago, these countries are 
actually taking these measures. To my know
ledge the provisions aimed at reducing waste 
have been fairly slow in getting under way. I 
should therefore like to have some clarification 
on this matter. 

President. - I call Mr Simonet. 

Mr Simonet. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should like to thank the various 
speakers for their questions and comments, 
including Mr Vander Hek, whom I shall reply 
to last. ·This privileged treatment is explained 
by my sympathy for his views and my political 
affinity With him, and also by the tone of his 
speech. I shall try to gi'-' it a fitting answer. 
Mr Dalyell has raised a number of points. As 
far as his first point is concerned, my answer 
is that his compatriot Mr Thomson has been 
working commendably and untiringly in the 
Commission with this very object in mind-to 
find a solution to the problems of the areas 
devastated by the mining industry in the nine
teenth and early twentieth centuries-and the 
aim of the Community's regional policy is to 
deal with problems of this nature. 

Mr Dalyell must certainly be aware of the work 
Mr Thomson has done, particularly in ensuring 
that regional policy is given adequate scope 
and resources to cope with the kind of problems 
he mentions. 

Secondly, Mr Dalyell asked whether there was 
any consultation between the Community insti
tutions and West Germany before German 
industrialists signed their contract with Brazil. 
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There are two aspects to this question : whether 
these contracts are compatible with the Eura
tom Treaty, and here my answer is in the 
affirmative; these consultations did take place, 
and both the German Govemment and the 
industrialists therefore complied with the provi
sions of the Treaty. · 

Secondly, the question implicit in contracts of 
this nature-the common industrial policy. This 
is non-existent. It is therefore inevitable, how
ever regrettable this may seem to us, that each 
individual country, and the industrialists of each 
Member State, should try to promote their own 
interests. 

I am not saying that they do this to the detri
ment of the Community, quite the reverse in 
fact, since I assume that there are repercussions 
for a number of other countries;· but when a 
dynamic country like Brazil, which is no longer 
exactly part of the third world, is setting up 
nuclear plant on a large scale, we might have 
hoped, both politically and sentimentally, that 
this would be done in conjunction with the Com
munity and not as a purely national under
taking. As long the Community refuses to adopt 
a common industrial policy, with all that this 
implies, this will be a situation which, though 
we may deplore it, we shall not be able to avoid. 

Mr Dalyell then raised a question which is, on 
the surface, of limited implications but it will 
afford me the opportunity-and this is a reply 
to Mr Osborn as well-to say something that I 
feel needs to be made clear. I find this easier 
to say because I have the feeling that the British 
delegates, even apart from the result of their 
referendum, ar~ convinced of the need to play a 
full part in the Community. I have the greatest 
respect and admiration for the British delegates 
themselves and for the British people, and so I 
hope that they will not mind my saying that 
there. is. a lack of consistency in the British 
attitude which may be. attributable ·to the fact 
that they are seemingly unfamiliar with Cartesian 
thought-but which. should, nevertheless be 
underlined. You cannot ask others to organize a 
system to protect your oil production and at tbe 
same time insist at every opportunity that you 
want tD keep it for yourself. 
(Applause from the British del~ateB) 

It must be either one thing or the other. I sup
pose that oil is a bit like bayonets, of which 
Mirabeau said that you could do everything with 
them except sit on them. It is rather similar 
with oil; unl~ you obtain an aesthetic satisfac
tion ~rom producing oil in these circumstances, 
and thell keeping it ·for yourself, I do not see 
why you should not produce enough to meet 
your needs ·and those -of others, and therefore to· 

sell it, thus alleviating your balance of payments 
problems. 

I am therefore suprised at this sort of psycho
logical obsession you seem to have with your 
oil. If you want an assurance from the Commis-

. sion that you can have complete control over 
the ownership of the oil, the conditions and rate 
of production, you have it, and I am not the 
first to say this because this has always been 
the Commission's attitude, and it is entirely 
compatible with the letter and spirit of the 
Treaty. Now that you have been given this 
assurahce, perhaps you will give up your obses
sion about British-or English or Scottish-oil 
and regard it as a product like all the others, 
capable of meeting certain of your industrial 
needs and providing the exchange revenue to 
attract the benefits that an economy as open as 
yours needs. Then, when you have realized this 
fact of economic life, you will free yourself of 
the psychological constraints that have influen
ced your policy. 

I 

But I must stress that you cannot ask the other 
Member States to accept a protection mechanism 
for a form of energy which is, after all, costly 
compared with oil from the Middle East or other 
areas outside Europe, and then say in the same 
breath that of course now you are sure that it 
will be protected by a production mechanism 
you will not produce any because you are afraid 
supplies will be exhausted and you want to be 
the ones to decide at what rate it should be 
extra~ed. 

Now that I have made this clear-and I repeat 
that I have the greatest affection and esteem for 
the British-! shall return to Mr Dalyell's 
question. It is true that we do have a policy, or 
at least the Commission would like to see the 
Member States work out a consistent policy. 
The objective that we are proposing for the 
Community: for 1985 is to save a quantity of oil 
equivalent to the amount likely to be extracted 
from the North Sea in that year. 

If we do not econo~e on other sources of 
energy, you will be able to contemplate your oil 
with proprietorial satisfaction, becaus~ you. will 
not seU it. If any other saving is achieVed it will 
be, as: you say 'across the board', that is to say, 
it will come from other energy sources as well, 
and you will be able to,obtain equal satisfaction 
by seUi.ng it. 

You spoke, Mr Dalyell, of the need for a com
mon ~licy in other sectors, and Y;OU said that 
this would create 'a more relaxed attitude' in 
Britisp opinion. 

I can assure you that it is the Commission's 
intention to evolve a common policy, particularly 
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in the coal and nuclear sectora, in other words 
the two alternative energy sources, and we are 
convinced that, in view of the financial resources 
needed and the scale of our design, there can be 
no truly effective policy except at Community 
level. 

And if you think that there would be a more 
relaxed attitude in Britain if you received an 
assurance that a common policy would be 
evolved in other sectors too, you can be sure that 
you will find an ally in the Commission, which 
entirely shares your belief; we feel that there is 
no intermediate stage between dependence and 
fully coordinated Community action. Either we 
remain dependent, on the Middle East producers 
or the United States, on alternative or imported 
supplies, or we try to assert ourselves as a Com
munity, in the wider context of international 
cooperation; I do not think there is any other 
course we can take. 

Mr Osborn, I probably made a slip of the tongue. 
I said 'December' when I meant to say 'Septem
ber'. You will realize, when you have had years 
of experience in a European institution, that 
such mistakes are unavoidable. 

(Laughter) 

You spoke of a 'minimum basis of agreement' 
in the Community. I apologize for quoting 
someone whom you are perhaps not familiar 
with in Britain, but who is comparatively well
known in the French-speaking part of Europe 
-Mr de La Palisse-in saying that I think that 
the minimum basis for the development of alter
native energy sources in the Community is 
initially a political decision to make a real effort 
to develop such sources. This calls for joint 
action by all the governments-and I want to 
say, here, in answer to Mr Vander Hek's excel
lent speech, that I fully appreciate that his 
government may have difficulties in view of the 
particular situation in the Netherlands in regard 
to the priority given to nuclear development. In 
the objective that we are setting for the Com
munity as a whole, we are not asking for an 
equal effort from all the Member States, but an 
identical effort, in other wotds the same degree 
of political commitment and, shall we say, the 
same degree of political difficulty. This does not 
mean that the Netherlands will build as many 
nuclear power stations as the other Member 
States, because the circumstances might be quite 
different. This also applies to Denmark and 
means that, in the common energy policy, which 
is a collective and united undertaking, the 
efforts and sacrifices made by the Netherlands 
will be, mutatis mutandis, just as great as those 
made by the other Member States. 

Finally, I should like to reply to Mr Norman
ton. The expression he used, 'to bail out', was 
well chosen. If I understand the situation cor
rectly, in 1973 the multinational oil companies 
helped the politicians to escape from the situa
tion in which they had trapped themselves. Mr 
Normanton asks if this will happen again. I 
cannot say whether they would be able to do so 
if a further crisis developed while the Com
munity, and the work of the Agency, were in 
their present state. I do not know if they still 
have the power to do anything in the event of 
a crisis, but I do know that they still have the 
power to obstruct. Let me give a simple example. 
At the moment the Community-and I think it 
would be true to say most of the member states 
of the Agency-are trying to obtain information 
on the activities of the multinationals, not 
overall statistics but 'broken down' statistics 
which will enable us to see exactly what each 
company is doing in particular countries. We 
have not so far managed to persuade the United 
States to provide this information, and we 
believe that this is the result of pressure from 
the multinational companies. I cannot say 
whether they would still be capable of taking 
action. What I am saying is that they can still 
put up obstacles to certain projects that would 
be useful to us. 

I now come to the last question, raised by Mr 
Hougardy. He is probably aware that the system 
he mentions is no longer used in the United 
States. In any case, I must point out that this 
does not fall within the Community's sphere of 
responsibility. It would be the responsibility of 
the Member States and I must say that in the 
present political situation I find it difficult to 
imagine many governments that would find it 
useful to introduce fiscal measures of this nature. 

As for Mr ·Van der. Hek, I have the greatest 
liking and respect for him, and I know the 
secret penchant all· D1:1tch politicians have for 
delivering sermons, and I must say that Mr Van 
der Hek has given us a fine example of Euro
pean spirit. Unfortunately, I think he has chosen 
the wrong audience. 
(Laughter) 

At least, if he was trying to teach the Commis
sion a lesson ~ Europeanism he was preaching 
-although admittedly with great eloquence
to the converted. 

Since the beginning of the crisis, the CoiXUIMs
sion has submitted to the Council a. number of 
proposals designed to safeguard the position ot' 
the commo~ market, At the Copenhagen Sum-. 
mit, it suggested a few .ideas to the Heads of 
State and Government whicp, if they had been 
adopted, would have ,guarded .against a number 
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of mistakes which were in fact made from 
February 1974 onwards. 

I understand Mr Van der Hek's concern, I share 
his indignation but please, if he is looking for 
someone to blame, he should look elsewhere 
than the Commission. 

To answer the specific question he raised, I 
should add that if by any chance an allocation 
system was introduced which excluded France, 
the Commission would be forced to conclude 
that the Treaty had been infringed. And it is 
possible that in view of the French Govern
~ent'~ negative attitude it would be held 
morally responsible. But in the light of the legal 
situation that has been created I must say here 
and now that it would be a breach of the Treaty. 
We must all try to ensure that this situation does 
not arise and at future Council meetings and 
perhaps even at the Summit, or more precisely 
at the next Council, we must make it quite clear 
whether we want to be a Community only when 
everything is going well or whether we are 
prepared to stick together even in times of crisis. 
(Applause) · 

President.- I call Mr Burgbacher. 

Mr Burgbacher, rapporteur.- (D) Mr President, 
it is usual, I believe, for the rapporteur to have 
an opportunity at the end of the general debate 
to say a few final words. The general debate 
finished this morning at 1 p.m. when the House 
rose for lunch. In the meantime we have, as it 
were, seen a new .film, one of very great 
importance and significance. I should like to 
refer back to what was said this morning. 

I personally, and I hope the House will follow 
my example, do not want to conclude from the 
debate and the statement made by Mr Simonet 
that less should be done in the area of the 
energy policy. The event which Mr Simonet 
described and which impressed him so much that 
he really excelled himself in describing it, 
should be seen as an incentive for the House to 
give the Commission even more support than 
hitherto so that account is taken of the old 
theory applied in this House that we are allies 
and the Council is our 'opponent'. That is why 
the Vetrone report contributes to active support 
foJ; the Commission in its dealings with the 
Council. 

In the guidelines which the Commission for
warded to the Council on 11 June investments 
up to 1985 in alternative sources of energy are 
put at laO OOOm to 200 OOOm u.a. 

On page 3 it is said that investments in these 
new sources of energy must be protected, in 

other words a policy should be established which 
encourages investment in the development of 
substitute energies and protects them in view 
of their contribution to security of supply. 

Page 7 of these guidelines states that two 
procedures can be considered, a mutual insu
rance and economic system or the setting of a 
level of' protection for the Community's energy 
market. 

Mr Simonet, ladies and gentlemen, this is a 
question of the fate of our energy policy. 
Without some guaranteed form of protection for 
investments in substitute energies, no economy, 
no company and no citizen should or could raise 
the 180 OOOm to 200 OOOm. That is why the fate 
of the . policy is at stake. In my report I 
unfortunately said-due to the force of circum
stances-that the time is not ripe for the final 
solution. I believe, Mr Simonet, that we must 
both-Commission and Parliament-try to find 
a final solution to this immensely difficult and 
at the same time immensely important problem; 
otherwise a great deal of what we are planning 
to do will be in vain. 

Allow me to look back to the past. I do not want 
to rub salt in old wounds, but we must not 
forget to learn the lesson which is almost bound 
to be there. While coal was cheap, the 
Community closed down every year mines 
producing about 200 million tons of hard coal. 
It is idle to speculate whether we would have 
had an oil crisis if this had not been the case, 
and what form it would have taken. It is also 
idle to speculate how we would stand today if 
we still had the 200 million tons. But one thing 
is important: we must not repeat the mistake. 
We must not fail to make 300 million tons out 
of the 250 million. If we fail to do this, the 
effect may be the same a:s the reduction in Com
munity coal production through the closure of 
mines. 

One year of the new oil prices has cost many 
times more than we would have had to pay to 
keep that coal. I would ask everyone to think 
on this so that similar mistakes may be avoided 
in the future. I also agreed that imported coal 
is important and that we must take it where 
we find it as long as it is cheaper than Com
munity coal. I would point out that the sources 
of supply must be long-term and not short-term 
affairs. I would also point out that in my own 
personal view there will be a shortage of coal 
throughout the world. This will apply parti
cularly to certain types of coal, which because 
there is a shortage of them, will be so expensive 
that they are no longer cheaper than indigenous 
coal. I would therefore warn against dependence 
on impotted coaL It might fail when most 
needed. 
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In conclusion, the Shah of Persia had a con
ference with the American president, Mr Ford, 
in May. At this conference he said among other 
things that the revenue from his oil had lost 
35 Ofo in purchasing power last year. He did not 
want to offset this loss at one go, but there 
should be no doubt that he would protect his 
interests. And then came the sentence which 
-with the permission of the President-! should 
like to quote. The Shah claimed that western 
complaints about- increases in the price of oil 
were not logical: if priees were really too high, 
tM West would already have developed alter
native sources of energy, but there continued 
to be extremely little activity in this field. This 
sentence should be savoured if its importance 
for the future is to be realized: anyone who 
believes oil priees will drop is in my view living 
in a world of make-believe. Oil prices will not 
drop. That is my prediction. 

I should like to close by saying that the age of 
low energy prices is over, but the energy crisis 
is not. That is why I appeal to the House to 
give the Commission in the form of well
founded and precisely worded decisions the 
support without which· success is impossible, so 
that Mr , Simonet need not report on new 
failures. 

I should also like to thank Mr Simonet for his 
efforts and his opinion on the coal report. I 
likewise thank all those who have taken part 
in the discussion, particularly the members of 
the Socialist Group, w}lose proposal that it be 
referred to the Committee on Social Affairs and 
Employment was not adopted but who have 
nevertheless spoken in favour of the report; I 
am-graieful for this comradely attitude. 
(AppZQuse) 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

The general debate on the Community energy 
poliey is closed. 

We _shall now consider the motion for a resolu
tio~ contained in Mr ~urgbacher's report. 

1-.put the preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2 to 
the vote. 

The · preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2 are 
adopted. 

On paragraph 3 I hav~ Amendment No 1 tabled 
by . Lord Bessborougb, · MJi Norman ton and Mr 
Osborn on behalf- of the European Conservative 
Group and wOI'ded as follows: 

Pamgraph 3(a) 

Add: 

'and recognize the ne,ed :for import , sal~guards 
· during ·periods or temporary weaknesS -in the 
market.' 

I eall Mr Osborn. 

Mr Osborn. - w, want to ensure that. there 
are safeguards, as I outlined in my speech. I 
understand that the .amendment is acceptable 
to the rapporteur. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Burgbaeher, 1'appo1'teu1'. - (D) I advise the 
House to adopt this amendment. 

President. - I put amendment No 1 to the vote. 

Amendment No 1 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 3, so modified, to the vote. 

Paragraph 3, so mOdified, is adopted. 

I put paragraph 4 to the vote. 

Paragraph 4 is adopted. 

On paragraph 5 I have Amendment No 2· tabled 
by Mr Corona, Mr Flamig, Mr Vandewiele, Mr 
Giraud, Mr Osborn, Mr Hougardy and Mr An
sart. It is worded as follows 

Paragraph 5 

This paragraph to read as follows: 

'5. Considers that even if Member States find 
themselves obliged to recruit workers from 
third countries, job security must be guaranteed 
for all workers in the. mining industry. Care 
must also be taken to ensure that workers 
from outside the Community are in no way 
discririrlnated against and that measures 'to 
afjSure job ~ty and health protection in 
the mining in.dustry are ilnproved;' 

I call Mr Flamig. 

~ ~. ,;_ (Di Mr President, I was able ti).is 
morning to point out that apart from Mr C9iona 
Mr Vandewiele, Mr Giraud, Mr Osborn, ~r 
Hougardy and Mr Ansart had agreed on this-
if , I may put ii this way--compromise, which 
reflects what has been said in the debate. We 
would lute to see at least a mention of the social 
questions. · · -

I theretore · reque~t the House to adopt Am~
ment No 2 and to delete the old paragrapll 5. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Burgbaeher, 1'apPorteur. ·-(D) I advise the 
}Jouse to ~opt the deciaion, of a granci coalitio~. 
(LaUJJhtet') 
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President.- I put Amendment No'2 to the vote. 

Amendment No 2 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 6 to the vote. 

Paragraph ·6 is adopted. 

· Sipce nQ one else wish~ to speak, I put the 
motion: for a resolution aS a whole, ' modified 
by the amendments adopted, to the vote. 

The resolution, so amended, is adopted.1 

10. Tabling of a motion for a. resolution, decision 
on Uf'gency and inclmion in the agenda 

President. - I have received a motion for a 
resolution tabled by Mr Blumenfeld, Mr Albers, 
Mr Berkhouwer, Mr Espersen1 Mr Giraud, Mr 
Klepsch, Mr Laban, Mr .Ney, Mr Noe, Mr Petre, 
Mr Santer and Mr Schuijt on the latest act of 
terrorism against citizens of the State of Israel 
in Jerusalem. 

This document has been printed and distributed 
as No 188/75. It has been requested that it be 
dealt with by urgent procedure pursuant to 
Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure. 

Are there any objections? 

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed. 

I presume Parliament would wish to place this 
item on the agenda for . this afternoon, after 
Mr Durand's report. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

11. Third financial report on the EAGGF 1973 

Presideu,t. - The next item is a debate on the 
report drawn up by Mr Durand on behalf of 
the Committee on Budgets on the Third Finan
cial Report on the Agricultural Guidance and 
Guarantee Fund, year 1973, presented by the 
Commission of the European Communities to 
the Council and the Europ~an Parliament .. 

I call Mr Durand to present his report. 

Mr Durand, rapporteur. ~. (F) Mr. President, 
ladies and gentlemen, 41 February this year the 
Commission submitted to Parliament the third 
financial report on the European Agricultural 
Guidance and Guarantee Fund. 

The Commission submits a financial report on 
the EAGGF to Parliament every year in the 
July following the financial year concerned. 

1 OJ No c 171 of 8. 8. 19711, 

Although the financial report was not presented 
to Parliament until February 1975, more than 
six months late, it seems that the Commission 
has considerably reduced the time it takes to 
submit its annual report, as the fourth report, 
relating to the financial year 1974, is promised 
for September this year. 

This extremely comprehensive document, which 
contains a great deal of useful information on 
the financial aspects of the EAGGF's work, is 
always studied with a great deal of interest by 
the Committee on Budgets. It is this that the 
committee is trying to express in the first 
paragraph of the resolution submitted for your 
approval. 

Strangely enough the report contains no infor
mation on a basic element of agricultural policy, 
the levies the Community charges on the imports 
of a number of products. 

The Committee on Budgets is very anxious that 
Parliament should be aw;lre of the problems 
involved in the control of the collection of levies 
which, as you know, are one of the main fomts 
of own 'resources. . 

In the third paragraph of the resolution, the 
Committee on Budgets draws attention to the 
increasing gap between the exchange rates used 
in estimating income in the budget and the rates 
applied in converting the aid paid to farmers, 
expressed in units of account, into national cur
rencies. This difference may be as much as 258/o 
or more, which means that certain Member 
States are in a favourable position while others 
are at a disadvantage. 

In the circumstances, it might well be con
sidered advisable to apply the representative 
rates us~ in allocating aid to farmers to all the 
budgetary accounts. This would ensure that the 
conversipn rates were as close as possible to the 
actual market rates. 

Perhaps the Commission could use the same 
system as it does in the case of the ECSC, in 
which fixed exchange rates are laid down once 
or twice a year. 

In 1973-the year to which the third report 
relate~the Community voted a supplementary 
budget of approximately 850m u.a. to cover 
unforeseen agricultural expenditure. This shows 
how difiifcult it is for the Commission to draw 
up budgetary estimates in June of the preceding 
year. To· make its estimates more reliable, the 
Commission has proposed a system whereby ap
pro:Rriat:ilons provided for in the draft budget 
would be updatedin the course of the budgetary 
procedu:t;e. 

The Committee on Budgets finds this an inter
esting proposal but stresses tJ:tat it should not 



70 Debates of the European Parliament 

be allowed to prevent the European Parliament 
from exercising its budgetary powers, in this 
case its power to propose modifications to the 
draft budget. 

Another point that the committee thought should 
be made in the resolution is that the Commis
sion regards the appropriations provided for 
under the guarantee section as a single unit on 
which it can draw without b:reaking them down 
into chapters, provided that at the end of the 
financial year transfers are made a posteriori 
between the different chapters of the guarantee 
section. 

The Committee on Budgets thinks that this 
. system gives the Commission too much freedom. 
The purpose for which the 4 thousand million 
u.a. in the EAGGF's guarantee section are 
earmarked should not be changed without at 
least notifying the European Parliament before
hand. 

The committee is seeking an assurance from the 
Commission that in future it will make more 
effort to obtain Parliament's authorization on 
budgetary matters. 

The closure of the accounts for the years 1967-8 
to 19.70 is a question that has already arisen in 
considering previous financial reports. In the 
report he recently presented to the European 
Parliament, Mr Gerlach pointed out that the 
delay in closing these accounts was making it 
impossible for Parliament to exercise the right 
conferred on it by the Treaty to give a dis
charge for the years since 1970, since there was 
a close link between the years preceding and 
following 1 January 1971 as regards revenue. 
For my part, I should like to emphasize that 
the closure of the financial years prior to 1971 
also calls for a supplementary budget, which 
will have to be submitted to Parliament for its 
approval. Food aid is becoming a more and more 
important part of the Community budget but 
the regulations governing the financial condi
tions under which this aid is granted have been 
evolved in a somewhat empirical fashion. 
Recently it was agreed that this aid should be 
divided between two different budgetary head
ings: the 'refund' value of the goods under the 
guarantee section of the EAGGF and the actual 
payment under the heading of food aid. The 
Committee on Budgets does not consider that 
this policy was very expedient. I myself urged 
that the financial link thus established between 
agricultural policy and food aid should be 
gradually attenuated. The Committee on Budgets 
took the view that the link should be abolished 
completely, to stress the fact th'-t food aid 
should not be offered simply because the Com
munity has surplus agricultural products. 

When I submitted my draft report to the Com
mittee on Budgets, I had intended to discuss 
a question relating to the way in which the 
Council takes Parliament's budgetary powers 
into account in the legislation it adopts on 
structural policy in the agricultural· sector. The 
committee felt, howeve1·, that the debate on the 
Third Financial Report was not a suitable occa
sion to raise this matter. As regards the guid
ance section of the EAGGF, the most I can do, . 
on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, is to 
draw attention to a technical point which is of 
crucial importance to many farmers--the delay 
in paying out aid provided for under the guid
ance section of the EAGGF for individual pro
jects. A considerable time elapses between the 
application f<>r aid for an individual project and 
the time the aid is actually paid out. The Com
mittee on Budgets felt that , this point should 
be stressed and it urges the Commission to speed 
up its consideration of applications and the 
procedure for payment. 

I have only one more point to make, not the 
least important however, since it relates to what 
I shall describe as the renewed outbreak of 
fraudulent and i!rregular practices committed 
against the EAGGF. When Parliament debated 
the Second Financial Report on the basis of a 
report by Mr Petre, it was pointed out that 
several regulations that Parliament had already 
approved had not yet been adopted by the 
Council. The regulations still pending related to 
mutual cooperation between Member States' 
governments with a view to recovering amounts 
improperly pa!d and ensuring the proper appli
cation of Community regulations. 

The Committee on Budgets felt that the Council 
was largely responsible for this situation 
because it had not taken the necessary measures 
to prevent. the recurrence of such irregular 
practices, which are financially and ethically 
prejudicial to the Community. 

Mr President, I think I have mentioned all the 
points raised by the Committee on Budgets, 
though no doubt I have been over-lengthy. I 
have tried to confine myself to a few points in 
connection with budgetary and financial pro
cedure. 

The Committee on Agriculture has also drawn 
up an opinion in which it states its views in 
regard to the common agricultural policy. 
(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR: MR CORONA 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Liogier, draftsman of 
the opinion of the Committee on Agriculture. 
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Mr Liogier, draftsman of an opinion. - (F) Mr 
President, ladies and gentlemen, this is the third 
consecutive time that the Committee on Agri
culture has been asked to deliver an opinion for 
the Committee on Budgets on an annual financial 
report on the EAGGF. 

The document under consideration relates to the 
financial year 1973. There is no need to point out 
the usefulness of such a report, which describes 
the administration of the Fund, provides a record 
of expenditure and gives a general picture of 
the common agricultural policy. 

However, it is obviously not up to the Committee 
on Agriculture, in this brief opinion, to consider 
the technical aspects of financing in detail nor 
to discuss the various statistics given in the 
report. It is merely required to note the main 
points and to draw the appropriate conclusions. 

The report is divided into four parts dealing, 
respectively, with the Guarantee Section, food 
aid, the Guidance Section and verifications and 
irregularities. 

Let us take the Guarantee Section first. This is 
the most important part of the EAGGF. The 
appropriations allocated to it represent three 
quarters of the total Community appropriations. 

There were three important developments in 
1973: the accession of the three new Member 
States, monetary fluctuations and the adoption 
of a supplementary budget by the Council. 

These three developments increased the expend
iture of the Guarantee Section: its endowment 
rose from 2 446 million u.a. in 1972 to 3 659 
million u.a. in 1973, an increase of 500/o in one 
year. The most substantial expenditure was on 
aid. 

As far as 1973 is concerned there are two main 
comments to be made on the Guarantee Section. 
Refund and aid expenditure was highest in the 
dairy products sector: 1 458 million u.a., 130/o 
more than the previous year. In view of these 
substantial amounts allocated to one single sector 
of production, consideration should perhaps be 
given to reviewing the common organization of 
the market for each sector, with a view to financ
ing all Community producers on an equal basis. 
Indeed, the incomes of producers of fruit and 
vegetables, wine and meat are no more satisfact
ory than those of dairy farmers. 

The system of monetary compensatory amounts, 
which was extended in 1973, is a further prob
lem. On a number of occasions the European 
Parliament has called for the progressive aboli
tion of these amounts, which have widened the 
gap between prices in the different Member 
States. They could perhaps be replaced by a 

system of financial compensation for farmers 
who have suffered losses as a result of unilateral 
monetary operations. 

The next section concerns the financial imple
menta1!ion of food aid by way of gifts of food 
products, mainly cereals, sugar and milk, to the 
developing countries. The appropriations avail
able for 1973 amounted to 119 million u.a. 

This part of the 'report is, in fact, purely des
criptive. However, we are all aware of the prob
lems involved in the financing and implementa
tion of operations connected with food aid. The 
Commission, asked why it had not expressed 
any views on this, replied that it did not con
sider that the financial report on the EAGGF 
was an appropriate vehicle for a discussion of 
the financial problems arising from food aid. 

As regards the Guidance Section, the appropria
tions available (325 million u.a. each year) are 
earmarked principally for the financing of 
common measures. As the expenditure on these 
measures in 1973 was small, the financing of 
individual projects constitutes the main activity 
of the Guidance Section. For 1973 the number of 
projects financed increased to 637, representing 
a total sum of 170 million u.a. 

This part of the report calls for some comment. 
First, the building up of reserves-the Mansholt 
reserve-continued in 1973. The Committee on 
Agriculture must deplore this system, whereby 
substantial funds are immobilized, declining in 
value over the years as money depreciates. 

Secondly, the Committee on Agriculture once 
again criticized the delays in accepting projects; 
the damaging consequences of these delays are 
well-known. 

To remedy this situation, the committee has in 
the past suggested that, where applications for 
aid from the Guidance Section are concerned, 
the examination of projects should be decentral
ized at national level. The Community author
ities reserve the right to issue general directives 
and supervise the use of the appropriations paid 
out. 

Thirdly, the financial report draws attention to 
the fact that the appropriations for the Guidance 
Section are much smaller than those for the 
Guarantee Section. The EAGGF appropriations 
have been allocated largely to market support. 
Between 1965 and 1974 the amount allocated 
to the Guidance Section increased to 10.4°/o of all 
EAGGF commitments. It is to be hoped, how
ever, that the current implementation of the 
1972 socio-structural directives and the imple
mentation of the directive on hill farming in the 
near future will enable the financial resources 
necessitated by a modern agricultural system to 
be allocated to structural reform. 
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I now come to the final point: verifications and 
irregularities. 

As regards verifications, fifteen of the projects 
were checked on the spot in 1973. This represents 
fiJ/o of the projects completed. The lack of a 
comprehensive and regular eontrol system is to 
be deplored and may ultimately be detrimental 
to the taxpayers' interests. 

The Council adopted a regulation concerning 
irregularities and the recovery of sums wrongly 
paid on 7 February 1972. This regulation pro
vides in particular for administrative enquiries, 
which have already been commenced. However, 
their practical effects _have been limited. One 
reason for this, according to. the Commission, 
was the inadequacy of the information provided 
by the Member States. There is thus an urgerit 
need for greater cooperation l?etween the 
Member States and the Comm~ion in this area. 

However, in the Guarantee Section 87 cases of 
fraud have been revealed: 41 in the cereals 
sector and 27 in the milk pl"odUcts sector. The 
amounts involved totalled 11.7 m u.a., of which 
9.2 million have been recovered. 

In the Guidance Section cases of fraud related 
mainly to the milk products sector. 

In 1973, the Commission, realizing the serious
ness of the problem, set up a special committee 
of enquiry which immediately began to invest
igate irregularities in the dairy products sector. 
The results of its work have recently been 
transmitted to Parliament and Mr Scott-Hopkins 
has drawn up a report on the subject. 

Generally speaking, there can be no effective 
control until laws are passed to penalize fraud 
at Community level and a Court of Auditors 
is set up and invested with powers of compul
sion. 

In conclusion, we must welcome this annual 
financial report which gives a comprehensive 
picture of the activities and functioning of the 
Fund on the basis of the numerous Community 
provisions relating to it. 

It would be desirable in the future for financial 
reports to be submitted in. time to be used as a 
basis for assessment and additional reference 
when agricultural prices are being fixed. 

The reports should also draw attention to the 
shortcomings of the various Member States as 
regards cooperation with the EAGGF. 

This is all I want to say on the draft opinion that 
our committee was requested to prepare. In any 
case, you have copies of this opinion. I believe 
that it is a useful supplement to my brief speech. 
We have tried to take full account of the com-

ments put forward by our colleagues in com
mittee: It also endorses the highly relevant 
observations · Mr Durand makes in the main 
report on behalf of the Committee on Budgets. 
We rm,lst congratulate the rapporteur on the 
excellence of his report. Your Committee on 
Agriculture, which approved it by 11 votes with 
one abstention, therefore asks Parliament in its 
turn to approve the report that has been sub
mitted to it. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr P~tre. - (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle
men, as a member of the Committee on Budgets, 
I must say first of all that Mr Durand's repo'rt 
and the motion for a resolution it contains are 
a complete reflection of the committee's views. 

Mr Durand explains in the introduction to his 
report that, pursuant to Regulation No 729/70, 
the Commission has to submit to the Council 
and Parliament, by 1 July every year, a 
financial report on the EAGGF, in particular on 
the state of its resources, the nature of its 
expenditure and the circumstances in which it 
was financed by the Community. 

As the present financial report relates to the 
1973 financial year and 1 July 1975 is already 
past, one may ask whether there is still any point 
in referring to this report, particularly in draw
ing up next year's budget. We agree with the 
rapporteur that this important financial report 
should be submitted to Parliame.nt within the 
required time limit and that the delays should 
be made up in the future. 

This is a point that I wished to emphasize, 
because in the debate on the First and Second 
Financial Reports on the EAGGF, in October 
1974, on whic;:h I was appointed rapporteur, Mr 
Lardinois said that he intended t9 .make up the 
delay and that he would ensure that the 1974 
report was submitted at the end of 1975. 

I regret that Mr Lardinois is not here; I should 
have encouraged him to keep his promise so that 
the same apology would not have to be made 
next year. 

We do not intend to discuss the individual 
chapters of the financial report in detail nor to 
make any more comment than necessary on the 
report by the Committee on Budgets. 

Although the report is mainly of a technical 
nature and also, unfortunately, extremely com
plex, we must welcome the useful information 
that it contains and its value as an analysis of 
the financial problems arising from the common 
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agricultural policy. We acknowledge this to the 
Commission. 

The report by Mr Durand (whom I must also 
congratulate) shows that the Committee on 
Budgets has discussed all these problems and 
has concentrated in particular on agricultural 
levies, budgetary estimates and payments for 
individual projects, as well as irregularities and 
fraud, as Mr Liogier has pointed out. 

On these matters, of whose importance we are 
all aware, I shall merely say that we endorse 
the comments the Committee on Budgets makes 
in its comprehensive and useful report. 

Our group also supports the mo~ion for a resolu
tion without reservation, since it includes among 
its objectives the improvement of . information 
on problems arising in- the collectif?n of agri
cultural levies, on the pattern of Community 
revenue and expenditure and budgetary control, 
together with a stricter ·observance of Parlia
ment's budgetary powers. 

I· should like to add two· brief comments of a 
political nature. These relate to the ~udgetary 
powers of Parliament and the chapter on 
irregular practice and fraud. I am picking out 
these two points in particular because they 
always recur in our debates on Parliament's 
resolutions when we discuss the financial reports 
on the EAGGF. 

Once again, we believe, like the rapporteur, that 
the allocation of appropriations, including those 
for the Guidance Section of the EAGGF, is a 
budgetary act that is the responsibility of the 
budgetary authorities alone. It is therefore clear 
that the Commission's administration should 
take due account ·of the democratic principles 
of Parliamentary power and control. 

The Commission must appreciate that Parliament 
cannot agree to the allocation of the annual 
appropriations for the EAGGF's Guidance Sec
tion and the breakdown of expenditure simply 
by means of a regulation without any reference 
to Parliament's b~dgetary procedure. I think 
that must be pointed out in this Assembly. 

The Committee on Budgets also devotes a whole 
chapter of its report to b:regular practices and 
fraud, noting that these practices are continu
ing despite the measures taken by the Com
mission. 

As I said before, we have already warned the 
Commission on several occasions, in particular 
during the debate on the First and Second 
Financial Reports on the EAGGF. Mr Durand 
draws attention to this matter once again. 

Certainly the Commission cannot be held res
ponsible for this situation. It is up to the Member 

States ·to control and deal with fraudulent 
practices, particularly in this field;· this is 
stipulated in Regulation (EEC) No 729170, which 
provides that the Member States should take 
the neccesary steps to ·keep a check on transac
tions a.nd ensure that there is no irregularity. 

Nevertheless, Mr President, if irregular pratices 
and fraud continue despite the measures the 
Council has taken, the Council and the Commis
sion should . demonstrate more concern and 
propose further measures with a view to chang
ing the system of control, more radically this 
time, in order to make it speedier and more 
efficient in uncovering cases of fraud and deal
ing with them. 

We hope that the Commission will pay attention 
to these comments, which we were anxious to 
put forward. 

In conclusion, I have only to thank Mr Durand, 
on beh~f of the Christian-Democratic Group, 
for the , trouble he has taken. in preparing such 
an excellent report.. We shall vote in favour 
of the.. IJlOtion for a resolution. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange. - (D) Mr President, I should like 
to make one remark here in two capacities. 
Firstly, the Socialist Group approves the report 
and in ,particular the motion for a resolution 
tabled by Mr Durand. 

Secondly, I should like to add to what Mr 
Durand has said in his report, which he 
explain'd during his oral presentation, ·and to 
what Mr Petre has said about the powers of 
Parliament. I want to say that the Committee 
on Budgets will have to draw the logical con
clusions from this financial report when 
discussing the budget for 1976. There is there
fore little point in looking in this context at 
all the possible political and legal questions; 
we must instead demand when the 1976 budget is 
being drawn up that appropriate precautions be 
taken to ensure that the EAGGF funds are put to 
proper use. This will of course mean urging 
the Council-it is the Commission's job if it 
discoverS legal loopholes to help close them by 
forwarding appropriate proposals to the Council 
-to limit the opportunity for irregularities and 
to strengthen the controls that necessarily con
tribute to the prevention of such irregularities. 
I should therefore like to draw the attention 
of the House to this point in particular. Even 
though Mr Liogier is a little sceptical about the 
question of separating food aid from the EAGGF, 
I should like to stress above all that this 
appeare' extremely important to the Committee 
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on Budgets because food aid really has nothing 
at all to do with agricultural financing. This 
question,. too, must at all costs be discussed 
when the 1976 budget is being dealt with. The 
Committee on Budgets-and I hope Parliament, 
too-will be able to put forward appropriate 
proposals. 

That, Mr President, was all I wanted to add. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Simonet. 

Ml' Simonet, Vice-President of the Commission. 
- (F) Mr President, I find myself in rather an 
embarrassing situation and I must plead 
extenuating circumstances in asking Parliament's 
indulgence. 

I am going to relate a short anecdote to illustrate 
the allowances I wish Parliament to make. 

Some years ago an English admiral, renowned 
for his strategic skill and his success in every 
battle he had fought, was about to retire. A small 
party had been arranged and all the younger 
office~ were clustered round him hoping to 
discover the secret of his success and the 
attributes that had helped him to win so many 
victories. 

With an air of mystery he led them to his 
bedroom and there he opened a small cupboard 
and showed them a sign pinned to the door. 
This, he said, was the secret. The notice read: 
'Port is left, starboard is right'. 

I certainly do not have the same reputation as 
this admiral had with his junior officers, but 
also I have not even acquired as much know
ledge as he did in fifteen years of experience. 
After two-and-a-half years with the Commission, 
I still do not know what is the difference bet
ween the Guidance and Guarantee Sections of 
the EAGGF. \ 

(Laughter) 

I must therefore ask for your forbearance when 
I reply to the comments of the previous speakers. 

As far as the first point is concerned, the 
relevant departments have completed the report 
on the 1974 financial year and it will be sub
mitted to the Council for approval very shortly. 
Thus the European Parliament should receive 
it in September, before the budgetary debate, 
for the first time. 

As to the second point the Commission will 
shortly be forwarding to the Council and the 
European Parliament the first report on the 
functioning of the own resources system and 
the control of these resources~ this report has 

been prepared by the Directorate-General for 
Budgets. The report should make it easier for 
the European Parliament to fulfil its respons
ibilities in this area. 

The Commission also deplores the fact that there 
are substantial differences between the exchange 
rates applied in estimating income in the Com
munity budget and the representative rates used 
in the agricultural sector and believes that the 
introduction of a unit of account based on Com
munity currencies to be used in drawing up 
the budget should reduce this gap as· a rnatter 
of course. 

The Commission appreciates the recommenda
tion, in paragraph 4 of the motion for a resolu
tion, that it should be given enough room for 
manreuvre in the difficult area of budgetary 
estimates. This is indeed a very important ques
tion, which has been a matter of concern to the 
Commission, and in particular Mr Lardinois, 
for some time now. 

Since ~aluable information qn harvests can be 
gained in August and September, the Commis
sion would like the timetable for appropriations 
in the Guarantee Section to be adjusted in order 
to make the estimates as up to date as possible. 
Of course it believes that this change in the 
procedure should take account of the European 
Parliament's rights. 

Paragraph 5 in the resolution invites the Com
mission to inform Parliament of all transfers 
of appropriations at the same time as it submits 
its requests for transfers to the Council and in 
any case before the transferred appropriations 
are used. The Commission's answer is that in 
view of changing economic circumstances 
transfers of appropriations in the Guarantee 
Section are often considerable. In 1974, :for 
example, 544 m u.a. were transferred. The Com
mission undertakes to inform Parliament of these 
requests for transfers to the Council in cases 
where it has not formerly done so. 

As regards the sixth paragraph, which refers to 
the closure of the accounts for the 1967-68 to 
1970 periods, the Commission can assure you 
that the work is progressing satisfactorily and 
the conclusions should be submitted to the 
budgetary authority in 1976. 

Finally, paragraph 7 of your resolution recom
mends that the Commission abolish the financial 
links between the common agricultural policy 
and food aid. A new system, approved by the 
European Parliament, came into operation on 1 
January 1975, grouping all food aid expenditure 
under the single heading 'food aid'. Only the 
sum representing the refund will in future 
be financed by the Guarantee Section. If this 
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amount was also included under the heading 
of food aid, expenditure normally payable under 
the common agricultural policy would fall within 
the province of the aid policy. 

The Commission has taken the following steps 
in regard to the point raised in paragraph 8. 
First, the delays in giving decisions on aid have 
gradually been reduced from ·10 to 6 months. 
Secondly, projects and estimates now allow for 
a cost increase of 5°/o per year. Thirdly, payments 
are made approximately two months after the 
supporting documents are received. We should 
add that in the first place national administra
tive procedures are sometimes lengthy and delay 
the submission of applications or supp_orting 
documents, and secondly some of the aid 
recipients themselves take an excessively long 
time in carrying out their projects. Thus, if the 
financing of projects is to operate satisfactorily 
in the future it will call for a more energetic 
approach from the recipients and a greater 
determination from national governments and 
the Commission departments to deal rapidly 
with applications. 

Finally, you state in your resolution that the 
Council is particularly responsible for the new 
wave of irregularities at the expense of Com
munity finances, because it has not taken the 
necessary preventive measures. 

I assume that you are referring to the fact 
that the Com.mission has submitted two proposalS 
to the Council; one, on mutual cooperation 
between Member States and .between the 
Member States and the Commission to ensure 
the proper application of the Community's agri
cultural and customs regulations, was submitted 
in April 1973. 

The other, relating to mutual cooperation to 
recover amounts improperly paid under the 
common agricultural policy, was submitted in 
December 1972. 

No text has yet been adopted by the Council, 
despite the Commission's repeated approaches. 

The second proposal, however-concerning 
mutual cooperation to recover sums improperly 
paid-is currently being examined by a group 

· of experts, and we hope they will complete their 
examination in a very short time. 
(Applause) 

President.- I call Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - I congratulate Commis
sioner Simonet on dealing with the difficulties 
and problems of the Guidance and Guarantee 
Sections. He dealt with them as though he had 
been doing it for years. 

But it would have been a little more satisfactory 
if we had been able to transfer the debate on 
the report to Thursday, when we are now taking 
the wine report, and when the Commissioner 
concerned, Mr l..ardinois, would have been 
available. It is too late to do anything about it, 
but this illustrates how important it is to try 
to group the subjects and not take them 
separately, as we are doing this time. Much as 
we like to hear Mr Simonet, with his usual 
charm and efficiency, it is not quite the same as 
being able to interrogate the Commissioner 
directly responsible and obtain answers from 
him, although we understand that it is a col
legiate system. 

Mr Simonet said that the final closure of the 
accounts for 1967 to 1970 was going well but 
that they were not yet closed. It is an incredibly 
long time, and the Commission cannot simply 
say that it is going well. It must get on with 
it and do the job quickly, because it is a non
sensical situation. The accounts should be closed. 

Mr Simonet did not mention the fraud investi
gation which is going on. He will see a reference· 
to it in the t:eport of Mr Liogier. A special com
mittee ' of investigation has been set up. The 
Commission has given it powers to investigate 
the p~sibillties of fraud, particularly in the 
meat and wine sector. • 

It is extraordinary that Parliament should be 
debatirtg in July 1975 the accounts of the 
EAGGt Guarantee and Guidance Sections for 
1973. I hope that the Commissioner and his 
colleagUes will bring such work forward a little 
nearer to the time when the events are taking 
place. The matter is now all old hat. The last 
payment was eighteen months ago. The whole 
debate ~s pointless, as that was such a long tim.e 
ago, and other events have happened since. We 
have had the stocktaking and other reports. I am 
glad to,see tllat the chairman of the Committee 
on Budgets, Mr Lange, agrees with me. 

The debate is a waste of time unless we can 
have it nearer the events. I suggest that eight 
months· from the closing of the account is the 
latest time when we in this House should be 
dealing with such a matter - in other words, 
the end of the summer or the beginning of the 
autumn of the year following the closing of "the 
accounts. That is what we need if the debate 
is to make sense. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Cifarelli. 

Mr Cifarelli.- (I) Mr President, I refer to what 
Vice-President Simonet has said (in reference to 
paragraph 8 of the motion for a resolution) 
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concerning the utilization of. fund$ from the 
Guidance Section. He _emphasized the ·existence 
of two difficulties: one, the lengthy. proe~ures 
for considering individual -projeets submitted by 
the various agricultural organizations to the 
national authorities; the other, the excessive 
period-if I am not mistaken, about 6 month~ 
which the Community authorities in Brussels 
take to examine such schemes. 

I should like to ask Mr Simonet--.since I consider 
he is convinced of the importance of the pro
gramme, even though he does not have the 
same specific responsibility for it as Commis
sioner Lardinois-whether the Commission does 
not feel that it should make an effort to clarify 
this matter, so that the national authorities can 
reduce these examination~ to as short a time as 
possible. Another reason for '!fly making this 
point is that a great deal of time is los.t in 
identifying which of the various projects falls 
under which tranche of available EAGGF funds. 

To sum up, what I have said-anq it was meant 
as an aPl)eal, an invitation -t9 action-concerns 
the following tWo po~ts~ iq the first ·place that 
it would be ·opportune fbr' 'the Comniission to 
press for a more rapid '&orisideration of these 
schemes by the individual national authorities 
and, in particular, those with specific_ respons
ibilities; in the second place, the pOssiJ>ility of 
speeding up the examination procedure at the 
Commission itself, since as i see it the time 
involved at present is far too long given the 
ef~ects of inflation anq, as· a result, rising costs 
which then make the prQjects too ~xpensive. 

President. - I call Mr DalyelL-

Mr Dalyell.- I wish to ask an innocent ques
tion about something that is baffling some of my 
colleagues and of which there have been two 
instances today. Although it wss· iri no way his 
fault, the Commissioner was late' in· arriving this 
;morning. I gather there was· no possibility of 
avoiding that. Now he has to-stand in for Mr 
Lardinois. He does it su~b.ly confidently. How
ever, some of us are baffled in such circum
stances as to why Parliament has to meet 
here in Strasbourg rath,er than in Brussels 
where the Commission is. 

I would like to ask the Commissioner the fol
lowing question. If we are to be serious as a 
scrutinizing Parliament, do we not have to make 
up our- minds about this sooner or later -
rather than having all those boxes moving back
wards and forwards between here, Luxembourg 

· and Brussels - and do we not have to face up to 
the fact that Parliament should be where the 
Commission is, in Brussels? 

I wish to ask Mr Simonet what he thinks about 
the loss of Commissioners' time, and that of very 
skilled and ·busy people who must come to sup
.port the Commissioner, caused by travelling 
between Luxembourg, Strasbourg and Brussels. 

That is a question that can be allowed only 
to an ·innocent newcomer. · 
(Applause) 

:President. - Mr Dalyell, the question you have 
raised is not on today's agenda, although, fro~ 
the applause you have received, it appears to 
concern the whole European Parliament. I do 
not know whether Vice-President Simonet 
wishes to reply to it at this moment. However, 
r must also ask Mr Scott-Hopkins whether he ~ 
putting forward a formal proposal that the vo~ 
on the motion for a resolution should be. pos,t
poned, as I seem to have understood from his 
statement. 

Since Mr Scott-Hopkins is not making such a 
request and since no~ el:sel has asked to speak, 
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The l'esolution is adopted. 1 

12. Act of ten-orism in Jerusalem 

President. - The next item is consideration of 
the motion for a resolution tabled by ~ 
Blumeilfeld, Mr Albers, Mr Berkhouwer, Mr 
Espersen, ·Mr Giraud, ·Mr .Klep5ch, Mr Laban, 
M'r Ney, Mr'Noe, Mr Petre, Mr.Santer and Mr 
Schuijt, :with request for debate by urgent plo
cedure pursuant to .Rule 14 of the R~es of 
Procedure, on· the latest act of terrorism against 
citizens of the State of Israel in JeruSalem (Doc. 
188175).· 

I call Mr·Blumenfeld. 

Mr Blumenfeld. - (D) Mr President, I should 
like -to begin my :statement, which I atD. making 
on behalf of quite a number of Members, with an 
apology to an those Members and also a number 
of political groups whom I was not able to 
contact 'this :rnorning to ask them· to sign this 
motion. The reasoiiS for this were purely pro
cedural, and it was also the reason why, to some 
extent at least, so few Members were present 
in the Chamber this morning. I make· a point of 
saying this since otherwise the impression might 
arise t~at only a few·Members are interested iii 
this question. 

Mr President, the House has discussed the Euro
Arab dia,Iogue on several occasions. The Com-

1 o.r No c 1'19 of s. a. 1975. 
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What we w t to make clear is that there is a 
limit for this European Parliament to what we 
are prepared t accept. This particularly concerns 
those who on our behalf negotiate not only on 
extremely im 'ortant matters and the establish
ment of eco omic relations wi~ the Middle 
East and the rab states, but also on questions 
connected wit peace in this world. 

Mr President, like other Members of this House 
I have made i clear in the past that in our view 
the Arab si sees the Euro-Arab dialogue 
principally as a political dialogue, whereas the 
Community h s so far restricted itself to saying 
that it inten to negotiate on specific questions 
connected with the economy, finance, culture 
and the technical, technological and other 
s~ialized fields that are of joint interest to us 
and the Arab countries in this sphere. 

The PLO is, of course, an organization which is 
not easy to define, since it is not a single entity, 
but consists of a number of organizations with 
different attitudes and different names. But it 
does have a spokesman on external policy. At the 
beginning of this month this spokesman made 
a statement which thi& House should note and 
which led directly to our motion. Mr President, 
I should iike to quote a report received from 
the press agencies in Cairo. The heading reads: 
'The object of the Euro-Arab dialogue.' The text 
reads: 'The head of the Political Department of 
the PLO, Mr Farouk Kadoumi, summarized the 
essential points of Palestinian activity in a state
ment which appeared on Monday in the news
paper Palestitt.e Al Saou.Ta.' In particular he 
described the object of the E\J,ro-Arab dialogue 
as being to widen the gap between Europe and 
the United States.' 

I find it remarkable that the PLO's .spokesman 
on external policy should officially give as one 
of the objectives of this dialogue the attempt 
the cause a rift between us Europeans and the 
United States. 

However,,Mr President, when we now. hear that 
last ,weekend in ·Israel, in J'erusalem, an . act 
of terrorism took place which cost the lives of 
many iJlnocent people-civiliaris, ' women and 
children-and injured, according to newspaper 
reports, well over 80 people, we in this Parlia
Q;tent cannot remaim unmoved, especially, when 
we also }}ear from an official sourc~ that the 
PLO .accepts respo~sibilit.y. for~ act.of terror-

ism. I' have here a report dated 4 July from 
WAFA, the official PLO agency, which states: 

'The. Palestinian Revolutionary Movement is 
responsible for the heroic action taken today 
in the centre of Jerusalem.' 

Mr President, after a great deal of hesitation we 
agreed to accept representatives of the PLO as 
expertS in the delegation of the Arab League 
for the Euro-Arab dialogue, but even then quite 
a number of us were reluctant to do so. We 
nevertheless agreed because we felt and feel it 
is important not only for the Euro-Arab dialogue 
to begin, but also for us to have an opportunity 
to bring influence to bear in personal contacts 
in an effort to achieve peace in the Middle East 
once and for all. 

The European Community is not and does not set 
out to be a super-power. Nor does the European 
Community pursue an external policy or a 
policy for securing peace by means of an arma
ments }policy, for example. I believe that the 
European Community has for years derived its 
strength from the fact that it sets about solving 
political questions by the application of principles 
of big~ moral quality. But at the same time the 
European Community, this union of free Euro
pean peoples, is willing to make available to 
those concerned what it has to offer the rest of 
the world economically, financially and with 
regard to cultural exchanges. 

I believe the most important thing is that at a 
time when 'Ye are in the process not only of 
developing satisfactory and neighbourly rela
tions with all the countries and peoples of the 
Middle East, but also of expanding · and 
strengthening them, that is with Israel and the 
Arab States-and beginning the Euro-Arab 
dialogue serves this purpose--we are bound to 
point o~t that it is not reasonable for us to talk 
with representatives of an organization which 
officially regards terror and violence as means of 
solving 1 its political problems. If, however, an 
organiz.tion like the PLO, ·which had shown 
restraint in questions of policy and the use of 
force since last autumn when its head, Arafat, 
appearep ~fore the United Nations in New York 
and mtlde a major speech, now officially accepts 
responsibility through its agency for so terrible 
a crime· as the one committed last weekend-it 
was not the only one, but one of the most 
horrific.;_then it is time for us to call on our 
delegatibn, which consists of representatives of 
the· Commission and Council of Ministers, to 
make it :quite clear politically and morally at the 
next meeting of the delegations on 21 July in 
Rome that we are not prepared to continue 
negotiating with representatives of an organiza
tion th~t regards the use of force and acts of 
terrorism a' political means. 
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Mr President, I feel it would be a good thing for 
us to take sides and not pretend that all this has 
nothing to do with us. We should know and 
reflect and remember from history that if a 
policy and principles are forcibly and courage
ously pronounced early enough, even an 
opponent, even one who has hitherto walked the 
world like a blind man, can be convinced. I 
hope that this can be achieved with this motion 
for a resolution, which I trust will be adopted. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Kirk to speak on behalf 
of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Kirk. - The particular act of terrorism to 
which my friend, Mr Blumenfeld, referred is 
one of such unpleasantness that there can be 
absolutely no justification for it whatsoever. To 
place a bomb in a crowded square at. a time 
when it must have been known that not only 
would Israeli but other citizens be there-citizens 
of all ages, men, women and children-implies 
a nastiness which I am sure demands the con
demnation of all civilized people. 

Certainly the quotation which Mr Blumenfeld 
read from the official agency of the Palestine 
Liberation Organization, referring to this as an 
act of heroism, is a distortion of the facts which 
makes one feel almost sick. This was not heroic; 
it was cowardly in the extreme and it is right 
that it should be recognized as that. 

Having said that, and being one who, throughout 
my entire political career, has supported the 
Zionist cause to the full, I must, I fear, express 
certain reservations about the resolution that is 
before us. In the principle behind it, I, and, 
indeed, the European Conservative Group, fully 
concur. In the timing, perhaps fortuitously, for 
many members of my group it will be difficult to 
condemn one specific act of terrorism, particu
larly at a moment when the Israeli Government 
themselves have just given a state funeral to 
two terrorists who murdered in cold blood a 
British minister and his chauffeur-a totally 
innocent soldj.er-some 30 years ago. 

Perhaps they are entitled to regard them as 
heroes, in the same way that the Palestine 
Liberation Organization appears to regard the 
cowards who perpetrated this latest crime as 
heroes, but it is difficult for my country-! 
cannot speak for my government, who have 
made formal representations about this matter 
to the Israeli Government-to accept that there 
is anything but a difference in deg·ree between 
the two crimes, even though they may be 
separated by 30 years of history. 

Terrorism is something which we must con
demn, regardless of where it takes place. I have 

certainly no objection. to this House condemning 
. this specific and p~uliarly unpleasant act of 

terrorism, but I think that it would be a mistake 
for us to try to make a distinction between acts 
of terrorism according to which side they come 
from. All acts of terrorism should be t:ondemned, 
and if the resolution did that, my group would 
have no difficulty in supporting it. I accept Mr 
Blumenfeld's explanation that he had difficulty 
in getting in touch with certain members of 
certain groups in order to discuss the resolution. 
Had he been able to do so, it might have been 
easier for us to have found a form of words 
which would not have created the problem pro
duced by the present wording. 

There are two points on which I have consider
able reservations, both on behalf of my group 
and as a British Member of this Parliament. 
The first arises from paragraph 1 which 

'Draws attention to the grave threat to world 
peace arising from ·continued terrorist activ
ities on the part of the PLO.' 

But it is not merely from the activities of the 
PLO that the grave threat to world peace arises. 
It arises also from other terrorist organizations, 
some of them even closer to home than the 
PLO. If the reference to the PLO were omitted 
from paragraph 1, l think that it would com
mand universal support in the House. Its 
presence in the resolution creates certain prob
lems. Perhaps you might find it possible, Mr 
President, to accept a manuscript amendment. 

But the problem created by paragraph 3 is even 
greater. It calls on the Council and the Com
mission to denounce those responsible for the 
outrage in Jerusalem, and I entirely agree with 
that, but goes on to say that the European-Arab 
dialogue should be pursued. 

' ... only when guarantees have been given that 
representatives of the PLO will renounce the 
use of force and, terrorism.' 

If that were carried, the practical effect would 
1 

be to bring the dialogue to an end here and 
now. Such guarantees will never be forthcom
ing. If we meant what we said by adopting that 
part of the resolution, it would mean that we 
were prepared to jeopardize what has been one 
of the most fruitful initiatives that the Com
munity has taken. The Arab Governments can
not control the extremist groups which operate 
on the fringes · of society in the Middle East. 
Paragraph 3 does not take a realistic stance at 
all. For that reason, I would find it impossible 
to vote for it. · 

I cannot bring myself and I cannot advise my 
friends to vote against this resolution. That 
would 'appear to be· condoning terrorist activities· 
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which we, along with every other Member, con
demn. Unfortunately, it is not possible for me 
to advise my friends to vote for the resolution 
in its present form. As I think that an abstention 
might be regarded as wrong also, I would advise 
my friends that we should not take part in this 
vote, and so that we will not be misunderstood 
in any way I have put my views and the views 
of my group. I end by repeating that we 
unequivocally support the condemnation of the 
act of terrorism which took place in Jerusalem 
last weekend. 

President. - I call Mr Berkhouwer to speak on 
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Mr Berkhouwer. - (NL) Mr President, speaking 
here on behalf of my group, I should like to 
start by saying that in general I am not too far 
from what the previous speaker has stated, 
namely that our disapproval should not apply 
to certain groups of terrorists exclusively. 

I do not consider it necessary to go back into 
history now. My country did not, like Mr Kirk's, 
have responsibilities in Palestine. Nor shall I 
draw any comparisons with a similar act of ter
rorism by Jews 30 years ago. Among the Jewish 
people the Old Testament law of an eye for 
an eye and a tooth for a tooth still holds in 
part. 

The people of Israel are at the moment in a 
special situation and cannot allow certain acts 
of terrorism to go unavenged. 

Mr President, I can also support the other parts 
of what the previous speaker said. I think, 
however, that we must set this matter in a 
broader context. 

Mr Blumenfeld concentrated in what he said on 
a particular heinous act of terror by the PLO. 
But in Europe and at the gates of Europe, 
western civilization, whatever that is, is being 
undermined by all sorts of acts of terror, of 
aggression, of felony and of international 
criminality, even. against innocent people, and 
I always find that cowardly. 

I can well understand people coming out and 
fighting openlY' for a particular cause. 

What we _find is, though, that everywhere, 
certain political campaigns are accompanied by 
terror and agression agairist innocent people, 
who· have nothing to do with the conflict to 
which a settlement is being sought by means 
of that terror. Terror is taking place right now, 
right here in Europe. 

Tomorrow we are to speak here on political 
union and on charters of our citizens' rights. 

Has the time not come for us in this Parliament 
to think about the protection of the people living 
in this Community and at the gates of our 
Community? · 

Mr President, I would mention Munich, The 
Hague, Paris (the terrorist Carlos). In short, 
everywhere in the Community, there is frightful 
terror, so that people cannot live in security. 
That is the case inside our Community and at 
the gates of our Community, where it concerns 
Israel. We do not want to identify with one of 
the parties to the conflict. In this connection, 
I would cite a Spanish thinker, whose free 
attitude of mind is above all suspicion, namely 
Ortega y Gasset, who once said, 'Europa es un 
equilibrio'. What we in fact need is an internal 
balance in Europe. 

Our Community, with all its faults, wants to 
help towards the achievement of a balanced 
situation around the Mediterranean and in the 
Far East. I would point to the situation that 
has arisen in that latter area, after all that has 
happened there. I am thinking of our contacts 
with the ASEAN countries and with areas in· 
other parts of the world. What we want is 
dialogue; We want negotiations, but we do not 
want political will imposed on us through ter
rorist acts. 

What we wanted to do here was of course to 
condemn a specific act of terrorism. I wished 
to join in the condemnation, .against the back
ground I have sketched out. In my opinion, we 
ought not to 'be talking about all sorts of 
charters in the time to come. We have a super
fluity of them, what with the United Nations, 
the Council of Europe and so forth. What causes 
concern to me and my political friends is the 
wave of terror that is washing over our western 
society and the countries at the gates of our 
western society. It is from that position that 
we condemn this revolting terrorist act. If in 
one way; or another representatives of the so
called PLO are to sit down at the negotiating 
table, then I would say that one cannot sit down 
at a table to negotiate ·and at the same time 
be shooting at each other across the table. That 
is the spirit in which my political friends and 
I give our full hearted support to the motion 
for a resolution tabled by Mr Blumenfeld, Mr 
Albers and others. 

President, - I call Mr Cifarelli. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) Mr President, I have asked 
to speak on my own behalf to say above all 
to Mr Blumenfeld that, had· I been asked to 
sign the motion for a resolution when it was 
tabled, I would have done so both out of 
personal C2onviction and also because the text of 
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the resolution seems to me entirely well-
founded. · 

In my view we should not do what the judge 
did when, forced to pass judgment on a 
murderer, he began by saying 'They murdered 
Jesus Christ: how then can I sentence the 
murderer before me now?' In refusing to take 
a stand the judge was denying the law and 
morality. 

Unfortunately we cannot say that this is the 
only act of terrorism and violence; we have 
examples of violence in no way less serious 
than this in my own country. Even if the per
petrators of some of these crimes have not yet 
been identified (at least with the certainty of 
the law), that does not alter the fact that they 
remain murderers and should be prosecuted and 
punished as such. Nor should ~e not condemn 
a racial demonstration on the basis that in the 
past racism was rampant, as we have seen in 
Europe and the rest of the world. 

To this first point I should like to add a second: 
the motion for a resolution warns against the 
grave dangers threatening world peace. I cer
tainly cannot presume to give advice. to the 
Foreign Minister or Prime Minister of Israel 
but, if I could, I would tell them to try to _reach 
an agreement in the face of a situation which 
perhaps, provoked by oil blackmail and not only 
that, could one day become the cause of a much 
more serious diplomatic and political isolation 
for Israel. Indeed, UNESCO yesterday and the 
WHO today have condemned lsrael to isola
tionism, thus flouting the integrity and 
elementary norms of international life. Similar 
acts of iniquitous terrorism are undoubtedly 
preventing Israel from following the path to 
~ace. 

All this reminds me of what happened when 
t!le government oi. the French Republic and the 
provisional government of ~ Algerian rebels 
were trying to reach an agreement at ~e fllJilOUS 
Evian talks. Well, just tJien there were 
extremely serious outbreaks of violence and the 
French Government, represented by a man of 
such political stature as General de Gaulle, found 
itself in great difficulties . because of these 
demonstrations. 

To say therefore that this is a matter which 
endangers peace, at a time when great efforts 
are being made to preserve this peace, is entirely 
accurate. 

As regards paragraph 2 of the resolution, I am 
sure that we are all united in condemning any 
kind of recourse to violence. And this is all 
the more important to the extent that we repre
sent the expression of public opinion -of civilized 

Europe-and by civilized I mean free, because 
he who is not free is not civilized. 

The leading article in the last number of 
L'Express, the French weekly edited by Jean
Jacques Servan-Schreiber, speaks of a 'terrorist 
international' of . political assassins, which 
includes Japanese, Turks, Germans and various 
other nationalities. 

Thus to say, in reference to a serious incident, 
that we condemn all recourse to violence seems 
to me pertinent, morally wellfounded, politically 
justified and historically valid. 

Finally, as regards paragraph 3, we who are 
against any recourse to violence certainly do not 
want to take retaliatory measures. Still, I think 
that this is the right moment to say to those 
who appear before the UN General Assembly 
with a pistol in their belt that Europe expects 
all the participants in the European-Arab 
dialogue-not only the legitimately constituted 
Arab States ·but also Palestine, which is justly 
striving to become a legitimate political entity 
-to realize that progress can no longer be 
made in this manner. 

There is a time for violence and a time for 
negotiations, but it is not possible to have both 
at the same time. This too is something which 
I could demonstrate by historical examples, but 
I shall not waste your time by doing so. I want 
only to say that, as far as I am concerned, I 
support this resolution and am prepared to vote 
for it. 

President. - I call Mr Espersen. 

Mr Espersen.- (DK) Mr Preside~t, let ~e first 
of all say that as. the Socialist Ga:'oup <Ud not 
have time to discuss· this resolution, l am now 
speaking on my own bel1alf. 

I have asked 'to .speak 9ecause of .Mr Kirk's 
speech, which I quite understand. ·-This is in 
fact a resolution which is b8$ed on a very 
serious incident but which. ·as Mr Klrk rightly 
pointed out, can have very 8erious consequences 
i( it is adopted. Nevertheless I f~lt I was right 
in helping to draft it, and I would like to exP}ain 
why. 

.. 
What we are doing is dissociating, ourselves.~ 
acts of terrori$Jl1 asj- clearly, every Pi'l:liamen~~ 
must do. We are dissociating oursely~ froJU; 
violence; .not from every form of vio.\enQe ~ 
violence can be necessary for ~lf-4e~nCJ!, -but 
from violence used to settle -pplijiea}. >d.i.!Jputes. 
Violence is forbidden under the UN Charter and 
we dissociate ourselves. from it. I think that is 
something we can all agree about. 
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It is also clear-and Mr Kirk was right in what 
he said about the timing-that now, in this 
special situation, there is a very grave danger 
that serious acts of violence are committed on 
the Arab side. It is difficult to negotiate peace
ful and lasting political solutions with a partner 
whose delegation includes representatives who 
are waging war on a country with which we 
have friendly relations. 

The PLO has assumed responsibility. We know 
that the PLO does not always have control over 
the different organizations that commit acts of 
violence, but if the PLO can assume responsibil
ity and describe those acts as heroic, the PLO 
must also be able to say that it condemns ter
rorism and violence. 

Clearly, as Mr Kirk has said, acts of violence 
and terrorism must be condemned no matter 
where they take place. ' 

There have also been incidents from the Israeli 
side that could be called violence or terrorism. 
I am thinking of an incident some years ago 
when a civil aircraft was shot down. 

I obviously support this resolution because 
similar acts committed by the other side would 
also be condemned by this House. 

If I nevertheless support one-sided condemna
tion in this instance it is because, as Mr Cifarelli 
said, we are conducting negotiations and we 
cannot both negotiate and commit acts of 
violence. It is also because we must sometime 
or other commit ourselves and we cannot com
mit ourselves by merely condemning acts of 
terrorism in general. If we condemn acts of 
terrorism regardless of who commits them then 
our condemnation is ·worth nothing. It is 
precisely in this situation when the European 
Communities are negotiating with the Arab 
countries that we must insist that our negotiat
ing partners oppose and condemn outright acts 
of violence and terrorism. If not, it will be 
impossible to negotiate. I should however like 
to point out that I would also support the resolu
tion if, in this tense situation, acts of violence 
and terrorism were committed by the other 
side. 

I would consider it unfortunate if the House was 
divided on this question. As I said, it has not 
been possible for all the groups to discuss the 
text. I think it would be natural to vote not 
today but tomorrow so that the groups could 
have a chance to meet. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier, to speak on 
a point of order. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Mr President, ladies 
and gentlemen, this debate has been conducte~ 

in an atmosphere of great seriousness, and the 
arguments which have been advanced by the 
speakers have led the House to think--but not 
about the condemnation of terrorism. We are 
surely all agreed that we condemn as abhorrent 
and nauseating any act of terrorism in the 
world, regardless of where and when it may 
happen and by whom it is perpetrated. But I also 
say quite frankly that weighty arguments have 
been introduced into the debate by Mr Kirk, 
even though the political groups were not able 
to form an opinion on the text. I feel that this 
House would be well advised to try and agree 
on a balanced text that is acceptable to the 
House as a whole. 

For this reason, Mr President, I request that 
the motion for a resolution be referred to the 
political groups so that discussions may take 
place among them on the wording of the text 
and it can then be signed by all the groups if 
possible. A new motion for a resolution would 
then be put to the vote tomorrow or the day 
after tomorrow. I am quite sure that this is 
fair both to those who have with good reason 
introduced the motion and to those who support 
it, but would like to see the text amended. The 
question is to find a compromise supported by 
an acceptable majority, so that this House may 
prove that in a situation of this kind a formula 
can be found that every Member approves. 
(Applause) 

President. - As Parliament has heard, we must 
decide, under the provisions of Rule 32, whether 
to adjourn this debate or to continue and deal 
with it tonight. 

I call Mr Spicer. 

Mr Spicer. - In the circumstances, I willingly 
give way to Mr Fellermaier's motion. 

President. - I call Mr Covelli. 

Mr Covelli.- (I) My impression, Mr President, 
for what it is worth, has been one of some 
perplexity as regards the arguments "which I 
have heard on what I consider to be one of 
the most important resolutions ever to come 
before this House. 

I do not think the opinions expressed by the 
representatives of certain political groups were 
very clear. They hedged all their basic agree
ment in principle with ifs and buts without 
ever getting to the heart of the matter. Now, 
at a time when it is being stressed that peace 
is at risk in a certain part of the world and 
a contemptible outrage is perpetrated in Jeru
salem, this Parliament is about to reject a 
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declaration of principle which, taking this 
criminal event as its starting point, applies to 
all acts of violence. I certainly do not think 
that we should hesitate in this way, Mr Presi
dent. 

Let me get to the point. The ifs and buts refer 
to the PLO-Mr President, you know very well 
that in our own countries acts of terrorism result 
either in those responsible being outlawed or 
sent to prison. Now the PLO have declared 
themselves responsible for this obnoxious deed 
and the fact that the Community can sit at 
the same table and talk to those who have 
declared themselves the perpetrators of such an 
outrage does justice, in my opinion, neither to 
the European Parliament nor to the cause of 
peace. I therefore believe that the principle of 
condemning all violence as it is clearly expres
sed in paragraph 3 is one about which there 
can be no reservations. 

That objections may then be made to an event, 
unfortunately criminal, which took place 
30 years ago, in no way affects the need for 
this House to express its condemnation without 
ambiguity. 

I would say in conclusion that it is my modest 
opinion, and that of my colleagues in my party, 
that we should fully support Mr Blumenfeld's 
resolution and, if we vote on it this evening, 
I shall certainly not need to take issue with the 
wording because the principle and substance of 
this resolution are fully respected. 

President. - I call Mr Blumenfeld. 

Mr Blumenfeld. - (D) Mr President, with 
reference to the Rules of Procedure I did not 
understand Mr Fellermaier to say that he was 
requesting the adjournment of the debate under 
Rule 32 of the Rules of Procedure, but that 
he was requesting the adjournment of the vote. 
That is a different matter. We were in· the mid
dle of the debate, Mr President, and I should 
like to point out, since you have just referred 
to Rule 32, that this dQes not concern an 
adjournment of a debate within the meaning 
of Rule 32(1) (d). Mr Fellermaier has just nodded 
in agreement; I am therefore in agreement with 
the Member requesting the adjournment of the 
vote, Mr President, and would therefore ask to 
be given the floor to support what Mr Feller
maier has said, but with one reservation. 

I am of course impressed by what my friend 
Mr Kirk has said. I cannot unfortunately speak 
for the other Members who signed this motion 
this morning-in great haste, I would add, 
because we did not have the time to wait until 
everything had been translated; it had to be 

done very quickly. The group chairmen were 
all at a very important meeting, and I could 
not of course disturb them. So although the 
group chairmen were informed, they were not 
asked. I should not like to see this .motion, 
which comes kom the centre of the House, 
changed into a motion for a resolution tabled 
by political groups, but I am always prepared 
to agree to a request whose aim it is to allow 
this House in its entirety to adopt a motion 
for a resolution of this importance and this 
weight. 

That was I am sure, the purpose of Mr Feller
maier's request, and I do not therefore oppose 
it, but agree on condition, Mr President, that 
tomorrow or at the latest the day after tomor
row discussions among the political groups or 
among individuals, particularly those who find 
themselves in a somewhat difficult position, lead 
to the drawing up of an appropriate text which 
is acceptable to all Members of this House, 
regardless of the political groups to which they 
belong. 

In this connection, I should like to mention 
briefly three points following what Mr Kirk has 
said here in explanation of his attitude. 

Firstly, Mr President, with regard to para
graph 1, which is causing Mr Kirk some dif
ficulty, all I can say is that world peace is in 
fact threatened by activity. in the Middle East 
to a far greater extent than by acts of ter
rorism elsewhere in the world, simply because 
it is the PLO's policy to prevent the Egyptian, 
Syrian and Lebanese Governments from mov
ing towards peace with Israel. The object of 
the acts of tel"l'orism perpetrated there is to 
provoke those concerned and put an end to any 
such moves; hence the threat to world peace, 
since revenge is then of course taken, as a 
number of other speakers have rightly said. 

Secondly, with regard to paragraph 3, here again 
I am prepared to try and find a way of slightly 
amending the text to allow Mr P~tre, Mr Kirk 
and other Members of this House to vote in 
favour. But I would not be prepared to say 
that we should withdraw where paragraph 3 is 
concerned to such an extent that in fact_ repre
sentatives of the PLO may continue to take part 
in the negotiations and at the same time commit 
acts of violence. 

That is impossible, and we must make that 
clear. If as a result the Euro-Arab dialogue, 
Mr Kirk, has to be suspended for a time because 
the other side Jriust decide what it is to do, 
it may be better for peace than continuing to 
negotiate. It took quite some time for the 
dialogue to begin, and the delay was caUsed by 

· tJ'le question of the participation of PLO repre-
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sentatives. I feel that the fundamental concern 
of the majority of the Members of the House 
must not be watered down by a modification 
of the text. 

The main thing is that we say that we want 
not only a general condemnation of terrorism. 
We have been calling for that for many years 
in this House, in the Council of Europe, in other 
international bodies and in our national parlia
ments. And what has happened? Basically, very 
little. What we are dealing with here are specific 
tasks which we have taken on with the begin
ning of the ·Euro-Arab dialogue as the Euro
pean Community, as Europeans in relationship 
to the Arab nations and the Middle East, a 
dialogue which we take very seriously and 
which we hope will be successful. But we have 
certain principles to safeguard. 

I am quite prepared to do as Mr Fellermaier 
has requested and make some amendment to 
paragraph 1. But I feel that paragraph 3 cannot 
be changed to- any major extent-! do not intend 
to propose a text; it must not do away with 
the principle that has been accepted by all 
speakers. Having said that, I will willingly 
discuss the matter with you, Mr President, and 
the House so· that a motion for a resolution can 
be tabled tomorrow to which all can agree. 

President. - I note that agreement has been 
reached on Mr Fellermaier's proposal to post
pone consideration of the motion for a resolu
tion. 

• A new date will be proposed for including it 
on the agenda. 

13. Appointment of MembeTs of PaTZiament 

President.- On 7 July the House of Commons 
· of the United Kingdom appointed Mrs Winifred 

Ewing as representative to the European Parlia
ment and on 8 July the House of Lords ap
pointed Lord Gladwyn as Member of the Euro
pean Parliament. 

The credentials of these Members will be 
verified at the next Bureau meeting, on the 
understanding that they will meanwhile take 
their seat in Parliament with the same rights 
as other Members pursuant to Rule 3(3) of the 
Rules of Procedure. 

Moreover, I have been informed by the House 
of Commons that the appointment of Mr 
Johnston expired on 8 July 1975. 

14. Agenda joT next sitting 

President. - The next sitting will be held 
tomorrow, Wednesday, 9 July 1975, with the 
following agenda: 

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

-Question-time; 

- Statement by the President-in-Office of the 
Council; 

- Presentation and discussion of the report by 
Mr Alfred Bertrand on European Union. 

The sitting is closed . 

(The sitting was closed at 6.25 p.m.) 
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IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE 

President 

(The sitting was opened at 10.10 a.m.) 

President. - The sitting is open. 

1. Approval of the Minutes 

President. - The minutes of proceedings of 
yesterday's sitting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? 

I call Mr Memmel. 

Mr Memmel. - (D) Mr President, I have an 
observation to make not on the minutes of 
yesterday's sitting but on tpose of the day 

7. ·Petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101 

8. European Union - Debate on a report 
drawn up by Mr Alfred Bertrand on 
behalf of the Political Affairs Com
mittee (Doc. 174/75): 

Mr Alfred Bertrand, rapporteur . . . . 101 

Mr Giraudo, chairman of the Political 
Affairs Committee; Mr Corterier, on 
behalf of the Socialist Group; Mr 
Liicker, on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group; Lord Gladwyn, on 
behalf of the Liberal and Allies 
Group; Mr Kirk, on behalf of the 
European Conservative Group; Mr de 
la Malene, on behalf of the Group of 
European Progressive Democrats; Mr 
Bordu, on behalf of the Communist 
and Allies Group; Mr Ortoli, President 
of the Commission; Mr Tindemans, 
member of the Council; Mr Concas, 
draftsman of opinion; Mr Corona; Mr 
Klepsch; Mr Premoli; Sir Derek 
Walker-Smith; Mr Lenihan; Mr Mai
gaard; Mr Ortoli; Mr Alfred Bertrand; 
Mrs Ewing; Mr Stewart; Mr Scelba; 
Mr Guldberg; Lord Reay; Mr Nyborg; 
Mr Broeksz; Mrs Kruchow; Mr Knud 
Nielsen; Mr Prescott; Mr Jahn; Mr 
Glinne . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106 
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ANNEX: Questions, which could not 
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before. The speech by the British Member, Mr 
Johnston, on the membership of the British 
delegations is not included, at least not in the 
German edition. I think this is a mistake. I do 
not know if it is also missing from the editions 
in other, languages. Nor does the reply by 
Mr Fellermaier to this important speech appear 
in the German edition. It is not my business 
to find fault in a matter which concerns Mr Fel
lermaier but I do so because of the importance 
of the matter. 
(Laughter) 

President. - You are right Mr Memmel. The 
necessary correction will be made in the final 
edition of the minutes. 

Are there any other comments? 

The minutes of proceedings are approved. 
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2: Organization of the debate on the Bertrand 
report on European Union 

President. - At its meeting this morning the 
enlarged :Bureau decided to organize the debate 
on the Bertrand report on European Union as 
follows: 

-Rapporteur, 20 minutes. 

- Mr Giraudo, chairman of the Political Affairs 
Committee: 10 minutes. 

- Commission, Council and Mr Tindemans: 
50 minutes. 

- Speaker for each of the six groups: 20 min-
utes each. 

- Socialist Group: 90 minutes. 

- Christian-Democratic Group: 80 minutes. 

- Liberal and Allies Group: 45 minutes. 

-European Conservative Group: 25 minutes. 

-Group of European Progressive Democrats: 
25 minutes. 

- Communist and Allies Group: 20 minutes. 

- Non-attached Members: 10 to 15 minutes. 

Speeches will be classified in four categories: 

1. Powers and institutional structure of the 
Union; 

2. Economic, monetary, energy, social, regional 
policies, etc. 

3. Budgetary and financial aspects, Court of 
Auditors; 

4. Foreign policy, security aspects, develop-
ment policy, etc. 

Draftsmen for opinions will be allowed to speak 
for ten minutes each within their mdividual 
terms of reference. 

Speakers are asked to submit their names to 
the Sessional Service by 12 o'clock this morning, 
indicating in which sector they wish to speak. 

The enlarged Bureau has also decided that 
Parliament will suspend its sitting at 8.30 to 
9.00 p.m. this evening. 

If by that time the debate has not finished, 
it will continue tomorrow at 10.00 a.m. 

AI; regards the agenda for tomorrow's sitting, 
the . enlarged Bureau has decided that the pro
ceedings will continue as follows: 

- Possibly, resumption of the debate on the 
Bertrand report; 

- Vote i>n the motion for a resolution on 
European Union; · 

-Joint debate on the reports by Mr Aigner and 
Mr Lange on the budgetary provisiol'ls of the 
Treaties and the Court of Auditors; 

- Debate on the report by Mr Della Briotta 
on wine. 

Only after the vote on Mr Della Briotta's report 
on wine, which will probably take place . late 
on Thursday night, will we be able to decide 
whether the other items included on Thursday~s 
agenda should be held over to ·a later part
session. 

I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand. - (NL) Mr President I. ask leave 
to speak not as rapporteur but as chairman of 
the Committee on Social Affairs and Employ
ment. I would like to ask the Bureau, before 
taking decisions on the consideration of impor
tant reports, to consult the chairmen of the 
committees responsible for their submission. The 
reports by Mr Albers and Mr Marras are now 
being removed from the agenda without the 
opinion of the chairman of the relevant com
mittee having been sought. The Committee on 
Social Affairs and Employment. met for three 
consecutive days in order to complete the 
Aibers Report. This does, after all, concern the 
very important problem of migrant workers. 
This report is now being removed from the 
agenda without any consultation with our com
mittee. I would like to ask that in future the 
chairmen of the committees should no longer be 
treated as so many figureheads. Life is difficult 
enough for them as it is and they must be 
consulted on matters which directly concern 
their area of responsibility. 
(Applause) 

President. - I note your comments. 

I must remind you first of all that these reports 
have not been withdrawn from the agenda, but 
the Bureau, as, was its duty, has been obliged 
to define the order of ·priority: the report on 
European Union, the reports on amendments to 
the Treaties. as regards budgetary procedure and 
the Court of Auditors, and the report on wine. 
That bej.ng said, I ,quite understand your reaction 
and I shall.note it. 

I call Mr Walkhoff. 

Mr Walkhoff.- (D) Mr President, I am sorry 
that the report on the European Schools.. will 
now probably have to be postponed for a seeond 
time. I regret t~is because it may give those 
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concerned the wrong impression that this House 
attaches little importance to the problems of 
the European Schools. We must just accept the 
situation but I would ask, Mr President, that 
when this matter is again taken up in Sep
tember, every effort is made to set aside suffi
cient time for discussion so that this important 
report can be given the attention it deserves. 

President.- I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. - I should like to 
refer, Mr President, to what you have just said 
about the headings under which you wish to 
arrange this important debate on the subject of 
European Union. I respectfully doubt the wis
dom of any effort at rigid compartmentaliza
tion, which experience s}wws does not generally 
work in this sort of debate. This is a very wide 
subject, with great and fundamental constitu
tional implications. Indeed, it has been the sub
ject of a report from the Legal Mfairs Com
mittee, which takes account of these constitu
tional and institutional implications. 

For myself, if I am fortunate enough to catch 
your eye and to contribute to the debate, I 
would not wish to be restricted to these precise 
subject headings. I would wish to address my
self to these constitutional matters and to the 
institutional framework. I hope, therefore, that 
you will make it clear to the Parliament that on 
this important debate there will be a flexible 
interpretation of these arrangements and that 
you will encourage rather than prohibit any 
contrib1,1tions which seek to cover the broader 
context. 

President. - I call Mr Borschette. 

Mr Borschette, mem'Jer of the Commission. 
(F) I feel, Mr President, that in order to simplify 
Thursday's agenda, it would be desirable to 
decide tomorrow morning at the latest on any 
additional items that may be included, i.e. items 
you have not specifically mentioned, particularly 
the report on European Schools. 

President. - We shall include on tomorrow's 
agenda the resumption of the debate on Euro
pean Union, if necessary and the vote, the 
reports on budgetary procedure and the Court of 
Auditors, the report on wine, on which the · 
political groups have also proposed that the 
debate should be limited to four hours. 

If we can discuss other items, we shall take 
them in the order in which they appeared on the 
draft agenda. 

I call Mr Bersani. 

Mr Benani.- (I) Mr President, to come back 
to the probability of the postponement of the 
Albers report on migrant workers, I would like 
to repeat the suggestion already mad~ by my 
colleagues: since there are several very urgent 
reports pending on major social problems, a 
full debate on the social situation should be 
allowed in the September part-session, with the 
participation of both the Council and the Com
mission, and this should be made. a central 
featur~ of the agenda of the whole part-session. 

This w-ould be in line with the votes of the 
whole Assembly in the preceding part-session. 

3. Verification of Cre.:lentials 

Presid•nt. - At its meeting of 9 June 1975, 
the Bureau verified the credenti~;tls of Mrs Wini
fred EWing and Lord Gladwyn, whose appoint
ments by the House of Commons and the House 
of Lords respectively were announced on'S July 
1975. 

Pursuant to Rule 3(1) of the Rules of Procedure, 
the Bureau has made sure that these appoint
ments comply with the provisions of the Trea
ties. 

It therefore asks the House to ratify these 
appointments. 

Are there any objections? 

These appointments are ratified. 

4. Membership of committees 

President. - I have received from the Liberal 
and Allies Group a request for the appointment 
of Mrs Edele Kruchow to the Committee on 
Energy, Research and Technology and the Com
mittee on Public Health and the Environment. 

I have received from the same group a request 
for the .appointment of Mr Niels Anker Kofoed 
to the Committee on Agriculture to replace Mr 
Br"ndlund Nielsen. 

Are there any objections? 

These appointments are ratified. 

5. Question Time 

President. - The next item is Question Time 
(Doc. 17.6175) with questions to the Council and 
the Commission of the European Communities 
pursuant to Rule 47 A (1) of the Rules of Pro
cedure. 
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President 

I ask Members to adhere strictly to the guide
lines on Question Time when putting their 
questions. 

We shall begin with questions to the Council 
of the European Communities. The Council 
representative is asked to reply to these ques
tions and any supplementary questions. 
Question No 1 by Mr Leenhardt reads as fol
lows: 

'Why has the Council taken no action following 

the Commission's communication on multinational 
companies and what does it propose to do to 
remedy this state of affairs?' 

On behalf of you all I am pleased to welcome 
Mr Rumor on his first appearance here as 
President of the Council. 

Mr Rumor, President-in-Office of the Council. 
-(I) I would like to thank you, Mr President, 

' for your cordial welcome and to offer my 
respects to you and to the European Parliament 
meeting here. 

The communication from the Commission on 
multinational companies in the context of Com
munity regulations has been examined with due 
care by the Council. 

The communication does not include any formal 
proposals within the meaning of the Treaty; its 
main purpose is to list a number of measures
under Community policies now being developed 
-which the Commission believes could con
tribute to solving many of the problems raised. 

The proposed measures are not discriminatory 
and deal with problems which affect not only 
multinational companies but also national 
companies or individuals. 

The Commission has put forward proposals on 
some of these measures. The Council has already 
made decisions on some of them, for example 
the proposal on collective redundancies. Others 
are still being considered, for instance the pro
posals on the protection of workers in takeovers, 
company mergers, the structures of companies, 
the control of concentrations. Other proposals 
will be examined as soon as possible, such as 
that on the statute for a European Company, 
on which an amended proposal from the Com
mission has just been presented to the Council. 

For other measures the Commission has promis
ed proposals which the Council will examine as 
soon as it receives them. 

I would like to add two short remarks. Firstly, 
I would like to point out that since these pheno
mena are in themselves multinational, solutions 
must be found at world level. Secondly, I would 
like to stress the importance of improving in-

formation about large companies both multi
national and national. 

Mr Leenhardt. - (F) At the Paris Summit Con
ference, the Danish Government submitted· a 
memorandum on multinational companies and 
urged that work should be started on the pro
posal for a fourth directive on the presentation 
of annual company accounts. 

In its communication on multinational com
panies, the Commission of the European Com
munities also drew· particular attention to this 
proposal and emphasized that the measures laid 
down would contribute to a gradual improve
ment in the necessary comparability of accounts. 

The European Parliament itself laid stress on 
the same thing when it voted on the motion for 
a resolution on multinational companies. 

In view of this, when does the Council intend 
to adopt a position on the proposed fourth 
directive on annual company accounts? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) The Council intends to con
sider thoroughly the amended proposal for a 
fourth directive on annual accounts of capital 
companies. I can assure you that as President 
of the Council I will make every effort to ensure 
that this consideration begins as soon as possible. 

Mr Prescott. - I hope that we will consider 
discriminatory policy against multinaltional com
panies and that they will not be treated the same 
as national companies. A few months, ago, Par
liament passed a resolution concerning multi
national companies and very recently one of 
tho$e companies, an American company, closed 
down typewriter manufacture in my constituency 
and moved the production to Germany. In 1973 
the Commission produced a report on holding 
companies. Has the Council expressed a view on 
it yet? If not, when will it do so? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) As regards holding companies, 
the Council has already examined this problem 
and has reached the conclusion that the taxation 
problems which arise here must be dealt with 
in the general framework of tax harmonization 
and in the fight against tax evasion. I can assure 
you that the technical aspects of this work are 
being carried on within the Council and will be 
pursued. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith.- Will the President
in-Office confirm that it is the Council's inten
tion to approach the problem of a study of multi
national companies not in any narrow or 
discriminatory context but as part of the wider 
question of the study of competition policy and 
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of company law relating both to the European 
Company statute and to the fourth and fifth 
directives on the harmonization of company law 
and also having regard to the study of these 
matters at present in progress within the United 
Nations? 

Mr Rumor.- (I) Yes, along the lines proposed 
by the Commission. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) The President of the 
Council said in his first answer to Mr Leen
hardt's question that further measures were of 
course· necessary world-wide. May I therefore 
conclude that the Foreign Ministers of the Nine 
will use the forum of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations to make concrete proposals 
on behalf of the Nine? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) I cannot give a completely 
affirmative answer to this, partly because the 
question has been sprung on me somewhat un
expectedly. I must say, however, that this 
problem will certainly have to be dealt with 
in a broader framework, for example in the 
OECD as regards Europe and possibly even later 
in the United Nations. However, as I said, I can
not give you a completely affirmative answer. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Is the President-in-Office 
of the Council aware that in February of this 
year the board of the European Federation of 
Trade Unions adopted a resolution on the rights 
of employees of multinational undertakings in 
respect of representation, information and con
sultation and, if the Council is aware of this, 
will it then give due consideration to this resolu
tion? 

Mr Rumor.- (I) I can assure Mr Broeksz that 
the Council has noted this. 

Mr Osborn. - Will the Commission take into 
account the work that the OECD has done in this 
field, supported particularly by UNICE and the 
CBI? Is it not a fact that over the years the World 
Bank and the International Chamber of Com
merce have endeavoured to encourage private 
industry, particularly in the Community and the 
United States, to invest in developing countries? 
Is it not also a fact-and I hope that the Com
mission will consider this-that the best catalyst 
for transferring knowledge and modern industrial 
know-how is the company set up in a developing 
country or another country by a company based 
in the more developed industrial world? There
fore, I hope that the Commission will not look 
at this problem with a prejudiced eye. 

Mr Rumor. - (I) As Mr Osborn said himself, 
this question is for the Commission to deal with. 
Therefore it is not up to me to reply. 

Mr Normanton. - Whilst expressing the firm 
conviction that this House will never allow itself 
to be blinded to actions taken in any quarter, 
where such actions are in conflict with the best 
interests of Europe, does not the President-in
Office of the Council of Ministers agree tha:t 
politicians and governments both have much to 
learn from the ways in which many multina
tional companies contribute most effectively to 
the expansion of international trade, an objective 
which stands high on the order of priorities of 
this, the European Economic Community? 
(Cries) 

Mr Rumor. - (I) I note what the honourable 
Member has said. 
(Laughter) 

President.- Question No 2 by Mr Ansart reads 
as follows: 

'Since 

- the Potsdam agreement, signed by one of the 
Member States of the EEC, strongly emphazises 
the need for the complete disarmament and 
demilitarization of Germany, and 

- the 1954 London. and Paris agreements, also 
signed by certain Member States, expressly 
call on the Federal Republic of Germany to 
renounce the manufacture and possession of 
nuclear weapons, 

does the Council not think that the talks which, 
according to the German. Defence Minister, Mr 
Georg Leber, are at present being held by the 
French and West German government on the 
installation of 'Pluton' nuclear missiles in the 
Federal Republic run counter to the above agree
ments and represent a serious threat to the con
tinuation of the process of detente in Europe?' 

Mr Rumor, President-in-Office of the Council. 
- (I) As the honourable Member is aware, 
defence questions are not within the terms of 
reference of the European Economic Community. 

Mr Ansart. - (F) I note Mr Rumor's answer, 
which will be borne in mind during the rest of 
the discussion. · 

I would like to raise a question of grave concern 
to the European Parliament; do you not think, 
Mr President, that the matter I mentioned will 
soon become a source of increased tension in 
Western Europe, particularly on the frontiers 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, and that 
it runs counter to all the efforts that have been 
made to maintain peace, notably at the Con
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe? 
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Mr Corterier.- (D) Does the Council not share 
my concern that the French Communist Party 
and its representatives are making yet another 
attempt to use the European Parliament as a 
forum for anti-German propaganda? 
(Applause) 

And does the Council not share my view that 
this propaganda is above all directed against 
tl).e good relations between France and the 
Federal German Jtepubljc which constitute one 
of the decisive foundations of the European 
Community? 
(Applause) 

Mr Rumor. - (I) I note these statements. It is 
clear that the President-in-Office of the Council 
must be in favour of good relations between 
countries belonging to the Community. I cannot 
say more than this, because it is not within the 
Council's terms of reference to answer these 
questions. 

Mr Aigner.- (D) I should like to ask the Council 
-since political systems are again under discus
sion-if it is prepared to give greater attention 
to the insane and criminal armaments policy 
of Moscow which is endangering the security 
and freedom of this continent, and to mobilize 
public opinion. 
(Applause from the European Conservative 
Group} 

Mr Rumor.- (I) I have no comments to make. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Do you agree with me 
that the common position of the Nine on the 
CSCE talks in Geneva is a more important 
contribution than phoney -questions from the 
Communists to a matter on which this House 
is agreed, namely making an active contribution 
to peace in Europe and in the world? 
(Applause) 

Mr Rumor. - (I) I will shortly be stating my 
views on these questions. 

President.- Question No 3 by Mr Adams reads 
as follows: 

'Has Member States' behaviour at the CSCE talks 
been in accordance with the joint will of all nine 
Member States and the 'interests of the Com
munity?' 

Mr Rumor, President-in-Office of the Council. 
- (I) I feel it my duty to point out that on 
political cooperation no procedure has yet been 
laid down for Question Time; however, since 
this matter concerns both the Community and 

political cooperation, I may perhaps be allowed 
to go beyond my authority as President-in-Office 
of the Council and answer Mr Adams' question. 

On the subjects dealt with in the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe which are 
within the Community's terms of reference, I 
can confirm that the guidelines laid down within 
the Community were respected by the Nine 
throughout the proceedings in Gene\'a. On a 
more general level, I would like to stress my 
satisfaction that not only do the probable results 
of the conference fully preserve the specific 
interests of the Community and the process. of 
European construction, but that the negotiaijons 

. r 
themselves have given a very clear demonstra-
tion of the unde:rstanding between the Nine, 
and allowed them to make an essential contribu
tion to the work of the canference, which was 
recognized by all the participating states. 

Mr Adams. - (D) Is the Council aware !qat 
important . political groupings have taken up 
positions against the outcome of the negotiations 
to date? If so, what are the political groupings 
concerned? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) The governments of · the 
Member States are well aware of trends in 
public opinion and have reacted in the way I 
have described. 

Mr Seefeld.- (D) Has the ~onciliation procedure 
between the Nine been satisfactory or would 
you say from your own experience, that certain 
improvements might be desirable? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) Improvements are always 
desirable, but I think that we can be satwfied 
with the procedure which the Nine have so far 
followed. 

Mr Walkhofi.- (D) Since you spoke only of an 
understanding agreement between the Member 
States I should like to ask you if there were 
difficulties in defining the objectives of the 
negotiations? 

Mr Rumor. -(I) Strictly speaking I must recall 
the procedural problem which I mentioned 
initially. I can say, however, that the Nine have 
always attempted, in a spirit of coopera1;ion, to 
find a joint position on the various problezps 
being examined. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) While respecting the limits 
of the Community's powers in the economic 
sector, as pointed out by the President-in-Office 
of the Council, I would nevertheless like to ask 
whether Mr Rumor's opinion refers in particular 
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to the matters involved in the 'third basket', 
which in point of fact is the most important 
series of problems being considered by the 
Geneva conference. 

Mr Rumor. - (I) I would like to point out that 
the Community's powers extend primarily to the 
'second basket'. Mr Cifarelli knows, however, 
that for the 'third basket' too, balanced solutions 
have been found which I think will lead to 
ppsitive results. 

Mr Burgbacher. - (D) Does the Council not take 
the view that a definitive judgement on the 
Geneva conference will not be possible until the 
published results have been made available to 
us in the languages of the Community and can 
be examined? 

Mr Rumor. -(I) There has already been such 
an agreement between all the countries particip
ating in the conference on the documents to be 
published in the various languages. 

Mr Giraud. - (F) Can the President-in-Office 
of the Council confirm or deny the recent pes
simistic press reports on the outcome of the 
conference? 

Mr Rumor.- (I) The discussion is still open and 
I think that pessimistic impressions can neither 
be confirmed nor denied. As you are aware, the 
Nine are making every effort to ensure that the 
conference reaches a conclusion as soon as pos
sible. 

Mr Aigner.- (D) Could you inform us what the 
· main reasons are for the unwillingness of the 
Eastern bloc states to open their frontiers to 
our ideas and to an exchange of views? 

Mr Rumor. -(I) This is really going a bit too 
far beyond my authority. I would therefore ask 
you, Mr President, to excuse me from answering 
this question. 

Mr Jahn.- (D) Can you tell us what matters 
have still not been dealt with to the satisfaction 
of the Nine, thus preventing the preliminary 
negotiations from being officially concluded? 

Mr Rumor.- (I) Mr President, if you will permit 
me, I repeat my answer of a few moments ago. 

President. - Question No 4 by Mr Behrendt, 
who will be replaced by Mr Suck, reads as 
follows: 

'Does the Council see the possibilities of peaceful 
frontier changes in the context of European uni-

ficati4ln as being in any way restricted by the 
results of the CSCE talks?' 

~ Rumor, President-in-Office of the Council. 
- (I) This aspect of the work of the conference 
is not, as I have said, directly linked to matters 
falling within the terms of reference of the 
Council. However, I hasten to add that through
out fue negotiations, the Nine paid particular 
attention to the necessity of preventing the 
results of the conference harming in any way 
prospects for European construction or being 
interpreted as a confirmation of the political 
and territorial status quo in Europe. A document 
on the peaceful alteration of frontiers confirms 
the results of the conference and in no way 
implies unchangeability of frontiers. 

Mr Suek. - (D) Does the Council see any 
grounds for fears that the process of European 
integration could be compromised by the CSCE 
negotiations? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) I have already said that the 
Council has no reasons for anxiety. However, 
even if it had it would not admit it. 

1,\fr Aigner. - (D) Was the anxiety felt in the 
Community at least discussed during the CSCE 
negotiations? 

Mr Rumor.- (I) Certainly, this was discussed, 
as were all problems. The Nine adopted their 
position. which I have just described. 

President. - Question No 5 by Mr Corterier 
reads as follows: 

'What political and economic advantages for 
Europe does the Council expect from the results 
of the CSCE?' 

Mr Rumor, President-in-Office of the Council. 
- (I) As you are aware, the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe has not been 
concluded yet. It would therefore be premature 
to make any pronouncement about the advant
ages the Community will draw from it. More
over, in the economic field there is one important 
question still to be settled. However, I can state 
now that if the Eastern countries accept a satis
factory definition of the concept of reciprocity, 
positive results are sure to follow. In any case, 
an objective and satisfactory evaluation of the 
results can be made only in the light of the 
operation of the provisions made by the con
ference. 

As regards the continuation of the multilateral 
dialogue, the Community's points of view will 
be expressed, in accordance with its own rules, 
whenever matters within its competence are 
discussed. 
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Mr Corterier.- (D) Can the CSCE negotiations 
be regarded as having led to an improvement 
in the political climate between the Community 
and Comecon and also between the Community 
and individual members states of Comecon? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) We hope this will be the case. 
Certainly, some improvements in these relations 
have already taken place. 

Mr Blumenfeld . ...,... (D) Do you anticipate any 
political or economic difficulties if the final con
ference cannot be held before the beginning of 
the summer recess and has to take place in the 
autumn or winter? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) The work is aimed at reaching 
as quick and positive a conclusion as possible, 
with a view to the results which the conference 
can start to give once it has been concluded. 

Mr Seefeld.- (D) Do you share my view that 
the cooperation agreement envisaged in basket 
2 will be in the interests of the European Com
munity as such? 

Mr Rumor.- (I) Certainly. 

Lord Bethell. - Whilst one appreciates that the 
results of this conference are not yet known, is 
the President-in-Office able to give us any 
cause for optimism at all on the question of 
basket 3? We will presumably be making cer
tain concessions on the question of frontiers 
as a result of this conference. 

Can the President-in-Office give us any cause 
for optimism whatsoever that the Eastern coun
tries are prepared to allow a greater dialogue 
between them and the West and that they are 
prepared to allow greater movement between 
East and West with cultural exchange and 
reunification of families? 

One is told there has been very little progress 
on basket 3. Can the President-in-Office reas
sure us on this point? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) I can say that some progress 
has been made and this has been mentioned in 
articles in the press. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Do you expect a speedy 
conclusion to the CSCE negotiations to lead to 
an improvement in the atmosphere of the MBFR 
negotiations which are taking place at the same 
time in Vienna? 

Mr Rumor. - (I) Certainly, any improvement 
in one sector brings in its wake improvements 
in related sectors. 

Mr Burgbacher. - (D) Do the Council and its 
President share the view of - as I believe -
the majority of this House that a constitution
ally clear formulation of the outcome is more 
important than reaching a very quick conclusion 
and that non-legal and vague terms such ·as 
'goodwill' should not be allowed to obscure our 
future prospects, but that it would be better 
- even if it takes time - to establish legal 
clarity? 
(Applause from the Christian-Democratic Group) 

Mr Rumor. - (I) I would like to reply with 
a saying we have in Italian: a thing worth doing 
is worth doing well - and quickly! 

(Laughter) 

President. - We now come to the questions 
to the Commission of the European Commun
ities. The competent representative of the Com
mission is asked to reply to these questions and 
any supplementary questions. 

Question No 6 by Mr Muller reads as follows: 

'To what extent has the Commission been in
volved in the CSCE talks and consultations?' 

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the 
Commission. - Broadly speaking, there have 
been a number of aspects to the Commission's 
contribution to the conference. In the first 
place, Commission representatives have parti
cipated in the work of Committee 2 which deals 
with economic matters and its various sub
groups. The representatives of the Commission 
have been separately listed in the delegation 
of the Member State exercising the Presidency, 
the status and function of the Commission being 
clearly indicated. 

When Committee 2 began its work, the repre
sentative of the Member State exercising the 
Presidency made a statement indicating that 
the representatives of the Commission would be 
expressing the Community's point of view on 
those issues which fell within the area covered 
by the Community's competences and proce
dures. 

In addition to these direct contributions to the 
work of the conference proper, the Commission 
has participated in all the discussions and the 
political cooperation machinery both at ministe
rial and at official level where the positions 
to be taken by the Member States have been 
prepared. 

Mr Willi Muller.- (D) I should like to ask the 
Vice-President if he considers the Commission's 
share in the negotiations adequate or if he takes 
the view that it should have played a greater 
part? 



Sitting of Wednesday, 9 July 1975 93 

Sir Christopher Soames. - I would say that 
things went pretty well. To sum up, I do not 
know what the Security Conference will have 
proved to have done for security, but it has 
certainly done a great deal of good for the 
Community, inasmuch as this is the first time 
that the Community, as such, has been involved 
in an international negotiation spanning as wide 
an area as this, dealing with matters covering 
both Community competences and what is 
broadly known under the generic heading of 
political cooperation. Under both heads the Com
munity has been run in at this conference. 

Under both heads there has been a degree of 
understanding and agreement among Member 
States, which is welcome to all of us. The House 
will be pleased with ·this. Indeed, the Commun
ity has managed to speak with one voice on 
matters of both political and economic com
petence. My only hope is that it will continue 
like this up to the end, and not weary of well
doing in the latter phases of the conference. 

Mr Howell. - According to Press reports, some 
delegations to the Security Conference are 
saying that all important outstanding questions 
are virtually settled. What, in the Commission's 
view, are the prospects of the third phase of 
the conference beginning in Helsinki by the end 
of this month? 

Sir Christopher Soames. - I would not like to 
make any forecast. I believe that it should 
soon be possible to wind up the conference. 
Whether or not it will be possible will depend 
upon finding proper solutions to a number of 
important problems which are still outstanding. 
These concern both basket 1, dealing with secu
rity matters in particular, and basket 2, dealing 
with economic relations. It is not for me to touch 
on basket 1-that is outside the Commission's 
competence-but basket 2 is very much of Com
munity interest. 

All the Foreign Ministers met on 24 June last 
in political cooperation, and it was from that 
meeting that a statement went out emphasizing 
the importance that we attached to finding, in 
particular, a satisfactory formula on reciprocity. 
This was referred to by the President-in-Office 
just now. We believe that because of the differ
ing nature of economic systems in Western and 
Eastern Europe, concessions made by one side 
must be met on the other by measures of equi
valent value-not just equivalent in form but 
equivalent in value. It is essential that this prin
ciple finds its proper reflection in the docu
ments of the conference. In our view, this has 
not yet been achieved. 

Mr Bersani. - (I) On the question of recipro
city, I would like first of all to ask what progress 
has been made and what are the Commission's 
forecasts. 

Secondly, I would like to know what, in the 
Commission's opinion, are the economic ques
tions in the second 'basket' which are outstand
ing and problematic. 

Sir Christopher Soames. - I think that reci
procity is the only outstanding problem in 
basket 2, but it is important and fundamental. 
There is no grey area here; it is either white or 
black. Either there is reciprocity in terms of 
value for all to see, or there is not - and up to 
now there has been none. But if there is genuine 
desire to conclude the conference and move 
into the third phase I hope that this would be 
achieved. 

Mr Jahn.- (D) We are very glad to hear that 
in basket 2 reciprocity has been made the basis 
of final agreement. I would therefore ask the 
Commission, which took part in all stages of the 
negotiations on the separate topics, what prob
lems in basket 3 could not be resolved to our 
satisfaction? 

Sir Christopher Soames. - That is not for the 
Commission but for the Council to answer. This 
question was put to the President-in-Office of 
the Council and I cannot add to the information 
he gave. 

President.- Question No 7 by Mr Bordu reads 
as follows: 

'In view of the fact that the Commission inquiry 
has been in progress since December 1973 and 
in the light of the statement made by Mr Bor
schette at the sitting of 16 January 19751 during 
discussion of the oral question on oil companies 
(Doc. 408/74), whereby he undertook, 'to return 
to this question at the end of the first half of 
1975', is the Commission now in a position to 
present the initial results of this in.quiry?' 

Mr Borschette, member of the Commission. 
(F) The Commission has finished its inquiries 
into 22 oil companies in the Common Market 
countries.· 

Howev.er, . these inquiries and the analysis of 
the results have not yet given us an overall 
view of the activities of oil companies, parti
cularly the internat.ional groups. 

The commission has therefore decided to post
pone its report to Parliament for a few more 
months. 

1 Debates of the European Parliament No 185 (January 
1975), p. 210. 
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We are at present making additional investig
ations into 11 oil companies both inside and out
side the Community. These relate to the large 
international oil concerns and centre on the 
cost of transferring oil to the Common Market's 
refineries and the prices charged in the various 
·countries during the oil crisis. 

Mr Bordu. - (F) I welcome these first very 
encouraging comments on the inquiry into the 
oil companies. I hope that account has been 
taken of the facts brought to light by the 
inquiry in France, which yielded valuable 
information on the activities of these companies. 

Finally, I would like to see these efforts conti
. nued and hope to receive as soon as possible an 

answer to the whole of my question. 

Mr Borschette. - (F) The 'Schwartz Report', 
as it is called in France, is one of the documents 
at the Commission's disposal and, as such, it 
will be taken into account. 

Mr Dalyell. - Could Mr Borschette also give 
attention in his inquiry to the growing problem 
of fatal accidents among divers in the search 
for North Sea oil? The total has now reached 
over 50. Perhaps the Commission could look at 
diving regulations, which affect more countries 
than the one that I come from. 

Mr Borschette.- (F) The report will deal with 
the activities of oil companies, particularly dur
ing the 1973 oil crisis. 

I do not see how the Commission could deal 
with all the problems arising inside and outside 
the oil Companies, especially those relating to 
industrial safety, which in any case is more 
the province of my colleague Mr Hillery. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Apart from the activities of oil 
companies, will this report also deal with prob
lems of research programmes which very closely 
affect the Community's supplies? 

Mr Borschette.- (F) It is possible that the Com
mission will put forward proposals on this 
matter in its conclusions on the activities of the 
oil companies, or it might broach the subject 
in its report on research and the programming 
of research. 

President.~ Question No 8 by Mr Blumenfeld 
reads as follows : 

'To what extent are the Commission's economic 
analyses and prognoses based on corresponding 
reports and statements from the governments of 
the Member States and to what extent does the 

Commission try to formulate its own views and 
assessments on economic situations at a given 
moment, which are then published?' 

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commis
sion.- (D) The Commission bases its continuous 
observation and analysis of economic develop
ments on various ~ources. 

In the first place it has its own statistics pro
vided by the Statistical Office of the European 
Communities, and these include the results of 
regular surveys of undertakings and consumers 
carried out for the Commission. 

In the second place, the Commission relies on 
reports, statistics and commentaries. 

:rhirdly, the Commission .evaluates the statistics 
and reports of relevant international institutes 
and organizations inside and outside the Com
munity. 

All this material, which we are constantly pro
cessing, forms the basis for the evaluation of 
existing situations and developments which the 
Commission undertakes on its own responsibility 
in the Community interest. It is also the basis 
for proposals which the Commission puts for
ward either as part of its regular procedures 
for the coordination and approximation of eco
nomic policy or on . an ad hoc basis, most of 
which are then forwarded to this House. 

Mr Blumenfeld.- (D) Does the Commission not 
feel that it should nevertheless distinguish in 
its analyses and forecasts between the docu
ments and preconceived opinions forwarded to it 
by the governments of the Member States and 
its own views based on its own appraisal? Does 
it not take the view that the emphasis should 
be on its own independent judgment? In partic
ular, is it prepared to draw the obvious con
clusions from the fact that the OECD has come 
in for criticism and that national governments 
claim that even organizations like the OECD 
make wrong economic forecasts? According to 
the International Herald Tribune of 30 June 
1975, an official declaration had to be made to 
the effect that inaccurate data from the German 
Federal Government had caused the OECD to 
make wrong forecasts. 

Mr Haferkamp.- (D) I obviously cannot here 
express an _opini9n on matter!!! which concern the 
OECD. It is difficult in my opinion to determine 
the separate origins of the vast range of data 
to which I just referred. What I think is impor
tant is that the evaluation of activities and the 
resulting proposals on economic and monetary 
policy should- be made by the Commission on 
its own responsibility in the Community interest. 
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As you know, that is what we have tried to do 
in the difficult period we are now in. In forming 
our opinions we have relied very heavily on 
permanent discussion, in particular with Parlia
ment's Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs. 

Mr Bersani. - (I) I would like to deal not so 
much with the content of the Commission's 
proposals which, in general, I believe are to ~e 
point, but with a different problem. 

Recently, in my view, the Commission's eco
nomic policy has been increasingly ineffective 
compared with economic policies in Member 
States. What does the Commissioner think of 
this and if he agrees with me, what in his 
opinion can be done? 

Mr Haferkamp. - (D) The economic policy 
measures pf the last eighteen months have not 
been as successful as we had hoped, not only 
in the Member States and in the Community but 
in the world as a whole. There are a number of 
reasons for this, which I cannot go into in detail. 
I should, however, like to point out that from 
the beginning of last year, when it became clear 
that the different groups of Member States 
found themselves in different situations, the 
strategy of the Commission took the form of 
a complementary economic policy. In a situation 
where some Member States have high balance 
of payments deficits and others surpluses, it is 
pointless to propose a uniform policy for them 
all. We therefore proposed economic policies 
suited to the different situations, which would 
complement, and not contradict each other, 
within the Community. ·I believe that the 
measures which have so far been taken in the 
different groups of countries in the past 
eighteen months fulfil this condition. They have 
also had certain positive effects, although I 
would not go so far as to say that this is enough. 

Mr Giraud.- (F) Could you give us some idea 
of the efforts made by the Commission to 
improve the coherence and consistency of the 
statistics supplied by the various Member 
States? 

Mr Haferkamp. - (D) This is something we 
have been engaged on for a very long time, in 
particular within the Statistical Office of the 
Community. We have made a lot of progress 
on harmonization. We have employed specialized 
working parties whose permanent task, in colla
boration with the statistical offices of the Mem
ber States of the Community, is to ensure that 
the statistics are made generally comparable in 

the shortest time possible. This is an operation 
which, because of the technical complexity of 
the problem, takes time. But we have achieved 
definite results and we are making every effort 
to speed the process up. 

Mr Dykes. - As the Commission's figures and 
those supplied by national governments still 
show a dangerous discrepancy between the rates 
of inflation in the different Member States, and 
show that, in Ireland and the United Kingdom 
in particular, the rate of inflation is still too 
high, is not the Commissioner worried that this 
is the most alarming factor undermining the 
economic convergence guidelines and any ope
rational harmonization proposals for 1975 and 
1976? Why does he feel that there may be 
special circumstances in the United Kingdom, 
unlike other Member States where the rate of 
inflation has slowed down, which seem to 
indicate. that the United Kingdom alone needs 
a formalized prices and incomes policy? 

Mr Haferkamp. - (D) I cannot remember 
making the statement here that the Honourable 
Member referred to at the end of his speech. 
But I do share his anxiety at the great discre
pancies between the rates of inflation in the 
Member States. We have already made repeated 
references to this in the past eighteen months. 
But I should like to say that we cannot expect 
to halt overnight an inflationary process which 
has been going on for several years. In a debate 
a month ago in this House, I stated that inflation 
was due to a wide range of causes. The oil price 
rises were only one reason which added to a 
long series of previous trends. But the funda
mental reason is that in the Member States and 
other states in the world, we have been living 
above our means for a long time, we have 
believed that we can cope with economic diffi
culties by performing clever tricks. This is an 
attempt which is bound to fail. If we· produce 
a hundred per cent we cannot demand a hun
dred and twenty per cent. 
That has got to stop. 

(Applause) 

Sir Brandon Rhys-Williams. - Does the Com
mission receive information from Member 
States which is confidential, or does it receive 
only material which is generally available and 
published anyway ? 

Does the Commission receive the material which 
is supplied by Member States to OECD simul
taneously or does it have to depend on OECD's 
analysis of that material to find out what 
Member States are reporting to OECD? 
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Mr Haferkamp. - (D) I already stated in my 
first answer that we receive a wide range of 
material, including published material. The 
Commission has, however, for many years been 
employing permanent special teams which are 
responsible to me and which are in permanent 
contact with the relevant government bodies 
and also receive information which is not pub
lished. Moreover, a wide range of information is 
given at the monthly meetings of the Finance 
Ministers, which are usually attended only by 
the Ministers, the President of the Commission 
and myself, and this information is not published 
either. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) I do not wish to anticipate 
the era of political union, but I believe that no 
policy can be carried out without absolutely 
reliable statistics. 

Does the Community intend to carry out a 
census, or at least individual censuses throughout 
the Community, in a Community framework, 
with a Community interpretation and under the 
responsibility of the Community? 

I believe that if this is not done, the type of 
statistics gathered and their interpretation will 
all depend on national authorities; but it is 
precisely the problems of understanding and 
interpreting national statistics which are the 
most difficult to resolve. 

Mr Haferkamp. - (D) Statistics are always 
associated with secrets. You know the saying: 
'Lies, damned lies and statistics'. But we have 
already referred to our efforts to harmonize the 
statistics. And I did say in my first answer that 
we carry out a series of completely independent 
assessments of our own, the most important of 
which I believe are the surveys of the attitudes 
of undertakings and consumers and the predic
tions and opinions of undertakings and con
sumers on future developments. I do not exclude 
the possibility of encompassing other problems 

·in our direct assessments and statistics as 
required. 

Mr Normanton. - The House will be well aware 
of the fact that at the last sitting here in 
Strasbourg I drew to the attention of the Com
mission the inadequacy of the Community's 
computer facilities in Luxembourg. 

What steps does the Commission propose to take 
to deal with that inadequacy, and will it 
explain to the House whether the inadequate 
capacity of those computer facilities is in any 
way the cause of the Commission's lack of 
effectiveness in dealing with the matter raised 
under this question? 

Mr Haferkamp. - (D) I would not wish to 
attribute inadequacies in our economic statistics 
or in statements based on them to technical 
problems; I must bear the political responsibility 
for them myself, but I am not personally com
petent to comment on technical problems. 

President. - As Mr Johnston,· the author of 
Question No 9, is no longer a Member of Par
liament, his question will be answered in writ
ing.1 

I call Lord Gladwyn for a procedural motion. 

Lord Gladwyn.- Would it be possible for me 
to take responsibility for the question of my 
former colleague, Mr Johnston, because I think 
it might be of interest to the House to hear 
the Commission's answer on this very important 
question of unemployment? 

President. - I am sorry, Lord Gladwyn, but 
under the guidelines given in the Rules of Pro
cedure, a question may be answered only if the 
questioner is present or has notified the Presi
dent in writing, before Question Time begins, of 
the name of his substitute. 

Question No 10 by Mr Hougardy reads as fol
lows: 

'Does not the Commission consider that the re
gulations on the advertising of alcoholic bever
ages applicable in France contain measures equi
valent in effect to quantitative import restric
tions?' 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. 
(NL) At a superficial level the measures taken in 
France in respect of advertising for alcoholic 
beverages may indeed arouse the impression 
that they have the same effect as quantitative 
import restrictions. For this reason the Commis
sion decided some time ago to institute an in
vestigation into the· matter. The first reply that 
we have had on this from the French Govern
ment contains however a complete rejection of 
this hypothesis. The investigation is still pro
ceeding; we shall carry it through and we shall 
keep the Honourable Member informed of the 
results. 

Mr Hougardy. - (F) Since the inquiry is still 
in progress I should like to make several points 
in the form of a question. 

I should like to know whether the Commission 
does not find it strange that there are no restric
tions on the advertising of traditionally French 
products such as Cognac, Calvados, rum and 

1 See Anne:x:. 
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their derivatives, which are 40 to 45° proof, 
whereas the advertising of whisky, vodka and 
gin which are only 43° proof, is completely ban
ned and, in the case of vermouths, which are 18° 
proof and dessert wines which are 19° proof, it 
is strictly limited to a display of the bottle 
bearing only the maker's name? 

I believe this information should facilitate the 
supplementary inquiry requested by Mr Lardi
nois. 
(Applause) 

Mr Lardinois. - (NL) We are aware of what 
the Honourable Member has said. We obtained 
the same impression ourselves from our first 
investigation. I would ·however like to point out 
that one of the products affected by the ban on 
advertising is the so-called 'Pastis' which re
presents approximately 600/o of the alcohol 
marketed by the French alcohol monopoly. 

Mr Corrie. - I welcome the Commission's effort 
towards removing the discriminations against 
imported spirits, including Scotch whisky, but 
can the Commission say what progress has been 
made on the harmonization of excise duties on 
Scotch ·whisky and other spirits? 

Mr Lardinois. - (NL) I am unable to answer 
this question. I shall ask my colleague concerned 
with this matter for further information and 
send a reply to the honourable Member. 

President. - Question Time is closed. I thank 
the representatives of the Council and the Com
mission for their statements. 

Questions Nos 11, 13, 18 and 19 will be answered 
in writing. 1 Questions Nos 12, 14, 15 and 16 will 
be held over to another Question Time. Question 
No 17 has been withdrawn. 

I call Mr Dykes for a procedural motion. 

Mr Dykes.- Mr President, we have dealt with 
very few questions in comparison with the total 
list. This is obviously a difficult matter, and I 
am in no way seeking to criticize you. I think 
that you preside over Question Time, as you 
do in other matters, with a distinction and 
patience that we admire, but it is unfortunate 
that we deal with so few questions. I was 
wondering whether you could ask Members to 
be briefer with their supplementary questions
and whether this could apply also to the answers 
given by Council and Commission representa
tives. 

'See Annex. 

President. - The Bureau will examine the prob
lem you have raised and which I fully appre
ciate. 

6. Statement by the President-in-Office of the 
Council 

President. - The next item is the statement 
by the President-in-Office of the Council of the 
European Communities. 

Before calling Mr Rumor, I should like to wel
come among us Mr Tindemans, the Prime Min
ister of Belgium, whom we are very pleased to 
see in the Chamber today. 
(Applause) 

I call Mr Rumor. 

Mr Rumor, President-in-Office of the Council. 
- (I) Mr President, Members of Parliament, it 
is a great honour for me and cause for great 
satisfaction to speak for the first time as Presi
dent-in-Office of the Council before Parliament, 
now fully representative, the Parliament of our 
Community·whose construction and development 
I have never ceased to support. 

My speech is intended not only to confirm 
established practice at the beginning of a Presi
dent's new term, but above all to stress the 
importance of maintaining and developing the 
closest and most fruitful relations possible 
between Council and Parliament. Dialogue 

· between our two Institutions has been an essen
tial driving force in Community activities. It has 
now acquired new importance with the entry 
into force of the conciliation procedure which 
will allow Parliament to play a democratic role, 
exercising pressure and participating fully in 
all discussions on important financial matters. 

Mr President, Italy is taking over the Presidency 
of the Community at a time when serious po
litical and economic difficulties, largely arising 
from the monetary crisis of '71 and the energy 
crisis .of '73, weigh heavily upon us all. 

There are, however, in this depressing prospect, 
some grounds for hope. The Community has not 
lost ground during these times of crisis, and 
quite recently it has survived a period of pro
longed uncertainty. It was with relief and great
satisfaction that, at the beginning of last month, 
we welcomed the positive result of the historic 
referendum whereby the British people gave 
their seal of approval to the United Kingdom's 
membership of the European Community. 

From today onwards we can, with new vigour, 
consolidate and develop the Community and 
project and plan its future progress with realism 
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and confidence. This will once more be the 
theme under consideration at the meeting of 
Heads of Government in the Council in Brussels 
next week; and I am certain that the political 
will of the governments to contribute original 
ideas and suggestions to the debate will emerge 
once more. For· my own part, I take up the 
Presidency of the Council with a clear commit
ment to advance, with due circumspection, but 
also with personal enthusiasm, the process of 
construction of the Community. 

Only continued enthusiasm and uninterrupted 
progress can in my view ensure in all sectors, 
including the Institutions, the necessary develop
ment towards an integrated and politically 
responsible Europe. 

·All the problems are important. But I wish to 
deal in this House particularly with certain 
groups of questions which, in my opinion, as a 
matter of priority, require concentrated efforts 
to advance the cause of Europe in a realistic 
manner. 

First of all on the institutional level, where in 
the second half of the year four questions will 
arise which will have to be consider~ together. 

There is the problem of the adoption and rati
fication of the treaties on Parliament's budgetary 
powers and the establishment of a Court of 
Auditors. 

Parliament will be giving its opinion on these 
treaties tomorrow. I am well aware that in their 
present form they do not meet all of Parlia
ment's demands; but if you look at them in the 
longer term, as merely one step towards the 
gradual strengthening of Parliament's powers, I 
am sure that you will see clearly the value they 
have as a demonstration of the Council's po
litical will. 

Then there is the problem of the election of the 
European Parliament by direct universal suf
frage. This will make the Parliamentary As
sembly more democratically representative and 
my government has always been firmly convin
ced that direct elections can be the springboard 
to decisive developments in the construction of 
Europe. For my own part, I undertake to make 
every effort to ensure that the report you 
adopted last January is carefully considered 
and studied. 

Then there is the task which has been entrusted 
to the Belgian Prime Minister, Mr Tindemans
and I too would like to extend my personal 
greetings to him today- on the problems of 
European Union. I hope that, in line with the 
conclusions of the Paris Summit, we will have 
at the end of the year at least an initial report, 
taking account of the contributions from the 

other Community Institutions. I sincerely hope 
that this report will be considered by the Euro
pean Council which will be meeting in Rome 
before the end of the year so that, in agreement 
with the other member governments, a suitable 
procedure will be established to deal further 
with these fundamental problems. 

On the institutional level I would like finally to 
mention the procedures for approving the Com
munity's budget for 1976. I sincerely hope that 
our two Institutions will continue to maintain 
on this subject the effective cooperation which 
alone will permit us to solve the complex prob
lems arising in this field. 

To conclude my remarks on this subject I would 
like to stress that the Council appreciates the 
great importance of the contribution which the 
European Parliament can make, in furthering 
the process of unification, and in the democratic 
strengthening and development of the Com
munity Institutions. The stimulus and pressure 
from political and parliamentary forces, chan
nelling and interpreting the demands of all 
shades of opinion and of the people as a whole, 
have always been an essential element and 
inspiration in any major political construction. 
For this reason the Council must be able to 
count on forward-looking and realistic support 
from the European Parliament. 

Mr President, in a Community which is advanc
ing step by step towards greater strength, the 
institutional policy must accompany and be an 
integral part of the development of the Com
munity, a development which, through the im
plementation of the measures provided for in 
the basic treaties, leads to greater unity and 
richer content, where existing imbalances are 
reduced and prospects for wide participation, 
economic progress and social advancement are 
drawn up. 

The experience of the last few years, the world
wide economic and monetary difficulties, lend 
greater importance to the coordination and 
compatibility of economic polities, to the 
achievement of concrete though limited measures 
to facilitate the integration of our economies, 
without ignoring what can be achieved in the 
more specifically monetary sector. 

In this field too it would be a mistake to indulge 
in optimism. I hope, nevertheless, that it will be 
possible to make progress towards the establish
ment of a standard basis for VAT, which is an 
indispensable precondition for the full imple
mentation of the decisions on own resources; 
and that it will be possible to make progress, 
with due circumspection, in the programme of 
tax harmonization on the basis of proposals 
which the Commission will shortly submit. 
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Finally, following the resolution adopted by Par
liament, we will take up once more the study 
of company law and the statute of the European 
Company, which we consider an important 
instrument for implementing the industrial po
licy and for economic integration in the Com
munity. 

A more vast and pressing problem is that of the 
common agricultural policy. The Council re
ceived with great interest the resolution which 
Parliament adopted during its last part-session. 
As regards the basic principles of the agri
cultural policy, there has been, and I have felt 
this deeply, a long-felt need for a rethinking of 
Community rules in this sector which is of such 
great important to the Community. I intend in 
this respect to seek and propose a suitable 
context for studying the modifications necessary 
to make the agricultural policy more able to 
meet the present economic and social situation 
in our countries, eliminating or at least reducing 
the major drawbacks which have become ap
parent recently. 

As regards social policy, if I may express a point 
of view particular to my own government, I 
would like to stress here the necessity to com
plete and if possible extend the present action 
programme, by considering the possibility of 
making greater use of the Social Fund to help 
lighten the heavy burdens which the present 
economic crisis is imposing on employment in our 
countries. And it seems rights that the repre
sentative of the Italian government should stress 
the great importance attached to the measures 
now being studied to help migrant workers. 

There is a fifth set of problems, where we begin 
to enter the field of the Community's external 
relations, and which concern the closely-linked 
questions of energy, raw materials and the po
licy towards the developing countries in general. 
In all these matters the Nine all feel the need to 
go forward with a policy not of confrontation 
but of dialogue, based and hinging on the real 
differences in economic and social situations 
which can and must be reconciled. This is a 
requirement which offers the European Com
munity the chance to play an important role in 
finding a joint formula which will permit the 
dialogue to get under way. 

Energy is crucial to the Community's develop
ment. Energy supplies are a factor which deter
mine economic potential and therefore the whole 
social and political fabric of our countries. For 
this very reason the Community, if it is to play 
an important role in real problems, must play a 
full role in the energy problem. 

In the coming months we will therefore have to 
make efforts to achieve progress on a common 

policy in -this field; not in isolation, but in 
constant agreement with the other major in
dustrialized countries, searching for common in
terests with the producer countries and the 
developing countries, whether or not producers 
of raw materials. 

As regards relations with the emergent coun
tries, it can be said that the Community has 
developed a sensitivity to their problems which 
is quite particular and original. The clearest 
example of this was the recent conclusion of the 
Lome Convention with 46 African, Caribbean 
and Pacific countries, with provisions to help 
those countries, in addition to the system of gene
ralized preferences already in force. The Con
vention, strengthening the machinery for fi
nancial assistance on the one hand and ensuring 
on the other hand the stabilization of earnings 
from exports of raw materials, supplies of which 
must be guaranteed to the consumer countries, 
introduces new schemes which will certainly 
constitute a useful point of reference in the 
complex and full discussions of the problem of 
raw materials wherever these matters are 
discussed. 

On the question of raw materials, which was 
also included on the agenda of the Conference 
of Heads of Government from 16-17 July, it is 
our intention in the Presidency to speed up work 
to permit the Community to continue to make 
its own original contribution in this respect. 

On this point and on all other subjects of in
ternational importance, the Community should 
have one great priority: to be able to speak with 
a single voice. The Community has already 
recognized this priority in the past. We must 
now continue on this path, and an opportunity 
presents itself at the seventh special session of 
the General Assembly of the United Nations, 
which the Community will attend, following the 
guidelines which it will adopt, to bring a 
constructive and united contribution to the work 
of that Assembly. 

Mr President, these observations bring me to 
the heart of the matter of external relations, 
which is one of the great themes of the develop
ment of the Community both on the level of 
Community activities and on that of political 
cooperation. 

On both levels we must not forget that the Com
munity's 'image' will be more effective, the 
greater the cohesion achieved within the Com
munity by overcoming its structural imbalances 
and strengthening its Institutions. 

The political events which have recently pro
duced decisive changes in the situation in the 
Mediterranean make new demands on us and 
give us greater responsibility for drawing up 
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what has been called the Community's 'Mediter
ranean approach'. 

At this moment we are moving towards the 
conclusion of negotiations with the Maghreb 
countries and are beginning talks with other 
countries which asked for special relationships 
with the Community. 

We welcomed the return of democracy in Greece 
and the request of that country to become a 
member of the Community. The Council will 
decide on the time-scale and details of negotia
tions with Greece on the basis of a reasoned 
opinion from the Commission, whlch has already 
been requested. 

The Community is attentively following events 
in Portugal. We sincerely hope for the develop
ment in that country of a free pluralist demo
cracy. Portugal has requested an extension of 
the free-trade arrangements concluded with the 
Nine in 1972. A meeting between the Council 
and the Portuguese representatives decided on 
in the Council on 24 June will soon be taking 
place. 

Relations with industrialized countries at this 
stage are being carried on principally in inter
national bodies. These relations are marked by 
a spirit of cooperation, aimed at balanced 
dialogue, in particular with the United States, 
with which the Community and its individual 
members have relations of friendship, solidarity 
and alliances which are not merely the result of 
memories of the past but arise from the present 
urgent need to strengthen the framework of 
security and internatio:qal balance. 

An opportunity for the Nine to reaffirm the 
value of the multilateral policy of detente in our 
continent arises with the Conferences on Secur
ity and Cooperation in Europe which-through 
the hoped-for achievement of balanced satis
factory solutions to the negotiating problems 
still outstanding-is entering its final phase. 

Particularly at the level of political cooperation, 
the Community countries, acting in full unison, 
have made a constructive contribution to pro
gress at the Conference, which has also provided 
the Community as such with the opportunity 
to adopt joint positions on questions coming 
within its sphere of competence as an institution. 

As you are aware, multilateral negotiations are 
under way in GATT, monetary negotiations in 
the International Monetary Fund and, as I just 
mentioned, negotiations on energy and raw 
materials in various other international bodies. 
I would like to repeat that on each of these 
subjects, the more the Community can har
monize the interests of its member countries 
and present a united front, the more authoritat-

ive and credible it will be as a negotiating 
partner with the allied and friendly countries. 
I would also like to confirm that the preparation 
for these negotiations will be pursued in the 
closest cooperation with the other Institutions 
of the Community. 

On this same question of the Community's 
image, mention should finally be made of the 
efforts made by the Nine in recent months to 
develop the Euro-Arab dialogue, to which we 
attribute particular importance as an instrument 
for renewing relations between Europe and the 
Arab world. The meeting of European and Arab 
experts in Cairo from 10 to 14 June was the first 
concrete step in this dialogue, which although 
not devoid of complexity and difficulty, appears 
nevertheless to be supported by the awareness 
of the partners that they are moving in the right 
direction. The next stage will be a further meet
ing of European and Arab experts, to be held in 
Rome towards the end of July. 

At the level of bilateral relations in the strict 
sense, the Community has shown that it is 
prepared to implement cooperation formulas 
which, with the agreement of the member coun
tries, can even go beyond mere trade agree
ments. In this field it is notable that the Com
munity has brought about in the world a certain 
polarization of relations towards it, from the co
operation agreement requested by Canada to 
China's desire to send a representative to the 
Community, from contacts between the Coni
mission and COMECON to the possibility of 
arranging trade agreements with individual· 
state-trading countries. It will be the duty of 
the Italian Presidency to advance all these 
initiatives in the coming months. 

Mr President, six months are certainly too short 
a period in the life of an enterprise so important 
and complex as the construction' of Europe. It 
is for this reason that, in order to be practical, 
I have simply mentioned here some sectors of 
Community activity in which I believe that if 
everyone works together it will be possible to 
achieve concrete and substantial progress. 

But irrespective of the nature or scope of the 
action we can take in this short period, it is 
essential for it to be accompanied and supported 
by the clear and far-sighted desire to make 
progress along the road of economic and political 
integration in Europe. In this respect, the Italian 
government is convinced that this determination 
must be directed first of all to reaffirming the 
priority which must be granted in the construc
tion of Europe to the strengthening of the inter
nal unity of the Community. We consider the 
development of the Community Institutions 
precisely as an aspeCt of this need, and we are 
aware of the irreplaceable value that these 
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institutional structures have in advancing the 
idea of unity. We are also aware that it is neces
sary for the strengthening of the Institutions to 
be accompanied by both increased· cooperation 
between the Nine, which alone is able to ensure 
the achievement of the common policies, and 
greater coordination of national policies, par
ticularly in some essential sectors. It is im
portant, moreover, that the Nine stress their 
united action in relations with the external 
world. 

In this process of building the· Community the 
European Parliament has a crucial role to play. 
It has the essential function of expressing the 
wishes and desires of European public opinion. 
It has the important task of guaranteeing de
mocratic participation. Aware as I am of the 
necessity for ever closer cooperation between 
the Community Institutions, you need have no 
doubts about my attention to your unique work. 
In this spirit I will fulfil my duties, hoping that 
our joint action will contribute to developing 
a European awareness in our peoples. 
(Applause) 

President. - Mr President, on behalf of Parlia
ment I thank you for the statement you have 
made here on taking up your duties as Presi
dent of the Council of the European Commun
ities, for the European ideal which you expres
sed, for your understanding of the role and aims 
of our Parliament, and for the encouragement 
and hope which this gives us at a particularly 
important stage in the progress towards Euro
pean integration and the development of parlia
mentary democracy in the Communities. 
(Applause) 

7. Petitions 

President. - After examining Petition No 1/75 
by Mr Barel, which had been referred to it on 
14 May 1975, the Committee on Public Health 
and the Environment found that the subject of 
the petition did not fall within its terms of 
reference. 

I have referred this petition to the Legal Affairs 
Committee. 

A delegation from the Union of European Fede
ralists, under the direction of its Secretary
General, Miss Caterina Chizzola, formally sub
mitted to me yesterday a petition signed by 
several thousand European citizens on the draft 
constitution establishing a European govern
ment. 

This petition, which satisfies the conditions set 
out in Rule 48(1) of the Rules of Procedure, 

has been entered under No 5/75 in the register 
and, as· in the case of identical previous peti
tions, has been referred to the Political Affairs 
Committee. 

8. European Union 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
report on European Union drawn up by Mr 
Alfred Bertrand on behalf of the Political 
Affairs Committee (Doc. 174/75). 

I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President, 
it is not without some emotion that I take the 
floor at the beginning of this debate in which 
Parliament is to clarify its conception of Euro
pean Union so that Mr Tindemans who has been 
invited by his colleagues to draw up a summary 
report by the end of this year will be able to 
do so. 

This emotion springs from the fact that I am 
at present the only Member of this House who 
had the privilege of participating in 1952 in the 
Constitutive Assembly of the Coal and Steel 
Community. 

In that Constitutive Assembly I witnessed one 
of the :first steps towards supranational coopera
tion at European level albeit in a restricted 
sphere. I also had the opportunity to participate 
in the ad hoc Assembly which drew up the first 
draft of a constitution for a politically united 
Europe which we presented to the Member 
States in March 1953. 

I imagine that most of my colleagues are not 
even aware that such a draft exists, but in it 
can be found the origins of much that has been 
put forward by the Court of Justice, the Com
mission and this Parliament. 

This draft was discussed 22 years ago in this 
very Chamber at an ad hoc assembly composed 
of the Common Assembly of the Coal and Steel 
Community and repreSentatives of the Council 
of Europe. It has thus taken this House 22 years 
to get round to discussing this problem once 
more. In introd].lcing this report today ·I find 
this somewhat poignant, especially as I parti
cipated in April 1958 in the transition from the 
Common Assembly to the European Parliament. 
Since then I have been able to follow the 
development of the Assembly, in which I have 
been personally involved to a great extent. 

Another reason for my emotion is that this is 
the first political debate on European Union 
conducted in public. Mr Tindemans has paid 
visits to the various Member States where he 
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has had talks with the governments and repre
sentatives of the people. This has however taken 
place behind closed doors. Today for the first 
time he is participating in a public debate on 
European Union. I hope that this debate will 
be continued in all Member States, in all polit
ical, economic, social and financial circles, so 
that the people themselves can also consider the 
matter and that Mr Tindemans will be in a posi
tion to submit a summary report to his col
leagues which reflects the real demands of the 
European people and will make political leaders 
adopt a positive position on the matter. 

In the third place I would like to point out 
that Parliament, by holding this debate today, 
is responding to the repeated desire of the 
Heads of Government. At the Hague Con
ference in 1969, the Paris Conference in October 
1972 and the Paris Conference in December 1974 
the Heads of Government announced their inten
tion to transform the whole complex of rela
tions between the Member States into a Euro
pean Union. At the same time they expressed 

· the wish that institutions of the Community 
should set down on paper their views on this 
transformation. We are today responding to 
that request. The Political Affairs Committee 
of this Parliament has been very active in this 
matter. For two years it has been studying 
various documents submitted b~ its rapporteur 
in order to evolve the motion for a resolution 
which is on our agenda today. 

This resolution draws attention four times to 
the fact that this must be a progressive achieve
ment. We can see this in recital No 5. In para
graph 2 we read 'must be brought about pro
gressively'. Paragraph 3 states 'must be pro
gressively widened'. Paragraph 5 stipulates 
'through a process of continuous political 
development'. 

These phrases show that the Political Affairs 
Committee does not expect European Union to 
be created overnight. 

The basis adopted by the Political Affairs Com
mittee has been to submit a motion of a different 
tenor from the opinion of the European Com
mission. The Commission has drawn up a very 
detailed opinion in which it dwells on a number 
of details which are very important for all those 
concerned with the problem, but it would have 
been impossible for Parliament to debate all 
these points. Parliament would have been 
bogged down in details and would have been 
unable to bring out the whole conception in 
proper political terms. 

The Commission's report and the report of the 
Parliament's Political Affairs Committee amount 
to a single opinion as far as the basic' concept 

is concerned without there having been any 
prior cooperation or consultation. In my view 
the report of the Political Affairs Committee of 
the European Parliament is a perfect synthesis 
of the Commission's report. It is important to 
underline that the two main Community Institu
tions of this Community have reached the same 
conclusions and almost the same proposals with
out previous concertation. 

A third feature to which I would like to draw 
your attention is that the Political Affairs Com
mittee has divided the motion for a resolution 
into two parts. I would request my colleagues 
to avoid confusing the two parts in the forth
coming debate. Paragraphs 1 to 6 of the resolu
tion deal exclusively with the final form of the 
European Union. In these paragraphs we have 
stated how, in our opinion, the concept of Euro
pean Union should be approached and discussed 
by the Heads of Government. 

We begin by saying what we consider the subst
ance of European Political Union should be. For 
us, European Union can only be a pluralist 
democracy open to all those who wish to co
operate in the fulfilment of Community expecta
tions. The point of departure of the Political 
Affairs Committee's resolution is therefore an 
open pluralistic democratic political union. As 
a pluralist democratic concept it shall be prin
cipally concerned with respect for the freedom 
and personal dignity of the people. The Com
mission's request that the protection of the 
rights of man should be included as one of the 
targets of European Union thus coincides in 
essence with our basic views on the substance 
to be given to European Union. 

Secondly European Union-and how often has 
this not already been said in this House-must 
be a social union in which social justice must 
be first and foremost the result of mutual solid
arity, not only between the Member States but 
also between the citizens of the Community, in 
order to create a socio-economic system to guar
antee full employment and make possible the 
fair distribution of incomes and wealth. 

The aim of the European Political Union must 
also be-and I am happy that the President-in
Office of the Council in his speech today has 
already drawn attention to this-the creation of 
a European identity, since only with a single 
identity can Europe play an individual role at 
world level in the discussions on detente and 
peace which are aimed at solving all the differ
ences in the world. 

The lack of this single identity has unfortunately 
been our weakness in all the differences in the 
Far East and the Middle East and the territory 
around the Mediterranean. Since the Community 
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has no single identity we have not been able to 
play the role in these disputes which could nor
mally be expected of a European political Com
munity at world level. 

Mr President, having thus explained the basic 
substance of European Political Union, I would 
like to point out that we now have to work 
towards an intensification of the existing 
Treaties as Mr Rumor stated in his address. 
Through this intensification we must then work 
out new tasks and ways and means of providing 
an answer to Mr Tindemans' question: what 
can we do together? 

Together we shall be able to achieve everything . 
the Member States cannot achieve on their own. 
That is clear. This must be our starting point. 

In paragraph 3 we list a number of sectors in 
which, in our opinion, the Member States no 
longer act independently. We also say that the 
responsibilities of the Union must be progres
sively widened. The Political Affairs Committee 
is therefore not asking that everything should be 
done at once. 

The first sector we mention is foreign policy. 
We subscribe to the view that foreign policy 
is one of the elements that must be included 
from the outset at EEC level in European Union. 
For this the existing coordination procedures 
must be expanded and strengthened. I shall 
return to that point in a moment. 

The next sector is security policy. Personally 
I would rather have excluded security policy 
from this list but the Political Affairs Com
mittee was not of the same mind and the rap
porteur therefore has to accept the decision of 
the majority. I believe that it is enough to men
tion foreign policy. Foreign policy is not feasible 
without defence policy. For this reason it was 
not necessary to mention security policy 
explicitly but my committee wished it other
wise. 

The Member States can also no longer operate 
independently in respect of economic and mone
tary policy. Everyone knows that at present 
the Member States are no longer able to counter 
inflation and unemployment by themselves. The 
conclusion is therefore that these problems can 
only be solved by a Community effort. 

I would like also to mention the social and 
regional policies. I shall not go into these any 
deeper but it is clear that these sectors are 
an essential part of European Union. 

The Commission devotes a dozen paragraphs in 
its report to the Community budgetary policy. 
I fully subscribe to what they write. 

Finally I would like to mention the energy policy 
and the policy on supplies of raw materials and 
the scientific and technical research policy. 
These are sectors in which the Member States, 
in the view of the Political Affairs Committee, 
can no longer act independently. 

There are still a number of other sectors which 
will no doubt be mentioned in the amendments. 
I am thinking here of the education sector, the 
environment sector, cultural policy etc. How
ever, in these cases the Member States can still 
for the most part act independently. I believe 
that if we strive for perfection the whole thing 
will be watered down. This is why we have con
fined ourselves to listing the seven sectors I 
have just mentioned. 

Mr President, our British colleagues have been 
debating for some months at domestic level the 
alleged infringement of sovereign rights. I 
would like to point out that on Page 6 at the end 
of paragraph 3 of the motion for a resolution 
we find the words 'The Union must exercise 
its responsibilities on the basis of the joint exer
cise of sovereignty'. 

The transition from the system of national com
petences which we can no longer exercise in 
isolation, to a European Union represents an 
expansion of sovereign rights and not interfer
ence with them! In future we shall all be able 
to determine together in complete sovereignty, 
what the European currency is to be and to 
what extent we shall guarantee its stability. 
Together the Nine will soon be able to deter
mine what central body is to ensure that mone
tary stability prevails once again in the Com
munity. Anyone who cannot or will not parti
cipate in this decision-making process will be 
limiting his sovereignty and be subject to the 
provisions which the rest of the Community 

· establishes. I would like to draw your attention 
to this as it seems to me to be important. 

The second part of the resolution deals with 
the institutional structure. Here I would request 
you to follow closely the train of thought of the 
Political Affairs Committee. 

Experience has shown that the present institu
tional structure is not adequate and from both 
a legal and practical point of view doos not 
dispose of sufficient resources. With the present 
system of decision-making in stages, in which 
the Commission has the right of initiative and 
the Council the right of decision on Commission 
proposals, the Community would no longer be 
able to fulfil its task and follow a normal 
development once its powers were expanded. 

If European Union is to have real meaning it 
must be placed under the leadership of a deci-



104 Debates of the European Parliament 

Berirand 

sion-making body with governmental authority 
independent of national g~vernments and polit
ically accountable to a democratic, freely and 
directly elected Parliament. 

If we state that the decision-making body must 
be a European government independent of 
national governments and accountable to the 
European Parliament we immediately face the 
question of what happens to the legitimate inter
ests of Member States in this European con
ception? 

We therefore support the system that is also 
proposed by the Commission although we have 
not indicated this so explicitly in our motion for 
a resolution. This system is based on a two
chamber system in which one chamber is directly 
elected by the peoples of the Community and 
enjoys the powers of democratic control, bud
getary control, and parliamentary legislative 
power as the representatives of the people. 
There must also be a body to look after the 
interests of Member States in legislative deci
sion-making, and to exercise control on the 
European Government. In our concept, however, 
the directly elected parliament must have the 
last word on control, the budget and legislation. 

Finally there must also be a European Court of, 
Justice, an economic and social consultative 
body and a European Court of Auditors. An 
amendment to this effect has indeed been tabled. 

After dealing with these three aspects-the 
substance, powers and institutional structure
we state that we must progress from a Com
munity to a Union on the basis of a unitary 
organization. If there is no unitary organization 
it will be impossible to attain the goal, of this 
European Union. 

Mr President I now come to the second part 
of the motion for a resolution, which is com- , 
pletely independent of the first: what should 
be done until such time as the Heads of Govern
ment decide to transform the Community into 
the European Union, to demonstrate that the 
Heads of Government have a genuine political 
desire to create such a Union. 

I was very pleased to note that Mr Rumor said 
in his address just now that the Community 
is serious about the decision to have direct elec
tions to the European Parliament. 

The Political Affairs Committee believes that 
the real political desire to create European Union 
will only be demonstrated if it is decided that 
there should be direct elections to the European 
Parliament by 1978 at the latest. 

If this does not happen I will no longer believe 
in the political resolution of the Heads of 

Government to create a European Union. A 
directly elected European Parliament would be 
a catalyst which would activate the European 
people and set the whole system of Community 
Institutions in motion. At the same time it 
should acquire the necessary powers to set this 
development in train. 

It would be a good thing if our friends from the 
United Kingdom could exert pressure on their 
Prime Minister and their Minister of Foreign 
Affairs to relinquish their objections to direct 
general elections during the next meeting of the 
Council on 16 and 17 July in order to allow the 
Council to make an immediate start on con
sidering the draft convention which was 
approved by this House in January this year. 
This would make it possible to prepare the 
direct general elections, form parties and work 
out party programmes etc, etc. 

I would point out to our colleagues from the 
United Kingdom that Mr Wilson stated at the 
Summit Conference of 1974 that Great Britain 
would not prevent the other Member States 
but that the United Kingdom could not yet 
adopt a position on this matter since the British 
Government first wished to consider the results 
of renegotiation and also to consult the people 
on the matter. Now the renegotiations are over 
and the British people has given its opinion. I 
therefore fail to see why reservations should 
still be mainained on 16 and 17 July. I appeal 
to our British colleagues to make this clear to 
their government, so that it does not once again 
lag behind its own people. The British people 
taught their political leaders a lesson in the 
referendum. They showed more wisdom than 
many of their own country's politicians. I hope 
that this situation will not arise a second time. 

In paragraph 8 the Commission is requested to 
submit in 1976 an overall programme of priority 
action which will enable the ma~n aims of the 
Community policies in the various sectors to be 
achieved before the end of the present decade. 

In paragraph 10 we point out the links between 
Economic and Monetary 'Union and European 
Union. Economic and Monetary Union has never 
been in doubt, not even at the Summit Con
ference of December 1974. The creation of this 
Union is one of the main aims. We know that 
these links exist but we do not accept that 
interdependence should be such that, if there are 
difficulties in one sphere, work in the other 
sphere will also stop. The need for parallel 
development cannot be a justification for block
ing development in one sphere if there are 
difficulties in the other. 

In my opinion paragraph 11 is the most impor
tant for the transitional period. We believe that 

., 

~ 
1 



' Sitting of Wednesday, 9 July 1975 lOii 

Bertrand 

we have found a formula which will enable us, 
without amending the Treaties, and on the basis 
of Article 235 and a gentlemen's agreement, to 
bring about a genuine improvement in the 
decision-making procedure. 

This is the reason for our proposal in Paragraph 
ll(a) that the Council should in future decide by 
a qualified majority, in accordance with the 
pr6visions of the Treaty of Rome, in those cases 
in which unanimity is not stipulated. This will 
expedite the Council's decision-making proce
dure. We also propose that the Council, wherever 
possible, should meet in public in its legislative 
capacity; this openness is a feature of every 
democracy. 

In paragraph ll(b} we express the wish that the 
Council's Secretariat should in future look after 
all multilateral relations between the States so 
that the Committee of Permanent Representa
tives and the Committee of the Heads of Political 
Departments can be abolished and the desire 
for a political secretariat will disappear. The 
Council Secretariat will then prepare both the 
work of the Council of Ministers and the work 
connected with political cooperation; in this way 
the Community and inter-governmental proce
dures will be simplified and brought into closer 
contact to create greater cohesion. This is the 
significance of Paragraph ll(b). · 

Under (c) we suggest, as.Professor Vedel recom
mended in his earlier report drawn up at the 
request of the Commission, that the Commission 
should draw up draft proposals to be submitted 
simultaneously to the Council and the Parlia
ment. I know full well that the Treaty stipulates 
that the Commission should only forward its 
proposals to the Council and that it was also 
agreed that the Council rather than the Com
mission should consult Parliament. This pro
cedure is in accordance with the provisions of 
the Treaty of Rome. At the same time I do not 
believe that we shall be in conflict with the 
Treaty if we ask the Commission to submit its 
proposals simultaneously to the Council and the 
Parliament. 

The Council will then have to accept a gentle
men's agreement that it should not take decisions 
before receiving the opinions of the European 
Parliament. The Commission should make more 
use of the facility allowed under Article 149, 
second paragraph, to include the Parliament's 
proposed amendments in its original proposal 
and to submit the proposal in that form to the 
Council. 

We then propose a pr6cedure of consultation 
between the Council and the Parliament on 
financial and legislative decisions. Such a pro
cedure already functions for the budget, perhaps 

not s well as we had hoped but at least well 
enou h to justify the proposal that this form of 
cons ltation should be extended to the legislative 
area if the Council wishes to make substantial 
chan es to Parliament's proposals. 

Fina y, we propose that Parliament should be 
fully involved in work concerning political co
oper tion and in all the procedures for coordina'
tion and consultation between the Member 
Stat$. 

All $ese things refer to the period before the 
creai:p.on of the European Union. We also hope 
that !in this period P.arliament will be able to 
parti~ipate in the appointment of members of 
the ¢ommission. 

Mr fresident, I come now to the end of my 
intro~uction to the report. This has perhaps been 
som~what long but I believed it would be a good 
thing to explain fully the substance and back
grouhd of the motion for a resolution to my 
collejigues. I would repeat that we do not ask 
that a whole army of institutions should be 
imm~dia~ely ready to operate for European 
Uni~. We ask that a decision should be taken 
on t e content of European Union, and on what 
pow rs it should have immediately and in the 
long term. And we hope that when the European 
Uniojn is created the requisite institutions will 
be available. 

I 

We hpress the wish that at that moment the 
government, the chosen Parliament and the 
othet bodies should be able to operate immedia
tely. This is nothing revolutionary since, when 
the J!:uropean Economic Community started in 
1958; the Commission, the Parliament and the 
Council were ready to operate and guarantee 
the implementation of the Treaty of Rome. 

We now request the same for the European 
Unidn, since this will otherwise be neither 
feas~ble nor credible. 

I wnld like to conclude by saying that this 
deb te is taking place at a time when the results 
hav been made known of a scientifically con
due opinion poll in the Member States. This 
is parhaps a lucky coincidence. 

I 
I w~uld like to inform the Representatives here 
in t is House of the result: of the 9 500 citizens 
of t e Community asked to give an opinion,- 87°/o 
wer in·favour of maintaining the Community, 
78°/~ were in favour of direct general elections 
to t~e European Parliament and 74.,/o were in 
favoiur of the development of the Community 
into ;a European Union! 

Tha~ is the verdict of public opinion, published 
this I week! I hope that we shall not lag behind 
public opinion in this. This we shall make clear 
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in this debate and in the vote to be held after 
it. I myself have the greatest confidence in the 
result. I would therefore also like to request 
Parliament to study closely the Commission's 
carefully prepared report and to give its full 
support to the motion for a resolution so that 
Mr Tindemans will know how the European 
Parliament reacts to the proposals of the Heads 
of Government. 
(Loud applause) 

President. - I call Mr Giraudo. 

Mr Gir.audo, chairman of the Political Affairs 
Committee. - (I) Mr President, ladies and gent
lemen, whatever this Assembly's judgment on 
the resolution by Mr Bertrand and whatever the 
formal or substantial amendments it makes to 
it, it should first of all be recognized that the 
work of your Political Affairs Committee as a 
whole and of its rapporteur, whom I warmly 
thank, was not easy. 

Think of the efforts of collating opinions from 
individuals, from different groups and nationa
lities, on a subject where the clear necessity to 
create Europe is very often, with very few 
exceptions, in conflict with the inability of the 
nine governments to act in a European manner, 
enmeshed as they are in the interests and wor
ries of the moment and therefore inclined, today 
more than ever before, to subordinate Com
munity action in practice to the requirements 
of their respecitve internal political situations. 

It is not surprising, Mr President, that in this 
climate the goodwill of our colleagues in the 
Political Affairs Committee had to overcome a. 
widespread scepticism which seemed to raise 
doubts at a certain point, in spite of the efforts 
of the rapporteur, about the very possibility of 
satisfactorily completing our task. 

In addition we had to have recourse-thanks to 
the encouragement and permission of Mr Spe
nale-to a special procedure for our work which 
took up two successive weekends and certainly 
helped to speed up progress and encourage some 
groups, which had till then been reticent and 
evasive, to adopt a position at least on essential 
points. 

One advantage resulted from this state of affairs: 
we did not indulge in empty philosophizing. No 
concessions were made to fantasy, but many to 
a gradual and pragmatic attitude; we subord
inated everything to the varying capacities-if 
you will excuse the expression-of the nine 
governments to reach decisions and take action. 
Because this is what it is all about: understand
ing once and for all the role 

1 
which Europe is 

called on to play, not merely by the require-

ments of the internal interests of member coun
tries, but by the external demands of balance 
and peace in the world: to embody in a coherent 
manner this necessary presence, to give it a vital 
structure, and make it effective and credible in 
action. 

This is the spirit impregnating the Bertrand 
resolution which, irrespective of the judgments 
on individual points, interprets-or I would like 
to think so--the thoughts and desires of the 
vast majority of this Parliament, and constitutes, 
overall-this too I hope-the appropriate answer 
which the Heads of Government formally 
requested from the European Parliament and 
on which Prime Minister Tindemans, the wise 
man of Europe, wil! have to reflect. 

To become an act of Parliament, the Bertrand 
report had to take the form of a resolution and, 
unlike the very worthwhile and welcome reports 
from the Court of Justice and the Commission 
of the Communities, Parliament's resolution had 
to be discussed and decided on in public by this 
Assembly. 

In view, therefore, of the complex nature of this 
subject, the resolution appears to be, and is, 
the result of hammering out different points of 
view which, as I have said, do not coincide 
completely on everything; it is therefore a 
synthesis of varying opinions, which can be 
unified only by reducing every statement to the 
barest essentials; this was necessary to be able 
to achieve a reasonable majority on topics which 
had to be stated explicitly, without compromising 
what was left implicit, to be deduced, interpreted 
and specified throughout the debate on European 
Union, of which today's discussion is only one 
step and not the final one. 

It is not my task to consider in depth the various 
points of the resolution, much less to attempt a 
comparative analysis between it and the reports 
of the Commission of the Communities and of 
the Court of Justice. 

I would simply like to point out-and I have 
said this also to Mr Bertrand-that in spite of 
the clear diversity of the three documents (in 
line, naturally, with the specific nature of the 
three Institutions) the same logic leads to a 
single basic conviction: if the present structure 
of the Community is completely inadequate for 
transformation to European Union, it is also true 
that it is absolutely necessary to this end to 
vitalize the Community as much as possible and 
to respect and apply the existing treaties in their 
entirety. 

The qualitative leap which is mentioned in many 
quarters could turn out to be much less difficult 
and not at all traumatic, as some fear, 'Qut only 
if in the meantime-as Prime Minister Tinde-
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mans insists-everything which can be done or 
needs to be done is done. Was it not Prime 
Minister Tindemans once more who said that 
in his opinion European Union is not so much 
an objective to be reached but a process to be 
developed? Well then, this process could be said 
to have started already and European Union to 
be under way-although on a road which is still 
very long-if some of the motive forces are put 
into action, as laid down in the Treaties, such 
as those mentioned in paragraph 7 and para
graph 8 and following Mr Bertrand's resolu-
1lion. 

This resolution obviously does not pretend to 
be, nor could it be, even in embryo, an act of 
constitutional importance, but it is, and it is 
certainly intended to be, an act of great political 
importance, aimed above all at speeding up the 
date for the election by universal suffrage of 
our Parliament, to which in anticipation of its 
constitutional role, it will then be not only pos
sible, but right and desirable, to present the 
conclusions of the Tindemans report to give 
them the logical follow-up that they require. 

In expressing to Mr Tindemans-and here I will 
conclude my remarks, Mr President--our very 
best wishes for the happy outcome of this great 
task may I also, as an Italian, extend a cordial 
welcome and humble respects to the new Pre
sident of the Council, Mr Mariano Rumor, of 
whom much is expected by this Parliament, and 
first and foremost the approval of the Conven
tion on the election of the European Parliament 
by universal suffrage, adopted by this Assembly 
last January. 

Before concluding, I would like also to extend 
thanks to all the bodies, associations and even 
individuals from the various Community coun
tries who sent resolutions, documents and peti
tions on the subject of European Union, which 
the Political Affairs Committee has considered 
carefully. This participation from outside Parlia
ment, from outside the Community Institutions, 
was a great encouragement which, together with 
the remarks made by Mr Bertrand at the end 
of his speech, demonstrate how much public 
opinion is aware of this matter and anxious to 
see whether Europe, which we have been .wait
ing for so long, can really be achieved and there
fore, whether in history and in the future of 
the world our civilization can play its role of 
liberty and progress for all peoples. 
(Applause) · 

President. - The proceedings will now be sus
pended until 3 p.m. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 12.40 p.m. and 
resumed at 3.5 p.m.) 

IN THlE CHAIR: MR SPENALE 

President 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

The next item is the resumption of the debate 
on the report on European Union drawn up by 
Mr Bertrand on behalf of the Political Affairs 
Committee. 

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

Mr Corterier. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should like first of all to express 
the Socialist Group's sincere thanks to the rap
porteur for his excellent work and, above all, 
for his extremely cooperative attitude in the 
Political Affairs Committee, as a result of which 
we now have a draft which should be acceptable 
to all the groups. 

My group is also pleased that this report basical
ly takes the same views as that of the Commis
sion. This shows that when people believe that 
Europe should draw closer together, and that in 
doing so it requires institutions and instruments 
to carry out its policies, they are almost bound 
to come to the same conclusions. 

May I say quite openly that my group's first 
approach to the debate on this report was one 
of considerable scepticism. Many of us wondered 
if, in a time of stagnation and, it must be said, 
of crisis, which the Community has now been 
in for some years, this was really the right time 
. to be thinking ahead to 1980 and even beyond. 
Many recalled the numerous proposals and ideas 
there had been in the last few years and how 
many of them-not to say nearly all of them
could not be implemented. Those were not good 
beginnings. 

But there were also other considerations. At 
least two events of the past few weeks can be 
looked on as light at the end of the tunnel. I 
refer particularly to the positive outcome of the 
British referendum, which is, of course, a matter 
of great importance to all of us. The other is the 
return of the French franc to the currency snake, 
an event which means we are at least justified 
in no longer regarding ideas of Economic and 
Monetary Union as completely Utopian. More
over, the economic crisis which we have expe
rienced in recent years, and which still affects 
us, has made it plain to all of us that the dif
ferent European countries can no longer salve 
their economic problems alone and that all the 
indications are in favour of union if we wish 
to cope with these problems more successfully 
in future. 
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The same applies in the political field, where 
we have been shocked to recognize how slight 
Europe's influence in the world has become, 
even, and inqeed particularly, when faced with 
problems which apply to Europe's close neigh
bours or even to Europe itself. Here too, all the 
indications are in favour of political union. In 
the Socialist Group we all took the view that 
when the Heads of State or of Government had 
again given their support to the achievement 
of political union, we should take them at their 
word and submit to them concrete proposals 
on which they would have to give an opinion. 
All these considerations have led us to make a 
positive contribution to this report. 

I should now like to make a brief comment on 
the time-limit of 1980 which is referred to again 
and again. I think it is necessary to make this 
comment in order to prevent any illusions from 
arising in public opinion in our different coun
tries. As things stand at the present time, no one 
of course expects the Union to be fully achiev
ed by 1980. Mr Bertrand acknowledged this 
this morning. We must settle for a longer period 
of gradual development through several stages 
leading to the Union. But the stage reached by 
1980 must, if I may say so, be an important 

· objective in itself. What should we expect from 
this stage? We feel that, above all, two things 
must be secured by then. What has been achiev
ed by 1980 must be absolutely safe. The danger 
of a possible collapse of the Community must 
be definitively abolished. And the right condi
tions must be created by 1980 for progress 
towards political federation. 

In his report, Mr Bertrand fortunately distin
guishes very clearly between what must be done 
in the period between now and 1980 in prepara
tion for the first important stage of political 
Union and what must be done thereafter in the 
transitional stage leading up to the final stage 
of the European Political Union for which we 
are asking. 

I should now like to make a few comments on 
the period up to 1980. In the view of my group, 
the role of the European Parliament is absolute
ly central here. We welcome the fact that the 
Commission takes a similar view in its report. 
The Member States of our Community are held 
together by the fact that their political and 
national resolve and action depend on the in
formed democratic awareness of their peoples. 
Our fellow citizens in the Member States of the 
Community expect and require a new supra
national constitution to be initiated and legitim
ized by the democratic process. A constitution 
that will create laws which will often take 
precedence over national law must, even more 
than any national constitution, guarantee the 

order, rights and freedoms on which alone all 
sovereign decisions and actions must, in our 
understanding be based. From the point of view 
of the citizen of the European Communities, the 
democratic structure of the European Union is 
therefore the most important concern, the 
governing principle. 

We must, therefore, implement the resolve ex
pressed by the Heads of State or of Government 
in the communiques of October 1972 and Decem
ber 1974. The creation of a single institutional 
structure within the framework of a European 
Union can only be the end product of a long 
development as I have already stated. The 
Socialist Group is, however, determined to begin 
this development now. Since the European Union 
must start from existing realities, it is therefore 
up to us to ensure that these realities become 
capable of supporting a supra-national constitu
tion. We must therefore start now, on the basis 
of existing structures, to undertake institutional 
improvements. The main stimulus for the trans
formation and for progress towards European 
Union will have to come from the European 
Parliament. It is therefore, up to us to carry 
out the instructions given by the Paris Summit 
Conference of December 1974 on direct elections 
as soon as possible. 

We must, however, ensure that the European 
Parliament.gets not only direct elections but also 
real political powers. 

My group takes the view that the two things 
are inseparable. We feel that it would be un
thinkable for a merely consultative Assembly
and that is what the European Parliament has 
essentially been until now-to be directly elected 
by the peoples of Europe. We could not con
template asking the people of Europe to elect 
a Parliament which in fact had no decisive 
influence on European politics. 
(Applause) 

In direct and inseparable connection with the 
matter of direct elections therefore, every effort 
must be made to secure the enlargement of the 
powers of this Parliament. This will be the major 
task of the coming years. In the particular ma:tter 
of dii-ect elections, I should like to ask for two 
things on behalf of my group. 

We expect the reservations made by the British 
and Danish Governments in the Paris communi
que to be withdrawn as quickly as possible fol
lowing the positive outcome of the British 
referendum. We feel that a good opportunity for 
this would be at the next meeting of the Euro
pean Council on 16 and 17 July. 

We then ask that the Patijn report, which we 
adopted in January this year, be adopted as 
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quickly as possible by the Council. For the 
problem of direct elections is that they will 
require very tedious preparations at European 
and national level. The Convention will have to 
be ratified by all nine Member States and there 
will then have to be national implementing 
legislation. 

This will all take ti.ine. A great deal of time. This 
means that the opponents of direct election will 
have more points of attack than any of us would 
like. Their simplest strategy will be not to work 
fast enough and thus torpedo the technical 
requirements for holding the elections. It is 
therefore up to all of us to urge the Council 
and each of our Member governments to hurry. 
The Council's decision on direct elections must, 
at all events,- be taken before the end of 1976. 
Otherwise it will not be possible to keep to the 
timetable intended. 

I should like to make a brief comment on the 
transition period and on the changes in the 
Council we have asked for during this period. 
I feel that the decisive matter here is the right 
of veto. This right of veto has arisen owing to 
traditional thinking in narrow national terms. 
It has been shown that notwithstanding all the 
other difficulties of European integration, the 
right of veto has been basically the biggest 
obstacle to the unification of Europe. In addition 
to asking that the Community be put on a 
democratic footing and its decision-making 
process made more efficient, we also ask that 
the Council should meet in public in its legis
lative capacity and that the principle of majority 
decision-making be reintroduced. We feel that 
the abolition of the right of veto and a return 
to what is laid down in the Treaties will be 
one of the decisive preconditions for the achieve
ment of political union. 

I should now like to make a few comments on 
the final stage of the European Union as dealt 
with in Mr Bertrand's report. What is involved 
in the necessary reorganization of the Institu
tions of the European Union in this final stage? 
We shall have to rely on some traditional 
national forms of organization, including, in 
particular, the distinction between the executive 
and legislative bodies. But this system cannot 
be taken over entirely. The European Union 
must be understood as a construction in its own 
right. The institutions of the Political Union 
will retain certain .traditional· aspects but will 
also contain federal elements of a new type. 
This will guarantee that the special character
istics of the components of the Political Union, 
and those of the partner states which it unites, 
will be maintained. 

I should like to avoid at this stage going into 
details of what we shall require of the Institu-

tions in this final stage. I wish simply to say 
in a few sentences that in this final stage Parlia
ment must naturally be an equal partner in its 
legislating capacity, have its own right of initia
tive and that the Commission must be respons
ible to it. 

The European Government, or independent 
decision-making centre, as it is called in Mr 
Bertrand's report, must have its own planning, 
decision-maki.l:lg, and executive powers in all 
matters which fall within the terms of reference 
of the European Union. It is also important, in 
our view, that above all, this decision-making 
centre, this European Government, should be 
quite clearly responsible to Parliament. 

. We also take the view that there should be a 
body in this European Union in which the rights 
of the Member States will be taken into account. 
We therefore propose in this connection that the 
rather unclear wording of paragraph 4 of the 
motion for a resolution in Mr Bertrand's report 
be changed. We have tabled an amendment to 
this effect. 

Before I conclude, Mr President, I should like 
to make a brief observation on the list of res
ponsibilities of the European Union laid down 
in Mr Bertrand's report. We accept that only 
the most important responsibilities are involved 
here and that the report does not contain a 
definitive and comprehensive list. In committee, 
we reached agreement on most of the points on 
this list immediately. But two points which 
caused difficulties between the political groups 
and-! wish to say so quite frankly-within my 
own group were foreign policy and security 
policy. 

I should like to make a very brief observation 
on behalf of the majority of my group on these 
two points. It is unacceptable to our group that 
the Union should have only approximately the 
same responsibilities in foreign policy as the 
Community has in its present form, namely 
responsibility for foreign trade policy. 

We also feel that what has been done so far in 
the field of· European political cooperaton is by 
no means sufficient. Of course, there have been 
some good initial results already. This morning, 
we discussed the CSCE. That is a good example 
of what it .has already been possible to achieve 
in terms of European political cooperation. But 
in the European Union, much more must be done 
in this sector. In the Union, the common external · 
policy must not be the exception, the one that 
agreement is reached on from time to time when 
it happens to suit everybody; in the Union, the 
common foreign policy must be the rule. This 
is a very basic requirement. In the Union, the 
artificial barriers between Community policy 
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and European political cooperation must come 
down. 

I should like to add a few words on security 
policy. We should, I believe, be prepared to 
accept that, for example, the Irish Members in 
my group have reservations in view of the tradi
tional neutrality of their country and that 
Danish and Dutch Members give priority to 
NATO as opposed to European cooperation in 
this field. But the majority of my group agrees 
with Willy Brandt's statement that a European 
Political Union which is worthy of the name 
should also have a common security policy. I 
believe that here the Commission has made very 
good and thought-provoking proposals, both 

·with regard to the Union's potential competence, 
which I believe should enable even the doubters 
to agree at least initially on this formula, and 
with regard to what it has said about armament 
policy. I should like to raise just one question: 
should we continue, as in the past, to go on 
wasting thousands of. millions every year on 
each country carrying out a separate armaments 
policy or should we not demand more coopera
tion at European level, at least now that we are 
looking ahead to the Union and to the future? 

Ladies and gentlemen, I do not need to stress 
that our group feels that this list of respons
ibilities is of particular importance. I should 
like only to say that in our opinion there has 
almost never been enough progress in the past 
and that, in the context of the Union, we are 
particularly concerned about this aspect, and, 
as the strongest group, now that the Labour 
Party members have joined us, we shall throw 
our whole weight into the balance. 

In conclusion, Mr President, I should like to 
note that, as Ralf Dahrendorf once said, we are 
involved in creating the third Europe. The 
creation of the first and second Europe, the 
ECSC and the European Economic Community, 
demanded strong political resolve and a common 
readiness to act boldly. The road to Political 
Union makes the same demands on us. 

To overcome the present stagnation in the 
growth of the Community we should draw on 
the positive experience of past cooperation and 
the successes achieved so far and make a deter
mined effort to prevent the Community from 
falling apart. Aware of the difficulties involved 
in the integration of Europe and knowing that 
we are still threatened by the danger of collapse, 
we must take every opportunity for common 
action, and for finding common solutions to the 
problems which concern us all, so that we can 
coordinate our political thinking and action. Let 
us all get down to the task together, so that the 
European Union does not remain the ghost of 

an idea in a Summit Conference communique 
but becomes a living reality. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr Lucker.- (D) Mr President, if the oft-heard 
thesis that the European Union, the political 
goal of our endeavours, can only be reached as 
the result of a wide-ranging political debate, is 
correct-and I do not doubt its validity-we 
should certainly welcome the fact that we are 
continuing this debate in this House today; the 
European Court of Jusitce some time ago sub
mitted its proposals for Prime Minister Tinde
mans' report, sparking off some public debate, 
and some two weeks ago the Commission
before the European Parliament, and I con
gratulate you, Mr Ortoli on that - also made 
its excellent report public, and today it is the 
turn of Parliament, the only politican Institution 
of the Community that holds its discussions 
entirely in public. We should debate this subject 
with all possible objectivity in developing our 
arguments, making clear and visible the political 
philosophy of the political groups and parties 
represented in this Parliament. 

It is a good thing, Mr President, that we are able 
to hold this debate at a time when-or so it 
seems to me at least-the psychological and 
political climate is looking a bit better. I do not 
want to go so far yet as to speak of a real mood 
of hope. That would certainly be to exaggerate. 
But we all welcome the glimmer of hope on the 
political horizon of our Community, especially 
after the decisions of the European Council last 
December in Paris, and the entrusting to Prime 
Minister Tindemans-who has taken the opport
unity to play a part in our debate today-with 
the task of submitting to the Heads of Govern
ment before the end of this year a report on 
the stages and procedures to reach the goal of 
European Union before the end of this decade. 
Who could have put it better or more succinctly 
than the French President at the twenty-fifth 
anniversary celebrati6n of the beginning of our 
common European policy on 9 May in the Salle 
de l'Horloge of the Quai d'Orsay, when he said 
-and I quote-'We want European Union, and 
... we shall achieve it.' 

That is a sentence public opinion should not be 
allowed to forget. It is not only· a human and 
a moral obligation to the founding fathers of 
the common European policy, but an obligation 
to the future of our Continent. 

To that saying he added another one, which I 
feel we should keep just as alive in our me-
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mories: 'The world balance needs European 
Union.' 

That is also true. When I say that, Mr President, 
I am of course aware-along with many other 
colleagues in this House, in fact I think with 
all of them-how far we still have to go on 
the road to European Union. One need only 
measure the validity of that goal against the 
difficult situation confronting us in the Com
munity. 

We find, and it was Mr Ortoli who pointed this 
out when presenting the General Report to 
this House in February this year, that the world 
economic crisis and the changes in international 
relations have obliged our Community, or at 
least it will seem so to many outside it, to mark 
time at the moment, not to say experience set
backs and perhaps even regress .. 

Mr Rumor, you told us this morning what you 
are committed to. We were pleased to hear that, 
and we hope that during your presidency of the 
Council you will be able to achieve what you 
said this morning-which is not a criticism of 
your predecessor, who did a great deal for this 
Community. However, recent developments give 
us the impression that there is not the necessary 
amount of solidarity and joint discipline on the 
part of the member governments. We have 
found to our sorrow that the Institutions, that 
is, the organs of this Community, like the 
instruments available to us, are too weak and 
that the available means are insufficient to 
reverse these tendencies to stagnation or dis
solution, that is, to ensure the progress of our 
Community. 

Mr Ortoli said in his speech in February to 
this House that Europe had become more depen
dent in the last few years. That has become 
clear with the outbreak of the particular crisis 
in oil and general raw materials supplies. But 
it has not only become more dependent, it has 
also, to the same extent, become more vulner
able. I once said here that I hoped all responsible 
statesmen in the Member States recognize, when 
they become aware of their national power
lessness, 'that ·no Member State by itself is now 
in a position to cope with the challenges con
fronting every Member State at the moment. 
The conclusion from this, Mr President, can only 
be that we must win back a greater measure 
of independence for our Community, for the 
union of tomorrow, and win back our ability 
to act, through the unity we are aiming at in 
the European Union. 

Allow me to add-and I am sure that I will 
not be misunderstood-that it is only through 
the joint exercise of our so highly valued 
sovereignty that our national Member States, 

as the rapporteur has said in his report, will 
regain their ability to act and thereby regain 
their real national sovereignty. 

This faces us with two question that seem to 
me decisive in our discussion today. The first 
question is whether the Member States and the 
governments are prepared not only to proclaim 
increased integration for practical reasons, but 
also to implement it with the necessary political 
will: That is the question at issue. We must get 
over this hurdle, because that means that we 
are prepared to take the decisive step from 
national sovereignty to Community sovereignty. 
That means common policies, and the risk, but 
also the opportunity, of a genuine common des
tiny for our peoples in and with the European 
Union and its further development for the 
future. 

If that is genuinely accepted, the second question 
is how the European power that will then be 
necessary can best and most effectively be organ
ized. 

Mr Tindemans, when you submit your report, 
you will have to find an answer to those two 
questions. The European Parliament is giving 
you an answer today in the report of our col
league Mr Bertrand. That is, it is trying to give 
an answer. The Bertrand report is an excellent 
document, which my group fully supports in 
all its part. I should like very sincerely to con
gratulate Mr Bertrand, not only on the report 
he has submitted to us, but particularly on the 
political commitment that has distinguished him 
over this long period. It is with courage, tough
ness and conviction that he has put this report 
through. I was also very satisfied to hear from 
the speech of Mr Corterier that in this House 
today, just as in the Political Affairs Committee, 
we largely agree on the path set out in this 
motion for a resolution before the European 
Parliament. 

The goal is European Union. I fully agree with 
Mr Corterier that we need to discuss the goals 
that lie beyond that. The target has been set: 
European Union by 1980. I feel, like Mr Corte
rier, that we should not stick too closely to the 
figures. If it is a little later than that, that does 
not mean that Europe will fall apart. The main 
thing is for us to have the courage and deter
mination to approach that goal step by step, 
with the intention of reaching it as soon as pos
sible. We shall deal with what comes after that 
-there has been talk of the United States of 
Europe-when we have reached the first stage. 

What I am concerned to do is make one thing 
clear: we are frequently reproached with talking 
about utopias and not realities. I think I agree 
with all those here whose starting point is that 
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the essence of politics is to adapt the realities 
of yesterday to . tomorrow's conditions of 
development, and that means changing them. 
That is an essential characteristic of politics. I 
should like to say that my impression is that 
over the last few years we have not said clearly 
enough what is the real goal of our European 
politics. I sometimes wonder what would really 
have happened in 1950 if Jean Monnet and Ro
bert Schuman had not had the courage to say 
that they wanted t9 work through the ECSC 
towards a European federation. Why did Jean 
Monnet then found his Committee for the United 
States of Europe? Because people still had 
enough courage then to set a goal with deter
mination and set to work to achieve it. And 
how do things look now? I quote President 
Ortoli. He again found the right word in a recent 
speech-! think it was also in the Quai d'Orsay 
-that we, who are too often incapable of 
genuine ambitions, remember only the words 
and the ritual observance of the message of Ro
bert Schuman, and forget the constant creative 
efforts that are possible. 

Have we come to the point where vacillation 
and fear of saying what we want rule us? Does 
our attitude not discourage public opinion, of 
which Mr Bertrand said this morning that 87"/o 
were in favour of this Europe? 

I was very taken with a statement made recently 
by Mr Tindemans. Everywhere in Europe, he 
said, the living forces in our society were pres
sing towards the achievement of European uni
fication, and asking why the governments were 
so hesitant. The governments should not think 
they are aiming at something that the people 
would not accept. No, I think the wish of the· 
peoples goes much further than what we are 
doing. I therefore urgent1y ask you, Mr Tinde
mans, to say to the European peoples in your 
report what the Heads of Government propose 
as the goal of our efforts and our endeavours. 
I think you will find what the fathers of the 
European Community found: the peoples of 
Europe followed them; otherwise we would not 
be sitting here in this House today. 

Now, Mr President, if we want this Europe, we 
must of course say how this Europe ought to 
look. Allow me to begin by saying that in. thj.s 
process, of course, powers .must be transferred 
from the national to the European level. The 
special feature of the European Union is in its 
powers and competences,and they must be suf
ficient in nature and extent to define a common 
policy and practise it dynamically, both inter
nally and externally. I am fully in agreement 
with Mr Corterier here. I do not want to go into 
details, but I have the same impression that 
what we in the Political Affairs Committee said 

in the Bertrand report only applies to the spe
cific areas we have singled out. They are not 
all mentioned; there will certainly be something 
more to be said. 

I should like, however, to say something else, 
and I think that we shall also be in agreement 
on this, namely that the transfer of powers 
should take place according to the principle of 
what is called subsidiarity, because the M:ember 
States--as I just said-can no longer carry out 
alone the tasks facing them today, and would 
be well advised to take joint advantage of our 
Community to the benefit of each of them. If, 
however, these tasks are really to be mastered, 
the organs of the Union must have the appro
priate powers, and that includes direct powers 
over the decisions to be made, over controls, and 
over juridical verification, in a separation of 
powers, and we must have the financial means 
of action, since otherwise the policy would inevi
tably dry up. Whoever says yes to this Europe 
must also logically say yes to the consequences. 
Our starting point must be-and I again agree 
with Mr Corterier-that Union law must take 
precedence over national law. One of the reasons 
why I am saying this is that in one of our Mem
ber States-in this case my own native country 
-this principle is being disputed in a particu
lar case. 

We accept. the principle that Union law must 
take precedence over national law. For that 
reason we are not advocating a central state, 
but rather the decentralization of state power, 
and more than merely intergovernmental co
operation, which we know will not be able to 
put through this policy of European Union. 

I now come to the institutional structure. This 
must have the function of a governmental poli
tical organization, otherwise the whole structure 
will not bear the load: the legislature, the execu
tive and the judiciary, democratically balanced 
in the way in which Mr Bertrand had defined, 
and as Mr Ortoli also said, a pluralist democracy 
under the rule of law, that is, a separation of 
powers on the basis of the law. An important 
factor here is how the demarcation between 
these powers is to be made. We have not said 
so in the Bertrand report, but that is a problem 
that can be solved later. A suitable procedure 
must be used, so that the founding documents 
of the European Union can make clear how the 
powers are to be separated, while the boundaries 
and also the stages, the rhythm of the develop
ment, must always be taken into accollnt. 

I claim that the European Parliament should 
have a decisive say in drawing up these founding 
documents, and, as the designated representative 
of the peoples of our Community, it has a duty 
to do so. 
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In Mr Bertrand's report the organs of the future 
structure are named: a government with normal 
governmental functions, a directly elected Euro
pean Parliament. I need say nothing on that. 
I am, however, pleased that Mr Corterier has 
spOken of the organ that is to ensure collaboration 
of the Member States in the Union's decision
making process. We ought to find a clearer 
wording for that in the resolution. Our group 
has worked out a proposed amendment for that. 
In the Commission. report, which I have read, 
that organ is frequently referred to as the 
Chamber of States. That is what public opinion 
also calls it. We are not far off that. We do 
not want to write it into the draft at the moment 
_:_although that is the term we ~all probabiy 
end up with-because that body, unlike the 
European Parliament, still has to· .undergo some 
mternal developments, that woulp perhaps not 
be fully realized if the term was· so rigidly de
fined here. But we are in favour of that term as 
a guideline for later. 

We have no reservations regarding the Court 
of austice or the Economic and Social Council. 
There we agree fully. 

Mr President, these choices we are making are
and I am saying this along with Mr Corterier
essential preconditions for what was called this 
morning, I think by Mr Giraudo, the qualitative 
leap that should describe and characterize the 
stage which leads from the present situation 
to the situation indicated for the European 
Union of 1980. Mr President, I should like to 
close my remarks with that. I shall not say 
anything about the second stage here and now. 
Mention will be made of it later by colleagues 
in my group. All we should like to state here 
is that we are in full agreement with the pro
posals in the Bertrand report, and we support 
them. 

Let me say one more thing. Though the road 
to European Union is still long, none of us has. 
the right to yield to the temptation of doubt and 
discouragement. We are called on to work tire
lessly towards this goal. 

I shall close with the remark· by the French 
Prime Minister, Mr Chirac, with which I agree 
WOJ'd for word. 

He said in one of his recent speeches that the 
countries of old Europe would go under if, by 
the end of this century, they could not bring 
about deep, genuine unity when facing the 
superpowers and the countries of the Third 
World. 

I am convinc that Prime Minister Chirac was 
entirely correc in that vision. But that cannot 
only describe o r hopes for the future here, but 

should also be a challenge to us all to do what 
is necessary in good time and with all our force. 
(Applause) 

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

Lwd Glatlwyn. - I .think that my colleagues 
will agree that I should begin with a short 
personal statement: but I assure you, Mr Presi
dent, that I shilll not exceed my 20 minutes, 
and may get tbrough everything I have to say 
in a quarter of an hour. 

Meeting last Monday evening, the Liberal Mem
bers of the Hoqse of Commons, who only three 
days· before had been confronted with a painful 
dilemma, decided that the Liberal cause would 
best be served, in appallingly difficult circum
stances, if I re,Placed Mr Russell Johnston for 
the remainder of this session. I think that the 
reasons for that decision were, first, the desir
ability of my fA.llfilling my existing obligations, 
of which I think my colleagues are well aware, 
and secondly, that if Mr Johnston were to be 
the- sole Liberal representative in this Assem
bly, the additional calls on his time might be so 
great as to endanger his .seat. But I have little 
doubt that, more especially if the whole system 
of choosing o~ delegation is revised, as the 
BJ;itish Government have now virtually pro
mised, Mr J olmston will be seen again in this 
House before long, continuing his great fight for 
the establ.islunent :of a genuine and democratic 
political community, with special reference to 
the role of the· regions, and notably Scotland. 
(Applause) 

As representing the Liberal and Allies Group, 
as Vice-President of the Political Affairs Com
mittee, and as the sole remaining British Liberal 
in this Parliament, I consequently have the 
honour to support the draft resolution produced 
after many months-! might almost say years
of patient negotiation on the part of our excel
lent rapporteur, Mr Alfred Bertrand. 

But before deploying the general argument 
in favour of the resolution passed by the Poli
tical Affairs Committee I consider it also to be 
my duty in a few words to associate myself 
with, and to· add a few other words to, the 
solemn protest made on Monday by Mr Johnston 
against the action of both the major parties in 
the United Kingdom, which though obtaining 
only about 22 million votes between· them at 
the last general election, as opposed to more 
than 5 million for the llberal Party and another 
million or so for other parties, have arrogated 
to themselves no fewer than 34 out of the 36 
available seats. 
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Thus the Liberals, whose enthusiasm for the 
construction of a valid and democratic European 
political Community has been constant ever 
since the war, whose· support during the recent 
achievement of a great majority in favour of 
Britain's presence in the Community ... 
(Interruption) 

... and whose votes in Parliament on three sepu
ate occasions in 1972 secured British ratification 
of the Treaty of Accession, are reduced to a 
solitary representative-myself. There can 
surely be no fair-minded Member of this House 
who does not feel in his heart that this virtual 
disfranchisement of millions of the keenest and 
most European-minded members.of our common 
Community is a violation of elementary demo
cratic principles. 
(Protests) 

In advancing the main reasons why the Liberal 
and Allies Group supports the resolution and 
would like to see it approved with the minimum 
of amendment, may I also say that the doubts 
and hesitations which seem to characterize the 
attitude of both the British Labour and Conser
vative Parties-! emphasize the word 'Parties' 
and ·more particularly, I have no doubt, the 
former-are in no way shared by the 5 mil
lion-odd British Liberals, any more than they 
are shared, as I believe, by many millions in 
the ranks of the British Conservative and Lab
our Parties either. 

It must be the hope of all of us that experience 
of membership of this House will convince some 
of our Labour friends, whose presence among 
us we all greatly welcome, of the sheer neces
sity of working towards a democratic and supra
national entity of some kind. In the meantime, 
I should go so far as to say-though I do not 
expect all my colleagues to agree-that in fully 
supporting the resolution I am speaking for a 
majority of the British people, or that, if not, 
I shortly shall be. It may seem odd to some 
that such an assertion should be made by an 
elderly British peer, but this fact is simply 
attributable-for reasons which I have explained 
-to our extraordinary electoral system. I cannot 
help it. 
(Mixed reactions) 

This said, let us consider how best the resolution 
should be approached and what is likely to 
happen if it is passed. The first six paragraphs 
are really a statement of objectives. How far 
they can· be achieved within the time limits 
suggested naturally depends on the attitude 
of nine governments and nine parliaments. No
body would dispute that. Some may therefore 
doubt . whether the time limits will in practice 
be observed. But what is certain is that if we 

want to see a genuinely democratic union of a 
novel type fully established in the future we 
must necessarily now subscribe to these object
ives in a general way. 

How, for instance, can any union function in 
the ab~ence of any 'decision-making centre'? 
Even as it is, there is such a centre. It is called 
the European Council. We must all hope that, 
more and more, that body-the product of the 
creative imagination of a great French Presi
dent-will become responsive to a popular will 
as manifested in a European Parliament. That 
is our hope. 

As for the phrase 'independent of national 
governments' which appears in paragraph 4(1) 
and which may still be unacceptable to some, 
that simply means that, finally, there can be 
no national veto on common decisions. Whether 
such a situation can or will exist in 1980, more 
particularly, perhaps, in the realm of foreign 
affairs and defence, is anybody's guess. But that 
it should in principle exist no convinced Euro
pean can possibly doubt. It will in any case 
be observed that nobody who supports the 
present resolution in a general way is neces
sarily conunitted to the establishment, in Wes
tern Europe, of a system which will be a sort 
of replica of, for instance, the American consti
tution. I must say 1 very much doubt myself 
whether even by 1980 France, for instance, 
will have the same juridical status as California, 
or the United Kingdom the same status as 
Pennsylvania or New York. I very much doubt 
it. The eventual 'government', for example, 
which is referred to in paragraph 4(1), may 
prove ultimately to be a projection of the Euro
pean Council. It may be precisely here that the 
Member States as such will, as the resolution 
says, 'participate in the decision-making pro
cess'. All this, in any case, is for hammering 
out in the cut and thrust of democratic debate 
over the years. 

What is more immediately important and rele
vant, I think, is the section of the resolution 
contained in paragraphs 7 to 14, for this sets 
out certain practical and immediate steps which 
could, so we are assured by the lawyers, be 
taken without any need to amend or revise 
any existing treaty, which would of course 
require ratification by all nine parliaments, 
with consequent long delays. It is these para
graphs which we must hope will prove to be
and I am glad to see him here-substantially 
acceptable by Mr Tindemans in his report which 
he is to submit to the ministers at the end of 
the year. 

The most important of these parliamentary 
requests-because requests is what they all are 
-is undoubtedly that for direct elections. No-
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body who has had practical experience of the 
present system can doubt the desirability, indeed, 
the necessity, of ~uch reform. Anyway, this 
Parliament has alr~ady passed with great enthu
siasm a resolution/ describing how such elec
tions might take ~lace. I cannot imagine that, 
with the possible jexception of one or two of 
our latest recruits, ithere will be any less enthu
siasm for the proj~ct now than there was last 
January. Once ag'in I should like to salute
and I am sorry gat he is not here-that bril
liant young Dut socialist Schelto Patijn. It 
is not too much t say that direct elections are 
the key to all futu e progress. And I was happy 
to see that they are now advocated, in prin
ciple, by no less I a person than Mr Edward 
Heath. I 

Pending direct el~ctions, however, it is admit
tedly asking a ~od deal of the ministers to 
agree to the 'requ sts' made in paragraphs 8 and 
9. It is asking em a lot. For it is perhaps 
doubtful whether the present nominated Par
liament will havieufficient weight to persuade 
the ministers to a ee to, as the draft says, 'adopt 
and respect' any imetable for the achievement 
of our union by 980 which is put forward by 
the Commission ith parliamentary approval. 
Still, there is no lharm in the 'request'-and it 
is, after all only ll request- being made, and if 
Mr Tindemans s~ould see merit in it, so much 
the better. · 

The same I think /applies to paragraph 10 which 
is simply an effort to break a vicious circle. 
Obviously, if we ~re ever to achieve a political 
union, there must~ also be some sort of monetary 
union. But the latter is admittedly a great 
hurdle in the wat of the former. It may be that 
some major financial and economic crisis will 
have to hit all tlie members of the Community 
before there is g~neral agreement for its adop
tion. 

Apart from dire~· t elections, it is consequently 
on paragraph 11 that I believe myself that the 
greatest importa ce attaches. This is, as you · 
will see, an ingel).ious and well-balanced project 
for improving working relations between the 
three existing i~stitutions of the Community, 
namely, the Parliament, the Council of Ministers 
and the CommisSion. I need hardly say that it 
was the product pf long discussions in the Polit
ical Affairs Co mittee, including, in that com
mittee, members of the Commission itself. Nor is 
it a proposal wh ch must necessarily be rejected 
by the ministe . Why should it be? Indeed, 
there is, I think a real prospect that they will 
accept it. After ll, even as things are, the Com
mission consults the Parliament and its relevant 
committees bef e it puts up major legislative 
proposals to th Council. That is the present 

position. In a way, therefore, paragraph 11 
merely elaborates and extends procedures 
already in existence, for example, the concerta
tion procedure, as regards approval of the Com
munity budget. I see, however, that some intel
ligent amendments have been put down-I. think 
one or two also by the Liberal and Allies Group 
-in respect of this paragraph, and it may well 
be that some of them will find general 
acceptance after a full and constructive debate. 

I am coming to the end of my allotted time, 
but before concluding I must say that I note 
with some concern that the Socialist Group 
explicitly, and the European Conservative 
Group implicitly, apparently seek to eliminate 
all direct reference to the necessity of harmon
izing, along with foreign policy, all policies 
connected with security and defence. I must 
say I hope that, on reflection, these groups will 
not insist on suppressing all allusion to such 
a harmonization of policies, or at the least not 
vote against the whole resolution, or even 
abstain, simply because it contains such a 
reference. I am encouraged by what Mr Cor
terier said into believing that at any rate the 
Socialist Group may not do so. After all, it 
was only some two years ago that the House, 
with the full approval I seem to remember of 
the Socialist Group, approved the famous Mom
mersteeg resolution which declared effectively 
that foreign policy could in no wise be dis
sociated from defence policy, and that is the 
simple truth. If you really want to harmonize 
the one, you will be forced by the very logic 
of things to harmonize the other. I know that 
our Conservative friends at any rate do not 
really dispute the truth of what I might almost 
call an axiom, and that in the blanket phrase 
which they have circulated they seek not to 
deny, but rather for the time being as I see 
it to conceal the issue. But is it not better in 
such matters to lead, public opinion rather than 
to take refuge behind it? In other words, to call 
a spade a spade. 

This is not exactly my swan song in this 
Assembly. Political circumstances over which 
I have no control have decreed that I may have 
one or two further occasions on which to give 
practical expression to a philosophy in which, 
as you know, I have passionately believed for 
many years. So I end by saying that, as I see 
it, the passing of this resolution tomorrow by a 
substantial majority will mark a significant 
advance towards achieving that European unity 
which most of us feel in our bones is essential 
if our various democracies are to survive in 
an increasingly totalitarian and, it must be said, 
extremely dangerous world. Of course, such 
unity will come about only if there is the neces
sary political will on the part of the govern-
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ments to achieve it. That goes without saying. 
But it is chiefly up to us, in our various parlia
ments, to foster that political will. 

But even a common will will not prevail without 
suitable institutions. As I see it, therefore, it is 
for us to create, if we can, workable institutions 
which we can hand over to the next generation, 
who will no doubt use them in ways beyond 
our present imaginings. It is just not good 
enough to say that institutions do not matter 
and that they may be allowed to grow up 
anyhow. What we can do, in other words, · 
and what I am convinced we shall now do, is 
to.give the younger generation the tools, so that, 
in their own time and in their own way, they 
can finish the job. 

I therefore formally beg to· move, in the name 
of the Liberal and Allies Group, that the draft 
resolution now before us should be adopted. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Kirk to speak on behalf 
of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Kirk.- You, Mr President, and the House 
will, I am sure, be relieved to hear that I do not 
intend to follow Lord . Gladwyn by importing 
British domestic politics into this Chamber this 
afternoon. The violent partisanship that seems 
to have descended upon him with advancing 
years is no doubt of interest psychologically, 
but it does not seem to add very mueh to the 
political light and clarity of the discussion which 
we are having today, which is of considerable 
importance. 

I want in the short time at my disposal both 
to comment in general terms on the resolution 
and to refer to the series of amendments which 
my group has felt it necessary to table to this 
resolution, in ~rder, I hope, to show that those 
amendments-.are JlOt in any way in conflict with 
the principle of what is sought to be achieved 
here, but are mainly designed for clarification 
and to create what I think is a more practical 
scheme of advancing towards European Union, 
which we, certainly in my group, seek. 

The real trouble with all discussion about Euro
pean Union from the very start has been that 
it has been bedevilled with semantics. The 
minute one mentions anything to do with the 
union of Europe, the dread word 'federalism' 
is used .. Some people welcome it with open 
arms, while others run for cover. I make no 
secret of the faet that I have been a federalist 
for all my' political life. I believe in a federal 
Europe, just as I believe in a federal Britain, 
and always have. That does not alter the faet 
that I do not think that it will be particularly 

easy to obtain, and may very well :not be 
obtained in my lifetime. That does not alter the 
faet, either, that what I know I mean by 'fede
ralism' may be very different from what others 
mean by it, including my friend Mr Bertrand, 
whose excellent report we are discussing today. 
It is a word that has never been clearly defined, 
certainly not in the English language. It has 
always been of interest to.me that in the German 
language, at any rate in the last century, the 
same word was used - the word 'Bund' - to 
describe a federation as was used to describe an 
alliance. The two were regarded· at· that time 
as very close together. 

I do not think that anybody now-in this 
House or outside it-could put his hand on his 
heart and say whether the scheme that is out
lined in the first part of this resolution is federal 
or confederal or unitary which, indeed, is .. the 
word used at one point in this resolution and 
which, in the British concept and in the English 
language, means the precise opposite of federal
ism. A unitary state is a centralized state, like 
mine or like France, and is the precise opposite 
of a federal state like the Federal Republic of 
Germany, or the Swiss Confederation, or the 
United States of America. If I were asked what 
sort of goal I had at the end of this long and 
weary pilgrimage I think that my answer would 
be something like Switzerland - probably the 
most effective answer that we could hope to 
find in a continent united by so many cultural, 
social and economic matters but divided; also, 
by language, by centuries of tradition and cent
uries of ingrowing national will. 

We have--I do not think that we should under
estimate it-formidable obstacles to overcome 
before we can· achieve even a limited advance 
towards union, and in looking at these formid
able obstacles we must ask ourselves not what 
is the ideal, but what is the best way in which 
it can be achieved. I suspect that in this field, 
perhaps more than in any other, there is a 

. danger of the best becoming the enemy of the 
good and of our failing to achieve .what we 
want to achieve through over-ambition. 

It is for that reason that what has always 
impressed me most about the Community, both 
before we joined it and since, has been the 
natural growth of the institutions and, indeed, 
the policies within that Community. Where it 
has been necessary to create an institution, or 
to move mto a new field of policy, the Com
munity has been prepared to do so. Where it 
was over-ambitious--as I suspect it was in 
the early 1950s, with the proposal for a Euro
pean Defence Community-the Community was 
unable to do so. 
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I 
In this field, as ~ll as in many others, I feel 
that the natural d~velopment which requires a 
European Union ,.,Ul also dictate the way in 
which that European Union is to come about. 

I 

That, I think, is thr first fundamental point that 
we must bear in :qrind. 

The second is tha~no kind of European Union 
will be either a ievable or, in my opinion, 
desirable, unless i carries with it the full sup
port not just of thi governments and the parlia
ments, but of pub ·c opinion in the whole of our 
nine countries. M Bertrand quoted, quite cor
rectly, certain pu lie opinion polls which have 
been taken throttghout the Community and 
which show a copsiderable public support for 
the idea of a Eurqpean Union, and I accept that 
that is so. But I 1 believe that if we went into 
the streets and ~k a public opinion poll of 
precise. details of 1 ~me bf the proposals in this 
document we wotfld not, alas, get the same sort 
of result as tha~'which Mr Bertrand puts for
ward. I would r e it if it were so; I happen to 
believe that this is what we should be aiming 
for. I believe, to I have said this in committee 
-that we must 1 ad public opinion. That is the 
duty of membet of parliament and political 
leaders anywher in the world. But if we lead 
too fast we get o, t of sight of the troops behind 
and disaster can !follow. 

There is anotheir point that I should make, 
because there s 'ems to be a slight misunder
standing about i I rejoiced-as I think nearly 
every Member · this House rejoiced-at the 
result of the Br tish referendum, but it would 
be a very grave rror to assume that that was a 
referendum in f vour of a federal Europe, or ... 
(Applause) 

It was a referepdum and a massive majority 
in favour of th~ Community as it is today. I 
believe that as P,e advance naturally and pro
perly along the t-oad towards a European Union 
we shall be abl~ to bring public opinion with 
us. But I believ~, too, that if we try to go too 
fast and too faq at this 'stage we may run into 
considerable di~ficulties. 

That may so1ln negative but it is not intended 
to be. It is interi ed to be a positive and practical 
contribution to the debate. I put it forward as 
that, becauSe w at I want to achieve and what 
Mr Bertrand ants to achieve are the same. 
But I want to make sure that we achi~ve it, 
that this time the prize fdr which we are 
searching does not slip out of our hands. It is 
for that reason that we have tabled our amend
ments. 

I shall not go into all 17 of our amendments. 
Some deal wi only minor points. The major 

amendments are those to paragraphs 3, 4 and 11 
of the document. First, I turn to the amendment 
to paragraph 3, and perhaps I can reassure Lord 
Gladwyn on this point. There is nothing in the 
list to which I and most of my colleagues take 
particular exception. We have always believed 
that foreign policy is closely bound up with 
defence, that the Community must· move into 
foreign policy and that that inevitably means 
in some way, although it is a long way off, that 
the Community will be involved to a certain 
extent in the question of the defence of ·Europe 
as well. 

Our objection is that the moment one starts 
putting down a list of functions one either 
includes too much or not enough. The amend
ments tabled by various Members seeking to 
add to or subtract from the list prove my point 
more effectively even than my own amendment. 
It is very much better not to try to spell out 
in specific detail · the competences of a Com
munity in the future which, as Mr Bertrand 
said, will not come about for a considerable 
time. We are dealing here with long-term 
aspects, not with something we want to do 
tomorrow. What is the point, therefore, for the 

. long term, when the situation will be one which 
we cannot now foresee, of spelling out a long 
list of functions and competences which a future 
union might or should control? It is much better 
to ·find a phraSe, if Mr Tindemans is prepared 
to adopt it in the report and the European Coun
cil at the end of the year is prepared to adopt 
it, which will cover any or all of the functions 
proposed here or perhaps totally different func
tions not mentioned in the report or in the 
amendments. 

Secondly and perhaps even more important, in 
the pragmatic way in which we have. tried to 
approach th~ things, we have approached 
paragraph 4 not in an attempt to wreck it but 
to make it practical. How at this stage can we 
spell out that ~e future ·single decision-making 
centre will be independent of national govern
ments.? It may be-agam; I hope that :it will 
be. But the way in which -the Community is 
developing at the moment suggests that, at any 
rate for many years to come, the :national 
governments Will be very mucll involved .in the 
process of decision-making even if they are not 
the only dec~on.:.making centre. Lord Gladwyil 
tried to produce an ingenious formula to show 
that we could have ·.a single decision·m.aking 
centre of national governments but ind~p~ent 
of national governiJ1ents. The l«;)gic of- that pro-:
posal defeats me. If national governments are 
involved. their very nature is such that tl;tey 
are bound to be part of the de<;i$ion-making 
process and it in · turn is bound ·to be, to a 
certain extent at any rate, dependent upon 
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national governments, just as it is today. None 
of us knows how this will develop and to lay 
down now that it can only develop in one way 
is giving a hostage to fortune which is highly 
dangerous. 

· We agree entirely with the principle of para
graph 11. What we are not happy about, as I 
freely admit, is the principle of co-decision 
between this Parliament and the Council in 
legislative matters which I understand to be 
fundamental to our considerations but does not 
appear explicitly in paragraph 11. Our amend
ments, perhaps together with the proposals in 
paragraph 11, would ensure a more effective 
system of co-decision. 

Those are our three basic amendments. I have 
believed from the start that the only way in 
which the European Union is likely to develop 
in an effective way, bringing with it the public 
opinion of our nine countries, the support of 
our nine governments and the practical partici
pation of our nine parliaments-who must be 
involved as well because they have an important 
role-is if it proceeds by natural growth. The 
next step is clear. It must be direct elections 
to the European Parliament. These have been 
scheduled by the Council to take place in May 
1978, and I have not concealed my view that 
that date is unrealistic. 

Nevertheless, the sooner those direct elections 
can take place the better. But that lays an 
obligation upon all of us far greater perhaps 
than we realize. One cannot just say, 'Let there 
be direct elections' and there are direct elections. 
They have to be prepared, and not only on a 
national basis, is laying down the necessary laws 
to produce them; they have to be prepared on 
a party basis, because the functionaries in our 
parties have to understand and know what it is 
they are to do. They have to be prepared in 
the consciousness of the electorates, for other
wise they will not work and we will get a farce 
instead of what should be the first solemn 
dedication of the peoples of Europe to the ideas 
contained in this paper. 

I hope I have been practical and have not been 
over-pessimistic. It is in the nature of pessimists 
like myself to say that we are not pessimists 
but realists. I hope that my criticisms have been 
realistic. In general terms, as Mr Bertrand 
knows from long discussions in the Political 
Affairs Committee and outside, we support 
everything he is trying to do. If we have 
criticisms, it is of the way in which he is trying 
to do it and our amendments are designed to 
make that way more effective. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr de la Malene to speak 
on behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats. 

Mr de la Malene.- (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the development, from existing 
structures, of a confederation of states deter
mined to harmonize their policies and integrate 
their economies was the objective set five years 
ago by Mr Georges Pompidou, then President of 
the French Republic, for European Union, of 
which he was one of the principal advocates 
and which the Hague, Paris and Copenhagen 
Summit Conferences also called for. 

The European Progressive Democrats intend to 
remain faithful to this objective, convinced that 
the people of Europe can find in such a con
federation-provided it is well constructed-a 
partial solution to the distressing problems posed 
by developments in the world, in their co'untries, 
in their societies and in their civilizations. 

However, although Mr Pompidou's words in 
themselves contain the essence of what is to be 
done and how it is to be achieved, it would 
undoubtedly be desirable-and this is the aim 
of today's debate-to define the objective in 
greater detail. 

I shall try to do this briefly fir~ by dealing 
with what kind of Europe we wish to build and 
secondly by discussing the means of achieving 
this and the stages involved. 

As I said a short time ago in this House, we are 
ambitious for Europe and a cut-price Europe 
would not offer the people of our countries the 
solutions they want and have a right to expect; 
an opportunity would be missed. And there are 
many ways of building a cut-price Europe, some 
more blatant than others. 

Imagine a Europe whose objectives were purely 
economic or commercial and which relied for 
everything else, i.e. the essentials, on the Mem
ber States, or external powers. Would that not 
be a cut-price Europe? 

Another example would be a Europe which 
intended to assume the relevant basic respon
sibilities, providing itseH with the necessary 
institutions and measures, and thus limiting the 
activities of the states it consisted of, but which 
did not succeed in filling the gap it had created, 
either because the policies it defined amounted 
only to a derisory lowest common denominator 
or because its institutions, deprived of popular 
support, amounted only to a fa!;ade completely 
divorced from reality. Finally, imagine a Europe 
which wanted to develop an external policy, a 
form of diplomacy, but which deprived itself 
of the means of doing so, i.e. of a defence policy. 
Would that not also be a cut-price Europe? 
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From time to ~· 1e in previous years a number 
of us have opp d or criticized certain steps in 
the major effort o build Europe. At such times 
we have thought that there was a considerable 
risk of deviating from our objectives and that 
instead of movi~g towards Europe we were 
moving towards ~omething else, and instead of 
replacing the actions of our states with more 
effective action, )ve were destroying this action 
to the sole benef~t of an external power. 

In those basic fi~ds with a bearing on the inde
pendence, existe!ce and freedom of our various 
communities, Eu ope must be more than the sum 
total of its parts, it must make its own contribu
tion, and bring t enrichment, an effectiveness 
which represent its very justification. To say 
this is to solve e problem of powers both in 
principle and on I the broadest possible scale. 

I 
To set ambitio~ aims for Europe is, for us, to 
strive for an independent Europe, mistress of its 
fate, of its choi~es and of its policy; a Europe 
with the means/ to be entirely independent, i.e. 
a Europe with ~n independent external policy 
and its essentia~ corollary, a defence policy. 

The achieveme~t of this ambitious aim will 
obviously requi~e the appropriate measures, time 
and gradual ptogress in stages. This is the 
second subject ~bout which I want to speak. My 
comments will be divided into three categories: 
First Europe miust be built on realities, i.e. we 
must start withl the states and from these move 
towards what we call a confederation, on which 
I shall say a tord in a moment; secondly we 
must recognize 

1 

the need for variety in aproach 
and in method!f, depending on the subjects and 
matters dealt \flith; finally we must accept the 
principle of prqgress by stages and simultaneous 
progress in different fields. 

As for build.injg Europe on realities, we want 
to see a genui e Europe, i.e. a Europe in which 
decisions are taken for everyone and where 
these decisio are implemented. It is of course 
possible to cr ate bodies responsible for defin
ing the choic to be made but at present these 
choices do no become decisions and cannot be 
applied until he states have ratified them in 
some way. 

For our peopl s it is the states and the govern
ments they h ve elected which represent the 
lawful power, the power which can command 
and which m st be obeyed, the power which has 
at its disposa the necessary officials and the 
power which, in the last resort, has the means 
with which t · enforce the law. 

Can this situ tion, which is the expression of 
the feelings f our people, be rapidly transfor
med? Can th states be transcended? Can there 

ever be a European power recognized by 
everyone and with enough authority to impose 
its decisions on everyone? Could this power ever 
have executives with responsibilities for the 
whole of Europe and the means of constraint 
to ensure that its decisions were respected and 
sometimes, perhaps even often, to restore order? 
We do not think so. 

We say this not because we are pleased about it 
but simply because we want to see a realistic 
and effective system and not a mere semblance 
of power which would have more disadvantages 
than advantages. 

As regards the institutions, not even elections by 
direct universal suffrage will create solidarity. 
At most they can only play a part in a dynamic 
process. However, without strong solidarity 
instinctively felt by everyone, the institutions 
will be nothing more than illusions and the 
elections an empty gesture. As I have already 
said we can only build on feelings and solidarity 
cannot be conjured up to order. Admittedly, 
everything possible has to be done to create 
solidarity but no one has the right to make 
assumptions about it. 

One further word on this important point: we 
are all aware of the extent to which the real 
democracies in our world are becoming less and 
less common and we can all appreciate the 
threat of authoritarian or technocratic systems. 
The Europe we want should not bring additional 
technocratic pressure to bear even if this were 
involuntary or merely illusory. 

Europe should strengthen the power of demo
cracy not reduce it. Hence, we must build on our 
democratic states which are today's realities and 
in all probability will for a long time be the 
realities of the future. The institutions must 
gradually evolve from and on the basis of these 
states. 

One of our colleagues asked a few days ago 
what exactly was meant by a confederation of 
states. I am scarcely a legal expert and I have 
not the time to make an exhaustive reply today. 
I will simply say that in a confederation the 
main elements of power are transferred to the 
confederal authority via the states which thus 
represent the main support for the confedera
tion although this in no way prevents the con
federal authority from creating common institu
tions or imposing its own rules of decision. In a 
federation, on the other hand, a large part of the 
federal power comes from 'short-circuiting' the 
states. In the first system the states define or 
should define common policies on a joint basis; 
in the second they share this task for the most 
part with a power whose source is different. 
This is the distinction we make. 
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Moving on now to my second point: after build
ing on reality, we must preserve variety of 
approach. This is already the case with the 
present system where we· have the 'Community 
approach' with the original structures and the 
'cooperation approach' for the main questions 
of foreign policy. 

This pragmatism, which is in keeping with the 
diversity of the subjects dealt with and with 
the differences in the situations in our states, 
must be maintained. It is a prerequisite for pro
gress and should not be shackled by a rigid 
system of single inflexible and predetermined 
institutions. It is not by pure chance or because 
of lack of goodwill that the common foreign 
policy or rather the efforts to achieve a common 
foreign policy do not obey the same rules as 
the Common Agricultural Policy. This is because 
the methods in each of these sectors are in keep
ing with the needs and with the scope of those 
sectors. Once again, this diversity must be 
maintained. It is a precondition of progress 
which must continue wherever possible. How
ever, let there be no misunderstanding, although 
we support pluralism it does not mean that we 
intend in any way to subordinate the 'commun
ity procedure' to an intergovernmental system. 
This would be contrary to our views and desires. 

Thus, if one day we were to set up a political 
secretariat or any other similar body, the~ 
could be no question of this being a Court of 
Appeal against Community procedures. All 
opportunities must be seized and all possibilities 
explored if these are to facilitate progress and 
if our constant aim is to increase the harmoniza
tion of integrated policies and economies. At the 
same time there should also be more common 
ground. This already exists but steps should 
be taken to expand it. The European Councils, 
as Mr Ortoli has recently testified, allow pro
gress without destroying procedures. Our 
Assembly, too, is an ideal place for ext~nding 
this common ground, and we shall progress 
without difficulty, almost without noticing, from 
Community procedures to cooperation proced
ures. ThUs, wherever feasible, the methods, 
structures and decision centres must be improved 
in any way possible. 

After variety of approach comes the need for 
progress by stages. European Union has always 
been thought of as a dynamic process. At the 
outset 1980 was fixed as the first stage. A 
timetable is a valuable uaet, although we 
should not become obseSsive about it. 

In my view three periods will be involved: first 
the period between now and 1980, then the 
first stage itself and finally the later stages. 

Of course, the closer any period is to our own, 
the more reasonable it is to be exacting and 
precise. 

As regards the period between now and 1980, 
the .European Progressive Democrats believe that 
the first requirement-and this is basic and 
fundamental-is that progress in agricultural, 
economic, monetary, social and energy policies 
-as Mr Rumor emphasized this" morning
should be accompanied by simultaneous pro
gress in the institutions. 

There would be no point if by 1980, 1983 or 
1985 the institutions, decision-making machinery 
and cooperation machinery had been strength
ened, or direct universal suffrage had been 
introduced for the election of Puliament, but 
little or no progress had been made in the above 
fields. The institutions would at best be illusory 
and at worst an excuse if they were- not con
stantly supported and backed up by unfailing 
political goodwill. 

The first stage following this period will be 
meaningless unless in the preceding years pro
gress has been made simultaneously in both 
policies and institutions, i.e. both in objectives 
and in the means for achieving these objectives. 

If this progress is achieved by 1980-1985 then, 
once again, Economic and Monetary Union will 
be achieved if the energy policy is unified. 
What is essential in our view is that we should 
know what we shall be able to do by 1985. 

In this connection I feel I must say that if we 
wish to establish a single institutional structure 
by this date, the mandatory nature of its powers 
will stand in inverse relationship to the extent 
of these powers. If procedures of a very strict 
mandatory nature are required, the powers will 
necessarily be reduced and vice versa. 

Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Political Affairs Com
mittee's text seem too idealistic, at least for 
1984 · and 1985, since the decision-making 
machinery provides for strict enforcement and 
at the same time the powers extend to the field 
of defence. 

The. Commission has a different approach. If I 
have understood correctly it wants an effective 
decision-making centre but has a relatively 
modest approach to the matter of powers. I may 
have misunderstood. If I have, Mr Ortoli will 
tell us. 

The Group of European P~gressive DemE~erats 
believes that a choice should be made between 
the following alternatives: on the one hand 
preserving a variety of approaches, which might 
make it possible to achieve more rapid progress 
in the Community field;. on the other, since 
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sovereignty is diqicult to divide, the estab
lishment of a singlEt system with broader powers 
but with the state1 playing the most 'important 
role. ' 

Any attempt to ske~h out possible de:velopments 
beyond this stage 1 would be totally arbitrary. 
Who c~ say what our Europe will be in 1990 
or 1995? What ~ations will belong to it? 
Portugal, Spain, Aj.lstria, Norway? How can we 
tell? What systemtwill the people and nations 
of that time find acceptable? What relations 
will they have 'th Eastern Europe? What 
developments will Ptere be here and in the East? 
There is a whole range of important questions 
we could ask in ~ world where the rule is an 
ever more rapid tate of change. A maximum 
of humanity and p(ragmatism is necessary. 

Mr President, this~concludes my speech. We are 
not doctrinaire, n~r are we men who fear the 
future. Much of ; our hope, not only in the 
economic sphere~t above all in the matter of 
liberty, independ ce and democracy lies in a 
European Europe. hus, we passionately want to 
make sure that it has the best possible chance. 
This is the sole otivation for O'\lr present and 
future activities. I 
(Applause) 

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

Mr Bordu. - (F)j Mr President, it is essential 
to bear in mind that Article 2 of the Treaty 
establishing the ~C (Part 1, Principles) defines 
the objectives of e European Economic Com-
munity as follow : , 

I 

'The Commum~y shall have as its task, by 
establishing a ommon market and progres
sively approxi ating the economic policies of 
the Member Sates, to promote throughout 
the Community a harmonious development of 
economic actiVI~ies, a continuous and balanced 
expansion, an i crease in stability, an ac~ele
rated raising f the standard of living and 
closer relations between the States belonging 
to it.' 

I 
I 

This glance at e Treaty shows that there is 
a profound gap etween the avowed aims and 
the results obtain , particularly in the economic 
and social sphere . This does not mean that there 
has been no pr gress in production and the 
forces· of product on, but it implies that at pre
sent, the Europe of the Nine, like the whole of 
the 'florid's capi ist system, is in a grave crisis 
with serious imp ications. 

The Europe of s cial progress is in reality the 
Europe of auste ity. As we have already said, 

the result for workers is not even a Europe 
with good intentions, but a Europe of sacrifice 
and austerity and this at a time of tremendous 
scientific and technological progress. 

The Bertrand report, the content of which can
not be separated from the other working docu
ments, in our view treats the present period 
of crisis too lightly. In fact, unemployment is 
reaching dangerously high levels, inflation p~r
sists, the purchasing power of workers is drop
ping. working conditions are intolerable and 
standards of living are unacceptable. The situa
tion is such that coping with unemployment is 
becoming the major social pre-occupation. The 
Commission itself has said that 1975 will be 
a year of zero growth throughout the Com
munity. The experts cannot predict better things 
for the future. 

It is in this context that the Nine are trying 
to activate an integrated 'Europe of tradesmen'. 
This approach to the Europe of tomorrow may 
at first sight appear strange. 

What are the implications? We here are respons
ible people and we speak the language of 
responsible people. We all know that imperialism 
is facing a new situation in the world and 
in Europe. This situation" is typified by the 
events in Portugal and Greece, the successes 
of the Communist Party and the Left in Italy, 
the considerable progress of the Left in France, 
and the weakening of Francoism in Spain. This 
testifies to the end of the capitalist crisis and 
to democratic progress in the political sense of 
the term. We are all undoubtedly aware of 
the views reflecting the anxiety of a number 
of Heads of State about this political phenomen. 

This is significant inasmuch as imperialism con
siders itself in ~ state of alert and is conjuring 
up with Mr Ki~inger and Mr Ford the spectre 
of the Communist and their allies coming to 
power in certain countries in Europe. The 
upsurge in democracy, which reflects a desire 
for change, liberty and independence is basically 
unacceptable to big business and its defenders. 

Are not accusations against the activities of the 
CIA made every day in the United States and 
is there not a strengthening in Western Europe 
of the authoritarian attitudes to the most basic 
freedoms and the rights of man? 

One wonders what role will be played by the 
instruments of political union in relation to the 
rise of the democratic movement. There will 
without doubt be a hardening of the present 
tendency to call the freedoms into question and 
a desire to persist in the attitudes which led to 
the failure of the 'small Europe' policy. 
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Moreover, in February 1975, Mr Ortoli had to 
admit that 1974 had seen a lowering of our 
ambitions and the partial failure of our Institu
tions. 

The present plans indicate that integration must 
facilitate industrial reorganization, increase 
production capacity to satisfy external demand 
and, of course, facilitate the free movement 
of capital. 

They also indicate that it is important above 
all that profit margins should stop declining 
in real terms and be progressively restored to 
a level which would cover the real rates of 
interest and investment risks. It should be noted 
in passing that this explains the thinking behind 
the regional policy. The risks will be borne 
by the tax-payers. 

However, the Marjelis report, with a frankness 
which is not reflected in the Bertrand report, 
makes the additional claim that in 1975 real per 
capita incomes (including social services) will 
have to increase more slowly than productivity 
and, in certain circumstances, must even be 
frozen at their present level. · 

This statement is the expression of a class policy 
which makes the appeal to the reason of the 
social partners obsolete and less and less effect
ive. 

Many people regret the lack of popular interest 
in a Europe controlled by big business, but this 
indifference is not surprising when such a 
Europe effectively seems foreign. 

Certain western ideologists propose that the 
people of Western Europe should develop a 
European awareness, should endow the countries 
of the EEC with an ideological community. 
These efforts will be of no avail when agri
cultural Europe, which has hitherto been the 
symbol of success for the Common Market, in 
its turn comes to know the misfortune of all 
the victims of this policy of over-accumulation 
of capital in the hands of bankers. 

We do not reject the idea of European aware
ness, but it should not be that of mM, Krupp 
or Schneider; it should not be the awareness 
of the multinational companies which, supported 
by the states, dominate social life. 

The European awareness which we wish to help 
to develop is the one which shows where the 
interests of the work~rs and the people lie, 
and points the way to a united struggle combin
ing all democratic forces in the quest for demo
cratic change. 

Apart from these adverse aspects, there are 
other ways of looking at the laws of the inter
nationalization of production. 

Some people, and we are among them, believe 
that ·economically strong nations, which are 
masters of their fate and deliberate indepen
dently on their decisions and commitments make 
more positive contributions to the joint efforts 
at cooperation. Nations may or may not have 
these qualities; they may or may not have the 
desire to act. 

Conversely, however, when a group of nations 
decides to pursue a- common policy, this policy 
can only guarantee the solidarity of the partners 
if it reinforces the capabilities of each country 
in all fields and steps are taken to avoid weak
ening the importance of certain countries. If 
this is not done, the common policy inevitably 
leads to subordination of the small nations in 
the club of large nations and leaves them under 
the domination of the large nations. 

From this point of view, can we believe that 
capitalism will be capable of overcoming its 
contradictions, that it will be capable of acts 
of generosity, escaping from the profit system 
which today typifies the disparities in the levels 
of development of different countries? As you 
know, somethi,ng is expected in return for the 
aid granted by certain countries to others. 
Business has no time for sentiment and knows 
how to profit from the difficulties of neighbours. 
This is illustrated very well by the serious 
regional disparities resulting from the inade
quate returns on capital which is freely moved 
about from country to country so that the 
maximum profit can be obtained in the shortest 
possible time. 

This calls for certain· observations. Experts 
regret that the Community spirit is absent 
unless it serves the interests of the individual 
countries. The logic of this is undeniable. No 
one can live indefinitely on hopes; people are 
disillusioned with the promises of jam tomorrow. 

Can national interests be brought into line with 
interests common to several states? We believe 
they can. However, we cannot consider . this 
matter without at the same time noticing that 
there are rules which cannot be transgressed 
with impunity. Would it not be possible, instead 
of exorcising the demon of nationalism, to 
investigate the factors which have been obstac
les to the aims of capitalist Europe for so long? 
Is it reasonable to speak of integration when 
cooperation has failed? Is it not true that co
operation on the boadest basis is today a perfect 
vehicle for the flexible expression of the various 
levels of interest? Can we deliberately ignore 
certain tendencies, the force and influence of 
which no-one can deny and which, in a given 
country, bring together in a single tribute of 
recognition, the anonymous masses of the 
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peasants, the arti~ans, the workers, the learned 
and the artists, ~he intellectuals, thinkers and 
men of state, wlho have created the wealth, 
power and glory qf that country? 

The spirit and d~ersity found in each country 
must be fully li erated to shape the future of 
the people and he nations. Is their develop
ment not the prircipal guarantee of the wealth 
which each one (will then be able to bring to 
the common effqrt of cooperation? We are far 
from the situatior in which nationalism and the 
idea of common1 policies are antagonistic. 

We have no ab~1 lute convictions on the matter 
of powers. The arties of the Left in France 
have drawn up a joint programme which affirms 
that 'the gover ent will, within the framework 
of the Commo~Market, maintain its freedom 
of action to ach eve its political economic and 
social program e' and that, assessed individu
ally and restric ed to the fields falling within 
the Community' scope, the necessary delega
tions of power 'll be decided on by the Member 
States in their common interests pursuant to 
Article 235 of t e Treaty of Rome. 

Another questi , which is equally important, 
has also been ra'sed: the independence of Europe. 
In our view, th s Europe will exist in a demo
cratic and peac ful context. 

I 

In February 1975, Mr Ortoli declared before 
this Parliament I that 'Europe is losing control of 
its future since the number of economic, finan
cial and politica decision-making centres outside 
our Member St tes and outside our Community 
is growing apa e' and that 'we may be friends 
(with the Unit d States), we may be allies and 
we may recogn· e that we have interests in com
mon. But this 

1 

must not blind us to reality: 
to the power o~ the United States which weighs 
on our relatils; to its willingness to tackle 
problems whic , contrasted with our weakness, 
our confusion, marks it as a world leader'. 

Are the Nine 'lling to act for an independent 
Europe in any ay other than declarations such 
as 'the formailion of multinational companies 
is necessary to! meet the challenge of American 
capital.' Far from counteracting the penetration 
of American rhonopolies into Western Europe, 
the creation of 1 the Common Market has stimul
ated it. 

The tone is se~ for European union by the most 
determined Heads of State or of Government, 
or by their epresentatives, in particular by 
such significa t phrases as 'we refuse to frame 
the problem in terms of a choice between 
Atlantic solid rity and European affirmation'. 
Mr Sauvagna gues also emphasized that there 
was a powerf 1 common interest in the affirm-

ation of a political Europe, the appearance in 
Europe of a second decision-making and ini
tiative-taking centre which would give double 
support to the West as a whole. 

Thus, there is no doubt that there is some inclin
ation towards a political Europe in the frame
work of a desire for independence which, in our 
view, is equally valid in relation to the West 
as to the East. 

The independence of Europe, as you know, 
assumes primary importance when it comes to 
the problem of·European defence which, accord
ing to the NATO review, is inseparable from 
American technology. 

It is pointless not to face up to reality; we should 
·be honest with ourselves. 

In conclusion I appeal on behalf of my group 
to those who can be called hones.t Europeans. 
We must say the same things in our countries 
and in this Assembly. Everyone must assume 
his responsibilities and say to his nation: 'this 
is what we want, this is the Europe we want'. 

I personally have heard some colleagues say that 
the individual states are not ready to accept 
'supranationality', which would imply abdic
ation of their sovereignty. Hence a fairly cau
tious approach has been adopted in the resolu
tion before us, although this caution is less 
pronounced than Mr Kirk's, which I fully under
stand at this point in the debate. However, our 
rapporteur, Mr Bertrand, has not been afraid to 
put forward his views. 

We believe that what we have said will make 
our attitudes to Europe clear. 

For our own part, since the Bertrand report 
contains elements to which we are opposed and 
commitments which we know cannot be fulfil
led, like the promises of the past, we declare 
that our group will unanimously vote against 
the report submitted to us. 
(Applause) 

President.- I call Mr Ortoli. 

Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission. - (F) 
Mr President, this is not an ordinary debate, 
since the Commission is not here to defend a 
proposal or a draft. It is a debate on a report by 
Parliament on European Union in the presence 
of Mr Tindemans, who has the task not only of 
submitting a report, which may be easy to draw 
up, but also of forming an opinion, which might 
perhaps be more difficult in terms of the work 
achieved by the Institutions. 

I do not intend to give a detailed account of 
the Commission's report. The important thing 
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is the ideas to which we are going to give 
practical expression: .you in your opinion and 
the Commission in its report. 

Another important factor is that we are going 
to air in public the problems of European Union, 
i.e., as a number of previous speakers have said, 
the problems of why and how. Europe should 
be built. 

When the Commission undertook to prepare its 
report it took the view. that it should not submit 
a simple text containing only conclusions. Since 
we had to make a contribution and open a 
debate we thought we should explain our think
ings as clearly as possible, give in detail the 
grounds for our assertions and put forward 
our arguments and the reasons for which, after 
considering these arguments, we thought a . 
given approach should be adopted rather than 
another. 

We also wondered about today 'expressing 
thoughts on European Union in terms of a inajot 
ambition. · 

Indeed, now that the British referendum is over, 
has the moment not come to take stock and to 
look at what we can do between ourselves even 
though we are faced with immediate and major 
problems which we must try to solve? This is 
a legitimate question to ask and I assure you 
that we gave the matter some thought. We car
ried our report through to its logical conclusion 
and gave it its present scope because we tried 
to submit an overall concept as requested by 
the Heads of State or of Government. 

There is also another reason, which relates to 
the future of Europe. We believe that the pre
sent stage will have to be passed, as regards 
both powers and institutions, if we wish to 
achieve a number of common objectives which 
are well known to us all. The question is 
whether Europe can, in a world which is begin
ning to be dominated by confrontation, exercise 
its legitimate influence, express its identity and 
defend its prosperity - and by prosperity, I 
refer also to equality and justice. 

Finally, we must be able to keep pace as far 
as possible with a changirig world. Europe iii 
our opinion is a good solution to this problem 
and we must make further progress. 

What is realism in relation to European Union? 
In my view it does not consist of considering the 
obstacles, counting the impossibilities and study
ing what can, or more exactly, what cannot be 
done. 

If this is the form of realism expected from the 
Commission, we need not have bothered to draw 
up the report, and you should not be wondering 

about European Union. The true realism of the 
politician takes the form of -considering what 
objectives he thinks are essential and of ascert
aining whether these ob-jectives can be achieved. 
It is this form of courage and, perhaps, boldness 
we have tried to adopt. We have also tried to be 
realistic in two other ways. · 

First, we · have not proposed that everything 
should change overnight. We know that a debate 
is going to take. place. What I expect and what 
I hope is that this will be a real debate at the 
end of which we shall know what needs to be 
done and how to do it. 

Secondly, we were not content with simply 
submitting a report on European Union. We 
thought that at the same time we should also 
say as clearly as possible that European Union 
was not a solution to all the present problems. 
It is this form of realism that you will find in 
the letter preceding the document we submitted 
and in Chapter 4 of our report where we speak 
of a number of immediate requirements. It 
would be wrong to think that we could solve 
our problems by moving forward into the future 
in an attempt to escape. In Europe today we are 
taking two simultaneous gambles. 

European Union is a· gamble on achievement, 
a gamble on development - in short a very dif
ficult gamble. But in the face of all our problems 
today, we are taking a gamble on existence 
itself. As a result we must ask you not to use 
the debate on European Union as an excuse 
to forget the immediate problems. Starting from 
the Europe we have already built, we should 
make every effort to meet a challenge; a chal
lenge which is common to us all. 

Are we really 'realistic'? Are we · really doing 
what we should be in highlighting the problems 
of European Union at a time when we also 
have. to put forward proposals for solutions to 
immediate and even vital problems? 

None of us has the right to think too· much 
about the future while forgetting the present. 
We did not think that deliberations on the 
future should be contradictory to the require
ments of the present. On the contrary, such 
deliberations shed light on a number of actions 
we could undertake. We should not think that 
deliberation on the future will prevent us frotn 
working together immediately. We should look 
neither for a breathing space nor for an escape 
into the future. We must work very hard 'to 
solve the problems of the modern world and 
then give serious thought to what · European 
Union might be. · 

We could air our opinions on European Union 
for a long time, but rest assured, there are 
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some things I w~l not say because we have 
tried to base our jWork on the problems and not 
on pre-fabricatecl. solutions. We believe that 
European Union Will carry all the more weight 
if we show that we have raised the right prob
lems· and have fo~nd the correct solutions on the 
basis of the data 

1 

available. 
I 

For this r~ason,~u will not see anything con
trover&ial in the mmission's report, but I hope 
you will find pr posals for solutions to current 
and future diffi !ties. 

What does definitg European Union or any deci
si"e step forwa d amount to? It must mean 
speaking about ompetences, about institutions 
and about progrfss. 

In the matter ofj competences, we attached con
siderable impoz1lance to a number of relatively 
elementary prin{:iples, which we listed. 

The first of the~e is that competences should be 
given to joint ipstitutions in Cl!ses where they 
will best ensurtthe prosperity and progress of 
Europe and its fiuence in the world. In other 
words, these ompetences must represent a 
response to re~l problems. Europe should not 
try to deal with! everything; it should not thwart 
legitimate developments at national or even 
regional and locfal level. It must intervene when 
its competencef can best be exercised in the 
framework of ~ommon institutions. This is the 
principle of suq&diarity which, in plainer terms, 
means that the powers taken should be those 
that can best ~e exercised. 

i 

Secondly, we ll>elieve that Europe should have 
a single instit1ion. I would say to Mr de la Ma
lene that I do ot want any separation between 
political coope ation and the Community Insti
tutions and t at even when we are speaking 
of institutiona unity this does not mean that 
there is always unity in the methods used or 
that the rules iare necessarily the same. 

Although our 
1 
report suggests that the duties 

should be carded out by a single entity we have 
also introduceid the idea of flexibility without 
which, in our

1

1 opinion, we will not be able to 
build Europe. 

This will all w us to preserve the necessary 
unity and to void pointless contradictions in an 
activity whic possesses profound unity. I do 
not know hat distinction will be drawn 
between ext . al . polic~ and part of our eco
nomic activit es outside the Community but I 
can quite see at the techniques will sometimes 
differ. We s all act in one way when politics 
in the wides sense of the term are involved, 
and in ano er when economics, for example, 
commercial anagement, are involved. What we 

want to avoid is pointless contradiction at insti
tutional level. · 

The principle of legal unity is one to which we 
attach very much importance. We believe that 
European Union should not simply be a sum 
total of special agreements sometimes involving 
9 states sometimes 5 or 6 and sometimes 3 or 4. 
European Union applies to all the Member 
States, but here again flexibility is necessary. 
New developments might interfere with our 
work and as a result our actions may be modi
fied, for example at regional level, to take 
account of changing circumstances which an 
individual state might also experience. Even 
with legal unity it would be able to modify iU! 
actions. ·. 

As a result, we believe that a single organization 
is necessary and that a number of competences 
will have to be defined. 

First, we have the exclusive competences of the 
Union. These will be similar to existing Com
munity power's, for example, in the field of 
commercial policy. Then there will be concur
rent competeqces, which the Union will exercise 
on an individual basis when the Union can 
provide the beSt solution, i.e. when the principle 
of quality I mentioned a moment ago is brought 
to bear. 

The third field which we mentioned very clearly 
in our report_ and which is already outlined in 
the present Treaties is the matter of potential 
competences. 

What is the distinction between concurrent and 
potential competences? 

Potential competences are those which we decide 
not to use for a certain time although we make 
provision for them in the Union; before they can 
be exercised, a relatively formal decision is 
necessary. Concurrent competences may consist 
of adopting a major or secondary regulation in 
a given field. The major field under potential 
competences' is defence. The Union must recog
nize now that if it achieves its aims a number 
of fields will necessarily form part of its res
ponsibilities when it is completed but it must 
also be reaiized that it is not yet possible to 
assume these responsibilities. 

These, briefly, are our views on the matter of 
competences. Flexibility, however, should be the 
watchword. The Union should do only what is 
essential to fulfil its objectives. It should not 
look to the Community regulation as an essential 
instrument but must retain the idea of the 
directive, which gives scope for individuality 
and diversity, the means of adhering to a gen
enu guideline in keeping with the views of our 
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countries. This is a very important instrument. 
Cooperation, which we do not wish to over
emphasize, must also be retained as one of the 
instruments to be used in certain cases. Here 
again flexibility is required in the activities 
which we shall pursue together over the next 
few years. 

We have now given a definition of the com
petences of the Union but what form should 
these competences take? The economic and 
monetary objectives already set should not be 
changed. After all, when texts have been drawn 
up to say that Monetary Union will be estab
lished what else is there to do? 

However, more powerful measures for achieving 
these objectives should be developed, in some 
cases by enlisting national policies and in others 
by implementing certain measures peculiar to 
the Union and permitting it to achieve its 
objectives. As regards Monetary Union, for 
example, we must develop a number of common 
measures which will form the basis of a system 
of reserves and a central bankiD.g system in the 
Community. In my view we should continue 
with the present Community exchange system 
but we could also quietly introduce a second 
system, that of parallel currencies, which will 
develop gradually as the opportunities arise and 
which will in time make it possible for us to 
achieve better monetary integration. 

As regards the budget, we must progress beyond 
the present stage and make it an instrument of 
structural policy so that Europe is not tempted 
to concern itself with all the details, and is not 
obliged to have civil servants everywhere, which 
would be a profound mistake in the Europe 
we should be thinking of. We must develop a 
final and complete system guaranteeing internal 
stability in Europe. We must also pursue a 
structural policy bolder than the one we have 
today. These are competences in which consider
able progress shoud be made. 

We have not forgotten social problems, which are 
one of the priorities for European action. Social 
protection should not be organized on an 
entirely joint basis but harmonized at a mini
mum level guaranteed for all citizens in all the 
Member States. 

As regards foreign policy, there is no doubt 
that a European External policy will have to 
develop gradually within the Union. You will 
notice how careful we have been in this chapter 
of our report. Certain ways are aready open 
to us which, in a stronger Union, will provide a 
basis for further progress. 

Cooperation with the developing countries will 
gradually become one of the fields in which 

we can make useful achievements for Europe 
together but without excluding national policies, 
provided these are not contradictory with our 
joint activities. 

A word on the very delicate matter of defence. 
Our point of view is very straightforward. We 
do not believe that we can today decide on a 
common defence policy, because the conditions 
are not yet right. It would be pointless to delude 
ourselves on this; we lack the political integra
tion, economic integration, institutional power, 
and perhaps the vision to allow us to achieve a 
common defence policy. In a world where there 
is an increasing tendency for dialogues to be 
multilateral, where our strength will increase 
with the degree to which we present an united 
front, and where the problems of the Third 
World are becoming more and more evident, 
we shall not be able to go as far as we intend 
unless, at a given time, we work together on our 
security problems. We shall not achieve true 
economic and monetary integration without also 
jointly considering problems of security. 

We must therefore recognize two facts: we can
not do all we intend to in the process of Euro
pean Union without raising the matter of secu
rity and we cannot yet deal with security prob
lems. It will require positive action, a joint 
decision by the states, to determine when the 
time has come to work together in this field. 

We have suggested that a start should be made, 
but here again a cautious one, on a number of 
common defence problems, because we believe 
that we should not wait too long before acting 
in those spheres in which controversy would 
probably be minimal. At all events we ask that 
some thought should be glven to the matter. 

Finally we have tackled a new problem which 
Mr Bertrand emphasized, namely human rights. 

We believe that European Union should be given 
a dimension very different from that of the 
European Community today. What we have tried 
to say is, I think, on the scale of the European 
ethic, of the far-reaching concept of Europe, of 
what forms the substance of European demo
cracy. Our basis is a joint one, but it is also a 
way of making Europe serve its citizens and 
recognizing a number of basic problems of its 
citizens not only at national level but also at 
the level of the new Union. 

As regards the institutions, we have proposed a 
'qualitative transformation'. I did not completely 
follow Mr de la Malene's arguments and perhaps 
mine are not exactly the same as his. In my view 
we cannot considerably increase competences 
without having institutional structures which 
make it possible to exercise these competence 
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properly. In our inltitutional structures we have 
almost reached the limits of what can be done 
between European states. An executive is not 
the place for buckp~ssing. When true powers are 
exercised, for exaJjnple in the monetary field, 
we cannot always lbe passing the buck. This is 
not the way to ma~age a single-entity. We must 
therefore raise the: question of the effectiveness 
of our executive. 1I apologize for speaking in 
these terms but I want to avoid the words and 
the implications o~ the words used in political 
confrontations in 1which I personally do not 
believe. Anyone wpo says that powers must be 
assigned will say ~hat these powers should be 
exercised for the ~ood of our people and this 
requires a strong! executive. It also calls for 
democratic control and a real legislative power, 
i.e. an organizatioq along the lines of our 'second 
model', consisting tof two chambers, one repre
senting the states.l 

We suggest there! should be a true executive 
accompanied by a legislative authority, an 
Assembly, but wit the states intervening in the 
framework of a ommittee of Ministers. In a 
number of cases their agreement would be 
required, while · others, as is the case today 
in agricultural atters, they could reverse 
decisions that th considered to be relatively 
poor. If a soluti n like this is applied, care 
should be taken o ensure that the legitimate 
interests of the states are not protected to the 
detriment of th~ quality of management. A 
system paralysed jon the pretext of recognizing 
a reality in whic I deeply believe, namely that 
of the states, wil provide no solution to what 
I was trying to xplain a moment ago. Com
petences are assi ed in order that they can be 
properly exercise and I know no way of doing 
this other than c nferring them on people who 
are responsible or such powers and who, if 
necessary, can be penalized. 

These are the idet we attempted to put forward 
as regards the ery difficult problem of the 
executive. I repe t, the idea of an institutional 
dialogue betwee the organization responsible 
for Community terests and those responsible 
for national interests is one of the principal 
concepts in our teport. 

I 

Third point: mov(ing towards Union. 
I 

A moment ago ~ spoke of a 'qualitative trans
formation'. 

Personally I do not believe that institutional 
changes can be ade by a continual process of 
adjustment. I d not mean that an institutional 
system cannot b overhauled from time to time 
and restored to its original state, which would 
be one of today s problems. I think that if you 

want to exercise more extensive powers, a stur
dier system of institutions is necessary. Such 
a system cannot be obtained by continually 
changing the present system, which has changed 
for the worse. 

If we decide to establish European Union, we 
must first decide to create a framework which 
can be used immediately. The Institutions have 
been in existence since the Treaty of Rome was 
signed, but whenever it has come to giving effect 
to the competences of this Treaty, the process 
has been gradual and progressive. I refer you 
back to what I said a moment ago about the way 
in which we want the division of competences 
to be considered and about the cautious approach 
to a number of problems which cannot be dealt 
with today. By the form we give to the compe
tences and by the principle of the development 
o! policies, we are introducing this progressive 
and gradual process without which there can 
be no Europe. 

I do not want to express any opinion on whether 
the Europe we have tried to outline will be the 
final r·esult or a stage in the building of a more 
ambitious Europe. Indeed, I do not know which 
will be the case. We felt that we could not go 
any further and that we should explain the 
whole scope of our document. We have given 
you food for thought. We hope that Parliament 
will open the debate and that you will learn 
important lessons as regards the definition of 
European Union. One thing is certain, Europe 
can progress in enlightenment. I am happy to 
witness the proceedings of the first public debate 
on European Union. We have tried to be bold. 
I hope the ideas we have submitted to you 
are logical and in keeping with the real needs 
of the situation. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Tindemans to speak as 
draftsman of the report on European Union 
which the Council has asked him to draw up. 

Mr Tindemans, member of the Council.- (NL) 
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, it gave 
me great pleasure to accept your President's 
invitation to attend this sitting here today. I 
am also pleased to be able to address to you 
a few words of thanks for the care with which 
your Assembly has drawn up its report on 
European political union. 

In view of the instructions given to me by the 
Heads of State or of Government of the Euro
pean Community at the Summit Conference in 
Paris in December 1974, I attach great impor
tance to the European Parliament's report. This 
must be one of the pillars on which I build my 
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own report which, as you know, is to be based 
on the reports from the Court of Justice, the 
Commission and the European Parliament after 
consulting political leaders; social leaders and 
leaders of European movements in tbe Member 
States. 

I would like to pay tribute to the efforts of 
Mr Bertrand who, as rapporteur for the Poli
tical Affairs Committee of the European Par
liament, has undoubtedly contributed to the 
progress of this work. But, in accordance with 
good parliamen,tary usage, I would alsQ like to 
thank everybody who has taken part in this 
debate. I partieularly thank Mr Girauqlo, Mr Cor
terier, Mr Lucker, Lord Gladwyn, Mr Kirk, 
Mr de Ia Malene and Mr Bordu, as spokesmen 
for the different groups and, I believe it is 
possible to say, as spokesmen for the political 
family which they represent in the European 
Parliament. My special thanks go to. Mr Ortoli 
who, as President of the Commission, so bril
liantly introduced the Commission's report and, 
by providing further information on certain 
points. increased our awareness of the signifi
cance of certain chapters of that rep~rt. 

I consider myself fortunate to be able to spend 
a day· in. your midst since I now find it easier 
to appreciate the feelings of those in this Par
liament who interpret the position of the poli
tical groupings which they represent. 

The European Community has already gone a 
long way and still has a long way to go. In 
the past, relations between countries, especially 
in Europe, were based on agreements between 
states on cooperation in certain well-defined 
areas. This system existed for many years-one 
could even say hundreds of years-and we all 
know what the result has been. After the Second 
World War, people sought a new fqrmula to 
put relations between the European countries 
on a different basis. The Treaties of Rome and 
Paris created a new, indeed revolutionary, form 
of cooperation. An independent institutional 
system was built up on the basis of a voluntary 
treaty, with the aim of evolving common policies 
for Europe. 

The resulting Community was something new 
and special on the international scene: it has 
direct legal power over the subjects of its 
Member States, which have transferred part of 
their powers to the Community Institutions. 

Aware of their interdependence, the Member 
States of the European Community have created 
a new institutional model on the basis of real 
solidarity. 

This new organization already has many achieve
ments to its name, but, .as I mentioned before, 
there is sti:ll a long way to go to attain the 

targets we have set ourselves. I believe that the 
European construction is only half completed. 
It is our generation's task to complete this 
construction with determination and imagina
tion. 

To this end we must evolve for ourselves a clear 
picture o_f what we wish to undertake jomtly, 
of th~ institutions necfi!SS8ry to do this and the 
final form of the Europe we are constructing. 
Mr Ortoli put this differently, · but the three 
main aims remain the same. 

It is evident that we can no longer independently 
solve certain important problems; even if we 
say that· we must leave solutions till later, this 
does not mean that today's problems no longer 
exist. The ·Treaties offer a suitable framework 
for the solution of many problems, formally for 
such sectors as agriculture and transport and 
implicitly for such sectors as economic policy in 
the broader sense of the word. However, we 
must now indicate our priorities for the future 
and what practical action we wish to undertake 
both in the economic and political sectors. 

The problem now before us is, which decision
making process and which institutions will offer 
the best way of tackling the tasks that we wish 
to take on jointly. The Treaty is based on an 
original system in which the legislative and 
executive functions are exercised in a delicate 
form of cooperation between the Council and 
the Commission. 

Now we are starting to think about the shape 
European Union should take, we must ·review 
this system and consider whether it is effective 
enough to exercise Community power. · 

Recalling our culture, our history and our 
expectations for the future we ought to establish, 
indeed we cannot avoid the difficult task of 
establishing the final picture of the European 
construction. What is expected of us now is an 
evocation of the future; European Union offers 
us a chance to give substance to our joint 
identity. I am at present conducting consulta
tions in the various Member States on all these 
problems. I hope that the European Parliament's 
report will help to provide a clear answer to 
some of these questions. 
(The speaker continued in French) 

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I came to 
Strasbourg to listen to you and to ascertain the 
opinions of the large political groupings repre
sented in the European Parliament. 

At the Paris Summit Conference in December 
1974, the Heads of State or of Government 
declared that the election of Parliament by 
direct universal suffrage, as provided for by the· 
Treaty, should be achieved as soon as possible. 
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In the meantime, 1our Assembly has put for
ward its proposals for a draft convention to be 
adopted by the M mber States with a view to 
implementing this 1 decision. For my own part, 
I hope that the gqvernments will make a start 
as soon as possibl~ on the preparatory discus
sions leading to th~ drafting of this convention. 

i 
This, in effect, is a

1 
decision of major importance 

for the future con~truction of Europe. The elec
tion of your ~mbly by universal suffrage 
would undoubtedly set the seal on the authority 
of Community d~ocracy. Such an Assembly 
would undeniably be in a position to express 
the desires of the European nations irrevocably 
committed to a co1mon destiny. 

' 
There have been: and still are a number of 
extremely varied olitical systems in the world. 
Economic, sociolo ical and geographical factors 
can all undoubte y influence the choice of a 
given system. Ho ever, democracy remains the 
ideal system. De ined as . government by the 
people for the p ple, it recognizes the impor
tance of· the indiv dual and is the most effective 
means of involvi g citizens in the exercise of 
power. 

The forms of d ocracy vary from the direct 
system to very di ferent types of representative 
democracy. Since. I the time of Montesquieu and 
Hobbes, the mos~ popular system in the West 
has been represeqtative democracy which gene
rally takes the-form of parliamentary democracy. 
As the expressiqn of the sovereignty of the 
people, this guar tees respect of the rights and 
freedoms of the · dividual. 

Admittedly, it is till imperfect in some respects, 
but secular inst' tions always have to keep 
pace with social evelopments: it is necessary to 
adapt to these a to find the most appropriate 
ways of exercis' g power. The European Par
liament has the pportunity to change the face 
of parliamentar democracy so that it might, 
for instance, tak the form of a democracy of 
responsibility. e task is admittedly difficult. 
It presupposes t at the representatives of the 
associated natioqs will do more than express 
the legitimate de~ands of their constituents and 
take part in the framing of the common policies 
necessary to the ~evelopment of the Community 
as a whole. j 

Whatever the of the powers of this 
Parliament, the ask of its Members would then 
be to awaken th public to an awareness of the 
Community. On y an awareness of this kind 
would .give politi al initiatives the support neces
sary for thei~ im lementation. 

Although this is your responsibility, it must not 
be forgotten tha the building of ·Europe depends 
to a large exte t on the political goodwill of 

the governments. Certain recent events have 
called into question the existence of such good
wip. 

For the first time since it was established, the 
Community is facing the problem of a recession: 
There is a considerable temptation for the Mem
ber States to believe that they can deal with this 
recession by protectionist measures outside the 
Community framework. U this temptation 
became too strong, the Community would be 
in danger of running into even greater diffi
culties. 

In the same way as we took joint steps to pro
mote expansion, we must jointly adopt the 
measures necessary to solve as quickly as pos
sible the problem of recession and unemploy
ment. The Treaties contain adequate provisions 
for such joint action. The states and the govern
ments must clearly express their willingness to 
make use of these provisions. Only by doing 
this will the Community regain its internal 
dynamism and be able to meet the challenge of 
our time. 

This challenge is twofold; on the one hand, it 
calls for a solution to the serious problems of 
the modern world, without which we shall not 
be able to achieve our ideals; on the other, it 
calls for a vision of the Europe we wish to 
build. 

Parliament, the main function of which is to 
establish the democratic basis for the European 
Institutions, must put forward solutions and 
make sure they are implemented. 

History, ladies and gentlemen, will show that 
you bear the greatest responsibility. 
(Loud applause) 

President. - Thank you Mr Tindemans for 
having not only listened to our rapporteurs and 
the spe~kers for the political groups, but also for 
having, as it were, participated in our work and 
demonstrating the great importance which you 
attach to the election of this Parliament by uni
versal suffrage by assuring us that in the pro
posals which you are called upon to formulate 
you will take maximum account of the views 
expressed in this debate. , 

Your approach is theref9re not merely an act 
of courtesy. It' is also one of good policy and 
useful collaboration. 

. I thank you on behalf of the Assembly. 
(Loud applause) 

I call Mr Concas, draftsman of the opinion of 
the Legal Affairs Committee on the problem of 
defining the powers of the European Union. 
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Mr Concas.- (I) Mr President, ladies and gent
lemen, the Legal Affairs Committee, has unani
mously approved the opinion which it is my 
privilege to present, however briefly, within 
the speaking time allotted to me. 

The Legal Affairs Committee's aim was to help 
to clarify, and thus obviate, some problems 
which might arise during the implementation of 
the declaration of intent of the summit meeting 
in Paris from 19-21 October 1972, and repeated 
in the following summit meeting of 5-10 Decem
ber 1974: that is, to transform before the end 
of the decade, and with the fullest respect for 
the treaties already signed, the whole complex 
of the relations of the Member States into a 
European Union. 

The Legal Affairs Committee welcomed these 
declarations of intent. They must, however, 
be backed up by a firm political will, demons
trated by the integrai and extensive application 
of the three treaties in force, with no reserva
tion, including the passing of legislation deriving 
from the treaties. 

The Legal Affairs Committee has expressed the 
opinion that European Union should not be 
simply a synthesis or a merging of the existing 
treaties, and therefore posed the problem of 
what legal instruments should be used to achieve 
European Union, and what should be the legal 
relationship of the Community treaties to the 
union itself. 

As regards ways and means of this development 
and transformation, since European Union will 
necessarily be achieved by a treaty which will 
have to be ratified by the Parliaments of the 
Member States, the Legal Affairs Committee 
has considered the various possibilities open. 
There are three: to draw up a new treaty, to 
take the place of those already in force; to 
draw up an outline treaty, dealing exclusively 
with European Union; to revise, amend and 
supplement the three Treaties in force. 

I will very briefly explain the reasons why the 
committee reached the conclusion that the third 
method would have to be adopted, that is to 
say the revision, amendment and additions to the 
three treaties, and rejected the other two solu
tions. 

The hypothesis of a new treaty, however desir
able-since the establishment of European Union 
would be a completely new step--involves risks, 
since it would or could necessarily lead to the 
general renegotiation of clauses or rules, with 
the danger of calling into question the achieve
ments of the Treaties in force. 

The solution of the outline treaty (that is to 
say a new treaty dealing solely with the estab-

lishment of European Union), which also presents 
risks, leads inevitably to the situation where 
the new treaty would not constitute the logical 
continuation of the development of Community 
legislation in force and, particularly, would 
exclude the Communities themselves from 
sharing in the process of transformation, since 
it would arise from traditional international law 
and not from Community law. 

For these reasons the committee chose the 
procedure laid down in Article 236 of the EEC 
Treaty as the most suitable instrument for trans
forming the existing Treaties. Apart from the 
legal necessity of this procedure, it is ·certain 
that in this way. European Union will arise 
naturally out of the European Communities, 
integrating the new provisions right from the 
start into the existing treaties and thus ensuring 
the guarantee of constitutional control by each 
Member State. 

But there is another problem, which the Legal 
Affairs Committee dealt with and which it 
would like to explain now. That is, the legal 
consequences of the rule of absolute observance 
of the Treaties, laid down in the final communi
que of the Paris Summit Conference. 

The committee specifically held that this decla
ration by the Heads of State or Government did 
not mean in an absolute sense that no modifica
tions could be made to the Community Treaties. 
The committee was of the firm opinion that 
what was meant was that the nature of the 
Community should not be changed or preju
diced or altered in any way. In practice this 
means that the objectives listed in the preamble 
and the recitals to the Treaties must remain 
a fixed requirement which must be maintained 
in the renewed and extended Community. 

On the other problem which it dealt with, the 
division of powers, the Legal Affairs Committee 
recognized that the present division of these 
powers between the Community Institutions 
was not satisfactory. In the present Community 
situation there is a contrast between an imper
fect power of initiative and a body which dis
cusses behind closed doors and is not in practice 
subject to any parliamentary control. 

Moreover stress should be laid here, if any logical 
solution is to be found, on the problem arising 
from the present lack of any binding power in 
certain Council acts, such as resolutions and 
general programmes, which very oft~n remain 
simple declarations of intent or of goodwill. 

Therefore the committee has pointed out and 
points out now that in the new European Union 
account must be taken of these shortcomings in 
the present system. 
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The committee a~o dealt with the problems of 
the improvement f protection of legal rights of 
citizens of the mmunity. It would like to 
mention here tha , on the basis of the present 
Community Treat~es, the protection of the fun
damental rights of citizens of Member States is 
not sufficiently well guaranteed; and it wished 
to refer in partibular to the valuable report 
presented by Mr ,Jozeau-Marigne, indicating as 
a potential solutif>n the achievement as soon 
as possible of European Union on the basis of 
a Charter of basi~ rights covering all Commun
ity citizens and at the same time obliging Com
munity bodies to teserve these rights. 

In this framew k, the committee believed, 
European action s ould re-affirm and strengthen 
the political and' social rights of citizens, in 
particular ensuridg better treatment as regards 
the enjoyment ofl such rights, leading as soon 
as possible to thf1 placing of all citizens within 
the Community ott an equal legal footing. 

Coming quickly ~ the conclusions so as not to 
overstep the time limit, I would like to conclude 
with the wish xpressed in the committee's 
opinion, which st tes that the difficulties in the 
way of the deve~pment and transformation of 
the Community should not lead those who 
believe in Europ an Union to resign themselves 
to excessive pess· ism. There are indeed many 
reasons for comf rt and encouragement, to be 
found in the progress made by the Community 
throughout all th~se years. 

We therefore s· cerely hope that European 
Union, which w· 1 be a testing ground for the 
political will of t e governments of the Member 
States, will cons "tute above all for the peoples 
of Europe a mos important opportunity to par
ticipate in the s ping of their future. 

(Applause) I 

IN THE ~: LORD BESSBOROUGH 

jv ice-President 

President. - I cap Mr Corona. 

Mr Corona.- (lj Mr President, ladies and gent
lemen, today is r should be a day of great and 
significant impo tance for the idea of Europe 
and for the Insti utions which like ours embody 
this idea. 

We have, doub less, not reached the end ·of 
the process, but we are certainly beginning a 
new phase, a p se of awareness and of public 
and solemn de ate on the political future of 
our Community. It has not been easy and it will 
not be easy in e future, and even during the 

first speeches many of the calls to realism have 
seemed more like warnings to leave things as 
they are. 

I believe therefore that it is necessary to repeat 
the idealistic and political reasons which make 
substantial and effective progress towards Euro
pean unity not only desirable but necessary. 

It is not a question-this was stressed in a 
speech by the President of the Commission; it 
was intimated by the President of the Council, 
charged by the Heads of State and of Govern
ment to gather opinions on this problem-it is 
not a question, I repeat of running before the 
wind but of a necessity arising from the very 
experience of the first twenty-five years of the 
Community ideal. It is not in order to escape 
the problems of the present, but to solve them 
and to provide for them, and for the other 
problems which will doubtless arise in the near 
future, an adequate institutional and political 
framework to help solve them, that we need 
to develop this integration in an effective poli
tical way and not merely on an economic !~vel. 

Experience has shown that customs union is not 
enough, a free trade area is not enough; they are 
not enough not only because the Treaties them
selves specifically go beyond these limits, but 
because facts have shown that there can be 
no effective freedom of trade. just as there can 
be no effective customs union if there is not 
first economic unity. But economic unity (which 
cannot be an end in itself) cannot be achieved 
if further progress is not made in the integra
tion of powers among states, that is to say 
integration in the specifically political realm. 

Experience has also shown that the famous 
'acquis communautaire' is never finally conso
lidated unless it is guaranteed by further pro
gress which, as time goes by, consolidates what 
has already been achieved; progress which must 
be transferred from the economic field to the 
political field, by that qualitative leap which has 
been repeatedly underlined and which undoubt
edly characterizes the beginning of our discus
sions today. If we limited ourselves to what has 
been done, if we were realistic to the point of 
changing nothing, it would be difficult to escape 
the impression that present problems go beyond 
the capacity of Europe to solve them and that 
the united voice which is so often mentioned in 
reality can only be heard when, as always 
happens in the life of political communities, the 
political and institutional instrument is provided 
for it to express itself. 

This is all the more true, in that this necessity, 
this requirement for political power (so wide
spread nowadays among those who see no other 
possible solutions to present problems) has arisen 
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specifically out of the crisis which Europe has 
been going through in its relations with the 
world. 

And here I would like to say that I ·was amazed 
to hear people on both sides supporting 
Europe's independence from the major powers 
and at the same time putting obstacles in the 
way of its unity. In politics, independence is 
always a question of force, of weight, and it 
would be difficult for the European states to 
claim independence from the two super-powers 
which dominate the world scene if there is not 
a sufficient unifying fabric between European 
states and therefore sufficient strength to resist 
pressures from outside. 

Moreover, it is a fact that neither pf the two 
super-powers is at present very favourable to 
European political unity; the only people in 
favour of this political unity are a long way 
away and probably wish for the formation of 
European unity as a rival to one of the two 
super-powers. In addition, I believe that the 
pretexts which for a long time prevented the 
idea of European political integration making. 
deciSive steps forward have been dropped. As 
long as we were faced with 'an empty chair' 
it was easy to place the burden of responstbility 
there, even through it is true that, now that 
that chair has been filled, it does not mean 
that the difficulties which that political and 
national attitude raised and continues to raise 
about the idea of European integration are over. 

I must say that some problems have been created 
by the very process of enlargement of our Com
munity which, at the time we wanted it, was 
linked to the need to strengthen the Commun
ity's spirit and complete the Institutions. How
ever, to all those who raise doubts I would like 
to reply that as long ago as 1969, the British 
government signed with the representatives of 
another country an international and public 
agreement, stating that the economic and poli
tical integration of Europe were interdependent. 

Although we must certainly take account of 
the period of adaptation which a large country 
like the United Kingdom doubtless needs to 
come to ·terms with the reality of the Com
munity, we eannot be certain that the expe
rience of that reality will lead it to the same 
conclusions which we have gradually and some
times laboriously reached. 

However, I beijeve that we must also take 
account of the realities behind certain obstacles 
to the achievement of political union. It is not 
.hy chance that in various political groups in this 
Assembly, the representatives of small countries 
have raised objections to this unifying process, 
to this loss of sovereignty which, sometimes, for 

some of them, means a threat to an independence 
which they have acquired through centuries of 
struggle. And there is no doubt that in the 
construction of European Union we must take 
account of these requirements to ensure that this 
union adapts itself to national realities; that it 
does not provide a pretext for suffocating their 
individuality; that it does not set up within 
itself varying categories of privileged citizens 
or states, depending on their economic develop
ment or even on their different political impor
tance or the size of their population; let it be 
a Europe which we have always · longed for, 
fostering peace outside and progress and social 
justice inside. 

I would like to conclude there, Mr President, 
hoping that the Community (and the Council 
and the Commission on its behalf) at a time 
when this debate will put before European 
public opinion the problem of definitive union 
between our peoples, will bring to the fore in 
a more tangible way the progressive and advan
ced social nature of our Union. 

I have been somewhat amazed to hear the voices 
from the extreme Left which, on European 
problems, have quite a different sound from those 
in our country. I would like to say nevertheless 
that for our own part (that is to say for the 
Socialist Group in general and for the Italian 
Socialist Party in particular), the problems of 
the progress of workers are closely connected 
with those of furthering European unity at a 
time when only large areas, large resources 
allow them to have a voice, an influence, on 
their own destinies and on those of the world, 
and at a time when the coalition of interests 
against the progress of the peoples works at 
international level, whereas workers have not 
so far had the institutional instruments to gua
rantee their rights and the possibility of effective 
political action. 

It is for these reasons, Mr President, that the 
Socialists in general favour this Union; a Union 
which will not depart from the reality of Europe 
as it exists but which will look forward from 
that reality so that each one of us can face his 
own responsibilities to the people we have the 
privilege of representing. 
(Applause from the Socialist Group) 

President. - I call Mr Klepsch. 

Mr Klepsch. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, Parliament has put forward this 
report. at the right time. And it has couched it 
realistically. In this report, Parliament has 
decided in favour of step by step procedures. 
My group has already stated, through its chair
man Mr- Lucker, its full agreement with the 
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report. I shouJ\d like, however, to stress that 
Parliament has1 today not only been doing its 
homework, but 1 that it has with this report and 
this discussion 1o express the will of millions of 
European citizeljts who wish the continuance and 
the culmination \of European unification policies. 

For us, howev~·, deciding today for proceeding 
step by step a o means that every step that 
is not taken shes the Union further into 
the distance. It eans more; it means that this 
Parliament, as ~representative of the peoples of 
Europe, cannot low such steps not be taken. 
If we think of f ther development in the direc
tion of a politi 1 community dependent on the 
consensus of its itizens, if we are to decide on 
the democratizat,on of the decision-making pro
cess in the Eur 'pean Union and the greatest 
possible particip tion of the individual in policy 
formation, the onsequence is that we must 
today clearly c ll for the honouring of one 
decision of the eads of Government, namely 
the holding of d · ect elections to the European 
Parliament by t e target date. That is the 
decisive fulcrum, and it can and must-in this 
I would agree · h Leo Tindemans and would 
particularly than him for what he has said 
tOday-be the de isive leap forwards. Or will 
anyone seriously aintain that there can be any 
talk of a democra · c basic structure of Europe if 
a directly electe Parliament was denied the 
increase in powers that would allow it to become 
fully functional? yone who did that would 
expose himself to e justified reproach that the 
question of the de ocratic structure was threat
ening to lead up a lind alley. 

I should like to say with 
sick of hearing all these 

statements about e urgent, imme~iate, rapid 
and necessary unif cation of Europe, to see the 
historical problem 

1 
posed, but come up with 

nothing but hesita~ion over the smallest steps. 
The problem seems I to us to lie especially in the 
fact that the small thajorities of the governments 
of our Community ~eep the room for manoeuvre 
in home politics to9 small, without the decisive 
leap of transferrin~powers to the Community, 
so that the decisio required really cannot be 
taken. We are ther fore faced with the danger 
that democratic co trol over the powers that 
already have been ransferred is very limited. 
The national Parlia ents can obviously no longer 
keep that under co trol. The European Parlia
ment does not yet ave the necessary power. 
We must call for t · double step, direct elec
tions and the expans on of powers by the target 
date, and this Hou e must take that as the 
touchstone for the w 1 of the Heads of Govern
ment. 

e governments have pled
ean Parliament. It is also 

clear that the current problems that the Ber
trand report poses in. the second section
whether it is the transcendence of the unanimity 
principle, the coordination of the work of the 
secretariats or the questions I have just indi
cated-are touchstones for us, by which we can 
recognize whether the steps proposed and wel
comed by all :have actually been taken. 

Mr President, I must keep to the time allotted 
me. I should therefore like to make just one 
further closing remark. I am a representative of 
the young geqeration which was mor~ or less 
coming into political life as babes in arms 
when Adenauer, Schuman and De Gasperi 
started European unification. I am here today 
as a representative of political forces whose. 
leadership responsibility is in general in the 
hands of the young generation. I am pleased 
to be ·able to say that we see a chance today 
of taking a further big step. 

I should like to close with a quote from my 
friend Helmuth Kohl, the chairman of the 
Christian-Democratic· Union, so that we have 
some modem quotations beside the historical 
ones. Helmuth Kohl said that we Europeans 
would meet our internal and external challenges 
only· together, or else each country would go 
under in its own sovereign way. 

We Christian-Detnocrats think that the Bertrand 
report, in all its aspects, must become the com
mon position of this Parliament, and that Parlia
ment will only go down in history if it meets 
the challenge .. lil that sense, I should like to 
support the report in all its aspects. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Premoli. 

Mr Premoli. - (I) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, Mr Bertrand's report seems to me 
to be the fruit of patient compromise, not only 
between different groups and political views, 
but between the attitudes of various national
ities. The report therefore has some positive 
and some negative elements, and sometimes 
shows a vagueness and lack of clarity which 
is precisely the result of such compromise. 

The rapporteur's hard work was undoubtedly 
enormous and therefore on a personal level he 
must be praised and complimented. But that 
does not prevent us stressing the shortcomings 
of the report itself. 

I will admit right away that. Mr Bertrand's 
report seems to me timid and somewhat dis
appointing in content both as regards the long
term objectives and the immediate demands. In 

. fact even in its imJnediate requests, the report 
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does not avoid the sin of generality since it does 
not manage to indicate the forms and instru
ments whereby the famous qualitative leap can 
be made from the present organization of the 
Community to a true political union. 

It is no secret that the spirit of the treaties 
of Paris and Rome, especially after the now 
famous Luxembourg agreement, has been tho
roughly betrayed. The European Community is 
reduced to constant negotiations between nine 
governments, all seeking to safeguard their par
ticular interests, through ever more laborious 
and difficult compromises. 

In practice, Community decisions ~re really 
intergovernmental decisions, achieved through a 
ritual which more and more resembles inter
national conferences and moves ever further 
from the Community decision-making process 
which was intended to stress the originality of 
the Community structure over traditional inter
national organizations. 

Mr Bertrand's report does not offer practical 
solutions to this situation and attention should 
be drawn in particular to the timidity with 
which he attempts to resolve institutional prob
lems arising from Community decision-making 
procedures by 'adapting' present procedures. It 
seems to us that this is of no importance and 
that in any case there is little theoretical or 
practical effectiveness in proposing-as Mr 
Bertrand's report does--an organization of 
Community decision-making processes in accor
dance with paragraph ll(c) of th~ report. If this 
proposal was accepted (and frankly it could 
well be accepted without difficulty) nothing in 
the present situation would have been changed: 
we would continue to have an executive Com
mission subject to the Council of Ministers and 
a Parliament vainly searching for a place be
tween the Council and the Commission. 

In this same perspective, I am not very impres
sed by the fact that Mr Bertrand's report-again 
through timidity- limits itself to providing for 
the establishment of a conciliation procedure be
tween the Council and Parliament in case of 
disagreement on the text of a legislative pro
posal. This paragraph in his resolution calls 
for three comments. 

First of all the argument whereby the concilia
tion procedure must be established when the 
Council substantially departs from Parliament's 
opinion is still too general. The expression 
'substantially' can be interpreted differently by 
Council and Parliament and it is not clear who 
in such cases is to decide. 

Secondly, the motion for a resolution provides 
for the implementation of the conciliation pro- • 

cedure in all cases, when we are aware that if 
this procedure was applied to rules on technical 
subjects the result would be in practice a 
blockage in the Council's and Parliament's 
activities. 

Finally-and this is the most important and 
serious point-it is impossible to understand 
from Mr Bertrand's report what will happen if 
the conciliation procedure does not give the 
hoped-for results. Who will decide in the final 
analysis, Council or Parliament? 

As regards the shortcomings on the institutional 
level, tribute must be paid to Mr Bertrand for 
making efforts to prevent Parliament's report 
on European Union going too deeply into the 
institutional aspects when as we are all aware 
Community problems are not only institutional. 
Mr Bertrand did well, then, to avoid an insti
tutional upheaval which would have given the 
impression of trying to build a theoretical 
Europe. Moreover, as experience has shown, 
institutions are used according to political requi
rements and can therefore be adapted to all 
circumstances. 

Having said this however, we believe that Mr 
Bertrand's report goes to the opposite extreme. 
Although it is true that everything does not 
depend on the Institutions, it is also true that 
there must be a coherent and above all opera
tional institutional framework if given objectives 
are to be achieved. From this report it is not 
clear what powers are attributed on the one 
hand to Member States and on the other hand 
to Community Institutions and within these 
Institutions where the decision.:.making centre is 
based. According to the Bertrand report, a Euro
pean government should be set up, independent 
of national governments and responsible to the 
European Parliament, which, however, 'partici
pates in the legislative power at least on an 
equal footing'. It is not easy to understand with 
which other body the European Parliament's 
.legislative powers should be on an equal footing. 
Certainly not the F;uropean government, which 
is responsible to it. Probably with the European 
Council, recently set up, a body which however 
is not mentioned in Mr Bertrand's report. The 
report does not neglect to stress the dynamic 
nature of the Community; it recognizes in parti
cular the necessity for progressive extension of 
the powers of the European Union, while 
respecting the vital interests of Member States, 
gradually encompassing both foreign policy and 
defence policy in general. In this field the Euro
pean Parliament does not hesitate to adopt 
prior positions, thanks to the repeated warnings 
expressed by Lord Gladwyn. May I express in 
passing my deep bitterness at the extremely 
unparliamentary expressions used about Lord 
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Gladwyn a short time ago by Mr Kirk, who I am 
sorry to see is absent from this Chamber. 

The Bertrand report stresses that European 
union can only be achieved progressively, and 
that is by achieving concrete results in the 
various economic, social and political sectors 
which today are suffering great setbacks. This 
observation is correct and relevant. It is an 
illusion to believe that a treaty is sufficient to 
transform the present Community into the Euro
pean Union. The present Treaties-as Mr Ber
trand rightly points out-however indirectly, 
already offer the possibility of strengthening 
the· various common policies, which are the 
essential basis of future European Union. 

Although these basic observations by Mr Ber
tranc:I are completely correct, we feel that the 
report itself lacks a logical conclusion, that is, 
the indication of the means needed to escape 
from the rut in which the Community is now 
stuck. The Bertrand report does not mention 
the time scale methods for achieving this Econo
mic and Monetary Union which has been unani
mously recognized as the fundamental and 
essential element in any progress of Community 
life. 

Although in my view these are the shortcomings 
of the Bertrand report it is right to mention also 
the positive aspects. Paradoxically, the positive 
aspect of the report lies in its ineffectiveness. 
It seems clear to us, and an indication of the 
state of mind of the rapporteur and of the 
Political Affairs Committee, that the report has 
not gone into the various aspects of European 
Union, and merely makes statements which I 
believe-! repeat-are too general and very 
difficult to apply in practice. 

In reality the Bertrand report JOms in con
demning the particularly negative situation 
which we must have the courage to point out. 
Speaking of European Union today in practical 
terms is a condemnation of our previous dila
toriness. We can ask ourselves: what are the 
encouraging signs which allow us to hope or 
believe in the possibility of transforming the 
present Community into a European Union 
within the next five years? It is in this light, 
Mr President, in our opinion, that the European 
Parliament's debate can have significance and 
political importance. The courage to inform 
public opinion that Europe cannot be built 
with plans, projects, ideals, if at the root the 
political will which alone can permit progress 
towards integration is missing. 

This morning Mr Rumor stressed the necessity 
for Europe to offer a united front and to streng
then the internal cohesion of the Community. 

• 
These are the objectives which must not appear 
to us as will-of-the-wisps but must constitute 
for all of us a ·central political commitment on 
which the very future of Europe depends. 

It is for these reasons that I, supporting the 
favourable vote of the Liberals, will express 
my optimism by voting in favo\lr of Mr Ber
trand's report. 
(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR : Mr BERSANI 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. - It is certainly a 
challenge to powers of compression to say any
thing significant in a short time on a matter 
so vast, so complex, as that which is before 
this Parljament today. The essence of the matter, 
as I see it, is this. First, there is basic agreement 
that the Community and its institutions should 
progress to a more effective expression of those 
ideals which join us together-liberty and the 
rule of law, democracy and the rights of the 
citizen, social justice and economic progress, 
tolerance and fair dealing between man and 
man. These are the things which represent the 
common aspirations and binding force of the 
Community. Never was there a greater need 
for them in the world than today. 

But on the precise form of the institutional 
mechanism required to give expression to those 
ideals, on the precise road along which pro
gress can be pursued, on the pace of that pro
gress, there may well be room for sincere dif
ferences of opinion, against the background of 
common objectives. Ce.rtainly, they require 
patient study apd informed discussion. 

The future constitutional form and institutional 
structure of the Community are not settled by 
resolutions of heads of government. Heads of 
government are worthy and eminent people, 
but they come and go in the course of things. 
They cannot prescribe blueprints binding on the 
Community for the future. Heads of govern
ment, whoever they may be for the time being, 
propose, but it is peoples and parliaments who 
dispose. We need not and cannot subscribe 
au pied de la lettre to the ipsissima verba of 
communiques. Neither would it be constitutio
nally proper to do so, or practical, since they 
contain ambiguities, both patent and latent, and 
timetables which have. already been overtaken. 
Our task now, in 1975 and onwards, is to make 
our contribution in a spirit of constructive good 
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• 
will and to progress along the deslred path. 
In seeking this path we should follow three 
signposts, which represent three interrelated 
principles: first, respect for the Treaties and 
the provisions and procedures enacted therein; 
secondly, respect for the democratic will, di
rectly express~d at present only by national 
parliaments; thirdly, respect for practicality, for 
Cavour's great principle of le tact des chases 
possibles. 

I say that those principles are interrelated, 
because respect for the Treaties involves respect 
for the rights of national parliaments. Major 
changes in institutional structure require amend
ments of the Treaty under Article 236. The 
requirements of ratification under that article 
ensure that the changes carry the assent of the 
national parliaments and of the Member States, 
and thereby of the Community which they 
comprise. It is therefore of paramount import
ance that those two . related priru:iples-respect 
for the provisions of the Treaty and respect 
for the rights of national parliaments----be faith
fully and punctiliously observed. 

It follows that it is wholly right that the Legal 
Affairs Committee should have pronounced 
clearly and unequivocally in favour ot applying 
and respecting the provisions of Article 236. 
Equally, we of this group are right in our 
amendments revising paragraphs 3 and 4 of the 
resolution to stress the necessity of. applying 
Article 236 and deleting the reference to a 
European government independent of national 
governments, which would presumably include 
national parliaments. 

There are in theory two possible alternatives to 
this method of approach. The first is to seek 
to· draft a new Treaty on the existing 
structure. This, while not constitutionally 
or legally inadmissible, would . ~nevitably 
involve problems of great difficulty of an ad
ministrative nature. The second is to go to the 
other extreme and try to make radical insti
tutional innovations without Treaty amendment, 
by, for example, seeking to extend Article 235 
beyond its contemplation in the Treaty. That 
would be wrong in law and bad in principle, 
and in my view it would also be counter
productive, since changes made in breach of 
constitutional propriety and without popular 
assent would not have the stuff of permanence. 
I conclude with a word on my third principle 
-practicality. If we respect the Treaties and 
the rights of national parliaments we follow the 
path of practicality. The improved and enlarged 
organism of the Community will operate better 
if it is a result of these practical processes rather 
than a product of theoretical constitution-

making. There is, after all, ptuch practical work 
lying urgently to our hand-the evolution and 
perfection of a conciliation procedure between 
the institutions of the Community, the making 
public of the legislative processes of the Council, 
the clarification and improvement of the bud
getary procedures, the broadening and strength
ening of the democratic base of this Parliament, 
the formulation of a code of rights for the pro
tection of citizens in the Community, to name 
only some. These practical endeavours can bring 
about more than visionary constitution-making. 
The corridors of history are littered with the 
waste paper of abandoned academic institutions. 
Who, for example, recalls the Abbe Sieyes 
today? Nor do academic discussions about fede
ralism assist much, unless they are preceded 
by· a precise definition of terms. In a sense, 
whenever sovereign powers are split among a 
number of coordinate bodies there is some kind 
of federalism. What those who wish to retain 
a proper degree of national autonomy want to 
guard against is . an imbalance which would 
concentrate all power at the centre, what the 
Commission in its report rightly deprecates as 
a centralizing super-state. 

What they do not want and what I do not 
want is a centralized system of Community 
government imposed on Member States without 
regard to their wishes, their traditions or their 
national characteristics. There are, after all, 
degrees of federation, and at the degree of 
decentralization this is called the confederation 
to which Mr de la Malene referred. 

One of the most stable constitutions in the 
world is a confederation, that is that of Switzer
land, based on respect for multinational divers
ity. The principle on which the Swiss Confedera
tion operates was identified by the greatest 
constitution-maker of all time. When the Empe
ror Napoleon first studied the Swiss constitution 
and the background against it was evolved, he 
said: 

'La nature a fait votre etat federatif. Vouloir la 
vaincre n'est pas· d'un homme sage.' 

I believe we should have regard to what nature 
has done. We should follow the precept of a 
distinguished writer on constitution of earlier 
days. 'There is no absolutely best in constitu
tions', he wrote. 'The best constitution is that 
which has been gradually evolved by the people 
who live under it and which is most closely 
adapted to thelr peculiar circumstances and con
ditions.' 

It is in that spirit and after deep reflection 
that we in the group have tabled our amend
ments designed to achieve our shared objectives 
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in a form at once practical and democratic 
which will give benefit to the people of the 
Community and be a timely example in a troub
led and divided world. 
(Applause) 

President. -I call Mr Lenihan. 

Mr Lenihan. - The speech of Sir Derek Walker
Smith brings to the forefront a very basic 
debate that underlies this whole discussion. It 
is a question of approach to the problem of 
European Union. 

I notice that in page 44, paragraph 94, of the 
Commission document this is highlighted. It is 
emphasized that there are two approaches. The 
Commission comes down on the side of having 
institutional reform immediately. The other 
approach with which the Commission does not 
agree and which I suggest is the correct ap
proach does not involve immediate and far
reaching institutional reform but rather chang
ing the institutional system step by step within 
the existing Treaties. 

One practical reform to which member govern
ments can now bend their minds and energies 
is devising the system of direct elections for 
May 1978. That will ensure for the first time 
a real basis of democratic legitimacy as regards 
the European Parliament. 

The other area of gradual reform has already 
been undertaken with regard to involving this 
Parliament in consultation or concertation 
procedures with the Council of Ministers. 

Here again, there is great scope for enlarging 
the consultation procedure that already exists 
in respect of financial matters, between the 
Commission, the Council of Ministers and 
Parliament. That type of consultation could be 
considerably enlarged, so as to ensure that real 
co-decision making existed between the institu
tions of the Community and that before final 
decisions were taken by the Council of Ministers 
there was parliamentary intervention by way of 
consultations with Parliament. 

It is in this whole area of consultation and 
co-decision making, building on the foundations 
of existing institutions, that I see a true Euro
pean Union evolving, not by creating massive 
institutional reforms immediately, without any 
flesh to the institutions so created. Indeed, it 
is quite evident from the Commission documents 
that the important areas in which the Com
mission rightly sees a true European govern
ment having a major part to play are areas that 
lie largely within the competence of member 
governments and the Council of Ministers. 

The Commissio~ rightly states that a true EurO
pean Union mliSt possess centralized decision
making power in the monetary field and in the 
whole financial area-in respect of monetary 
affairs, budgetary affairs and taxation affairs
and in this we have the very genesis of true 
European Union governmental activity. 

The reality is that we are a long way from 
the goal of monetary union. Similarly, I believe 
that foreign policy cooperation is another matter 
to which practical attention must be given-and 
this encompasses the security area as well
between member countries, so that we can 
evolve a truly. European attitude in the whole 
area of foreign policy cooperation: Again, we 
are not anywhere near that yet. I therefore 
_suggest that, as in the economic and monetary 
area, much greater cooperation requires to be 
evolved in this area during the years lying 
immediately ahead before we can talk of institu
tionalizing structures within the Community. 

Indeed, that ~ why Mr Bertrand's report-in 
my view very wisely, in the key paragraph 4, 
speaking about the institutional structure, refers 
to 

'a single decision-making centre which will be 
in the nature of a real European government, 
independent of the national governments and 
responsible to the Parliament of the Union.' 

Mr Bertrand rightly leaves open the question 
of the nature of the decision-making centre. In 
other words, the question, as recognized in 
Mr Bertrand's report, is not one basically within 
the competence of Parliament. It is basically a 
matter for the Council of Ministers or the Euro
pean Council of the Heads of Government to 
decide what percentage of power it will allow to 
devolve on what will be the European Union. 
This comes back to the question of the political 
will on the part of the European Council or 
the Council of Ministers, because, unless there 
is a real will, in such vital areas as monetary 
matters and foreign policy matters, to devolve 
power onto a European executive, there is no 
point in taking a leap into institutional reform. 
Again, Mr Bertrand's report, in my view rightly, 
leaves open the question of what type of Euro
pean Union will eventually evolve. The Com
mission put forward various models and placed 
them before us for examination. Here again, 
there is a basic difference of opinion-and we 
should talk about it and have open debate about 
it-on the question whether a European govern
ment will evolve from the European Council or 
from a committee of European ministers ap
pointed by national governments to be a 
permanent executive, or whether it will be a 
power devolved from the chamber of state~ in 
a bicameral system, or whether, as the Commis-
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sion suggests in its third model-which possibly 
contains the best ingredients for the interim 
period-there would be a European executive 
within the European Union, responsible to 
Parliament and supervised by a committee of 
ministers from member governments in the 
interim period. 

At any rate, the debate has now started. Various 
options are open. The only matter that I should 
like to emphasize at this stage is the fact that 
we should not start institutional reforms too 
quickly. Instead, we should make pragmatic 
decisions immediately at the three levels of 
Commission, Council of Ministers and Parlia
ment, with a greater degree of consultation 
between the three institutions, a greater degree 
of co-decision making and a greater working 
towards a true European executive-a decision
making centre within the context of :European 
Union that will involve a devolution of powers 
that now reside with the member countries and 
the Council of Ministers. It will mean, in 
particular, a devolution of such powers, in the 
monetary area and the foreign policy area, to 
the European Union. 

Various models are postulated in the Commis
sion's report. Mr Bertrand, in the motion for a 
resolution by Parliament, leaves the matter open 
as long as his principle is established-as he 
rightly seeks to have it established-that we 
have a certain decision-making centre as a key 
reform to be achieved over a period in the 
context of European Union. 

My group has some amendments to the motion 
for a resolution, but we agree with the resolu
tion in principle and intend to support it, subject 
to making our views known on certain amend
ments. On behalf of my group, I welcome the 
open debate now initiated both by the resolu
tion of Mr Bertrand and the accompanying 
documentation and the excellent report from 
the Commission, where all the views, all the 
models and all the options are frankly placed 
before the forum of European public opinion. 

Out of this great debate we hope that there will 
come a progressive move forward-not a leap 
forward but a progressive move forward along 
practical lines so that we can construct a Euro
pean Union step by step and in a democratic 
manner, so as to ensure that peoples from May 
1978 onwards will be voting for institutions 
which they understand and can comprehend as 
being meaningful to them in the whole context 
of building a better society for the peoples of 
Europe. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Maigaard. 

Mr Maigaard. - (DK) Mr President, I should 
like to explain the reaction of a Danish 
Socialist to Mr Bertrand's report, and I believe 
I can do so in three brief sentences. 

Firstly, only a few people in Denmark want 
European Union. Secondly, the Danish people 
have never been confronted with the points 
of view given in Mr Bertrand's report or for 
that matter in the Commission's report. And 
thirdly, no Dane has the right today to sup
port the points of view put forward by either 
Mr Bertrand or the Commission of the European 
Communities. 

I said that only a few people in Denmark want 
European Union. The Union as described here 
is in conflict with what the Danish people voted 
for in the 1972 referendum. There was no talk 
then of a common government as part of a 
common decision-making centre. There was no 
talk then of any common foreign policy. There 
was no talk then of a common EEC defence 
policy. On the contrary, during the negotiations 
for Danish membership the Danish government 
specified that the right of veto was part of the 
legal background to the Folketing's agreement 
and the Danish referendum. 

·The Danish government also made it clear to 
the Council of Ministers-in a speech by Mr 
Nergaard, a former Vice-President in this 
Parliament-that the Danish government and 
the Danish authorities should have the right to 
decide Denmark's social and distribution policies, 
and had this point included in the results of 
the negotiations with the Council of Ministers. 
That was one of the results of the political 
battle that took place in Denmark and only in 
Denmark. 

Only a few people in Denmark want the Union. 
Very few of them know the reasoning behind 
Mr Bertrand's or the Commission's proposal. 
No-one has been asked what they think about 
such a union. And therefore no-one has the 
right to support it. No Danish party or politician 
has the right today on behalf of the Danish 
people to support views such as those put 
forward by Mr Bertrand today. 

I think it is significant-and in my opm10n it 
is fortunate-that there has been some disagree
ment in the European Institutions about these 
plans for European Union. Here in the Parlia
ment we normally deliver a unanimous or 
almost unanimous opinion. If there has been 
opposition it has been slight. But there is now 
so much lack of agreement on the subject of 
union that we all know that it was with the 
greatest difficulty that this debate was organized 
and that a vote will be taken tomorrow. The 
voting tomorrow will show that there is greater 
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opposition than there has ever been in this 
Parliament. We usually agree or almost agree, 
but tomorrow we will see a new and great 
opposition. I welcome it; I think we need it. It 
shows how much disagreement has already 
arisen out of the plans for European Union in 
this House. 

There is also a lack of agreement in the Com
mission of the European Communities. I should 
like to draw this House's attention to the 
disagreement expressed by Mr Gundelach, 
member of the Commission of the European 
Communities, to the Commission's proposal. 

We all know Mr Gundelach to be a firm sup
porter of the European Communities. He has 
frequently expressed his desire for practical 
progress in this Chamber. He has stressed the 
desire to help to reduce unemployment and the 
desirability of helping to reduce inflation, 
thereby improving the daily lot of ordinary 
people. He has also emphasized that he is not 
what he calls a European minimalist but never
theless he has expressed reservations about the 
Commission's plans and has strongly opposed 
the plan put forward by the Commission of the 
European Communities in the Danish press. 

May I quote the leading Danish Conservative 
newspaper, Berlingske Tidende, which publishE:d 
Mr Gundelach's comments on the Commission's 
plans on 2 June 1975. 

Mr Gundelach said: 

'What is needed is a quick . and specific pro
gramme for solving current problems. The ques
tion is, what comes first - the horse or the 
cart - and I think that the Commission has put 
the cart before the horse in its report'. 

He continues by discussing the plans for Com
munity defence cooperation, and says: 

'Defence cooperation is the responsibility of 
NATO, and mention of it in connection with 
the EEC merely gives rise to uncertainty'. 

Lastly, he gives a general description of the 
report which he says has been drawn up hy the 
Heads of Government who, he concludes, 

'continue to babble on about a Union which they 
themselves will never bring about'. 

I would therefore like to address my next 
remarks to Mr Ortoli in his capacity as Presi
dent of the Com]Jlission of the European Com
munities. As a rule, the Commission acts as a 
collegiate body; it usually acts in unity. What 
are your comments, Mr Ortoli, on the disagree
ment in the Commission of the European Com
munities which Mr Gundelach exposed in his 
interview in the Danish press? I ask you a direct 
question and I expect a direct answer. 

I should like to address my last remark to Mr 
Bertrand. In point 7 of your report, you write 
that the Heads of State or of Government have 
agreed to direct elections to the European Par
liament in 1978. You should know-you are so 
knowledgeable ·about European affairs-and I 
know that you are aware that the Danish 
government expressed reservations on this point 
in the Declaration following the summit con
ference in December 1974. The Danish govern
ment expressed some reservation. If you doubt 
this, Mr Bertrand, you may ask Mr Guldberg 
who is sitting with the Liberal Group and 
who expressed the reservation about direct 
elections on behalf of the government of that 
time. If, therefore-with all your knowledge of 
European affairs-you are in doubt about this 
reservation, then ask Mr Guldberg. He knows 
about it. He wrote it. He made it. 

I therefore ask you, Mr Bertrand,-! know that 
you are a reasonable man and that you will 
act correctly-to amend your report so that it 
contains at least no formal errors. 

President. - I call Mr Ortoli. 

Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission. - (F) 
Mr President, I have been asked a question and 
in reply I am tempted to quote Talleyrand 'All 
that is excessive is insignificant.' I think that 
words are being put into Mr Gundelach's mouth. 

I did not invent the paragraph from the Com
munique of the last Paris Summit Conference 
in which the' Institutions were asked to put 
forward an overall concept of European Union. 
I repeat I did not invent it and I was not 
signatory to it. 

I feel I must also say that there is no difference 
of opinion in our Community. We can all have 
our personal opinions and the Commission is 
not absolutely rigid on the matter. I hoped 
that the way in which I expressed not the 
feelings of a Commissioner but the problems 
the Commission might meet would be clearly 
understood. 

I even hope~ that you would understand that 
I was speaking of the future when referring 
to European Union and the present when refer
ring to current problems. If you misunderstood 
I am sorry. As regards Mr Gundelach, I believe 
that words have been put into his mouth which 
were not in his thoughts. Indeed, the Commis
sion also has a procedure by virtue of which 
the remarks we may make are kept within 
certain limits. I do not think Mr Gundelach 
would have. exceeded these limits at a press 
conference. 
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What he said to me was: 'I do not entirely agree 
on a number of points. In many cases, however, 
I am prepared to go along to a very large extent 
with what you have said' .. 

I should also add that I understand this because 
we also have freedom of thought. This is my 
reply. · 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I would like to say to Mr Maigaard that in the 
text of the co:mritunique of the Summit Con
ference of December 1974 it was stated that at 
this stage-December 1974-the Danish delega
tion was unable to commit itself to introducing 
elections by universal suffrage in 1978. This 
reservation was incorporated in the communi
que of the Summit Conference of December 
1974 by the Danish government. However, the 
text is so vague that it could always be r~pealed 
if the Danish government were willing to take 
that step. 

President. - I call Mrs Ewing. 

Mrs Ewing. - I begin by a word of praise to 
Russell Johnston, who is a Member of the United 
Kingdom Parliament for the constituency geo
graphically adjacent to mine. I have been told 

· by the leader of the Liberal Party that, in the 
battle for British places in this Parliament which 
held up my own appointment for a day, there 
was nothing personal between us, and that the 
Liberal Party thought that the Scottish National 
Party should have a place. In effect, therefore, 
I am taking Mr Johnston's place, but if I can 
fill it as actively as he has done perhaps the 
tinge of sadness which I have. will not be quite 
so serious. 

In a debate about political unity I am grateful 
to be one of the Scottish voices, having a chance 
to put my oar in. Scotland is a country of 5 mil
lion people. It is the oldest European democracy 
in its present boundaries. It was the first nation 
to insist that all its people should be educated 
compulsorily and it was the first to have an 
industrial revolution. It was also the first to 
enter a common market. 

We entered a common market with England in 
1707 - a partnership which, however, might be 
said not to be of equals but to have turned into 
one of Jonah and the whale. We have tried that 
common market for 250 years and we have 
ended up with the lowest-paid industrial wor
kers in Europe, with some of the longest job 
queues, some of the worst slums and one of the 

worst child mortality rates. These problems are 
not unique to us, but that is our experience. 

I am sent here by my party, which represents 
300/o of the Scottish vote, which is only 50fo 
behind that of the Labour Party and is 5°/o ahead 
of that of the Conservative Party in Scotland. I 
have been sent with considerable hope that the 
Community will listen to the case for Scotland 
and that this Common Market will end up with 
a better result for Scotland. 

We have always been part of Europe. We needed 
allies for some hundreds of years. We have a 
European system of law. As a Scottish lawyer, I 
cannot practise in England, and the reverse holds 
true. So it is not new for Scotland to regard 
herself as a natural part of Europe. 

The Scottish National Party has 11 members of 
the House of Commons. In the 1966-70 Parlia
ment, I was a party of one, and it is perhaps 
iron.ical that in· this Parliament I am again a 
party of one. But I have been given a great 
welcome from all the groups and the national 
groups that I have met and I feel that there is 
a sympathy for the rather strange constitutional 
position in which Scotland finds herself. 

My party is pledged to self-government by de
mocratic means. We are the second party in 
Scotland and we believe that, irrespective of 
this House and irrespective of the Community, 
we are fixed firmly on the road to self-govern
ment. 

The Prime Minister of the Unitea Kingdom has 
promised an elected Parliament and a White 
Paper on the subject to be published in the 
autumn. Wherever there is an international 
forum, we would like Scotland to be there. We 
want that whether the forum be the United 
Nations or this Parliament. We would like it 
wherever the nations of the world meet. We 
would like to be there because we dare to think 
that as Scots we have a unique contribution to 
make. 

I think that it is known that we are not famous 
for our stupidity and it seems that if we go 
abroad to England we always end up as heads 
of department. But these are jokes, and this is 
not a joking matter. We have a· very strange 
constitutional position, because there is no one 
who will dare to say that we are not a nation. 
We have, after all, a legal boundary between 
Scotland and England. That is never said even 
in the House of Commons. We have some of the 
trappings that go with the situation. We have 
a Secretary of State for Scotland who is in the 
Cabinet. We have under his umbrella many de
cision-making areas ranging from housing to 
education, home affairs and other important 
functions. But we are still not given the full 
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decision-making which goes with dignity and 
liberty. 

The report of Mr Bertrand talks about respect
ing the liberty of Member States. Of course, we 
are not a Member State. I am saying to the 
Members of this distinguished forum that we 
must become one. 

My party opposed the EEC in the referendum 
campaign. We did so for a number of reasons. 

I cannot go over them all. Perhaps many people 
here have some of the reservations we had. The 
main one was, of course, concerned with Scot
land, but others concerned a lack of democracy 
of this Parliament. However, I know from my 
previous visit in January that there is a de
termined effort to make this Parliament much 
more powerful and much more democratic, so 
one could say that one of our objections may be 
removed with time. 

The main objection, of course, concerned Scot
land's position. If there is to be a political union 
with one decision-making body we feel that if 
Scotland does not have decision-making as a 
self-governing unit, we will be in a distinctly 
peripheral situation. 

When I visited Brussels as a Member of Parlia
ment for the first time in 1969, I was asked by 
some of the most senior officers of that parlia
ment whether I had not considered that there 
could be a very distinguished role for Scotland 
in the EEC. I asked what this role was that they 
suggested for Scotland. The answer I received 
was: 'The leader of the down-trodden regions 
of Europe.' If I say that on any platform in 
Scotland, it usually causes hilarious laughter. 
But it is not exactly funny to be told that you 
could be in the glorious role of the leader of 
down-trodden regions. 

The message with which I have been mandated 
to come here is to explain, to the best of my 
ability, that Scotland is not a region. It has 
within it many regions, some with grave prob
lems such as depopulation and industrial derelic
tion, but we are not a region. We are a nation, 
and we come here looking for direct representa
tion across the board. 

After all, no harm to Luxembourg, but it has 
half the population of the capital city of Edin
burgh. While I would · fight to the end for 
Luxembourg's right to be here as a full member, 
it makes us in Scotland feel that the position 
would be untenable unless we obtain direct re
presentation across the board. 

I have an extra heavy duty laid on me because 
in the House of Commons there are three mem
bers who represent Plaid Cymru, the Welsh 
National Party., They, of course, have no re-

presentative in. the House although they would 
like to have had one. Whenever I speak for the 
aspirations of my nation of Scotland, I have 
been asked to say a word for the three Plaid 
Cymru members whq have the same aspirations 
for the country of Wales. 

We are not coming to this House as a beggar 
nation. We are an extremely wealthy nation of 
5 million people. We are also a land of great 
beauty and attraction. We are self-sufficient in 
basie foods. We could be self-sufficient in steel. 
Many other great industries in Scotland are 
world famous. 

We are, as you possibly know, on the North Sea; 
and in the sector known as the Scottish sector, 
as a matter of international law, there happen to 
have been some massive finds of oil. Both I and 
my party wish that some oil could be found in 
the English sector of the North Sea, but unhap
pily it has all been found in the Scottish sector. 
We have already seen an industrial revolution 
rape the central belt of Scotland and turn it 
into a place that one would possibly find not 
very attractive. We do not want another revo
lution, because people are so greedy to get the 
revenue from this oil too quickly. We do not 
want to see another situation where the north 
fair lands of Scotland will have the same treat
ment. 

We say in my party that this is Scotland's oil. 
This causes great amusement in the House of 
Commons where they say it is Britain's oil. I 
have no doubt that in this House they will say 
it is Europe's oil. When I met the American 
Ambassador, he said the oil belonged to Western 
civilization. I had a Liberal opponent who said 
that the oil belonged to Bangladesh. 

We are coming to this House with hopes that our 
peculiar history and position will be recognized 
as stated by one of the speakers in the debate, 
Mr Corona who said that peoples who had 
fought for hundreds of years for independence 
should have. their particular characteristics 
respected by this House. 

After the referendum was over in Scotland-and 
it was a grudging yes, but nevertheless a yes, 
vote-there was a gut reaction through all par
ties in Scotland, according to my mailbag, con
gratulating me on the fact that I was going to 
come here if I was nominated and asking me 
to speak up t>n Scottish issues. I had letters of 
this kind acx:oss the board from all parties. I 
therefore leave the House in no doubt as to 
where I stand in my motivation. 

I hope there ·will be a chance to speak on such 
matters as fishing as these matters are very 
important to Scotland. It is perhaps no accident 
that of the 11 members of my party in the 
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House 7 represent fishing constituencies. In 
Scotland there is a great deal of alarm over the 
EEC fisheries policy. 

To wind up, on the question of political union, 
we have some reservations on defence. I should 
like to quote from an article which appeared 
years ago in the Economist headed 'Stealthily 
a super-power'. We do not find this kind of 
wording attractive because in our experience 
military blocs or military super-blocs have not, 
in the history of mankind, usually contributed 
much to world peace. We therefore have severe 
reservations on defence. 

We were very gratified by the recent visit to 
Scotland of Prime Minister Tindemans who had 
the courtesy to meet :rp.e and other members of 
my party and listen, as I hope you will listen 
today, to our case. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Stewart. 

Mr Stewart. - I must ask for the indulgence 
of the House on what is my first speech in this 
Assembly. I do not know whether somebody 
like myself, who has fought 12 parliamentary 
elections and been successful in 10 of them, 
can still claim to have any political maidenhood 
left about him, but nonetheless I ask for the 
indulgence of the House. 

There is one statement which I should like to 
make with which my colleagues, the British 
Labour delegates, who have been so kindly 
welcomed here, will agree. We recognize that 
we have come into this discussion at a late stage, 
because although we have only recently form
ally begun the debate on Mr Bertrand's report 
the real discussion began at least when Mr 
Bertrand first set to work, and much earlier. 
We know very well that we come in at this 
late stage because of a choice which our own 
party made, and we cannot impute any blame 
to anyone. But it is the fact, and we therefore 
feel that the wisest course for us when it 
comes to a vote will be to abstain. But I assure 
the Assembly that that does not mean that 
we do not regard this question as one of major 
importance. We recognize, too, how much hard 
work by Mr Bertrand and his colleagues has 
gone into the preparation of the report. 

I should now like to express my personal view 
on the questions before us. I very much welcome 
the approach and emphasis of Mr Bertrand's 
report, in that he begins by considering what 
a European Union would do. The. mistake that 
has been made by so many writers and thinkers 
on this topic has been to build up an imaginary 

fabric of institutions and then to inquire what 
those institutions will do. Mr Bertrand's report 
has started the right way round. All of us 
in Europe will recognize the importance of this 
as the years go by. I am convinced that in the 
next decade or so we shall find that there are 
several important things which will be done 
on the scale of the European Community or will 
not be done at all, or will be done so timidly 
and unsatisfactorily as to he of no benefit 
to anyone. 

For example, we can either frame within the 
Community a common policy on energy or we 
can find as the years go by that none of us 
is adequately supplied. We can either frame, as 
was argued yesterday, a Community policy on 
scientific research or we can find as the years 
go by that there is a great deal of waste of 
resources, duplication of work and a sad dispro
portion between the amount of effort put into 
research all over Europe and the amount of 
human knowledge that comes out of it. We can 
either frame, difficult though it is, a common 
economic policy in the Community or we shall 
find as the years go by that while each one of 
us will have from time to time periods of com
parative good fortune in our economies, or 
periods of comparative bad fortune, none of us 

·will have the good prospect of steady growth 
and advancement which could come out of an 
economic policy framed on a Community scale. 

In these fields and others, therefore, the real 
choice before the peoples of Western Europe is 
not between joint sovereignty and national 
sovereignty. It is a choice between joint sove
reignty and no sovereignty-that is, no effective 
power to act on the topics with which one is 
dealing. 

These considerations weigh heavily with me, but 
I have two observations about the report. One 
is concerned with defence. The real defence 
of our freedom in Western Europe is for a long 
time to come, as far ahead as we can see, 
indissolubly bound up with the North Atlantic 
Alliance. When people speak of a European or 
Community defence policy, if that means simply 
that those nations which belong both to NATO 
and to the Community will set to work and 
engage in the kind of cooperation within NATO 
for which there has been a crying need for 
many years, well and good. But if a Community 
defence policy means trying to set up another 
power bloc self-sufficient in defence, that would 
be impracticable to do and dangerous to attempt. 

My other reservation concerns direct elections. 
It seems to be assumed that if we have direct 
elections in 1978 Members will no longer have a 
dual mandate. I have elaborated a plan whereby 
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it would be possible to prolong the dual mandate 
and make it physically possible for Members to 
fulfil it by direct elections at the same time. 
But I shall not attempt to lecture the Assembly 
on that at this stage. If we do not have such 
a system, if we have direct elections for people 
who will be Members of this Assembly, and 
this Assembly only, not their own parliaments, 
how many European citizens will turn out to 
vote for them in 1978? I am not very optimistic. 
Who will be elected? Will they be people who 
have not been, and who have no ambitions to 
be, members of their national parliaments? 

They might be very worthy, learned people, but 
will they be the kind of people, particularly if 
they are elected by only a quarter of the elector
ate, who can stand up and fight for this As
sembly's rights against the extremely tough, 
experienced political customers in the Council 
of Ministers? That is a matter to think over. 
Having expressed those two reservations, I 
repeat my general and hearty welcome for Mr 
Bertrand's report. 
(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR: SIR GEOFFREY DE FREITAS 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Scelba. 

Mr Scelba. - (I) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the Paris Summit Conference, discus
sing the transformation of the relations between 
the states in the Treaties of Paris and Rome 
into a Union, affirmed that this had to be car
ried out with the fullest respect for the Treaties 
themselves. Therefore the basic principles and 
objectives of the Treaties and everything which 
has been achieved by Community policies up 
to now must be preserved. In other words the 
proposed Union must take forms which follow 
logically on from the policy of integration 
undertaken in the Treaties establishing the 
existing Communities. 

Respect for the Treaties suggests, inter alia, 
that the name of European Community be kept. 
This is moreover an original expression, more 
so than the misused expression Union, more 
rich in humanity and therefore· more appro
priate for expressing the new and original 
character of European construction. 

A solid grounding in the existing Treaties offers 
the advantage of making Union more rapidly 
achievable, since we will not be obliged to 
define afresh the principles, objectives and 
methods of Community policy. The dynamic 

nature of the positive rules in force allows of 
progress in all fields, without having to draw 
up complex treaties. One of the merits of the 
existing Treaties is in fact that they offer 
unlimited possibilities for practical experiments, 
which is of no small importance in view of the 
original nature of the Community. 

In practical tetms, the proposals of the Paris 
Summit can be translated into an extension of 
Community powers, a strengthening of the 
bonds and an adaptation of the institutional 
structures (from a democratic point of view as 
well). Economic and political union is the 
objective of the Treaties of Paris and Rome. 
The experience of the Community has shown 
the difficulties of making progress on the road 
to economic union without political union. The 
interests of its peoples requires the most rapid 
possible implementation of the objective of 
union. This awareness has given rise to the 
declarations and commitments of the Confer
ences of Heads of State and of Government 
from The Hague onwards. 

There is no doubt about it. This Union must 
make of the European Community an economic 
and political Community. Even if we wanted 
to, it would not be possible to have such a 
Community ready-made by 1980. It is clear 
therefore that by that date we must define 
the new fields of action of the Community, fix 
the time-limits within which, with the neces
sary caution, Community policies will take the 
place of national policies and we must decide on 
the institutional· framework. This is the proced
ure envisaged in the existing Treaties. 

The desire of governments to pursue union must 
be made clear and the policy of states must 
immediately be adapted through practical 
measures to promote it and to prevent the 
adoption of measures contradictory to the plan 
which must be implemented from 1980. 

There are three separate stages in this process: 
initial efforts to define the Union; definition of 
the Union; implementation of the Union with 
the necessary caution and with time-limits 
varying according to the areas involved. For 
although in the case of international policy the 
changeover from consultation to a Community 
policy requires only a dec\sion by governments, 
and the changeover can be made immediately 
without any changes to the treaties, in the case 
of monetary union unavoidable technical time
limits are required. 

To bring about a common defence policy, 
account must be taken of international realities 
and the alliances which today guarantee the 
safety of the states. 
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The important thing is for the objecti!ves of the 
Union to be clearly defined and the. policy of 
Member States and of the Community to operate 
consistently with the commitments they have 
entered into. 

With this Union, the Community must assume 
a clear identity, define itself more precisely. 
We believe that the Community must be defined 
in particular in three ways: 

(1) The Community must set itself· up as a 
model for overcoming national divisions and 
achieving solidarity among states. 

(2) The Community must be defined as a model 
of a social community, of economic and civic 
progress, in liberty and respect for human 
dignity. Its prime objectives must therefore 
include: social justice, the reduction • of grave 
regional imbalances, full employment of the 
whole working force and especially young 
people, just consideration of labour in the 
productive process, and fuller popular 'participa
tion in the decision-making centres. The 
'Charter of Civil Rights of the European Com
munity' which the resolution hopes will be 
drawn up, should transform the declaration of 
intent into specific rights. 

(3) The Community must be defined as an instru
ment of peace, with an active policy designed 
to outlaw war, and defend the liberty oif nations. 

The reality of the international situation, the 
waste of money and destructiveness of modem 
armaments, the search for peace mean that the 
European Community cannot find an indepen
dent solution to the problem of its external 
security. This should not prevent problems of 
Community defence being properly considered 
within the Community. The requirements of the 
alliances, necessary to preserve peace, the 
interdependence of foreign policy and defence 
policy and, in a more general way, politics and 
economics make this essential. 

To neglect this aspect would greatly reduce the 
value of the proposed Union. In this framework 
it appears desirable to transfer to a Community · 
body responsibility for relations arising from 
the Treaty establishing the Western European 
Union. This transfer would, above all, permit 
substantial economi~ for states which are 
members of the Union and of the Community. 
In Community ·bodies, states which' are not 
members of the WEU would be allowed to 
express their opinions on problems s~ecifically 
relating to the defence of the European Com
munity. 

As regards the Institutions, the resolut~on before 
the Assembly merely indicates the $tructures 

but does not define the Constitution, containing 
merely vague hints and sometimes contradic
tions on the respective powers, which is a 
result of the diversity of opinions put forward 
in this connection. It will be well for Mr Tinde
mans to take account of this. 

Some preliminary considerations are neces
sary: 

(1) There is an indissoluble link between Com
munity powers and Institutions. There is no 
need for a government and not even an elected 
parliament to administer the price policy for 
butter, meat or wine. A government is neces
sary to preside over an economic, monetary and 
political union. 

(2) To achieve progress in the Community it 
is more important to transfer powers from the 
national states to the Community, than to 
intensify the participation of Member States in 
decisions on the direction of Community policy. 
In my view, the real revolution will come about 
when national policies are abandoned, when 
states accept to transfer responsibility for them 
to collegiate Community bodies, and where the 
states themselves speak with one voice. 

(3) The Community is a new and original type 
of construction, and includes states which have 
made world history on their own. For these 
Institutions, therefore, new Ideas are needed, 
since there are no precedents to follow. 

(4) Compromise is the essential condition of 
pluralist democracies; and the Community will 
be pluralist in an additional way, through its 
multinational composition. The Community will 
survive and progress if the decisions of its 
bodies are not always forced to go through 
majority voting. What else is the conciliation 
procedure in force today on the budget between 
Council and Parliament except a way of finding 
an acceptable compromise between the two 
bodies? · 

And if the resolution can make express provi
sion for the vital interests of states being 
preserved in the Union, this preservation can 
only be implemented by permitting ililanimous 
voting where such interests :are involved. 

(5) In the European Parliament 9 st~l.tes will be 
represented, and later even more, and about 
60 political parties. This makes a parliamentary 
type of government impossible for the. Com
munity. The present state of development of 
the Community does not permit of presidential 
government either. Moreover, for a long time 
the role of the Member States in decisions on 
Community policies will be crucial. This: leads 
to the following consequence: the formation of 
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a Community government. Its powers and those 
of the European Parliament will depend on the 
degree and type of participation of Member 
States in decisions on Community policy. 

The resolution provides for this preservation, 
but makes no mention of practical formulas to 
implement it. The proposal to create alongside 
the European Parliament a Chamber of States, 
approved by the Assembly in 1972 was rejected 
in a later vote in 1974. The problem is there
fore still open. 

It is in this light that the proposals which I 
presented to Parliament and explained in ·the 
1972 document, now in Mr Tindemans' pos
session, should be seen. 

Briefly, the proposals provide for: 

(a) The European Council, with the task of 
drawing up the major guidelines of Community 
policy, of deciding on changes in the Treaty 
and resolving as the highest political body 
unsettled disputes between the European Parlia
ment and the Council of Ministers. 

(b) The Council of Ministers, made up of 9 
members, one per state, appointed by their 
respective governments free from national com
mitments with the obligation of residing at 
the seat of the Community. 

The Council of Ministers, which to avoid con
fusion with the European Council I will now 
call the European Government, would be 
delegated the powers appropriate to a govern
ment by the European CounciL 

The European· Government could from time to 
time be supplemented by the participation of 
national ministers, with responsibility for 
individual subjects bringing its numbers to 18 
in all. Whereas the decisions of the European 
Council would be adopted unanimously, those 
of the government would be adopted by a 
majority. 

(c) The European Parliament, elected by popular 
suffrage, possessing full supervisory and legisla
tive powers, proper to a democratic parliament. 

Parliament would have the power to vote on 
the removal of ministers guilty of acts incom
patible with the nature of their duties. 

(d) The Commission, transformed into an 
executive body of the government, with the 
task of supervising the various branches of the 
administration and representing ministers before 
Parliament. The following provisions would 
protect the interests of the Member States: the 
right to initiate legislation would belong to the 
government, the right of the government to 
ask Parliament for a second vote, by a qualified 

majority, the right to suspend for a certain 
period, the publication of laws voted by the 
Parliament, and in the case of persistent dif
ferences within the government or between the 
government and Parliament and on measures 
which might c()mpromise the vital interests of 
Member States, the right to appeal to the Euro
pean Council. 

These proposals give better protection for the 
principle of the division of powers and give 
to the elected Parliament alone full legislative 
powers, save in very exceptional cases, ·where 
appeal is made to the European Council as the 
ultimate political body and guarantor of the 
continuity of Community life. 

The right of the Member States to participate 
in Community decisions is ensured in a manner 
which does not damage either the division of 
powers or the spvereignty of the elected Parlia
ment which w~uld ill accept having to share 
its powers with other bodies. 

In opposition to the idea of a government 
constituted by ministers appointed by states it 
has been said that such a government would 
not have the necessary independence to decide 
with a Community view or with ease, on 
changes of members whose mandate is linked 
to the fate of :their national governments. 

As regards the first objection I would say that 
the proposals for the appointment of the govern
ment are the same as those for the appointment 
of the Commission. And yet no one has ever 
doubted its independent judgement. 

In the same way no one doubts the independent 
judgement of Members of the European Parlia
ment, although they are appointed by their 
respective national parliaments. 

To safeguard the independence of the Com
munity government, provision is made moreover 
that its members shall not be responsible to 
their national parliaments for their work. 

As regards the damage that might arise from 
rapid changes in members of the government it 
can be noted: 

(1) That this danger exists for the European 
Council too. 

(2) That in the case of the government we are 
dealing with a political body, whereas the Com
mission, transformed into a technical service 
with permanent members, ensures administra
tive continuity. 

(3) Granted the presence of the European 
Council, as a body which registers changes in 

·national governments, there would be no objec
tion to the app~intment of ministers as members 
of the government for a fixed number of years. 
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The advantages are clear: the proposed solution 
guarantees greater continuity, more rapid and 
direct 'links with national governments and 
ensures the participation of Member States in 
a body which is streamlined and less involved 
than a Chamber of States, which should more 
properly be called a Chamber of Governments. 
In practice it would be a Council of Ministers 
made up of 60-70 members. 

These, Mr President, my dear colleagues, are a 
few ideas born of long experience as a Member 
of the European Parliament and a member of 
government. These ideas are debatable, just as 
those expressed in the Bertrand resolution are 
debatable; and granted the importance of the 
subject matter today all ideas deserve to be 
considered. Especially since as we all hope by 
1978 there will be a Parliament elected by 
popular suffrage, and it will be that Parliament 
that will have the last word as a direct repre
sentative of the sovereignty of the people. 

With our vote we are merely preparing the 
way for its important decisions. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Guldberg. 

Mr Guldberg.- (F) Mr President, it should not 
be necessary to explain to Parliament that the 
minorities who have always been opposed to 
European cooperation are not representative of 
Danish opinion. 

I did not ask to speak in my capacity as a Libe
ral because I wanted to put forward opinions 
which were very different from those expressed 
by my group. However, I do thinlf that the 
European Parliament should hear a Dane in 
favour of European cooperation and with the 
authority to say that a representative 'Of a mino
rity group like Mr Maigaard should not interpret 
in his own way the position of the Danish 
Government, whether Liberal or Socialist. It is 
for this reason that I think I should put forward 
my view of the situation. · 

I would say first of all that a definite objective 
cannot be· fixed in advance for European co
operation. On the other hand, steps should be 
taken to define what aims are worth considering 
in the near· future even if developments later 
show that these aims are neither feasible or 
desirable. 

Since the second World War all European co
operation has been aimed mainly at ,creating a 
United States of Europe, not modelled on the 
United States of America or the PSSR but 
bringing together a number of old European 
states to found a society renouncing the force 

formerly used and replacing it by legislation, 
by virtue of which these states would constitute 
a lawful community in the eyes of the outside 
world. 

Those opposing this idea, who often use the 
contradictory arguments of the extreme Left 
or the extreme Right have never seriously dared 
to reject the notion of a European society based 
on the principle of law. Attempts are made to 
attack the concept by giving European. coopera
tion the image of an imperial colonial power or 
by stating that if neighbouring countries estab
lish preferential relations they isolate them
selves from the rest of the world, while no 
progress can be made in understanding and co
operation in the absence of action at world level. 

These arguments are illogical and often come 
from circles in favour of Soviet domination or 
the isolation of the Scandinavian countries from 
the rest of Europe. 

To demand that every rule of law in relations 
between states should be established at world 
level only is a barrier to progress in this field. 

There are so many historical, cultural, religious 
and political differences that it would be com
pletely unrealistic to expect everyone to submit 
to the same rules of law. 

Tolerance is required and we should accept and 
understand that other countries even outside the 
Community, and other Nations, have the right 
to adopt the policies of their choice even if these 
result in a situation which from the political 
and human points of view we believe to be 
intolerable in the long term at world level. We 
are not looking for world supremacy by sup
porting war, secret movements or other forms 
of violence aimed at overthrowing the political 
systems of other countries of which we do not 
approve. This evolution towards a world law 
must come from within or be based on example. 

The construction of Europe has, since the war, 
been inspired by the wish to avoid making it 
the arena for future conflicts, ~o eliminate any 
sources of differences between the countries, 
which are close in more ways than one,-and 
hence to avoid all risk of war. 

Whatever the differences between the countries 
of Europe, these countries are nevertheless very 
close in the world context. 

The evolution of Europe towards an economic 
and political community, is a step in the direc
tion of an international society founded on the 
principle of law. 

Whatever theil' affinities, the present nine 
Member States can retain the historical, linguis
tic and cultural originality which gives them 
their own national identities. 
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The United States of Europe can be achieved 
in different ways. 

In this context, stress could even be placed on 
the notion of the individual state. 

Political forces in the nine states of the Com
munity can decide what course should be adop
ted. They can opt for a centralized supranational 
Europe with little respect for national, linguistic 
and cultural differences. 

Whether we want it or not, this is what will 
happen if we move towards a centralized admin
istration. The Community could also adopt 
another course: the United States of Europe 
could form a common domain having common 
tasks vis-a-vis the outside world and granting 
its citizens every freedom in internal economic 
and commercial matters. It is precisely in the 
context of these freedoms that the establishment 
of a national or regional system could be pro
moted in all fields relating to the cultural and 
popular values of the Member States or their 
regions. 

The present tendency is to create a homogeneous 
society; it has been shown that decentralization 
is not only necessary at social and environmental 
level but also represents the only viable econo
mic and technological course to be followed. 

In the context of European cooperation the Lib
eral parties have the task of encouraging this 
tendency by participating in the construction of 
the United States of Europe and opposing the 
attempt at centralization; they 'believe that a 
number of tasks must continue to fall within 
the responsibility of the states or the regions 
and recommend decentralization in cases where 
centralization has already gone too far. 

We must recognize that the process of European 
construction must be a natural one; it must not 
be imposed but should be encouraged by consi
deration of our future development. A debate 
must be opened benefitting the development of 
the Community along these lines, but we should 
not feel bound to any particular course. We 
should think of the future even if the proposals 
made are not achieved overnight. 

It is essential to bear in mind the importance 
of cooperation in the fields of trade, foreign, and 
defence policy, which are matters of common 
interest, regardless of whether they arise from 
the Community Treaties or any other form of 
cooperation. 

The Community must primarily be strengthened 
in the field of monetary cooperation. However 
a liberal policy is necessary as regards both mat
ters of common interest and local, regional and 
national tasks. If this is not the case, the com
mon European Institutions run the risk of 

encouraging the process of centralization or a 
centralist philosophy contradictory to more na
tional and liberal views. 

With increasing clarification of matters of com
mon interest, it becomes more and more ap
parent that it is necessary not only to solve 
such problems in a centralist manner through 
the representatives of the states but also to make 
them subject to control by a Parliament elected 
by common democratic rules. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Lord Reay. 

Lord Reay. - It was at the Paris Summit of 
October 1972 that the Heads of Government 
expressed the intention that the Institutions of 
the Community should produce, during the 
course of this year, a report on European 
Union, and it was as a result of that decision 
that the institutions of the Community accepted 
their obligations in this respect and that we are 
debating today the report of Mr Bertrand. 

Whether or not it is right to regret the fact 
that the Summit took that decision in October 
1972, it would be widely agreed that 1975 has 
proved to be too early a date to set out in any 
concrete form what European Union in the 
future might be. In the circumstances, in intro
ducing our report for this Parliament we had 
two choices: either we could have produced a 
report which gave many alternative possibilities 
without seeking to get from Members any com
mitments to one of those alternatives for the 
future, or we could have produced a report 
which sought a specific commitment from Mem
bers of this House towards a view of European 
Union in the future. 

I do not wish to enter into the merits of the 
choice which had to be made, and of the choice 
which Mr Bertrand himself made. This morn
ing he gave us a sturdy defence of the reason 
why he chose the alternative which asked from 
us a commitment. Having made that decision, 
he behaved towards other groups with a great 
deal of sympathy and in a great spirit of con
ciliation, but the consequence of having taken 
that decision was that a whole long laborious 
series of negotiations took place within the 
Political Affairs Committee and within groups to 
try to find what was the lowest common deno
minator between groups in this matter-what 
was the furthest degree to which those were 
willing to go who were anxious to go less far, 
and what was the least that those who wished 
to go most far were willing to agree on. 

The consequence was that we did not have a 
thorough or profound investigation of the altern-
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ative ·possibilities. We have produced some
thing which is nothing like so thorough as the. 
Commission document, and we shall have to 
return to it in due course. 

The leader of my group, Mr Kirk, has described 
the approach of our group to this report. He 
has described how we have sought and are still 
seeking, by means of amendment, to improve 
it where we agree with what the rapporteur is 
in search of-for example, in the second part 
of his report dealing with the transitional phase 
and, in particular, in "paragraph 11, .in respect 
of which we have an ~endment down which 
we think will improve the version put forward 
by Mr Bertrand;. and how, in other respects, we 
have tried to prevent decisions being taken now 
which·we think it is better to leave until later. 

In this respect, Mr Kirk referred to the fourth 
paragraph, first indent, and gave objections 
to the inclusion of the phrase 'independent of 
national governments'. I object to that phrase 
because it would exclude one of the possible 
ways in which the Community might evolve in 
future into a political union. It would prevent, 
for example, the Council from becoming the 
decision-making centre. It may well be that 
it is not desirable that the Council should 
become the decision-making centre. I think that 
the Commission takes 'the view that probably 
the decision-making centre should not be the 
Council. It does not exclude it, however, as a 
possible future alternative but leaves it in as 
its first model in. its list of institutional altern
atives. We should' do the same. We should not 
prejudice any possible way in which the Com
munity might develop into a future Union. It is 
unnecessary to take decisions which 'have that 
effect at this time, and it is even pre$Umptuous 
of us now to attempt to decide what ·forms the 
institutions of a future union should take. 

The need for us to take a decision on the form 
of a. European Union and on whether there 
should be an act :of oonstitution and; if so, what 
should be in it, is far away. But that does mean 
that we are left· with l'lothing to do. Sir Derek 
Walker-Smith .gave a ·list of the very important 
things ·with ·wbi~ Parliament can proceed. I 
want to piek·out two aspects of the future deve
lopment ·of Europe. Which Parliament could well 
concentrate on in the future. I pick them out 
because, in the nature of things, they are sub
jects regarding which the opinions of 'the Euro
pean Parliament, 'and the degree of activity it 
could show, could play a decisive part in the 
decision making. 

The first is the. need ~~ ,a single seat for the 
Community institutions. Mr Dalyell rightly rais
<:ld,this matter yesterday. We must make a start 
on. this. We cannot c011tinue with· the present 

waste and inefficiency of the · system as we 
have it. 

There is another matter to which I think Par
liament should devote some attention. It should 
put in some work on the development of a uni
form procedure for direct elections. The Con
vention which Parliament aclopted makes. the 
provision that the first direct elecijons' coUld 
be wlder a scheme different for each Member 
State according to the scheme each Member 
State chose for itself. 

In the f'rrst place, I have consiaerable doubts 
whether one system could be introduced for 
the first direct elections and another for the 
second direct elections. 

Secondly, even if that were· done and the first 
elections were to be of a form peculiar to each 
Member State, it would still be inconceivable 
for Member States to adopt a scheme for their 
first elections without having any idea of the 
general form of the scheme to be adopted at 
Community level for subsequent elections. How
ever, there has been no discussion on the sub
ject wha~ver. 

We ought not to wait much longer on this. I 
hope that these are some of the matters which 
will be taken up when Parliament reassembles 
after the holidays. 
(Appl4use) 

President. - I call Mr Nyborg. 

Mr Nyborg. - (DK) Mr President, I too am in 
favour of European Union, but I should like to 
make a few comments. 

Considering the large problems that will have 
to be solved in the future in Europe and the 
rest of the world, it iS essential for there to 
be very close cooperation in Europe. We saw 
during the oil crisis in the autumn of 1973 ~d 
spring of 1974 that cooperation in the Com
munity was far too loosely organized to cope 
with unexpected problems. European Union, 
which I consider essential, will help to improve 
cooperation. It will not be possible in the future 
to pursue a policy suited to each of the states 
of Europe. The problems and their solution are 
too closely connected. 

Once the long-desired direct elections are intro
duced in 1978, this Parliament will presumably 
have its powers strengthened very quickly since 
it is the only Community Institution with a 
democratic background ·that stems from the 
respective populations. There will, however,· be 
a risk that such a parliament' will be ·able ,to 
take undesirable political decisions calling -for 
the renunciation of so'Vereignty. Euro~n:Union 
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is, in my opinion, the only instrument that can 
guarantee the individual Member States the 
sovereignty they desire; it is only in a union 
that there can be a precise definition of the com
petence and powers of national authorities and 
of the Community Institutions. It is therefore 
both advisable and imperative to set such spe
cific standards before any opinion can be formed 
of a proposed European Union. 

I do not intend to go into the report in detail; 
I merely want to express the hope that during 
this and future debates the general approach to 
this important subject will be clarified. It would 
have been preferable if a position had been 
adopted so that it was clear what the aim of 
the report was instead of contenting oneself 
with vague expressions such as .that used for 
describing a European government as 'a single 
decision-making centre'. How will such a deci
sion-making centre be constituted? 

/ 

Here I should like to point out .that it is desirable 
to call things by their proper name and not to 
fight shy of doing so. If we want a European 
Union-in other words a United States of Europe 
-we should clearly state so, so that. the respect
ive populations are informed in an acceptable 
fashion. The European cause could be harmed 
if it is pursued too carefully, in other words 
diplomatlcally. The problems and their possible 
solutions must be clearly stated so that there 
can be a serious debate on the subject. It is 
important that there be such a debate since, if 
the conditions of Denmark's membership of the 
European.·Communities are altered considerably, 
there will have to be a referendum in Denmark 
at least to decide whether the proposed changes 
can be accepted. The best possible information 
will obviously have to be available before such 
a referendum can take place. · 

Similarly, a position on European Union should 
be based on the facts available in the individual 
states and we should not be tricked into drawing 
up programmes that are nothing but wishful 
thinking. Future steps towards European Union 
must be based on realistic political considera
tions. We should aim high, but not so high that 
we overshoot the target. 
(Applause from the Group of European Progres
sive Democrats) 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, you all know the saying, 'Let well 
alone'. European Union does seem to be an im
provement but I fear that all this talk and 
fantasy about Union will delay even more 
seriously the already dilatory progress of the 
European Communities. 

The decision of the Summit Conference is at-. 
tractive; European Union by 1980. But what 
does a decision like this by the Summit Con
ference mean? The Conference as such is not 
able to take Community decisions. It can for
mulate ideas anii make proposals but their reali
zation depends on-the Council. We have all seen 
how the CounCU refuses to accept decisions by 
the Summit Conferences. What has happened, 
for instance, so far in respect of decisions by the 
two ·Summit Cbnferences at Paris on matters 
essential to the implementation of European 
Union? The answer is that virtually nothing has 
happened. · 

I would like to.list the matters concerned. The 
second stage o~:Economic and Monetary Union, 
point 1 of the final communique of·October 1972 
and point· 14 of the final communique of Decem
ber 1974;,the economic policy, points 2, 3 and 4 
of the final communique of October 1972; the 
social policy, point 6 of the final communique 
of October 1972; the industrial, scientific and 
technological pqlicy, point 7 of the final com
munique of October 1972-I follow the number
ing of the chap~rs given in the communiques-; 
environmental protection, point 8 of the com
munique of Oct-ober 1972; energy policy, point 
9 of that same ,communique; a Passport Union 
and a uniform passport, point 10 of the final 
communique of. December 1974; harmonization 
of legislation affecting aliens and the abolition 
of passport control, point 10 of the final com
munique of D~mber 1974; general elections to 
the European Parliament after the Parliament 
had given its opinion, point 12· of the com
munique of DeJ!ember 1974; the extension of 
the competence of the Parliament by granting 
it certain powers in the Community's legislative 
process, point 12 of the document of December_ 
1974; economic policy, combating inflation and 
maintaining employment, point 17 of the final 
communique of lJecember- 1974; the harmonious 
expansion of world trade, point 12 of the .final 
communique of October 1972 and point 21 of 
that of December 1974. 

The Summit Conference of 1972 also asked the 
Council to impr~ve its decision-making proced
ures. We all ~ow how necessary this is, but 
what did in fact happen? 

The Bertrand report recalls this in paragraph 11 
but simply reiterates 'one of the proposals made 
by the Summit Conference. 

A decision was. taken to improve Community 
procedures and to develop new common policies. 
It was also decided to grant independent powers 
to the Institutioqs to give greater latitude to 
the Permanent Representatives and to make use 
of the provisions of the Treaty of Rome whereby 
the powers of implementation and management 
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arising out of Community rules may be confer
red on the Commission. 

The Council did indeed look at some of the 
fringe areas of decision-making but otherwise 
disregarded the proposals of the Summit Con
ference. The result is that I now have a list
and everyone in this Parliament will be able 
to have one soon--of more than 200 Commission 
proposals on which the European Parliament 
has given its opinion, but on which the Council 
has so far taken no decision. 

A large part of the Bertrand report deals with 
what has to happen before Union can be 
·achieved. This report is vague, I would almost 
say extremely vague, on the difference between 
the Union and the Treaties of Rome. 

After all, nobody knows what will really happen 
in ten to fifteen years' time. My question to tlie 
Members of this Parliament is, however, this: 
If the major targets of the Treaty of Rome can
not be achieved, will there still be European 
Union? I think that hardly anybody believes that 
what is impossible today should suddenly 
become possible in 1980 or a few years later. So 
why was this proposal put forward at the Paris 
Summit Conference? In my opinion it is a 
diversionary. man<:euvre. If you don't want 
something, one of the best ways in which to 
demonstrate your unwillingness is to say that 
you do want it but in a much better and more 
perfect form. I recall a draft report drawn up 
by one of the most prominent Gaullists in this 
Parliament in which this was quite evident. At 
the time I resisted this energetically in the Po
litical Affairs Committee since I believe that if 
we can't achieve the lesser aim, the greater aim 
is totally unrealistic. 

Much has to happen before European Union 
becomes a real possibility. 

For this reason, any reports on European Union 
can be· no more than futuristic fantasies which 
we debate with our heads in the clouds. 

At the time I had the feeling that we were being 
led by the nose by the Paris Summit Conference. 
It was a sop to keep us quiet and to mask the 
lack of progress in the development of a united 
Europe. Now, things are much more serious: I 
have the feeling that Parliament is making a 
fool of itself. 

I consider it my duty to point this out since we 
have now been discussing for many hours a 
possible development in Europe and this has 
prevented us from considering many day-to-day 
tasks. We have already had to remove a number 
of important reports from the agenda. 

Our first task is to remedy the stagnation in the 
European Community and to obtain under the 

present Treaties a directly elected European 
Parliament with substantial powers and to fight 
for the full implementation of the Treaty of 
Rome. 

Mr. President, I am not opposed to the Bertrand 
report, except for the defence clause in para
graph 3. Otherwise there is not an objectionable 
word in it and we shall be able to refer to it 
again and again in the coming years. I shall 
therefore not vote against the report, despite my 
views, but in order to underline these views I 
shall abstain from voting. 
(Applause from the Socialist Group) 

President. -I call Mrs Kruchow. 

Mrs Kruchow. - (DK) Mr President, I have 
listened very attentively to what has been said 
today, especially by Mr Bertrand, the rappor
teur. I have also studied the report on European 
Union which l-and several others-received 
only a few days ago. 

It is precisely because this subject is so impor
tant that I am disappointed that Parliament 
wants to come to a decision on it this week. 
I cannot make the voters I represent in Den
mark a party to either its content or its 
principles. That would be in conflict with my 
view of representative government, and I have 
therefore to vote against the report today. 

Do not think that I am a half-hearted European, 
that is not the case. I want to see European 
cooperation strengthened, and I agree with 
what Mr Bertrand recommended time after time 
today: step-by-step development. I cannot there
fore understand why we cannot postpone the 
voting until September or October. It would 
then be possible to give thorough consideration 
to the proposed amendments, and to the place 
of security poli~y in the proposed Union. 

I should also like to point out that the Rome 
Treaty as it stands today offers good pos
sibilities for increased cooperation between the 
Member States. Real progress in both monetary 
cooperation and energy policy under the terms 
of the Treaty will presumably be the best 
basis for increased formal cooperation, since 
the peoples of Europe will really learn and 
understand the Community's importance and 
possibilities. 

President. - I call Mr Nielsen. 

Mr Knud Nielsen. - (DK) Mr President, I 
should first of all like to welcome the Labour 
Party delegation, especially the one or two 
Members who have so much stamina that they 
are still in the Chamber. The fact that the 
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Labour Party has at last decided to make a 
constructive contribution to the formulation of 
Community policies in the best thing that has 
happened to the EEC in a long time. 

The subject we are discussing today is of the 
greatest importance. It is certainly the most 
important matter Parliament has ever dealt 
with. 

I would like to share in the words of praise 
already expressed for the work Mr Bertrand 
has put into the preparation of this report. 
There is no doubt that it contains many ideas 
and concepts that can be of considerable use 
in the report Mr Tindemans will submit to the 
Heads of State or of Government towards the 
end of this year. 

There is much to be said for postponing the 
finalization of and voting on the Bertrand 
report until September. We already made this 
reservation when answering the questionnaire. 
Two days ago-and only two days ago-we 
received the Commission's report on the same 
subject. This week we are discussing and taking 
decisions on European Union and pretending 
that the Commission's report just doesn't exist. 
We are to discuss innumerable complicated 
proposals for amendments which should have 
been thoroughly discussed by, for instance, the 
Committee on Legal Affairs. Lastly, we are to 
discuss this subject without the Labour delega
tion having even a reasonable chance to get 
to know it. There are therefore many reasons 
for postponement, but a maj?rity in this 
Chamber voted against it. I think t}J.is is to be 
regretted. 

On behalf of the Danish Social Democratic 
Members I would like to add some general 
remarks on the report since we do not fully 
agree with the points of view put by Mr Cor
terier on behalf of the majority of the Socialist 
Group. 

Mr Bertrand's report is divided into two parts; 
institutional questions and specific areas of 
cooperation. 

Firstly, institutional questions: we must bear 
in mind that European Union must reflect the 
wishes and thoughts of the people. The first 
question is therefore: What do the people of 
Europe really want? Is their economic and 
social situation such that they believe that new 
institutions will solve their problems? Do they 
believe that the States have more chance of 
reaching agreement on controversial aspects of 
cooperation in a new EEC structure? In other 
words, does the existing institutional set-up 
represent an obstacle to the solution of problems 
that people in the present situation want us 

to reach agreement on? We should in no 
circumstances agree to institutional restructur
ing until it has been quite clearly shown that 
the present structure is inadequate for coping 
with the tasks the people consider important. 

We firmly believe that there is no need at 
present for any radical change in the existing 
structure of the EEC. There is, however, a need 
for the most pressing aspects of cooperation to 
be extended and intensified. Let me just men
tion economic and monetary cooperation, 
industrial policy, labour policy, energy policy 
and aid policy. If there is a will, this can be 
achieved admirably on the basis of the present 
Treaty. 

The second part of the report on specific aspects 
of cooperation should therefore be given top 
priority in any further discussion of Euro
pean Union. 

As regards foreign policy cooperation can be 
increased in areas where it already exists. On 
the other hand, we firmly believe that security 
and defence policy should not come within the 
EEC's sphere of competence. On this point I 
fully share the views expressed by Mr Stewart, 
Mr Broeksz and others. 

It is as though idealism is increasing in direct 
proportion to the evident decline in the EEC's 
ability to solve practical problems. There is, 
for example, talk of a common European cur
rency although in this building in Strasbourg 
which for better or for worse is where the 
European Parliament currently holds most of 
its plenary sittings, and which some people like 
to call the capital of Europe, we cannot even 
change French money into ·other EEC currencies. 
This discrepancy between theory and practice 
undermines the' credibility of the EEC. 

Let us therefore be realistic and pragmatic. Let 
us show the peoples of the Community that 
we have both the will and the ability to solve 
their current economic and social problems. 
Let us build a. firm foundation for European 
cooperation instead of building castles in the 
air. 

These, in brief, are our views, and we will 
therefore vote against the report before us. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Prescott. 

Mr Prescott. - It is my purpose to indicate to 
the Parliament the nature and quality of the 
opposition felt by a substantial number of the 
Labour delegation and people within my coun
try. 
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Some of the observations made todlly suggest 
that some delegates feel that because we have 
had a referendum in my country we, must sub
ordinate ourselves to almost all the legislation 
aimed at the development of an economic and 
political union. The British Government and the 
party which I represent have had serious 
reservations about direct elections to this Parlia
ment and the development of an ecohomic and 
monetary union, which we regard as the first · 
steps towards the development of · a federal 
Europe. The government have said that thesP 
matters are not practical politics. 

Strong reservations were expressed in the leaflet 
circulated to the people during the referendum 
campaign, when it was made clear that it had 
reservations, on those two points which chal
lenge the very concept of the necessity to 
develop into a federal Europe. It is clear, par
ticularly from Mr Bertrand's repor~, that we 
are considering taking the matter cohsiderably 
further than was envisaged in the Treaties, 
which were severely limited to th~ idea of 
economic integration, the rationaUzation of 
certain industries, economic cooperation and the 
competence given to the Commission to deal 
with certain commercial matters. This report 
takes it considerably further. 

We read about developing a policy to coordinate 
and ·bring about integration in economic and 
monetary matters, Community budgetary policy, 
and security policy., which I take it must mean 
defence policy as well, and the development of 
joint decision centres and giving directions to 
parliaments. It is without doubt ari entirely 
different Europe from that ori~nally ~mvisaged. 

It is clear that the 'treaties may be, taken to 
have implied that this was the course ',to follow, 
but I believe that we are beginning ~o viitne8s 
a desire to achieve some economic iJj1tegration 
and rationalization, and that, in order to achieve 
that objective, we are seeing the development 
of greater political initiatives in :order to 
establish the necessary powers. ' 

The debate has been largely about what type 
of institutions we should have for a European 
political union and the speed with which it 
should take place. With one or two exceptions, 
the reservations made.have not been of a funda
mental challenge to the postulations of progres
sing along this road. Those of us whO· opposed 
British entry to tlie Common Market fear that 
the sheer impetus of the · desire for economic 
integration would bring about political changes 
which would achieve the kind of Eurt>pe some 
of us would view with grave misgivings-a 
Europe which would develop the trappings of 
a superpower, which would not be to the 
advantage of Europe. 

Because of these fears, and because the report 
tends to highlight them, our opposition chal
lenges the fundamental postulations put forward 
in the report. It is claimed that some states are 
limited in their sovereignty already, and that 
by acting together we would be able to increase 
our sovereignty. That has not been proved in 
the economic and social sectors. Nor is there 
any empirical evidence to show that it is so. 
It may be necessary to come into large units 
in order to have more political influence in the 
world, but I have a feeling that we might find 
ourselves as another Colossus alongside the 
United States, Russia and possibly China. But 
that is not the reason given in the report. The 
primary reason given in the report for sup
porting such a development is that we will 
thereby be able to guarantee an increase in the 
standard of living of our people, achieve further 
rationalization, achieve a redistribution of 
wealth, maintain full employment and handle 
raging inflation. The assumption behind ·that 
thinking is that the bigger we are the easier it 
is to solve problems. There is no evidence for 
that case either. That we could achieve a 
redistribution of wealth by forming a political 
union when we have not been able to achieve 
it in our individual countries is something that 
I cannot accept. But because we are embarked 
upon this road it becomes necessary for the 
Assembly to argue, as its justification for 
achieving more political power, that we must 
have control of monetary policy, that we must 
have fixed exchange parities, and that we must 
develop along the road of gaining even more 
pow.er. These documents call for further budget 
reforms and a greater power of spending by this 
Parliament. That must eventually mean that 
we hope to secure niore control of demand 
management in each country; that we hope, by 
our taxation system, to impose the policies that· 
are considered necessary. 

As a Soctalist, I am not convinced by the 
philosophy that is embodied in the EEC Treaty, 
wedded to the policy of competition-a Treaty 
that states that the capitalist philosophy is the 
one that should govern us. It is like saying to 
a Socialist that we shall achieve our Socialist 
objectives in a situation in which the rules and 
conditions lay down a market economy which 
is b~cally a capitalist one and is found to be 
failing. This is a fundamental. 

I do not have time to develop what the 
alternative should be, but the last speaker said 
that a Certain amount of integration had been 
achieved and that more could be achieved by 
cooperation within the EEC. It is not the road 
for me, as a Socialist, to assume that by 
pursuing political union, by concentrating power 
even more in greater Centralization, we shall 
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achieve the objectives which I am in politics 
for, namely, to fundamentally redistribute 
wealth and power and to change the. societies 
that we are in. I do not think that that can 
be achieved by making the advance that is 
suggested at the moment. 

The emphasis is more on cooperation. My group 
is not anti-Europe. I have been a member of the 
Council of Europe_ for two years. We are for 
cooperation · with Europe, but we are not in 
favour of subordinating the wills of our 
sovereign powers to even greater centralization 
here in Europe. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr J ahn. 

Mr Jahn. - (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle
men, on behalf of my political friends, I should 
like to state our position on .paragraph 11 of the 
Bertrand report, on the necessary adjustments 
of the institutional structure to the tasks of 
the European Union. 

In the long run it is unacceptable to the Com
munity for the Member States to ignore the 
majority principle in voting, embodied in the 
Treaties of Rome. I should like to stress that 
all the Member States are obliged to act in 
accordance with the letter and the spirit of that 
Treaty. I am saying that especially after what 
we have just heard. The application of the 
majority principle embodied in the Rome 
Treaties is of great importance for the Council 
of Ministers' capacity to take decisions. It is 
only in that way that it can carry out its task 
in the work of European integration. It is unac
ceptable for the work of this Parliament to find 
that there are some 300 proposed regulations 
and directives, that this Parliament approved 
yesterday, the day before or years ago, lying 
untouched with the Council, because one or 
other Member State has imposed its veto. If all 
the proposals for regulations and directives that 
have gone through this Parliament had been 
given the force of law we would have gone a 
great deal further along the road to eco~omic 
al1-d political integration-and I repeat poli
tical integration. I would strongly emphasize 
that the Member States must observe the Treaty 
and remove the opposition that still exists bet
ween ·Community and intergovernmental pro
cesses. The employment -of· the Council secre
tariat on all multinatlonal relations betw4;!en 
Member States, proposed in the motion for a 
reSolution, can certainly not be much use here. 

It is of great importance in this connection for 
the governments to show the political will to 
accelerate the process of unification, and for 

the national administrations to prove more 
cooperative and offer no needless resistance to 
giving up powers they used to have. For what 
we want is a surrender of sovereign powers, and 
not the petrification of the present state. 

Now a word on direct elections and European 
Union. We-I ·think the great majority of this 
House, at least all my friends-see in direct 
elections the precondition for European Union 
and will continue to follow that road. 

Let me say a !Word on the incorporation of the 
UN Human Rjghts Convention and the Council 
of Europe's Declaration in our ideas on European 
Union. We demand the right of freedom and 
security for every citizen of our Community. 
We demand f~edom of thought, conscience and 
religion, and tbe right of freedom of expression 
in all areas of Europe. This right includes the 
freedom to express and exchange opinions 
without interference from the authorities and 
irrespective of national boundaries. Finally, we 
also call for guarantees of civil liberties without 
distinction of -sex, race, colour, language, reli
gion, political or other views, national or social 
origin, membership of a national minority, 
wealth, birth or class. 

Why do I say that? Because in parts of Europe 
dangerous developments are taking place. This 
catalogue of basic freedoms must be and remain 
the democratic foundation of our Community. 
Above all, we call for the right of self
determination for all Europeans, for the national 
groups and rriinorities and for the peoples. On 
the basis of the right to self-determination, 
people must have the chance to settle their 
social and political relationships themselves. 
Here the Community has to speak for all Euro
peans. 

Let me finally say a word to my British col
leagues. We want not merely-lest there be any 
misunderstanding, after the discussions we have 
had in this Parliament-economic, but also poli
tical integration of Europe, and we know that 
this is a hard road, and· we shall go steadily 
along it. 

The Bertrand report shows us the way. We 
have worked on that way for years. We hope 
with this debate, and with what the summit, 
the Council of Ministers and the Commission 
have done in the past, to arrive at the final 
goal of European Political Union. 
(Applause fr~ the-Christian-Democratic Group) 

President: ____:I call Mr Glinne. 

Mr Glinne. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, we have talked a lot about the 
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future coherence necessary for a European 
Community, about the powers and scope it must 
have, and about the means which must be 
placed at its disposal. 

This problem is inseparably linked with the 
geographical extension of our Community. Sin,ce 
the Six became the Nine and particularly in 
view of certain changes that have occurred in 
the three new Member States, the theory has 
become current that we need to consider, con
solidate and strengthen what we have done 
very carefully in order to extend once again 
the Community's .sphere of geographical respon
sibility. 

It has now become fashionable to say that exten
sion at any time and anywhere would in t~ 
future run counter to the quality of Commu
nity achievements. Some people think that any 
geographical extension of the Community would 
be incompatible with an improvement in quality. 

Mr Corterier said a moment ago, on behalf of 
the Socialist Group, that the Community must 
remain an open one even when it becomes 
more integrated as European Union is achieved. 

On behalf of my Group I should like to say 
briefly what this means for us. On 22 June 
1975, the Greek Government, supported by a 
massive majority in the Greek Parliament, 
officially applied to become a full member of 
the Community. Thus, a tenth Member State is 
waiting to join. 

The views of our political group on this case 
and on any other similar case that migl;lt occur 
in the future are as follows: any associated 
European state wishing to become a full mem
ber must have a political system which is un
deniably democratic. This is an absolute pre
requisite. 

Secondly, its application for membership should 
contain no provisos or exemption clauses; in 
short a candidate should accept in advapce, for 
better or worse, all the consequences of acces
sion. 

Thirdly, consideration should be given to 
whether the degree of economic and social 
development achieved by this new applicant 
state will allow it to survive without too much 
trouble the inevitable shock of accession to a 
very large Community. 

Fourthly and finally, the inevitable problems 
of accession must be regulated and solved 
during a transitional period of 3, 4 or 5 years to 
be agreed on bilaterally between the EEC and 
the applicant. This is something to which we 
attach importance. · 

Several years ago a Belgian statesman said that 
we should try to build Europe in all spheres; 

he was obviously thinking of fields in which 
the Community's powers were non-existent or 
very inadequate. I should like to reiterate this 
and say that Europe must also be extended 
geographically wherever possible. Speedy ac
ceptance should be given to the principle of the 
accession of a. country in relation to the situa
tion of that country and not in relation to the 
situation of another. Accession should be orga
nized immediately while arrangements are made 
for the various stages in the transitional period. 

In conclusion I should like to say that with 
increasing powers and importance an integrated 
Europe could never abandon one of the main 
duties of its historic mission, namely the task 
of bringing together, with a view to progress, 
all the states of the continent of Europe based 
on political democracy which, at all events in 
our group's view, should be strengthened and 
extended to social and economic democracy. 
(Applause from the Socialist Group) 

9. Agenda for next sitting 

President. - In view of the amount of business 
on the agenda, and with the agreement of the 
rapporteurs and the chairmen of the commit
tees concerned, three reports and one motion 
for a resolution have been withdrawn. 

I refer to the report by Mr Albers on migrant 
workers, the report by Mr Marras on the social 
situation in the Community and the report by 
Mr Walkhoff on the European schools system; 
the motion for a resolution is the one on educa
tion in the Community. 

They have all been placed on the agenda for our 
September part-session. 

The agenda for tomorrow's sitting, 10 July 1975, 
at 10 a.m., 3 p.m., and 9 p.m. will therefore be 
as follows: 

- Continuation and conclusion of the debate 
on European Union; 

- Vote on the motion for a resolution on Euro
pean Union; 

- Votes on various resolutions to be dealt with 
by urgent procedure; 

-Joint debate on the reports by Mr Aigner 
and Mr Lange on the amendments to the 
financial provisions otthe Treaties; 

- Report by Mr Della Briotta on wine; 

- Report by Mr Aigner on the ECSC's Audi-
tor's report. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 8.50 p.m.) 
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ANNEX 

Questions, which could not be answered during Question. Time, wit\h written 
answers 

Question by Mr Johnston 

Subject: Unemployment situation in the Member States. 

What proposals is the Commission discussing with the Council to alleviate the 
unemployment situation in Member States of the European Communities? 

Answer 

The Commission is in continuous dialogue with the Council and the Social 
Partners in this context. Key elements in this dialogue are analysis of the 
current situation with a view to more effective use of existing Community 
machinery, job creation for young people, training and re-training, and 
programmes for special categories of workers, for example women and migrant 
workers. 

Question by Mr Noe 

Subject: Computers 

In the light of the agreement concluded between two firms, one American, the other 
French, on industrial cooperation in the computer field, what action does the Com
mission envisage in order to ensure the development of this important industry 
within the Community as a whole? 

Answer 

Developments in the negotiations between the new French group and HIS on 
the one hand, and possible adjustments in the Unidata agreements between 

, CII, Philips and Siemens on the other, will enable the Commission to assess 
the effect of the CII-Honeywell agreement in Europe. The Commission will 
take account of this new situation in submitting new general proposals on this 
sector to the Council and Parliament. 

Irt the meantime, the Commission intends to pursue the implementation of 
the resolution on a Community data-processing policy. The first proposals for 
priority action in this field have been put before Parliament and should have 
been debated during this part-session. Other proposals concerned with specific 
action of particular interest to the industry and with other applications will 
be submitted by the Commission in September. 

Question by Mr Shaw 

Subject: Postage rates 

When is it going to be possible for people in the new and old Member States to 
send to each other letters stamped at the domestic rate, as is already the case 
within the old Member States? · 

Answer 

The application of domestic postage rates to postal communications between 
the original Member States is not based on a Community act but on bilateral 
agreements concluded between the Six. 

Following the enlargement of the Community, the Commission wrote to the 
nine Member States on 12 April 1973 recommending that the application of 
domestic postage rates should be extended to the new Member States. Five 

155 



156 Debates of the European Parliament 

Member States replied that because of the budgetary implications of such a 
measure they were rejecting the recommendation or had serious doubts about it. 

Question by Mr li'ellennaier 

Subject: EEC Commission Office in Chile. 
•l 

In view of the latest statements by Chile's Head of State, General Pinochet, is the 
Commission finally prepared to close down its office in Santiago, Chile and move 
it to another South American country? · 

Answer 

The Commission would like to remind the honourable Member of the reply 
which it gave last year to an earlier question on this subject from Signora 
Carettoni Romagnoli. · 

In its reply on that occasion the Commission regretted that it was 'clear that 
Chilean democracy had been temporarily extinguished. But it pointed out 
that the reasons why the Community had originally chosen to locate its Latin 
American office in Santiago~ and which did not relate to' the matter of. bilateral 
relations between Chile and the European Community, stili remained v~lid. 

The Commission is afraid that the situation in respect of democracy in Chile 
has not improved since that reply was given last year and the statements to 
which the Honourable Member refers bear testimony to that. On the other 
hand, there has also been no change in the conditions which justified out 
original choice of the site for- our Latin Ameri~an office. 

The E1:9nomic Commission for Latin America remains in Santiago. The United 
Nations has not decided to move it elsewhere, in spite .of the General 
Assembly's condemnation of the Chilean Government. And the Latin American 
Iron and Steel Institute is also still located in Santiago. None of the Latin 
American Governments concerned have decided to remove it. 

The Commission can however assure the honourable Member that if ther~ 
is a change in- the· conditions which make it appropriate that Santiago should 
be the site of our delegation in Latin America, then the Commission will be 
prepared to draw the necessary conclusions. 

Question by Mr Seefeld 

Subject: Obstacles to passenger traffic at the internal frontiers of the European 
Community. 
Is .the Commissio~ aware that obstacles to passenger traffic still exist at the inte~al 
frontiers of the European Co~unity, and what action does it intend to take tO 
ensure that they· are at long last eliminated? 

Answer 

On Monday afternoon Parliament held a thorough debate on the situation of 
the customs union and the internal market during which the problem referred 
to was dealt with by several1 Members as well its· the Commission. AS the time 
allotted to answers during Question Time does not allow for detailed -description 
of the many Commission initiatives the Commission will itself be referring to 
Monday's debate and Mr Mitterdorfer's report. It would like to add that the 
Heads of State or of Government decided at the summit meeting in Paris to 
set up a working party with the task of examining the possibility of establishing 
a passport union, an eleme:nt of which should be the abolition of passport 
control at the internal frontiers of the Community. 

The Commission has recently submitted to the Council a preliminary analysis 
of the issues with which the working party will have to deal. This document 
will be sent to Parliament for information. 
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President 

(The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m.) 

President.- The sitting is open. 
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Are there any comments? 
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President. - I call Mr Cheysson. 

Mr Cheysson,member of the Commission.- (F) 
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the Commission would like to ask the House to 
agree to begin item No 39-report by Mr Aigner 
on the ECSC Auditor's report for 1973 (Doc. 
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President.- You have heard the Commission's 
proposal. Consideration of this report should 
not last more than a few minutes. It would 
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therefore be reasonable to agree to Mr Cheys
son's proposal. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

3.European Union (Resumption) 

President. - The next item is the re$umption of 
the debate on the report on European Union 
drawn up by Mr Alfred Bertrand on behalf of 
the Political Affairs Committee (Doc. 174/75). 

I call Mr Hughes. 

Mr Hughes. - Mr President, as the House 
knows, my colleagues in the Labour delegation 
have decided to abstain on the report. Thus, 
what I am saying is in a personal capacity rather 
than on behalf of the Socialist Group. What I 
shall say does not indicate in any sense that we 
are necessarily in disagreement with the report 
as a whole. There may well be minor: differences 
of emphasis, but the broad lines of agreement 
are closer than some· would have us believe. 

The question of political union can become a 
.meaningless and hollow gesture unless it is 
translated into action by the creation of an 
effective series of economic institutions. Political 
speeches, reports and resolutions in. this august, 
Assembly will not dig coal, harvest wheat or do 
any other practical work. Unless the economic 
effectiveness of European Union is seen by 
ordinary people as having an' immediate rele
vance to their everyday life, no improvement 
in the parliamentary institutions here or else
where will effectively come about, and those 
very parliamentary institutions themselves will 
tend to fall into disrepute. 

I hesitate to use any historical analogy, but l 
suggest that we have a little to learn from the 
creation of united Germany in the nineteenth 
century. I suggest that it was the reality of the 
Zollverein rather than the rhetoric of the politi
cians in the 1848 assemblies which, brought 
about the unification of Germany, although I 
accept that the bayonets of the Hohenzollem 
kingdom played some part as well. So ii is with 
European Union in the remaining 25 years of 
this century. It c~ only evolve on the basis 
of economic realities which are seen: and known 
to be realities by ordinary people. · 

Already within the United Kingdom the demo
cratic pressures of devolution from Westminster 
not merely to Wales and Scotland but to various 
regions within England are strong, and have 
their roots and base in· the economic situation 
·as well as in ethnic:: aspirations. For any of us 

to say that economic and monetary union is 
desirable, necessary, or whatever, does not solve 
the monetary and economic difficulties which 
are present while we try to achieve it. It is not 
that the political commitment to economic and 
monetary union has been lessened or restricted; 
it is that the economic events of the last two 
or three years have imposed a sanction upon 
its achievement far more potent than the United 
Nations sanctions have so far been in the case 
of Rhodesia. 

The probability of an early achievement of a sin
gle central bank with pooled reserves and so on, 
or of a single currency, has receded in the last 
few years and no evocation of a statement of 
political beliefs will bring it nearer. I would 
argue that the development of economic and 
political union is analogous to a pair of cart
horses drawing a plough. Unless they are har
nessed together, they cannot achieve the object 
of turning the furrow. Unless, therefore, we 
begin with the acceptance that economic union 
is important and that we need institutions for 
that as we do for the political objective, we will 
get it wrong. In the present economic situation, 
we delude ourselves if we believe that economic 
and monetary union is other than a distant hope 
which the present pressure of events has moved 
further from achievement rather than nearer 
over the last three years. 

I tum now to the problem of regional policy 
and the implications for achi~ving political and 
economic union. There is a curious paradox in 
that the achievement of European Union will 
be more effective and will gain in strength if 
there is an adequate devolution of powers from 
European to regional and local centres of 
government; and if those institutions collectively 
at a European level do not transfer back from 
the localized level to established institutions 
which will implement their policies, they will 
lose in strength rather than gain it. 

In my part of England,. the north-east, we have 
a history of dependence on coal-mining, ship
building, iron and steel making and so on. This 
has produced in the last 20 years massive prob
lems, with consistently high unemployment. The 
economic policy of the Community, as it moves 
to greater union, must .be seen to be as con
cerned about the problems of high and pe11rlstent 
industrial unemployment as ,it has so far been 
concerned with the problems of agriculture 
throughout the Community. This means that, in 
the delicate balance between the complementary 
roles of national governments and the Com
munity in regional policy, what must appear is 
that the Community is giving more money
new money-for regio~al PQlicy and is devoting 
a great proportion of its resources to the needs 
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of the urban unemployed in the industrial sec
tor as well as to the agricultural underemployed 
of the rural areas. 

The political will, in many parts not just of 
Britain but throughout the Community, towards 
union can -only be mobilized if regional and 
social policies have a higher priotjty than they 
appear to some of us to have had so far. We 
have a saying in English that the proof of the 
pudding is in the eating. What I want to see is 
that when ordinary men and women eat the 
pudding they taste the benefits that it brings 
and will bring thereafter. It is only by making 
its achievement comprehensible and under
standable and relevant not just to the financiers, 
the industrialists and others, but to the ordinary 
working man, that the real basis of a genuine 
European dimension can be created in the minds 
of the people. 

Without that commitment in their minds, the 
erection of sophistic~ted political institutions 
will be an empty gesture, like building the 
Tower of Babel. Unless those economic founda
tions are laid, with a shift in emphasis towards 
industrial and urban matters, I fear that, no 
matter how sophisticated the political institu
tions, the other events will force 11$ to go much 
slower than many of our colleagues would want. 

This requires appreciation of the economic 
realities and carrying Europeanism into the 
everyday life of ordinary people. A public 
opinion poll, however interesting, is no subs
titute for the experience in economic life of 
being a European. Unless we get the machinery 
to provide that on a much greater scale than 
has been apparent so far, much of what we are 
doing in discussing a document on creating 
European Union will be· an empty gesture. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Artzinger. 

Mr Artzinger. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, it is my task, within the framework 
of this debate, to deal with Economic and Mone
tary Union. 

One may ask whether there is any purpose in 
this. The motion for a resolution, however, asks, 
in paragraph 10, 'that the links which exist 
between Economic and Monetary Union and 
European Union ... should be recognized', since 
these require a parallel procedure. Moreover, 
the Commission ·also says, in its report, that the 
political Union 'should ... continue to aim for the 
main Community objective: Economic and Mone
tary Union'. By discussing Economic and Mone
tary Union, therefore,- we are by no means 
digressing from the debate on European Union. 

A glance back "over the depressing history of 
Economic and Monetary Union is not calculated 
to fill us with encouragement for the progress 
of European Union. A few years ago, Economic 
and Monetary Union set off to an impressive 
start; later, however, it came to a halt, and 
today virtually all that is left of it is the 
'little snake', a monetary alliance embracing 
only a few Member States of the Community. 
Here and there we make an effort to make 
further progress, but in fact we are glad if we 
can find some justification for what has hap
pened so far. 

Why is this so? I think-and here begin the 
parallels with European Union-that our con
ception of Economic and Monetary Union was 
a little too technical: we thought that a few 
monetary measures would suffice to bring about 
a union among the Member States. This 
reproach, however, is least of all applicable to 
Pierre Werner, who, in his well-knoWn report 
on Economic and Monetary Union, stated quite 
unambiguously tbat this undertaking was impos
sible without an economic decision-making 
centre. And this centre has yet to be created. 

This Parliament need not reproach itself on this 
score, having adopted a number of resolutions 
put forward by the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs which stressed the need for 
basing Economic and Monetary Union on a 
political foundation. There is no point in deceiv
ing oneself that ' such sensitive and important 
areas as the economic and currency systems can . 
be combined and everything else left as it is. 
And, talking of leaving everything as it is, 
what in fact has been achieved? In economic 
affairs, we still concert our policies, and con
certation is a euphemism used to disguise the 
fact that nothing 'is being coordinated. Concerta
tion is nothing but a lack of coordination, and 
that way, of course, progress does not lie. 

For that reason,- I and my group support the 
view developed in the motion for a resolution, 
that we should move forward in parallel. Any 
lack of progress in one field is not to be used 
as a pretext for taking no action in the other. 
It is so easy to say--and that we are doing 
today-that margins and rates of inflation vary 
so widely among the Member states that it is 
impossible to reach a true coordination of eco
nomic policies. We try to get round the difficulty 
by creating a new unit of account: that is a 
tool which may be of some use but which 
brings us not one whit nearer the essence of 
Economic and MQnetacy Union. Its importance 
may emerge later, after economic policies have 
been truly coordinated; today, however, we are 
merely avoiding the political problems. Hence 
rny appeal to the Commission not to follow 
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the course laid down in its report, which is 
that of continuing to interpret the provisions of 
the Treaties extensively and waiting until the 
movement towards a European Political Union 
is in progress before seeking to extend its com
petences. No, it must be the other way round. 
Right now, the Commission must find the 
courage to demand greater powers in the name 
of progress towards Economic and Monetary 
Union. Only then will an important step towards 
European Political Union have been made. In 
our view, it is precisely in the field of Economic 
and Monetary Union that we must move beyond 
the stage of national states in which we still 
find ourselves today. We therefore ask this 
House and the Commission to tackle this task 
with courage. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Howell. 

Mr Howell. - I find myself very much in 
agreement with the last two speakers. I wish 
particularly to congratulate Mr Hughes. I am 
surprised to find myself agreeing with him so 
much in his first speech in this Parliament. 

I am 'disappointed with the report, and with 
the debate, because I believe it has not gone 
nearly far enough. Like the previous speakers, 
I believe that the way ahead for progress in 
the Community is by taking a bold step towards 
economic and monetary union. We must have 
a common currency before we can have a true 
Economic Community. We are pretending that 
we have this. 

I understand the difficulties with which we 
have been confronted and the patience with 
which people have worked in the past to get 
as far as we have. Now, however, we must be 
bolder· than we have been. I believe we should 
grasp a unique opportunity to arrive at a mone
tary union. 

In my opinion it is wrong to press ahead with 
political union and direct elections in the first 
place. The right way is to do these things 
together if possible. If that is not possible, then 
the first step should be a monetary union. 

For once, we are all facing in the same direc
tion politically. Now that the British refere~dum 
is out of the way, we are all firmly committed 
to the idea of progress with our European 
Economic Community. 

I believe too that we and the world are becom
ing increasingly aware of the fact that one 
major commodity-wheat-is of more import
ance than anything else. There is a chance that 
in the near future the price of wheat will rise 

and a time will come when it is at the same 
level in all countries. At that time, there will 
be a unique opportunity to create a European 
currency and to tie all our currencies together. 
I believe that only by doing this can we make 
progress. 

Rather than say we must· progress cautiously, 
I believe we must be ready to take a very bold 
step in the direction of monetary union and a 
common currency. If we do not grasp this 
opportunity when and if it arrives, we may 
have lost the chance for a long time. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Van der Gun. 

Mr Van der Gun. - (NL) Mr President, on 
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group I 
should like to make a few remarks on social 
policy, with which the Bertrand report also 
deals. I do not however wish to link it solely 
with the Bertrand report. 

In my opinion, our community can only be a 
truly living Community if social policy takes 
a central part in it. If we look at what actually 
happens, however, we find that enough has not 
been done in this area so far. This statement 
is certainly not intended as a criticism of the 
Commission. It is in my opinion largely the 
fault of the Treaty of Rome itself that the 
Commission has in the social sphere, with a few 
exceptions, solely the task of promoting coopera
tion between the Member States as much as 
possible. 

The objection is sometimes made that the social 
measures taken do more to make economic 
integration run more smoothly than to imple
ment a genuirie social policy. When we talk 
about measures to allow economic integration 
to run as smoothly as possible, we are thinking 
of those relating to the free movement of 
workers and to migrant workers and their social 
security, and the European Social Fund. 

The Paris Summit sought to give a certain 
stimulus to social policy. By equating the 
importance of social policy with that of achiev
ing Economic and Monetary Union, by setting 
up a Social Action Programme and making it 
clear that the social partners would have to be 
more closely involved in social and economic 
decision-making in the Community, it aroused 
great expectations. 

I think I can safely say that these expectations 
have not entirely been met. That is not in my 
vi~w the fault of the Commission either. On the 
contrary, it has taken wide-ranging initiatives. 
The programmes have been brought out, but 
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nevertheless, it is still the case that the social 
policy as carried on hitherto is not a policy 
that strongly appeals to broad strata in the 
Community, or increases interest in the develop
ment of the European Community. We have to 
state that in all objectivity. 

If we test what has been achieved until now 
against what a social policy ought to mean, 
namely, a policy to distribute all material goods 
and intangibles equitably among the members 
of the Community, improve the quality of life 
and endeavour to give all Europeans equal wel
fare, then we have to admit that in this area not 
very much has been achieved at Community 
level. 

Mr President, I am very pleased that in his 
report Mr Bertrand states that in the context 
of the European Union, special attention must 
be paid to sodal and regional policy. He points 
out that it is the major task of the Community 
to promote social justice. In this connection, 
he mentions full employment and a just distri
bution of incomes and wealth. 

What I find wanting is a reference to the fight 
against inflation, for I think that we must 
remember that inflation is not a purely con
junctura! matter; it is threatening, alas, to 
become increasingly structuraL I think that a 
genuine economic policy also has to be directed 
at combating inflation, since inflation is of fun
damental importance for employment and for 
the distribution of incomes and wealth. 

The report also mentions the programme that 
the Commission has been asked for in 1976. 

Such a programme is a good thing in itself, 
but on the other hand we have to agree that a 
programme alone is not enough. I do not wish 
here to go into the points that in my opinion 
ought to be included in a social programme of 
that nature. In the various areas many studies 
have been carried out and much material has 
been gathered. In practice, however, we cannot 
become a truly living Community just through 
studies and reports. 

We hope that the European Union will make 
a concrete contribution to the creation of this 
kind of truly living Community, and that it 
will not be merely a new institution that makes 
no real changes in the way the Community 
runs. 

We shall have to give body to the results of 
the studies, and also to the policy itself as it has 
to be implemented within the European Com
munity. 

It is only then that there will be a truly living 
Community, that appeals to broad strata of the 

population and therefore simultaneously stimul
ates interest in the direct elections to the Euro
pean Parliament It is only when the people of 
the Member States experience the Community 
as a living reality that we can speak of a truly 
living European Community. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman. 

Mrs Kellett-Bo"fman. - I congratulate Mr 
Bertrand on his tour de force yesterday in 
putting before us so graphically his report. I 
also congratulate my opponent, so to speak
Mr Hughes, from the United Kingdom-on a 
very able maiden. speech. I believe very strongly 
that the backing of public opinion is absolutely 
vital and that the emphasis in Mr Bertrand's 
report on gradualne.ss in the political sphere is 
the key to success. I am sure that one thing 
which public opinion fears most is sudden leaps 
into the political unknown. 

I agree with Mr Bertrand when he says: 'Do 
not ask that one morning we should wake up 
to political union.' Therefore, I believ.e that para
graph 2 holds the key to success in the political 
sphere. Progress in this sphere must be gradual 
and organic, as the resolution puts it, 'taking 
existing Community achievements as its point 
of departure' and developing these to meet the 
needs of the future. 

Perhaps we ~rom the United Kingdom feel the 
need for organic growth in this regard more 
strongly than others, because we have never. 
had a written constitution. Therefore, the 
gradual evolution and growth of institutions and 
the adaptation of existing instruments to new 
needs seem to us the surest way both of carrying 
public opinion with us and of achieving con
tinuity ,and steady progress based on conS€"nt, 
so that we do not take one step forward only 
to find that we are obliged then to take two 
steps back. 

It is for these reasons that I should be opposed 
to adherence to rigid time limits. I do not agree 
with Mr Bertrand that the acceptance of the 
latest date of 1978 for direct elections is the 
test of political will. When we are building a 
house we press ahead when the time is ripe 
and the weather is good. We do not proceed in 
a thunderstorm. We must take these factors into 
account. Similarly, when the climate is favour
able, we can make very rapid progress, and 
when it is less favpurable we must consolidate 
the progress that we have made. In this way 
I believe that our work will have far greater 
permanence than if we rushed headlong in the 
political sphere simply to achieve certain rigid 
deadlines. 

• 
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But my views are quite different in the econo
mic sphere. On the economic front, rapid pro
gress is vital to survival. I believe that the time 
is ripe for considerable ·progress. I do not agree 
with Mr Hughes. that the economic blizzard 
which has hit us has made· it impossible to pro
ceed rapidly in this sphere. I take the contrary 
view. I believe that the economic hurricane 
which has hit all ~mber States has convinced 
many who did not previously believe it of the 
need for closer 'cooperation, so that no Member 
State will seek, in panic, to solve its own prob
lems in the short run at the expense of others, 
thus worsening the long-term position of all. 
Mr Hughes said that the Community must give 
new money to the regions. How true. Indeed it 
must. But when the CommUnity does give this 
money, national governments are in honour 
bound not to use it to bail out their ailing 
national economies. It should be used ' as it is 
intended, to revitalize our regions, reduce unem-
ployment and provide new ~obs._ · 

I know that it is currently fashionable to decry 
what is known as the 'watering-c$n system'
that is, the practice of helping a large number 
of small projects rather than a few large pro-
jects. I "do not share that view. . 

I believe that there is a place for la:rge projects, 
part~cularly in the realms of transport infra
·structure. In my part of the world· these are 
vital. But the men and women in the farthest 
regions will retnember with gratitvde small pro
jects which ensure that they have jobs. It is 
by giving them this ·faith. in Eu11ope that we 
shall carry them with us. I believe that the 
Regional Fund will supply the cement for the 
Community in the next decade, just as the com
mon agricultural policy provided the cement of 
the past decade, and that it is only by the exten
sion of regional policy that we shall achieve 
the strong Community that we alii desire. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Noe. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Mr President, ladies and gentle
men, I have granted part of my. speaking time 
to some other colleagues;'! will therefore restrict 
myself to stating a problerh which 'cannot escape 
our attention sillce · it ~oncerns one of these 
objectives which the Community· must pursue 
and solve, that is to decide on how in the years 
to come it will cope with supplies of raw mate
rials and · resOurces sufficiently · to permit a 
reasonable level of development in our coun
tries. 

The previous speaker stated that in the various 
regions, people tended to think more in· terms 

of local problems than of wider perspectives. 
This is true. But it should be borne ill mind that 
unless the Community as a w~le succeeds, with 
an overall effort, in obtaining· .the raw materials 
and resources to guarantee steady development, 
resou,rces in certain regions will be. exhaus
ted· and this will have a detrimental effect on 
locai problems, halting ·development in son:ie 
countries. 

This problem which, I repeat, I am merely stat
ing, arose several times in the Committee on 
Energy, Researeh and Technology since energy 
is, in the event, one of the fields in which the 
necessity for certain limits is clear. 

However, the problem is more general and 
extensive. 

The trends which, after years of discussion, have 
emerged in energy production can be classified 
in three groups. The first consists in the estab
lishment or improvement of relations with coun
tries owning resources, so that in the long term 
it will be possible to ensure reasonable supplies 
of these resources for· our peoples. This is the 
first, most important and most delicate task 
and one where European Union could lead tQ 
greater incisiveness than individUal member 
countries could achieve on their own. 

The second trend to be borne in mind is that of 
th~ intensification, within the Community, of 
the research for as yet unknown resources, since 
our knowledge in some sectors is still imperfect. 
And this must be done rapidly, becau8e it is 
very important to decide as soon as possible 
what are the real available resources. 

A .striking example of this is to be found in the 
North Sea, Mr President, where in the 1950'J 
geologists said that there were no traces of oil 
Why was this? Because it was thought that 
there were no sedimentary rocks. deeper than 
4 000 metres. This was a belief at the time 
although since then sedimentary rocks have 
been found as deep as 5 000 metres and thus oil 
was found. This is therefore a typical example 
of the necessity to extend research, to allow 
the Community to discover the size of the 
energy r~ources at its disposal. 

The third direction is that of economizing ·as 
much as- possible in the use of · elements, 
resources and materials which are in limited 
availability. I am referring to resources W'hitlh 
are being exhausted . throughout the world and 
in this connection, at the beginning of this cen7 

tury there existed a philo8ophr which favoure<J 
prolonging the life of machinery and obj~ct,s. 
Subsequently, there developed an exaggerated 
dynamism and. a tendency towards continual 
change but, in view of the present situation1 
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this criterion should be reviewed and it is 
essential today to aim at the least possible waste 
of certain precious materials and resources. 

These, Mr President, are the three directions 
which it seems logical to follow. It is certainly 
true that a united, Community, approach in 
these three fields can give better results than an 
approach in individual sectors by individual 
Member States, and it is this conviction which 
is one of the essential elements in the striving 
towards European Union, especially for the new 
generations. At the risk of becoming too general, 
I would point out, for example, that as regards 
greater productivity and better use of resources, 
we are in a situation which is quite similar and 
parallel to general technological progress where 
the combination of intelligence and experience 
in all Member countries gives greater results 
than individual efforts would. 

We have as yet done too little on this level 
in the various sectors. to convince young people 
of the qualitative leap which can lead to a 
more adequate and more comprehensive 
approach. 

One more remark, Mr President, before I finish. 
Some materials and resources are present in our 
Community and cannot be imported, for 
example water. Unfortunately even water is 
something which in some of the Community 
countries is approaching a crisis for which we 
cannot find a solution of the proper scope. 
But there too there is hope of an improvement 
through a Community approach. In individual 
countries this problem is being dealt with in 
different ways which sometimes in my humble 
opinion are wrong. We discussed this in a com
mittee meeting in Paris, in the presence of the 
Minister, Mr Jarrot, formerly a Member of this 
Parliament, and with a director of the French 
'Agence des Bassins'. It is therefore the task of 
the Community to convince all countries that 
attempts to preserve this common asset must be 
improved; it can no longer permit individual 
countries to take mistaken measures, which will 
inevitably break down in a crisis. 

This then is another field where the bringing 
together of great minds and experience can 
bring about progress. 

All the reasons which I have mentioned are 
important, but they are based on a single major 
consideration: that is that progress- in general, 
and particularly social progress will be held 
back if we do not give due importance to the 
problems of acquiring the materials necessary to 
sustain that progress. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Bersani. 

Mr Bersani. (I) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, my remarks will be very brief, 
within the time remaining to me, and will deal 
with two aspects of the development of the 
Communities: the social and regional aspects. 
These two sectors, both from the point of view 
of the content, that is the aims of the Com
munity, and from the point of view of the 
Institutions, certainly deserve to be given an 
important place. Here more than ever the con
cept of a European society, its unity, its pro
found links with the concept of human freedom, 
with democratic ideals and the great objectives 
which lie behind our efforts to achieve a more 
just and advanced society,· deserve to be firmly 
emphasized. From this point o~ view, which 
concerns the most human aspect of our political 
efforts, I would like, not without some anxiety, 
to stress the gap which still exists between the 
development of the Community and the real 
life of the people in our Continent. And I would 
like also to stress that the kind of society we 
are aiming at is just as much opposed to the 
degradations of the consumer society as to those 
of collectivist societies and instead looks forward 
to a type of development which will be cha
racterised by a new ethical way of considering 
economic activities. 

There is no doubt that it is here above all that 
we must meet the basic democratic challenge 
in the process of building the Community. As 
regards dialogue with the regions, after long 
efforts we have succeeded in making contacts. 
There has certainly been progress, even though 
we cannot yet see clearly the devolution to the 
regions about which President Ortoli justly 
spoke yesterday, with an emphasis which I fully 
share . .AJs regards talks with trade unions and 
working people there have been some improve
ments since the setting up by the trade unions of 
the European Confederation of Trade Unions 
(ECTU). But in my view we have not yet reached 
the point where these relationships have the 
fundamental importance which dialogue between 
institutions and workers' organizations should 
have. It is in this direction, not only as regards 
relations but as regards the content of these 
relations that our discussions should progress. 
Yesterday, Prime Minister Tindemans said that 
just as we have shown real unity in our process 
of development, so we must also show unity and 
solidarity in drawing tip an effective policy to 
combat recession and the difficulties arising 
from unemploymeht and the fundamental anxie
ties of so many citizens in the Community about 
losing their jobs. 

But on this level I would say that our ideas -are 
still very vague and quite inadequate. I think 
that the situation, however, demands that we 
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make much more concrete efforts on an institu
tional level; this implies in my view the neces
sity among other things to make the role of the 
Economic and Social Committee clearer and also 
at regional level to find a more coherent way 
of cooperating, through the Institutions and in 
other ways, with the regions. Paragraphs 53 and 
80 of the Commission's report stress that the 
Community's existence is dependent on these 
two aspects-the regional and social aspects. 

1 I think it should be stressed that we are in 
agreement: both on the level of content and 
on the level of institional structures we must 
make a much more consistent and progressive 
effort in both fields. 

I would also like to mention on the social ques
tion, the extremely important problem of 
migrant workers. As this concerns more than 
10 million people it requires much more effect
.ive and structured action if we are to progress 
gradually from forced migration to free move
ment which is free both in name and in fact. 

I would like to conclude these very brief 
remarks, Mr President, by adding that I am 
personally convinced that we have started late, 
very late, on the road to European Unity: time 
is running out. We have heard many exhorta
tions to make realistic assessments of the diffi
culties and of the necessity to overcome them 
gradually. I, too, am of course in agreement 
with many of my colleagues about this gradual, 
flexible approach. I believe however that we 
must be realistic in another way: that is to 
say besides considering clearly the obstacles 
before us, we must also make a responsible 
assessment of the dangers threatening us. An 
aware assessment of these dangers should also 
be a part of our realism, and should encourage 
us to intensify and accelerate our tasks, to look, 
if necessary, beyond the obstacle, to be more 
than ever in this respect a driving force in Com
munity progress. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Springorum. 

Mr Springorum.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, a few days ago, the power supply 
failed for a few hours in a large German city. 
Within a short space of time, the city's entire 
life collapsed~ traffic came to a standstill, people 
were trapped in lifts, the underground was held 
up, the telephones didn't work. If the electricity 
·cut had lasted for any length of time, supplies 
of food in refrigerators and deep-freezers would 
have been spoilt. Once more, it became clear 
that the supply of energy is today one of our 
greatest needs: we need not only air, water and 

food, but also energy. Unless these four funda
mental needs are met, people can simply no 
longer carry on living. 

The shock of the oil crisis did us a good deal 
of good, because it showed to what extent our 
energy supply rests on feet of clay. The decision 
of the Heads of State or Government, at the 
Summit Conference in Copenhagen, to pursue a 
common energy policy and the Council's con
firmation of its determination, on 17 September 
1974, to elaborate and apply such a policy 
surely came none too soon. Unfortunately,. words 
were nowhere followed by deeds. The commis
sion has made admirable efforts, in the same 
spirit as this Parliame~t, submitting one pro
posal after another in order that the Council 
should finally arrive at this common energy 
policy which it itself had decided upon. Only 
the day before yesterday, Mr Simonet be
moaned the fact that a fresh Community crisis 
seems to be appearing above the horizon at this 
very moment. 

Energy-policy-making is a very concrete affair 
and therefore a good criterion for judging how 
far the governments' resolve extends, whether 
they are prepared to fulfil the conditions neces
sary for a real Community and whether they 
really want this Community. I have no intention 
of sitting in judgement upon the various states 
now, although it might be very tempting to do 
so. In any case, one very remarkable fact cannot 
be overlooked: although the governments are 
awa:re that energy problems are easier to solve 
on a multinational, Community basis, they are 
not prepared to surrender petty national advan
tages in favour of their neighbours. Although 
they know perfectly well that a Community 
solution would improve their own situation, 
they will not concede one whit of their advan
tages to their less fortunate neighbours. Time 
does not allow me to give any examples, 
although they are legion. They would make 
it clear that the national governments have not 
the courage to act in accordance with the will 
of the silent majority, which wants Europe, 
but prefer to bow to the wishes of vociferous 
pressure-groups which dominate public opinion. 
Yesterday Mr Bertrand said that the Europe 
of the future must perform all those things that 
the Member States cannot achieve on their own. 
Of these things, energy policy is one of the most 
important. Let us hope that the governments of 
the Member States will cease mere talk and 
start to act! That would be a real proof of their 
desire to make the Community work. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 
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Mr Lange. - (D) Mr President, may I, while 
making my remarks, pass on to the questions 
in sector III-budget, financing, etc.-since I 
and my group see little puvpose in my &Sking 
to speak twice? Thank you. 

Mr President, yesterday Mr Bertrand reminded 
us once more of how the Heads of State or 
Government, at two conferences, both held in 
Paris, spoke about transforming the relations 
of Member States within the Community into a 
European Union. I repeat: transforming the rela
tions of Member States into a European Union. 
This, so far as the three Communities are con
cerned, is to take place with the fullest respect 
for the Treaties. 

I point this out in support of what was said 
yesterday' by Mr Bertrand and also by our 
fellow group-member: if what the Heads of State 
or Government said about transforming the rela-

. tions of Member States within the Community 
into a European Union is not to remain an empty 
phrase, Member States are called upon to do 
everything necessary to ensure the creation of a 
solid foundation for European Union by the 
time-limit laid down-that is, 1980; that is to 
say that what we have to do now is not only 
to concern ourselves with the y~ar 1980 but also 
with current problems occupying the Commun
ity, since it is only in this way that solid founda
tion for a European Union will be created by 
1980. 

In that way we shall not be simply creating 
something entirely new but rather developing 
something already in existence and developing 
it to such an extent that it is capable of becom
ing something resembling a European Union-a 
quasi-state of some kind or other. It is not my 
intention to say anything about .federation, 
confederation and other ideas of that kind: that 
is not the subject of this debate. Neither do I 
wish to say anything about constitutional prob
lems. I only wish to point out once more that 
the governments-and that means virtually the 
Council of the European Communities, including 
what is today known as the European Council
must see their way to setting in motion every
thing that has been planned in connection with 
the realization of Economic and Monetary Union. 

This implies the need for a coordinated-and 
indeed, more than that, a Community-economic 
policy, which, of course--here I refer to what 
has been said by Mr Springorum-itself is 
contingent upon a Community energy policy. 
Otherwise, the Community's economy will not 
work and the incomes of our population cannot 
be assured. The preamble to the EEC Treaty 
speaks of the wish to increase prosperity and 
assure its just distribution. There is no need 
to talk about a redistribution or anything of 

that kind: a.ll we need is the right approach, 
the legal prerequisites, the tools that will make 
it possible for prosperity, if it continues to 
increase-and that is what we want it to do 
despite all the difficulties confronting us today 
in the world economy-to be so distributed in 
the Community that each, as he receives his 
share, shall ha.ve the impression of living under 
a socially just order. That is the fundamental 
problem. To this it must be added that some 
people who have tended to neglect this problem 
will now have to make up for their neglect 
in no uncertain terms. That amounts to the same 
thing a.s has already been said here on more than 
one occasion: a coordinated Community economic 
policy must be achieved as rapidly as possible. 

We must all rid ourselves of the illusion that it 
is still possible for us to master our present 
joint or several difficulties by means of measures 
at the national-state level. Here I fully agree 
with the rapporteur and with other speakers 
who have spoken in this vein. 

It was pointed out yesterday that the beginnings 
of a single monetary policy based on a coherent 
economic policy may be seen in the fact that 
France has returned to the fixed exchange-rate 
system: perhaps other member countries are both 
able and willing to facilitate the return of those 
other countries which. are still-or feel them
selves obliged to remain-outside this system. 
This means-and here I would ask our British 
colleagues of all shades of opinion not to take 
offence at my choice of wording-that both 
those member cm,mtries which are in the 'snake' 
and those which are still outside it find a solution 
enabling them to hold together while facilitating 
the participation of the others in this system. 
I am convinced that this is absolutely necessary. 

Another thing which seems to me to be absolut
ely necessary-to this extent I can understand 
many of the reservations made by colleagues 
who referred specifically to regional structural 
policy-is the smoothing out of. socio-economic 
discrepancies in the Community by pursuing an 
appropriate structural policy on both the regional 
and the sectoral planes. This means that Member 
States and Community must act jointly; it also 
means that Member States benefitting from 
Community funds should not evade Community 
controls. Pretending that one is acting in 
sovereign independence of the others will not 
do: if I borrow money for a particular purpose, 
it goes without Sa(Ying that the person who lent 
it me is entitled to make sure that the money 
is indeed spent on the purpose for which it was 
borrowed. This, I think, is a principle that must 
be acknowledged by all concerned. It is not a 
matter of surrendering any of our sovereign 
rights; the point is that we must realize that we 
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are no longer capable of fulfilling certain tasks 
single-handed. Herein lies the special importance 
of structural policy, both on the regional and 
on the sectoral planes, for this single economic 
policy we are talking about .. 

There is nothing new in all this; rather it is a 
repetition of what we have been saying, again 
and again, on various occasions in the past. 
I repeat these points now because it seems to 
me that if we are to achieve the goal laid down 
for 1980 the conditions I mentioned at the 
beginning must already have been created and 
must not still be awaiting realization when 1980 
comes. When this moment arrives, things must 
be in such a state that they can be carried on by 
the Community-whatever higher form it will 
have reached by that time-and will not first 
have to be created. 

Before proceeding to the financial sector, 1 
would mention one further point which has 
found an echo in the, Bertrand report. By way 
of supplementing the energy policy, we also need 
a single policy on raw materials in order to 
achieve a unified system for supplying these 
materials and so make production possible. 

If all these things are to be achieved, we must 
bear the time-limits in mind and devote some 
thought to the financial foundations of our Com
munity. The Community must be given resources 
which it can regard as its own, as ·it does the 
revenues from customs and levies. Efforts are 
already being made to introduce such a situa
tion, and these efforts must be encouraged. There 

-may be some differences of opinion as to whether 
these should be confined to the share in the 
revenues from the net turnover-tax or the value
added tax ]aid down in the Treaty; European 
taxes are conceivable which help the Commun
ities to finance themselves and also help Member 
States out of the difficulties in which they 
occasionally find themselves as a. result of the 
way in which the work of the Communities is 
financed. 

All these things must be cleared up before the 
time-limit is reached; otherwise, discussions on 
them will not begin until the very year in which 
the relations of Member States are to be focussed 
and transformed into a EuroJ)en Union. 

~ppropriate budgetary powers for the ·Com
munity are a requirement naturally arising from 
this. And so I hope-Mr Aigner will also be 
speaking on this subject for his group-that the 
institutional problems will be discussed, in one 
or another connection, at whatever time of the 
day or night it may be, before this part-session 
is out. When the financial basis for the work 
of the Community and of European Union is 
being laid down, we must ensure-and this 

must be in the forefront of our minds-that there 
is unanimity on the question of which functions 
are to be left to the Community, which functions 

-are to be carried out by the Member States and 
which functions may have to be carried out by 
them conjointly. 

If the Community-! am here taking the Euro
pean Communities as my point of departure-is 
to be given this financial basis during the 
preliminary stage in this transformation of rela
tions within the Community into a European 
Union, then, of course, the individual Institutions 
must be endowed with the appropriate powers. 
The,decisive point here is that everything which 
can no longer be controlled or even organized 
by the national parliaments must, logically 
speaking, be organized and controll~ by this 
Assembly, the European Parliament, together 
with other organs of the ·Community. About this 
there is no doubt. This means, therefore, that 
these are problems which, strictly speaking, 
already. exist today and are merely projected 
into the future; they must be cleared up now, 
without delay, in order to ensure the necessary 
conditions for 1980. 

If, however, such powers are to be given to the 
European Institutions, including the European 
Parliament, the budgetary control aimed at in the 
present proposals for amending the Treaties 
must, of course, be tackled, as regards the draw
ing up of budgets, by Parliament and, as con
cerns their implementation, by a Court of 
Auditors as proposed in the treaty. As conceived, 
this latter body must naturally also find its 
place in the European Union as an organ of the 
Communities. 

Mr President, I wanted to make these remarks 
in order to make it quite clear-and I would 
stress the point once more-that if we are to 
achieve in 1980 what-as I see it-has ·been 
cailed for, with a large degree of unanimity, by 
the political groups of this Parliament and is 
now being called for by Parliament as a whole 
on the basis of Mr Bertrand's report, then there 
are things to be done with effect from now 
and not merely with effect from 1980. 

If what the Heads of State or Government have 
named as tasks for the Community is not to 
remain an empty formula, if what the Heads 
of State or Government- have recognized as 
necessary-and we also recognize as necessary 
-is to be achieved, then the national govern
ments must give proof of their political 
determination, as has been said here in a number 
of ways, to find a solution to the questions that 
now have to be tackled. Only then will the task 
which . the Heads of State or Government have 
imposed on the organs of the Community appear 
worthy of credence; only then shall we be 
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enabled to tackle these tasks with a little more 
hope than appears justified at the present 
mciment. I would add that even in the most 
difficult situations, even in the face of dif
ficulties created by the governments of the 
Member States, this Parliament has a.lways done 
what it could to achieve some measure of pro
gress. 

It is with these things in mind, Mr President, 
that I urge the need for tackling the tasks that 
arise if we are to transform the relations of 
Member States into a European Union. 
(Applause) 

President. I call Mr Aigner to speak on 
budgetary and financial aspects, Court of 
Auditors. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, in paragraph 3 of the resolution, the 
Political Affairs Committee rightly speaks of 
the need for preserving the dynamic character 
of the Community and in particular of the need 
for achieving progress by developing a Com
munity budgetary policy. In connection with 
this demand, which I fully support,. I should like 
to dwell on two points. 

First, it goes without saying that the Community 
must have full sovereignty with regard to Com
munity budgets. For the moment I have no inten
tion of anticipating this afternoon's debate, in 
connection with which Mr Lange has just raised 
a number of points; I sha.ll confine myself to 
making a few brief points and presenting a 
demand which I regard as essential. 

When I speak of sovereignty with regard to Com
munity budgets, I mean, of course, among other 
things the sovereignty of the body charged with 
drawing up the Community . budget. I would 
remind the President-in-Office of the Co).lncil 
of a formula which we mentioned yesterday and 
which I should like to repeat now: we-that is, 
Parliament and Council-must have the courage 
to rl:ffi a calculated risk. For the Parliament, 
this risk resides in the understandable tendency 
of the 9 Ministers of Finance to hold back some
what-and here the risk must be capable of being 
calculated-and for the 9 Ministers of Finance 
it resides in the unknown quantity of a sovereign 
European Parliament endowed with budgetary 
rights-an unknown quantity because no one 
knows how it is going to develop. It goes without 
saying that the finance-policy risk for the 9 
Mini:;ters of Finance must also remain within 
the bounds of calculabijity. rhis afternoon we 
shall di~cuss our views in detail on the basis 
of my own report and that by Mr Lange. 

Mr President, we a.lso demand complete financial 
autonomy for the Community, and that means 

-here I would repeat what this Parliament has 
been saying at every available opportunity
that the proposal for a Sixth Directive must be 
adopted by the Council as rapidly as possible in 
order that we can abandon the system of 
financial contributions from Member States and 
finance the Community entirely out of its own 
resources. We already have the customs duties 
and the agricultural levies, and we need the 
freedom to manreuvre provided by the value
added tax in order to be able to conduct an 
autonomous budgetary policy at Community 
level. 

My second observation is connected with this. 
Even if our final aim is that of a federal state 
-which I personally could accept without 
reservation-this does not, of course, imply the 
right for such a federal state to exercise 
arbitrary control over the entire financial 
resources of the Community. As in those Member 
States which have a federal structure, such as 
the German Federal Republic, the elaboration 
of every budget would entail a critical phase 
in which the distribution of these resources 
would have to be decided-in our case, between 
the Lander and the federal government. At the 
moment we are going through a very critical 
phase of this · discussion, a fact which my 
colleagues will confirm. Even when the final 
stage has been reached, this will always be a 
critical phase, a critical procedure as between 
the Member States and the Community. What I 
want to say is this: even if we were to set up a 
federal state tomorrow, the Member States' full 
budgetary autonomy could not be questioned; 
nevertheless, the whole of the budgetary policy 
will have to be harmonized, the distribution of 
expenditure and, of course, also of revenues from 
the various possible sources of the Community 
will have to be coordinated. 

Unfortunately, l have only one more minute's 
speaking-time and can therefore indicate only 
very briefly what I understand by harmonization 
of budgetary p~licy. Even if the full financial 
autonomy of the'Member countries is recognized, 
the . manner in which the national budgets are 
drawn up affects the general situation in the 
Community, Drawing up the national budgets 

. has implications .'for monetary policy .as a whole, 
including the question of money creation, the 
question of debt ceilings, the whole of revenue 
policy, the combating of inflation and all the 
problems of trade-cycle policy. If one bears in 
mind that 500/o Of all investments in the Com
munity are public investments, then the import
ance of considering and pursuing trade-cycle 
policy with an . eye on the harmonization of 
budgetary polici~ becomes obvious. 

It is also important, of course, that the Com
munity should be in a position to present the 
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various budgetary levels on a comparative basis. 
We need harmonization. Here again, I must be 
brief. The financial year must run from 1 
January to 31 December. We need a. functional 
budget in order that the various activities in the 
Member States may be compared not only with 
one another but also with the progress of tasks 
at Community level. We need supervision of the 
final result, a Court of Auditors. All these things 
have already been mentioned. Naturally-here I 
express myself cautiously, since in this point I 
agree with my government, even though it is of 
another colour-there must be no exaggerated 
expectations with regard to budgetary solidarity; 
but it should be clear that it is impossible to 
build Europe without financial coordination and 
solidarity. This means that we must also be 
more prepared to wo11k for a proper institutional 
guarantee of our joint enterprise. 'Give and take' 
is the motto of a balanced a.nd coordinated 
budgetary policy. 

I hope that the motion for a resolution will 
help to draw public attention to this problem. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Lord Bethell to speak on 
Foreign policy, security aspects, development 
policy. 

Lord Bethell. - Two days ago, Commissioner 
Simonet spoke about a very strange British 
reluctance to discuss the question of our oil 
reserves and sharing them with our European 
partners. He even referred to us, in his charm
ing, jocular way, as suffering from some sort of 
psychological condition over this matter. In the 
few minutes that I have available to me I want 
to mention something which also amm,mts almost 
to a psychological reluctance among Members 
of this Assembly. I refer to the security of the 
European Union and to the Europe which we 
hope will come clbser and closer as the years 
progress. 

One of the greatest achievements of our nine 
countries in the last 30 years has been to make 
it quite impossible for us ever to go to war with 
each other. For centuries we have been an 
armed camp in the west of Europe, but for the 
last 30 years we seem completely to have eradi
cated that state of affairs. This is a great achie
vement, and one which will be capitalized upon 
during the years to come and will become the 
consolidation of the new European Union. 

That does not alter the fact that there is an 
armed camp a very short distance away from us 
to the east - only a few hundred kilometres 
away - and that we are in a state of confronta
tion with the Warsaw Pact countries. To be 
precise, it has emerged during recent talks on 

mutual balanced force reductions tha.t the 
Warsaw Pact countries have 1 million men -
ground forces - under arms, whereas on the 
western side there is a considerably smaller 
number of men under arms - no more than 
750 000. It has also emerged that the Warsaw 
Pact countries have something more than 15 000 
tanks only a few miles from the frontier with 
the German Federal Republic. On our side of the 
frontier there is a much smaller number of 
tanks - fewer than 7 000, which is half the 
eastern number. 

On the eastern side of the frontier there is a 
grave superiority in aircraft; in fact, there is 
a disparity in armed forces which is extremely 
great and which is growing greater as the 
Warsaw Pact, led by the Soviet Union, increases 
its forces and as we, pressed by certain political 
forces to believe that money can be saved by 
disarmament, reduce our own. 

I do not want to be alarmist on this occasion, 
which should be a· happy one, when we are 
looking forward to steps towards union and 
when Mr Bertrand has, with great care and 
optimism-which we all share-set out the 
various steps that he hopes we shall take 
towards European Union. I simply want to 
express my satisfaction that in his report Mr 
Bertrand has seen fit to include the question 
of security policy and has noted that the powers 
and responsibilities of the European Union must 
be progressively widened in the field of security. 

I hope that certain of our Members will get rid 
of what seems to me to be a hang-up in this 
matter-if the translators have difficulty in 
dealing with that expression, I can perhaps 
define it as an illogical, strong emotional reluct
ance to discuss it or to turn their attention to it 
-because we may become rich; we may become 
united; we may become friendly among our
selves; we may become a European Union; but 
if we cannot guarantee our own security we 
have nothing. 

President. -I call Mr Blumenfeld. 

Mr Blumenfeld.- (D) It is undoubtedly only by 
chance and yet a little symbolical that at the 
end of our debate we should be discussing the 
questions of common foreign and security policy 
as contained in the Bertrand report. 

On behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group, 
I should like to state quite clearly that we regard 
a Community foreign and security policy as an 
essential component of a European Union, of a 
Europe on the way to unification. Mr Bertrand's 
report rightly stresses that foreign policy is one . 
of the primary elements of European Union and 
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that foreign policy and security policy are linked 
together and cannot be separated. 

I would remind all of us in this House that the 
Summit Conference held in Copenhagen on 
14 December 1973 declared: 'The Nine, one of 
whose essential aims is to maintain peace, will 
never succeed in doing so if they neglect their 
own security'. The declaration adopted by the 
North Atlantic Council on 19 June 1974 in Otta
wa states among other things: 

' ... the further progress towards unity, which the 
Member States of the European Community are 
determined to make, should in due course have a 
beneficial effect on the contribution to the com
mon defence of the Alliance'-that is, NATO-'of 
those of them who belong to it'. 

In a very interesting contribution yesterday, 
Mr Michael Stewart spoke of how the defence 
of Western Europe is bound up with the North 
Atlantic Alliance. I completely agree, and would 
only add that in May of this year the Assembly 
of the Western European Union-they are, after 
all, our colleagues who sit in the Assembly of 
the Western European Union and occupy them
selves with defence and foreign policy so far as 
the European Member States are concerned
emphatically called upon the Member States of 
the European Community to adopt a common· 
security policy within the Atlantic Alliance. 

As a first step towards transforming political 
cooperation-which, I would add, has so far 
been non-obligatory-the Bertrand report pro
poses in paragraph 11 that we should really 
begin to operate as a Community through an 
extension of the role of the Council Secretariat 
and entrust this Secretariat with the organiza
tion of regular conferences of foreign ministers. 

What I want to say, Mr President, is that, instead 
of coordinating the foreign and security policies 
of our Member States in a manner which is 
merely sporadic and non-committed, in future 
we will need a genuine Community policy in 
this sphere as well, which, of course, implies the 
need for the appropriate Community powers. 
Foreign and security policy d la carte, ladies and 
gentlemen, will not work. What has each year 
so afr been lavished in Europe from our none
too-abundant resources on armaments, thanks to 
our individual national development programmes 
and armaments policies running in parallel, 
could very well have been devoted-and, in my 
view, should have been devoted-to other pur
poses serving our peoples' interests such as social 
and educational projects. 

In conclusion, Mr President, I would say that 
we must go far beyond the first timid attempt 
made in this Parliament-the report presented 
by Lord Gladwyn on behalf of the Political 
Affairs Committee-and recognize beyond all 

doubt that the threat to a free Europe remains 
undiminished. Events in Europe, the Near East 
and the Far East make it plain how urgently 
we need a common foreign and security policy, 
how important it is to achieve solidarity and 
speak with a single voice. Here is a great task 
and a great chance for the European Council. 
This policy should now be energetically pur
sued, at least by those countries which are pre
pared to do so. 
(Applause) 

President. - The Christian-Democratic Group 
has used up its speaking time, but the Assembly 
will no doubt allow Mr Deschamps to speak 
on development policy? ... 

I call Mr Deschamps. 

Mr Deschamps.- (F) A Europe faithful to the 
principles on which it has been founded, worthy 
of the confidence placed in it by so many peoples 
throughout the world, capable of rising to the 
expectations it pas inspired and of fulfilling the 
commitments it has undertaken-that, in a 
phrase, is the Europe on which, in the Christian
Democratic view, we have been called upon to 
work in concert. 

But this phrase is one which I heard recently 
in Abidjan, almost word for word, from one 
of the most respected leaders of those 46 coun
tries of Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific 
with whom we have negotiated and signed the 
Lome Convention. This will give some measure 
of our surprise-and .of the surprise which will 
doubtless be felt to an even greater degree by 
the leaders of these countries-at finding that 
the report of the European Parliament contains 
no mention of cooperation and development 
policy in the list of those policies which are to 
be assigned to the future European Union. 

I cannot believe that this is due to an oversight 
or to any unawareness of the importance of this 
policy in the activities of our Community. There 
must, therefore, be some explanation, and two 
have already been offered to me. 

The first is that the Community has not had 
to await European Union before conducting a 
policy of cooperation with the Third World. 
Indeed, this Parliament has signed the Lome 
Convention and approved its implementation on 
a transitional basis with effect from 1 July. 

Moreover, thanks to Mr Cheysson, this Parlia
ment .has had an opportunity of voting on a 
veritable charter of dev~lopment cooperation, 
while Mr Ortoli; in the report he presented to 
us at the beginning of the year, told us that this 
cooperation policy was one of those sectors in 
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which the . Community had shown itself most 
worthy of the hopes. placed in it. 

The second' reason for the absence of all formal 
mention of cooperati9n policy in Mr Bertrand's 
;report is that in fact t}$ policy is everywhere 
implied in this report. · 

When paragraph 1 of the resolution states that 
European Union is to 'teduce tension ... by peace
ful means throughout the world' and 'oppose 
resolutely any cause of conflict', cooperation 
policy is obviously meant, since there is no more 
serious cause of conflict or threat to peace and 
liberty than the ever-increasing gulf which 
separates the developing countries and peoples 
from the industrialized nations. There is no 
doubt that cooperation policy is what we are 
counting upon to fill this gulf. 

Cooperation policy is again indicated in para
graph 2, which says that the European Union is 
to 'undertake duties which the Member States 
can no longer effectively carry out alone'. The 
Lome ·convention is proof in itself that, in the 
sphere of cooperation, a single C6mmunity policy 
is desired, is accepted and is effective where 
bilateral agreements are no longer possible or 
have proved themselves to be deplorably inade
quate. 

Paragraph 3 of the resolution states that 'the 
dynamic character of the present Community 
must be preserved in full'. One may ask whether 
there is any better example of the Community's 
dynamic character than the Lome Convention, 
which represents a single dynamic· driving
force for all concerned, for the Europeans and 
for their partners. 

Finally, when the rapporteur, in his explanatory 
statement, declares that 'foreign policy is one 
of the primary elements of the Union since this 
alone will enable it to affirm its identity in 
international relations', he is obviously under
standing foreign policy in its widest sense to 
include cooperation policy. Moreover, this has 
been explicitly stated by the Commission in its 
report . and by Mr Ortoli today in his verbal 
report. 

It is clear, therefor-e, that cooperation policy is 
implied tluoughout the whole of Mr Bertrand's 
report as one of those to be assigned to the 
European Union. Nevertheless1 there is an old 
saying that that which is understood is under
stood even better if stated, and I am sure that 
Mr Tindemans, for whom our report is intended, 
will bear this observation in mind when drawing 
up his report for the Heads of r State or Govern
ment and will tell thent unambiguously that the 
European Union, as such, must be endowed with 
the appropriate powers with regard to coopera
tion and development. In doing so, he will, I am 

sure, be transmitting a wish of this Parliament 
which is no less real for not having been .expli
citly stated in this report. 

Finally, I am convinced that this will enable the 
European Union to live up to its fundamental 
principles - by remaining outward-looking, to 
justify the confidence placed in it by so many 
peoples, more particularly by the 46 countries 
with whom we have signed the Lome Conven
tion, and to make an effective contribution to 
liberty, justice and peace in the world. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Berb:and, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I. feel it is fitting, at the end of this debate, for 
the rapporteur first of all to stress his great 
satisfaction at the way in which the whole 
Assembly has taken part in this debate on a 
question we are discussing so extensively for 
the first time. I am convinced that the contri
butions all Members have made to this debate 
will be continued and will be echoed in the 
various countries, in their own political parties 
and also in all economic, social and financial 
circles. interested in the further development of 
the European Community in the broad sense. 

I should also like sincerely to thank everyone 
for the way in which they have helped to give 
more content and greater depth to the resolution 
that we are now discussing. 

I hope no one will mind if I particularly thank 
Mr Stewart openly and sincerely for his notable 
statement which has given us a lot of hope. 
I am thinking particularly of his words about 
the development that is taking pl~ in the 
United Kingdom and that is contin.uing now 
after the referendum. We are extremely grateful 
to .Mr Stewart for that. He has not yet had a 
chance to go fully into the work that we have 
carried out over a period of 2 years. Never
theless, on behalf of his Socialist friends, Mr 
Stewart has come here to say that they will 
not speak out against the ideas inco~:porated in 
this report, although they will abstain from 
voting. Mr Stewart, may I, after the .statements 
from the members of your delegation, ask you 
to reconsider whether you cannot take a posi
tive stance in the final voting. 

It has siuprised me that various Members, from 
all political groups, have dealt with particular 
themes that come up in the report. There has 
been mention of the need to bring about· mone
tary union first. I am thinking particularly of the 
statement by Mr Howell, who seemed disap
pointed' with the report. He thought that it was 
monetary union that had to be achieved first of 
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all. I hope, however, that he understands the 
consequences of his words. If monetary union 
is to be achieved, new institutions must be set 
up. It is not possible to create a European cur
rency without a central body with the necessary 
powers to administer the currel).cy. That would 
mean the acceptance 'of revolutionary amend
ments to the Treaties. I am pleased with that 
position but I will say to Mr Howell that mone
tary union cannot be achieved unless the institu
tional structure your rapporteur proposes is 
accepted. The central decision-making body pro
posed by us will be able to create a central 
bank, create a currency and fix the value of that 
currency. 

Mr Kirk, we fully agree that we ought in fact 
io make more rapid progress than we ourselves 
have proposed hitherto. One of the members of 
your group has given me very powerful argu
ments for that. 

Mr President, I have list~ned with very great 
attention to Mrs Ewing, who has represented 
Scotland in this debate. I should first of all 
like to congratulate her on the convincing way 
in which she has advocated the independence 
and , right to self-determination of her own 
nation. I can understand her very well, for I 
am a Fleming, and we Flemings have had to wage 
the same struggle for recognition for our own 
character, our own language, our own culture 
and our own rights in the Belgian state. 

I can understand Mrs Ewing very well, I am 
very close to her position, and I would like to 
ask her to re-read my explanatory statement. 
On page 11 of my report, I say that the pluralism 
of the Community should be manifest in parti
cipation in the decision-making process by all 
currents of political thought, representing the 
various national, regional, ethnic and cultural 
communities. Structurally, it will be based on 
a flexible ~istribution of responsibilities between 
the Community, national and regional levels. 
I fully agree that this formula must be sought 
in a unitary organization, able in the future to 
create flexible opportunities. 

I would ask those members who have talked 
abo"!lt monetary, ~onomic, social, foreign and 
defence policy to read the verbatim report of 
this debate. They will then come to the surpri
sing conclusion that the report I have presented 
on behalf of the Political Affairs Committee is 
practicany a synthesis of the positions that they 
have defended here. All the speakers have said 
in their contributions to this debate what ought 
in their opinion to happen. 

There is, howev,er, wellnigh unanimity in this 
Parliament that it is the Political Affairs Com
mittee's resolution that must be taken as the 

basis, so as to achieve gradually, step by step, 
what the Member States can no longer cope with 
by themselves. I have listened with great atten
tion to Mr Springorum, Mr Lange and Mr 
Aigner, to the various members of the Liberal 
Group, particularly to Lord Gladwyn, and also 
to the Socialist Members. All of them are of the 
opinion that in a great number of areas the 
Member StateS can no longer achieve anything 
by themselves. I hope they will draw frdm that 
the logical cdtlelusion that the Member States 
ought to act together. If the Member States are 
to act together, the form in which that is to 
take place mu$t be indicated. It is not sufficient 
to come here and say what ought to be done, 
we ought also to decide how it ought to be 
done, otherwise'we are not doing our job. It is 
up to us to give the Heads of Government the 
necessary indications. 

There is agreement that in certain areas there 
ought to be joint approaches. I have on behalf 
of the Political Affairs Committee attempted to 
indicate what has to be done in the future. 
There may well be differences in the content, 
significance and form of particular actions, but 
fundamentally everyone in this House agrees 
that another form has to be found if Europe is 
to be able to meet the challenge made to it at 
world level. 

The President of the Commission of the Euro
pean Communities stated here last year in March 
that the position of Europe in the world has 
deteriorated, that it no longer fulfils the impor
tant role in the international forum that it 
formerly had. If that is so, we have to look into 
the ways of stopping this decline, so that Europe 
can again take up an important place in the 
world. 

Mr President, it is my deep conviction that 
world peace cannot be promoted, that relations 
between the developing areas and the rich coun
tries and relations between east and west in 
the context of the detente policy cannot be 
improved, unless Europe plays its role as inter
mediary. It must form a unit striving towards 
peace, refusing to participate in exaggerated 
arms races an~ taking no doctrinaire anti
democratic positions, and must be characterized 
by its cultural development, high level of civili
zation and humane outlook. Europe should act 
as a unit towards the other great powers, on 
economic, cultural, financial and military levels. 
Europe has an essential role to fulfil which the 
Member States individually cannot play. · 

Tomorrow, we will be able to play that role, and 
we shall have authority and influence if we do 
it as a Community. Let us present our position 
to the heads of government who have asked for 
it in a definite form, even if the form is not 
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beyond criticism. That is unavoidable. I know 
no human proposal that is perfect, just as I 
know no perfect man. The world would be un
bearable if men were perfect. It would no longer 
be worth living. 

It is, then, an imperfect proposal, but it has 
the merit that with it we are making an attempt 
to take definite steps as a Community. I am 
convinced that we will be doing our countries 
and the people who live in them a great service 
if we can plot a course. Then we need no longer 
be travelling in the fog, and our efforts will 
not have been in vain. We will need all our 
powers to maintain our presence in the world 
of tomorrow. 
(Loud applause) 

President.- We shall now consider the motion 
for a resolution. Amendments Nos 8, 40 to 46 
and 50, 51 and 53 have been withdrawn. 

I propose that, as we did recently for the vote 
on Mr Scott-Hopkins' report, speakers on amend
ments should be limited to three minutes. Are 
there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

I put the preamble to the vote. 

The preamble is adopted. 

On paragraph 1 I have Amendments Nos 10, 11, 
19, 20, 21 and 2, some of which can be considered 
jointly. The amendments are worded as follows: 

- Amendment No 10 tabled by the Socialist 
Group: 

"Paragraph 1 -first indent: 

Delete the word: 

'increasingly' 

Delete the words: 

'for liberty' 

and replace them by: 

'for fun.damental liberties' 

Reverse the order of the last two indents of para
graph 1. 

In the original last indent, delete the word: 
'even'" 

- Amendment No 11 tabled by the Socialist 
Group: 

"Paragraph 1, second indent 

This indent to read as follows: 

'-to promote social justice through inter alia the 
establishment of an economic order ... :' 

(rest UJ;J.changed)" 

- Amendment No 19 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group: 

"Paragraph 1 

Second indent- first line: 

for 'based on' substitute 'and'." 

- Amendment No 2 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group of European Progres
sive Democrats: 

"Paragraph 1 

At the end of the second indent of this paragraph, 
delete the words: 'and wealth'." 

- Amendment No 20 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group: 

"Paragraph 1 

Second indent- third line: 

for 'ensuring' substitute 'designed to ensure'." 

- Amendment No 21 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group: 

"Paragraph 1 

Fourth indent- first line: 

Delete 'to oppose resolutely any cause of conflict 
or even tension, in order' ... " 

I call Mr Corterier to move Amendments Nos 10 
and 11. 

Mr Corterier. - (D) Mr President, by tabling 
Amendment No 10 to paragraph 1, the Socialist 
Group mainly wanted to improve the wording. 
It proposes to· delete a few words in the first 

·indent, while in the last indent of this para
graph it considers that we should oppose any 
cause of conflict or tension and not 'any cause 
of conflict or even tension'. That is, I think, an 
improvement in the wording rather than any
thing else. 

We further thought that the word 'liberty' 
should be replaced by 'fundamental liberties' 
because the latter is a more general formula 
which corresponds more closely to what we are 
aiming at. 

The purpose of our Amendment No 11 to the 
second indent of paragraph 1 is also -to improve 
the wording and also to extend the meaning 
by adding the words 'inter alia'. We find the 
present wording a little too narrow in scope. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk to move Amend
ments Nos 19, 20 and 21. 

Mr Kirk. - Amendment No 19 is largely verbal. 
We feel it is difficult to base anything on soli
darity, if the English language ·means anything, 
and that certainly social justice is difficult to 
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base on solidarity between Member States. It 
would be better worded 'to promote social just
ice and solidarity between the Member States', 
which is clearer for the general public to read. 

Amendment No 20 is again largely verbal. We do 
not change the thinking here. However, it is 
absolutely impossible to guarantee full employ
ment in any circumstances. What we surely 
mean is policies 'designed to ensure' full employ
ment. That is the purpose of the amendment. 

Finally, on Amendment No 21, our problem here 
is that if one says as flatly as this 'to oppose 
resolutely any cause of conflict or even tension' 
one is ruling out from the union quite a large 
number of areas which either are or expect to 
be in the Community. Tension is very much 
apparent, for instance, in parts of Ireland and 
certainly in the eastern Mediterranean where 
two associated states wish to join with a view 
to membership. It would be very. much better to 
express this thought, which should certainly 
be here, simply by the words 'to contribute 
towards the maintenance of peace and freedom'. 

President. - I call Mr de la MalEme to move 
Amendment No 2. 

Mr de Ia Malene. - (F) Mr President, our 
amendment is self-explanatory, and I have no 
need to offer any comment. 

May I point out that there is, I think, a differ
ence between the German and French versions 
and that the meaning is by no means the same in 
the two languages. 

President. - What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I would ask you to have separate voting on the 
two parts of Amendment No 10. I agree with 
the first part of the amendment, deleting the 
word 'increasingly'. 

I am, however, against introducing the word 
'fundamental' as proposed in the second part of 
the amendment, since it has a restrictive effect. 
If the text reads 'liberty' and nothing else, then 
that has to do with all aspects of liberty. If the 
word 'fundamental' is put in in front, there will 
have to be discussions about what is a 'funda
mental' liberty and what is not. It is a restrictive 
term, by comparison with the view that we 
have of liberty as a whole. 

President. - I put the first sentence of para
graph 1 to the vote. 

It is adopted. 

On the first indent I have Amendment No 10. 

I put to the vote the first change proposed by 
the amendment. 

This part of the amendment is adopted. 

I put to the vote the second change proposed 
by the amendment. 

This part of the amendment is rejected. 

We shall now consider Amendment No 11. 

What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) I ask the House 
to reject the first part of Amendment No 11, 
deleting the words 'based on solidarity between 
the Member States and the citizens of the Com
munity', since solidarity between the Member 
States and the citizens of the Community is a 
fundamental element of the Community. With
out solidarity we run the risk of relapsing into 
national egoism and of encountering the con
flicts which this provokes. To accept this point 
would be tantamount to abandoning part of the 
very foundation of the Community and of Euro
pean Union. 

On the second part of the amendment, intro
ducing the words 'inter alia' my reaction is 
favourable. 

President.- I call Mr Corterier. 

Mr Corterier. -(D) In view of what the rap
porteur has just said, I must clarify our point 
of view. It goes without saying that the Socialist 
Group, too, considers solidarity between the 
Member States of the Community to be essential 
for the achievement of the Union. Neverthless, 
the phrase about solidarity between the Member 
States and the citizens of the Community is 
here nothing but an empty formula, and that we 
should beware of. What we want to say is that 
the Union should promote social justice, a just 
economic order, full employment and so on, and 
in this connection the phrase about solidarity 
between the Member States and citizens of the 
Community is irrelevant. That, and not any 
opposition to solidarity, is our reason for wanting 
to remove the phrase. 

President. - I put Amendment No 11 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 11 is rejected. 

We shall now consider Amendment No 19. 

What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) I am in favour 
of this amendment. 
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President. - I put Amendment No 19 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 19 is adopted. 

We shall now consider Amendment No 2. 

What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) Mr President, 
I prefer to retain the words 'and wealth' because 
that means that any future increase in wealth 
will also entail the need for an ·equitable distri~ 
bution. I therefore advocate the retention of the 
words 'and wealth'. 

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

Amendment No 2 is rejected. 

We shall now eonsider Amendment No 20. 

What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) I am opposed to 
this amendment. 

President. - I put Amendment No 20 to the 
vote. ,' 

Amendment No 20 is rejected. 

I put the third indent of paragraph 1 to the 
vote. 

The third indent is adopted. 

The fourth indent of paragraph 1 forms the 
subject of Amendment No 21 and the third part 
of Amendment No 10. 

What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) Mr President, I 
invite our Conservative friends to withdraw 
their amendment. A pnlitical Community cannot 
remain passive in the face of causes of conflict 
or tension, and Mr Kirk's text makes no allusion 
to this. That would be a completely passive atti
tude, ill becoming a future political Community 
which must tackle causes of conflict or tension 
in order to prevent such conflids. That is its 
role on the world arena. I therefore ask Mr Kirk 
to withdraw his amendment. 

President. - Mr -Kirk, are you maintaining your 
amendment? 

Mr Kirk.- Yes, Mr President. 

President. - I put Amendment No 21 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 21 is rejected. 

What is the rapporteur's position on the change 
proposed by the third part of Amendment No 10? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) I am in favour 
of this amendment. 

President. - I put the third part of Amendment 
No 10 to the vote. It is adopted. 

What is the rapporteur's position on the fourth 
part of Amendment No 10? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) I am in favour 
of this amendment. 

President. - I put to the vote the fourth part 
of Amendment No 10. 

The fourth part of Amendment' No 10 is adopted. 

I put to the vote the whole of paragraph 1 
incorporating tl;le various amendments that have 
been adopted. 

Paragraph 1 is adopted. 

On paragraph 2 I have three amendments: 
worded as follows: 

-Amendment No 49, tabled by Mr Vemaschi 
on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group: 

"Paragraph 2 

'Amend the beginning of this paragraph to read 
as follows: 

'2. The European- Union must be brought about 
progressively by means· of more rational and 
efficient forms of relations between Member 
States, taking existing Community achiev
ments .. .' 

(rest unchanged)" 

- Amendment No 22 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group: 

"Paragraph 2 

fourth line, 

for 'introduction' substitute 'continuation and 
development'.'' 

- Amendment No 13 tabled by the SoCialist 
Group: 

"Paragraph 2 

In this paragraph, delete the following: 

' ... undertaking duties which the Member States 
can n.o longer effectively carry out alone,' " 

These amendments can be considered jointly. 

I ca~l Mr Kirk to move Amendment No 22. 

Mr Kirk. - This amendment is designed to 
clarify more than anything else. The text refer8 
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to 'the introduction of a single organization'. But 
we already have such an organization and as, 
presumably, we are to build upon existing 
achievements, we must surely mean the con
tinuation and development of the single orga
nization and not the introduction of a new one. 

President. - I call Mr Corterier to move 
Amendment No 13. 

Mr Corterier.- (D) We do not find this wording 
very clear, and the amendment aims at im
proving it. 

President. - I call Mr Giraudo to move Amend
ment No 49. 

Mr Giraudo. - (I) The Italian text of the motion 
for a resolution reads very badly, since the 
word 'organization' occurs twice. The text is: 
'l'Unione europea, che dara un'organizzazione' ... 
'al fine di pervenire ad un'unica organizzazione.' 

I therefore think it would be better to replace 
the first part of the phrase with the following: 

'The European Union must be brought about 
progressively by means of more rational and 
efficient forms of relations between Member 
States', and leave the rest of the sentence un
changed. 

President. - What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) Mr President, 
I give Amendment No 49 my approval but 
oppose Amendment No 22, because this single 
organization does not yet exist. Why, therefore, 
speak of 'continuation and development'? I 
prefer the original wording, wl}ich by implica
tion speaks of the creation of a single organiza
tion. 

As to Amendment No 131 so far from simplifying 
the text, this concerns the substance. The debate 
has been about those things which Member Sta
tes can no longer carry out on their own, and 
to delete these words in the resolution would 
be to deprive it of its substance. I therefore ask 
the House to reject this amendment. 

President.- I put Amendment No 49 to the vote. 

Amendment No 49 is adopted. 

I put Amendment No 22 to the vote. 

Amendment No 22 is rejected. 

I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, we with
draw Amendment No 13. 

President. -Amendment No 13 is accordingly 
withdrawn. 

I put paragraph 2 so amended to the vote. 

Paragraph 2 is adopted. 

On paragraph 3 I have six amendments worded 
as follows: 

-Amendment No 24 tabled by Mr Kirk, on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group: 

"Paragraph 3 (existing paragraph) 

Delete the present text and substitute: 

'The dynamic character of the present Com
munity must be preserved in full and, by making 
maximum use· of the possibilities offered by the 
provisions of Article 236 of the EEC Treaty, its 
powers and responsibilities should be progres
sively e:Jtended to all those sectors of activity in 
which the Me~nber States recognise the necessity 
for, or the advantage of, the joint exercise of 
their sovereignty through the institutions of the 
Community.'" 

-Amendment No 14 tabled by Mr Albers, Mr 
Broeksz, Mr' Van der Hek, Mr Laban and 
Mr Patijn: 

"Paragraph 3 

This paragraph to read as follows: 

'3. The Community should be progressively dev
eloped, respecting the essential interests of the 
Member States among others in the following 
spheres: 

(a) social and regional policy; 

(b) economie and monetary policy; 

(c) budgetar)' policy; 

(d) policy on energy and raw materials; 

(e) a scientific and technical research policy; 

in order to .achieve a European Union whose 
responsibilities would include: 

(a) foreign policy, for which the existing co
ordination procedures must be streng
thened; 

(b) educatio' policy.' " 

- Amendment No 3 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group of European Pro
gressive Democra~: 

"Paragraph 3 

After the words: 

'in full' 

insert the following: 

' ... , common policies, in particular in the field of 
agriculture, must be fully implemented, .. .' 
(rest unchanged)" 

- Amendment No 1 tabled by Mr Laban: 

"Paragraph 3 

After paragraph 3 (c), insert the following new 
3 (d), old points (d), (e), (f) and (g) becoming new 
(e), (f), (g) and (h). 
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'(d) educational policy, the inclusion of which, 
within the framework of Community develop
ments, is essential to the effective implementation 
of other policy sectors, especially in respect of 
social and employment questions, and to the 
achievement of the best possible living and work
ing conditions for all citizens.' " 

-Amendment No 54 tabled by Mr De Keers
maeker and Mr Zeller: 

"Paragraph 3 

The beginning of this paragraph to read: 
'3. The dynamic character of the present Com

munity must be preserved in full, the neces
sary powers must be progressively increased 
and transferred to the Union so that a com
mon policy can be established in the following 
fields:' 
(rest unchanged)" 

- Amendment No 15 tabled by the Socialist 
Group: 

"Paragraph 3 

The final sentence, immediately before paragraph 
4, should be reworded as follows: 

'The Union, based on the collective exercise of 
common responsibilities, must remain open to 
new tasks'.'' 

I call Mr Kirk to move Amendment No 24. 

Mr Kirk. - I explained this fundamental 
amendment yesterday. We gravely doubt the 
wisdom of including a catalogue, because 
thereby one is bound to include certain things 
that one does not particularly want or to exclude 
certain things that one does want. Our amend
ment would enable the Community to develop, 
under Article 236, on the broadest possible front.-

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I would ask the Assembly not to accept this 
amendment, since it is worded so generally as 
to deprive the motion for a resolution of content. 

What Mr Kirk is proposing is to delete all the 
lettered subparagraphs. But we felt it was neces
sary to let Mr Tindemans know what problem 
ar~as can no longer be dealt with by the Member 
States separately, so that they should have 
priority on the list of powers of the European 
Union, when the Heads of Government decide 
to set it up. 

If Amendment No 24 tabled by Mr Kirk is 
adopted, the text becomes too general and 
everything is left to the governments, without 
the European Parliament's opinion being secured. 
In its report, the Commission went very exten
sively into _these powers. We would therefore be 
too vague if we accepted this amendment. 

I therefore ask the Assembly not to accept this 
amendment, so as not to deprive paragraph 3 of 
its essential content. 

President. - I call Mr J ahn. 

Mr Jahn.- (D) On the question of supplement
ing the catalogue, I believe I can say on behalf 
of my friends that we must also include policy 
on health and the environment, for here we 
already have an integrated policy. 

President. - I put Amendment No 24 to the 
vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I call Mr Van der Hek to move Amendment 
No 14. 

Mr Van der Hek. - (NL) Mr President, I think 
Mr Broeksz explained thoroughly in the debate 
yesterday why this amendment has been tabled. 
It tuns somewhat along the lines of the amend
ment by Mr Kirk. We feel that during the tran
sitional period, in a number of areas, which we 
have not exhaustively summarized but merely 
given examples of, cooperation must be streng
thened. We also think that once the European 
Union is set up, foreign policy and education 
policy will have to be among its tasks. 

It must be made clear that we in no case want 
defence policy to form part of the tasks of the 
European Union, since we feel other interna
tional forums are more suitable for that. 

President. - What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
this is a double amendment, that in the first 
place deletes sub-paragraph (b), security policy. 
The Political Affairs Committee has stated its 
opinion on this, and leaves it up to Parliament 
whether it wishes to accept this part of the 
amendment or not. For its part, the Political 
Affairs Committee takes the position that the 
security element ought to remain within the 
terms of reference of the European Union. 

Secondly, the emphasis is shifted. The amend
ment uses the following words: ' ... in order to 
achieve a European Union whose responsibilities 
would include .. .'. But if we really want the Com
munity to acquire a genuine European identity, 
we must include foreign policy among the 
primary tasks. There are existing coordinating 
procedures at intergovernmental level. We want 
foreign policy to be integrated in the joint pre
paration of the European Union, and I therefore 
find it strange for foreign policy now to be put 
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in second place. I would therefore ask the 
Assembly to reject this amendment. 

As far as the proposal to include education policy 
is concerned, I would note that we can add 
anything: education policy, environment policy, 
youth policy and so forth. What we want above 
all to emphasise at this point, however, is that 
the tasks that the Member States can no longer 
carry out by themselves ought to be transferred 
to the Etiropean Union. At present, however, 
the Member States can each carry out a youth 
policy, or for instance an education policy. We 
therefore ought not to add these sectors to the 
text, since that weakens the resolution. 

For these reasons, I would ask the Assembly to 
keep to the original text proposed by the Com
mittee and reject Amendment No 14. 

President. - I call Mr Corterier. 

Mr Corterier.- (D) I think that one point needs 
correcting. My group colleague, Mr Van der 
Hek, spoke about defence policy as being some
thing which should be included in this catalogue. 
That is not correct, we are speaking only of 
security policy. I would point out that this is a -
much broader concept which does not have the 
same significance as defence policy. 

President. - I put Amendment No 14 to the 
vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I call Mr de la Malene to move Amendment 
No 3. 

Mr de Ia Malene.- (F) The amendment is self
explanatory and needs no further comment. 

President. -What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) I prefer to 
maintain the committee's wording because it is 
complete, whereas the proposed amendment is 
restrictive. 

President. - I put Amendment No 3 to the vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I call Mr Laban to move Amendment No 1. 

Mr Laban.- (NL) Mr President, I would first 
of all like to remove a misunderstanding. The 
French text of my amendment uses the words 'la 
politique de l'enseignement', but tha.t ought of 
course to be 'la politique de l'edu:cation', as in 
the original Dutch text. 

I would however like to explain this amendment 
furth~r, especially since the rapporteur has 
already talked on this point in discussing the 
amendment just rejected. To allow no misunder
standing, I should like to state that it is essential 
to expand the Treaty in order to include educa
tion in the process of developing the Commun
ity. This does not, of course, mean the unifica
tion or harmonization of the various education 
systems. The Parliament and the Council have 
already decided on a programme of cooperation, 
but I should like above all to point out how 
essential it is to strengthen the interpla.y between 
education and the other policy sectors, since it 
is in the interests of the Communities to improve 
opportunities for further education and training 
of individuals during their whole working life, 
and especially such opportunities for young 
people, by bringing policy on vocational train
ing, for which there is already a legal basis, 
and education policy closely into line and mak
ing them interdependent. The constant stumbling 
block is that we cannot carry on an education 
policy because attention is only paid to education 
when it comes to discussing harmonization of 
diplomas and to the extent that it is included in 
the social paragraph, which only mentions voca
tional training. 

I would therefore particularly value the explicit 
inclusion of education policy in the list of tasks. 

That is impor~ant. The difficulty is that we can 
always develop initiatives, but tha.t there are 
always problems when it comes tO-the legal 
basis that has to form the starting point for 
them. 

We think that education policy is so important 
for all other policy sectors that the powers 
and ta.sks of the European Union must also be 
extended into that area. I would therefore ask 
the Assembly to accept my amendment. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I would ask Mr Laban not to force an open door. 
His amendment . is thoroughly at home under 
social policy. It is obvious tha.t everything to 
do with social questions, employment, or the 
harmonization of technical education belongs 
under social policy. Social values are secured 
by better upbringing and better education. It is 
therefore not necessary explicitly to incorporate 
a special paragraph here. That can only give 
rise to confusion. 

President. ~ I call Mr Laban. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, I can under
stand the rapporteur's interpretations. It has 
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already been pointed out to me that by com
parison with the other sub-paragraphs the text I 
have proposed is too long. 

I would therefore propose that 'education policy' 
alone be included as point (d). The rest of my 
text can then be deleted. 

I would ask you, Mr President, to have my 
amendment voted on in that form. 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) In that case I would ask 
the rapporteur to reconsider his position. As it is 
now, Mr Laban's amendment coincides with an 
amendment tabled by my group. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) Mr Fellermaier, 
then we have to add the environment, we have 
to add the youth policy, we have to add the 
whole lot. If you make an exception for some
thing which is the sole concern of the Member 
States, you limit the scope of our paragraph 3, 
which is intended for Mr Tindemans and ·the 
Heads of government .• 

I would ask you to think again, for there are 
many other spheres that could be added to 
the list. We have kept no more than seven or 
eight items, precisely because we wanted to 
indicate what we considered to be absolutely 
essential from the beginning of the European 
!Jnion's existence. 

I ask for the amendment to be rejected. 

President. - I put the new version of the 
amendment to the vote. 

Amendment No 1 so amended is adopted. 

I call Mr de Keersmaeker to move Amendment 
No 54. 

Mr De Keersmaeker.- (NL) Mr President, Mr 
Zeller and I tabled this amendment since it gives 
a better formulation as regards the recognition, 
transfer and extension of the powers of the 
European Community. What we are in fact pro
posing is to delete from paragraph 3 of the 
motion for a resolution the phrase 'respecting 
the essential interests of Member States', which 
does not mean that we thin~ Member States' 
interests should be ignored. On the contrary, it 
will hardly surprise you that I, as a representa
tive of a small country, am in favour of giving 
consideration to those interests. Another reason 
why we want. to drop this paragraph is that we 
think that the reference to respect for the es-

sential interests of Member States belongs in 
paragraph 4, which proposes an institutional 
structure, and in paragraph 11 which deals with 
improvements to the Community decision
making-process, but not in paragraph 3, which 
deals with the extension of the powers of the 
European Community. 

What is important is unanimity on the setting 
up of a European Union, which of course must 
take account of Member States' interests. But 
the prio,rity is to indicate what the European 
Community should be able to do. There is 
unanimity on that. But we ought to give criteria 
for that. 

It is often said that a good criterion is, can it 
be done better in the European Community? 
We agree with that, but unfortunately that is 
only in the explanatory statement to this report 
and not in the motion for a resolution. The sole 
criterion embodied in the first part of this para
graph is the reference to respect for the essential 
interests of Member Sta·tes. We know, however, 
that in the past playing off national interests 
against each other has been an obstacle to the 
further development of the European Com
munity and to the setting up of the European 
Union. , Accordingly, for the sake of political 
clarity, we would like to delete this phrase from 
paragraph 3. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I prefer to maintain the Political Affairs Com
mittee's text, since it clearly says what we 
intend. It says, 'the powers and responsibilities 
of the Union must be progressively widened'. 
That means, when the Union is there. Mr De 
Keersmaeker's text reads: 

'The necessary powers must be progressively 
increased and transferred to the Union.' 

He does not say what those powers are. I was 
not talking about something that ought to be 
transferred to the Union, but about ·the powers 
and responsibilities of the Union once it exists. 

Our text is clear, but the text proposed by Mr 
De Keersmaeker ca.n give rise to confusion. I 
therefore urge the maintenance of the Political 
Affairs Committee's text. 

The second aspect is the proposal to delete the 
phrase 'respecting the essential interests of 
Member States'. Unless we give the Member 
States, who have to ratify the Union ih their 
parliaments, an assurance that the Union will 
respect their essential interests, there is not ,.. 
single parliament that will ratify it. That is 
absolutely clear. 
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Secondly, this refers directly to the institutional 
structures. In paragraph 4, we express the wish 
for the inclusion in the future institutional 
structure of a body that can defend the interests 
of Member States in the decision-making pro
cess. We therefore must say that we wish to 
see the progressive widening of the powers we 
are now talking about, respecting the essential 
interests of Member States. Psychologically, that 
is of essential importance if we want to get 
cooperation from the Member States. I am 
thinking not only of the Danish opposition in 
this· House, but also of the opposition that will 
run through all the political groups as soon as 
we have to defend this in our national parties 
and national parliaments. I would therefore urge 
that the first part of the text of paragraph 3 
be accepted in the form drawn up by the 
Political Affairs Committee after prolonged 
debate. Originally, there were 11 amendments 
to the original text. We finally reached agree
ment on the text we have now put before Par
liament. I am afraid that any change might 
cause this fragile element to crumble. 

President.- I call Mr De K~ersmaeker. 

Mr De Keersmaeker. - (NL) Mr President, I 
still think it would have been enough to say 
that in paragraph 4. But in the light of the 
interpretation the rapporteur gives this phrase I 
withdraw the amendment. 

President.- Amendment No 54 is accordingly 
withdrawn. 

I call Mr Corterier to move Am~ndment No 15. 

Mr Corterier.- (D) Mr President, the Socialist 
Group takes the view that in this connection 
the concept of sovereignty is a rather difficult 
one, since it is subjected to widely varying inter
pretations in the various Member States of the 
Community and also in various legal circles 
represented in the Community. Consequently, 
its use in this connection might well give rise 
to misunderstandings. We therefore propose a 
wording which in our view is clearer and to 
which we could all more easily agree. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President, 
the collective exercise of common responsibilities 
already exists. We do not have to say it, there
fore. Everything that happens in the Community 
happens on the basis of collective responsibility, 
through the Commission, through its right of 
initiative and through proposals via the decisions 
of the Council. 

What is comes down to now is this: it is clear 
that if we are urging that these powers be 
exercised by a European Government, constit
uted independently of the national governments 
and responsible to a European Parliament with 
a two-chamber system, we must stress that this 
leads to a joint exercise of sovereignty, and not 
to a collective exercise of common responsibil· 
ities, since that exists already. 

The European Union will have a different 
structure from the Communities, with its 
dualistic system of two decision-making bodies 
dependent on each other. There will be a Euro
pean Government counterbalanced by a directly
elected Parliament, with a second chamber in 
which Member States' interests are represented. 

What surprises me is that this amendment comes 
from our Sociklist colleagues, who are faced in 
their group nk>re than their colleagues in any 
other group with the problem of sovereignty.· 

I am therefore in favour of keeping the jolnt 
exercise of sovereignty as an essential element 
of the Community cooperation of the Member 
States in the future. Consequently, I advise the 
rejection of ~endment No 15. · 

President. - I put Amendment No 15 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 15 is adopted. 

I call Mr Van der Hek for a procedural motion. 

Mr Van der H~k. - (NL) Mr President, I would 
ask you to have paragraph 3 (b), on security 
policy, voted on separately. 

President.- I call Mr Jahn. 

Mr Jahn.- (D) Mr President, now that we have 
abandoned, on ·the basis of an amendment tabled 
by the Socialisl: Group, the principle which was 
adopted in thel Political Affairs Committee and 
have included educational policy, I would ask 
for the inclusion of health and environmental 
policy. Otherwise, an essential factor will be 
omitted from the list and this will be frowned 
upon outside. The House has the sovereign right 
to adopt this decision. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellennaier.- (D) Mr Jahn's interpretation 
is wrong. Nothing additional has been included: 
a printed amendment tabled by Mr Laban has 
had its wording altered, but the substance 
remains the same. There has therefore been no 

· violation of the Rules of Procedure. 
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President.- I call Mr Lucker. President.- I call Mr Bangemann. 

Mr Lucker. - (D) Mr President, may I reply to 
Mr Fellermaier? What he says is not disputed 
in the least. The list of policy sectors which 
had been specially drawn up by the Political 
Affairs Committee has-with a change of word
ing-been extended to include educational 
policy. Mr Jahn's argument is that once we have 
increased the list to include educational policy, 
protection of the environment should also be 
included. That is how I understood Mr Jahn, 
and I assume he was proposing an amendment 
to include protection of the environment in the 
list as well. 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, I should like 
to support what Mr Vander Hek has said. Some 
Members of this Parliament will make their 
final decision on the resolution in the Bertrand 
report dependent on the decision on security 
policy. For a number of Members, it is a matter 
of principle. They will not be able to approve 
the Bertrand report if security policy is kept in 
the list. They would like to have a chance to 
make their position on this matter clear. 

President. -I call Mr Lucker. 

Mr Lucker. - (D) Mr President, Amendment 
No 50, tabled by Mr De Keersmaeker, was 
withdrawn on the assumption that the list would 
not be extended. Now, however, the list has 
been extended; and the question arises whether 
it would not be legitimate to table once more 
Amendment No 50. 

I merely wish to draw attention to the question 
of correct procedure. According to our Rules of 
Procedure, it is possible to re-table an amend
ment after it has once been withdrawn. 

President. - I call Mr de la Malene. 

Mr de Ia Malene. - (F) Mr President, we have 
voted on a number of amendments relating to 
paragraph 3, thus closing the discussion on this 
paragraph. What we have to do now is there
fore to vote on the paragraph as whole and 
nothing else. There can be no question of going 
back. 

President. - I call Mr Giraudo. 

Mr Giraudo, - (I) I have no objections to the 
vote being held item by item a.s has been pro
posed, provided that we do not reopen the 
debate on this paragraph. 

Mr Bangemann. - (D) I should also like to 
support that. Members who had their doubts 
about sub-paragraph (b) have already had an 
opportunity to express their opinion during the 
voting on the amendment. We must therefore 
now vote on paragraph 3. 

President. - In the vote on the whole of para
graph 3, to which we must now proceed, no 
further amendments may be added, but 
Members may ask for the vote to the taken 
item by item and I cannot refuse them this. 

I therefore put sub-paragraph (b) to the vote. 

This text is adopted. 

I put the whole of paragraph 3 to the vote. 

Faragraph 3 is adopted. 
~ 

On paragraph 4 I have five amendments worded 
as follows: 

-Amendment No 25 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group: 

"Paragraph 4 (existing paragraph) 

First sentence and first two indents to read as 
follows: 

'The growth of the Union must be accompanied by 
the development of an institutional structure, 
which will ensure its cohesion and which must 
be based in the first instance: 

- on a single decision-making centre responsible 
to the Parliament of the Union, 

- on a Parliament having budgetary powers and 
powers of control which would participate 
with a right of co-decision in the legislative 
process, as is its right as the representative of 
the peoples of the Union.' " 

-Amendment No 52 tabled by Mr Lucker, Mr 
Blumenfeld, Mr Jahn, Mr Andreotti, Mr 
Colin, Mr McDona.ld and Mr Klepsch on 
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group: 

"Paragraph 4, third indent 

This indent to read as follows: 

'-on a body which will ensure the participation 
of the Member States in ~he political decision
making process of the Union, especially in the 
legislative and supervisory sphere,' " 

-Amendment No 16 tabled by the Socialist 
Groupf 

"Paragraph 4 
Interchange indents 1 and 3 
Replace the original .indent 3 with the following 
text: 

'-on a body, within which participation by the 
Member States in the decision-making process 
will be guaranteed.' " 
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- Amendment No 4 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group of European Pro
gressive Democrats: 

"Paragraph 4 

At the end of this paragraph, add the following 
indent: 

'-on a European Court of Auditors;'" 
-

-Amendment No 17 tabled by Mr Albers, Mr 
Broeksz, Mr Van der Hek, Mr Laban and 
Mr Patijn: 

"Paragraph 4 

Insert the following new indent: 
'-on a European Court of Auditors;' 

These five amendments can be considered 
jointly. 

I call Mr Kirk to move Amendment No 25. 

Mr Kirk. - Amendment No 25 falls into two 
halves one of which I think is fundamental 
and the other not quite so fundamental. 

I explained the purpose of the new first indent 
yesterday. We believe it is premature at this 
stage in the development of a European Union 
to specify precisely what the nature. of that 
union should be to the extent that it is specified 
in the original text and in particular to lay 
down at this stage that that single decision
making centre must be independent of national 
governments. It is possible to imagine situations 
in which it would not be wholly independent 
of national governments and would in effect be 
drawn both from the existing Commission and 
from the existing Council. In those circum~ 
stances, we believe it is best to leave the matter 
open at this stage. 

The second amendment is far less radical. It is 
designed to make a little tidier the wording 
contained at present in the second indent of 
paragraph 4 of the- report of the Political Affairs 
Committee. To say 'participate on at least an 
equal footing in the legislative process' we think 
is a very clumsy way of saying 'would particip
ate with a right of co-decision in the legislative 
process'. 

Therefore, as I say, there are two separate 
poi!llts here. The first one I think is fundamental. 
I recognize that the second one is not so funda
mental. 

President. - I call Mr Lucker to move Amend
ment No 52. 

Mr Liicker. - (D) Mr President, my group 
originally decided not to table any amendments 
of its own on this paragraph, because we knew 

when we were discussing the subject that the 
Socialist Group had already tabled an amend
ment. We assumed that the Socialist Group, in 
accordance with its vote in the Political Affairs 
Committee, would go a little further than in 
fact it has done in its amendment. Under the 
new circumstances we tabled this amendment 
for two purposes: first, to improve the wording 
of this indent and remove the danger of mis
understandings; and secondly, to make it clear 
that what is meant here is not an organ which 
would interfere in the business of governing the 
Community, but one whose functions lie in the 
legislative and supervisory spheres and which 
therefore would share these functions with a 
directly-elected European Parliament according 
to a procedure laying down their respective 
spheres of competence. 

The Socialist Group's text does not appear to 
us to be sufficiently clear, and for this reason 
we have decided to table this amendment. I 
ask the House to vote in favour of this improve
ment of the text of the Political Affairs Com
mittee. 

President. - I call Mr Corterier to move Amend
ment No 16. 

Mr Corterier. -(D) Mr President, the Socialist 
Group and the Christian-Democratic Group are 
agreed that the wording of the third indent of 
paragraph 4 of the motion is too vague and is 
inadequate. One cannot simply speak of the 
participation of the Member States in the 
decision-making process in this general way. We 
therefore propose to make the point clearer by 
stating that the European Union must include 
a body which guarantees participation by the 
Member States in the decision-making process. 
I prefer this wording to that proposed by the 
Christian-Democratic Group, since the latter 
speaks of a body which will ensure the parti
cipation of the Member States in the political 
decision-making process of the Union, especially 
in the legislative and supervisory spheres. 

In the Socialist Group's view, however, the 
situation characterizing the final stage of polit
ical union-for that is what we are talking 
about at the moment-should surely be that the 
European Government will be supervised by the 
Parliament and not by both the Chambers which 
may well exist by that time-that is to say, 
by the Parliament and also by a successor of 
the present Council of Ministers. So far as I 
know, there is no regime in the world. under 
which a government is simultaneously respons
ible to two Cha:.:nbers of Parliament. This is the 
point I wanted to bring out and the reason why 
we prefer our wording. 
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President. - What is the rapporteur's position 
on Amendment No 25? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President, 
Mr Kirk has already said himself that he does 
not think that Amendment No 25 has any 
chance of being accepted as far as the heart of 
the matter goes. I ask the Assembly not to accept 
this amendment, and to adopt paragraph 4 as 
proposed by the Political Affairs Committee, 
asking for a single decision-making centre which 
will be in the nature of a real European Govern
ment, independent of the national governments 
and responsible to the Parliament of the Union. 

The second part of this amendment by Mr Kirk 
is not exclusively verbal. 'Right of co-decision' 
is not the same as participating on an equal 
footing in the legislative process. 'Right of co
decision' may refer only to the initial phase of 
a second reading or to consultation, whereas 'on 
an equal footing' means together with the 
others, at the same level and to the same extent. 

What Mr Kirk proposes is therefore a restric
tion. 

I therefore ask the Assembly to adopt the 
Political Affairs Committee's text, and reject the 
second part of Mr Kirk's amendment. 

President. - I put Amendment No 25 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 25 is rejected. 

What is the rapporteur's position on Amend
ments Nos 52 and 16? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I agree with Amendments Nos 52 and 16, which 
both aim at clarifying the vague text of the 
third indent of paragraph 4. I leave it up to 
Parliament to decide which of the two amend
ments ought to be used in the motion for a 
resolution. I make no choice as both amend
ments have the same objective. 

President. - I put Amendment No 52 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 52 is rejected. 

I put Amendment No 16 to the vote. 

Amendment No 16 is adopted. 

What is the rapporteur's position on Amend
ments Nos 4 and 17? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) I am in favour 
of these amendments. 

President.- I put to the vote Amendments Nos 
4 and 17, the contents and wording of which 
are identical. 

This text is adopted. 

I put to the vote. the whole of paragraph 4 
incorporating the various amendments. 

Paragraph 4 so amended is adopted. 

I have Amendment No 23 tabled by Mr Kirk 
on behalf of the European Conservative Group 
aimed at reversing the order of paragraphs 3 
and 4. 

What is the rapporteur~s position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) I am in favour 
of this amendment. · 

President. - I put J\mendment No 23 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 23 is adopted. 

The proceedings will now be suspended until 
3.0 p.m. 

The House will rise. 

(The Bitting was suspended at 1.0 p.m. and 
resumed at 3.0 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAm: MR SPI!NALE 

President 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

4. Organization of the debate 
on the Della Briotta report on wine 

President. - At its meeting of 7 July 1975, the 
Bureau decided, on a proposal from the chairmen 
of the groups, to organize this evening's debate 
on Mr Della Briotta's report on wine (Doc. 187/ 
75) as follows: 

- 15 minutes for the rapporteur 

- 10 minutes for the draftsmen of opinions 

- 60 minutes for the Socialist Group 

- 50 minutes for the Christian-Democratic 
Group 

- 35 minutes for the Liberal and Allies Group 

- 30 minutes for the Group of European Pro-
gressive Democrats 

- 30 minutes for the European Conservative 
Group 
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- 30 minutes for the Communist and Allies 
Group 

- 10 minutes for the non-attached Members 

The list of speakers will be closed a.t 7.0 p.m. 
this evening. 

I call Mr Broeksz for a procedural motion. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) I hear that the wine debate 
is going to take up several hours. Would it not 
be possible for you to come to an agreement 
with the group chairmen to limit speaking time 
a bit, so that we do not have to go o.n talking 
about wine until late in the night, after a.U 
these tiring days? I am well aware you can drink 
wine until late in the night, but I think it is 
going a bit too far to talk about it that long. 
Perhaps you might consider my suggestion. 

President. - I appreciate your comments, Mr 
Broeksz, but I do not think I can bring the 
chairmen of the political groups together to 
amend their decision. I am counting on 
everyone's goodwill in cutting down the length 
of this debate voluntarily. 

5. European Union (resumption) 

President. - The next item is the resumption of 
the vote on Mr ·Bertrand's report on European 
Union. 

On paragraph 5 I have four amendments worded 
as follows: 

-Amendment No 26 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group: 

"Paragraph 5 

In this paragraph, replace the word: 
'solidarity' 
by 
'cooperation'." 

- Amendment No 5 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group of European Pro
gressive Democrats: 

"Paragraph 5 
Replace the words: 
'transform the · present community into a truly 
unitary organization' 
by the following: 
'unite the present Community to form a truly 
unitary organization'." 

- Amendment No 36 tabled by the Socialist 
Group: 

"Paragraph 5 
Replace the words: 

I 

'unitary organization' 
by the words: 
'an organization whose decisions are binding on 
all parties' " 

-Amendment No 27 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group: 

"Paragraph 6 
In this paragraph, replace the word: 
'unitary' 
by 
'unified'." 

I call Mr Kirk to move Amendments Nos 26 
and 27. 

Mr Kirk. - The first amendment would replacE> 
the word 'soliliarity' by 'cooperation'. The word 
'solidarity' in English does not mean very much 
or means too· much-no one is quite certain just 
what it means. The dictionary definitions do not 
help us. In this context, it clearly means co
operation. 

Our difficulty with Mr de la Malene's amend
ment on behalf of the European Progressive 
Democrats is expressed in my second amend
ment concerning the word 'unitary'. I am no 
professor of languages and I do not know what 
'unitaire' means in French or how it would 
translate into other languages. But 'unitary' in 
English has a particular connotation. It is the 
opposite of federation. If one has a unitary state, 
it is the precise opposite of a federal state. It 
means a centralized state like France or Great 
Britain. I find it difficult to believe that that is 
what the rapporteur and the Political Affairs 
Committee have in mind. I raised this point in 
committee and I understood at the time that it 
had been accepted. Yet it still appears in the 
text as 'unitary', which is a technical term in 
British constitutional practice. I am certain that 
what the rapporteur has in mind is precisely 
what I have in mind-'unified' and not 'unitary'. 

President. -'-- I call Mr de la Malene to move 
Amendment No 5. 

Mr de Ia Malene.- (F) Mr President, the amend
ment is self-explanatory and requires no com
ment. I should like to say to Mr Kirk that the 
English traru;lation is poor, because it brings 
out the word 'unitary' again, which is by no 
means in line with the meaning of the French 
text; the latter, on the contrary, corresponds to 
Amendment No 27 tapled by Mr Kirk. Amend
ments Nos 5 and 27 have exactly the sa.me 
meaning in French; I therefore withdraw my 
amendment and support that of Mr Kirk. · 
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President. - Amendment No 5 is therefore 
withdrawn. 

I call Mr Corterier to move Amendment No 36. 

Mr Corterier. - (D) There were similar prob
lems in my group with the word 'einheitlich'. 
For this reason we have tried to find a new 
wording to describe the function the Union is 
to have. The wording we chose was that it 
should be 'an organization whose decisions are 
binding on all parties'. 

In doing so, our intention was not to alter the 
meaning, only to find a better and more com
prehensible wording. 

President. - I call Lord Gladwyn. 

Lord Gladwyn. - If we decide one way or the 
other on the vexed question of 'unitary' or 'uni
fied'-that is, Amendments 5 and 27- I hope 
that we shall not be debarred from proceeding 
to vote on Amendment 36 of the Socialist Group. 
On the whole, my group thinks the Socialist 
Group amendment preferable to the original 
text, whether it contains 'unitary' or 'unified'. 
Therefore, may I assume that we shall subse
quently vote on the Socialist amendment, what
ever the decision on the words 'unitary' or 
'unified'? 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I would ask the Assembly to keep the words 
'degree of solidarity'. Amendment No 26 pro
poses their replacement by 'degree of coopera
tion'. But since 1952 we have alrea.dy reached 
a degree of cooperation, though what we have 
to tiy to do now, with the regional policy, the 
energy policy and the raw materials supplies 
policy, is to reach a degree of solidarity that 
makes it possible to transform the Community 
into an organization that is binding on all 
Member States. That is why the words 'degree 
of solidarity' have to be kept, and not replaced 
by the words 'degree of cooperation'. I therefore 
ask the Assembly to reject this amendment. 

As regards the three other amendments, we are 
faced with great difficulties in finding an exact 
formulation. I would draw attention to what 
Mr Ortoli said yesterday, namely, that what we 
have to do is bring the whole into a single 
organization, that we ought not to work with 
different decision-making procedures, say at 
both inter-governmental and Community level. 
He also said that we ought not to work with 
decisions that are not binding on all Member 
States. We have therefore chosen the word 

'unitary', so as to express our intentions. Now 
the terms 'unifie', 'homogene' and 'integre' have 
been put forward, but these words are not 
effective enough since they do not fully reflect 
what has to be said. Amendment No 36 by the 
Socialist Group says what we mean best, even 
if incompletely, and I stress 'incompletely'. 

The words 'an organization whose decisions are 
binding on all parties' best convey what we 
mean, since the report emphasizes that in the 
European Union everything must be brought 
together into a single decision-making centre, 
through a government, a parliament and a 
chamber of states. I therefore propose that 
priority be given to Amendment No 36 by the 
Socialist Group. That may satisfy Mr Kirk, since 
it removes the word 'unitary', and it may also 
satisfy those Members who wished to include 
the word 'unified'. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk. - If Parliament has agreed on that 
proposition, I am prepared to withdraw my 
amendment in favour of the Socialist amend
ment. 

President. Amendment No 27 is therefore 
withdrawn. 

I put Amendment No 26 to the vote. 

Amendment No 26 is rejected. 

I put Amendment No 36 to the vote. 

The amendment is adopted. 

I put to the vote the whole of paragraph 5 
incorporating the various amendments that have 
been adopted. 

Paragraph 5 so amended is adopted. 

I put paragraph 6 to the vote. 

Paragraph 6 is adopted. 

On paragraph 7 I have Amendment No 37 tabled 
by the Socialist Group and worded as follows: 

"Paragraph 7 

Add the following footnote to this paragraph: 

'Communique issued at the end of the Conference 
of Heads of Government of the European Com
munities, 9/10 December 1974 in Paris - statement 
by the Danish delegation: the Danish delegation 
is unable at this stage to commit itself to intro
ducing elections by universal suffrage in 1978.' " 

I call Mr Corterier to move the amendment. 

Mr Corterier. - (D) Mr President, during the 
Socialist Group's discussion of this paragraph, 
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our Danish colleagues rightly pointed out that 
not all Heads of Government were in agreement 
at the Paris conference held in December of 
last year. In order to put things straight, we 
therefore propose to include the footnote as was 
done in the Paris communique. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I would stress that it is not usual to include 
a minority view in the resolution. A minority 
view may be given in a statement during the 
voting. Amendment No 37, however, takes over 
word for word the statement made by the 
Danish delegation at the end of the December 
1974 Summit Conference. 

We are not here as representatives of one 
Member State. There cannot be safeguard 
clauses for a single country in a. resolution. 
What would happen if every Member State 
wanted its reservations regarding a motion for 
a resolution incorporated in the resolution? You 
could not draw up any resolutions at all then. 
That kind of reservation can be made in the 
voting on the resolution. 

President. - I call Mr Espersen. 

Mr Espersen. - (DK) Mr President, all we want 
is that what is said in paragraph 7 should be 
correct. As it now stands in Mr Bertrand's pro
posal it is not correct. It says that the Heads 
of Government of the Member States agree that 
there should be direct elections in 1978. This 
is absolutely wrong; the Heads of Government 
have not taken any such decision. 

We merely want to draw attention to this 
reservation which has been made so that we 
can have a correct text. As it stands at present 
it is incorrect, and I therefore appeal to the 
House to support our moderate request. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, Mr Bertrand is mistaken, for the text 
adopted by the Political Affairs Committee is 
indeed incorrect, and, because it is incorrect, 
we have tried to bridge things over by including 
this footnote. If you speak, as the text adopted 
by the Political Affairs Committee does, of 'the 
election of its Members by direct universal suf
frage not later than 1978, the date indicated 
by the Heads of Government of the Member 
States, .. .' all one can say is that this is not the 
case. Whoever chooses such a wording is making 
a mistake, because he is not accurately reproduc
ing the communique of the Paris Summit Con-

ference; .or there there are two footnotes, one 
by the $ritish Government and one by the 
Danish Government. There is no place here for 
the formalist argument that a resolution of the 
European Parliament cannot include footnotes, 
if the footnote indicates the situation as it really 
was in Paris in December 1974. We ha.ve to 
take the , facts as they are, and the facts are 
that two governments declared in these foot
notes that they were unable at that stage to 
commit themselves to direct elections in 1978. 
If paragrjiph 7 continues to state that the Heads 
of Goverp.ment of the Member States laid this 
down, one can only say: No, seven Heads of 
Governm~nt laid this down and two other Heads 
of Government did not. If our Danish colleagues 
ask for this footnote to be included-and my 
group has supported their request-one can only 
agree, in my view, as a matter of fair play to 
reproduce this footnote in order to clarify the 
quotation from the Heads of Government as a 
matter .of sheer objectivity. 

President. - I call Mr Jakobsen. 

Mr Jakobsen. - (DK) I take the liberty of 
making a personal appeal to the rapporteur. 

I do not think we should spend a long time 
discussing whether this is normal practice. I 
do think, however, that Mr Bertrand fully 
realizes that if anything serious is to come of 
this, mahy people will defer to each other's 
views. I know that Danish Members are willing 
to adopt many of Mr Bertrand's proposals. 

It is precisely for that reason that a small irritat
ing formality can become so important, and I 
therefore ask Mr Bertrand to understand that 
some flexibility on this point could influence 
the Danish delegation's attitude to a consider
able ex~nt. 

We can therefore dispense with the formalities 
and say, all right let us phrase it this way. I 
think we will then have taken a little extra 
step in the direction we want to go. 

President.- I call Mr Rivierez. 

Mr Rivi~rez. - (F) Mr President, I share Mr 
Bertrand's opinion. It is not usual, in parlia
mentaryl documents, to indicate the opinion of 
a minority. It is sometimes done in judgments 
presented in the Anglo-Saxon tradition, but I 
have yet to see mention of a minority opinion 
in a parliamentary document. 

Nevertheless, Mr Fellermaier's observation 
deserves particular attention insofar as there 
was indeed no unanimity at the conference of 
Heads Oif Government and certain governments 



188 Debates of the European Parliament 

Rivierez 

expressed reservations. As a result, one cannot 
say: 'the date indicated by the Heads of Govern
ment of the Member States', and the best solu
tion would be to delete this reference and say 
quite simply: 'not later than in 1978, thus giving 
proof .. .', etc. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President, 
I would be perfectly willing to oblige the Danish 
delegation if it was to give expression to their 
concern of the moment. I cannot, however, 
express that in this resolution. I quote the final 
communique of the December 1974 conference 
of Heads of Government. Paragraph 12 says: 

'The Heads of Government note that the elec
tion of the European Assembly by universal 
suffrage, one of the objectives laid down in 
the Treaty, should be achieved as soon as pos
sible. In this connection, they await with 
interest the proposals of the European As
sembly, on which they wish the Council to 
act in 1976. On this assumption, elections by 
direct universal suffrage could take place at 
any time in or after 1978 ... ' 

Then there comes ·a footnote with a statement 
by the Danish delegation, but that is not part 
of paragraph 12 itself. I would ask the Danish 
delegation to agree to a mention of the state
ment by the Danish delegation at the end of the 
motion for a resolution. The text now proposed 
as a footnote to paragraph 7 can be put in 
there. We can say at the end of th·e motion 
for a· resolution: 

'The Danish delegation is unabl~ at this stage 
to commit itself to introducing elections by 
universal suffrage in 1978'. 

I would agree to that being added after para
graph 15. 

President. - I call Mr Maigaard. 

Mr Maigaard. - (DK) Mr President, I should 
like first of all to thank Mr Bertrand for report
ing the Danish reservation at the December 
Summit Conference so loyally and thoroughly 
yesterday. He read it to the Chamber and it 
is therefore included in the .Report of Proceed
ings. I should like to thank Mr Bertrand for 
that. 

Secondly, in keeping with what my colleague 
Mr Erhard Jakobsen has said, I should like to 
ask Mr Bertrand to consider whether it would 
not be most European to take into account the 
point of view expressed by one European 
government at the Paris Summit Conference. 

There are some matters which arouse strong 
feelings in Denmark and therefore the Danish 
government, represented by Mr Guldberg, who 
is a Member of this Parliament, expressed this 
reservation, and I therefore ask you, Mr Ber
trand to behave like a European and to comply 
with the wishes of one of the governments and 
one of the peoples of Europe, in other words 
to accept the text proposed by the Socialist 
Group. 

There is nothing dramatic or vehement about 
it, but it will make us Danes .feel that there 
has been fair treatment, since it will show that 
consideration is given to the wishes of Danes 
in general. 

I would in other words like to support what 
my colleague, Mr Erhard Jakobsen, has said. 
We do not generally agree, either here or iil 
Danish politics, but we agree on this point, and 
I therefore think that you as a European, Mr 
Bertrand, s:hould be impressed by the fact that 
such a large number of people in Denmark, 
Left-wing as well as Right, can agree on this 
proposal. 

President. - I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) There is some 
misunderstanding: I agree to the addition pro
posed, but would prefer it to be placed at the 
end of the r~olution, after paragraph 15 .. 

President. - Ladies and gentlemen, it is cer
tainly unusual for an amendment to add a foot
note. 

On the other hand, in view of the general ap
proval which seems to prevail, I propose, in 
order to meet our Danish colleagues' request to 
some extent, that this note should be added 
after the resolution. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 
(Applause) 

We can therefore consider that Amendment 
No 37 is withdrawn. 

I put paragraph 7 to the vote. 

Paragraph 7 is adopted. 

On paragraph 8 I have Amendment No 55 tabled 
by Mr Zeller and worded as follows: 

"This paragraph to read as follows: 
'8. That in the course of 1976 the Commission of 

the European. Communities should ela,borate 
the institutional structure which will constitute 
the European union and which should ,be set 
up before the end of the present decade'." 

I call Mr Zeller. 
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Mr Zeller. - (F) I withdraw my amendment. 

President. -Amendment No 35 is accordingly 
withdrawn. 

I put paragraph 8 to the vote. 

Paragraph 8 is adopted. 

On paragraph 9 I have two amendments: 

-Amendment No 28 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group 
and worded as follows: 

"Paragraph 9 

This paragraph to read as follows: 

'9. That this programme should be submitted to 
the urgent consideration of Parliament, the 
Council and the Member States for such 
amendment or modification as may be agreed 
between the Council and Parliament and, 
subject thereto, for approval and implementa
tion by the Council;' " 

- Amendment No 6 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group of European Pro
gressive De~ocrats and aimed at deletion of 
this paragraph. 

I call Mr Kirk to move Amendment No 28. 

Mr Kirk. - This again is largely a question of 
drafting, although it contains an important point 
within it. In the text of the Political Affairs 
Committee we appear, in English at any rate, 
to be telling the Council what it does. I do not 
think that the Council will be terribly pleased 
if we do that. We tell them in rather a peremp
tory fashion that they have to adopt the pro
gramme put forward by the Commission. As 
far as I can see, they have to adopt it without 
being allowed to amend it, or anything else. The 
form of words which my group has put forward, 

'That this programme should be submitted to the 
urgent consideration of Parliament, the Council 
and the Member States for such amendment or 
modification as may be agreed between the 
Council and Parliament and, subject thereto, for 
approval and implementation by the Council' 

is not only politer but probably a better descrip
tion of what we would like to happen. 

One of the Jnajor factors in my amendment 
which does not occur in the original text is 
that it requires concertation between Parliament 
and the Council should there be a disagreement 
uP<>n the progranun.e put ,forward by the Com
mission. One of the main principles that Par
liament has insisted on over the last two years · 
is that if there is disagreement there must be 
concertation. This idea we have brought in by 
our amendment. It does not exist in the original 
paragraph 9. I submit, therefore, that our 

amendment is probably a better description of 
what shouild happen than the rather abrupt 
formula tha( is contained in the original para
graph 9. 

President. - I call Mr de la Malene to move 
Amendmerh No 6. 

Mr de Ia Malene.- (F) Both amendments spring 
from the same motives, but since the wording 
of Mr Kirl:'s ·text is preferable, I withdraw my 
amendment and support his. 

President. - Amendment No 6 is accordingly 
withdrawn. 

I call Lord Gladwyn. 

Lord Gladiwyn. - In my remarks on the resolu
tion as a whole, yesterday, I said it was perhaps 
asking ra1her a lot of the Council to agree that 
when the: programme has been approved by 
Parliamem it should be almost obligatory on 
the Cowiliil to adopt it. I said that it was 
asking raUler a lot of the Council to consent to 
this at the behest of what would still be a 
nominated Parliament, but I also pointed out 
that this was, nevertheless, just a request. It 
is part of the request which Parliament is 
making. I said that the Liberal and Allies 
Group would not oppose it. On the other hand, 
we see considerable virtue in Mr Kirk's altern
ative draft, and if that should meet with gen
eral approval we would go along with it. 

PresidentL- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Berb1tnd, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I fear my explanation of the problem may make 
things still more complicated, but I will accept 
that risk. The Treaty provisions do not compel 
the Conupission first to put a programme before 
the Council and ask it for its opinion. What 
we are proposing here is a liberal application 
of the provisions, to open up the possibility for 
Parliament to ask the Commission to submit a 
progr~e to it. Parliament would then first 
of all 11+ve to debate that programme and it 
would h•ve firstly to be approved by this Par
liament, 1before being forwarded by Parliament 
and Cmlunission, following the resolution, to 
the Council and the governments of the Member 
States. Ill Mr Kirk's amendment, this procedure 
is inve~d. That states: 

'That !this programme should be submitted 
to the iurgent consideration of Parliament, the 
Councb and the Member States for such 
emen~ent or modification .. .' 

That J:rulans that both Parliament, Council and · 
Member! States can simultaneously submit 
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amendments to the programme, and that en
deavours must be made to reach agreement be
tween the three Institutions over a programme. 
H will be 1985 long before then. Let us not 
delude ourselves on that point! 

We ask the Commission to put forward in 1976 
a programme that Parliament can discuss and 
approve, that it can amend or modify. 

We want this Commission proposal, approved 
by Parliament, to be forwarded to the Council 
with the request-not the demand-to adopt 
it. We want it also to be sent to the Member 
States and we want them to approve the pro
gramme. That is the meaning of the text the 
Political Affairs Committee proposes for para
graph 9. The text is clear, and protects Parlia
ment's priority position in this case. 

Mr Kirk's amendment sets Parliament equal 
with the Council and the Member States, and 
agreement therefore first has to be reached. 
That is not practicable. For these reasons I ask 
the Assembly to reject the amendment. 

President.- I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, I share the 
rapporteur's view. I asked for the floor because 
I wanted to remind Mr Kirk of a memorable 
remark he made on a earlier occasion in this 
House: a Parliament does not ask for rights 
to be granted to it, it takes them. Now here 
we have a programme and with great effort we 
have worked out a political aim. Now we are 
expected to make this aim contingent upon a 
return by Council and Commission to normal 
legislative procedures and wait to drink in the 
wisdom of Commission and Council. I must 
stress that this Parliament has achieved a poli
tical resolve and this resolve must be acknow
ledged by Council and Commission. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk. - Obviously I did not make myself 
plain enough and the amendment is not plain 
enough. I apologize to Mr Bertrand and to Mr 
Aigner. The position, I should think, is plain 
from the amendment. The Commission makes 
proposals, because the Commission has the right 
of initiative, and none of us would want to take 
that right from the Commission, as far as I 
know. The Council, Member States and Parlia
ment are all involved in the programme and 
should obviously make such comments and 
amendments as they wish, but at the end of the 
day, in this text, it is quite clear that the deci
sion rests with the Council and Parliament; 
neither can override the other; we have a perfect 
co-decision, which was exactly what I said, Mr 

Aigner, when I made my first speech in this 
Chamber, and what I have been pleading for all 
the way through-equal rights for Council and 
Parliament in legislative and programmatic mat
ters of this kind. This is what we are putting 
forward. We cannot say to the Council, 'You 
shall do this.' We can say, 'You cannot do this 
unless we agree.' That is what we are saying 
here. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) I think this matter must 
be thrashed out, because it is a question of 
political principle. 

With this version, Mr Kirk wants to raise the 
Member States to the same constitutional status, 
and I must say to Mr Kirk that unfortunately I 
cannot go by his intepretations but must stick 
to the text. There will be no Kirk commentary 
attached, only the resolution of Parliament. The 
amendment says that the programme should be 
submitted to Parliament, Council and Member 
States, and that means raising the Member Sta
tes to the same constitutional status as Council 
and Parliament. 

It would give the Member States the right of 
urgent consideration of amendments agreed 
between the Council and Parliament: This would 
mean submitting material to the judgment of 
the Member States, which in any case, via the 
Council, have their voice in the legislation. In 
legislative matters, the European Counci~ de
pends on instructions from its respective govern
ments. Even if we were to have a Chamber 
of States in the European Union, this Chamber 
of States would be dependent upon instructions 
from home, in contrast to the Members of a 
directly-elected European Parliament. For that 
reason the rapporteur is perfectly right in saying 
that Mr Kirk's amendment must be rejected 
on grounds of principle. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk.- I am sorry, but this is an absolutely 
fundamental point. We should discuss it a little 
further. The decision rests with the institutions 
of the Community-the Council and the Parlia
ment. But on a matter of this importance the 
Member States have the right to propose amend
ments. Council and Parliament can reject them, 
but Council and Parliament, under this amend
ment, must agree. In other words, there must 
be concertation-something for which we have 
always rightly asked in this House. 

I cannot see how this can possibly be interpreted 
as bringing in the Member States by a back 
wind. It is not. But the idea that we can get 
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through a programme like this without the 
agreement of Member States seems crazy. There 
is a fundamental difference. This is a funda
mental discussion. What I am proposing leaves 
the decision to the joint agreement of Parlia
ment and Council. It does not involve Member 
governments in the final decision at all. 

President. - I call Lord Gladwyn. 

Lord Gladwyn.- I would ask Mr Kirk to con
sider deleting the words 'and the Member States' 
from his amendment. I am attracted by his 
drafting as a whole, but I agree with Mr Feller
maier that there is no point in putting in 'and 
the Member States' because the Member States 
are represented in the Council, and the Council 
will, as representing Member States, express 
whatever their view is-whether it should be 
amended or not. If Mr Kirk would see fit to 
omit the words 'and the Member States', I 
should be inclined to vote for his amendment. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk. - If my honourable friends agree, 
I should be prepared to accept Lord Gladwyn's 
suggestion if the House were prepared to accept . 
the rest of my amendment. If we bring in the 
Council we are bringing in the Member States, 
and in practice the difference is small. There
fore, if I can get a majority in that way I am 
prepared to try to do so. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I must ask Mr Kirk to excuse me, but I cannot 
let his concept be accepted by this Parliament, 
since it is a very dangerous one. 

The Council is a Community Institution, and is 
not as such an assembly of representatives of 
Member States. The members come together as 
members of a Community Institution, where no 
representatives of national governments have a 
place. The Member States are therefore not 
automatically involved in matters on which the 
Council expresses an opinion. That would be 
an attack on the whole philosophy of the Treaty 
of Rome. The Commission, the Parliament and 
the Council are Community Institutions, and are 
entirely separate from Member States. The com
position of those three Institutions differs, and 
the Council cannot be identified with the Mem
ber States. As rapporteur, I must therefore pro
test, to prevent wrong philosophies regarding 
the Treaties of Rome and Paris finding a foot
hold in this Parliament. 

President.- I call Mr Liicker. 

Mr Lucker.- (D) Mr President, Mr Kirk is now 
prepared, at least on his own behalf, to drop 
the reference to the Member States. That is 
absolutely necessary; otherwise, his text is com
pletely unacceptable. But if he is prepared to 
make this concession, then I ask myself: What 
is the point of his text? The committee's text 
is better, because it is quite clear. Naturally the 
committee's text does not mean that the Council 
must accept what has been proposed to it with
out further ado; it means that the Council, 
after the Parliament has proposed its modifica
tions to the Commission's proposals, decides on 
the matter, in exactly the same way as hitherto 
and, where necessary, in concertation with the 
Parliament. In the circumstances, we should 
decide in favour of the text adopted by the Poli
tical Affairs Committee: it allows of no misinter
pretation, it is clear and says exactly what we 
want it to say. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk. - I am prepared to take out the 
phrase 'and the Member States'. In the English 
text, paragraph 9 is clear. The Council would 
have no choice but to accept, adopt and put into 
~ractice the text adopted by Parliament. It 
would have no right to amend it or do anything 
with it. tt'here is no question about that. Of 
course, the Council will not accept such a thing. 
I would not accept it myself if I were a member 
of the Council. If we remove the phrase 'and the 
Member States', however, we take the text back 
to consultation between the Council and Parlia
ment, which is what we all want. But the 
original text would take away from the Coun
cil the right to do anything about the pro
gramme put forward by the Commission. 

President. - I call Mr de la Malime. 

Mr de la. Malene.- (F) Mr President, the com
mittee's wording is not acceptable: 'That, once 
this programme has been approved by Parlia
ment, the Council should adopt it .. .'. That would 
appear to signify that there would be no con
certation between Council and Parliament and 
that the Council is expected to give way. The 
motion goes on: ' ... and respect it, as should the 
Member' States'. This is contrary to our consti
tutional systems and formulated with a discour
tesy which makes this text really unacceptable. 
For that reason, I support Mr Kirk's version. 
The text of paragraph 9 .. as it stands, is drawn 
up in terms which are difficult to accept. 

President.- I call Mr Poher. 

Mr Poh.,r.- (F) Mr President, I fail to under
stand ijlis long discussion, since the words 
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'should adopt it' are doubtless intended to mean 
'in accordance with the usual procedure'. The 
phrase 'should adopt it' is, however, without 
qualification, certainly rather abrupt. It might 
be understood to mean: 'should adopt it without 
amendnient'. 

Perhaps we could find a version which solved 
the whole problem, bu.t there is little point in 
carrying on such a discussion at cross purposes. 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Now that Mr Kirk is 
prepared to delete the words 'and the Member 
States', I think his amendment is indeed better 
than the version of the Political Affairs Com
mittee, since his text now implies modifications 
agreed upon between the Council and Parlia
ment while the text of the Political Affairs Com
mittee simply envisages that the Council will 
adopt the programme after it has been approved 
by Parliament. And that means, putting it cru
dely: Take it or leave it! After the Commission 
has submitted the programme and Parliament 
has approved it, all that is left for the Council 
to do is to adopt it. Can anyone take this serious
ly? Any realistically-minded person-as Mr Kirk 
has explained and Mr de la Malene confirmed
must support this amendment for common sense 
sake, in order to enable the Parliament to exer
cise the greatest possible influence upon the 
drawing up of the programme, because this 
amendment imposes on Council and on Parlia
ment the obligation to concert their views. If 
concertation is not provided for, we might well 
find that the Council did not adopt any pro
gramme at all. That would be the result. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I should like to make a proposal that I think 
Parliament might be able to agree to. I would 
propose the replacement of paragraph 9 by the 
following text: 

' ... thant, once this programme has been approved 
by Parliament, the Council should take a decision 
on it following the usual procedure and respect 
it .. .'. 

The words 'Member States' would then also be 
deleted. 

President. - I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner.- (D) Mr President, there is really 
no need to make the matter so difficult. I would 
say to Mr Fellermaier that. I dO not agree with 
his interpretation. If you ·read the text carefully, 

you find that it says that the Council adopts 
the programme after it has been approved by 
Parliament-and that indeed presumes a con
certation between Council and Parliament. 

The idea of 'Take it or leave it' is really not 
implied here; otherwise we should not have the 
phrase 'once this programme has been approved 
by Parliament'. 

This resolution, once adopted, will have legal 
force. But the programme which the Council 
is to submit to us has .still to he adopted by this 
Parliament, and that implies full concertation. 
Everyone knows what we are after; the debate 
has made that perfectly clear. The Political 
Affairs Committee has worked for so long on 
this thing, and we cannot, in plenary sitting, 
behave as though we- were an editQrial commit
tee. What I mean is that we should stick to the 
wording proposed by the Political Affairs Com
mittee. 

President.- I call Mr Liicker. 

Mr Lucker.- (D) Mr President, may I suggest 
a compromise? Let us say quite simply in para
graph 9 that, once this programme has been 
approved by Parliament, the Council,. if neceS.:. 

· sary by the concertation procedure, should 
adopt it and respect it, as should the Member 
States. 

That is, after all, what we want and that is the 
way I have always understood the text. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk. - I am quite prepared to accept that. 
I do not see what improvement it makes in the 
text, but if Mr Lucker wants it I am prepared 
to let him have it. 

President. - Ladies and gentlemen, I shall read 
Mr Kirk's amendment as it should be worded 
now: 

'That this programme should be submitted to the 
urgent consideration of Parliament and the Coun
cil for such amendment or modification as may 
be jointly agreed between the two institutions 
and then for approval and implementation l)y the 
Council.' 

Does Mr Kirk agree with this wording? 

Mr Kirk.- I accept that. 

President. - I put Amendment No 28 · so 
amended to the ·vote. 

The amendment. is adopted and becomes the new 
paragraph 9. 
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On paragraph 10 I have two amendments: 

- Amendment No 38 tabled by the Socialist 
Group and aimed at the deletion of this 
paragraph. 

-Amendment No 29 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group 
and worded as follows: 

"Replace the word 'necessary' by 'desirable'." 

I call Mr Corterier to move Amendment No 38. 

Mr Corterier.- (D) I have already had occasion 
today to point out that the Socialist Group 
attaches primary importance to precision of 
wording and clarity of statement. We advocate 
the deletion of paragraph 10 because it fails to 
satisfy these criteria and not because we have 
any objections to the aim of Economic and 
Monetary Union-naturally, we want that too. 

Here we are asked to recognize the links which 
exist between Economic and Monetary Union 
and European Union. In my view, a parliament 
can do no more than note the existence or take 
cognizance of such links, but it is not its role 
to recognize them .. 

There are also contradictions in the text. First 
it is said that Economic and Monetary Unlon 
and European Union require a parallel develop
ment, but then it is said that a lack of progress 
in one field should not be used as a pretext for 
taking no action in the other. The idea of pa
·rallel development, that is to say, is immediately 
abandoned. In our opinion, such statements can 
be dispensed with. It should be clear that para
graph 8, in which we ask the Commission to 
submit an overall programme of priority action, 
includes by implication everything necessary for 
Economic and Monetary Union at that stage. 

Our amendment, therefore, makes no change in 
the real content but aims solely at clarity of 
wording and the avoidance of empty phrases. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President, 
this amendment by the Socialist Group greatly 
surprises me, since paragraph 10 was incorpo
rated in the motion for a resolution at the pro
posal of that very group in the Political Affairs 
Committee. I had proposed a text that went 
much further, but the Socialist Group then pro
posed a new text which was unanimously adop
ted by the Political Affairs Committee. 

What the Heads of Government said about that 
in December 1974 was this. I am quoting the 
communique from the Summit Conference. 'The 

Heads of Government having noted that internal 
and internaij.onal difficulties have prevented in 
1973 and 19V4 the accomplishment of expected 
progress on the road to EMU affirm that in this 
field their will has not weakened and that their 
objective has not changed since the Paris Con
ference'. 

I shall now· read what the Commission said in 
its report to Mr Tindemans: 

'The Unio!l should therefore continue to aim for 
the main .Community objective: Economic and 
Monetary Union. This entails giving it compe
tence, powers, and means of action in five main 
fields: 

monetary t><>licy; budgetary expenditure; budget
ary reverr4le; improving economic structures so 
as to help teduce imbalances; social affairs.' 

Is our Parli1unent to remain passive in all these 
fieds? The Parliament, remember, represents the 
opinion of the peoples, so that it would be very 
ill-advised to neglect the most important thing, 
which is ~n Economic and Monetary Union 
designed to make possible the final aim of a 
European Political Union. I certainly was not 
expecting 1lhe Socialist Group to display such 
an attitude of retreat in a field of such impor
tance! 

President. - I call Mr Schmidt. 

Mr Schmidt.- (D) Mr President, perhaps I can 
offer a word of explanation. In the Socialist 
Group it was I who proposed to make this 
deletion ~d I did so because I said it was no 
more thU empty verbiage. It was then 
explained to me how this came about. Originally, 
Mr BertraJld suggested-so I was told, I was not 
at the meeting of the Political Affairs Commit
tee-something about a precondition or pre
requisite, Which would at least mean so~ething, 
even if one didn't agree with it. But to talk 
about recognizing links, without saying what 
that is supposed to mean, is indeed nothing but 
empty ver,biage. Now that it has been said
and, I thirlk, rightly-that the idea of a prere
quisite cannot be entertained, I think we might 
well delete paragraph 10 without further ado 
and without any loss of meaning. 

I should like to say to Mr Bertrand that we are 
not tryin~ io get out· of anytliing; we merely 
take the v!iew that when this Parliament draws 
up a motion for a resolution, then every para-

. graph in tfutt motion must really say something. 
But paragraph 10, as it stands now, no longer 
has ·any :meaning and we should dispense with 
~ . 

President.;- I call Mr Lange. 
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Mr Lange. - (D) Mr President, I would also 
beg the rapporteur to delete this paragraph. 
When he concluded his remarks with the 
observation that the Socialist Group was 
retreating, he was making a mistake. 

I would say to Mr Bertrand that, looking back 
on yesterday's and today's debate, I find that 
we have made it quite clear that the further 
development of Economic and Monetary Union 
is one of the most important conditions for 
transforming the whole complex of relations 
within the Community into a European Union. 
There can be no question of a parallel develop
ment here but something should have been said 
about a prerequisite; since that, however, is 
not the case, the text we are faced with no 
longer reflects what has so far been our political 
aim in this Community-or, if you like, it no 
longer means anything. Such verbiage should 
indeed be dispensed with. 

President. - I call Mr Brendlund Nielsen for 
a procedural motion. 

Mr Brsndlund Nielsen. - (DK) Mr President, I 
should like to know whether it is in keeping 
with the procedure laid down to spend so long 
discussing each amendment. I think it was said 
that the procedure would be that followed for 
Mr Scott-Hopkins' report; as far as I remember, 
the arangement and was that those who tabled 
amendments and the rapporteur should speak. 
Now, however, we are conducting a political 
discussion on every single point, and there are 
perhaps several of us who would like to speak 
about details. 
(Loud applause) 

President. - So far, Mr Nielsen, I have made 
sure the 3-minute limit is observed, but I cannot 
stop Membe:rs expressing their views. 

I call Mr Artzinger. 

Mr Artzinger. - (D) Mr President, in view of 
my attempt during this morning's debate to 
define the connection between European 
Political Union and Economic and Monetary 
Union, I would very much regret a deletion of 
paragraph 10. It may well be that someone who 
is not in the thick of things sees in this para
graph nothing but empty verbiage; but this is 
impossible for anyone who has a little know
ledge of these things. He knows that it is 
impracticable to describe the relationship in all 
its details within the framework of a resolu
tion. 

It is perfectly legitimate to say that the lack 
of progress in one field should not be used as 

a pretext for taking no action in the other. 
We are constantly being told that there is a lack 
of the necessary political powers and that 
because of this lack nothing is being done ln 
the economic field. I would therefore ask you 
to reflect whether this paragraph should be 
deleted. 

President. - I call Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. 

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. - I think that I 
may be going to say the same as Mr Lange 
would wish to say. I do not think that we want 
to de~ete all reference to economic and mone
tary union. I am doubtful about exactly what 
'parallel' means, because one cannot measure 
political and economic progress inch by inch 
or metre by metre. Therefore, I hope that the 
rapporteur will accept the compromise that 
'desirable' should be used instead of 'necessary'. 
Then I believe that we shall find ourselves 
unanimous. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange. - (D) I only wanted to say to Mr 
Artzinger that there are some people who are 
acquainted with the situation and that he, Mr 
Artzinger, cannot say that I am talking out 
of the back of my head. What we are talking 
about here is not Economic and Monetary 
Union as such, but the parallel development of 
Economic and Monetary Union and European 
Union. That is the way it is put in the German 
text, and that is what we are maintaining is 
meaningless. 

President. - I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) As the Euro
pean Conservative Group wishes, I suggest that 
the word 'parallel' be deleted. 

President. - I put Amendment No 38 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 38 is rejected. 

What is the rapporteur's position on Amend
ment No 29? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) I am in favour 
of this amendment. 

President. - I put Amendment No 29 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 29 is adopted. 

Does the rapporteur maintain his proposal to 
delete the word 'parallel'? 
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Mr Bertrand.- (F) N9, Mr President. 

President. - I put to the vote paragraph 10 
incorporating the amendment adopted. 

Paragraph 10 so amended is adopted. 

I put to the vote the first sentence of para
graph 11. 

This text is adopted. 

On sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 11 I have 
two amendments: 

-Amendment No 7 tabled by Mr de la Malime 
on behalf of the Group of European Progres
sive Democrats and aimed at deletion of 
this sub-par!lgraph. 

-Amendment No 30 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group 
and worded as follows: 

"This sub-paragraph to read as follows: 

'(a) (i) that, in application of the decision. of the 
Heads of Government of December 1974 to 
apply the rule of unanimity only in ex
ceptional cases, the Council should when-; 
ever possible take its decisions by major
ity, and 

(II) that the Council should moreover, when
ever possible, meet in public in its legis
lative capacity.' " 

I call Mr de la MalEme to move Amendment 
No 7. 

Mr de Ia Malene. - (F) I withdraw my amend
ment and support that of Mr Kirk. 

President. - Amendment No 7 is therefore 
withdrawn. 

I call Mr Kirk to move Amendment No 30. 

Mr Kirk. - Amendment No 30 has two aims. 
The first is to put in slightly better perspective 
what most of us would regard as the likely 
development over the next few years of the so
called Luxembourg Compromise, and, basing 
ourselves on the decision of the. Heads of 
Government of December 1974, to apply the 
rule of unanimity only in exceptional cases. I 
think that we would all agree on that. 

However, I believe that it is unrealistic to go 
quite as far as the original text, that the Council 
should forthwith and abruptly abandon the 
principle of unanimity. Nearly all of us know 
that that will not happen. 

The second point of the amendment is to separ
ate two separate ideas-the question of 
unanimity and the question, so actively pursued 

by my friend Sir Derek Walker-Smith over 
many years in this House, of the Council when 
legislating ineeting in public. I think that it is 
the only democratic legislature in the world 
which meets in secret. But the idea of legislating 
in public is not the same as the rule of 
unanimity. We wish to separate the two in this 
resolution. It seems more logical to do so. 

President. -What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
Mr Kirk knows how much sympathy I have 
for him and what admiration I have for his 
efforts to get a philosophy adopted in accord 
with his ctmcepts. I am therefore very sorry 
to have to say what I am about to. 

He must realise that the least we can ask for 
is respect for the Treaties, and that we as a 
Parliamen~ should not now again adopt a vague 
text, which would again make possible a com
promise li~e the Luxembourg compromise. That 
could be the result of an amendment like his. 

I -therefore ask the Assembly not to accept this 
amendment, but to vote for our text, according 
to which the Council, in accordance with the 
Treaties, will have to vote by qualified majority. 
That is, as far as I can see, necessary. No
one would understand a retrograde step by the 
Parliament. I therefore once more ask for the 
Political Affairs Committee's text to be adopted, 
since it clearly asks for the Council's legislative 
work to be public, and I ask for the rejection 
of the amendment since the Council would 
then only· make its work public when it felt 
like it. 

President. - I put Amendment No 30 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 30 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 11 (a) to the vote. 

This sub-paragraph is adopted. 

On paragraph 11 (b) I have two amendments: 

-Amendment No 18 tabled by Mr Albers, 
Mr Broeksz, Mr Van der Hek, Mr Laban 
and Mr Patijn and aimed at deletion of this 
sub-paragraph; 

-Amendment No 31 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group 
and worded as follows; 

"This sub-paragraph to read as follows: 

'(b) that the role of the Commission should be 
extehded to include the primary responsi
bility for all multilateral relations between 
M~ber States, its functions in this respect 
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to be exercised in collaboration with the 
Council Secretariat; this decision would 
enable these relations to be simplified and 
coordinated, while putting an end to the 
distinction between Community procedures 
and inter-governmental procedures;'" 

I call Mr Van der Hek to move Amendment 
No 18. 

Mr Van der Hek. - (NL) Mr President, we 
propose that this House delete paragraph 11 (b), 
for the following reasons. The Council Secre
tariat as an institution has never had our 
sympathy. It goes without saying that a body 
like the Council ought to have some kind of 
secretariat, but here the Secretariat is more 
or less raised to the level of a Community 
Institution. We strongly oppose this, since it 
clearly gives the Secretariat a special role 
alongside the European Commission. We cannot 
see any special role for this secretariat alongside 
that which the European CommiSsion carries out 
with respect to the Parliament and the Council. 
We fear that this Secretariat would, in parti
cular, start playing a role in the area of foreign 
policy, and possibly in other areas too, where 
there is absolutely no place for a Council 
Secretariat. 

For all these reasons, we strongly oppose this 
kind of role for that Secretariat. We hope the 
Assembly will accept our proposal to delete 
paragraph 11 (b). 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Speaking on behalf of 
my group, I cannot agree with the view just 
put forward by my group colleague. 

If one sees this in connection with Amendment 
No 31, tabled by the European Conservative 
Group--and this one must do-then one sees 
that this amendment takes care of an important 
part of the objections put forward by Mr Van 
der Hek and his friends. I would theref9re ask 
the authors of the amendment to consider 
whether it would not be better for them to 
withdraw their amendment in favour of 
Amendment No 31 by Mr Kirk. 

President.- I call Mr Vander Hek. 

Mr Van der Hek. - (NL) Mr President, let us 
deal with our amendment first. Then we can 
see what to do about Mr Kirk~s amendment. 

President.- What is the rapportl;lur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapportetLT. - (NL) I would point 
out to Mr Van der Hek the lack of logic in his 
argument that the Secretariat is being raised 

into an Institution. He seems, without the slight
est difficulty, to accept the Committee of 
Permanent Representatives and- the Committee 
of the Heads of Political Departments as institu
tions. These two bodies are at present doing all 
the preparatory work for the Council and for 
political cooperation. 

In this Parliament we have many times urged 
a closer relationship between cooperation on 
foreign policy and cooperation within the Com
munity framework. We dealt with the subject 
exhaustively following the second report of the 
Conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs. 

This report was discussed last year in this Par
liament, and the Political Affairs Committee 
thought that it had really found a formula to 
bring about a rapprochement · between inter
govern~ental political cooperation and normal 
Community cooperation. It felt that, on the 
basis of the Treaties of Rome, it was bringing 
these two aspects harmoniously closer together, 
by entrusting the Council Secretariat with both 
types of task. 

We want the Council Secretariat to prepare 
·council meetings, while leaving untouched the 
powers of the Commission, which has of course 
its own responsibilities. 

The Secretariat ought also to prepare the way 
for political cooperation. It will then have an 
immediate opportunity to make contact with 
the ambassadors, and, after negotiations, to 
achieve a simplification of the whole apparatus. 
In this way an important step towards bringing 
together political cooperation and Community 
cooperation on the basis of the Treaties of Rome 
can be made. 

Hence our proposed paragraph 11 (b). Secondly, 
I should like to draw attention to the fact that 
this text is closely connected with paragraph 
3 (a), reading as follows: 

' ... foreign policy, for which the existing co
ordination procedures must be further 
strengthened. New procedures must be 
developed to enable the Community to speak 
with a single voice in international politics;' 

While awaiting the achievement of European 
Union, we want the existing procedures to be 
strengthened by entrusting coordination to the 
Council Secretariat. This will also allow the 
procedures to be extended. 

I now find, to my surprise, that this is not 
wanted and that there is a preference for 
maintaining the artificial distinction between 
political cooperation and the activities of the 
Community. I have very little understanding 
for that and I would ask the Assembly not to 
accept this amendment. 
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President. - I call Mr Van der Hek. 

Mr Van der Hek. - (NL) Mr President, it is 
perhaps hard to reproach each other with lack 
of logic. It will probably not escape Mr Bertrand 
that we earlier tabled an amendment to para
graph 3, which makes it completely logical for 
us also to table an amendment to paragraph 11. 

Moreover, I would ask the rapporteur to 
contemplate the situation that might arise if, 
alongside the Committee of Permanent Repre
sentatives, a Council Secretariat was set up to 
prepare Council meetings in a way that is not 
at all clear. 

President. - I put Amendment No 18 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 18 is rejected. 

I call Mr Kirk to move amendment No 31. 

Mr Kjrk. - We are dealing here with the 
transitional period. If this point had never sur
faced, we might have been prepared to go along 
quite happily with the way things are with 
the somewhat jerrybuilt organization that oper
ates through the national foreign offices. 

Once the point has been raised, I think it is 
important that we should consider whether it 
is wise even for a short transitional period to 
create what will be, I fear, a fairly large Council 
Secretariat to operate on all extra-treaty mat
ters, which is really what is being proposed in 
this paragraph, when we believe it would be 
not only more economical but much more effi
cient if the matter were left within the Com
mission. 

I see great danger here first of a competition 
between the Secretariat and the Commission 
growing up as the two grow up. Secondly, I 
see Professor Parkinson's famous law operat
ing and we shall find ourselves involved with 
so much 'top hamper' that nothing will get off 
the ground. 

The purpose of the amendment is that the 
primary responsibility for all this should be in 
the Commission and not what would be in 
effect an enlarged Council Secretariat, though 
the existing Council Secretariat which is a fairly 
small and efficient body would have to be 
consulted about the practical steps of preparing 
the agenda for meetings. 

I hope the amendment commends itself to the 
House. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertranl, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I would draw attention to the fact that this 
amendment ; would reduce the Commission to 
an adminis1jrative body that would then col
laborate wiijl the Council Secretariat. 

This is un~ceptable to the Commission. It is 
an executi~ ·body with a specific job to do. 
The Commission has to make proposals and 
develop initiatives. That has nothing to do with 
the preparation of Council meetings. The Com
mission is totally independent of the Council. 
It is not an administrative institution. 

The Commi$sion ought not to be linked with the 
Council S~retariat. Two institutions at dif
ferent lev~ should not be coupled and made 
to do a parf!i.cular job. I cannot accept Mr Kirk's 
amendment, since it reduces the Commission of 
the European Communities to an administrative 
institution, ~nd seeks to impose on it a task not 
in accordance with the Treaty of Rome. 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Felleruiaier. -(D) Mr Bertrand, your last 
observation., that the supporters of the amend• 
ment wish. to lower the Commission's status, 
is incorrect. The authors of the amendment and 
those who have just spoken in support of it 
are aiming: at precisely the opposite: they wish 
to strengthen the Commission's position in order 
that European political cooperation in future 
will no longer bypass the Commission. What we 
want is ne>t to indulge in dogmatism but to 
find a pra¢tical means of enabling the work of 
two Institqtions on European political coopera
tion to be, so closely knit together in a si.ngle 
secretariat :that the effectualness of both Institu
tions shall be enhanced according to their 
respective responsibilities in the very sphere 
where thi4 is most desirable. Then you will 
find that tlhe Parliament too is becoming more 
effectual. 
(Applause) 

President . ._ I call Mr Lucker. 

Mr Liickei.- (D) The passionate plea we have 
just heard for this text would be more con
vincing if 1 the lines were deleted which stated 
that the Cbmmission's 'functions in this respect' 
should 'be exercised in collaboration with the 
Council Secretariat'. That is the stumbling
block. Those who have been long enough in 
this House will remember that for many years 
the thesis: was championed in certain quarters 
that the Commission should be turned into a 
Secretariat of the Council of Ministers. This the 
European Parliament has always rejected. 
Whenever· it is a matter of extending the Com-
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mission's competences, you will always find us 
on the Commission's side; but then one must 
be honest and specifically transfer such-and
such a function to the Commission, not just say 
that the Commission is to exercise such-and
such a function in collaboration with the 
Council Secretariat. That would mean demeaning 
the Commission as one of the Treaty Institu
tions to the level of a Secretariat of the Council 
of Ministers. That we cannot accept. 

·President.- I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk. - In practice I do not see how they 
could carry out this function without collaborat
ing with the Secretariat of the Council. But if 
that is worrying Mr Lucker, I think it goes 
without saying that they would have to do so. 

I would be prepared to accept his amendment 
if that would give unanimity in the House. 

President. - You are suggesting the deletion 
of 'its functions in this respect to be exercised 
in collaboration with the Council Secretariat'. 

Is that correct? 

Mr Kirk.- (F) That is correct. 

President. - I put to the vote Amendment 
No 31 as re-amended by Mr Kirk. 

Amendment No 31 is adopted. 

On paragraph 11 (c) I have four amendments 
worded as follows: 

- Amendment No 32 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the Europel\n Conservative Group: 

"This Sub-paragraph to read as follows: 

'(c) that the Community decision-making process 
should be organized in accordance with the 
following procedure: 

-the Commission, on its own initiative or 
in reply to a request from Parliament, 
draws up a draft proposal; 

- this draft is simultaneously submitted to 
the Council and communicated to Parlia
ment for its opinion; 

- the Council proceeds to give consideration 
to the proposal only after having received 
the opinion of Parliament and in the light 
of that opinion; 

- until the Council has adopted its conclu
sions with regard to the proposal the Com
mission retains the right to amend it in 
accordance with the provisions of Article 
149(2) of the EEC Treaty; 

- if the Council feels it has to make subs
tantial changes in the text of the proposal 
as approved or amended by Parliament, a 

conciliation procedure must be set up 
within time-limits to be specified, before 
the Council takes its decision, and the 
procedure will continue until Council and 
Parliament have reached agreement.' " 

- Amendment No 12 tabled by Mr Berkhouwer 
on -behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group: 

"Paragraph ll(c), second indent 

To read as follows: 

'-this draft is submitted to the Parliament 
before the Council can consider it;'" 

- Amendment No 48 tabled by Mr Berkhouwer 
on behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group: 

"Paragraph ll(c), fourth indent 

To read as follows: 

'-if the Council makes any change to the text 
of the proposal approved by Parliament, a 
conciliation procedure must be instituted, 
within time-limits to be specified, before the 
Council takes its decision;'" 

- Amendment No 39 tabled by the Socialist 
Group: • 

"Delete the following words in the last indent: 

'substantial' 

and 

'before the Council takes its decision'.'' 

I call Mr Kirk to move Amendment No 32. 

Mr Kirk. -I suppose that this sub-paragraph 
gave both the Political Affairs Committee and 
certainly my political group more trouble than 
any other part of the recommendation, not be
cause we disagreed about the basic principles 
involved here, put because the exact machinery 
which one might put forward was the subject 
of intense debate and discussion. 

We thought that probably the most clean-cut 
way to put forward our point of view was to 
propose a completely new text for sub-paragraph 
{c) rather than try to draw up proposals along 
the way. That does not mean to say we neces
sarily disagree with the other amendments that 
have been put down to sub-paragraph (c) some 
of which are quite acceptable to us. However, 
we thought it right to give Parliament a clear 
choice between the original text and the pos
sible amendments. 

What we ~!"e proposing in effect is first to ensure 
that the Council cannot proceed with the con
sideration of any proposal by the Commission 
until it has received the opinion of Parliament. 
This is the first essential principle which is laid 
down in the amendment which, although I know 
it is in the rapporteur's mind and is certainly 
in the mind of the Political Affairs Committee, 
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does not come through essentially in the original 
sub-paragraph (c). 

Secondly, the Council must proceed, if there are 
substantial changes to the text, to a conciliation 
procedure-and this is where we do make a very 
considerable departure from the original text
and the Council alone cannot decide the matter. 
We come to a point that we put forward in 
connection with budgetary powers, I believe 
eighteen months ago. If there is a disagreement 
between Council and Parliament, then Council 
and Parliament must thrash the matter out until 
they agree. That is the second point which is 
included in the amendment · and to which we 
attach great importance. 

The rest is purely drafting. Those two points we 
consider are very important and I hope the 
House will accept them. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I thank Mr Kirk for his efforts at improvements. 
He will however understand that there is a 
radical difference between our text and his 
amendment. Our text is about amendments, 
his about opinions. These are two different 
standpoints which are very far apart from each 
other. 

Mr Kirk contradicts himself. He says in the 
second indent: 

'this draft is simultaneously submitted to the 
Council and communicated to Parliament for its 
opinion;' 

We propose amendments or rejection, not 
opinions. 

In the third indent Mr Kirk says: 

'the Council proceeds to give consideration to the 
proposal only after having received the opinion of 
Parliament and in the light of that opinion;' 

The last indent says: 

'if the Council feels it has to make substantial 
changes in the text of the proposal as approved 
or amended by Parliament ... ' 

This is inconsistent. Either proposed amend
ments, or opinions only. If it is opinions only, 
they do not have the value of amendments. We 
must be clear in what we say, otherwise con
fusion will arise. I think the committee's text, 
the product of prolonged discussion, is better on 
this point. 

I can accept the addition, after our second 
indent, of words saying that the Council will 
consider the proposal only after having received 
any amendments Parliament proposes. In that 
case, we say clearly that the Council cannot 

decide as long as we have not pronounced on 
the Commission's proposals. 

We should avoid confusion between 'opinions' 
and proposed amendments. 

Mr Kirk and I are in agreement regarding the 
first and second indents of the committee text. 
The third indent from the amendment could 
then be added, and I would amend it like this: 
the Council considers the proposal only after 
having received any amendments proposed by 
Parliament and in the light of those proposed 
amendments. If Mr Kirk is in agreement with 
that, we can also accept the last indent of the 
amendment. It would then be in agreement with 
the first three. 

That is perhaps a little complicated, but I am 
prepared to repeat what I have said point by 
point. I should, however, first of all like to hear 
from Mr Kirk whether he is in agreement with 
the first indent, which is the same in both 
cases. 

President.- I call Mr.Kirk. 

Mr Kirk. - I understand that Mr Bertrand is 
accepting virtually everything I have put 
forward in my amendment but not the actual 
text. I am happy to go along with that. 

President. - I call Mr Berkhouwer to move 
Amendment No 12. 

Mr Berkhouwer. - (F) Mr President, I have 
tabled an amendment pursuing the same purpose 
as that of Mr Kirk's; but since his and my 
amendments and Mr Bertrand's observations 
largely coincide, I am ready to withdraw my 
amendment in favour of that by Mr Kirk. 

President. - Amendment No 12 is therefore 
withdrawn. 

I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I am in favour of Amendment No 48. 

President. - Mr Bertrand, in order that the 
Assembly can vote with a clear understanding 
of the position, will you repeat the proposals 
regarding the alignment of the text with Mr 
Kirk's amendments? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
I would propose that the text of the first indent 
of paragraph 11 (c) be voted on, since it is the 
same in the Political Affairs Committee's pro
posal and in Mr Kirk's amendment. 
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President. - I put to the vote the first indent 
of paragraph 11 (c). 

This text is adopted. 

I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President, 
as far as the second indent is concerned, I would 
ask Mr Kirk to delete the words 'communicated ... 
for its opinion'. If he does that you can take the 
vote, since the text of that indent in his amend
ment would then be identical with that pro
posed by the Political Affairs Committee. 

I see that Mr Kirk is in agreement. You can 
therefore have the text of the second indent in 
the Political Affairs Committee proposal voted 
on. 

President. - Mr Bertrand, which are the preciSe 
words to be deleted from the text? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
if Mr Kirk deletes the words 'communicated ... 
for its opinion' his amendment then has the 
same text for the second indent as the Political 
Affairs Committee has. You can therefore take 
the vote on it now. 

President.- Mr Kirk, do you agree? 

Mr Kirk. - Perhaps I may make a general 
remark. It would perhaps ease matters and help 
Parliament. The points to which I attach the 
greatest importance are the third and fifth 
indents in my revised proposal. I think that 
the question about whether an opinion is an 
amendment or not is largely theoretical hair
splitting, but if it worries anyone I am prepared 
to go along with the text as proposed. I attach 
great importance, however, to the third indent 
whereby the Council could only give considera
tion to a proposal after having received the 
opinion of Parliament. That is also Mr Berkhou
wer's approach. Consultation would proceed 
until there was agreement. If I can have that 
aspect, I accept Mr Bertrand's proposal. 

President. - We would then have a text con
taining the word 'proposal' three times! 

Mr Lucker. - (D) Mr President, after what 
Mr Kirk has said, I would ask the rapporteur, 
for simplicity's sake, to stick to the committee's 
version for the first and second indents. That 
would correspond exactly to what Mr Kirk has 
said, and it is easier for everyone to follow the 
committee's text since that is what he has in 
his hand. The first and second indents, therefore, 
remain. Then comes the first interpolation, the 

rapporteur having stated that he agrees to take 
over the third indent of Amendment No 32, the 
first point to which Mr Kirk attaches impor
tance. This has Mr Berkhouwer's support on 
behalf .of the Liberal Group, and we can also 
agree to it. Then comes the committee's version 
of indent No 3, which now becomes No 4. The 
second important change on which Mr Kirk 
insists is the ·adoption of the last indent of his 
amendment. 

President. - We have adopted the first two 
indents. I will ask the Assembly to vote on the 
text proposed by Mr Kirk for the third indent. 

What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) I agree, Mr 
President. I propose the following wording: 

'-the Council proceeds to give consideration to 
the proposal only after having received the 
proposals of Parliament and in the light of 
these proposals'. 

That is, I am replacing the word 'opinion' by 
'proposal'. 

President.- I call Mr Poher. 

Mr Poher. - (F) Mr President, to avoid repeating 
the word 'proposal', one could say: 

'the text as amended by Parliament and in the 
light of that text'. 

But that's- a question of grammar. 

President. - I call Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. 

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. - I suggest that 
instead of the word 'proposal'' three times, we 
should have the words 'decision of Parliament' 
and 'in the light of that decision'. 

President. - I th~k there is general agreement 
on Mr Poher's suggestion. 

I put this version of the third indent of sub
paragraph (c) to the vote. 

It is adopted. 

I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) I agree to the 
fourth and fifth indents of Mr Kirk's amend
ment. 

President. - I put the fourth indent of sub
paragraph (c) of Amendment No 32 to the vote. 

It is adopted. 

I call Mr Bertrand. 
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Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) In view of 
Amendments Nos 48 and 39, I propose, for the 
fifth indent under letter (c) of Amendment No 32, 
deleting the wor,d 'substantial', which has the 
approval of Mr Berkhouwer and of the Socialist 
Group. 

President. - I put to the vote Mr Kirk's amend
ment in which the word 'substantial' has been 
deleted. 

The amendment is adopted. 

Amendments Nos 48 and 39 therefore become 
void. 

I put to the vote the whole of sub-paragraph (c). 

The whole of that sub-paragraph so amended is 
adopted. 

On paragraph 11 (d) I have Amendment No 47 
tabled by the Socialist Group and worded as 
follows: 

"This sub-paragraph to read as follows: 

'that, above all, in the transfer of new powers to 
the Communities the European Parliament should 
be given corresponding powers of legislation and 
control, since this is the only way to ensure that 
decisions of the European Communities are 
democratically legitimate.'" 

I call Mr Corterier to move the amendment. 

Mr Corterier. - (D) Mr President, my group 
has submitted this amendment because it atta
ches importance to the following point. We 
assume that, during the period preceding the 
creation of a European Union and even more 
afterwards, more and more powers will be trans
ferred to the European Community. In our 
view, however, this is only possible, only legi
timate, if the European Parliament's powers of 
control are correspondingly extended at the 
same time. This is what we wish to place on 
record, and we ask for the House's support. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) I am in favour 
of this amendment. 

P.resident. - I put Amendment No 47 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 47 is adopted. 

I put sub-paragraph (d) so amended to the 
vote. 

This sub-paragraph is adopted. 

I put paragraph 11 (c) to the vote. 

This sub-paragraph is adopted. 

On paragraph 11 (c) I have two amendments: 

- Amendment No 9 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group of European Progres
sive Democrats and aimed at the deletion of 
this sub-paragraph. 

-Amendment No 33 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group 
and worded as follows: 

Paragraph 11 (f) 

"In this sub-paragraph, replace the word: 

'legitimation' by 

'legitimacy'." 

I call Mr de la Malene to move Amendment 
No 9. 

Mr de Ia Malene.- (F) My amendment is self
explanatory and needs no further comment from 
me. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk to move Amend
ment No 33. 

Mr Kirk. - Mine is a purely drafting amend
ment. I do not think that the word 'legitimation' 
exists in the English language. If it does, it 
certainly is not used, and I propose another 
word. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur. - (F) I am in favour 
of Amendment No 33 but opposed to Amend
ment No 9. 

President. - I put Amendment No 9 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 9 is rejected. 

I put Amendment No 33 to the vote. 

Amendment No 33 is adopted. 

I put the whole of paragraph 11 (f) so amended 
to the vote. 

The whole of this sub-paragraph is adopted. 

On the final sub-paragraph of paragraph 11 I 
have Amendment No 34 tabled by Mr Kirk on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group and 
worded as follows: 

"In the last sub-paragraph under the heading 
'The European Parliament', amend the last line 
to read as follows: 

' ... peoples of the Community and between their 
governments;' " 

What is the rapporteur's position? 
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Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (F) I am in favour 
of this amendment. 

President. - I put Amendment No 34 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 34 is adopted. 

I put to the vote paragraph 11 incorporating 
the amendments adopted. 

Paragraph 11 so amended is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 12 and 13 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 12 and 13 are adopted. 

On paragraph 14 I have Amendment No 35 
tabled by Mr Kirk on behalf of the European 
Conservative Group and worded as follows: 

"Replace the words: 

'within the time-limits laid down' 

by 

'as soon as possible'." 

I call Mr Kirk to move the amendment. 

Mr Kirk. - This is a straightforward amend
ment. The resolution refers to 'within the time
limits laid down'. But it does not lay any time
limits down. It seems necessary to say 'as soon 
as possible' which I think is what we mean, 
rather than refer to non-existent time-limits. 

President. - What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Bertrand, rapporteur.- (NL) Mr President, 
the text proposed by us corresponds with the 
December 1974 text of the Heads of Government. 
I do not see why we should be less specific than 
the Heads of Government. I would therefore ask 
Mr Kirk not to insist. 

President. - Mr Kirk are you maintaining your 
amendment? 

Mr Kirk. - In the circumstances I withdraw 
the amendment. 

President. - Amendment No 34 is therefore 
withdrawn. 

I put paragraph 14 to the vote. 

Paragraph 14 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 15 to the vote. 

Paragraph 15 is adopted. 

I call Mr Kirk for a procedural motion. 

Mr Kirk. - I ask for a suspension of the sit
ting for 15 minutes so that we can consider our 
position in the light of the amendments made. 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellennaier. - (D) I support that request, 
though for a completely different reason: a 
half-hour meeting of my group is due to take 
place now. 

President. - The proceedings will now be 
suspended until 5.30 p.m. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 5.00 p.m. and· 
resumed at 5.30 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR: Mr SPENALE 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

Before we proceed to the vote on the whole of 
the motion for a resolution contained in Mr 
Bertrand's report, those Members who wish to 
do so can give an explanation of vote. 

I call Mr Kirk to speak on behalf of the Euro
pean Conservative Group. 

Mr Kirk. - The House will be well aware that 
not all of the amendments-indeed, not all of 
the amendments that my group regarded as 
essential-have been carried in the course of 
what has been a long day. Nevertheless, thanks 
to the very conciliatory attitude shown through
out by the rapporteur and by my colleagues in 
this House, it is the unanimous view of my 
group that the changes that have been made 
make it possible for us to cast a vote in favour 
of the resolution, and this we intend to do. 
(Loud applause) 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Fellennaier.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I am not in a position to state that 
by group will vote unanimously for the motion 
for a resolution; but I can say that the over
whelming majority will do so. Some do not 
agree with the majority on the fundamental con
ception of a security policy: the Socialist Group 
respects the diverging attitude of these mem
bers, who consequently will vote otherwise than 
the majority. 

Speaking on behalf of our friends in the Labour 
Party, Michael Stewart indicated yesterday that 
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they would abstain from voting. In this con
nection, I must add that they are in a difficult 
situation insofar as they arrived here only on 
Monday and found themselves confronted with 
the concluding phase of a discussion which had 
occupied not only the relevant committees but 
also the groups for months on end; the result 
was a situation which in its way may well prove 
to be unique in this Parliament. In view of these 
unusual circumstances, our group willingly 
accepts the fact that, for political reasons also, 
the Labour Party members in my group, in two 
of the spheres under discussion, likewise find 
themselves coming to a different conclusion, and 
this, too, will be reflected in the voting. 

Apart from that, Mr President, I am of the 
opinion that the importance of this vote justifies 
recording, for the benefit both of the House 
itself and of public opinion, the reaction of each 
individual Member to the report on European 
Union. For this reason, I ask, on behalf of my 
group, that the vote be taken by roll-call in 
accordance with Rule 35 (3) of the Rules of 
Procedure. 

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

Mr Lucker. - (D) Mr ·President, during the last 
two days-here I believe I am speaking for many 
of my colleagues from other groups too-this 
Parliament has shown itself at its best so far 
as its sense of responsibility is concerned. We 
have had good political debate, and have been 
able to take our decision on a motion for a 
resolution in a spirit of mutual understanding. 
In doing so, Mr President, we have fulfilled our 
obligation, we have done something which we, 
as the European Parliament, have been repeat
edly demanding from the other Institutions for 
over a year: albeit with a slight delay, we have 
observed the time-limit imposed upon us by the 
Conference of Heads of State or Government 
and so have fulfilled our obligation. I believe 
that the resolution which we shall have adopted 
today is, all in all~ a political declaration of 
intent which will enable us to work for further 
progress in Europe and in our joint European 
policy. 

My group is, of course, aware that this reso
lution represents a compromise between many 
different views. In a number of paragraphs we 
should have liked to see more courageous and 
more far-reaching formulations: this applies in 
particular to today's vote on paragraph 3. On 
the other hand, we believe that the motion, in 
the· form in which it is about to be adopted, 
raises no obstacl~s on the road towards Euro
pean construction; on the contrary, it is a text 

on the basis of which we shall be able to con
tinue our constructive work. 

I am therefore, I think, in a position to say that 
my group will vote unanimously for this motion. 
Without indulging in any heart-searchings, I 
think I can say that. 

Mr Fellermaier's request is one I also wanted 
to make. I support his request because I feel 
that on this occasion the Parliament should 
show, by means of a roll-call, how it stands in 
relation to this resolution. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr de la MalEme to speak 
on behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats. 

Mr de Ia Malene. - '(F) Mr President, I too 
should like to say that the text that has resulted 
from our deliberations does not entirely satisfy 
my group and does not contain all the ideas we 
should have liked to see in it. 

We are a Parliament representing a number of 
different tendencies, and there is nothing at all 
unusual in a text which it adopts containing a 
number of compromises. It cannot be otherwise. 

More or less the whole of my group-that is to 
say, with the exception of one of our Danish 
colleagues, who will abstain and who has already 
explained for what reasons-considers itself 
satisfied in view of the very positive character 
of the features contained in this text. We cer
tainly regret the wording of certain passages
in particular, of paragraphs 4 and 11; neverthe
less, we consider that this text expresses our 
determination to continue along the road towards 
an all-embracing Europe-that is to say, one that 
is responsible, independent and endowed with 
a foreign and a defence policy of its own. 

We further note that progress towards Euro
pean Union is to be on the political plane, as 
demanded by Mr Rumor, and also institutional. 
Finally, we note that this progress is to be by 
stages. · 

We regret a number of things that have been 
expressed, but in view of these basic orienta
tions our group-with the exception of a Danish 
Member, I repeat-will vote in favour of the 
motion for a resolution. 
(Applause) 

F!resident. - I call Mr Berkhouwer to speak 
on behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Mr Berkhouwer. - (NL) Mr President, Mr 
Durieux, the Chairman of the Liberal and Allies 
Group, who is not able to be present at the 
moment, has asked me to state on behalf of our 
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group that this debate has in our opinion taken 
a satisfactory course. 

We are of the opinion that ·Parliament, by 
accepting this motion for a resolution, will be 
adopting a constructive attitude .to the develop
ment of the Community towards European 
Union, especially since we have secured satis
factory action regarding some important amend
ments on the decision-making process. We have, 
by the way, found that on that point there is 
well-nigh unanimity between the other groups 
and ourselves. Our group will vote practically 
unanimously, apart from 1 abstention and 1 vote 
against, for the motion for a resolution as a 
whole. 
(Applause) 

President.-- I call Mr Jakobsen. 

Mr Jakobsen.- (DK) Mr President, I hope no
one will suspect me of believing that my vote 
in favour of the resolution is extremely impor
tant. 

One of my reasons for speaking is that I kept 
quiet throughout the lengthy discussion of the 
subject; my second reason is that I believe it 
will interest some of the Members present to 
know that attitudes can be changed. As today's 
proceedings progressed and as the keenest sup
porters of European unity put their points of 
view and made concessions to us, who I think 
are more careful and critical, various Danes and 
Englishmen were convinced, as I -:tlave been con
vinced, since I came to this sitting with the 
firm intention of voting against. I hesitated 
somewhat and intended ~ abstain, but the 
attitude of Mr Bertrand and others has firmly 
convinced me that I could easily vote in favour, 
given the concessions made by those who work 
zealously for the cause. They have sufficient 
understanding of the difficulties and misgivings 
some of us have, and we should authorize them 
to continue their work. Mr Kirk was therefore 
quite right to say that the European Conser
vative Group would vote unanimously in favour 
of the proposal 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, I already 
had the chance yesterday to state at length what 
I think about European Union and why I shall 
abstain. As far as the other socialists here are 
concerned I would say this. It will have struck 
the rapporteur, for whom we-including myself 
-have great admiration, that they wished to 
cooperate constructively. Since point (b) remains 
in paragraph 3, it is, however, unfortunately, 

impossible for them to vote for the motion for 
a resolution. They will therefore also abstain. 

President. - I call Mr Brsndlund Nielsen. 

Mr BNndlund Nielsen. - (DK) Since I spoke 
yesterday and since my point of view is different 
from that of my group, it is perhaps right that 
I should briefly explain why. 

Mr President, I feel that the report contains 
many valuable ideas, and there is a European 
aim that I also support: the need for coopera
tion between our countries. I feel it makes a 
valuable contribution to ideas and deliberations 
about the future working methods of the Institu
tions, but I also feel that there are some weak 
points. 

I am one of those who-like Mr Broeksz
deplore the common security and foreign policy, 
and I also believe that there is some justifica
tion in Mr Stewart's comment yesterday that 
the discussion could perhaps have continued for 
some more months. 

I may perhaps allow myself the liberty of saying, 
Mr President, that in the last hour we have felt 
that it was more committee work than anything 
else that we were discussing in plenary sitting. 

I also hesitate to say that the most crucial 
point in the report, the principle of common 
security and foreign policies is very prominently 
mentioned. It is not until sub-paragraphs 3 (d) 
and 3 (f) respectively that economic and mone
tary cooperation and cooperation in the policy 
on energy and supplies of raw materials are 
mentioned. These two points are, I feel, specific 
points which should be taken up quickly since 
they are of the utmost importance to Europe. 

In conclusion, I will abstain from voting. 
(Applause) 

President. - Ladies and gentlemen, since no
one else' wishes to speak, we shall now pro
ceed to the vote which, as a result of the two 
requeSts I have received, will be by roll call. 

This will begin with Mr Faure· whose name has 
been drawn by lot. 

The vote may commence. 

I ask the Secretary-General to call the roll. 

(The role call was taken) 

Does anyone else wish to vote? 

The ballot is closed. 

Here is the result of the vote: 
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Votes cast : 100 

For: 71 

Namely: 

Achenbach, Aigner, Artzinger, Bayerl, Berk
houwer, Alfred Bertrand, Blumenfeld, Boano, 
Carpentier, Concas, Corona, Corrie, Corterier, 
de Keersmaeker, Della Briotta, de Sanctis, Des
champs, Didier, Fellermaier, Fliimig, Frehsee, 
Friih, Geurtsen, Giraudo, Hansen, Jahn, Jakobsen, 
Lord Gladwyn, Mrs Kellett-Bowman., Kirk, 
Klepsch, Kofoed, Lange, Lautenschlager, Leen
hardt, Lenihan, Liogier, Lucker, de la MalEme, 
Martens, Memmel, Willi Milller, Emile Muller, 
Mursch, Ney, Noe, Normanton, Mrs Orth, Osborn, 
Petre, Pintat, Poher, Lord Reay, Sir Brandon 
Rhys Williams, Rivierez, Rosati, Lord St. Oswald, 
Santer, Schmidt, Schwabe, Scott-Hopkins, Seefeld, 
Shaw, Spicer, Springorum, Suck, Terrenoire, 
Vandewiele, Walkhoff, Zeller, Spen,ale. 

Against: 9 

Namely: 

Espersen, 
Leonardi, 
Thornley. 

Fabbrini, 
Maigaard, 

Abstentions: 20 

Namely: 

Mrs Kruchow, Lemoine, 
Knud Nielsen, Sandri; 

Albers, Lord Ardwick, Broeksz, Lord Bruce, Lord 
Castle, Dalyell, Ellis, Evans, Lady Fisher, Lord 
Gordon-Walker, Hamilton, Van der Hek, Hughes, 
Laban, Mitchell, Bnmdlund Nielsen, Nyborg, 
Prescott, Stewart, Lord Walston. 

The majority has been attained. Parliament has 
voted very clearly in favour of Mr Bertrand's 
resolution and I congratulate him on his excel
lent workn,. 
(Loud applause) 

6. Tabling of a motion for a resolution, decision 
on urgency and inclusion in the agenda 

President. - Ladies and gentlemen, I have 
received from the chairmen of the six political 
groups a motion for a resolution on the setting · 
up of a procedural committee (Doc. 191/75). 

Pursuant to Rule 1 of the Rules of Procedure, 
a request has been made for this motion for a 
resolution to be dealt with by urgent procedure. 
Are there any objections? 

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed. 

I assume that Parliament will give its agree
ment to the immediate inclusion of this item on 
the agenda. 

As no one has asked to speak, I put this text 
to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted 1
• 

1 OJ No c 179 of 6. 8. 1975. 

7. Tabling of a motion for a resolution, decision 
on urgency and inclusion in the agenda 

President. - I have received from Mr Feller
maier, on behalf of the Socialist Group, and 
from Mr Kirk, on behalf of the Conservative 
Group, a motion for a resolution on the latest 
terrorist attack in Jerusalem (Doc. 190/75). 

Pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, 
a request has ·been made for this motion for a 
resolution to be dealt with by urgent procedure. 

Are there any objections? 

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed. 

. I presume that Parliament will give its agree
ment to the immediate inclusion of this item on 
the agenda and that it will wish to debate -it 
jointly with the motion for a resolution tabled 
by Mr Blumenfeld and others on the latest act 
of terrorism in Jerusalem against citizens of the 
State of Israel (Doc. 188/75), in respect of which 
it was decided to adopt urgent procedure on 
Tuesday 8 July 1975. 

On this resolution I have Amendment No 1 
tabled by Mr Blumenfeld replacing the motion 
for a resolution by the following text: 

'The European Parliament, 

- alarmed at the latest terrorist attack in 
Jerusalem, for which the .Pales,tinian Libera
tion Organization (PLO) has claimed respons
ibility, 

1. Condemns as a matter of principle all use of 
force to solve political problems; 

2. Warns in this connection against the danger 
which continued terrorist activities, in par
ticular those of the PLO, constitute for world 
peace and for Euro-Arab relations; 

3. To safeguard these relations in a constructive 
spirit, calls on the Council and Commission of 
the European Communities to convey these 
fears to their partners in the Euro-Arab 
dialogue and to persuade the PLO to renounce 
the use of violence, which always breeds 
violence, if the continuation of the Euro-Arab 
dialogue is not to be jeopardized; 

4. Instructs its President to forward this resolu
tion to the parliaments and governments of 
the 1\fember States and to the Council and 
Commission of the European Communities.' 

I call Mr Blumenfeld. 

Mr Blumenfeld.- (D) Mr President, in detailed 
discussions with the Conservative and Socialist 
Groups, who had tabled a motion of their own, 
I have done my best to find a wording that 
would satisfy all in order, so far as possible, to 
table a joint motion for a resolution. I have also 
spoken to other Members of this House, in parti
cular those who had signed my original motion. 
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Despite all these efforts, however, it has not 
proved possible to table a joint motion for a 
resolution. 

If you compare the two texts-Doc. 188175, 
which is now proposed by my group, and Doc. 
190/75, containing the motion for a resolution 
tabled by Mr Fellermaier and Mr Kirk-you 
will find that there is scarcely any difference 
of either content or wording, with the exception 
of two short phrases in my motion which I now 
propose to explain. 

The first point is that I have included in para
graph 2 a reference to the PLO, which is mis
sing from the motion tabled by Mr Fellermaier 
and Mr Kirk. The second is that paragraph 3 
of my motion, which I have tabled on behalf 
of the Christian-Democratic Group, adds at the 
end the thought that if the PLO refuses to 
renounce the use of violence the continuation 
of the Euro-Arab dialogue will be jeopardized. 
You have the text in front of you. 

I shall now speak briefly to the motion we have 
tabled. What we are concerned with is not the 
business of dealing with problems now 30 years 
old or with any other historical events; neither 
are we concerned with the justification of any 
paritcular attitude towards Zionism or with the 
question of anti-Arab resentments; the essential 
point is that, in a debate held the day before 
yesterday, this House wholeheartedly condem
ned the particularly unscrupulous attack which 
took place in Jerusalem last week-end and that, 
moreover, official spokemen of the PLO have 
describe terrorism and murder as deeds of 
heroism and have now officially claimed res
ponsibility for this crime. 

It is also relevant that representatives of the 
PLO are now taking part as experts in the Euro
Arab dialogue which has begun. 

If, therefore, the European Community finds 
itself confronted at the conference-table by 
partners who officially justify terrorism and 
cold-blooded murder as political weapons, then 
ethics, self-respect and civil courage no less than 
our conceptions of legality and political coopera
tion make it absolutely necessary to say what 
we think in the most unambiguous terms. 

One wins neither one's partners' nor one's 
opponents' respect by ignoring injustice, by 
yielding to blackmail or by trying to worm one
self into the culprits' favour. The most recent 
past offers many examples of how one can win 
respect by adopting a clear-cut attitude. One 
need only mention the Dutch Foreign Minister, 
Mr Vander Stoel, who refused to journey to an 
Arab country because that country had refused 
an entry permit to a journalist accompanying 
him who was of the Jewish religion. This atti-

tude of his was respected by the Head of 
Government of the Arab country concerned, and 
subsequently it proved of great benefit to the 
Dutch government and the Dutch economy. 

In conclusion, Mr President, I should like to say 
with all the emphasis at my command that 
whoever has not learned the lessons of the past 
-in particular, those offered by Hitler's dicta
torship and fascism-must be plainly told that 
today, no less than in the past, such things must 
be nipped in the bud; we must oppose every
thing that we feel to be wrong and irreconcilable 
with our political and moral principles and with 
our conception of a state based on law. 

For these reasons, my group has authorized me 
to table this amendment, in paragraph 3 of 
which we state in no uncertain terms that if 
this does not stop the continuation of the Euro
Arab dialogue may be jeopardized. I therefore 
ask the House to vote for our motion. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Stewart. 

Mr Stewart. - The occasion both for the motion 
which I am moving and for the motion which 
Mr Blumenfeld has moved was the horrible 
outrage in Jerusalem. I do not think that there 
is any difference of opinion in this Assembly 
in condemning that outrage. But we are faced 
with the ugly fact that scarcely a week goes 
by in the world in which we live when there 
is not some act of cruelty, violence or tyranny, 
and the problem which genuinely faces this 
Parliament is on which occasions and on how 
many occasions it is proper for us to take notice 
of the matter. 

Mr Blumenfeld's motion refers to the threat to 
world peace arising from continued terrorist 
activities on the part of the PLO. As distinct 
from that, our motion refers to the danger which 
continued terrorist activities constitutes for 
world peace and Euro-Arab relations-continued 
terrorist activities from any quarter whatever. 

I believe that one reason that we are discussing 
this particular outrage rather than any other 
of the many which have occurred in the world 
recently is the danger which acts of this kind 
in the Middle East pose to world peace. That 
is a justifiable reason why we should give 
particular attention to this particular act. It is 
certainly true that acts of brutal and indiscri
minate violence of any kind and from any 
quarter in the Middle East do pose a threat to 
world peace and to good relations between the 
Arab countries and the peoples of Europe. I 
think therefore that the motion I am moving 
is more in accord with the facts and the needs 
of the situation than that of Mr Blumenfeld. 
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There is another important difference in para
graph 3. In that paTagraph we consider not only 
that of which it should be hardly necessary to 
state our detestation, but the question of what 
action can most wisely be taken. This is a matter 
where one has to consult not only one's natural 
indignation but one's judgment, and when every 
refinement of words has been gone through I 
think the difference between us lies in the fact 
that the motion I am moving suggests that in 
effect we take advantage of the fact that a 
Euro-Arab dialogue is going on to draw to the 
attention of the Arab countries the continued 
violence and the justification of violence carried 
on by the PLO. That I believe we may rightly 
and usefully do. Mr Blumenfeld's motion 
originally suggested that the dialogue should 
stop and not be resumed until acts of terrorism 
had been renounced. The motion said that 
explicitly. It has been amended and now refers 
to the dangers that these acts pose to the con
tinuation of the dialogue. In that, I contend, 
there is the unquestionable suggestion that the 
dialogue should be brought to an end unless the 
acts of terrorism are renounced. I do not believe 
that this would be a wise action to take. 

Mr Blumenfeld suggested that unless we took 
the course he advises we might be lacking in 
courage and in self-respect. I .do not think that 
that is so. I think that all of us want to approach 
this matter in the spirit not only of detesting 
violence as civilized men must do, but of 
earnestly considering what kind of action and 
attitude is more likely to help lead to the growth 
of civilized behaviour in the Middle East and 
throughout the world. We believe that the ap
proach which we have suggested is more likely 
to have that result. I do not think that I can 
accept the analogy which Mr Blumenfeld drew 
with the action of Mr van der Stoel, when he 
refused to go to a conference because the other 
side told him 'You must not bring so-and-so 
with you'. That is an impossible demand. In 
no circumstances could one confer with some
body who abrogated to himself the right to 
decide what advisers one should bring. 

But that is not the kind of matter that is in 
issue here. The suggestion, or half-suggestion, 
is that one should not discuss with people who 
justify violence. I wish that we lived in a world 
in which we could behave like that. But I ask 
the Assembly to consider many events in the 
world in recent years when acts of violence and 
cruelty have been committed, and men have had 
to sit down at a conference table facing people 
who they knew were responsible for violence, 
and even justified it. It is only by willingness 
to do that sometimes that one can hope to bring 
violence to an end. 

I trust that there is no suggestion in any part 
of the House that a difference of opinion about 
the wisest action to take implies any difference 
among us in our rejection· of violence. But we 
do not want that condemnation of violence to 
be limited to acts committed by a particular 
group. We suggest that the course of action 
proposed in paragraph 3 of our resolution is 
:-ather the course of wisdom than that proposed 
in paragraph 3 of the other resolution. There
fore, I commend our resolution to the Assembly. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Scott-Hopkins to speak 
on behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - I am glad to have the 
opportunity to follow the right honourable gent
leman who has just spoken. I am sure the entire 
House would agree with him. I do not think 
there is any doubt at all that we all condemn 
the acts of violence and terrorism no matter who 
it is who starts them or does them. I could not 
agree more with him when he says that un
happily it seems that every week that goes by, 
and almost every day, one hears of acts of this 
kind of terrorism taking place. We live in a 
violent world indeed. · 

There is very little for me to add to what has 
already been said by the right honourable gent
leman except perhaps to underline the reasons 
why my group is in support of his resolution 
rather than that which has been moved by my 
friend, Mr Blumenfeld. 

First, I believe it is very important that we 
should condemn all acts of violence no matter 
where they come from. Linking that with the 
third paragraph which has also been underlined 
by the right honourable gentleman, referring in 
this particular case to the Middle East, which 
at this moment is an absolute tinderbox that· 
could go up at any minute, I do not think it is 
right to do more than say that all acts of violence 
must be condemned. 

What we have to do from now onwards is find 
some method of sitting down and talking to 
those who are living in that part of the world, 
those who have got to continue to live. together 
in that part of the world, and do what we can 
through this discussion and dialogue to find 
some way to break out of the impasse which 
exists there at the moment. 

If we are going to point the finger too drastical
ly and say, 'Unless this or that happens, then 
we cannot sit down and talk any more with 
you', this is counterproductive. That is why we 
support paragraph 3. 

As has been said, I hope nobody will have the 
impression that there is a vast difference bet-
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ween any of us in this House here today. Cer
tainly there is very little difference between Mr 
Blumenfeld and me in the sentiments of con
demnation for what· has taken place, and par
ticularly what took place last weekend in Jeru
salem. Both I and all my friends condemn it 
from the bottom of our hearts. We all of us 
want to stop it and we will go to any lengths 
to do so. 

However, as the right honourable gentleman of 
the Socialist Group has said, we believe that 
we have to talk to these people. We have to go 
on talking no matter how repugnant it may be, 
because this is the only way we shall be able to 
get any sense or any form of agreement, perhaps 
not now but in the future, which will help to 
work towards peace. 

We therefore support the resolution which has 
been put forward by the Socialist Group. 
(Applause) 

President.- I call Mr Berkhouwer. 

Mr Berkhouwer. - (NL) Mr President, we 
would like to leave no doubt about the fact that 
we agree with all those in the House who con
demn this use of violence. Personally, I have 
never been a supporter of selective incrimina
tion, in other words choosing either the extreme 
left or the extreme right and then saying that 
the one side may use force and the other side 
may not. I, for my part, believe that no force 
should be used on either side. This opinion is 
backed up by what I have read today in 
'L'Express'. There we read, under the heading 
'Les cibles des tueurs': 'Turcs, Japonais, Pales
tiniens, Allemands et Fra~ais, les terroristes ont 
constitue un front mondial de l'assassinat'. 

This should, in my opinion, give us food for 
thought. We have once again adopted a strong 
resolution on the consolidation of civil rights 
and all this implies. I believe, however, that one 
of Europe's major concerns is to combat this 
wave of terror, which is striking at the roots 
of our western civilization. It is happening here 
at home, and it is also happening in Jerusalem, 
which, together with Athens and Rome, is one 
of the outposts of Europe. 

Mr President, I would like to strike a concilia
tory note in this Assembly. I greatly regret
and I believe that those concerned also find it 
a pity-that a formula has not been found which 
would have the same general consensus as our 
revulsion. We all loathe force and, for this 
reason, I would like to forge a link between 
the two motions for a resolution. It should be 
possible, in my opinion: perhaps something can 
still be done about it. Perhaps we could put off 

voting untn·tomorrow. I find it terrible that we 
are soon to vote on two motions, one of which 
is the result of very fortuitous political coopera
tion. I will not go into this further, since I am 
not here to make trouble or sow discord. I do, 
however, find it terrible that we should be 
divided on a subject that fills us all with revul
sion. The voting will be approximately fifty
fifty. Anyone who agrees to vote for the one 
motion will not be able to vote for the other. 
I presume that it will be impossible to vote for 
both. The President should decide which motion 
goes furthest. There may be Members who will 
vote for the most far-reaching motion and, if 
this is accepted, perhaps also for the other. It 
is a terrible thing, it seems to me, that this 
atrocity should have plunged us into a technical 
political problem. 

Mr President, I shall not go into detail on what· 
Mr Michael Stewart and others have said about 
the people accompanying Mr Max van der Stoel. 
Of course, everyone should be able to choose his 
own advisers. But the gentlemen have got the 
wrong end of the stick, since the truth of the 
matter was that Mr van der Stoel wished to be 
accompanied by a Jewish journalist, and this 
was refused and then Mr van der Stoel said: 
'I am not coming either'! 

That was the situation, ·but I shall not go into 
it further. 

At the present time, we are experiencing the 
strangest things: potentates in certain areas are 
even demanding that certain Prime Ministers 
or Foreign Ministers shoulq come to them if they 
want to avert certain acts of terrorism. We are 
experiencing, I repeat, the most indescribable 
things at the present time. 

Mr Michael Stewart said that Mr Blumenfeld's 
amendment stated that the negotiations-'-! quote 
Mr Stewart-'must be brought to an end, un
less .. .'. 

But this is not what Mr Blumenfeld's amend
ment says. Mr Blumenfeld only says that it 
must be pointed out to the gentlemen of the 
PLO that they must change their attitude 'if 
the continuation of the Euro-Arab dialogue is 
not to be jeopardized'. 

So the amendment does not say that 'the 
dialogue must be brought to an end, unless .. .'; 
it simply states that the PLO's attitude must 
change if the continuation of the dialogue is 
not to be jeopardized. 

Mr President, if circumstances over ~hich I 
have no control force me to make a choice, I 
prefer that amendment, since we shall not 
change the attitude of the PLO by adopting a 
clement attitude ourselves, by being pleasant 
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and saying: 'Would you be so kind as to do 
such and such .. .'. That will not bring any 
respect. 

I choose Mr Blumenfeld's version since I would 
like to express in this way the fact that I will 
not sit down at a conference table with a nego
tiating partner whose party irlcludes a number 
of men who may at any moment start shooting 
at me. 

Mr President, we cannot accept shooting and 
talking at the same time. We must also make 
this clear. 
(Applause) 

President.- I call Mr Spicer. 

Mr Spicer. - I shall be very brief. I am sure 
that we all respect the very sincere views ex
pressed by Mr Blumenfeld, but I want to .bring 
one point home to him. His aim is to prevent 
further act8 of terrorism, but implicit in part of 
his motion is the seed for further acts of terror
ism, if you read the situation in the Arab world 
a.S I do, with a few years' experience behind 
me in that part of the world. Mr Blumenfeld 
has said that if the PLO iS not prepared to 
renounce the use of violence the whole future 
of the Euro-Arab dialogue will be put at risk. 
.Yesterday, in presenting his original motion, 
Mr Blumenfeld said that the PLO cannot be 
determined or defined. That is absolutely right. 
There are people within the PLO organization 
and people on the fringes of the PLO organiza
tion who want to see the Euro-Arab dialogue 
put at risk and even destroyed. 

What worries me about Mr Blumenfeld's motion 
and its acceptance is the thought that it could 
easily bring about further acts of violence, so I 
shall not have the slighest hesitation in casting 
my vote in favour of the resolution put by the 
right honourable Member, Mr Michael Stewart. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Cheysson. 

Mr Cheysson, member of the Commission. - (F) 
Mr President, the Commission has studied most 
attentively the two motions for resolutions and 
the amendment tabled by Mr Blumenfeld. 

Naturally, it will study the matter once more 
if and when the Parliament adopts one of these 
texts; but before outlining the Commission's 
position on the situation as a whole, I would 
ask the authors of these motions to devote their 
closest attention to two points. 

First, no government of a Member State of the 
Community and no Institution of the Com-

munity has .to my knowledge recognized. the 
Palestinian Liberation Organization. At no time 
have we ag~~ to a dialogue with t}$ organiza
tion, and it would be a curious paradox, Mr 
President, if, after an attack which we abom
inate, this Parliament were to ask the Com
mission, as a subordinate executive body, to 
approach the PLO officially for the purpose 
of advising it to abandon a particular course of 
action. We· have never maintained official 
contacts with· the PLO and have no intention 
of doing so now in view of the attitude taken 
by the member governments and by the Com
munity. Once more I say that it would be a 
strange paradox if the Parliament were now 
to ask us to approach the PLO with the demand 
that it renounce acts of violence. 

On the other hand, Mr President, I would 
remind the House that the Community and, as 
far as I know, the 9 member governments acting 
within the framework of political cooperation 
have consistently taken the stand that the Euro
Arab dialogue should not cover- political sub
jects. The whole point of all the efforts that 
have been made so far has been to ensure 
that there shall be no delegation from the .Arab 
League and, .even less, from the PLO at the 
conference-table and to avoid all political discus
sion at the meeting which took place yesterday 
in Cairo as also at the Rome meeting and those 
meetings that are to follow. 

It would therefore seem to me very dangerous 
to adopt any political stand now in the Euro
Arab dialop, however indignant we may be
for, of course, the Commission shares the 
indignation shown . by the Parliament and by 
the authors of the various resolutions. 

The Commission shares this indignation, what
ever acts of violence may be committed and 
whoever may be responsible for them. Like 
the Members of this Parliament, it considers 
that the rights of neither side are served by 
violence. The legitimate rights of the Palestinian 
people are no more served by an attack for 
which the . PLO claims responsibility than its 
interests Q"e served by bombing another state. 
Violence :'-verywhere must be condemned, 
particularly at the present moment, when, for 
the first tUne, a prospect of peace is beginning 
to emerge. 

So far as· the Commission is concerned, the 
most reasonable attitude is that contained in 
the text adopted in April 1974 by the Security 
Council in its resolution No 347, which con
demns all acts of violence and all acts resulting 
in the tragic death of innocent civilians, asks 
all interested parties to refrain from acts of 
violei\Ce and from all actions likely to hinder 
negotiations aimed at the establishment of a 
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just and lasting peace and asks them to respect 
the obligations imposed by the Charter of the 
United Nations. That is what I think our aim 
should be. 

It goes without saying that the Commission is 
in entire agreement with various speakers on 
what these aims should be, but, on its behalf, I 
would repeat what I said just now: Do not, I 
beg of you, instruct us to get in touch with an 
organization which we have never recognized 
or approached officially. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr de la MalEme to speak 
on behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats. 

Mr de Ia Malene. - (F) Mr President, there 
is no need for me to say that my Group deplores 
as much as any other this attack and other 
criminal acts committed throughout the globe 
and more particularly in the Middle East. But 
I may say that my group profoundly regrets the 
course this debate has taken and the kind of 
escalation it has produced. 

If I had to make a choice, I should probably 
choose the text that was closest to that of the 
Security Council just mentioned by Mr Cheys
son. But, I repeat, profoundly regretting, as it 
does, this kind of debate and convinced as it 
is that it will not help the situation in the 
Middle East at all, my group will abstain from 
voting if the debate continues along these lines. 

President. - I call Mr Blumenfeld. 

Mr Blumenfeld. -(D) I ask for the floor once 
more because I regret that I cannot follow 
Mr Cheysson's arguments. I must put one or 
two points right concerning my amendment. 
Mr Cheysson, it is a fact that the representatives 
of the PLO have been sent to take part in the 
Euro-Arab dialogue as experts within the 
delegation from the Arab League. The very 
reason why the dialogue began ·so late was that 
for almost three-quarters of a year the Member 
governments could reach no agreement on this 
question and were reluctant to see official 
organizations such as the PLO taking part.- That 
is the reason why they are included as experts 
in the delegation of the Arab League, although 
.they are identified as members of the PLO. 

Secondly, paragraph 3 of the motion as now 
tabled by us does not state that the Com
munity delegation should negotiate with the 
PLO. The paragraph states-and I would ask 
you to read the text once more-that in order 
to safeguard the relations between 'the Com-

munity and the Arab countries in a constructive 
spirit the fears which we have expressed should 
be conveyed during the dialogue in order to 
persuade the PLO, via the Arab governments, 
to renounce the use of violence, which always 
breeds violence. This is an allusion to acts 
of violence committed by both sides, including 
the Israeli side, which have a mutually
escalating effect. 

I would ask Mr Cheysson to agree with me that 
his interpretation is incorrect and cannot be 
read into paragraph 3 of our amendment, and 
therefore also cannot be used to influence 
feelings. I would ask him to accept this correc
tion in the spirit Qf an explanation. 

Thank you, Mr President, for giving me the 
floor to explain this point. 

President.- I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton. - Although I shall support 
the resolution in the names of Mr Kirk and Mr 
Fellermaier, I do not do so in the spirit of 
wishing to reject the resolution standing in 
the name of my good friend Mr Blumenfeld. I 
say with all the eloquence I command that this 
House is deceiving itself if it believes that by 
means of resolutions, in whatever form they 
are worded, terrorism will be brought to an end. 
It will not. 

Until all governments and all peoples ·who 
believe in the rule of law and order, both inside 
their own countries and in the world at large, 
have the courage to stand four-square and 
utterly reject all acquiescence in the demands 
of those who commit acts of blackmail and ter
rorism, so long will those acts continue, and 
continue to be successful. I will support Mr 
Kirk's resolution, but do not let us deceive our
selves about its effectiveness. 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, Commissioner Cheysson's contribu
tion to the debate deserves close attention. His 
argument that both motions-both that of the 
Christian-Democratic Group and that of the 
Socialist and Conservative Groups-might, in 
their wording of paragraph 3, create the 
impression that we considered it possible that 
the Commission in future should bring pres
sure to bear on the PLO, with which it has in 
fact so far had, and will have, nothing to do, 
seems to me so cogent that certain consequences 
must be drawn from it. 

In effect, the consequence is that, in agreement 
between the Conservative and the Sochilist 
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Groups, paragraph 3 of our motion for a resolu
tion should be changed to read as follows: 

'To preserve the untroubled nature of these rela
tions, invites the Council and Commission of the 
European Communities to convey this sentiment 
to their partners in the Euro-Arab dialogue;'. 

The remainder of paragraph 3 would then be 
deleted. 

President. - As no one else wishes to speak, 
I put Amendment No 1 tabled by Mr Blumen
feld to the vote. 

Amendment No 1 is rejected. 

Mr Blumenfeld, are you maintaining your ori
ginal motion for a resolution? 

Mr Blumenfeld.- (F) No, Mr President. 

President. - The motion for a resolution (Doc. 
188/75) is therefore withdrawn. 

We shall now vote on the motion for a reso
lution tabled by the Socialist Group and the 
Conservative Group on the latest terrorist 
attack in Jerusalem, as amended orally by Mr 
Fellermaier. 

I call Mr Laban for an explanation of vote. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, I voted for the 
amended Blumenfeld resolution since it incorp
orated an element of sanction even if this was 
somewhat concealed. As for · the resolution 
tabled by the Socialist Group and the European 
Conservatives, I am pleased to see that it 
expresses a large degree of concern about the 
action organized by the PLO. The difficulty is 
that no sanction is included in paragraph 3. 
Nevertheless, I believe that Parliament is taking 
t}:te right path with this resolution. It does 
express clearly opposition to PLO activities. At 
the same time, I am convinced that this resolu
tion will have no effect. The PLO will pre
sumably undertake similar action again in the 
near future. I believe that if Parliament adopts 
this motion for a resolution, it is morally bound 
to impose sanctions the next time. As these 
sanctions are now lacking I oppose this motion 
for a resolution. 

President. - I call Mr Berkhouwer for an 
explanation of vote. 

Mr Berkhouwer. - (NL) Mr President, my 
opinion differs somewhat from that of my 
honourable colleague, Mr Laban. I still regret 
the deplorable course of this debate. Otherwise, 
I have every respect for Mr Laban's opinion, 

whose reasoning is that what is left is not put 
strongly enough, and who is therefore against 
the motion. In my heart of hearts·, I would also 
be inclined to Feason in this way. Nevertheless, 
I hope that, after rejecting Mr Blumenfeld's 
resolution, we should be able to give the 
greatest possible support to what has remained 
of the whole matter. 

I believe that we shall only cloud the issue even 
further by creating divisions in the form of 
abstentions and votes against. I shall therefore 
perforce support the motion for a resolution 
tabled by the Socialists and Conservatives, since 
this, as the English would say, is 'the next best'. 
I hope that we shall reach the greatest possible 
measure of unanimity in the Parliament on the 
basis of what remains. 

President. - I call Mr Blumenfeld for an 
explanation of vote. 

Mr Blumenfeld..- (D) Mr President, I am sorry 
that I shall not be able to vote for Mr Feller
maier's motion for a resolution, particularly 
after the last- change of wording he has felt 
obliged to make. In my view, it is a text which 
says nothing that is worth saying and is 
unworthy of this Parliament. 

President. - I call Mr Klepsch for an expla
nation of vote. 

Mr Klepsch. -(D) Mr President, I quite agree 
with what Mr Laban has said and consider that 
the trouble we have taken has been a waste of 
time if we are expected to adopt the motion 
for a resolution as it now stands. I shall not 
vote for it. 

President. - I call Mr Albers for an explanation 
of vote. 

Mr Albers.- (NL) As one of the signatories to 
the original resolution, I would like to say 
to you, Mr President, and my colleagues here 
present, that I naturally regret particularly that 
the original r~solution has led to division in this 
Parliament. However, we can only try to draw 
up a resolution on which all can agree, so that 
we have a substantial say in the Euro-Arab 
dialogue. I am particularly disappointed that the 
tabler of this motion for a resolution and some 
of the original signatories do not see the neces
sity for this. As presumably the last person to 
explain his vote, I would like to appeal to them 
to read the text well once again ... 

Mr Laban. - (NL) So that we ultimately vote 
for an empty package! 
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. Mr Albers.- (NL) .•• and to understand we must. 
make our- indignation felt _in the Euro-Arab 
dialogue through this resolution. This will 
surely have an effect, and that effect will be 
all the greater . the .-more votes there are in 
favour of this r~luti,on .. 

President. - I call Mr Deschamps for an expla
nation of vote. 

~ Deschamps. - (F) Mr President, I have 
already stated, in Mr Blumenfeld's absence, that 
I cannot subscribe to his motion. I gave two 
reasons for my attitude: first, I refused to recog
~e the PLO as a valid negotiating-partner of 
whom we could legitimately demand any 
obligations; secondly, I considered that this 
Parliament has unfortunately no means at itS 
disposal of applying any sanctions. You won't 
discourage any terrorists by rattling a wooden 
sabre in front of them. 

But I also s~d that .in .JP.Y .. view ·it is always a 
~d thing_ to repeat, in lPl .t).ssembly such as 
oU,rs, one's mo~al ~pproval of actions that 
are thproughly reprehensible. That is why, in 
view of the course which this debate has taken, 
I shall vote for Mr Fellennaier's amended 
motion. 

President. - I call ¥r Corona for an expla
nation of vote. 

Mr Corona.- (I) Mr President, I am in favour 
of the motion for a resolution submitted by Mr. 

· Fellennaier and Mr Kirk, even in the light of 
the amendment tabled. by Mr Fellermaier. I 
must refuse to vote on it, on the grounds that 
the resolution will be of no use and will not 
achieve anything. Some Members have already 
said the same though it is clear that their real 
reason for doing so is that they are opposed to 
the resolution. 

Mr Fellennaier's amendment was tabled only 
-after th~ Commission's request that it should 
not be forced implicitly into the position of 
having to recognize the PLO, and this, therefore, 
is what the amendment is. about, no more and no 
less. If we approve of it, we. shall be refusing 
to recognize this so--called Organization for the 
Liberation of Palestine, which has claimed 
responsibility for the outrages and thus we shall 
not be taking from but rather adding force 
t-o the European Parliament's moral condem
nation of all forms of terrorism. 
(Applause) 

President. - As no one else wishes to speak, 
I put to the vote- the amendment presented 
orally by Mr Fellermaier. 

The amendment is a<lopted . 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution ·SO· 
amended. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

8. Tabling of a motion fo-r a -resolution and 
adoption of u-rgent p-rocedu-re 

President. - I have received from tlle Com• 
munist .and Allies Group a motion for a· resolu
tion on the violation of democratic freedoms in 
Indonesia (Doc. 189/75). 

Pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, 
a request has been made for this motion for a 
resolution to be dealt with by urgent procedure-. 

Are there any objections? .. 
I call Mr Berkhouwer. 

Mr Berkhouwer. - (NL) Mr President, Mr 
Lucker and I have divided the world between 
us ··at the drop of a hat. In view of :dly long-. 
standing links · with Indonesia, Mr Liicker· has 
proposed that as far a.c; the adoption -of urgent 
procedure is concerned I should speak on Indo
nesia and he will speak on Chile. 

We are unanimous in considering that this mat
ter is not urgent. We now have to speak simply 
about whether or not it is ur~nt. Wrp are n_ot 
going to discuss the .matter itself. The, present 
question arose for the first time many years !lgo. 
The conflict between the Soeharto re~me a,nd 
the 6>mmunists worsened in 1965. There is no 
point in ~king the delegation which is to-. visit 
five countries of South-East Asia to take with it 
a meSsage for one of those countries. Unfortun
a~ely, in several of thoSe c;ountries, democracy is, 
perhaps n9~ as far advanced as in most co!-lntries 
of our continept at the present time. 

We are th~refore of the opinion that the Euro
pean Parliament -should not adopt urgent-p~ 
cedtire for this matter_.. It is my honour to state 
this view on behalf of the political groups -of 
Mr LUcker, Mr Kirk.and Mr Feilermaier. I see 
that·the ·aroup of'European Progressive Demo
crats also subscribes to this view. So this House 
is practically unanimous on the fact that this 
motion for a resolution should not be considered 
under urgent procedure. 

President. - I call Mr Sandri. 

Mr Sandri. -·(I) Mr President, I am not rising 
to speak on the merits of out motion for a resolu-

• o;r· No c 1'19 _of e. e. lJ'lS, 
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tion but only on the matter of the urgency 
procedure. 

I should like to point out to Mr Berkhouwer that 
we are not asking that a stand should be taken 
on the tragic events that have taken place and 
are still taking place in Indonesia. All that we 
are asking is that the European Parliament 
delegation that is about to visit that country 
should be in a position to acquaint the lndo
nesiall authorities with Parliament's concern 
about these matters, in accordance with the 
practice followed by other delegations of ours 
in similar circumstances on previous occasions. 
Just: to take one example of the many that could 
be mentioned, let me remind you of the visit 
paid by a European Parliament delegation to 
Latin America. On that occasion the delegation 
was' able to voice its perplexities and doubts 
about events that had taken place in that 
continent and to outline its own stand in 
principle on these matters. 

Since the delegation is leaving within one week 
from now, to postpone the debate on the motion 
for a resolution would be the same as voting 
against it. For this reason, Mr President, we 
must insist on pressing our request that the 
motion for a resolution submitted by us be 
debated by urgent procedure. 

President.- I consult Parliament on the adop
tion of urgent procedure. 

The request for the adoption of urgent 
procedure is rejected. 

The motion for a resolution will be referred to 
the Political Affairs Committee. 

9. Tabling of a motion for a resolution and 
adoption of urgent procedure 

President. - I have received from Mr Feller
maier, on behalf of the Socialist Group, a motion 
for a resolution on the Office of the Commission 
of the European Communities· in Santiago de 
Chile (Doc. 193/75). 

Pursuant to Rule 14 of ~e Rules of Procedure, 
a request has been made for this motion for a 
resolution to be dealt with by urgent procedure. 

Are there any objections? 

I call Mr Seefeld. 

Mr Seefeld. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should like t(} explain in a few 
sentences why my group has tabled· this motion 
for a resolution and why it considers the 
adoption of urgent proeedure ·to be 1\ecessaey. 

According to a press report, the Chilean Head 
of State, Mr 'Pinochet, has repeatedly deelared 
during the last few days-for example, to 
regional authorities in Concepcion: 'I shall die, 
and my successor will also have to die, but there 
will be no elections.' On another occasion, ·he 
declared to senior officals-and I quote him 
again word for word: 'Forget about politics and 
do not think that there will have to be any 
elections'. This was the occasion for a question 
addressed by Mr Fellermaier to the Commis
sion, but the question could not be answered 
during Question Time on account of the shortage 
of time. 

The Socialist Group had intended to request a 
topical debate: but since the question could not 
be answered, ·this request could also not be made. 
After consultations with other groups, it appears 
that no objection was raised to dealing in plenary 
sitting with the matter that Mr Fellermaier had 
wanted to raise in Question Time, provided a 
motion for a resolution with debate was tabled 
during the course of this part-session. 

For this re~on, I ask the House to agree that 
the motion be dealt with by urgent procedure in 
accordance with Rule 14 of the Rules of Pro
cedure. 

President.-, I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr ·Kirk. - There comes a time every now 
and again in Parliament when Mr Fellermaier 
and I disagree. It is not very often, but it 
happens on this point. 

I see the importance of this question, of course. 
I share with, him the repulsion which everyone 
must feel over General Pinochet and his general 
declarations. I do not see the urgency. This is 
clearly a mafter Ol\ which it should be discussed 
how we can best handle our relations with Chile 
and how we ought best to provide our repre
sentation in Latin America. 

But it would be unfortunate indeed if we were 
to rush through a resolution of this kind without 
the advice of the competent Co~ioner who 
is not here ~d who was unable to answer the 
question yesterday: because we were too verbose 
in asking other questions of other Commis
sioners and the Council. Clearly this is a matter 
which should go. to committee. 

I therefore hope that Mr Frehsee and 1'4r Fel
lermaier could agree that this be referred to the 
Political Aff4lirs Committee in the normal way 
and we could come back, hopefully, with a 
resolution in~ither September or October. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier. 
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Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I appreciate the proposal just made 
by Mr Kirk. He was, however, a little precipit
ate in supposing that we might not agree. On 
the contrary, my group could agree to a refer
ence of the motion to the Political Affairs Com
mittee. We are aware that the problem in 
question is very involved; all we wanted was to 
give this House an opportunity to say some 
things that were long overdue. 

The issue is not confined to statements made in 
the last few days by General Pinochet, to which 
Mr Seefeld has referred. Something else is also 
involved. I have here, ladies and gentlemen, the 
Amnesty International list of 24 June of this 
year, giving the names of a thousand Chilean 
citizens whose families have been waiting for 
two years to hear whether they are dead or in 
prison. The ambassadors of the Chilean Junta 
in Europe flatly refuse to accept this Amnesty 
International document, which merely calls for 
an appeal to this government to find out and to 
say where the citizens of its own country are! 

If we recall the relentless and unambiguous 
attitude we adopted in this Parliament towards 
the colonels' regime in Greece-which was one. 
of the things that helped to persuade the demo
crats in that country that they had friends in 
the outside world-then it is clear that, under 
the present circumstances, we must give these 
people in Chile-it was primarily not the 
Socialists but the Chilean Christian-Democrats 
who protested under the former state President 
Frey, as Mario Soares did in Portugal with the 
Socialists-an opportunity of knowing that this 
free Parliament of Europe will dissociate itself 
from the Chilean Junta if and when human 
rights are no longer observed and respected. 
That is what it is all about. 
(Applause from the Socialist Group) 

That can be symbolically expressed by asking 
the Commission.of the European Communities to 
consider whether the Office of the European 
Communities, this diplomatic mission in Santiago 
de Chile, should riot be closed and to what other 
Latin-American country it might be transferred. 
This question is closely connected with the 
discussion of the budget for 1976, for the appro
priations for this Office o.f the European Com
munities must also be approved, and for these 
reasons this matter should be examined by the 
Political Affairs Committee in .order that an 
unambiguous decision may be reached and the 
Commission give~ ~lear political instructions. 

President.- I call Mr Berkhouwer. 

Mr Berkhouwer; - (NL) Mr President, what I 
now have to say will probably not please Mr 
Fellermaier. 

It was proposed that this motion for a resolution 
should be considered without haste by the 
Political Affairs Committee. 

Mr Fellermaier has tackled this matter in the 
same way as some of the Members who are 
sitting behind him and whom he accuses of 
misusing this whole affair. 

When we come to voting, the whole of Mr 
Fellermaier's group will vote in favour of urgent 
procedure. It was, however, agreed that we 
should not apply this procedure and that we 
should sit down in the Political Af:fiairs Com
mittee and consider this problem unhurriedly 
and attempt to work out a motion for a resolu-
tion in committee. · 

Mr President, you will probably also find this 
disturbing, but it is not for me to judge the 
matter. 

I greatly regret what ha8 happened here. 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Mr President, I should 
like to make myself clear. I said at the beginning 
that I agreed with Mr Kirk that the motion 
should be referred to the Political Affairs Com
mittee. That means no urgent debate tomorrow 
but reference to the Political Affairs Committee, 
which should deal with tfie motion for a resolu
tion without delay and then submit it to the 
plenary sitting in September. 

President. - I put to the vote the request for 
the adoption of urgent procedure. 

The request is rejected. 

The motion for a resolution is referred to the 
appropriate committee. 

I invite Parliament's opinions on the rest of the 
day's work. Should we pass on to the next item 
or would it be preferable to suspend the proceed
ings and deal with it at the beginning of this 
evening's sitting? 

I call Mr Berkhouwer. 

Mr Berkhouwer. - (F) Mr President, if the 
reports on budgetary procedure and the Court 
of Auditors are to be debated tonight, it would 
be a great pity if the debate were to take place 
in an empty chamber. 

I would therefore .ask you to appeal to the House 
to ensure that the debate, in which Mr Cheysson 
is to take part, iS properly attended. 

President. - I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. 
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Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the 
Commission. - (I) Mr President, in order to 
avoid confusion and misunderstanding, I should 
like to know what the agenda for to-morrow's 
sitting is to be. If the wine debate is postponed 
until to-morrow morning, my colleague, Mr Lar
dinois, will not be able to be present, a.s he 
has to go to Germany on other business. 

On the other hand, I feel that the debate on 
the budget should be held under the best possible 
conditions. I should like some precise indica
tions, therefore, of how we are going to proceed, 
so that we can make sure that the Commissioners 
concerned are present in the chamber. 

President. - Ladies and gentlemen, I think it 
would be wise to adhere to the agenda. 

I call Mr Berkhouwer. 

Mr Berkhouwer. - (F) May I point out, Mr 
President, that Mr Cheysson, on behalf of the 
Commission, and Mr Aigner have confirmed that 
the debates on the Lange and Aigner reports 
could be deferred until the September part
session. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange.- (D) Mr President, I have a remark 
to make. This playing around with the agenda 
should cease. At the moment it is planned to 
suspend the proceedings until 9 p.m. At 9 o'clock 
we can see whether the House is in a position 
to deal with the matter. If that is not the case, 
we can defer it. In any case, we should not 
discuss the question now. 

President. - I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Ladies and gentlemen, this 
• question is of vital importance for our work and 

for our future development. It will be difficult 
enough to deal with it this evening. You can 
take it from me that there will not be ten 
Members present: our Italian colleagues have 
had to leave for Rome, and I know that quite 
a number of German colleagues have already 
left; in addition, a number of colleagues have 
just informed me that it will be impossible for 
them to attend the night sitting. We are there
fore faced with the fact that we shall have to 
debate in an empty house. Mr President, that 
would not prevent me personally from carrying 
on, but I would ask you to bear the following 
in mind. We want concertation with the Council. 
We began this unofficially yesterday, and we 
want to continue it. Perhaps it would be good, 
Mr President-! am merely expressing my own 
thoughts, although I have already discussed the 

point with Mr Lange-if the Council were to 
state that it was prepared to discuss various 
matters with us during the recess or in the 
month of September. We might then, perhaps, 
be in a position to present the House with better, 
clearer material and complete the break-through 
that we are aiming for and which we have 
perhaps already attained with the Council. We 
hope so, at any rate. The question would then 
be whether the Council was prepared to carry 
on with this concertation with us without this 
debate, in the hope of reaching a more positive 
conclusion than is at the moment possible on 
the basis of these treaties. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier for a proce
dural motion. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, at the beginning of this week the 
Parliament adopted an agenda and there is no 
justification for completely upsetting this agenda 
now in the hurry of the moment. We must not 
give free rein. to our feelings. 

I therefore request, on the basis of Rule 32 of 
the Rules of Procedure, that we continue with 
our work as you have proposed, Mr President, 
and make no changes to the agenda. 

I think this request takes precedence over all 
other requests to speak. 

President. - I consult the Assembly on Mr Fel
lermaier's proposal. 

I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk. - I am one of the rapporteurs invol
ved, since I am rapporteur for the Political Af
fairs Committee, and I am surprised to hear 
from Mr Aigner that discussions are going on 
with the Council without the Political Affairs 
Committee having been informed. That is an 
extraordinary state of affairs and it should be 
thrashed out tonight. I therefore agree with 
Mr Fellermaier that we must have a debate on 
the fact that Mr Aigner and Mr Lange are 
having negotiations with the Council without 
the Political Affairs Committee being informed 
and without Parliament being informed. It is 

· not a matter we can allow to pass in silence. 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - I support Mr Fellermaier. This is 
an unanticipated situation and it would be the 
view of most of my colleagues that the whole 
question of the Court of Auditors is urgent 
and vital. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 
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Mr Lange:- (D) Mr Presiden~, ladies and gent
lemen, I can only repeat the request to adhere 
to the agenda, without prejudice to the talks that 
h~ve taken place and in the course of which the 
quesiton of a change has been raised. In any 
case, there has been no final agreement on this 
point, because I said that we should first ask 
the President, to whom some of the credit for 
the work done in this connection is due-the 
credit is in part due to him and must not fall 
to his successor. 

I respect the wishes of the President of this 
Parliament, who attaches importance to getting 
this matter through Parliament before the sum
mer recess. There is also a good reason for this. 
All the talks that have taken place, including 
those that were proposed on 28 April-that has 
nothing to do with official talks within the 
framework of concertation, etc.-including, that 
is to say, the tripartite talks which took place 
yesterday afternoon-have made it clear that 
the adoption by this Parliament of a decision 
in this matter would make it possible to adopt 
quite a different approach to talks with the 
Council than if we were to defer this matter. 
Then both Council and Parliament would know 
where they were. 

Further progress will depend on the attitude 
of the Council. It is absolutely necessary, there
fore, that this matter be dealt with today. 

President. - I call Mr de la Malene. 

Mr de Ia Malene. - (F) Mr President, I should 
like to ask a question. Until what time shall we 
be able to sit tonight in view of all the material 
necessities? Will the staff be able to work as 
long as that? 

President. - We must allow two or three hours 
for discussion of the reports by Mr Lange and 
Mr Aigner. 

The debate on the report on wine has been 
organized on the basis of four hours. 

I propose to set the resumption of the proceed
ings at 9 p.m. and then to debate first of all the 
reports by Mr Lange and Mr Aigner on the 
budgetary powers. 

It is a . question of whether we should then 
proceed to the debate on the report on wine. 

I should like to consult Parliament on this 
point. 

I call Mr Scarascia Mugnotza. 

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-PTesident of the 
Commission. - (I) Mr President, I should like 

to know whether the debate on the wine report 
is to take place to-morrow morning or whether 
it will be postponed until another part-session. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Mr President, without 
consultations I am not in a position to state 
finally on behalf of my group whether the wine
report can be deferred. For that purpose, I 
should have to discuss the matter at least with 
our colleagues in the committee concerned. I 
imagine that other group chairmen are in a 
similar position. 

I therefore propose that we suspend the proceed
ings now and at 9 o'clock thU! evening hold a 
meeting of the Bureau at the same time as the 
sitting is resumed. While the Bureau is meeting, 
we shall be able to offer an answer to your 
question, Mr President, that will be sufficiently 
precise to enable you to propose a decision to 
the House-with the request that this decision 
then be respected. · 

President. - I call Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - I hope, Mr President, that 
you will accept Mr Fellermaier's suggestion that 
we should break now. I do not see the rap
porteur for the wine debate here. I felt strongly 
that it was wrong to take his report at this 
part-session, but there are many reasons why it 
was necessary to do so. I also appreciate that 
we cannot debate it tomorrow because Mr 
Lardinois will not be here so a debate would be 
useless. I suggest that we break now for con
sultations. 

President. - I call Mr Houdet. 

Mr Houdet, chaiTman of the Committee on 
AgricultuTe. - (F) I should like to insist to the 
House that the wine debate be held this evening 
as arranged. 

None of us needs reminding of the very great 
difficulties under which we discussed the Com
mission's proposals on the organization of the 
wine-growing market. I wish to exonerate the 
Committee onAgriculture from allresponsibility, 
for this committee, despite all the difficulties, 
has devoted six meetings to this report and is 
in a position to present it to you this evening. 

If we defer this debate until September while 
the Council of Ministers has decided to diScuss 
the question on 21 and 22 July, there is a danger 
of there being no opinion of this Parliament at 
the time when it is needed. 
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I draw your urgent attention to the gravity of 
the wine-growing situation in some of our coun
tries. We are on the eve of the wine-harvest, 
and the Parliament must either express an 
opinion before the wine-harvest or see the 
Council of Ministers taking its decision without 
the Parliament's opinion. In that case, however, 
the Parliament would have to face its respons
ibility to public opinion. 

President. - I call Mr Leenhardt. 

Mr Leenhardt.- (F) Mr Houdet has clearly put 
the reasons for retaining the wine-report on the 
agenda. 

I would remind you that Mr Fellermaier has 
tabled a procedural motion calling for a straight
forward observance of the agenda. I urge that 
this motion be put to the vote. 

President. - I put Mr FellermaiE~r's proposal to 
the vote. 

The proposal is adopted. 

The Bureau meeting will take place at 9 p.m. 

The proceedings will now be suspended until 
9 p.m. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 7.30 p.m. and 
resumed at 9.10 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE 

President 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

10. Cange in the agenda 

President. - I call Mr Kirk for a procedural 
motion. 

Mr Kirk. - On behalf of the chairmen of the 
political groups, I wish to propose a modifica
tion in the agenda, namely that we should 
adjourn until tomorrow morning the discussion 
of the reports by Mr Lange and Mr Aigner· on 
the budgetary changes and the· creation of a 
Court of Auditors, and embark immediately on 
the debate on the problems connected with wine 
in the Community. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange.- (D) Mr President, I can only say 
that I am su:rprised at this procedure. I have no 
intention of raising any objections to dealing 
with the matter tomorrow morning instead of 
this evening; but when I think of the way in 
which, betweien 7 o'clock and 7.30 this evening, 
a decision was engineered to carry on with the 
aganda as it was, then I can only say that what 
the group chairmen now propose could have 
been considered and put before the House 
earlier. 

President.- I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) I should like to subscribe to 
that-not out of any feelings of glee but rather 
of regret. 

I have, however, another question, Mr President. 
Is the President of the Council to be at our 
disposal tomorrow? I see that at the moment he 
is still there. If we could enter into a discussion 
with him now, it might be better. Perhaps we 
could have a reply to this. 

President. - Could the President of the Council 
reply to that question? 

Mr Battaglia, President-in-Office of the Council. 
- (I) Mr President, I regret to have to inform 
you that unfortunately it will be impossible for 
me to be here to-morrow. I have followed the 
debate on Mr Bertrand's report with great 
interest, and it seemed significant to me that it 
should come before the debate on the new 
budgetary powers of the European Parliament. 
In fact, I delayed my departure to-day precisely 
in order to be able to take part in the debate 
on the powers of the European Parliament. 
Unfortunately, I have undertakensomeimportant 
political engagements for to-morrow in the belief 
that this debate would have finished this 
evening. I would ask the Members of this Par
liament, therefore, to accept my apologies for 
the fact that I cannot be present here to-morrow. 

President.- I call Mr Lucker. 

Mr Lucker.- (D) Mr President, I must confess 
to a feeling pf guilt, particularly with regard to 
my colleague and friend Erwin Lange, who of 
course is to some extent right when he says: 
Why didn't the group chairmen think of that 
before? ... 

Mr Lange ......... (D) Very truet 

Mr Lucker. - (D) ... Yes, I agree. It is a matter 
for regret that we spent an hour in discussion 
instead of voting without waste of time on the 
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proposal made by Mr Fellermaier, who said that 
we should reconsider the agenda at 9 p.m. I ask 
Mr Lange's indulgence for the proposal we are 
now discussing. We had to speak first to the 
member of the Commission whom we wanted to 
attend the debate, and that was Mr Cheysson: 
without his agreement such a proposal could not 
have been made, and we should have spent in 
discussion the hour we have had for supper 
without coming to any result. I therefore pro
posed to the members of my group that the 
agenda be changed after the end of the sitting. 
I really ask for your indulgence. If we were to 
begin with your reports and continue with the 
wine-debate, we should be sitting here until 3 in 
the morning, and no one can be expected to do 
that. 

I particularly ask the indulgence of Mr Battaglia, 
whose announced absence tomorrow morning I 
regret very much; but, Mr President, we are 
faced with the choice of discussing tomorrow 
morning either the wine-report in the absence 
of Mr Lardinois-since he cannot be here- or 
the Lange and Aigner reports. 

Once more, I apologize to Mr Lange. I was able 
to speak only to Mr Aigner and ask him if he 
would agree to such a solution. He replied: 
'Under the circumstances in which we have to 
work, yes'. The group chairmen also agreed, 
and in my opinion we should accept this solution 
rather than discuss the agenda for another hour, 
since it is quite impossible to cope with both 
matters this evening. 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell.- Would one be right in suspecting 
that the basic trouble is yet again that the 
Parliament is meeting here i,n Strasbourg and 
not in Brussels, where all rational men would 
think it should meet? 

President.- I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner.- (D) Mr President, we really should 
not now begin another discussion on questions 
of procedure and the agenda. We accept what 
has been decided. Qur group chairmen have 
doubtless made a virtue of necessity, although I 
am not quite sure where the virtue lies. I merely 
wish to ask you, Mr President, and the President
in-Office of the Council one thing: When is 
tomorrow's debate to begin? I hope the President 
of the Council will excuse me if I ask him 
another question. Will the President of the 
Council be able to place himself once more at 
our disposal, at the end of this debate, to pursue 
the concertation further? 

President. - I call Mr Battaglia. 

Mr Battaglia, President-in-Office of the Council. 
- (I) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, it is 
not a matter of my own personal wishes but of 
political questions and political deadlines. If the 
Parliament is at all interested in having the 
draft on budgetary powers approved as soon as 
possible, perhaps even in the course of the 
coming week, it must not forget that the last 
meeting of the Committee of Permanent Repre
sentatives that can be of any help in this matter 
is to be held to-morrow morning in Brussels. 

The vital question therefore is not whether 
Commissioner Lardinois or myself can be here 
to-morrow morning but whether Parliament is or 
is not anxious to have this problem discussed by 
the Council of Ministers at its meeting of 15 
July. I cannot promise you formally that this 
will happen, of course, but there is a possibility 
that it will, provided, I repeat, that Parliament 
considers the problem this very evening and 
lets the Committee of Permanent Represent
atives have its opinion by to-morrow. If this 
cannot be done, then the whole question will 
automatically be put back until next September 
or October or November or God knows when. 

President. - I call Mr Fabbrini. 

Mr Fabbrini. - (I) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, many of our colleagues are not 
present because of the decisions taken some time 
ago with regard to the agenda. 

In fact, even the rapporteur on the wine ques
tion is missing, simply because he was under the 
impression that this evening's sitting would 
begin with the debate on budgetary powers and 
as a result he and other colleagues have delayed 
their arrival in the chamber. 

I think that we should abide by the decisions 
already taken, if it is impossible for us to deal 
adequately with the two questions. This will 
mean that we shall have to postpone the wine 
question, but at any rate we should certainly' 
commence with the debate on Parliament's 
budgetary powers. 

President. - I call Mr Knud Nielsen. 

Mr K. Nielsen. - (DK) Mr President, this parlia
ment is disrespectfully called the European 
travelling- circus. It could also be accused of 
continually juggling with the agenda. I strongly 
recommend that we follow Mr Lange's proposal 
and keep to the agenda that was adopted and 
amended so that we know where we are. · 
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President. - I call Mr de la Malene. 

Mr de Ia Malene. - (F) Mr President, I think 
the group chairmen are well aware of the dif
ficulties in which we find ourselves. 

The European Parliament has been sitting 
virtually without interruption since Monday in 
an attempt to deal with a heavily-loaded agenda 
which it is difficult to modify. The fact that 
the documents have been late in reaching us is 
not the fault of the European Parliament, and, 
as things are now, we find ourselves more or 
less in an impasse. We should not have to pay 
for the way other people spend their time, but 
must consider the interests of our peoples and of 
our own Institution. Not only we but the staff 
too cannot deal this evening with budgetary 
and agricultural problems in succession. We 
therefore have to make a choice, and there is no 
point in pretending otherwise. 

Perhaps the Committee of Permanent Represent
atives could change the date of its meeting. 
Whether COREPER is working or not I cannot 
say, but I would remind the President-in-Office 
of the Council that the European Parliament, 
for its part, has been working without interrup
tion for 8 days. It is not the Parliament's fault 
if the texts are late in arriving. 

We have to choose: either we deal seriously this 
evening with the budgetary problem, which is 
important, and defer the agricultural problem 
or we do it the other way round. 

Not only that: we have just heard that the repre
sentative of the Commission cannot be here 
tomorrow. ·The Council cannot be here, the Com
mission cannot be here; what is the Parliament 
to do? I ask you? It therefore has to make a 
choice, and this the group chairmen have 
attempted to do. 

We could decide to deal today with the budget
ary questions and defer the agricultural problem, 
but we should prefer the other course because 
that appears to us to be more reasonable. We 
ask you to accept this procedure and not to look 
for impossible solutions to an impossible situa
tion. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr J ahn. 

Mr Jahn.- (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle
men, everyone in this Parliament is, I think, 
equal and our group chairmen are the first 
among ~quais. If we adopt an agenda on Monday 
and the present speaker as a result is due to 
speak on two items of Friday's agenda but now 
does not know whether he will have to speak 

at all because everything is turned topsy turvy 
the evening before, that is a method which for 
parliamentary purposes is indefensible. As I left 
this Chamber, my colleagues and I told Mr 
Della Briotta that he could expect his turn to 
come round between 10 and 11 o'clock, because 
that was what we had decided. Now we come 
back and are confronted with a completely new 
order of business. We were under the impression 
that the agenda would be dealt with as we had 
decided. As one of your colleagues who had 
expected to speak tomorrow morning at 9.30 on 
two items of the agenda which had been offi
cially adopted, I ask you: Am I to speak tomor
row or not? Or do we alter the agenda as and 
when we have to sit here during the night? 
Sometimes we have sat here until 3 or 4 in 
the morning, and it has worked very well. I 
propose that we adhere to the agenda. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange.- (D) I would remind the President 
of the Council that I said earlier on that I did 
not wish to raise any objections to what the 
group chairmen had worked out as a solution. 
All I did was to express my astonishment and 
make a few observations. But, Mr President, 
I must make a slight correction to what the 
President-in-Office of the Council has said. 

One cannot, I think, decide that an item should 
be dealt with by this Parliament on the grounds 
that, 12 hours later or whenever it may be, it 
can then be dealt with by the Permanent 
Representatives. The Permanent Representatives 
are not an official organ so far as we are con
cerned. For our purposes, Mr President of the 
Council, the official organ is the Council, to 
which the Permanent Representatives belong; 
they have nothing to do with the Parliament 
and cannot influence its working methods. We 
should therefore be very careful in deciding who 
is responsible to whom. Your argument, Mr 
Battaglia, holds no water in my view-neither, 
as you have seen, does it in the view of this 
House. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Battaglia. 

Mr Battaglia, President-in-Office of the Council. 
- (I) Mr President, I think there has been a 
major misunderstanding on what the problem 
is about. I will try to explain it as simply and 
dispassionately as possible. The problem is not 
one of arranging a meeting of the Permanent 
Representatives or of the Council: the problem 
is that a meeting of the Council of Foreign 
Ministers was arranged a month ago for next 
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Tuesday and the European Summit of Heads 
of State or Government has in turn been ar
ranged for next Wednesday and Thursday. If 
-I repeat-the European Parliament wishes the 
Council of Ministers or the European Summit 
to examine the draft treaties on the new budget
ary powers, the last practical day-whether we 
like it or not-is today. COREPER is a useful 
instrument which will be used tomorrow if pos
sible to iron out any remaining difficulties. 

Moreover, there are technical problems (prob
lems of seals, signatures, and so on) in con
sidering, agreeing and signing the treaties which 
will have to be resolved somewhat in advance. 
These are the technical time-limits: I have no 
desire whatsoever to enter into procedural 
discussions within Parliament I would simply 
point out to Parliament that if it wishes the 
drafts on new budgetary powers to Qe consi
dered next week in the two meetings which 
will be held in Brussels, this is the last practical 
day. I cannot say more than this. I believe it 
is only polite to Parliament to point out the 
situation. • 

President. - I put to the vote Mr Kirk's pro
posal to amend the agenda and to debate this 
evening Mr Della Briotta's report on wine, and 
to debate Mr Lange's report (Doc. 166/75) and 
the two reports by Mr Aigner (Doc. 167/75 and 
140/75) tomorrow· morning. 

'l'he proposal is adopted. 

I call Mr J ahn. 

Mr Jahn.- (D) Mr President, then I must ask 
when the original agenda for tomorrow will 
be dealt with, since the rapporteur and other 
Members have other engagements from 12 
o'clock· on. When the ox:der of business has been 
laid down precisely a week before, we cannot 
say now that everything else is to be thrown 
into confusion and everyone else must alter his 
arrangements accordingly. Everyone has a claim 
to dispose of his own time. 

President. - If we cannot finish our work 
before mid-day, one report can undoubtedly be 
held over to the September part-session. 

I hope nevertheless that we will be able to 
complete the agenda as planned. 

11. Regulations in the wine sector 

President. - The next item is the debate on 
the report drawn up on behalf of the Committee 
on Agriculture by Mr Della Briotta on the pro-

posals from the Commission of the European 
Communities to the Council for: 

I. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) 
No 816/70 layii).g down additional provisions 
for the common organization of the market 
in wine, Regulation (EEC) No 817/70 laying 
down special provisions relating to quality 
wines produced in specified regions, Regula
tion (EEC) No 865/68 on the common organi
zation of the market iii products processed 
from fruit and vegetables and Regulation 
(EEC) No 950/68 on the Common Customs 
Tariffs; 

II. a regulation on measures intended to adapt 
wine potential to market requirements: 

modification by virtue of Article 149, second 
sub-paragraph of the Treaty to the proposal 
for a Council regulation amending Regula
tions (EEC) Nos 816/70 and 817170, taking 
into account the Council Resolution of 
21 April1975 concerning guidelines designed 
to balance the market in table wines (Doc. 
187/75). 

I call Mr Della Briotta. 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) Mr Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen, speaking to you 
as the rapporteur on wine, I am following in 
the steps of Francis Vals. Had it not been for 
his death, a year ago, it would have been my 
colleague from Narbonne introducing this debate 
today. May I pay tribute to his memory, because 
much of what I have learned and know now 
about wine in the Community has come from 
the reports and speeches of Mr V als. And in 
paying tribute to him I would like also to draw 
attention to the work of wine-growers in the 
South of France to whose problems FranciS Vals 
gave a European scope and dimension. 

The European dimension-this is where our. 
discussion must start. It is a serious subject. 
We are approaching the harvest and many of 
the crops. are already in. I believe, without 
exaggerating, that today many people through
out the vineyards of the Community are looking 
to Strasbourg. Each has in mind his own solu
tion: some want to continue adding sugar, some 
wish to eliminate their most dangerous compe
titors, some intend to gain a wider share of 
the market with lower prices. I believe that 
tomorrow none of these will be satisfied, if this 
evening we can work as Europeans. We must 
find a just ~lution to the problem of wine, 
respecting the natural laws of healthy agro
nomical principles, and the rules of behaviour 
of long-term technology, which are too often 
forgotten or ignored by the Commission 1n Brus
sels. 
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It is not a question, Mr Presjdent, of French 
wine, Italian wine or German wine winning a 
battle. The Committee on Agriculture has at
tempted to adopt a line which would. take ac
count of many individual situations, often cor
recting the guesswork and hastily devised 
policies of the Commission and in fact it leaves 
everyone somewhat dissatisfied. This is quite 
true. It can be seen from the number and con
tent of the amendments. Paradoxically, I find 
comfort in this. It means that our resolution 
does not have winners and losers. Everyone has 
had to make concessions. 

We have, with great difficulty, taken a line 
which recognizes that there must be a .brake 
on uncontrolled development of planning, which 
at the same time requires regional adaptation 
of this rule, within the framework of Directive 
159. on the modernization of farms; we have 
asked for a market organization which can even 
include compulsory distillation, which is ana
thema to supporters of the policy of winning 
larger markets, but we have designed it parti
cularly for poorer quality wines and we rejected 
the limitation of the withdrawal price to a 
mere 500/o of the guide price; we have expressed 

· reservations about the use of sugar and water 
for increasing alcoholic strength, but not in a 
punitive way to force everyone to make wine 
in the same manner, in fact we have fully 
recognized the necessity for this in certain 
regions, but rather to point to a solution for 
the future, practical and safe from an organic 
point of view (and extremely economical, since 
it reduces the amount of grapes to be used in 
wine making), that is to say the enrichment 
by means of grape musts (as is done in fact 
here in Alsace, one of the best known wine 
areas in the Community); we have limited 
increases in outlets to third countries, but 
requested aids for marketing and bottling; we 
have asked for reductions in the heavy tax 
burden which sometimes weigh heavily on and 
threaten wine consumption, but we would like 
this to be done gradually, because we know 
that in some countries individual problems 
persist, arising from local traditions and budget
ary considerations. One thing however which 
we ma.de very clear was the condemnation of 
the desultory fashion of dealing, or rather not 
dealing with the problem of frauds on a Com
mUnity level. I have heard that only the other 
day the Advocate General of the Court of Justice 
was obliged to point out the limitations of 
Regulation 1539171 on this subject. There are 
no Community rules on this. And yet the Com
mission, on 21 May 1974, in reply to a written 
question, recognized these limitations and this 
lack ami, as it does so often, announced that 
suitable proposals would be made. Why did it 
not make them in November or even after-

wards? Why, when it was hard pressed by the 
overpoduction crisis, by the wrath of wine 
growers and by the Council Resolution of 
15 April, did not the Commission see fit to take 
action in this field? No one, much less the 
Committee on Agriculture of a Parliament 
which calls itself European, can support a 
package which restricts supply, while neglecting 
such an important aspect of the encouragement 
of demand as protection against the eurse of 
adulteration. ' 

Are you aw-.re, my dear colleagues, of what 
goes on? Certain ships are turned away from 
some ports because the wine which they are 
transporting does not pass the anti-adulteration 
tests carried out at the port of arrival. Sup
posing the wine has been adulterated, do you 
know what happens? No one is informed of 
tliis rejection and these ships, with cargoes of 
ghost wine, go back to wandering through the 
Mediterranean and who knows where they end 
up. Why not inform the authorities of the port 
of departure? 

My dear colleagues, I am told that at Com
munity level we have reached this point in the 
fight against. fraud. But I am convinced that 
the problem . of overproduction and imbalance 
on the markets, Mr Lardinois, can be resolved 
better and sooner by action such as that which 
could be carried . out under a common policy 
against fraudS, action which within a few hours 
could get rid of thousands of hectolitres of 
shoddy goods, better than any prohibition of 
further planting. A prohibition which, unless 
we are pretending to forget that vines are tree 
crops with a, long cycle, would bring about no 
reduction in the next few years of the quantities 
placed on the market. 

This, very briefly, is the compromise which I 
am charged to defend in this chamber. Certainly 
-and if I ctid not say this I would be making 
our discussion less clear and· less honest-this 
policy has meant that I too have had to accept 
a number of major concessions, concessions 
which concern my personal convi~ions as an 
Italian socialist. It is clear that in this chamber 
I will not defend these personal convictions but 
the general policy, but if I may be permitted, 
Mr President, where this policy is overwhelmed 
by the flood of amendments, I would like right 
away to state that I must dissociate myself as 
rapporteur and Member of Parliament, from the 
prevalence of individual national outlooks, for 
this is not a basis on which we will ever build 
together, as we should, a real common organiza
tion of the market. 

To the representative of the Commission I will 
say that our :resolution, from the three possible 
solutions when Parliament is consulted (ap-
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proval, rejection and invitation to amend) just 
settled for the third. You are therefore invited 
to amend proposals which, as they stand, we 
cannot approve. I therefore ask you, Mr Presi
dent, in accordance with the procedure estab
lished in this Chamber since 1969, to ask Mr 
Lardinois shortly to adopt a position on the 
individual paragraphs of the motion for a 
resolution which demand a reply, a yes or no 
from the Commission. You are aware that 
within the strict timetable to which the Com
mission obliges us to work, it has been impos
sible for us to break down the text with 
individual amendments. But the demands of the 
resolution are clear and Mr Lardinois would do 
well to follow the institutional agreements link
ing Parliament a.nd the Commission and there
fore to take the position clearly point by point. 

He said in committee that the Regulation of 
1970 was a bad regulation and was drawn up 
this way because the Italians were being dif
ficult. This is untrue. The problem lies in costs, 
in market factors and, if the statistics were 
available, it would be easy to prove to Mr 
Lardinois that production had increased more 
rapidly elsewhere. Italian wine, at the outside, 
could do without market support and rely 
exclusively on its own yields. The complaints, 
Mr Lardinois, and I am addressing all my col
leagues from every region and country, concern 
rather the attempts to cut back on wine what 
we are prepared to spend on milk powder. The 
time of poor relations in the Common Agri
cultural Policy is over. If economies are needed 
they must be carried out in all sectors. The 
battle for wine is only the first step on the way 
to a more just and united commitment from all 
of us in all sectors of production in our farms. 
(Applause) :Ji..l 

IN THE CHAIR: MR SANTER 

Vice-PTesident 

President. - I call Mr Lange, chairman of the 
Committee on Budgets. 

Mr Lange. -(D) Mr President, the Committee 
on Budgets has been asked for its opinion. In 
a very brief letter to the Committee on Agri
culture, the committee stated-! will quote the 
letter and then offer one or two comments: 

'The Committee on Budgets discussed these 
proposals for regulations at its meeting of 7 June 
1975. 

The financial schedule from the Commission 
accompanying these proposals· is based on a 
theoretical model for the various possible 
measures in the wine-market. 

The Committee on Budgets reached the view 
that working hypotheses cannot constitute the 
proper basis for evaluating the financial implica
tions of Commission proposals, since they do not 
·show which of the measures considered the Com
mission will actually apply and what their finan
cial consequences are. 

The Committee on Budgets has, therefore, rejected 
the proposals for regulations.' 

Here we are not opposed to the matter in hand 
-that I would stress-but to the manner in 
which the calculations are presented, not only 
here but elsewhere, which makes it impossible 
for the Committee on Budgets to exercise its 
responsibilities. I must emphatically ask the 
Commission-there are other ways of putting it, 
but 'emphatically' will do-to abandon this 
practice once and for all and to adopt financial· 
schedules that will enable the Committee on 
Budgets to check the calculations and so form 
an opinion. It is high time we advanced beyond 
the stage of contenting ourselves with vaguely
formulated budgetary policies. That has no 
longer any justification. 

As I have indicated, the Committee on Budgets 
has said nothing about the substance, which does 
nof fall within its sphere of competence; If the 
intention is really to reverse the course of 
developments in order to avert the fatal con
sequences of the organization of the wine
market, then I could accept a statement by the 
Commission that for the moment it could not 
foresee the financia! implications: that would 
be a statement which at the moment would 
satisfy the Committee on Budgets. When, how
ever, we come to the budget itself, in which 
the relevant appropriations have to be incorpor
ated, then the situation must be more specific. 
Then the Commission-and this remark is not 
addressed to Mr Lardinois personally, but to 
the Commission as a whole-will find with 
increasing frequency-as it has already found
that the Committee on Budgets will not be 
satisfied with such unreasonable demands. The 
Parliament, too, will not be satisfied. Here there 
is no difference of opinion between the Com
mittees on Agriculture and Budgets. 

I would say to Mr Lardinois that it would have 
been better if the curious section entitled 
'Financial Note' had been completely omitted 
from this proposal. That is the reason why we 
say 'No'. It is not our function to establish the 
financial implications of a proposal, nor is it 
to consider changes made to the Commission's 
proposals by the Committee on Agriculture and 
to establish their financial implications. (This 
is a question which concerns, not the Commis
sion, but the procedures of this Parliament.) The 
committees which are called upon to make deci
sions in a matter in which the Committee on 
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Budgets is also involved because of the financial 
implications-this remark is addressed to my 
own colleagues-should not adopt any final 
decisions until the Committee on Budgets, work
ing on reasonable terms of reference such as 
I have just attempted to outline, has been able 
to check the financial implications on the basis 
of documents which lend themselves to examina
tion and verification. 

I am only too willing to concede that the Com
mittee on Agriculture had to examine these 
proposals under great pressure of time, in just 
the sarne way as the Committee on Budgets had 
to consider the matter virtually at the last 
minute in order to give the Committee on Agri
culture its opinion. 

I therefore ·say to Mr Lardinois that I should 
be grateful if, on the basis of the conclusions 
drawn by the Committee on Budgets, he would 
in future make an effort to provide acceptable 
summaries of the financial implications of pro
posals stemming from the sphere for which he 
is responsible and, whenever he is not in a 
position to calculate the financial implications, 
if he would say as much. That at any rate would 
be better than offering us material which can
not be taken seriously and which leaves one 
with the impression that one is being made a 
fool of. We must put a stop to that sort of a 
thing. For the rest, we shall see what the effects 
will be. I think Mr Lardinois will be in a posi
tion, when the proposals for regulations have 
been adopted and also when the crop becomes 
foreseeable, to indicate the state of affairs more 
precisely. We shall then have virtually reached 
the stage of drawing up the budget for 1976, 
and at that stage these things will be of import
ance. 

I have made these remarks, Mr President, in 
order to explain to the Commission and also to 
the Members of this Parliament the reasons that 
prompted the Committee on Budgets to adopt 
the attitude that it has. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Hansen to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Hansen. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, on behalf of the Socialist Group I 
congratulate Mr Della Briotta on the excellent 
report that he has drawn up with so much 
industry and also with so much patience in view 
of the numerous proposals for changes that were 
adopted by the committee. His position was by 
no means always an easy one, and this is all 
the ·more reason for complimenting him on his 
admirably democratic attitude in the face of 
proposals for amendments whieh were aimed 

at achieving the necessary balance with regard 
to the control of planting, guaranteeing the 
market and improving quality and which in 
many cases were pushed through by a small 
majority in opposition to his own convictions. I 
therefore wish to take this opportunity of con
gratulating the Commission, in particular Mr 
Lardinois, on the proposals it has laid before 
this Parliament-proposals which, in spite of 
everything, show a degree of balance. 

The chief aims of these proposals are, first, to 
launch a determined campaign against market 
imbalances due to a superabundance of wine; 
secondly, to restrict production capacity by set
ting a limit on plantings; and thirdly, to improve 
quality by eliminating table-wines of inferior 
quality. In e~ence, these aims-and this I wish 
to stress in particular-answer to the oft
repeated demands put forward by the Socialist 
Group. It is to be hoped that this will prove a 
good start which will be followed up by initia
tives in other sectors. It may sound a little hard, 
I know, but I should like to say here that our 
purpose in attending this European forum is not 
to pursue nat~onal policies but to work out an 
all-European conception. 
(Applause) 

That deserves to be stressed. The policy pursued 
so far with regard to the wine-market has led 
to surpluses which in future can scarcely be 
justified from the budgetary point of view. I 
am thinking of the difficulties which are already 
casting their shadows before, of the supplemen
tary budget of some 500 000 units of account 
which will give us quite a lot of food for thought. 
This courageous initiative on the Commission's 
part must therefore be welcomed, since the 
discrepancy in· the development of consumer and 
producer trends for wine is a proven fact. Let 
me demonstrate this point briefly. During the 
period between 1961-62 and 1973-74, average 
yearly consum!ption rose by 1.14 per cent, while 
average yearly production increased by 4.21 per 
cent. We have been told that this figure of 4.21 
per cent is, re1!atively speaking, not so high; but 
that remains to be proved. 

Consumption i:; primarily influenced by trends 
in France and Italy, which together consume 
between 85 and 90 per cent of all the wine 
produced in the Community. In France the 
d.emand appears to be stagnating, while in Italy 

.it has fallen off slightly. There is, on the other 
hand, a considerable increase in the wine con
sumed in the other Member States, but this is 
scarcely suffic~nt to countervail the stagnation 
and fall-off in demand in France and Italy. 

The sharp increase in production is partly due 
to technical developments-improved varieties 
of vine, mere efficient watering methods, the 
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generous application of fertilizers, etc. The result 
is that yields per unit area have increased 
sharply but that quality has been somewhat 
neglected. This, of course, has led to the produc
tion of inferior table-wines, which tend, either 
partially or completely, to crowd the quality
wines out of the market. The only way out is the 
very costly one of distillation, which is becoming 
more and more of a burden for the Community 
budget and in the end amounts to no more than 
a shifting of marketing problems from one sector 
to another of the alcohol market. 

On closer examination, expenditure by the 
EAGGF on the re-storing and distillation of 
table-wines is seen to have shot up with incred
ible rapidity, as may be seen from the following 
figures: in 1973, expenditure amounted to 9.2 
million units of account; in 1974, to 37.3 million 
units of account--that is, 300 per cent more; and 
in 1975 so far, it amounts to around 200 million 
units of account. By the end of the year this sum 
may be expected to reach about 300 million units 
of account. 

How high these figures are may best be seen 
by comparing them with the 150 million units 
of account allocated to the Regional Fund, which 
is designed to smooth out discrepancies between 
the poorer and richer regions of Europe. The 
problem has been aggravated by the ~ecord 
crops of the last two years. Wine production in 
the EEC amounted to 132.5 million hect()litres 
(hl.) in 1971-72, to 127.3 million hl. in 1972-73, 
and to 168.4 million hl. in 1973-74, while the 
figure for this year is at present estimated at 
155 million hl. The harvest for 1975 is expected 
to be unusually. good, and this is proof enough 
that we are here conce:rned with a structural 
imbalance between production and consumption. 
Since imports ·and exports balance one another, 
and in any case account for no more than 2 !)r 
ae/o of the total output, th~ plays no part of any 
impertance in the overall balance of supply and 
demand. We, the Socialist Group, have often 
declared that we are opposed to dumping sur
pluses abroad .. with the help of high export 
refunds. The tax-paye11s of the Community are 
no longer prepared to accept such a procedure. 
Criticism is growing rapidly, although here and 
there it may be a little ex~ggerated. 

It is further clear that problems in the wine
sector can no longer be solved by price-policies 
alone and that something must be done to. 
limit output. The Commission's courageous pro
posals to this end are therefore much to be 
welcomed. Even though the ban on replanting 
may seem a little hard, it must be admitted 
that it is a necessity which cannot be evaded. 

For the Socialist Group there is only one cause 
for doubt, whiCh i& expressed in paragraph 9 of 

the motion for a resolution-namely, that the 
issue of permits for replanting may impair the 
interests. of wine-growers in hill distriets. Here 
I should like to address myself to Mr Lardinois 
with the request that he give this Parliament a 
clear and satisfactory answer on this point. 

The Socialist Group welcomes the measures for 
improving the quality of wine-the raising of 
quality criteria and the making it possible to 
distil poor-quality table-wines at a very low 
price. In this connection, Mr Laban is. to intro
duce an amendment. 

We hope that this measure will have a preven
tive effect--in any case, that it will be consis
tently applied. What we really want is an 
effective control that will nip all undesirable 
developments in the bud. · 

As my group has already stressed in committee, 
we hope that the Commission will present pro
posals for dealing with the problem of surpluses 
in other sectors too, and that the Council will 
really tackle them instead of continually post
poning a decision on them. ·We canno~ go on 
hesitating until the last minute,· as has some
times been the case in the past. 

As we emphasized during the debate. on agri
cultural stock-taking, the removal of these prob
lems is of great importance. We see-not without 
concern-that criticism of agricultural policy in 
the Community will continue to grow over a 
wide area, and it is essential that these prob
lems be removed in the interests of continued 
European integration, which is what we all 
have set our hearts on. It will no longer do to 
play around and treat merely the· symptoms; 
what we have to do is to ascertain the causes 
resolutely and then to remove them: this will 
be in the interests both of producers, who will 
be enabled to obtain a better income, and of 
consumers, who can expect better quality. 

With these reservations and in view of the fact 
that a number of amendments to the motion 
were adopted in committee, the majority of my 
group will vote for the motion. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr Boano. - (1) Mr President, it is usually 
standard practice to address the rapporteur. and 
compliment him on the work he has done and 
the attention he has paid to the problem, but 
this evening I would like to associate myself 
with the praise which Mr Hansen addressed 
to our colleague Mx: Della Briotta,. not oq!.y for 
the care with which .he has carried- out.his task 
under time-limiu and conditions· of work which 
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we know made it almost impossible, but espe
cially for having reaffirmed here tonight his 
over.whelming desire to further a European 
poijcy within the conflicting interests which 
surround this problem, and for the dignity he 
has shown in dissociating himself when this 
conciliatory policy was submerged by a series of 
amendments of a primarily national character. 

Th~ work-load, as Qur colleagues are aware, has 
been particularly heavy, especially since, after 
submitting on 25 November of last year a pro

·posal (Doc. No 363) which though containing 
some new elements was basically traditional in 
pattern, the Commission has in the new docu
ment No 317 of 25 June last, put forward a text 
which is interwoven with many major innova
tions. 

The prohibition of further planting, the estab
lishment of areas of renewal of vineyards, the 
review of the wine m~p of Europe to establish 
areas which are best suited to selective produc
tion, obligatory preventive distillation, the 
increase in the •minimum natural alcoholic con
tent, the elimination from the wine market of 
all production from table grapes, and the pro
hibition of marketing wines suitable to become 
table wines are undoubtedly major problems 
which, because of their complexity and novelty, 
would have reqQired a balanced, overall and 
systematic evaluation. 

Even within our group there was a debate be
tween those who referred to what in paragraph 
12 of Mr Scott-Hopkins report is called the 
phenomenon of the increasing disparity between 
yields from sectors with a high level of Com
munity support and yields from sectors with a 
low level of Community support and those who 
believed-and this was the policy adopted in the 
Committee on Agriculture-that attention should 
be concentrated on this document, and that the 
new proposed rules for wine should not be 
related to the more lenient rules existing in 
other sectors, and therefore considering this 
proposal from the Commission as an individual 
one, to be assessed uniquely on its internal 
content. But even if we merely consider the 
individual aspects of this proposal, serious doubts 
and perplexities were raised in the minds of many 
of us. We wondered for example whether the 
ind.i,scriminately low level of the withdrawal price 
for distillation, 5rl'/o of the guide price, with no 
relationship with the quality of the product, 
-wOuld not be likely· to produce the opposite 
effect to that desired by the Commission, that 
is to say the effect of stimulating the produc
tion of poor wines ,prepared just for that pur
pose, so that even a price as low as that would 
permit them to be marketed profitably by 
offering those who market them freedom from 

the obligatio!), to deliver 1541/o of production in 
a period of grave crisis to distillation. Why not, 
we wondered, make it obligatory to uproot those 
plants with poor production? Or, we wondered 
again, why not, if you wanted to introduce 
obligatory ru.:tillation, do it in a truly selective 
manner, that .is to say relating the price to the 
alcoholic content of the wine withdrawn? I would 
like to point out that in paragraph 27 of Mr 
Scott-Hopkin's report we stressed the necessity' 
to reassess the product 'wine' in terms of alco
holic content. I have to recognize that the divi
sion of zone A into two sub-zones and the 
increase by half a degree and one degree respect
ively of the minimum natural alcohol content 
for wines produced in the two new zones created 
from the original A zone, undoubtedly represent 
a significant step towards the affirmation of a 
quality requirement. 

But we were not quite so pleased to see, for 
example, how the Commission dealt with the 
second example in paragraph 27 of the Scott
Hopkins report, that is to say dealing more 
severely with wine enriching practices. 

On the problem of table grapes, while we agree 
in general with the necessity to eliminate the 
introduction of table grapes on to the wine 
market, it is still questionable whether the ComM 
mission has been fully aware of the scope of 
this problem, and of the lack of solutions and 
alternative proposals to follow up its determina
tion. 

Faced with these facts, we were somewhat per
plexed at the complacency with which the Com
mission pointed out, however indirectly, as shown 
by Mr Lange, how the introduction of the new 
regulations halved the already small appropria
tions to the guarantee section of the wine sector, 
reducing them from 100 to 50 million qnits of 
account. 

And yet in this very Chamber, a few weeks 
ago, when approving paragraph 16 of the Scott
Hopkins report, this Parliament emphasized the 
fact that measures taken to reduce surpluses 
should not reduce the Community's respons
ibility for maintaining farmers' incomes. 

To refer to one of the Commission's proposals, 
which are fully supported by our group, that 
is to say the prohibition on marketing wines 
which could become table wines, I would like 
to ask: has the Commission foreseen that in the 
case of wines which could become table wines 
because of their high alcoholic content, this pro
hibition of marketing will inevitably lead to the 
reduction of alcoholic content by adding water, 
with a resulting large increase in quantities put 
on the market? Mr Hansen a short time ago 
already expressed his anxiety-which I share-
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about the fact that the transferability of replant
ing quotas, besides encouraging a black market 
in licences, will eventually bring about a pro
cess of transferring wine growing from the hands 
of small wine growers, for the most part all 
farmers in traditional wine growing areas, into 
the hands of firms operating on a vast scale 
in areas where growing is easier and yields 

. higher. 

One last remark about something which is 
worrying us more objectively, that is to say 
something which is a greater innovation and of 
more disturbing proportions. I am referring to 
the absolute -prohibition of new planting, a pro
hibition which Mr Della Briotta's report wisely 
tempers down and which has been permitted for 
wine for the first time since the Common Agri
cultrual Policy came into being. 

What indication can the Commission have about 
the effectiveness of this provision on 1 January 
1977-that is to say in two or more years-in 
view of the fact that the productive cycle of 
vines covers a minimum of three years? With 
what penalties does it think it can guarantee the 
practical efficacity of this provision? 

With what instruments does it think it can 
control its application? Finally, on what legal 
basis, with what Article of the Treaty of Rome 
does it think it can justify the extensive prohibi
tion imposed on the private citizen to plant even 
a small vineyard, even destined for purely family 
consumption? 

Commissioner Lardinois, we in no way deny the 
necessities on which the Commission's document 
is based, nor do we disagree with some of the 
more important aims of the document. But, since 
it deals with permanent problems, we believe 
that it_ requires more reflection and a specific 
effort (the same effort demanded by the rap
porteur) to make an attempt to win for these 
provisions the widest possible basis of respon
sible consent, not so much within Parliament 
(this could be achieved this evening in this 
House) but among those who have to work at 
this transformation, that is to say the growers. 
This would prevent the hasty drawing up of 
this report and its rigidity being in some aspects 
objectively unacceptable, to the point of inva
lidating its aims and content. 

Commissioner Lardinois has a historical pre
cedent: the Emperor Domitian, who, in 92 AD 
issued an edict ordering the uprooting of vines 
and prohibiting replanting, with a less than 
successful outcome. ·There are many different 
ways of making history! This is the best known 
memory of Domitian, better known still than 
his solemn titles 'Sarmaticus', 'Dacicus' etc. But 
Domitian was a tyrant and he could not be 

expected to show the sensitivity to realize that 
it was not simply a question of a few extra 
million hectolitres of wine of dubious quality, 
but of work, labour, human beings; that this 
was not simply the cultivation of a crop, but 
the symbol of a civilization, the civilization of 
the vine. 

It is for this reason that tonight in this House 
I am calling for caution in dealing with such a 
serious problem. And I think that it is in this 
direction that Mr Della Briotta's report moves, 
since it is aimed entirely at seeking some new, 
better thought-out balance. We believe therefore 
that either here or elsewhere, independently of 
what this evening's vote may be, some essential 
points of the document before us must be 
reviewed, although we agree with the basic 
requirements on which it is based. 

I think that this warning can be expressed on 
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group, which 
has not been able to reach unanimity itself, but 
which would have reached unanimity I believe 
if we had been able-as was ne~essary-to give 
the proper thought and time for reflection to a 
subject of such vast importance. 
(Applaus) 

President. - I call Mr Pintat to speak on behalf 
of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Mr Pintat.- (F) Mr President, ladies and gent
lemen, the Liberal and Allies Group, too, has 
been concerned about the problem of wine sur
pluses accumulating during recent months and 
for this reason has taken an active part in all 
the debates relating to this delicate situation. 

The serious incidents which took place in France 
last April, when Italian wine ceased to be able 
to circulate freely, merely revealed an explosive 
situation, a crisis in wine-growing, which had 
been building up for some months. The :r.necha
nisms established by the Treaty and by Com
munity regulations no longer served their pur
pose and had jammed to a standstill. The upshot 
was that efforts were made to get trade going 
again on the basis of a new balance. 

The wine-growing situation in France proved 
to be a serious one. Periodical disturbances 
occured in the south of the country, a tradi
tionally monocultural region which was part
icularly severely hit by a crisis affecting the 
sole product of its agricultural activities. The 
market had been flooded by an overabundant 
harvest, and hence the drama. 

From the social and even from the political 
point of view, it was imperative to prevent the 
situation from deteriorating any further and to 
stop the discontent from spreading. 
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It has to be recognized that the original regula
tions organizing the common wine-market-
Regulations Nos 816 and 817-were not with
out their faults, and the difficulties to which 
they gave rise led to a certain laxity in their 
application. The result of this again was that 
some wine-growers failed to make a satisfactory 
income. 

The control of production never succeeded in 
adapting itself to the capacity of the market. 
The document laid before us this evening repre
sents a measure of progress, on which we con
gratulate the Commission in general and Mr 
Lardinois in particular. The Liberal Group is 
entirely in favour of the priciples on which it is 
based. 

I, too, wish to point out that this document, 
which became available only a few days ago, has 
been studied under conditions which were very 
inconvenient for our committees and in parti
cular for the Committee on Agriculture. Natur
ally, our warm congratulations are due to Mr 
Della Briotta on the excellent quality of his 
work, but he will appreciate that this motion for 
a resolution appears to us to be in need of 
improvement in certain respects. 

I should therefore like to make a number of 
observations on technical problems. A system of 
authorizations for replanting in the table-wines 
sector is a very good thing: intelligently used, 
it should be a means of eliminating inferior 
wines while promoting those whose geographical 
situation is more advantageous. Nevertheless, 
the principle of replanting one are for every 
one-and-a-half ares grubbed up over a period 
not exceeding the last six years in the wine
growing reorganization areas, while good in 
itself, must, so it seems to me, be applied with 
a little caution, since while it will certainly lead 
to an improvement in the situation, we may, if 
we are not careful, find ourselves ending up 
with shifting the vineyards to ground that is 
less favourable but offers higher yields per unit 
area-to the detriment of quality. 

We must therefore set our minds on limiting 
output per unit area. The wisest course would 
appear to be to limit plantings to areas equal 
to those grubbed-a course more liberal than 
that proposed in the text but designed to achieve 
the same goal. 

There is no point in prohibiting new plantings in 
regions producing high-quality wines having a 
registered designation of origin. So far from 
having caused the present crisis, these wines 
should be aided and protected, since they are a 
source of valuable foreign currency for the 
European Community by virtue of exports made 
to all parts of the world, in particular the 

United States. Here, in our view, there is a 
great deal to be done if we want an intelligent 
and effective commercial campaign to raise 
exports. 

In general, we must combat the overproduction 
of inferior-quality wines, but the problem should 
be tackled, not on the technical but on the 
commercial plane, as I have just pointed out. 
We must try to find, or to create, outlets in the 
countries of the Community as well as in third 
countries. 

Naturally, we agree on the principle of regu
lating plantings, but we must be careful about 
the new principle introduced into agricultural 
policy-that of reducing output and limiting 
aids. On this point I agree with the remarks 
made by Mr Boano. Imposing too rigid a brake 
on output mig~t encourage farmers to transfer 
their activities to other sectors that were even 
less profitable for the community. 

On the new tasks to be entrusted to the Member 
States we are somewhat sceptical, since these 
can only delay a solution of the problems. The 
Community must face its responsibilities. It 
should undertake the delimiting of wine-growing 
areas itself and, once compiled, should make 
its observance obligatory. It should even go so 
far as providing for premiums for the compul
sory uprooting of less profitable vineyards. 

The measures taken here for eliminating un
satisfactory varieties of vines appear to me to 
be inadequate. 

We would state emphatically that the quality of 
a wine must not be identified with its alcoholic -
content. The limit laid down here has, in my 
opinion, been arrived at by a method which is 
too absolute and too crude. Quality could be 
better achieved by limiting the yield per unit 
area for wines for direct consumption, as is 
virtually already done fo~ superior-quality 
wines. 

Furthermore, the withdrawal price proposed-
50'0fo of the guide price-is in our view too low. 
It should not only be higher but be made a 
function of the wine's quality, as Mr Boano very 
rightly said a few moments ago. 

The chief omission in the text we are discussing 
consists in the failure to make any provision for 
trade. Imports into a country must no longer 
be tolerated at a level lower than the Com
munity withdrawal price for distillation. Trade 
within the Community must take place at prices 
which are at least equivalent to the intervention 
price. Community preference must, of course, be 
observed and protected. 

It goes without saying that unauthorized imports 
from third countries which are likely to aggra-
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vate the slump on an already saturated market 
must be subjected to strict control. Such prac
tices must be denounced and severely dealt with. 
One article in the document provides that the 
Community shall be competent as regards the 
protection and control of wines. In our view, 
however, the natipnal governments would be· 
the most appropriate bodies for ensuring effect
ive protection. 

Moreover, inspection must be carried out during 
the production stage: this would help to prevent 
any diluting on the way from vineyard to wine
store, resulting in the sale of wines with a very 
low alcoholic content. It should be made obliga
tory to send all non-marketable wines for dis
tillation or for ma:king vinegar, at a price ·to 
be determined. 

The observations I have just made would appear 
to be shared by a large number of our colleagues. 
The numerous amendments that have been 
tabled·and for most of which we shall be voting 
are a reflection of our observations and reac
tions. We agree, therefore, with the principle 
underlying this document: .this is what we have 
been praying for, and we shall vote for it. 
~evertheless, the Liberal Group will attempt to 
introduce some improvements during the course 
of the debate to follow. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Scott-Hopkins to speak 
on behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Scott-Hopkills. - First, I thank the rappor
teur and congratulate him on the work he has 
done. I know how hard he has worked and 
what an enormously difficult task it has been 
for him to produce the report. 

I cannot pretend I agree with all the report. 
In the short time during which I will speak, 
that will become clear. 

However, I think this is an absolute travesty of 
a debate on something which is important to 
a great deal of our Community. Looking around 
the Chamber, I ob~erve that there are a doz·en, 
maybe fifteen, people who are present for the 
debate. In committee we were assured of the 
great importance of the debate, of the report 
and of the changes the Commission is proposing 
and that it was absolutely essential the House 
should deal with it. We were assured it had to 
be dealt with in its entirety and properly dis
cussed. Just look round: it is an absolute farce. 

I am no one to apportion plame as to why this 
has happened, but I wish to say, partly for the 
record and partly becaUSe Commissioner Lardi
nois is here, that I believe the Commission has 

for once slipped up in its timetable. The Com
mission could have been a little more helpful. 
This proposal is not something it has just 
thought up. It has been under discussion for 
some time. It would have been so much better 
if the : Committee on Agriculture could h~ve 
received this. report earlier than ten days ago. 
We hardly had time to discuss the matter in 
committee. We certainly had no time to discuss 
it amongst our grout> or consult our interests 
in our countries and then put down amendments 
in committee. That is why 8\lCh a vast number 
of atnendbients have been tabled today.· 

I beg the Commissioner-and I am sure there 
are reasons for this beyond m:y knowledge-if 
at all possible not again to rush the Committee 
on ·Agriculture and the House to the extent to 
which we ha"\'e already b~n rushed in · this 
instance. This is an important subj~ct. As Mr 
Houdet will confirm, it deserved better treat
ment than ·it had in committee and it deserves 
better treatment on the floor of the House. 
This will affect intimately the lives of ~any 
of our constituents-and that unhappily Includes 
mine-in the Community. I believe· the Com
missioner might have made better arr~gements. 

On behalf of my group, I welcome the Com
the amendments, as indeed I support the' teport 
them in the voting later on during the debate on 
the amendments as indeed I support· -the- report 
itself. 

In my country, as you know,· we do not grow 
very much wine. The chairman of my group 
is possibly the only member of the group who 
has any Viniculture at all in his constituency. 
Therefore, we have a minute interest in what 
is happening. We drink. the wine ·but, other 
than Mr Kirk, we do· not grow it. 

. : 

In the Community we have a vast amqunt of 
wine which is slopping round. Two al~rnatives 
face the Council when they deliberate the matter 
at the Council meeting later on next week. 
Either there will be a lake of wine slopping 
round the Community or there will be a lake 
of agricultural ethanol slopping round in its 
place. 

It may be 9 million hectolitres of agricultural 
ethanol-perhaps even up to . 20 million OJ,' 

30 million hectolitres of surplus within the Com
munity. I know that in comparison to the amount 
of surplus wine in the Community this is ' a 
small amount. Somebody said that it is ·the 
difference between a lake of wine IUld a puddle 
of agricultural ethanol. But there are industries 
in my country and in the Federal Repub.lic Qf 
Germany, as Mr Lange knows. only •too w~ 
which are . deeply affected· by what h.appena in 
this regard. 
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I hope that the Commissioner and the Council 
will take note of the fact that we hope that when, 
as a result of the subsidies and the compulsory 
level of distillation which one hope~ will now 
come in, there is this surplus of agricultural 
ethanol, it will not be allowed to affect adversely 
those markets in which at the moment industrial 
ethanol is competitive, atthough it is double 
the price. I hope that it will not be allowed 
completely to wreck that market. 

Should there be an export of a vast amount 
froni the two countries concerned-France and 
Italy-across the Channel, I hope that the Com
missioner himself will see that the necessary 
action is taken to ·stop that having an adverse 
effect on the existing market within my country. 
Otherwise, pressure will have to be put on my 
government to take the actions which are allow
able under the Treaty to prevent such adverse 
effects. I do not think that a surplus, which 
should have been corrected earlier, should be 
allowed to affect adversely an entirely different 
market in a different product with an entirely 
different background, in other words, industrial 
ethanol. 

I now tum to the provisions in the draft regula
tion that we are now discussing, concerning the 
control of planting and developing. We have 
heard from our colleagues a great deal about 
the necessity to see that those people who are 
hill viniculturists are in no circumstances allow
ed to be harmed. The further up the hill, the 
more difficult it is for them to obtain any other 
income. Therefore, they must be protected 
agiinst whatever severe and disastrous measures 
the Commission is proposing to cut back the 
quantity of wine grown in those areas. 

I recall the Commissioner's original proposals 
about stocktaking, but we must stick all the 
time, be it in viniculture or agriculture, to the 
basic idea and principle of the viable unit of 
production, be it the farm which produces wine 
or the farm which produces milk. It is on this 
unit that the level of prices and the level of 
production should be based. Perhaps we shall 
need subsidies from the social sector and the 
regional sector of our finances to keep these 
people in business, but not from the 'gricultural 
sector. 

I hope that this will be clearly noted by the 
Commissioner and by the House. Once the prin
ciple is breached in one sector, we shall soon 
be eliminating the modem, viable farm. I hope 
that that will not be allowed to happen, and 
that the exception will not be made in this 
instance. 

There are many other points· that I shall not 
touch on at the moment. Doubtless they will 

come up in the discussion of various amend
ments. I have one final point to make concerning 
what has just been said about imports from 
third countries. It is not for me to apportion 
the blame for :the position that has arisen or to 
point to the imports from the Maghreb and 
other countries, particularly around the Medi
terranean basin, which have undoubtedly 
aggravated thb; surplus situation throughout the 
Community. 

I hope that the Commission's proposals will 
include the most severe restrictions and controls 
on levels of imports into the Community from 
third countries, despite the association agree
ments with Mediterranean countries. I know 
that we want to help these Maghreb countries 
to develop, but this is not the way to do it. 
There are other methods, such as cash payments 
and other subsidies, and if we are in a position 
of surplus, a5 I think we probably shall be, 
certainly for the 1975-1976 year, we should not 
encourage imports of this kind. I hope that the 
Commission will firmly resist any thought of 
encouraging such imports. 

Finally, I hope that the special committee of 
investigation, which has done such excellent 
work in respect of olive oil, milk and milk 
products in ascertaining whether irregul~rities 
and fraudulent practices have taken place, will 
include in its future work not only the beef 
sector but also the wine sector. I am concerned 
at the fact that a great deal of money is involved 
in these regulations because of distillation allow
ances, transport subsidies, etc., and I want to 
see that these payments are properly applied 
and achieve their objectives. 

I very much regret that we are holding this 
debate late at night. I had thought of showing 
the rest of th,e Community how badly we were 
treating this subjeet by calling for a roll call 
vote at the end of the debate, but I shall not 
do it because the result would be to hold us up 
to contempt, . and that would not be in the 
interests of Parliament. I bitterly regret that we 
are tackling ,~he p:roblem in this way, when so 
few Members are present. 

.I support the Commission's proposals and the 
majority of the rapporteur's proposals on behalf 
of my group. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr Liogier.- (F) Mr President, ladies and gent
lemen, on 25 November 1974 the Commission 
submitted ~ proposal for a regulation amending 
Regulation No 816/70, on the common organiza-
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tion of the market in wine, Regulation No 817/70, 
on quality wines produced in specified regions, 
Regulation No 865/68, on the common organiza
tion of the market in products processed from 
fruit and vegetables, and Regulation No 950/68, 
on the Common Customs Tariff. 

Your Committee on Agriculture, as the com
mittee responsible, appointed Mr Della· Briotta 
rapporteur on the proposal. Within a very short 
space of time, Mr Della Briotta produced an 
altogether remarkable. report dealing with all 
the aspects of this vast problem with a clarity 
and breadth of vision which greatly facilitated 
the general discussion. Hearings took place, 
including that of Mr Lardinois, and the proposal 
was considered by our committee at its meetings 
of 23-24 January, 27-28 February and 18-19 
March 1975. 

At the meeting of 17-18 April 1975, however, 
the Commission notified the committee of its 
intention, in view of developments in the situa
tion, to submit amended proposals-an announ
cement which took us unawares. In effect, the 
Commission did not submit its new text to the 
European Parliament until 30 June, when it 
informed the Parliament that the latter must 
debate the subject without fail during its part
session of July in Strasbourg. The date fixed for 
the debate was 8 July, and, as a result, the 
journalists specializing in agriculture all made 
arrangements to be here on 8 July fn view of 
the importance of the debate. Now, however, 
they have had to leave Strasbourg, and once 
more we find ourselves dealing with a problem 
of concern to millions of. producers in the Com
munity during a night sitting in a very sparsely
filled chamber, for some of our colleagues have 
also had to leave us this evening as the result 
of a last-minute change in our agenda. 

However that may be, our rapporteur, Mr Della 
Briotta, with admirable zeal set about the new 
text as soon as it became available and post
haste drew up a draft report covering the new 
proposals and what was left of the old. It was 
an almost impossible task, and so this report, 
despite the great competence and unlimited 
goodwill of its author, betrays signs of the 
feverish haste with which it was prepared. 

Precisely the same thing might be said about the 
discussion of this report by the Committee on 
Agriculture at its meetings of 1 and 7 July, when 
it, too, found itself working for dear life. Amend
ments that were mutually contradictory, which 
had been drawn up in haste and sometimes left 
an impression of complete confusion were defend
ed by their authors. Some of them, suppressing 
various passages in the motion, were voted for, 
while other passages linked in content with 
them were retained. 

The result is a motion for a resolution which 
one may well find a little unbalanced. For this 
neither the rapporteur nor the Committee on 
Agriculture is to blame: all of them have done 
virtually everything that could have been 
expected of them. 

Faced with such working methods, which are as 
absurd as they are abnormal, several of our 
colleagues proposed in committee that the mat
ter be deferred; in the end, however, the exigen
cies of the time-table won the day. Deferring 
the matter would in practice have meant post
poning the discussion until after the summer 
recess-that is to say, until September, which 
the wine-growers, faced with the need to take 
urgent measures, would not have taken kindly 
to, quite apart from the fact that there was the 
danger that both Commission and Council might 
make their decisions without having received 
any opinion from this Parliament. 

This was a risk we did not want to take, and 
so the debate is now taking place. But if the 
debate is now taking place, it is doing so under 
the worst possible conditions, and this, inci
dentally, is the consideration that prompted Mr 
Houdet, chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture, to declare solemnly in committee that we 
could no longer tolerate being forced to adopt 
working methods that were as prejudicial to the 
interests of producers as to those of the Com
munity itself. 

However that may be, we are now confronted 
with a motion for a resolution which, whatever 
positive features it may have, we cannot accept 
in view of the conditions under which it was 
finally drawn up and, further, in view of certain 
provisions which it contains and to which we 
could not possibly agree. 

I still nurture the hope-although it is a very 
frail hope-that the amendments we have tabled 
will receive the support of this House and so 
enable us-albeit without the slightest enthu
siasm-either to vote for the motion or to take 
refuge in abstention. 

If I have correctly understood the explanations 
offered by Mr Lardinois and his colleagues, the 
texts now laid before us embody measures which 
to some extent are experimental and liable to 
far-reaching modifications, to be made at a later 
date in the light of the results obtained. However 
that may be, we are living in the present, a 
present which is fraught with dangers. In order 
to avoid the worst, urgent measures have had 
to be taken, often in the heat of the moment, 
very costly ones, too, whereas tempers need not 
have been frayed if people had been prepared 
to listen to our conjurations at the beginning of 
the last wine-growing season, when we were 
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urging the compulsory distillation of poor
quality wines. In fact, however, a goodly part 
of these wines was then bought up by the trade 
under conditions that made it all too easy to 
foresee the disaster that was to come. We gave 
a timely warning of all this in this House, so 
that there is no need for me to return to this 
question now. 

I realize that the Commission ·and the Council 
are only too anxious to avoid a repetition of the 
horrors that followed upon last year's marketing
season. Do they really think that the measures 
proposed are capable of putting right the situa
tion that can be foreseen for the 1975-76 season? 
If they do, I think they are being very optimistic. 

I read with interest the Financial Note following 
the Commission's original proposal-Doc. No 
363 of 24 November 1974. It bears eloquent testi
mony to the Commission's ever-present thought 
of an exceptional harvest in 1975, but also to its 
determination to reduce the burden upon the 
EAGGF, which this year is considered to be 
far too high. 

The Commission offers a theoretical example 
based on the working hypothesis of an excep
tionally abundant harvest leaving on the market, 
after any necessary replenishment of stocks, a 
quantity of 16 million hectoliters in excess .of 
internal and external needs (1()41/o). 

According to this hypothesis, the rationalization 
of the market, including storage and aids to 
rehousing, would cost the EAGGF between 88 
and 96 million units of account with the 
measures which could be taken under the pro
posed amendments. 

Essentially, the •difference arises from the fact 
that under the present regulations there is provi
sion for the distillation of between 8 and 9 mil
lion hectolitres, paid for at around the activating 
price, whereas under the proposed amendments 
the cost of distillation at the· start of the wine
growing year would be based on 5()41/o and that 
occurring during the season would be based on 
7()41/o of the guide-price. 

In this way, the Commission's intentions amount 
to discrimination among the various Community 
products. It refuses to the wine-growers the 
advantages it offers to producers of milk or 
grain-a single market, financial solidarity, Com
munity preference-and is sqmewhat reluctant 
to open the door to aids. 

Ladies and gentlemen, you are aware as I am 
of the cost of milk products to the Guarantee 
Section of the EAGGF. And I mean what they 
have already cost for some years now. We con
sider such support to be perfectly normal; but 
if milk is of concern for many producers, one 

can say the same thing for wine, which is an 
essential factor in the economy and survival of 
vast regions and of large numbers of farmers in 
the Community-and not only in its southern 
regions. 

Why, then, these differences of treatment which 
nothing can justify. Once more we are going 
to find ourselves confronted with a crop which, 
on all the evidence, will equal, if it does not 
surpass, the two preceding ones, which them
selves were already superabundant, and stocks 
will pile up to. an extent that has never been 
experienced. In other words, the quantities to 
be distilled are much larger than those antici
pated by the Commission, and if producers can 
be asked to accept the sacrifice of distilling a 
relatively small percentage of the crop at very 
low rates, the situation will be a very different 
one if this percentage relates to very much 
bigger quantities. 

It cannot be denied that the very high output 
which we are now experiencing and which we 
have known during the past two years is due 
to current market conditions, but this incidental 
phenomenon tends to become a structural one to 
the extent that progress in the campaign against 
disease almost always results in a minimum crop 
which itself is already amply sufficient to meet 
a demand that is tending to fall. 

A widespread natural disaster would be required 
to ensure t:i\at in any one particular year con
sumption exceeded production. But ·even in this 
case the surpluses held in stock from previous 
years would be there to make sure that the 
market was supplied. 

We must therefore not bury our heads in the 
sand: we are now confronted with a structural 
phenomenon, and the win~ crisis will only go 
on getting worse if we do not soon t.ake steps to 
balance output and consumption. Let us be 
realistic: to· produce wine and then destroy it 
by means of distillation at a time when our 
alcohol stocks are already full to overflowing 
can be neither a medium- nor a long-term solu
tion. Cost what it may, output must be braked, 
and I agree wholeheartedly with the Commis
sion when it says so. But it has to apply an ade- . 
quate policy, and here I do not agree with it in 
all points. 

We are presented, in the first place, with a pro
posal for . a regulation of the C9un<;il and the 
Commission on measures designed to adjust 
wine-growing potential to market requirements. 
These measures are as follows: 

Prohibition of new plantings until the end of 
1976. We agree, on the assumption that half
measures will deprive this prohibition of much 
of its effect. We should not forget the fate of 
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small-scale producers, who, notwithstanding the 
socio-cultural directives and modernization, 
should be left the possibility of maintaining a 
minimum area under vines which might be 
fixed at some 15 hectares. 

A:s regards replanting: obligation to declare and 
offsetting of areas replanted by the grubbing up 
of corresponding areas. Agreed. The proposals 
go on to specify, however, that Member States 
may take into account grubbings carried out on 
a holding other than that of the applicant-this 
without any further details, which leaves open 
the possibility that the right to replant may be 
acquired and . transferred from one region to 
another, and this we cannot agree with, since 
the beneficiaries would certainly be the big 
vintners or even firms. In our view, the acquisi
tion of such rights should be reserved for small
scale and young viticulturists desirous, with 
Community or national aid in the form of subsi
dies or loans, of carrying out structuring or re
structuring measures within their own fa~. 

Member States are further asked to communicate 
to the Commission, within a very short space 
of time, a very considerable number of docu
ments enabling the Commission to undertake the 
demarcation of wine-growing reorganization 
areas in which there is a serious imbalance be
tween the production and sale of table-wines. 

On this point, we share our rapporteur's view 
that the criteria are unsatisfactory. In these 
'wine-growing reorganization regions', replant
ings with varieties chosen by the authorities 
may not exceed two-thirds of the areas grubbed 
in the preceding six years. This seems to us to 
be a little Draconian. 

Finally, the Commission proposes to classify the 
land under vines into three categories according 
to certain criteria and on the basis of data coin
municated by the Member States which will 
enable it to draw up suitable proposals. The 
areas concerned here are presumably those that 
in France have been subjected to a thorough
going study without, however, producing any 
definite results, it seems. In any case it will be 
difficult for the Commission to arrive at such a 
classification if it is to be of any use. 

All in all, and bearing in mind the reservations 
which I have felt it my duty to make, this 
regulation should help to re-establish a balance 
between production and consumption, but only 
in the medium and long terms. 

Why, one may ask, were not other measures 
envisaged whose effect would be more or less 
immediate? 

On the basis of information provided by the 
Member States, it should be possible for the 

Commission to draw up a map showing the wine
growing areas in the Community. In the regions 
ill-adapted to wine-growing-regions not indi
cated as wine-growing areas on the map-grub
bing could be effectively encouraged by means 
of premiums that were relatively high to start 
with but which progressively diminished and, 
a few years later, by making grubbing compul
~ory for those who had failed to take advantage 
of the premiums. 

There are fairly extensive areas, mainly in the 
plains, where the watering of vines is a current 
practice, and it is generally in these regions that 
one finds high yields from mediocre vines. 

By forbidding the watering of vines just before 
the wine-harvest, one would certainly reduce 
yields; but if at the· same time attractive pre
miums were instituted for the reconversion of 
vineyards, it would be entirely in their owners' 
interest&-which they would not be slow to 
grasp-to use their watering facilities for vege
table crops such as spinach, peas or haricot 
beans, which are very much in demand and 
whose profitability is now assured by crop con
tracts. Why, therefore, was no proviaion made 
either for forbidding watering or for reconver
sion premiums in wine-growing areas? 

Despite these lacunae, our Italian friends would 
doubtless have liked a little more flexibility in 
the provisions of this regulation, but easy solu
tions are not always the same thing as effective 
solutions. On no account must exceptions be 
created which give rise to loopholes. 

The French view is a very different one, because 
it is based on experience. Long before the Com
mon Market came into existence, France had 
had to deal with the problem of structural wine
surpluses, because she was responsible for mar
keting not only her own output but also that 
of other regions, in particular Algeria, which 
meant that she was obliged to adopt fairly 
Draconian measures in order to protect the 
balance between production and consumption. 
Hence the institution-around 1937, I think it 
was-of a register of viticultural areas subject 
to very strict enforcement: it was-and still is
prohibited to plant new vineyards unless ·a 
corresponding area had already been grubbed. 
Every viticulturist guilty of infringing this 
prohibition was not only heavily fined but 
obliged to grub one-and-a-half times the area 
fraudulently planted. On the other hand, every 
area, whatever the zone, that was grubbed up 

' without subsequent replanting brought with it 
the entitlement to a large premium payable per 
hectare. · 

Storage, which was designed to keep the market 
steady and assure a continuity 'of supply, was 

\ 
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strongly encouraged, as regards not only buil
dings but also premiums per hectolitre. 

As for distillation, this was also practised on 
a large scale when surpluses became excessive. 

Thanks to these measures, production-if one 
excepts the last few years-has marked time. 
In Italy, on the other hand, it has risen rapidly, 
to such an extent that this country, far behind 
France in the past, has caught it up and even 
overtaken it in the production of table-wines. 

In Italy, the viticultural register is scarcely com
plete and there are virtually no restraints upon 
production. Storage and the distillation of sur
pluses were virtually unknown until recently, 
and wine-growers are thrown back upon their 
own resources and those of the trade for mar
keting their produce. Since the Agricultural 
Bank refuses them advances that would enable 
them to spread their sales, they are obliged to 
get rid of at least a part of their output as 
rapidly as possible abroad, at prices far below 
production costs. Hence the difficUlties we had 
in France as a result of the export to our country 
within the space of a few months of 3 million 
hectolitres of Italian wine--incidentally, of good 
quality-at prices below the withdrawal price, 
at :the very moment when French wine-growers 
were--quite understandably-indignantly pro
testing at the spectacular slump in prices which 
itself was solely due to imports of Italian wine. 

Admittedly, there must be competition within 
the Community and the free movement of goods 
must be assured; but competition also has its 
rules, and in the present case these imports of 
Italian wine can and must be regarded as 
dumping and such practices are absolutely for
bidden within our frontiers by the French 
government. 

In a case such as this, it must be possible to 
invoke the safeguard-clause. This is the purpose 
<)f one of our amendments, and if this is rejected 
we shall be already largely justified in opposing 
the whole of the motion. 

Incidentally, I cannot believe that Italy has any 
interest in seeing its wine-growers-and particu
larly the poorest of them-reduced to selling 
their good-quality produce for a bagatelle. 

As for trade with third countries, particularly 
those round the Mediterranean and the Maghreb, 
I am inclined to say that, whatever political 
importance may attach to economic agreements, 
the Commu:pity's agriculture should not always 
be made the sole scapegoat. Accordingly, when 
our rapporteur 'welcomes the Council decisions 
of 23-24 June of this year on reference prices 
and import certificates for wines from the 
Maghreb countries' and 'agrees with the new 

version of Article 33a designed to permit a spe
cial distillatiol) as a result of the imports from 
the Maghreb ~ountries', I, for my part, must 
express the strongest reservations. 

Can we be certain that the reference price will 
be respected? Certainly not, for I at least am 
acquainted with some regrettable precedents 
relating to peaches. In these cases I have been 
able to prove that, despite the assurances given 
by a certain state in the Mediterranean area, the 
prices actually applying at the moment of import 
into the Community were much lower than the 
reference prices. 

With regard to import licences, I know what I 
think about the berries and other small fruit 
coming from countries of Eastern Europe, and 
I have already conveyed my thoughts to Mr 
Lardinois on this subject. 

As regards the special distillation of wines 
coming from the Mahgreb countries, which, as 
everyone would agree here, would appear inevi
table in the present circumstances, I consider it 
scandalous to inlport wine--this or any other
which is destined to destruction by this means. 
It is enough that we have to distill our own 
wines without going out to look for others to 
make the scale of distillation even greater! · 

We may state our agreement with the principle 
of not making table-wines from table-grapes 
provided these are reincorporated in the regula
tions on fruit and vegetables-which, incident
ally, are still waiting to be completed-in order 
to protect the inc9mes of· producers now pre
vented from assigning these grapes to wine
making. 

I tharik the rapporteur for expressing his agree
ment with the idea of having recourse to 
compulsory preventive distillation. I would add 
that this shquld be made general and should 
apply to a certaiil percentage of the wine
harvest. Naturally there may be some differences 
of quality from one cellar to another, but those 
in responsible positions may be trusted to deliver 
for distillation nothing but the weakest wines. 
As to distillation during the season, this may 
be regarded as inevitable. On the other hand, 
I regard the prices proposed-respectively 50 
and 7f1l/o of the guide-price-as being too low. 

I also ag:r;_ee with raising the alcoholic content 
by enrichment with concentrated musts. This 
can hardly give ris~ to complaints from our 
Italian friends, since it is usually they who 
supply these ~usts. This method has a number 
of advantages: it prevents frauds and, in contrast 
to chaptalization and the use of sugar, especially 
in aqueous solution, does not increase the volume 
of output. But I am adamant in opposing the 
rapporteur's\call for a substantial increase in the 
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minimum level of natural alcoholic content. On 
the contrary, the proposed increase of 0.5° 
seems to me to be more than enough, and to 
require 9.5° for the zone C II, for example, is not 
a good thing. In the region I come from, serious 
attempts have been made to study the question 
of adapting vines to the soil as part of a policy 
for promoting high quality. The result has been 
an association, in definite proportions, of Sin
sault, Grenache and Syrah, giving an excellent 
wine which, however, in certain years cannot 
attain the 9.5° required in zone C II. In view 
of the regulation which is now proposed, the 
only possible solution for our region therefore 
consists in a change of zones, from C II to C I, 
which in fact appears to be necessary. 

On the other hand, I willingly agree with our 
rapporteur in regretting that the Commission 
has not submitted concrete proposals for stan
dardizing and, indeed, gradually eliminating the 
tax burdens of various kinds that weigh heavily 
on Community wine consumption. Wine is not 
a luxury drink and cannot be included among 
those responsible for alcoholism; often it is in 
the wine-producing-and wine-consuming
regions that the incidence of alcoholism is at 
its lowest. As the saying goes, 'Bonum vinum 
laetificat cor hominum': good wine rejoices the 
heart of man. Of that, of course, we are aware; 
but it is something that must be publicized both 
within and without the frontiers of the Com
munity, particularly as we attach importance to 
the policy of promoting the quality of our table
wines and of quality wines produced in specified 
regions, of which it has been rightly considered 
that the minimum alcoholic content should cor
respond to, and not surpass, that of table-wines. 

The Commission would have been wei~ advised 
to make provisions for effective propaganda 
measures in favour of wine. We regret this 
omission, just as we regret that the Commission 
has done so little to penalize high yields, which 
are the principal cause of our surpluses. 

There is a great deal more that I could say on 
various other features of the latest proposal for 
a regulation, but I have already taken up too 
much of your time, and for this I apologize. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Lemoine. 

Mr Lemoine. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, once more we are debating an impor
tant sector of Community agriculture and Com
munity relations. At our last part-session, we 
debated at length the stock-taking of the com
mon agricultural policy; and the study of this 
subject and the discussions that took place in 
professional organizations as well as in this 

House revealed the growing difficulties and 
the very real differences of views and interests 
that exist in this sphere. Indeed, we cannot but 
recognize that the grave crisis which all the 
countries of the Europe of the Nine are going 
through is raising doubts about European con
struction, particularly in the sphere of agri
culture. The monetary crisis, too, has virtually 
undone much of what had been achieved in 
the way of constructing and organizing this 
Europe. There are virtually no more 'standard 
prices', a fiction which today can only be arti
ficially maintained. 

The free movement of agricultural produce is 
creating ever greater tension and bringing fresh 
realities to light. Bitter criticism is multiplying. 
In a word, grievances are piling up in every 
one of the countries of agricultural Europe, and 
in Brussels it is becoming increasingly difficult 
to cover up the· cracks in the European edifice. 

It is against this backgrund that we are now 
debating the organization of the wine-market on 
the basis of a proposal from the Commission 
to the Council. The problem is a very important 
one for France and for Italy, but is not without 
interest for the other member countries. In 
the south of France, where wine-growing is the 
sole source of income for hundreds of thousands 
of people, indignation is rife and is growing. 
For the viticulturists and their families, the 
future is dark. For two years in succession, the 
wine-harvest has been good-indeed, very good; 
nevertheless, incomes for 1974 suffered a grave 
setback and the small-scale viticulturists are 
up to their ears in debt. Today, the vintners 
have stocks of nearly 30 million hectolitres. In 
a few weeks' time, we shall be asking ourselves 
what we should do with this year's harvest, 
which is promising to be a large one. Are we 
not faced with the prospect of a disastrous 
slump in prices? True, wine is being distilled, 
several million hectolitres of it, but at the same 
time imports are continuing, often at prices 
lower than the intervention price. The quanti
ties to be stocked are threatening to have serious 
repercussions extending well beyond 1975. 
Something must therefore be done, and ur
gently. 

In these circumstances, it becomes apparent 
that the inclusion of. wine in the mechanism of 
the Common Market and its free movement are 
one of the factors that have made it extremely 
difficult to find a solution to the . problem. 
These mechanisms of 'economic liberalism' lead 
to anarchy-to the detriment of French and 
Italian producers and without any benefit for 
the consumer; in contrast, th~ big wine-mer
chants always stand to gain. 
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It must also be admitted that the common 
market in wine has dealt a severe blow to 
the organization of the French wine-market, 
which had been built up after long years of 
struggle by the French viticulturists and which 
had apparently given satisfaction right until 
the last few years. 

Crops such as cereals are subject to a price 
system and a market organization which assure 
the farmers of a minimum income whatever 
the circumstances; but for wine things are now 
so disorganized that it has been necessary to 
waive a number of decisions to allow private 
stocks to be built up and then sent to distilla
tion. We debated this subject last April. 

It was in fact obvious that the existing volume 
of wine, increased yet further by large-scale 
imports, would cause grave economic and social 
problems; and the present situation surely 
threatens to be further aggravated in the near 
future when the quantities expected from the 
Mediterranean and Maghreb countries are im
ported. 

Experience has shown that the concertation 
practised among professional bodies in the 
cereal sector might be equally successful in the 
wine sector, since it is clear that a market such 
as the wine-market cannot be managed by 
giving free play to supply and demand in both 
directions. 

The Commission's proposals call for some com
ment. Though we may well agree with some 
of their features, we consider them in general 
as an attempt to patch up already existing 
regulations in the field rather than as a true 
solution to the crisis bedevilling the common 
market in wines and to the difficulties besetting 
produces. Immediate and effective measures are 
needed, but they do not figure as much as they 
might have done. 

I should like to start with a question that viti
culturists in the Midi are asking themselves: 
is it possible to work out a true policy for 
protecting the wine-growing industry under 
present trade conditions? The first necessity 
is to assure family undertakings of a minimum 
income by reorganizing the sale of wine. Natu
rally, we too champion the policy of promoting 
quality and limiting yields, and these are un
doubtedly real problems which must be studied 
while bearing in mind the interests of family 
undertakings. Nevertheless, of the 30 million 
hectolitres held in stock in the south of France, 
at least 40 per cent are wines classified as 
VQRD, VDQS, appellation d'origine controlee
sufficient indication that quality alone will not 
get us out of the crisis. To think of nothing 
but quality, to regard it as the essential factor 

in any solution to the wine problem, is to 
forget the fundamental question of imports
from any country whatever-and the need 
above all else to protect the wine-market if it 
is to be organized. 

In our view, the present wine regime must be 
subjected to a far-reaching reform throughout 
the Community. We propose a system similar 
to that already created in our own country, 
comprising provisional liberalization, the stag
gering of sales, blocking of imports and pre
ventive distillation if the size of the wine
harvest justifies it, the enforcement of regula
tions concerning control of plantings, vine stocks 
and vinification, the whole designed to gua
rantee a minimum price properly related to 
the production costs of a family vineyard. 

This minimum price should be guaranteed by 
the EAGGF under conditions enabling the wine 
to be taken over which could not be sold at 
the minimum price, while storage costs would 
be covered by the granting of premiums. 

The main question today is whether the market 
can be organized effectively and protected 
against a competition which is intolerable for 
the wine-growing industries of our countries. 
But we are only too well aware that even if 
such measures were taken-and there is no 
sign of this in the present proposals-experience 
shows that after the texts have been approved 
much water has to pass beneath the bridges 
before the decisions are applied. It is therefore 
to be expected that, until rules governing the 
production and sale of wine and a guaranteed 
minimum are applied throughout the Commun
ity, the national governments will retain the 
right to subject trade within the Community 
to the conditions imposed upon wines from 
third countries, in particular guide-prices. This 
proposal has been made by the Communist 
Group in the National Assembly of our country 
in the guidelines for a Common Left-Wing 
Programme vis-a-vis the European Community. 

In conclusion, I would add that the Com
munists are for the widest possible development 
of cooperation among states-and not only 
among those belonging to the Common Market. 
Present experience demonstrates conclusively 
that such cooperation can only acquire the 
necessary momentum if it is based on respect 
for essential national interests and on mutual 
advantage. In relations with third countries, 
these things constitute-or should constitute
the basis of trade agreements. 

Within the Common Market, the principle of 
freedom of movement, if unqualified, may go 
against fundamental national interests, as we 
have seen in the matter of wine. 
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Consequently, whenever the balance of any 
sector of the agricultural economy is threatened, 
each state must retain, de facto and de jure, 
the power to take the necessary safeguard 
measures. 

Wine-growers are calling for a market organiza
tion coordinating supply and demand, and the 
wine crisis we are debating today shows how 
indispensable this is. 

The prices of agricultural produce must be 
guaranteed in their entirety within the limits 
of the volume required to satisfy the consumer's 
needs. Moreover, since the conditions governing 
production vary from one part of the Com
munity to another, there must be both Com
munity and national compensatory measures 
to correct the uneven impact of the price
system on producers and on the various 
branches of production and so guarantee a mini
mum income. 

In a word1 we have to safeguard the national 
interests of each within the framework of an 
international cooperation that is genuine and 
well founded. Perhaps one day this will be 
achieved by an agricultural common market-
and not merely an agricultural one-based on 
democratic .structures and principles. 

That is what we are fighting for. 

It is because these far-reaching aims do not 
figure in the proposals submitted to us and 
because we have no wish to reduce family 
viticulture to poverty and bankruptcy that we 
find ourselves unable to agree to the Commis
sion's proposals and shall vote against them. 

IN THE CHAIR: Mr MARTENS 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Leenhardt. 

Mr Leenhardt •. - (F) Mr President, I want to 
make a few brief comments in my personal 
capacity. The Council of Ministers and the 
Commission seem to have drawn. some useful 
conclusions from the crisis in April when 50 000 
wine-growers, in despair over the slump in 
wines and the fall in their purchasing-power, 
came onto the streets to demonstrate against 
uncontrolled imports. 

On the whole the Commission's proposals should 
achieve the main objects, which are to eliminate 
poor-quality wines and discourage high yields. 
They might bring about a marked improvement 
in the situation if our Parliament would for
bear from reducing their scope too much. 

The , Committee on Agriculture has had, as we 
have heard, a very difficult job, and the rap
porteur, Mr Della Briotta, deserves our -com
mendation because he has been at the centre 
of a whirlpool of conflicting interests .. It is 
very admirable that he should have been able, 
on a number of points, to report views which 
he does not personally share, as he explained 
just now. 

On a great many points the motion for a 
resolution submitted to us endorses the amend
ments proposed by the Commission. 

In two paragraphs only I think it dimiirlshes 
their scope. The first is paragraph 5, on the 
limitation of new planting. If the regulations 
are to be adapted according to the different 
regions, as Mr Della Briotta's report proposes, 
we shall fall back into the bad old ways. 

This is true, too, of paragraph 23, which refers 
to distillation. 

I was glad to see from paragraph 19 that the 
original doubts expressed by the Committee 
on Agriculture on making distillation compul
sory have disappeared and that it clearly endor
ses the idea of resorting to compulsory preven
tive distillation. 

However, the view expressed in paragraph 23 
is very unfortunate, because it states that these 
measures on distillation could be usefully applied 
only in the case of 'flawed wines', which would 
have the effect of preserving the high yields 
which are responsible for poor-qualitY wines 
and market imbalances. 

I have therfore tabled amendments to paragr-aphs 
5 and 23 for the purpose of deleting them. 

In paragraph 12, the resolution endorses the 
principle that wine should not be made from 
table-grapes, while stressing that such grapes 
mixes with grapes of the traditional wine-pro
ducing types produce a table-wine with a 
natural alcohol content far higher than that 
obtained in other areas of the Community with 
wines which are approved. 

This prohibition would have very serious con
sequences in certain areas where late harvests, 
spoilt by bad weather, cannot be marketed. The 
chance of being used to make wine provides a 
safety-net for at least one-third of the table
grapes harvested. If this pratice were prohi
bited, thousands of small and medium pro
ducers would be ruined and a great many 
cooperatives would go bandkrupt. As a las~ 
resort, these producers of table-grapes would 
be forced to reconvert their vineyards to vat
grapes if they could afford to.do so; This would 
have the effect of tripling the amount of wine 
produced by partial vinification. 

l' 
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This is why I shall move an amendment to 
delete paragraph 12. If it is not adopted, I 
should like to point out to Mr Lardinois that 
an addition· should be made to the Commission's 
amendment to Article 24 of the proposed regu
lation. 

Paragraph 4a proposed by the Commission 
provides that, subject to appropriate controls, 
Member States may authorize these table-grapes 
to be tp.ade into wine to produce wine intended 
for consumption in· the family of the producer 
and to produce products not falling within 
heading 22.05 ·of the Common Customs Tariff. 

It is very important that producers should be 
allowed to use these grapes to make sparkling 
w4tes, the type of grape used being stated, and 
also in the production of new types of drinks. 

In paragraph 16 of Mr Della ·Briotta's motion, 
it is stressed that prices to producers should in 
future be fixed at remunerative levels. Above 
all, they should be commensurate with the 
sacrifices which wine-growers have accepted for 
the sake of reorganizing the market. The prices 
fixed do not by any means take into account the 
costs of cultivation, deterioration o:li vineyards 
and wine-making plant, or monetary deprecia
tion. And wine-growers' purchasing-power is 
by ;no means equal to that of other socio-profes
sional groups. Wine-growers have a right to 
make a living, but can no longer do so, weighed 
down as they are by rising production costs and 
their burden of debts. In many regions, prices 
have dropped to the level they stood at in 1972. 
Mr Lagorce, who has not been able to stay here 
tonight, has left me two bills of sale from a 
wine-grower in his area for 1972 and 1975, for 
the same grade of wine: the prices are the same 
on the two bills. 

Wine-growers find it hard. to understand why 
the Common Market provides substantial 
guarantees only for certain categories of 
produce-such as cereals-and why they should 
be poor relations. 

In conclusion, I would stress that the readiness 
of the professional organizations to accept the 
constraints which the new provisions will impose 
on them is truly admirable. 

But one thought is uppermost: will the decisions, 
once taken, be complied with? It is regrettable 
that fiscal law and the different repressive laws 
and systems of control and fraud prevention 
found in the Member States do not exist at 
Community level. The national mechanisms for 
control and fraud prevention need to be effec
tively coordinated. Mr Della Briotta's. report 
rightly emphasizes this problem of controls in 
paragraph 31, urging that it be· solved 'uni-

formly'. I hope Mr Della Briotta's reference just 
now to the urgent need for a Community system 
of fraud prevention will not go unheeded. 

President. - I call Mr Cipolla. 

Mr Cipolla. - (I) Mr President. ladies and 
gentlemen, I feel that this debate can satisfy 
no -one among those present nor those who will 
iearn of theM! proceedings. 

The truth ig.-and it will be too late when our 
colleagues of the Committee on Agriculture 
come to see it-that for some time now this 
Parliament's opinion has been held in low 
esteem; nor does i.t count for much at the Com
munity institutional level: for the Council of 
Ministers it is obligatory but not binding. I 
should nevertheless like to remind you now how 
this opinioi). was delivered in connection with 
the wine-sector regulation and it is with genuine 
emotion that I recall our colleague and comrade 
Vals for the manher, both democratic and 
worthy of a socialist in which he conducted 
that debate. Before it took place in this House, 
he wished to see the discussion conducted among 
the growers; and he took the whole committee 
to talk to the growers in Germany, in the Rhine 
Valley, to those in the South of France, to those 
in Apulia, Sicily, Venetia, and so on. We then 
discussed the regulation article by article and 
the document which emerged from these debates 
-and whjch is being criticized in some quarters 
today-went straight {rom this House before 
the Council' and was adopted practically in the 
exact version drawn up by us. 

Now, watching this empty Chamber, I cannot 
help concluding that this Parliament, instead of 
going forward along the road of representing 
the .interests of the peoples (the only source of 
legitimacy_ open to a parliament), has retro
gressed, restricting its functions to adding a gloss 
to fanciful technocratic concoctions that are 
generated by attitudes irrelevant to the interests 
directly at stake and having little in common • 
with the realities of agricultural life. 

When I observe my distinguished colleagues
our beloved ehairman, the industrious Mr, Scott
Hopkins, our excellent rapporteur, Mr Della 
Briotta-labouring so energetically to submit the 
reports on time, I am reminded, if you will 
forgive the comparison, of the plot of a delight
ful English film, full of that peculiarly British 
sense of humour with a little of which we could 
do. All these good people seem to me like the 
hero of 'The Bridge on the River Kwai', an 
officer who manages to retain all his military 
efficiency but fails to apply it to accomplish 
what needs doing. 
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Which is why, in contrast, I feel that acknow
ledgement is due of the dignity with which the 
Committee on Budgets stated in its report:_ these 
are not conditions in which a parliament can 
conduct a debate. 

At its meeting of 21 April 1975 the Council of 
Ministers gave a mandate to the Commission 
(we shall see when we come to discuss the Boano 
amendment whether the Commission fulfilled 
that mandate) and at the same time laid down 
that the Council itself would be taking a deci
sion on 21 or 22 July. . 
Parliament was put by the Commission in a 
position where, with a lot of goodwill, it was 
able to begin its discussions on]y at the end 
of June. Thus, of the three months which were 
available, two were taken up with the technical 
drafting, ten days remained for Parliament and 
the last ten days were left for examination of 
the proposals by the Council. Well, that is no 
kind of discussion! When our colleague Mr 
Houdet worries that Parliament should somehow 
or other produce an opinion, I say that we 
should also be worrying whether this wiH be an 
effective opinion. And this is why, quite apart 
from the matter in hand, I wish to make this 
first point about the dignity of this Parliament 
and the protection of that dignity. 

The second point I want to raise concerns the 
wine-growers: it matters little whether they are 
Italian or French. The regulation that was in 
force until now proved inadequate-actually, at 
the time it was debated I voted against it. The 
fact is that it did not give to the wine-growers 
the same guarantees as to the other producers. 
This is why I was glad to hear it being said, 
a propos of the crisis in viticulture, that it was 
unfair that there sl;10uld be lower guarantees for 
viticulture than for other kinds of production. 

We thus now have to act to amend a regulation 
which has proved inadequate before there are 
new disturbances in the countryside. But are 

• the proposals before us likely to alleviate the 
reasons for the unrest among the growers? Or 
is there not a danger that they will aggravate 
the crisis into which viticulture is running? My 
colleague Mr Boano in his excellent speech 
referred to Domitian's edict: I think he could 
equally well have mentioned incidents which 
occurred in later centuries, when, for example, 
the Arab armies invaded the Mediterranean 
countries and proposed to root out the plant 
used for making a drink forbidden by their 
religion. In this they did not succeed, although 
armed might was on their side. Nor will a ban 
succeed in resolving any of the problems that 
will arise in the next few months: because, for 
all that it will be published in the Official 

Journal, it will have no effect for the two mil
lion wine-growers. Nor will it succeed in block
ing- production on two million small farms, not 
even if a whole army were to be mobilized-not 
just of Community officials, but of foreign 
soldiery! 

Why is it urgent that we should adopt these 
measures proposed by the rapporteur, measures 
opposed even within his own political group? 
If we look at the root of the problem we are 
bound to see that the wine-growers must be 
given an answer soon. It is no answer to tell 
them that they will be able to sell their wine 
only three years hence because then the output 
will be restricted. So what can we offer to 
them? The schedule according to which credits 
for EAGGF intervention in the wine sector are 
to be reduced under this new regulation by 
500fo? What does all this mean in market terms? 

When this appropriation and when the amount 
of distillation both reach the 500/o mark, perhaps 
the market price of wine will rise, if other, more 
effective, more useful measures, such as we 
have already indicated and shall explain in sub
mitting our amendment are not introduced. In 
that case we shall be faced in the countryside 
with a doubled anger: the anger of people who 
feel they have been cheated, of people who 
realize that on the pretext of the wine-growers' 
resentment something contrary to their interests 
is being brought about. 

Let me explain the third political consideration. 
Our aim here is not to defend a national interest 
but the European interest; and, as other col
leagues have remarked, Europe cannot and must 
not be such as it emerges from the Community 
agricultural policy so dear to Commissioner 
Lardinois. The anger in the South of France 
stems from the fact that farmers there see those 
of their colleagues who instead of planting vines 
cultivate grain or raise cattle enjoying a kind 
of protection which is denied to them. It is not 
a question of the wine regulation, but of 
reforming the Community's agricultural policy 
in a European spirit. Let me tell you, Mr Com
missioner, that as long as Community agricul
tural policy is concerned with the two countries 
and the two measures, as long as you, Mr 
Lardinois, go on telling us how much could be 
saved on olive oil and on the wine regulation, 
but are slow to present-as you are at this 
moment-a figure for the change in th~ budget 
which, I believe, is about 800 million units of 
account for surpluses of powdered milk, butter 
etc., then it is very obvious that we have not 
got a Community Europe. 

I have been reading the reports of a recent 
Socialist Congress in France and there is no 
doubt that there has been a weakening, a 
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disintegration of this Europe which is neither 
a Europe of the workers nor of the farmers; 
and the more the powers of this Parliament
which represents the only mediating force 
between the peoples and Community· policies
diminish, the stronger grow the bureaucratic 
powers of a Commission (I am not talking of 
personalities but of the Institution) devoid of 
any control and any real democratic contact 
with the masses. As long as this state of affairs 
continues Europe will be regressing, be there 
hundreds of reports on Political Union, hundreds 
of proposals for elections to the Parliament by 
universal suffrage, hundreds of proposals on 
budgetary powers. 

It is obvious enough, at all events: tonight we 
should have been debating the budgetary 
powers and instead we are having a debate 
which even those who were in favour describe 
as hustled and inadequate. This is why I am 
convinced that whatever solution may be found 
tonight in this empty House it will not be a 
solution in the interests either of the wine
growers or of Europe or of this Parliament. 

It is for this reason that we expressed reserva
tions about the debate: not because we feared 
discussion on certain issues, but because we 
want this debate to be followed ·by, and be 
relevant to, those fundamental masses for whom 
Europe is to be or not to be. 
(Applause from Communist and Allied Members) 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. 
(NL) Mr President, I would like to start by 
joining in the congratulations addressed by 
virtually all the Members of this Parliament 
and by all the· group spokesmen to Mr Della 
Briotta, the rapporteur. I am fully aware of 
the fact that I presented the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and the rapporteur 
with a practically impossible task. This is more 
than a polite phrase. I am aware that the situa
tion which the Commission has created in 
respect of the wine proposal is a matter which 
the Commission, or rather the member of the 
COmmission responsible, could not allow to 
happen more than once, at least for such 
an important matter. When I submitted 
this proposal, I said in the Committee on 
Agriculture that the Commission itself was in 
an almost impossible situation. We had promised 
the Council to submit proposals in good time so 
that a decision could be taken before the end 
of July. My colleagues, however, demanded that 
decisions on the wine proposals should only be 
taken in the Commission after the import 
arrangements for third countries and especially 

for the Mediterranean countries had become 
known. However, the Council took more than 
two months over this, and almost all the 
meetings of the Council of Ministers of Agricul
ture between the end of April and the end of 
June were devoted to this matter. 

You will realize that we cannot submit pro
posals of this . importance without an import 
arrangement to go with them. 

I can only say," Mr President, that I especially 
regret that the Parliament has obviously become 
the victim of this situation. The Commission 
accepts its part of the responsibility for this 
and thanks the Parliament for having been 
prepared, despite the handicap, to consider this 
proposal. It also thanks the rapporteur for the 
enormous effort which he has put in. 

I hope that Parliament will accept my promise 
that we shall not follow such a course on 
important questions in the future. 

The rapporteur has made a number of funda
mental observations on the wine arrangements. 
Before dealing with the matter itself, I would 
like to join in the tribute paid by . Mr Della 
Briotta to the memory of Mr Vals, former chair
man of the Socialist Group, who was taken from 
our midst over a year ago, and to whom I paid 
tribute at that time in this Parliament on behalf 
of the Commission. 

I also had the honour, as a Member of this 
Parliament, to take part with Mr Vals in the 
initial preparations for legislation on the wine 
sector in 1964. Studies went on for many years 
before the first wine regulation was ready in 
1970. 

We must not reproach ourselves too much for 
the fact that we, the Parliament, the Commis
sion and the Council, did not succeed in the 
sixties in immediately finding the right answer 
for this extremely difficult product in the 1970 
compromises. 

I believe that we must recognize that, given 
the rate at which market regulations applicable 
to the six European countries were made at the 
time, and the fact that they are now applicable 
to the three other European countries, we 
naturally made mistakes and compromises which 
we now have to remedy. 

I hope that no-one in this House will take 
offence if I take a ligthearted look at the 
matter. Mr Boano, as spokesman of the 
Christian-Democratic Group, said at one point 
that the proposal to ban the planting of wine 
corresponds to a measure taken by the Romans 
in 90 AD. 
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I would like to say, with respect to those who 
might take offence, that I am not living in the 
year 90 AD, but in anno Sicco 3. In this year 3 
after Sicco Mansholt, we are having to adjust 
rather rapidly some parts of the agricultural 
policy. We are busy doing this at the moment. 
Even though our work is not always revolu
tionary and radical, I can tell you that we are 
adjusting the agricultural policy step by step, 
especially in respect of the compromise reached 
at the end of the sixties, where we certainly 
overstepped the mark. 

It has been said that something is being done 
here in the wine sector which is not being done 
in the milk, wheat and sugar sectors. My answer 
to this is, if it is not being done; Parliament can 
expect it to be done very soon. I do not know 
whether this House ~ aware of the fact that 
the Council of Ministers is to adopt a resolution 
next week in which the Council-it is not 
binding for the Parliament-will undertake that 
next year, wheat farmers producing second
grade wheat which is not suitable for making 
bread will not be entitled to a cent more than 
what is paid for fodder. 

I do not . know whether the Council is com
pletely aware of other proposals which we still 
have to make and on which Parliament has 
expressed its view in principle, namely those 
on the milk sector. This will certainly not be 
easy. I would like to appeal to this Parliament 
not to say that as it has not yet been decided 
to tackle the surpluses in other sectors, we 
should refrain from taking decisions for products 
on which practical proposals have now been 
tabled. If we do not conduct a balanced policy, 
it would be better for us not to conduct a policy 
at all. I am convinced that, in the event of 
estimated surpluses,- the Parliament, the Com
mission and the Council will do everything they 
can to remedy the matter. If we do not do 
this in all sectors, it will be detrimental to the 
Common Agricultural Policy and ultimately to 
the farmers and smallholders, whether they live 
in Sicily or Scotland. 

I have the feeling that Parliament will support 
the Commission in this. The Parliament takes 
up a much more positive attitude than the 
Council, which has never wished to take any 
measure at all and is \lllUSually apprehensive on 
this point. Today I consulted for three hours 
with the European farmers' organizations in 
COP A. I very often have the feeling that for 
measures which are vevy unpopular in agricul
ture I can count on the support of Parliament 
and even of COPA rather than the Council. I 
have to admit this, despite the fact that I myself 
sat for six years on the Council, which-to be 
quite honest---is the most nationalistic body of 
the Community Institutions. 

I come now to the Della Briotta report. After 
these serious words, I would like to go into 
each point of his resolution. 

He has challenged me to do this and considera
tion of the report will therefore take up some 
time. This was not an express request to the 
Commission but I believe that he has a right to 
this after what he has had to endure from us 
here today. 

Mr President, I am completely in agreement 
with paragraphs 1, 3 and 4 of the motion for 
a resolution. On paragraph 2, I would like to 
point out. that we already draw up a statement 
each year. It is extremely difficult to make 
estimates for many years in advance, since this 
sector .is greatly affected by weather conditions. 
This remark is also addressed particularly to the 
Committee on Budgets' rapporteur. 

I am convinced that if I myself or other experts 
from the Commission and the Directorate
General for Agriculture and not only the 
Directorate-General for Budgets had been able 
to be present, the difficulty now facing the 
Committee on Budgets would not have arisen. 
I would like to emphasize the fact that we in 
the agricultural sector can only base our figures 
on hypotheses. No-one can pr-edict how large 
the harvest will be in a month or in three 
months (the grape harvest) and certainly not 
how large the harvest will be in a year's time. 
The Committee on Budgets said that agricul
ture has a budget of 4 000 m u.a., stating how 
it is divided and how large the amounts are. 
On the other hand, they said, there was Par
liament's obligation to guarantee a fixed price. 
I must say that this is only possible if we ba8e 
our figures on hypotheses. 

Things would be different if we simply allocated 
certain amounts for certain products. In such a 
case, we could stay within a certain budget, but 
there would be no guarantee. If we give a 
guarantee, we can only work on the basis of 
hypotheses, since products such as wine, milk, 
wheat and sugar are exceptionally dependent on 
the weather. It is still nature which determines 
whether one year yields 2511/o more and the 
next year 25°/o less. For the time being, it would 
seem that this is the way things will remam. 
For these reasons the budget for agriculture 
can only be in hypothetical form or, to put it in 
other words, be in the form of estimates. 

As far as paragraph 5 is concerned, I would go 
some of the way with what Mr D@a Briotta 
proposes, but I would ask him to follow the 
Commission proposals for a period of one and 
a half years, after which I would gladly follow 
him. In principle, I also agree with paragraph 6. 
However, we take into account other factors 
as well as expansion of production. 
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My answer on paragraph 7 must be 'no' since 
such control is not feasible. I agree with para-

. graph 8 and also in principle with paragraph 9. 
I can also agree on paragraph 10, except for 
our own exceptive proposal. Paragraph 11 refers 
to the same matter. I can again agree with that. 
Paragraph 12 corresponds to the Commission 
proposal. 

Although a number of elements in paragraphs 
13, 14 and 15 seem acceptable, I must say that 
these require further study on our part. I would 
gladly consider how far we can go before the 
Council decision is taken on this question. 

I also agree with par,agraphs · 16, 17 and 19. 
The requirements of paragraph 18 are provided 
for at the beginning of the marketing year. 

I also agree with paragraph 20, although with 
some reservation about the last part referring 
to transport. I also agree with paragraph 21, but 
must say that we have had exceptionally gr.eat 
difficulties with one Member State on this point. 
I hope that the situation ~ill soon change. 

I agree with paragraphs 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26 
of the motion for a resolution. I must, however, 
say on paragraph 23 that the rapporteur ·has 
certainly not gone far enough. Here we must go 
somewhat further if we are in fact to bring 
the matter under control. 

I agree with paragraphs 27 and 28. I would like 
to say on paragraph 29, referring amongst 
others to Mr Liogier's speech, that we cannot 
take things lightly. I welcome the trend which 
the rapporteur indicates. I agree with para
graphs 30 and 31. I shall return to this last 
paragraph later. 

Mr President, I now come to Chapter IV. Para
graph 32, I find, goes somewhat too far, but 
this new wine proposal may well offer extra 
opportunities for export. I would not like to 
elaborate on that idea now, but if we have to 
take certain wines off the market by means 
of an kinds of regulations which we have refer-
· rea to here, it may· well be that the export 
prospects are indirectly increased. I agree With 
this par~graph. 

I agree with paragraphs 38, · 34, 35, 36 and 37. 
On paragraph 37, I. would like tel mention that 
this idea was accepted in principle in the 
'Council at the end of June.· It is now being 
wcirked out in· implementation regulations. 

I agree· With- paiagrqh 88 and :with: paragraphs 
40: to 43. 'I atgo agree With paragraph 39. ·This 
w&S ·also one of the e~erits :(jf :the .council's 

·decision at the end of-l.July. I agree with para
gral>h 44~ 1· believe that I·•can-say, in general, 
that the raolution as tabled--by·.ftiie ·rapporteur 

contains recommendations which would, in my 
opinion, be an improvement. On certain other 
paragraphs I believe, however, that he has been 
somewhat reticent in order to achieve speedy 
results. Nevertheless, I hope that Parliament 
·Will be able to agree with the rapporteur's 
general approach. 

I also believe that a large majority of the 
amendments do not contribute to solving the 
problems facr.lg us as quickly and as well as 
possible. 

I would now like to go into a number of other 
points which have been raised by the 'rapporteur 
and other speakers. 

In November 1974, we made proposals aimed at 
limiting fraud. These proposals are incorporated 
in a number of paragraphs on which a decision 
has to be taken this evening. 

I have already answered the observations by 
Mr Lange. At all events, I ani happy that the 
Committee on Budgets only criticized our 
proposals for 'their presentation and not their 
substance. 

Should the COmmittee on Budgest have diffi
culties in the future, then I hope it will not 
hesitate directly to address the Commissioner 
responsible. 

At the same time the budgetary problems are 
no less important than the related problems of 
agricultural policy. 

The Common Agricultural Policy would· raely be 
in trouble if we were not in a position to keep 
the budget within ·acceptable and. reasonable 
bounds. 

I believe tha~, with regard to time, the Com
mittee on Bucfgets deserves the greatest priority 
and that it must also receive this priority if it 
requests it. 

Mr President, I was pleased to hear Mr .Hans~'s 
view. I welcoJPe the opinion on the Commissio11's 
proposals w~ch he put forward on behalf of 
the Socialist Group. 

I am glad ~t he stated that we are not }lere 
ta pursue n~nal policies. I was also pleased at 
the way in which he supported these proposals, 
although he ·was critical of the Commissiop 
with regard to certain parts of them. 

I will gladly consider what he said here today 
-on the special· position of winegrowers in hi11y 
and mountanious areas. 

My introduction provided an answer to Mr 
Beiano. I ~tand his criticism pf our pro
-posals. I wouJd simply like to tell him on what 
basis we are making these proposals. FOr legal 
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purposes, we are basing these proposals on 
Article 43 of the Treaty. This article offers 
almost unrestricted opportunities for the Com
mon Agricultural Policy. 

I understand the criticism expressed by Mr 
Boano in view of his difficult position, and I 
therefore appreciate all the more what he said 
in favour of the proposals. 

' 
I would like to promise Mr Pintat that we shall 
naturally tackle the business of reasonable mar
keting opportunities in third countries. This 
-must, however, take the form of normal, reason
able expott. I am convinced that we should be 
able to organize the wine sector in the future 
as we have organized the sector of sugar
basically a northern product-without incurring 
charges for the tax-payer. 

What we have done in the sugar sector can and 
must be done in the wine sector too. 

Is the price of wine too low? I admit that we 
have gone a long way in this proposal. The 
price is certainly not too low for wine of poor 
quality which we can all do without. 

For other wines which cannot be called poor, 
for whatever reason, it would perhaps be desir
able to consider going somewhat further than 
50G/o. I would like to hear the rapporteur's 
views on this. 

Some Members of this House have claimed that 
it is mainly imports from third countries which 
are creating tension in our wine market at the 
present time. However, this is not true. Imports 
have nothing to do with it. 

Mr President, is this Parliament aware that, 
since 15 December, when the new price became 
operative, until now, i.e. over a period of eight 
months, total imports to the nine Member States 
have been less than one million hectolitres of 
wine? 

In other words, imports are of the order of 
something more than half a percent. Our refer
ence price system is really working well. 

To say that imports are causing the difficulties 
is nonsense, unless import is taken as meaning 
something else. Trade between one country of 
the Community and another country of the 
Community is not iinport. Just as sugar imported 
to Italy from France is not marked down as an 
import by us, so is Italian wi.n,e transported to 
France also not an import. And it is no use 
coming to me with stories that Italian wine is 
priced far below the French distillation price. 
I am well aware of that. We do not have a 
guarantee price at distillation level. Distillation 
is not obligatory . in the Community; it is one 
possibility. 

Perhaps this proposal will bring obligatory dis
tillation but then at a lower level. If that hap
pens with the· importation from one Community 
country to another below the obligatory distilla- · 
tion level, that is below 5f1'/o of the guide price, 
we shall have a point, but at the present time 
what we have is voluntary distillation; this is 
possible, and is operated on a large scale. It is 
not at all obligatory in Italy, and France has no 
cause for complaint. Such an idea is nonsense. 
I hope that the Members of the European Parlia
ment will also forcefully oppose any such theory. 

Let us not speak about imports into one country 
or another, like Mr Lemoine, since this would 
mean rejecting the idea of the Community. I am 
of the opinion that this is not what I am 
employed for. At all events I will not go along 
with it. 

I am pleased that Mr Scott-Hopkins has managed 
to overcome his objections and that he, despite 
some protest, is able to accept this concentrated 
consideration of the report. I am grateful to 
him for that. He is broadly in agreement with 
the Commission's proposals. He says that the 
alcohol market should not be undermined by 
the wine market. He asks for rapid consideration 
and for other proposals in the near future. I have 
already given him clear ~firmative replies on 
these points in the Committee on Agriculture. 
I shall stand by these replies. 

Mr Liogier asks for a ban on irrigation and 
above all sprinkling, after a certain· period. All 
right, but who is to make sure that this ban is 
carried out? We are dealing with 21/2 million 
hectares distributed over the larger part of the 
Community. It is possible to sprinkle all day 
and night. I imagine one could find out the 
location of sprinkler installations. But unfortun
ately one would not be able to check they were 
being used after a certain date. I am however 
thankful to him for the goodwill and encourage
ment underlying what he said. 

Generally speaking, we must say that the Com
munity has to recognize its limitations when it 
comes to exercising supervision and working out 
the technical implementation of a number of 
proposals. If I had to do what this Parliament 
has requested today in the way of supervision 
and work I could need 50 thousand officials for 
wine alone. The Commission has only 500 offi
cials for the agriculture sector, but some of our 
Heads of State still believe that this is toO many. 
Let the hundreds of thousands of officials in 
the countries of the Community responsible _fqr 
alcohol, wine, beer, etc., continue with their 

·work and arrange to su:pervjse everything in ijle 
wine areas. There could ·be improvements ()f 
course here and there bt~.t at Community level 
we canno~ take. over such work .. We shall not 
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fail to take initiatives or provide instruction 
whenever we can. 

. I am grateful to Mr Leenhardt for standing by 
the main points of our proposal. I have already 
dealt with the separate points including those 
that he referred to. 

As usual Mr Cipolla has taken up the north
south tack. I do not believe that this is the right 
way to seek a solution to our problem. I believe 
that we can find a solution for our problems in 
the direction indicated in the resolution and by 
adopting the approach of the rapporteur. I 
recommend this House to accept this motion for 
a resolution which he has presented with much 
personal courage on his part. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Della Briotta. 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) Mr Presi
dent, the lateness of the hour prompts me to 
omit the customary reply to previous speakers. 
I think, in any case, that within the extremely 
restricted time accorded to me I had been able 
to deal sufficiently thoroughly with the prob
lems which are familiar to us all and which not 
even the dialectic skills of which-perhaps for 
the benefit of the gallery, for of our colleagues' 
integrity and personal ability I am persuaded
much use has been made tonight, can do any
thing to change. At all events, I trust that Com
missioner Lardinois will keep to the undertaking 
which he gave tonight. He said he accepted 
almost totally the report which I had the honour 
to present on behalf of the Committee on Agri
culture. There is only one point on which I 
should like to ask him for further details. I refer 
to paragraph 20 of the resolution where · the 
Committee on Agriculture states its opinion that 
if the remedial operations are to make sense, 
the withdrawal price must be fixed at a level 
higher than 5fll/o and that, by analogy with the 
provisions for other sectors, such as powdered 
milk, the possibility of instituting-aids for trans
port from the wine growers' cellars to the distil
lation plant should be considered. I should 
therefore be grateful to Commissioner Lardinois 
if he would tell me again what exactly he is 
promising since I have not understood the 
meaning of the Commission's statement on this 
point. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange. - (D) Estimates, Mr President, are 
one thing, hypotheses another. They can be 
presented this way and that. You. should not 
proceed from the idea that in the . agricultural 
policy and in agriculture it is not possible to 

fix certain things from the outset. We are aware 
of this, too. But if you present your proposals 
and financial review as you have done, it is 
completely impossible. From the outset I have 
said that it must be possible to check the review. 
It cannot be as extreme as you have presented 
it. I would ask you to take this seriously and 
not refer to the first remark you made to me 
and the Committee on Budgets. 

Secondly, all I can say is that the offer is 
gratefully accepted. It does presuppose, however, 
that the first condition is fulfilled, so that any 
differences of opinion can be removed without 
leaving doubt in anyone's mind. Moreover, it 
goes without saying that the Commission will 
be available to the committees. That is all I 
wanted to add. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. 
(NL) Mr President, a very real question has been 
put on paragraph 20 of the resolution. If Parlia
ment adopts this motion for a resolution I shall 
certainly try to convince my colleagues that it 
is necessary to propose to the Council a price 
rather higher than 5fll/o, certainly for wines of 
a somewhat better quality. 

I cannot make any promises on this at the 
moment. I should like to study the consequences 
of the rapporteur's question. I shall then let him 
know at a later date what the considerations 
were for accepting or not accepting this pro
posal. 

Naturally the Commission is at the disposal of 
the Parliament but Mr Lange realizes -that the 
Commission, and in particular the Members of 
the Commission, also have to fix priorities if 
only to avoid conflicts between different com
mittees of this Parliament meeting at the same 
time. 

I have said that if there are problems the highest 
priority should be given to the Committee on 
Budgets. This was not meant as a challenge to 
the Members of this House but rather as a wish 
to conclude a new friendship ~allowing a matter 
which, in my• opinion, is based on a misunder
standing. 

President. - The general debate is clo8ed. 

We shall novt consider the motion for a resolu
tion. 

To speed up the proceedings, I propose that we 
follow the same procedure as used this morning 
for the vote :on the motion for a resolution in 
the Bertrand report, namely that speakers on 



244 Debates of .the lijuropean Pai:liament 

President 

amendments Bhould ·not speak for more than 3 
minutes. 

On the whole of the lllOtion for a resolution I 
have two amendments: 

- Amendment No·. l/rev. tabled by Mr ·Boano, 
Mr Girardin, Mr Ligios, Mr Pisoni, Mr Rosati, 
Mr N"oe, Mr Vernaschi, Mr Giraudo, Mt 
Brugger, Mr Vetrone, Mr Andreotti,· Mr An
toniozzi, Mr Covelli, Mr De Sanctis, Mr 
Romualdi and Mr Premoli, and worded as 

·'follows: 

''Replace the motion for a resolution by · th~ 
following text: 

'The European Parliament, 

- having regard to the proposal from the Coin .. 
mission of the European Communities to the 
Council of 25 June 1975 (COM (75) 317 final): 
on measures to adapt win' potential to market 
requirements; ' · 

- consi(lering that the provisions contained in 
this docinnent are higbly innovatory 'by com• 
parison with those initially proposed on 
~ November 1974 (Doc. 363/74) and coqse
quently require a ,balanced and thorougn 
assessment, 

- considering moreover th~t the substance of 
this proposal. covers a much wider area than 
the guidelines contained in the Counctl Resolu
tion of 21 April 1975 (OJ No C 90 of 23. 4. 1975) 

Invites the Commission to reformulate its 
proposals, adhering more closely to the resolution 
mentioned above.' " 

-Amendment No 24 tabled by Mr Cipolla, 
Mr Vetrone, Mrs Iotti, Mr Fabbrini, Mr Mar
ras, Mr Concas, Mr Bersani, Mr Ligios, Mr 
Boano, Mr Andreotti, Mr Rosati, Mr Brugger, 
Mr Cifarelli and Mr Pisoni and worded as 
follows: 

'Replace the text of the motion for a resolution 
· with the followirig teXt: 

- considering that the measures proposed by the 
Commission represent- such profound changes 
not only in the regulation concerning the 
wine-growing sector but in the very principles 
on Which the Commul'lit)"s agricultural -policy 
has so iar ~ based as regards curbs on 
production and the .producer's responsibility in 
surplus ~to~, 

--. considering tl].at the absolute prohibition on 
· planting new ~eyard& . is in contradiction 

with both the application of the CoiDIJlunity's 
structural directives and the need to increase 
production of those qualities of wine for which 
Commun~ty IUJI4-_ · il'fterllational demand f;oday 
exceeds production, while it does not solve the 
problem Qf remoyiJ)g, fJ:om. production vines 
producing wine of little commercial value, . 

- considering the need to make a thorough study 
· of the whole· m~ and ihe desirabilltq for 
Parliament to ~age. in a dlmlocratic consulta
tion similar to that carried out when the 
regulation oi1 ' tlie · ''I!Vfue-glroWing sector wall 
adopted · •!: · 

Requests the Q>uncil of Ministers 

(a) to adopt urgent measures to improve domestic 
co!J,Sumption and to promote wine . ex,P.Orts to 
countries outside the Community, to· improve 
the system for facilitating distillation ami the 
cllJilpaign against adulteration, to increase the 
minimum alcoholic content anp to preveQt .the 
addition of solid sugars and, even more 
imPQrtant, that of liqui4 sugars to table }Vines, 
to ,develop the system 'of cooperative win&. 

' growers' associations and of tlieir federations 
. · in- the phases of production, maturing, market

inC and distillation 

(b) to include the problems. uf regulating pr'oduc~ 
tton· and of the produce~$ ·:responsibility Within 
the tramewOl"k of general' measures to be 
decid~. on ~hen the 'Stocktaking o~ the com
mon agricultural policy' is discuss~ with a 
view of tackling in a urllform ·manner the 
problem of surplus production so .as -to give 
all.Community producers, with technically dif
ferentiated means, similar income guarantees 

'. ' 

(c) to submit within three months proposals for 
harmonizing at Community level talqltjo~ 
criteria' in respect of Wines and an· bther 
alcoholic beverages.' · 

I call Mr Boano to move Amendment No l/rev. 

Mr·Boano.- (I) Mr,Presidentr the amendment 
consists virtually of the two recitals •. •The first 
refers to what 1· have already emphasized in-my 
speech, that is the fact that the new Commission 
proposals are profoundly innovatory compared 
with the earlier ones and ' therefore require 
detailed study and a balanced a~essment. The 
second recital is of greater importance because 
it shows that the Commission, in the proposal 
submitted for our examination, has gone, in o\lr 
view, beyond the terms of reference aSsigned to 
it by the Council in its decision of 21 April laat; 
For the d~ion refers only, .pamcu!arly as 
regards the unconditional prohibition on ..new 
planting, to serious surpluses on the table .. wine 
market and hence to new guidelines- calculated 
to check the growth of output of such wines. 
It is concerned, therefore, solely with controlling 
the deve],opment and production of table wines; 
there is no question of an absolute restriction. 
The same principle seems to be ·reassel'ted later 
in connection with provisions for the control of 
new planting and replanting; there, reference 
is only made to control and not. to an ·absolute 
prohibition on replanting. 

Finally, two sub-paragraphs summarize w:hat 
would appear to be the main principles laid 
down by the Council for the CommisJjon, i.e. 
a restrictive attitude in regard of nation81 aids 
and the ai:iaptation of the. objectives laid down 
in Directive No 159 to the demands which have 
been put fotward in this House. , 

For all· thl!!se reasons it seems to me that- the 
CouWetl's-·iruitructioils to the Ccmun~ e:l'pli-
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citly.' exeluded the- kind of ·radical prohibition 
which .we now find. at the root of the Commis
sion's new proposals and that a much less severe 
rule was laid down. In fact it is with respect 
to these two guidelines that the Council's resolu
tion requires a review at 1 January 1977. The 
·commission takes up this time-limit of 1 January 
1977, but refers It not to those two guidelines 
bu~ to the- asse~ment of the efficiency or other
wise of the absolute prohibition--on planting. Our 
proposed·' amendment was therefore prompted 
by the discovery that the Commission, in draw
ing up its proposal, especially hi respect of the 
absolute prohibition on plantingt has gone con
siderably beyond the -guidelines indicated in the 
Council's resolution of 21 April last. 

President. - I call Mr Cipolla. 

Mr Cipolla. - (I) I rise to say very briefly, both 
on my own and my group's behalf, that the 
reason why we have withdrawn our support 
from this amendment is not concerned with the 
text -itself but with the fact that, owing to a 
misunderstanding, the amendment bears the 
signatures of representatives of political tend
encies with which we do not wish to be asso-
ciated. · 

On the other hand, we wish to <:onfirm that we 
shall be voting in favout of-Mr Boano's amend
ment becau~e we believe that it does represent 
an accurate interpretation of the Council's docu
ment manaating the Commission to propose the 
regulation we are now discussing. 

President. - I call Mr Della Briotta. 

-Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) I should like 
to point out to my colleagues that the motion for 
a resolution itself invites the Commission to 
modify its proposals. I make this statement 
without prejudice and should like to add that, 
quite apart from my personal opinion on the 
content of this amendment, the Committee on 
Agriculture has already made it clear that it 
wishes the Commission to modify-and not to 
withdraw-its proposals. 

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

The amendment is rejected. 

I call Mr Cipolla to move Amendment No 24. 

Mr Cipolla. - (I)' Mr President, I have asked to 
speak because I should like to remind those of 
our colleagues who have been exclaiming 'those 
Italians!', that the Italians, too, are part of the 
Community. The Italians, who pay to the.Com
munity more than they receive from it, wish to 

remain in the Community and to defend it. This 
amendment is imbued with a European spirit 
because it is concerned essentially, as I have said 
in my previous intervention, with two issues: 
tirstiy, to provide an immediate answer to the 
problems of the wine-growers to whom the 
Commission's proposal offers scant help, and, 
secondly, to confront the problem of structural 
wine surpluses· with all the other structural sur
plus problems in the Community. 

I should have liked to see a more extensive 
debate on this· occasion, because it is a subject 
that has cropped up in the debates of our 
German Social Democratic colleagues and of our 
Labour colleagues throughout the campaign 
which the latter waged for and against accession 
to the Comm-.nity. To examine therefore the 
entire complelC of the problems of the surpluses._ 
is not an Italian but a European matter. Indeed, 
it would be thoroughly un-European to go on 
pretending that a surplus causing a loss of 50 
million to the Community is a grave one while 
a surplus costi,ng the Community 1 400 million 
is a good thing. 

What is more,. since this Parliament is not fully 
exercising its powers, there is, I believe, a 
political significance to the signatures which 
have been appended to this amendment, a 
significance which should give the House food 
for thought. These are signatures of the Italian 
members of the Communist Group, the Socialist 
and the Christian-Democratic Groups, that is, 
they belong to the majority of the Italian .repre
sentatives in the major political groups in this 
Parliament. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Bri~a, rapporteur.- (I) As a :matter 
of fact the Committee on Agriculture has already 
shown itself unwilling to accept in committee an 
amendment of almost identical content with that 
tabled by Mr Cipolla. 

President. - I put Amendment No 24 to the 
vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I put the first four indents. of the preamble tO 
the vote. 

The first foUr indents of the preamble are 
adopted. On the fifth indent of the preamble I 
have Amendment No 2 tabled by Mr Ligios 
and Mr Vetrone and worded as.follows: 

"This indent to read as follows: 
'-having regard to the report of the Committee 

on Agriculture and the opinions of the Com
mittee o:m. Budgets and that of the Cotnmittee 
on E.:z:temal Economic Relations (Doc. 187/75)'" 
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As the authors of this amendment are not 
present and there is no-one deputizing for them, 
this amendment becomes void. 

I call Mr Houdet, chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Mr Houdet. - (F) I have asked to speak in 
order to explain what I would have said to 
Mr Ligios and Mr Vetrone. 

We have had the opinion of the Committee 
on Budg~ts, _ but the Committee on External 
Economic Relations _did not deliver an opinion. 
We cannot therefore quote it in the resolution. 

President.- On the first recital I have Amend
ment No 11 tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf 
of the Group of European Progressive Demo
crats and worded as follows: 

"Delete this recital and replace by: 

'-considering that the serious situation that 
arose within the Community in March and 
April of this year and threatened to disrupt 
the mechanisms provided for in the Treaty 
and in subsequent Community legislation, was 
finally resolved by the resumption of trade 
made possible by the Council's acts of 15 April 
1975;', 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier. - (F) Mr President, there is no 
reason, it seems to me, to dwell on conjunctural 
t!lements to which one of the countries may 
have given rise; what we must do is to empha
size the grave situation that has arisen in the 
Community as a whole .. 

On the other hand, in the French text at least, 
this recital is difficult to justify both from a 
grammatical and from a logical point of view. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) I consider 
Mr Liogier's proposal acceptable, since it does 
not disturb the balance of the draft report. As 
to whether the events of March and April 
should be considered in the context of the 
seriousness of short-term economic problems 
throughout the whole Community, I believ~ 
we should reserve our verdict on this. However, 
I am willing to defer to the House's opinion. 

President. - I put Amendment No 11 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 11 is adopted. 

I put the second and third recitals to the vote. 

The second and third recitals are adopted. 

Following the third recital I have Amendment 
No 3 tabled by Mr Ligios and Mr Vet:tone and 
worded as follows: 

"After the third recital, insert the followi~g new 
recital: 

'-considering that if no action$ or measures are 
taken to increase the utilization of wine 
production inside the Community and to 
facilitate the marketing thex:eof in third 
countries, such a situation, if it is allowed to 
persist, could jeopardize the equilibrium of 
the market to the disadvantage of producers 
without benefiting consumers.' " 

As the authors of this amendment are not 
present and there is no-one deputizing for them, 
this amendment becomes void. 

I put the fourth, fifth, sixth and seventh recitals 
to the vote. 

The fourth, fith, sixth and seventh recitals are 
adopted. 

On p~ragraph 1 I have two amendments: 

-Amendment No 31 tabled by Mr Friih, Mr 
De Koning, Mr Scott-Hopkins and Mr Mar
tens and worded as follows: 

"The begin,ning of this paragraph should read as 
follows: 

'1. Welcomes the Commission's proposal, but 
invites the Commission, pursuant to .. .' " 

- Amendment No 32 tabled by Mr Friih, Mr 
De Koning, Mr Scott-Hopkins and Mr Mar
tens and worded as follows: 

"In the fourth line, the words 'ensuring that 
vine cultivators are able to maintain their 
incomes' should be replaced by the words 
'guaranteeing vine cultivators appropriate 
incomes'.'' 

These amendments can be considered jointly. 

I call Mr Friih. 

Mr Friih. - (D) Mr President, our point was 
that we should first welcome the Commission's 
proposal and then simply continue with the 
text. 

Amendment No 32 refers to the fourth line, 
which speaks of maintaining incomes. We would 
like to see this changed to read 'guaranteeing 
appropriate incomes' because we feel the pre
sent wording gives too static a meaning; 'ap
propriate incomes' seems better to us. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) As regards 
amendment No 31 I must say I did not get 
the impression that either the Committee on 
Agriculture or the Italian and French _ wine-
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growers welcomed the Commission's proposal. 
If the proposed wording is intended to signify 
unqualified approval, ho matter how things 
turn out, the Committee on Agriculture is 
opposed to this amendment. This is not, of 
course, to say that we are opposed to any 
modification. But I should not like to see this 
amendment mischievously tabled so as to ensure 
approval of the Commission's proposal after all. 
As regards amendment No 31, I think it is 
acceptable to the House. There might, perhaps, 
be room for more debate as to whether it is 
correct to speak of income or adequate income 
as well as on the exact significance of 'adequate 
income'; but I do not believe that this termin
ology affects the essence of the problem. 

President. - I put Amendment No 31 to the 
vote on the understanding that if it is rejected 
Amendment No 32 can still be adopted. 

Amt;ndment No 31 is adopted. 

I put Amendment No 32 to the vote. 

Amendment No 32 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 1 so amended to the vote. 

Paragraph 1 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 2 and 3 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 2 and 3 are adopted. 

On paragraph 4 I have Amendment No 4 tabled 
by Mr Ligios and Mr Vetrone and worded as 
follows: 

''This paragraph to read as follows: 
'4. Recognizes that, in view of the present econo-

mic situation, planting must be controlled, and 
stresses that the Commission's proposal 
introduces into the common agricultural policy 
a curb on production and a limitation of aids 
which have until now been carefully avoided 
even in production sectors responsible for 
the greatest surpluses;'" 

As the authors of this amendment are not pre.:. 
sent and there is no-one deputizing for them,. 
this amendment becomes void. 

I put paragraph 4 to the vote. 

Paragraph 4 is adopted. 

Following paragraph 4 I have Amendment No 5 
tabled by Mr Ligios and Mr Vetrone and worded 
as follows: 

"After paragraph 4, insert the following new 
paragraph: 
'4a. Warns, however, against elaborating a 

restrictive, complex and generalized system 
which could give rise to extremely serious 
problems of practical implementation, and 
whose efficacy as regards the actual reduc
tion of production has yet to be demon
strated;'" 

As the authors of this amendment are not 
present and there is no-one deputizing for them, 
Amendment No 5 becomes void. 

On paragraph 5 I have two amendments: 

- Amendment No 28 tabled by Mr Leenhardt 
aimed at the deletion of this paragraph. 

-Amendment No 12 tabled by Mr Liogier and 
worded as follows: · 

"Delete this paragraph and replace by: 
'5. Feels that the limitation of new planting, if it 

is to lead to tangible results, must be of a 
general nature, while account must be taken 
of the two-fold need to eliminate high yields, 
which are often the cause of surpluses and 
poor~quality products and to enable small-scale 
wine growers farming less than 15 hectares 
in wine-g:r:owing regions to adapt their produc
tion to the provisions of the directives on 
structures.' " 

I call Mr Leenhardt to move Amendment No 28. 

Mr Leenhardt. - (F) Mr President, I spoke 
just now of the fear that paragraph 5, which 
sets out to change the arrangement at regional 
level, will result in a considerable limitation in 
the rule on prohibiting new planting. 

A ·moment ago Mr Lardinois expressed the same 
view as I hold: he stated that solutions must. 
be found quickly and told the rapporteur that 
ultimately, in a year's time, he would not be 
averse to prcigress in that direction. I therefore 
feel that my amendment is justified. 

President. - I call Mr Liogier to move Amend
ment No 12. 

Mr Liogier. - (F) I have nothing to add, Mr 
President; I expained the purpose of this amend
ment at some length during my statement. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. -(I) Mr President, 
I feel that Mr Leenhardt's amendment should 
be rejected because it goes against the concept 
formulated by Mr Lardinois. In this connection 
I should like the Commissioner to make it quite 
clear that the restriction will apply to this first 
18 months and that it will not be possible, 
either automatically or by a decision of the 
Council to extend it to a longer period. 

The point is that the concept which we wished 
to introduce, that is that restrictions on planting 
cannot be applied to all the viniculture in the 
Community and that mechanisms must be 
created to enable regional adjustments of the 
controls, implies recognition of the existence 
of a variety of wine-growing specializations 
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which must be taken into aceount. I am, there
fore, opposed to Mr Lenhardt's abolitionist 
amendment. · .. 

In addition, on Mr Liogier's amendment pro
posing to penalize high crops, I must point out 
that high yields can be found throughout the 
Community, including even Luxembourg, 
though.Luxembourg's output is very low. There 
are, however, regions where. harvests· are par
ticularly abundant, especially in southern 
France and souhem Italy. · 

At this point I mUst reeall that when there was 
a. question of penalizing certain high milk out
puts it was our Conservative colleagues who, 
in committee, strongly opposed any such meas~ 
ure.. For -in penaliting high outputs one -is 
~ffectively penaliZing the most efficient pro-
ducers. · 

To suggest, therefore, that high yields should 
be automatically penalized is simply to avoid 
the problem. High outputs ought to be pena
lized, in fact, when wine of inferior quality 
is-.~g produced. For while it is true that a 
high alcohol content is no guarantee of the 
quality of the wiJ?.e, it is also certain that any 
wine with a low alcohol content is bad. To 
talk, therefore, of automatic' penalization of 
high outputs is not a serious way of tackling 
the problem. 

On this point I should like to ask Mr Lardinois 
whether he has really given way, and whether 
the period of prohibition on new planting will 
in fact be restricted to 18 months. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

¥r Lardinois, . member of ~he Commission. 
(NL) Mr President, I agree with the rapporteur 
that we take 18 months as a basis. After that we 
shall no longer be able to apply this criterion 
and we shall have to take measures adapted 
to the different regions to keep new planting 
under control. 

President. - I put Amendment No 28 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 28 is rejected. 

I put Amendment No 12 to the vote. 

Amendment No 12 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 5 to the vote. 

Paragraph 5 is adopted. 

Following paragraph 5 I have two amendments: 

-Amendment No 6 tabled by Mr Ligios and 
Mr Vetrone and worded as follows: 

"After paragraph 5, insert the following new 
paragraph: 

'5a. Underlines the contribution made by the 
. wine industry to the development of the 
Mediterranean regiOns of the Community, a 
development which should not be jeopardized 
by a general and categorical prohibition 
which could expose vast agricultural areas 
to uncertain redevelopment involving 
products which are highly sensitive, such as 
olive oil or wheat, or which can only be 
obtained at_ unfavourable costs,'" 

- Amendment No 8 tabled by Mr Zeller. o:n 
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture and 
worded- as follows: · 

"After paragraph 5, insert the following new 
paragra~: 

'5a. Invites the Commission to replace as soon 
as poS$lble the prohibition system by a strict 
authoriZation system adapted to each indivi-
dual region and vine variety;' " · 

As the authors of Amendment No 6 are not 
· present and there is no-one deputizing for them, 
Amendment No 6 becomes void. • 

I call Mr Zeller to move Amendment No 8. 

Mr Zeller. - (F) Mr President, I did not think 
that I would be reproducing Mr Lardinois' ideas 
so faithfully with this amendment, which 
requests the Commission to replace very soon 
the general prohibition system by a selective 
one. This would remove the concern felt by 
members of the various groups in this 'House. 

President. - What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Dena Briotta, rapporteur. - (1) I atn in 
favour of this amendment. 

President. - I put Amendment No · 8 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 8 is adopted. 

On paragraph 6 I have Amendment No 9 tabled 
by ·Mr zeller on behalf of the Committee on 
Agriculture and worded as follows: 

"This paragraph should read as follows: 

'6. Asks that when marking off 'vine renewal 
areas', the analysis should take into account 
above all the wine producing aptitude of the 
various production areas without penalizing 
those where major conversion and rationaliza
tion efforts have been made;' " 

I call Mr Zeller. 

Mr Zeller.- (F) Mr President, this amendment 
is in fact a modified version of the original 
text put forward by the Committee on Agri
culture and represents an attempt to clarify and 
simplify it. It has already ~ approved by the 
committee. 
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President. - I put Amendment No 9 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 9 is adopted. 

Following paragraph 6 I have Amendment No 7 
tabled by Mr Ligios and Mr Vetrone and worded 
as follows: 

"After paragraph 6, insert the following new 
paragraph: 

'6a. Invites the Commission to replace the 
prohibition system by a strict authorization 
system adapted to each individual region;'" 

As the. authors of this amendment are not 
present and there is no-one deputizing for them, 
this amendment becomes void. 

On paragraph 7 I have Amendment No 13 
tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf of the Group 
of European Progressive Democrats and aimed 
at the deletion of this paragraph. 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier. - (F) Mr :President, we advocate 
the deletion of paragraph 7 since it only partly 
deals with the subject concerned, and in a biased 
way at that. 

In fact, the prohibition of new planting should 
be general and should apply to all regions and 
all cellars. 

How else are we to determine which wines are 
allegedly to blame for the crisis and which 
are not? 

Pnsident. - What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) I am 
opposed to this amendment because it seems to 
me mistaken to take no account of the special 
position of classified wines and quality wines, 
even though the crisis might have been caused 
by· speculation, scandals and so on. I believe 
we should stand by the Committee on Agricul
ture's text. 

President. - I put Amendment No 13 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 13 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 7 to the vote. 

Paragraph 7 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 8 to 11 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 8 to 11 are adopted. 

Following paragraph 11 I have Amendment 
N() 14 tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf of the 

Group of Dlropean Progressive Democrats and 
worded as follows: 

"After this paragraph add the following new 
paragraph lla: 

'lla. Strongly favours· replanting subsidies in 
wine-growing regions provided they are 
subject to strict regulations governing vine 
varieties and their distribution, with the 
aim of producing high-quality wines exactly 
adapted to local soil conditions;'" 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier. -(F) Mr President, in pursuing a 
policy of quality, it is not sufficient to prohibit 
planting and replanting here and there. Repres
sive meaSureS are useful, but inadequate. If· 
progress is to be made, certain, accurately defined 
replanting must be favoured. To this end, strict 
regulations should be introduced which allow 
the replanting· of recommended varieties in 
accurately defined quantities. To provide a sti
mulus, a system of modernization subsidies 
should be deyeloped. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Brlotta, Tapporteur. - (I) The ·Com
mittee on Agriculture has not been able either 
to discuss or to give an opinion on this problem. 
It is a problem of some consequence bUt I find 
it rather difficult· to support Mr Liogier's pro
posal. on this occasion. At all events, the ques
tion can be looked at again at another time. . 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. 
(NL) Mr President, I would like to recommend 
acceptance of this amendment, especially as it 
can be implemented on the basis of Regulation 
No 159 on struetural policy. The Liogier amend
ment indicates the way in which the wine sector 
should be fulther improved. 

President. - I put Amendment No 14 to the 
vote. 

The amendment is adopted. 

On paragraph 12 I have Amendment No 29 
tabled by Mr Leenhardt aimed at the deletion 
of this paragrap~. 

I call Mr Lennhardt to move his amendment. 

Mr Leenhardt. - (F) Mr President, I gave the 
reas~ns for tabling this amendment just now. 

In certain areas the table grape ripens very 
late. Some of the harvest is affected by bad 
weather and cannot be marketed. If wine pro-
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ducing is prohibited, the producers will face 
ruin. If they go over to grapes intended for 
wine production, at great expense to themselves, 
we shall find that, instead of the table grape 
making up one third of the harvest, we have 
three times as much wine. That is why I should 
like to see paragraph 12 deleted. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) I must tell 
you that the Committee on Agriculture decided 
against a proposal similar to that put forward 
by Mr Leenhardt, although on that occasion 
it was said that account must be taken of the 
not inconsiderable social and economic aspects 
of the matter. 

The Commission has in fact tackled the prob
lem somewhat light-heartedly, or perhaps 
without realizing its importance. 

It concerns 2 million hectolitres of wine in Italy 
and 1 million in France which escape all con
trol and we need to act prudently and find an 
alternative solution. On the other hand, to 
ignore the fact that 3 or 4 million hectolitres 
of wine of far from excellent quality exist in 
the Community would also be a grave matter 
and this is why I ask the House to reject Mr 
Leenhardt's amendment. 

President. - I put Amendment No 29 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 29 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 12 to the vote. 

Paragraph 12 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 13 and 14 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 13 and 14 are adopted. 

On paragraph 15 I have Amendment No 10 
tabled by Mr Zeller On behalf of the Committee 
on Agriculture and worded as follows: 

"After the words: 

'should be added' 

add the following: 

'as soon as possible'." 

I call Mr Zeller to move his amendment. 

Mr Zeller.- (F) Mr President, this amendment 
represents an attempt to have the Commission 
introduce as soon as possible a system of incen
tives to eliminate poor quality vineyards. 

I am well aware that suggesting the elimination 
of vineyards is rather like suggesting to some-

one that he have teeth extracted. It will be pain
ful and unpopular, but I do not think that as 
the economy now stands, with everyone here 
speaking of structural surpluses, it will be 
possible to avoid a measure of this kind, which 
is likely to ensure improved administration of 
EAGGF funds. I consequently recommend Par
liament to adopt this amendment. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. -(I) Such a pro
posal has already been made in the Committee 
on Agriculture and I was given the task of 
preparing an amendment to be submitted in 
this House. It is my opinion, therefore, that 
it should be adopted. 

President. - I put Amendment No 10 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 10 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 15 so amended to the vote. 
• Paragraph 15 is adopted. 

On paragraph 16 I have two amendments 

- Amendment No 33 tabled by Mr Friih, Mr 
de Koning, Mr Scott-Hopkins and Martens, 
and worded as follows: 

"In the third line of this paragraph, the word 
'remunerative' 

should be replaced by the word 

'appropriate'." 

- Amendment No 34 tabled by Mr Friih, Mr 
de Koning, Mr Scott-Hopkins and Mr Mar~ 
tens, and worded as follows: 

"In the third and fourth lines of this paragraph, 
the words 

'without providing ... structural surpluses' 

should be replaced by the words 

'so as to prevent the creation of structural 
surpluses without causing social difficulties'." 

These two amendments can be considered 
jointly. 

I call Mr Friih. 

Mr Friih. - (D) Mr President, in the case of 
paragraph 16 the phrase 'prices to producers 
should be fixed at remunerative levels' and the 
clause 'without providing incentives to create 
structural surpluses' seemed to us to be some
what contradictory. After all, if something is 
worthwhile, it will be produced. We therefore 
request that the word 'remunerative' be replaced 
by 'appropriate', that the final clause from 
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'without' to 'surpluses' be replaced by 'so as 
to prevent the creation of structural surpluses' 
and that 'without causing social difficulties' be 
added to this. We are aware that incomes in 
the regions concerned cause considerable dif
ficulties and would like to see other measures 
taken-and we are thinking here in particular 
of the Regional Fund-to produce a solution. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur.- (I) The House 
should have no difficulty in accepting these two 
amendments. 

President.- I put Amendments Nos 33 and 34 
to the vote. 

Amendments Nos 33 and 34 are adopted. 

I put paragraph 16 so amended to the vote. 

Paragraph 16 is adopted. 

I put. paragraphs 17 and 18 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 17 and 18 are adopted. 

Following paragraph 18 I have Amendment 
No 15 tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf of the 
Group of European Progressive Democrats and 
worded as follows: 

"After this paragraph add a new paragraph 18a: 

'18a. Feels that, in the matter of trade between 
the Member States, the regulation must 
contain provisions to eliminate trading at 
prices below the trigger price for interven
tion, since such prices, which do not provide 
even a basic subsistence income, can only 
aggravate socio-economic distortions in the 
countries where they are applied, whereas 
it is the Community's first duty to take 
steps to eliminate such distortions both 
between and within the Member States;'" 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier. - (F) Mr President, when I men
tioned the Italian problem during my speech, 
I also explained this amendment. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) We should 
be careful not to give way to Mr Liogier's argu
ment because it seems to me to be contrary to 
the general principles of the free movement of 
goods. Were this formula to be implemented 
it would be the end of the Common Market. 

I ask the House, therefore, to reject this request. 

President. - I put Amendment No 15 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 15 is rejected. 

On paragraph 19 I have Amendment No 16 
tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf of the Group of 
European Progressive Democrats and worded 
as follows: 

"Delete this paragraph and replace by: 

'19. Agrees with the idea of having recourst! to 
preventive distillation which may be made 
compulsory in certain cases and under 
certain conditions;'" 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier. - (F) Mr President, as I am satis
fied with the latest wording of paragraph 19, 
I withdraw the amendment. 

President. - Amendment No 16 is therefore 
withdrawn. 

I put paragraph 19 to the vote. 

It is adopted. 

On paragraph 20 I have two admendments: 

- Amendment No 17 tabled by Mr Liogier 
on behalf of the Group of European Progres
sive Democrats and worded as follows: 

"In the first line of this paragraph, delete the 
word: 

'however'." 

-Amendment No 25 tabled by Mr Laban and 
worded as follows: 

"In this paragraph delete the following words: 

· ' ... , however, that if these remedial operations 
are to make sense the withdrawal price must be 
fixed at a level higher than 500fo of the guide 
price, and ... '." 

I call Mr Liogier to move Amendment No 17. 

Mr Liogier. - (F) I withdraw this amendment 
for the same reason that I withdrew Amend
ment No 16. 

President. - I call Mr Laban to move Amend
ment No 25. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, paragraph 19 
started with a measure of approval for preven
tive distillation. However the fear was expressed 
that this could lead to the production of wine 
simply to be sold into intervention. Thanks to 
an amendment from me, this last part has been 
deleted. Now it is again being proposed in para
graph 20 to fix the price for preventive inter
vention at more than 500/o. This we find espe
cially illogical since preventive distillation prices 
are being set at more than 5f1J/o of the guide 



252 Debates rot the EUropean Parlfameht 

Laban 

prices and in this case it· is @l"tain. that produe
tion will sometimes be aiined simply at inter
vention. So I propose that we retain the Coin
miSsion's proposals in. which 'the preventive 
iiltel'Vention price is thed 'at '50G/o by an~ogy 
with the alcohol price. 

President.- What~ the r~ppoi"Wur's position? 

Mt Della Briotta, rapponeu1". _.(I) I am of the 
contrary opinion and shoul(i ~lain that the 
Committee on Agriculture has already pronoun
ced in this sense after taking into consideration 
the percentages of intervention and withdrawal 
price$ for other prod'l.\cts. which are charged Jo 
the EAGGF's Guarantee Fund as well. 

President. - I put Amendment No 25 to the 
vote. · 

Amendment No 25 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 20 so amended to the vote. 

Par,aBI'~ 20 is ad~pted. 

On . paragraph. 21 I have no amendments or 
s~slisted. 

I call Mr Friih. 

Mr Friih. - (D) Mr President, I do apologize, 
but I should like to clarify one point. I think 
~ere 

1
is something wrong with the German text. 

I believe I am right in thinlgng the idea is that 
the distillation allowances are to be paid prompt
ly, but it says here 'cleared'. That cannot be 
right. I therefore ask that the wording be cor-
rected. 

President. - I have been told that the Secre
tariat will make the correction: it is a question 
of 'paying' and not 'clearing'. 

I put paragraph 21 to the vote. 

Paragraph 21 is therefore adopted. 

On paragraph 22 I have Amendment No 35 
tabled by Mr Friih, Mr de Koning, Mr Scott
Hopkins and Mr Martens, and worded as fol
lows: 

"In the second line of this paragraph, the words 

'strategic areas' 

should be replaced by the words· 

'the areas concerned'." 

I call Mr Friih. 

Mr Friih. - (D) All we are askirig is that the 
German version simply read 'the areas con-

eerned' · ih~d ·~ 1s.trategic 1 areas', which is 
perhaps unclear.'· . 

President. -- I J put. Amendment No 35 to the 
vote. ·, 

Amendment No 35 is adopted. 

I ptit paragraph· 2~ so amended to the vote~· 

Paragra~h 22 is adopted. 

On paragraph 23 I have two amendments: 
' ~ • • - ~ 1- ' 

- Amendment. No 30 tabled by Mr: Leenhardt 
and aimed at the deletion of this paragraph. 

- Amendment No 18 tabled by Mr Liogier and 
worded as follows: · · 

"Delete this paragraph and replace by: 
'23. Takes the view that measut'eS for comPUlsory 

preventive distillation should apply to the 
total content of each cellar, seeing that wiile8 
produced in excessive quantities should be 
penalized more heavily than others;'" : 

I call Mr Liogier to move Amendment No 18. 

Mr Liogier.- (F) Compulsory preventive distil
lation should not be restricted to certain Wine$ 
if it is to be effective. On the other hand, thoSe 
responsible will undoubtedly have only their 
poorest wines distilled. · 

President. - I call Mr Leenhardt. 

Mr Leenhardt. - (F) I feel that paragraph 23 
is too restrictive. It attempts to limit compulsory 
preventive distillation to flawed wines. This 
measure will result in the saving of high yields. 
And just now Mr Lardinois was saying about 
paragraph 23 that the proposal CUd not go far 
enough if we wanted to get to grips with the 
present situation. I hope that with his supporf; 
my request for the deletion of this paragraph 
can be adopted. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) I ask the 
House to reject these two amendments. I think 
it would be rather difficult to apply this stan
dard to the whole of the Community's output 
since it would mean going into each wine
grower's _cellar and forcing him to lower his 
normal output by a certain percenatge. Actually, 
the wines sent for distillation will be those. that 
upset the matket because they are of inferior 
quality or becaq.se they have been subjected to 
fraudulent' practices or adulteration, while good 
quality wines will find their normal place on the 
market Without becoming a burden on the ¢om
munity's budget. 
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President.- I put to the vote Amendment No 30 
which departs furthest from the original text. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I put Amendment No 18 to the vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I put paragraph 23 to the vote. 

Paragraph 23 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 24 and 25 to the vote. 

They are adopted. 

On paragraph 26 I have Amendment No 36 
tabled by Mr Friih, Mr de Koning, Mr Scott
Hopkins and Mr Martens, and worded as fol
lows: 

"In this paragraph, the words 

'such as sugaring ... fraudulent practices' 

· should ~e deleted al'ld replaced by the ·following: 
'thereby avoiding the risk of fraudulent 
practices.' " 

I call Mr Friih. 

Mr Friih. - (D} Mr President, we have tabled 
llrt amendment to this paragraph because we 
should like to see the words 'such as sugaring, 
which are much more artificial and can easily 
give rise to fraudulent praetices' deleted. We 
have already accepted concessions for enrich
ment with musts, albeit reluctantly, but we are 
opposed to it being said that sugaring is a 
method that is much more artificial than another 
method and in addition that it can more easily 
give rise to fraudulent practices than other 
methods. We would simply like to see the resolu
tion saying that fraudulent p;ractices .n;tust be 
prevented. I feel that we owe this to the name 
and status of wine. I ask the House to adopt this 
amendment. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, TappoTteuT. -(I) I leave this 
matter to the House, although I am aware that 
the addition of sugar is a widespread practice 
in the Community. What is more, the addition 
of sugar is in effect a source of fraudulent pract
ice because by this means water is turned into 
}Vine. It is no use acting like an ostrich .and 
these things need to be said clearly. If, on the 
other hand, we prefer to have high outputs, 
then let us go on saying that we want good 
wine at low cost with little burden to the Com
munity and let us go on adding sugar, which, 
after all, does nobody any harm. 

President. - I put Amendment No 36 to the 
vote. 

The amendm.ent is adopted. 

I put _parag~aph 26 so amended to the vote. 

Paragraph 26 is adopted:. 

On paragraph 27 I have Amendment No .37 
tabled by Mr Friih, Mr de Koning, Mr Scott
Hopkins and Mr Martens and worded. as follows: 

"In this paragraph, the words: 

'and, whilt! recognizing ... may give rise;' 

should be replaced by the following: 

'wb,ile recognizing the necessity for this in certain 
limited areas;'" 

I call Mr Friih. 

Mr Friih~- (D) Mr President, this amendment 
stems froni the same concern. I therefore request 
that in view of the abuse to which this method 
may give rise, this phrase be deleted. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, TappoTteuT.- (I) I am oppos
ed to this amendment for reasons that have 
already been stated. I should like to add one 
further argument: the Community is not very 
rich in SU!far, while it does have very many 
grapes and therefore a lot of grape must for 
which·a use can thus be found. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. 
(NL) Mr President, I would like to support the 
rapporteur's views. It is a shame that he was 
not able to get his way on the previous pbint. 
However I did not wish to say anything in order 
to leave Parliament full freedom on this point. 
The present amendment goes much further. 'this 
concerns not only the use of sugar but the use 
of sugar in aqueous solution. 

I would therefore recommend Parliament not 
to accept this amendment. 

President . ..:..... I call Mr Friih. 

Mr Friih . .:._.(D) I would ask the House to adopt 
the amendment ·tabled by· my. colleagues and 
myself for the simple reason that if we leave 
this paragraph as it is, there will be discrimina
tion against wfue from these areas. We cannot 
quite accept that. · · 

And another thing I should not like to accept: 
we could have a long debate on what alters the 
character of wine more, a completely different 
kind of must, obtained from different grapes, 
or sugar. r d,o not t:eally know; in t:lle eyes of 
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this Parliament sugar is also a natural product. 
There should not really be any doubt about that. 
I do not want to start a long debate even though 
the Commissioner is shaking his head. You 
know, Mr Lardinois, that we are not quite in 
agreement on this. We should find the time to 
discuss it. Afterwards I imagine you would be 
nodding your head. 

President. - I put Amendment No 37 to the 
vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I put paragraph 27 to the vote. 

Paragraph 27 is adopted. 

On paragraph 28 I have Amendment No 19 
tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf of the Group of 
European Progressive Democrats and worded as 
follows: 

"After the words 'grape musts' insert the fol
lowing 

'which, besides their other advantages, do not 
increase wine production artificially;'" 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier. - (F) We are in favour of enrich
ment by means of grape musts, but we wish 
to stress the fact that this method has the 
advantage of not artificially increasing wine 
production, which is the case with sugaring. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur. - (I) I am in 
favour. 

President. - I put Amendment No 19 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 19 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 28 to the vote. 

Paragraph 28 is adopted. 

On paragraph 29 I have two amendments: 

- Amendment No 20 tabled by Mr Liogier on 
behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats and worded as follows: 

"Delete this paragraph and replace by: 

'29. - Is astonished that the Commission bases 
the quality of table wines solely on 
alcoholic content and takes no account 
whatsoever of vine variety, which is, 
however, the prime factor in determining 
the true quality of wines; 

- Cannot accept that the alcoholic content 
of the different categories should be fixed 
in future at as high a level as that laid 

down for transportation and marketing 
(eg. 9.5• for category C2), and suggests 
moreover in this connection that the map 
of the wine regions should be reyised to 
record possible changes in category;'" 

- Amendment No 38 tabled by Mr Klepsch, 
Mr Frehsee, Mrs Orth, Mr Friih, Mr de 
Koning, Mr Scott-Hopkins and Mr Martens 
and worded as follows: 

"In this paragraph, the words 

'to raise the minimum basic level of natural 
alcoholic content above the level originally 
proposed' 

should be deleted and replaced by the words 
'to take account of otlM!r criteria of quality 
besides the natural alcoholic content'." 

I call Mr Liogier to move Amendment No 20. 

Mr Liogier.- (F) Mr President, I explained my 
amendment at some length during my speech. 

President. - I call Mr Klepsch to move Amend
ment No 38. 

Mr Klepsch.- (D) Mr President, I believe I can 
be brief. When debating the report drawn up 
by Mr Scott-Hopkins, the House decided that 
alcoholic content should not be taken as the 
only quality criterion. The object of my amend
ment is to reflect that feeling in this resolution 
as well. I would therefore urge the House to 
adopt the amendment that I and a number of 
other Members have tabled. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur.- (I) I am oppos
ed to this amendment, which was also rejected 
by the Committee on Agriculture. I say once 
again that wine of high alcoholic content need 
not necessarily be good; but wine of low alco
holic content is always bad. This is what the 
House must understand to be able to make a 
decision. 

President.- I put to the vote Amendment. No 20 
which departs furthest from the original text. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I put to the vote Amendment No 38 tabled by 
Mr Klepsch. 

Amendment No 38 is adopted. 

I put to the vote paragraph 29 so amended. 

Paragraph 29 is adopted. 

I put to the vote paragraphs 30 to 33. 

They are adopted. 
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President 

On paragraph 34 I have .Amendment No 26 
tabled by Mr Laban and aimed at deletion of 
this paragraph. 

I call Mr Laban. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, in a large 
number of countries the social insurance system 
and the welfare system are very extensive. This 
means that a large part of income is devoted 
to income tax and social insurance payments. 
In those countries excise duty is also levied, not 
only on wine but also on beer, strong drink, 
petrol, cars etc. It has been shown that this has 
not led to a reduction in consumption. 

On the contrary, if wine consumption drops, the 
reason is to be sought in the wine-producing 
countries. The countries which have introduced 
excise are unable to do without it. If they lose 
this revenue they will have to raise income tax 
which has already been pushed up to the 
maximum level. That would mean that people 
would no longer have money to spend on wine. 
I find, therefore, that the countries concerned 
must be free to impose that excise duty. I am 
fully in agreement with what this Parliament 
states in its resolution on the balance of supply 
and demand, namely that there must be harmon
ization of social premiums and fiscal policy, 
especially income policy, since this is where 
competition is distorted. We believe that the 
excise duties must be maintained. All other 
countries are free, as we are, to ·impose excise 
duty on beer and other drinks which they do 
not produce themselves. 

I would therefore sincerely recommend that my 
amendment be accepted. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rapporteur.- (I) I am oppos
ed to this amendment which has already been 
rejected by the Committee on Agriculture 
together with Amendment No 27 which refers 
to paragraph 35. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. 
(NL) Mr President, I would like to add one 
further remark but since it is so late I shall be 
brief. 

Mr Laban has made a speech worthy of a 
greater purpose. I do not find his arguments for 
deleting paragraph 34 convincing. I fail to see 
why, if excise duties have to be imposed to pay 
social charges, the excise duties should be impos
ed on wine and not-to give one example-on 
coca-cola ... 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Hear, hear! 

Mr Lardh~ois. - (NL) ... I find it very typical 
that the very countries which do not produce 
wine should impose such a high excise duty, 
and this includes Benelux with the exception 
of the wine that Benelux itself produces in 
Luxembourg. There is no excise duty on this 
wine. In Britain the excise duties have become 
almost prohibitive: Personally I therefore find 
-I cannot speak on behalf of the Commission 
in this case-the political statement requested 
by the rapporteur of the Committee on Agri
culture, exceptionally commendable. 
(Applause) 

President. 
vote. 

I put Amendment No 26 to the 

Amendment No 26 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 34 to the vote. 

Paragraph 34 is adopted. 

On paragraph 35 I have Amendment No 27 
tabled by Mr Laban and aimed at deletion of 
this paragraph. 

I call Mr Laban. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, it is only logical 
that, now my amendment to the previous para
graph has been rejected, my amendment to this 
paragraph should be withdrawn. 

President. - Amendment No 27 is therefore 
withdrawn. 

I put paragraph 35 to the vote. 

Paragraph 35 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 36 to the vote. 

Paragraph 36 is adopted. 

On paragraph 37 I have Amendment No 21 
tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf of the Group of 
European Progressive Democrats and worded 
as follows: 

"In the first line of this paragraph, replace the 
words 

'advisable to adjust' by: 

'essential to strengthen'." 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier. -.(F) Mr President, it is merely a 
question of making the phrase a little stronger, 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 
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Mr Della Briotta, 1'apporteur. - (li This may in 
fact be in line with the wishes already expressed 
by the Committee on Agriculture. However, I 
leave the decision to the House. · 

President. ~ I put Amendment No 21 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 21 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 37 so amended to the vote. 

Paragraph 37 is adopted. 

On paragraph 38 I have Amendment No 22 
tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf of the Group of 
European Progressive Democrats and worded as 
follows: · 

"Delete this paragraph and replace by: 

'38. Disapproves of the PriiJ.ciple of massive 
imports from the Maghreb countries which 
subsequently have to be systematically distil
led at the expense of the European taxpayer 
and feels that the agreements with the 
Maghreb countries should include a safeguard 
clause allowing imports into the Community 
to be suspended in tpe event of serious 
disruption of the market and a slump in 
prices;'" 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr !Jogier. - (F) It would be grave disservice 
to import massive quantities of wine from the 
Maghreb countries, which then have to undergo 
very costly distillation. The distilled product 
would be competing with distilled Community 
wine and would be a burden on the European 
tax-payer. 

Everyone wants to make wine, from America to 
Europe, and including North Africa. These coun
tries should be told that it is _in their own inte
rests to take structural conversion measures like 
those we ourselves are taking. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta,·1'appMteur. - (I) We should 
nevertheless remetnliet:that it was we Europeans 
who introduced wine into these countries. In 
view of that fact and_o,f.t~ present situatiC?n it 
is the Committee on Agriculture's text which 
should be adopted and Mr Liogier's amendment 
that should be rejected. 

President. - I put Amendmen~ No 22 to the 
vote. · 

Amendment No.22 is re~cted. 

I put paragraph 38 to the vote.· 

P.ai'agr~ph 38 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 39 ~o 41 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 39 to 41 are adopted. 

On paragraph 42 I have Amendment No 23 
tabled by Mr Liogier on behalf of the Group of 
European · Progressive Democrats aimed at the 
deletion of this paragraph. 

I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier.- (F) Mr President, this amendment 
aims at the deletion of paragraph 42. t gave my 
reasons for wanting this when referring in my 
speech to imports of Italian wine into france 
at cut-throat prices which cannot support the 
families of small vine growers. 

President.- What is the rapporteur's position? 

Mr Della Briotta, rappMteur. - (I) This amend
ment should be rejec~ for the same r_easons 
for ~~ch we have rejected Amendment No 15. 

President • ..:_ I put Amendment No 23 to the 
vote.-

Amen~ent No 23 is rejected .. 

I put paragraph 42 to the vote. 

Paragraph 42 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 43 and 44 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 43 and 44 are adopted. 

I call Mr Noe for an explanation of vote. 

Mr Noe.- (I) I rise, Mr President, to put, very 
briefly, a question to Mr Lardinois. I am not 
a member of the Committee on Agriculture and 
tonight is the first time that I have followed the 
arguments on this subject. But' there is. one point 
on which I have seen no solution offered. I mean 
the problem of the nurserymen, that is · the 
people who grow the cuttings which are then 
planted to become vines. A provision of this 
sort will mean that these people will have 
absolutely . no sales for their product. I only 
have this request: I should like to ask Mr Com
missioner Lardinois whether he can assure the 
Rouse tp.at some measure in favour· of the 
nurserymen will be taken. Otherwise they Will 
find no outlet for their output. This matter is 
not m~tioned in any of the points ot tQe reso
Jution but there is . a category Qt p~ople who 

, make their. living in this way and they must be 
prptected. ' 

Preawent. - I am sorry Mr Noe, but th,at-.is JlOt 
an explanation of vote. · 



Sitting of Thursday, 10 July 19'15 257 

President 

As no-one else wishes to speak, I put the motion 
for a resolution as a whole to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

I should like to congratulate Mr Della Briotta 
on the work which he has successfully con
cluded. 
(Appl~use) 

I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. -
(NL) Mr President, I would also like to congra
tulate Mr Della Briotta on behalf of the Com
mission. In reply to Mr Noe I would like to say 
that we are aware of the point he mentioned. We 
have not yet found a solution to it, but we hope 
to do so shortly. 

12. Agenda for next sitting 

President.- The next sitting will be held today, 
Friday 11 July 1975 at 9.30 a.m., with the fol
lowing agenda: 

1 OJ No c 179 of 6. 8. 1975, 

- joint debate on the reports by Mr Lange and 
Mr Aigner on amendments to the financial 
provisions of the Treaties; 

- report by Mr Aigner on the ECSC Auditor's 
report for 1973; 

- interim report by Mr Hougardy on the index
linking of savings; 

- report by Mr J ahn on those parts of the 8th 
General Report falling within the terms of 
reference of the Committee on Public Health 
and the Environment; 

- oral question with debate by Mr Jahn on 
bird protection. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 1.40 a.m.) 
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IN THE CHAm: MR SANTER 

Vice-President 

(The sitting was opened at 9.35 a.m.) 

President. - The sitting is open. 

1. Approval of 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: 

- from the Council of the European Communi~ 
ties a request for an opinion on : 

I. a regulation amending Regulation No. 
120/67/EEC on the common organization of 
the market in cereals 

II. a regulation amending Regulation No. 
359/67 /EEC on the common organization 
of the market in rice 

(Doc. 192/75) 

which has been referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture; 

- from the Commission of the European Com
munities: 

the report of the ECSC Auditor for the 
financial year 1974 
(Doc. 195/75) 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets. 

3. Transfers of appropriations in the 1975 budget 

President. - I have informed the Council that 
the Committee on Budgets has delivered a 
favourable opinion on the proposal for a transfer 

12. Dates for next part-session 286 

13. Adjournment of session 286 

14. Approval of minutes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 286 

of appropriations from one chapter. to another 
within Section II 'Council', Annex I- Economic 
and Social Committee - of the general budget 
for the 1975 financial year and on the proposals 
for transfers C3 and C4. 

4. Reference to committee 

President.- The motion for a resolution tabled 
by Mr Cointat, Mr Herbert, Mr Liogier and 
Mr Nyborg on behalf of the Group of European 
Progressive Democrats, pursuant to Rule 25 of 
the Rules of Procedure, on the peripheral coastal 
regions of the European Community (Doc. 162/75) 
has been referred to the Committee on Regional 
Policy and Transport. 

5. Tab Zing of. a motion for a resolution, 
decision on urgency and inclusion in the agenda 

President. - I have received from Mr Feller
maier, on behalf of the Socialist Group; Mr 
Lucker, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group; Mr Brendlund Nielsen, on behalf of the 
Liberal and Allies Group; Mr Kirk, on behalf 
of the European Conservative Group; Mr de la 
MalEme, on behalf of the Group of European 
Progressive Democrats, and Mr Fabbrini, on 
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group, a 
motion for a resolution with request for debate 
by urgent procedure pursuant to Rule 14 of 
the Rules of Procedure, amending the resolution 
of 12 March 1973 on the number and composi
tion of committees. 

I consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure. 

Are there any objections? 

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed. 

Parliament would presumably wish to vote on 
the motion for a resolution immediately. 

Since no-one wishes to speak, I put the motion 
for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

1 OJ No c 179 of 6. 8. 1975. 
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6. Membership of committees 

President. - In view of the increase in the num
ber of parliamentary committees and their mem
bers, I have received from the enlarged Bureau 
the following proposals on the composition of 
committees: 

Political Affairs Committee 

Delete: Mr McDonald, Mr Rivierez. 

Add.: Lord Castle, Mr Mitchell, Mr Stewart, 
Lord Gladwyn. 

Legal Affairs Committee 

Delete : Mr Springorum. 

Add.: Sir Geoffrey De Freitas, Sir Brandon 
Rhys Williams. 

Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs 

Delete: Mr Berkhouwer, Mr Dykes, Mr Vetrone. 

Add.: Lord Ardwick, Lord Gordon-Walker, Mr 
Prescott. 

Committee on Budgets 

Delete : Mr Vernaschi. 

Add.: Lord Bruce of Donington, Mr Dalyell, 
Lord Bessborough. 

Committee on Social Affairs and Employment 

Delete: Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. 

Add.: Mr Howell, Mr Prescott, Mr Stewart. 

Committee on Agriculture · 

Add.: Mrs Dunwoody, Mr Hughes, Lord Walston, 
Mr McDonald, Mr Marras, one seat for the 
Socialist Group. 

Committee on Regional Policy and Transport 

Delete : Lord Bessborough, Mr Marras, Mr Schol
ten. 

Add.: Mr Ellis, Mr Evans, Mr Hamilton, Mr 
Osborn. 

Committee on Public Health and the 
Environment 

Delete: Mr Jakobsen, Mr Marras. 

Add.: Mr Evans, Lady Fisher of Rednal. 

Committee on Energy, Research and 
Technology 

Delete: Mr Guldberg, Mr Martens, Mr Knud 
Nielsen. 

Add.: Mr Dalyell, Mr Ellis, Mr Hamilton. 

Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth 

Delete: Mr Howem, Mr Terrenoire. 

Add.: Mrs Kellett-Bowman, Lord Ardwick, Lady 
Fisher of Rednal, Mr Mitchell. 

Committee on External Economic Relations 

Delete: Lord St. Oswald, Lord BetheN, Mr Krieg. 

Add.: Mr Scott-Hoplmns, Mr Barnett, Lord 
Castle, Mr Dykes. 

Committee on Development and Cooperation 

Delete: Mr Schworer, Mrs Kellet-Bowman, Mr 
Osborn, Mr Broeksz. 

Add.: Miss Boothroyd, Sir Geoffrey De Freitas, 
Lord Walston, Lord St. Oswald. 

Associations Committee 

Delete: Mr D'Angelosante, Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Add.: Mr Barnett, Mr Hughes, Mr Jakobsen. 

Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti
tions 

Add.: Mr Berkhouwer, Mr D'Angelosante, Mr 
Krieg, Mr Martens, Mr Memmel, Mr Brendlund 
Nielsen, Mr Rivierez, Mr Schwijt, Mr Vernaschi, 
Sir Derek Walker-Smith, seven seats for the 
Socialist Group, one seat for the Christian
Democratic Group. 

Are there any objections? 

These appointments are ratified. 

7. Draft treaty amending certain financial 
provisions of the Treaties 

President. - The next item is the joint debate 
on the report drawn up by Mr Lange on behalf 
of the Committee · on Budgets, on the draft 
treaty amending certarin financial provisions of 
the Treaties estaMishing the European Com
munities and of the Treaty establishing a single 
Coundil and a single Commission of · the 
European Communities, presented by the 
Council: budgetary procedure (Doc. 166/75); and 
on the report drawn up by Mr Aigner on behalf 
of the Committee on Budgets, on the draft 
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President 

treaty amending certain financial provisions of 
the Treaties establishing the European Com
munities and of the Treaty establishing a single 
Council and a single Commission of the 
European Communities, presented by the 
CounciJ: establishment of a European Court of 
Auditors (Doc. 167/75). 

I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange, rapporteuT. - (D) Mr President, 
ladies and gentilemen, this is the second revision 
of the Treaties proposed during the past five 
~ars in order to give Parl!iament more budget
ary powers. This second revision has been 
discussed between the Council and Parlliament 
under what has been ca'lled the conciliation 
procedure. It has produced certain results which 
the Councill sent to Parliament lin a [etter of 
February this year for its consideration, examin
ation and opinion. 

It may be noted from the start, ladies and 
gentlemen, that what the Council proposed· 
does not agree entirely with the views of the 
delegation wbich represented Parliament at that 
time. We know that the President of Pariliament 
and the chairman of the Committee on Budgets 
at that time made great efforts, together with 
other Members, to assert Parliament's views. 
I may add that the Commission seriously tried 
to compJ.y with Parliament's wishes. Only, the 
Councill decided otherwise. 

In this context, I remember what was said here 
in November 1973 by a head of government 
about the role and po!rition of this European 
Parliament in the framework of the Community 
institutions: he said Parliament should real!ly 
be involved in a continuous revolution. Honour
able Members, what we are doing here is 
perhaps not a revolution, but 1t 1s an attempt 
gradually to invest Parliament with greater 
powers in budgetary policy and control of 
implementation of the budget. Parliament can
riot achieve this alone. It is dependent on the 
Council, and on the overa!llllegislative procedure, 
i.e. on the Comm!is!rion too.· 

Nevertheless, it seems Parliament must draw 
the appropriate conclusions from the experience 
it has gained over the years, not just during 
this consultation on the second revision of the 
Treaties but also this spring, dn different 
circumstances. This, Mr President, is reflected 
in the report. We supplement the Council's 
proposals in five cases-or four really, in terms 
of substance. Moreover, given our experience 
ftom the ooncillliation procedure in April this 
year concerning the first and second supple
mentary budgets, we lay down certain 
requirements that must be met in order to give 
Parliament the requisite budgetary powers. 

Parliament has been warned again and again 
from various quarters. It was warned not to 
go beyond the Council's proposails, because 
otherwise the Coundl might be annoyed. It was 
warned to content itself with those proposals 
and not to demand any further conciliation or 
action on the matter because then it might gain 
nothing at all. I must say, those who made these 
comments may have meant well. But such 
words have a bitter aftertaste, in fact they 
smack of blackmail, i.e.: Parliament, be humble, 
and :if you behave properly, the Counc:il wiU 
give you somethling. That is no way to advance 
the democratic . institutions and meet the 
associated needs in this Community. Commis!rion 
and Council, and Parliament too, should know 
this and make dt very dlear. 

I would like to add something else. We have 
no interest in delaying matters, simply because 
we want greater powers. However, the Council, 
as stated in its document of February this year 
and earlier, must then also fulfil its promises 
towards Parliament, and in this case express 
its resolve to pursue the further development of 
Parliament's rights together with Parliament 
and the Commission in such a way that these 
greater powers become reality within an accept
able time. I think that if we look at the situ
ation of national parliaments vis.:.a-vis European 
legislation, in particular vis-a-vis European 
financial and budgetary policy, it becomes clear 
that national parliaments no longer have any 
control over large areas of policy in this sector. 
In that respect it is essential that this Parliament, 
this single c;ommon Assembly of the Community, 
is granted those rights, so as to achieve real 
democratic control over the quasi-executive, i.e. 
the Commission, and also in a sense over the 
Council which of course performs mixed func~ 
tions and not only legislative ones. 

Our appeal, if I may express it so modestly, is 
that the Council should accept what we have 
said in out report on general provisions to 
increase budgetary powers. Mr Aigner will be · 
speaking about the Court of Auditors. If the 
Council feels it cannot accept these things ·at 
this moment because of certain circumstanc~ in 
its own sector which led to results which do 
not seem satisfactory to Parliament, then the 
Council, if it believes it must maintain its own 
position at this moment, should at least commit 

. itself vis-a-vis Parliament-and the same applies 
to the Commission because it too ·must play 
its part here-to begin talks immediately after 
the adoption of our decision on that part which 
it considers balanced and accurate-! am 
deliberately saying 'talks' and not conciliation or 
consultation-in order to consider how to pro
ceed, whether perhaps the Treaties need further 
revision or whether perhaps one or other of 
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Parliament's proposals can be implemented by 
means of agreements between the institutions. 

This is not stated explicitly in the report, but 
we agreed in committee that the rapporteur 
should put this forward so that the Council 
cannot use the report as a pretext for deferring 
these matters which Parliament considers impor
tant to a date which is unacceptable to Parlia
ment. 

Mr President, since the report gives the histo
rical background, if I may call it that, I do 
not think I need refer to it in detail here. I 
would merely like to give the main points
since speaking time is limited-with which Par
liament is concerned and which dQ not coincide 
with the Council's views. 

We agree with the Commission, and have learned 
from experience in the most recent discussions, 
that recourse to borrowing must be included in 
the budgetary, procedure. Here we are in dis
agreement with the Council. But the Council 
must know that Parliament considers itself com
mitted to have control over all methods of 
financing Community expenditure. In that sense 
borrowing as a financing method should also 
come under Parliament's control. 

Moreover, the Committee on Budgets, like the 
parliamentary delegation too, during the conci
liation procedure with the Council, considers 
that the other part of the Community's own 
resources which should have accrued since 
1 January 1975, i.e. a certain portion of net 
turnover tax, should also be incorporated in the 
budgetary procedure, on condition that the 
binding rate is fixed practically at the end of the 
budgetary procedure, while at the beginning of 
that procedure the Commission should inform 
us as a kind of guideline of the rate it considers 
necessary. This must also be included in the 
Treaty. 

Then there are other provisions which the com-
. mittee believes cannot remain as laid down by 

the Council. Wrongly in my view, the term 
'majority overruled' is used here. The Council 
makes things easy for itself: if it wants to reject 
proposed amendments from Parliament on the 
basis of 'I shall simply take no action', then it, 
or parts of the Council, can back out, and there 
is no real opinion-forming procedure in the 
Council. Unlike the Council, this Parliament 
considers that if the Council does not want to 
accept a proposal of Parliament, it must reject 
it expressly. It must form an opinion. Anything 
else is a shirking of responsibilities. The Council 
should consider this. Conversely, if nothing is 
said, that implies agreement. That is an old rule 
of all democratic decision-making. Why should 
a democratically unacceptable exception be 

made here for the Council's conduct vis-a-vis 
Parliament? 

A final crti.tica!l point remains, which may 
perhaps seem a little specious to some Members. 
In committee we were aware that in the 
budgetary procedure, if Parfliamen~ agrees with 
the Council, Parliament does not requ'ire a 
special quaUfied majority but agreement may 
be established by simple majority. But provision 
must also be made for non-agreement between 
Council and Parliament and we must establish 
a rule, considering the responsibility in the 
overall budgetary procedure in terms of budget
ary and financial pOlicy, even if this [nvd.l.ves 
a risk for Parliament-a rule which if neces
sary can also 1lead to a decision. That is why 
in connection with fhcing a new annua1 rate of 
increase for non-compulsory expenditure-and 
I quote, because this seems particularly 
important-we say: 'If there is not agreement 
between the Council and the Parliament'-now 
the important part-'the new rate shaH be 
fixed:-by the Parliament, acting by a majorti.ty 
of its members and three fifths of the votes 
cast'-as in our old procedure on such occasions 
-'or by the CounCil acting unanimously with 
nQ abstentions'. 

That means that either Parliament has the 
final say or the Council, if it unanimously 
disagrees with Parliament, must decide 
unanimously, but a decision must in all cir
cumstances be taken. 

Each person may decide for himself how great 
the risk is of ach[eving unanimity in the Council 
with no abstentions if it disagrees with Parlia
ment. I cannot imagine, in regard to the further 
increase of this Parl.iament's budgetary powers 
and its ensuing control to make up for the lost 
control powers of national parliaments over 
their own governments in this sector, that the 
Council members would always be unanimous 
in disagreeing with Parliament's views. M9re
over, .in the Council, one vote wou~d outweigh 
eight others, even if there were onl,y one 
abstention, to take an extreme example .• So, 
honourable Members, we shoulld not fear thlis 
risk. 

These then are the demands whiich go beyond 
what the Council has proposed to us. I wou1d 
like to mention a rew other points, Mr President, 
at risk of exceeding my speaking time. We must 
give a little time to such an important subject, 
over and above the fifteen minutes wh[ch Y,e 
cannot keep to. 

If you look at the motion for a resolutlion
which I shall not discuss in detaitl, you will 
notice a cer.tain structuring. Section I concerns 
the ongoing process of increasing Parliament's 
budgetary powers, Section II the progress to• be 
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made in the context of this reV'l.slOn of the 
immediate future. That it the section that goes 
beyond the current revision of the Treaty. In 
this context, as noted in paragraphs 21 and 22, 
Parliament must state clearly that .we are not 
oiuy concerned, as a President of the Council 
once implied, with the right to increase expendit
ure but also with forming revenue and if neces
sary cutting expenditure against the views of the 
Commission or Councrl. So the idea should not 
be spread that Parliament is just a spending 
machine and 'interested only in costs. I think 
this Parliament is aware of the current stage 
of development, i.e. of the general world 
economic and speci:ffi.caHy European economic 
situation; it is also aware of the financial 
consequences of this development and of its 
duties and responsibilities in this connection. 

I think we must fina]ly discard the myth that 
MembJrs are only interested lin expenditure, as 
a President-in-Office of the Council once fe'lt 
oblliged to say. This statement provoked contro- · 
versy at the time. I shal~ not ask how spend
thrift national governments are, or how spend
thrift Council members are. If such assertions 
are made about Parliament, I would like to 
reply with a German proverb: Let everyone 
sweep his own doorstep, or, as I have heard 
whispered here: People who live in glass houses 
shouldn't throw stones. One thing is sure: this 
Parliament does not want to be a mechanism 
for increasing expenditure but an dnstrument to 
ensure sensible budgetary and financia[ policy, 
on the basis of careful and stringent budgeting. 
In other words we must n9t on[y talk with the 
Council on own resources from VAT but a~so, 
as mentioned before recently, on how to mobilize 
further own resources besides financing from 
customs duties, aevies and ECSC contributions; 
moreover we want to improve the conciliation 
procedure so that the Council does not consider 
itself dn control of this procedure or boss of 
Parliament but to ensure talks between two 
equal partners. That is what paragraphs 23 and 
24 refer to. 

Moreover, we consider the arti:ffi.cial and 
ambiguous distinction made between compulsory 
and non-compulsory expenditure most unfortun
ate. Any attempt to systematize this distinction 
leads to constant problems. In that sense it 
seems right to follow the proposaD.s made partly 
by the Council and the Commission of answer
ing such questions li!ndividually, with the aim 
however of eventually abolishing this curious 
distinction forever. 

Honourable Members, those are the areas where 
we go beyond the Council's proposals. In respect 
of what I said earlier about the Council's 
procedure, may I say that we consider it 
important to resolve these matters between 

Council and Parlliament by 31 December 1976. 
That gives us llh years and I think much can 
be discussed in that time. We need not be over
hasty, each Institution willl have time to consider 
aiJ:l matters in depth. 

Mr President, although I have exceeded my 
speaking time, these are the matters I considered 
it !important to deal with here so that those 
of our Members who are present at this sitting 
can understand and support us. Each individual 
must know what the question is. If I have not 
made myself clear to everyone, th!is will come 
out in the debate. Thank you for your patience 
and I hope Parl!iament will support the Com
mittee on Budgets' views. 

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

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, first I should like warmly to con
gratulate our rapporteur Mr Lange on his report. 
Undoubtedly our joint discussions have pro
duced an integral viewpoint. May I also say, in 
congratulating Mr Lange, that in an excep
tionally sho-rt time he has found his way excep
tionally well through the rather difficult subject 
of budgetary powers. For that too I express 
thanks on behalf of my group. 

Mr President, we have never left any doubt that 
our aim is to achieve an institutional balance 
in the Community acting as a budgetary 
authority with the same powers as the Council. 
Having noted this, may I also reject a suggestion 
in the Council text which I consider most incom
prehensible, namely that our concept and our 
proposals would distort the institutional balance. 
We do not have this balance and want to create 
it. There will be a balance in the Community 
in budgetary matters when it is not the officials 
who decide what is or can be done at European 
level. When ministers, who are overloaded with 
work at home, travel over for a few hours to 
work there and cannot acquire the necessary 
detailed knowledge, they are at the mercy 
of the officials. I state this clearly, because it 
becomes apparent again and again. My remarks 
primarily refer to an 'institution' which is not 
provided for in the Treaties, the so-called Per
manent Representatives. 

There will only be an institutional balance when 
the Members, who have to stand for election 
every four or five years, have the last say, 
together with the representatives of the Member 
States, who agree to be bound by this vote. 

Mr President, speaking personally at least, I may 
say that we have great respect for the officials 
who are generally fully committed to El:J.rope, 
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have a great deal of expertise and very high 
qualifications. I have great respect for their 
work and its quality. But the public and this 
House and the Institutions must take note that 
we can only achieve further progress in the 
integration of aur Community if we make up the 
demo~ratic deficit and create a fully viable par
liamentary instrument which-and this is surely 
the sense of the parliamentary system,-is 
capable of exercising concentrations of power 
at the level of the European Community, but can 
also replace these concentratfons of power. 
Surely it is unthinkable that the national parlia
ments can delegate power tor an unlimited 
time to officials appointed for life. No, this power 
must be appointable and disnrlssable, and for 
that you need the instrument of Parliament. 

Mr President, sometimes one feels that fear of 
this unknown being, the European Parliament, 
is greater than the desire for progress. I too 
must, of course, admit, that this unknown being 
still represents a question-mark for us all, for 
a Parliament with the necessary powers may 
develop in a manner inconceivable to us at 
present. If I think of some structures, and 
perhaps of my Communist colleagues, I realize 
that one can of course feel some concern. But 
what would really happen, Mr President? Surely 
nothing except that the present discussion, the 
present political debate, which takes place 
almost exclusively in the Council, would shift to 
parliamentary level. In both Institutions, Par
liament and Council, the same problems, the 
same differences of interest and probably the 
same arguments would arise as now do at Coun
cil level alone. But certainly there would be a 
difference if Parliament was a legislature and 
budgetary authority with equal powers. Then 
the discussion would no longer be held within 
four walls and the Community would needs 
become more dynamic. 

The legitimacy of the European Parliament lies 
in the mandate it was first given by national 
parliaments to promote the European Com
munity. That is its task. That is what it does 
here. 

This is not so obvious in the case of a member 
of the Council, although the Council of Ministers 
is a Community Institution. Its legitimacy and 
its· interests have a more national orientation. 
That is why we need a certain tension between 
the two Institutions, Parliament and Council. 

The discussion would be public, it could be 
analyzed by our peoples and subject to their 
political will. With a two-.ehamber structure 
of this kind Europe would gain more strength 
in the minds of the European public. 

I shall not enter into the individual problems 
which the rapporteur has discussed in detail, 
because of the short time left. My group entirely 
shares the views of the Committee on Budgets 
and the rapporteur. 

However, I would like to say something on four 
points. First the Community loan system. If the 
Council does not comply with our request that 
the Community loans should be conceived as 
a whole and clearly come under the budgetary 
authorizing procedure, I think it would be 
impossible to find a viable alternative for the 
future. At a time when new operative aims 
are becoming increasingly urgent-1 mention 
only energy, conjunctural and research policy
it is essential for the Community itself to 
mobilize the capital market. 

My second remark concerns fixing the annual 
rate of VAT. The only natural counterpart to 
the national parliaments when fixing the 
financial contributions of the Member States 
and the Community is the European Parliament. 
These two sides must find a compromise between 
the national requirements and those of the Com
munity. It would be simply incomprehensible 
in the long term if parliamentarians on · the 
one side and officials on the other fought over 
this financial concept. The legitimacy and 
identity of European activities must also depend 
in day to day matters on the vote of the people. 

A third remark concerns the annual rate of 
increase. We have always believed that the 
Communities' new activities could not be sub
sumed under a statistically determined rate of 
expenditure. With current practice we find 
ourselves in a rather odd situation. For it we 
arrested the development of the Co~ty 
and Parliament here and allowed no new 
operations, our financial scope for action· .in the 
budget authorizing procedure would be ·gr-eater 
than if we wished to further develop the Com
munity in dynamic fashion. Since as a rule 
new operations require a new maximum rate, 
the Council, if it did not agree with us, could 
block us with the first statistical maximUm 
rate-in its opinion at least. It goes without 
saying that we would never be content With 
that interpretation of the Luxembourg Agree
ment. Unfortunately that agreement was · con
ceived for fair weather conditions, not for future 
storms. If, and I say this very seriously, this 
Parliament wants to lay down a common 

. denominator for its own rights, it will ~ave 
to have recourse to other means, which perhaps 
no longer comply entirely with the Treaties. 
Then it will become clear, if Parliament's 
resolve is formulated in that manner, how far 
the various groups have retrogressed. already 
in order to support national majority govern.-
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ments. May I state clearly that my group, for 
whom I speak, is in favour of a very wide
ranging interpretation of the Luxembourg 
Agreement, in terms of the maximum rate too. 
This group will always consider itself a promoter 
of the J!!uropean Parliament's budgetary powers. 

May I make a final remark. When the con
ciliation procedure is carried out, in terms 
also of deciding on a new maximum rate, we 
maintain our old demand which we expressed 
in the resolution of 5 October 1973, and which 
the majority of this House also agreed on. I 
am glad that the rapporteur, Mr Lange, left 
no doubt from the start that he supported 
this resolution of 5 October 1973. 

So the Council should have the last word if 
there is conflict with the Parliament. But if · 
Parliament is asked to take decisions by a 
vote of three fifths of the votes cast and a 
majority of the votes of its Members, such 
overwhelming majority decisions by the peoples' 
representatives cannot tie overridden by low 
Council majorities. Here we still firmly demand, 
as before, unanimity in the Council to override 
such a majority decision by Parliament. If in 
future an official~as has unfortunately hap
pened here quite often-describes this demand 
as upsetting the balance of the Treaties, we 
must accuse him quite openly of having no 
democratic awareness. 

Mr President, I confine myself to these few 
remarks and say that we are all pleased that 
we have found common approval in all groups 
-except, as I have heard, the Communist and 
Allies Group- for this report, I hope it will 
be adopted. 
(Applause from the Christian-Democratic Group) 

President.- Mr .4'\igner, do you wish to present 
your report on the establishment of a European 
Court of Auditors now? 

Mr Aigner, rapporteur. -:- (D) May I make one 
remark to start with. 

Your Committee on Budgets appointed two rap
porteurs for the draft treaty amending certain 
financial provisions of the Treaties and for estab~ 
lishing a European Court of Auditors, not because 
we wanted to separate these matters but purely 
for reasons of rational working methods .. In no 
.case .may this, Mr President, be interpreted to 
mean that Parliament would be content with 
the fulfilment of only one part of this draft 
treaty and our proposals. So we do not wish 
to separate the two matters under consideration 
but to adopt them jointly in spite of the fact 
that there -are two rapporteurs. 

Mr President, as your rapporteur for this matter 
I shall now resist the temptation to describe 
the great efforts made by Parliament to achieve 
this European Court of Auditors. We have sub
mitted to the interested public a special report 
in the book 'The Case for a European Audit 
Court'. Today I am grateful to Council and 
Commission that they have approved our idea 
on the whole, namely in respect of independent 
examination of the political activities of the 
Communities. No doubt public opinion in the 
Member States was a considerable help here. 

May I also thank Commissioner Cheysson. 
Although this is always a delicate task, he 
supported not only internal supervision but 
also the demand for external supervision of 
some kind in our joint discussion in a way 
that was not necessarily to be expected. Very 
many thanks! 

I would also like to thank the chairmen of 
the national audit offices with whom we had 
several hearings and, despite the problem of 
the different structures in the national audit 
offices, reached almost complete agreement. 

May I in this context say a word about the 
relationship between external supervision by 
a European Court of Auditors and internal 
supervision · by the European executive. The 
more viable internal supervision is, and the 
more transparent its results are for a court of 
auditors, the less need there is for the external 
control to be powerful and to examine in detail. 
But the less internal Community supervision 
there is, the stronger the external supervision 
will have to be. I say this also because I am 
thinking of the frauds by irresponsible economic 
elements in the Community which have been 
much discussed by the public. Only if there 
is an uninterrupted network· of internal and 
external supervision will the shockingly high 
level of hi<llien frauds be reduced._ Even more 
important, however, is that the results of the 
external examination will lead to a harmon
ization of European law in terms of national 
Member States too. 

I consider these tasks even more important 
than the fight against frauds. The crux of the 
matter should lie in the initial phase of a 
European Court of Auditors. It would not only, 
if I may !peak jokingly, finance itself, but 
even help save a few hundred million units 
of account .Of the Community . 

Let me exp;ress our view of the main aim of 
the Court of Auditors as follows. The main 
aim of this control should not be punitive but 
constructive. It should help the budgetary 
authority and the control authority to correct 
.the -lacunae which are sometimes also found in 
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budgetary decisions. May I state a second 
principle, where we agree entirely with the 
Committee on Budgets. Control by a European 
Court of Auditors does not mean partially 
shifting the responsibility of one Community 
Institution to the auditor. Political responsibility 
'has its own laws and requirements. Even if 
auditing is seen purely as a means of information 
and as a method of making the procedures 
transparent, it cannot take the place of political 
decisions. Faith and cooperation and mutual 
willingness to provide information are the pre
conditions for harmony between the auditor and 
the Institution. 

After the discussions we have held, the Com
mittee on Budgets and this Parliament take 
the view that under pressure of public opinion 
the political will of the Council coincides with 
that of the European Parliament on the estab
lishment of a fully independent auditing body. 
That is why, Mr President, we are happy to 
note that the draft Treaty tries, firstly, to 
guarantee the proposed European Court of 
Auditors full independence. So that there are 
no doubts, we have formulated this very clearly 
in the text. Secondly, the proposed Court of 
Auditors must be able to perform on-the-spot 
checks in the Community Institutions and the 
Member States. Thirdly, the proposed Court of 
Auditors must have the right to demand all 
documents or information from the Community· 
Institutions and the national audit offices that 
are necessary for it to perform its duties. 

Our detailed proposals aim only at incorporating 
our ideas more clearly in the Treaty than we 
think they were before. 

Let me mention a few more points. I think I 
have a few minutes left. It is well-known, 
Mr President, that the present version of the 
draft treaty, under which members of the 
Court of Auditors are appointed by the Council 
after consultation of the Assembly, rfi!presents, 
even in the eyes of the Council, a wide-reaching 
concession to Parliament. 

Mr President, may I make a personal remark 
to the Council. The Council should finally 
accustom itself to describing Parliament as the 
Parliament and drop the term 'Assembly'. I 
think we have gone beyond the founding period 
of the European Parliament. If it takes its 
duties seriously, a Parliament, Mr President, 
must insist that it is not only bindingly con
sulted but also has the power of co-decision 
in the appointment om members of the Court of 
Auditors. 

This demand can also be justified in that the 
ma:in task of the Court of Auditors is to prepare 
by its controls and activities the annual 

discharge for which Parliament alone should 
be responsible after the present Treaty revision 
has entered into force. 

With respect to the appointment of members, 
the election of the preSident and the activities 
of the members of the Court of Auditors, may 
I, Mr President, refer to the written report. 

For inexplicable reasons-and this ds my final 
comment-the draft treaty does not a'llow the 
Court of Auditors an equal status with the other 
Institutions. Your rapporteur, Mr President 
considers it essential to support the work of the 
Court of Auditors by guaranteeing iul full 
independence vis-a-vis the Institutions it is to 
supervise. That also means granting it the status 
of a fully independent body. 

· Mr President, we have a very clear conception 
of this body which does not greatly differ from 
that of the Council. Yet I would like to say to 
the Council that it must ful:ffi:l the few demands 
we make so that we do not enter into conflict. 
I am convinced-as i have also noted in very 
many articles in the press in a1!l Member States 
and in discussions, and in hearings with the 
presidents of national audit offices-that we 
have fuU support of public opinion. 

I would be grateful to the House if it adopted 
this report, or part of this report, by a majority; 
it was unanimously approved by the committee. 

President. - I call Mr Kirk. 

Mr Kirk, draftsman of the opmwn of the 
Political Affairs Committee. - I think that I 
can be fairly brief because the view of the 
Political Affairs Committee, which I· have been 
entrusted to put forward orally today, coincides, 
on the issues that concern it, very closely with 
that of the Committee on Budgets as laid out 
by Mr Lange and Mr Aigner. As I have the 
privilege of being a member of both committees, 
I have been able to follow the discussion with 
them through two long years since we first sat 
with Commissioner Cheysson-alniost' two years 
to the day-discussing these problems. It has 
been a fairly long and weary trail, and I can
not say that we can claim to have come to the 
end of it yet. But I think that we have now 
reached the stage at which we can at least try 
to apply the provisions which the Council has 
presented, although I agree with Mr Lange that 
we must also work for greater powers, particu
larly in respect of the matters covered by his 
-part of this joint debate, as soon as we can. 

The Political Affairs Committee is concerned 
basically with the Institutions and not with the 
workings of the budget, and has three points 
to underline which have already been made by 



Sitting of Friday, 11 July 1975 · 267 

Kirk 

both rapporteurs. First, there is the question of 
partial rejection. From the start we had main
tained that Parliament should have the right 
to reject parts of the budget as well as the 
whole of it. The Council has consistently refused 
to allow us this right, although I remember that 
on more than one occasion the Commissioner 
has, by an ingenious form of words, suggested 
to us that we did have that right. I have always 
doubted whether that was so. Certainly we have 
it in respect of supplementary budgets and non
compulsory expenditure, but I have a feeling 
that this is really playing with words. Whether 
it would make an enormous amount of dif
ference if we had it I am not s.o sure. 

The trouble is that we have once again been 
given a nuclear weapon instead of a tactical 
one, as we were in the case of the vote of 
censure against the Commission. It is very 
unlikely that Parliament would reject the whole 
budget, ruthough there could be cases when it 
would like to reject part of it. We share the 
disappointment of the Committee on Budgets 
that this problem has been left unresolved, and 
we hope that in the next round of discussions, 
after this is taken up, we shall come back to 
this point. 

Secondly-Mr Lange went into this in detail, 
so I shall not take up much time-there is the 
question of the inverted majority. I know that 
Mr Lange does not like that phrase, but I can
not think of a better one. It is clearly wrong 
that this system should be maintained. It is 
clear that in the future the Council must be 
persuaded to abandon this way of doing its own 
business, which is not only undemocratic but 
inefficient. 

Finally, I come to Mr Aigner's report and on 
the question of consultation with the Assembly 
-something for which the Political Affairs 
Committee has been asking not only in this 
context but in the context of the appointment 
of Commissioners. 

We would of course have liked to see the word 
'approved' rather than the words 'after con
sultation'. I hope that the time will come when 
the approval of the Assembly will be needed 
not only for the appointment of members of the 
Court of Auditors but also members of the Com
mission. However, consultation will do for the 
time being. 

We think it highly unlikely, as Mr Aigner has 
pointed out, if the Council submitted to us a 
list of names for the Court of Auditors and 
we were to say that Mr Smith was wholly 
unacceptable to us, either that the Council 
would proceed with the appointment of Mr 
Smith, or, if they did, that Mr Smith himself 

would feel able to take his seat in the Court 
of Auditors. 

I therefore suspect that in practice consultation 
will mean approval, although it is perfectly true 
that in the legal sense this is not the case. 

I wish to make two other points. First, when 
the Commissioner replies to the debate, could 
he explain the significance of the pro~edure 
which we are using in this case? I believe it 
was also used in 1950 when presenting a new 
t11eaty instead of proceeding solely on the basis 
of Article 236. It is an unusual procedure 
because Article 236 exists and presumably in 
any case these proposals will have the same 
effect as if they were used under Article 236. 
I wonder whether the Commissioner can explain 
the distinction. 

Secondly, we in this House must make prepara
tions for the new procedure. In particular we 
have to make preparations for'the consultations 
over the membership of the Court of Auditors. 
Presumably it will be through the Committee 
on Budgets. We must also make preparations 
for the public accounts procedure which we 
have been calling for now for over a year and 
which will have to function in relation with 
the Court of Auditors itself. Assuming, as I 
suppose we must, that this will come into effect 
some time in the course of next year, it is about 
time we started considering how we will work 
this new procedure. I hope that the Political 
Affairs Committee and the Committee on 
Budgets jointly will be able to submit proposals 
to the House to that effect fairly soon. 

Having said that, I think that I have discharged 
my duty to the Political Affairs Committee. 
We warmly. welcome the reports of Mr Lange 
and Mr Aigner. We share their disappointment 
where it is expressed but share also a certain 
satisfaction that slowly, although far too slowly, 
this Parliament is gaining its budgetary rights. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Berkhouwer to speak 
on behalf of the Liberal! and A:llies Group. 

Mr Berkhouwer.- (F) Mr President, on behalf 
of my group I should like to make just a few 
comments on the draft treaty revision on the 
establishment of a EuropeaJn Court of Auditors. 

I get some personal satisfaction out of this 
since, from the time I became a member of 
the European Parliament I have recommended 
the establishment of a real Community Court 
of Auditors instead of the Audit Board we had. 
The power to vote on the budget does not 
become completely meaningful unless it is 
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accompanied by the power and the means to 
control the implementation of the budget. 

I have reread Mr Spenale's sentence with a 
great deal of attention. The European Court of 
Auditors whose creation is today being proposed 
is in fact the institution which must exist if the 
European Parliament's budgetary powers are 
to be increased in general. It is the corollary of 
the right it is proposed to give Parliament alone 
as regards discharging the Community's 
accounts. 

To prove the truth of this, I should like to quote 
the text of a decree from almost 150 years ago. 
I found this text in a recent report by the 
Belgian Chamber of Representatives on the 
amendments made to the ruleS of procedure of 
the Belgian Court of Auditors : 

'The Court of Auditors shall have rules of 
procedure which it shall submit as soon as 
possible for the Congress's approval. These 
rules may not· be altered without the assent 
of the Chamber of Representatives.' 

This· provision is interesting in two respects. 
Firstly, it shows that parliament has jurisdiction 
over all matters concerning the creation and 
functioning of the Court of Auditors and, 
secondly, that the Court of Auditors was 
already functioning even before the Belgian 
constitution was adopted on 7 February 1831. 

In the European Community, the need to create 
a Court of Auditors that would enable the 
European Parliament better to control Com
mtmity finances and to give a discharge on the 
accounts is a principle that need no longer be 
proved. 

I should like to mention briefly that in 1975 
the budget of the Communities amounts to six 
thousand million units of account which is in 
itself a major political event. The fact that the 
budget includes cootributions from the Commu
mty's own resources and that it is Parliament 
that finally adopts the budget are two decisive 
arguments in favour of the creation of a Court 
of Auditors. 

It should · be remembered that as far back as 
1964 Parliament proposed the creation of such 
an institution. The draft treaty before us is thus 
the end product of an old claim. 

I should like at this point to give Mr Aigner 
full credit for the singlemindedness he has 
always shown in his attempt to achieve the 
greatest possible transparency in European 
public finance. 

I shoUJld !Mso 'like to remind you of his publica
tion entitled 'The Case for a European Audit 
Court'. 

Today, Mr Aigner and the Committee on 
Budgets are proposing that we should adopt a 
resolution in which Parliament declares itself 
firmly in favour of the creation of the Court 
of Auditors. · 

I give it the full and unconditiooal support of 
the Liberal and Allies Group. My group 
particularly supports the principle of the 
independence of the court. ·This principle 
should be made explicit, and the text of the 
Treaty should emphasize the Court of Auditors' 
freedom to act vis-a-vis national audit offi~s. 

There should be. no question o'f the national 
audit offices forming a screen between the 
European audit !institution and the bodies that 
control and manage the Community's funds for 
the purpose of distributing them. If this were 
the case, the Court of Auditors would be 
nothing but a facade whose ooly purpose was 
to give us a good conscience. 

Nevertheless, such independence should not 
make the future Court of Auditors lose sight 
of the fact that it must exercize effective 
control and at all times seek as far as possible 
to collaborate with national institutions. 

Such collaboration can only be to the benefit 
of the Community as a whole. It is with this 
in mind that ·my group agrees to the amend
ments tabled by the Committee on Budgets 
to Article 4(3) and other related articles of 
the EEC Treaty. 

My group feels that it is important for audits 
to be carried out immediately by the Court of 
Auditors itself on all income and expenditure 
and not only of accounts submitted by others 
long after the operation has been completed. 

I should now like to turn to the amendment 
tabled to Article 206(4), whereby members of 
the Court of Auditors would be appointed by 
the Council in agreement with Parliament. We 
have already discussed this. 

The Council rejected this amendment, claiming 
that the assent of Parliament was not provided 
for in the Treaty and that in any case even if 
the agreement or assent of Parliament was not 
expressly mentioned, the Council would still 
take account of Parliament's opinion of the 
nominations made. 

My group feels that the Council's argument is 
rather weak. Parliament's agreement is already 
required under Article 203(8) of the Treaty when 
it comes to fixing a new rate of increase in 
expenditure. The argument is thus not well
founded and it is difficult to see in· these 
circumstances why the Council would refuse 
to put in writing what it is prepared to do in 
fact. 
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The Council's attitude at least shows us that 
that is its way of confronting Parliament with 
a refusal which, throughout the revision of the 
Treaty on new budgetary powers, has taught us 
an important lesson. 

We can conclude from such a refusiil to formally 
include some new texts in the Treaty that, 
when members of the Commission of the Com
munities are nominated, the Council will also 
take the greatest possible account of any opinion 
the European Parliament might express. 

On behalf of my group, I should like to adopt 
a position on the advisability of having the 
texts relating to the Court of Auditors ratified 
independently of the modifications proposed to 
the budgetary procedure. The connection we 
are trying to establish between the two parties 
depends largely on one's political assessment 
of their importance. It has to be said that the 
drJift treaty before us extends Parliament's 
budgetary powers only marginally. 

What I want to stress is that the main point 
deals almost exclusively with the creation of 
a Court of Auditors. In the circumstances it is 
difficult to see how the provisions taken as 
a whole could create difficulties of ratification 
in the Member States since the general consensus 
is in favour of the creation of a European Court 
of Auditors. 

Lastly, I should like to take this opportunity to 
tell the Council how pleased I was to be able 
to lead the delegation from the European Par
liament which on two occasions, 25 June and 
14 October 1974=, was received by it for a very 
free and open discussion of the various problems 
connected with the final formulation of the 
draft treaty. 

May I say ·here that it is from such fruitful 
contacts with the Council of Ministers and from 
the tenor of the draft treaty submitted for our 
approval today that I find reason for satisfaction 
and future hope that it will be possible to make 
further progress in the construction of Europe 
and in the strengthenmg of the powers of the 
European Parliament. 

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

Mr Shaw.- We have before us two very impor
tant reports proposing amendments to the draft 
treaty. Because we take our duties seriously 
in. this House, it is right that we should examine 
them with considerable care, and that is what 
we have done. We have spent a long time in 
the Committee on Budgets and other committees 
examining them. Above all, two of our most 

distinguished colleagues have put in very valu
able work to produce their two reports. I 
agreed with all their work and joined thern in 
passing the reports through the Committee on 
Budgets. 

It may well be asked why, then, I have put 
down two amendments. I assure my colleagues 
that I have ,not done so because I have changed 
my views. In my experience politics are often 
a matter of judgment of priorities. Ever since 
I came on to the Committee on Budgets I have 
made no secret of the fact that at the top of 
my priorities has been the creation of an inde
pendent Court of Auditors as quickly as pos
sible. 

Until such a court is developed, and its author
ity has be~n established, not only the Com
munity's pu:rse but its good name and reputation 
are wantonly ·at risk. Everything we seek to do 
by way of achieving union, by way of growing 
closer together in our political, social, regional 
and economic policies---that is, everything aimed 
at strengthening our Community-depends on 
a growing respect within our member countries 
and in the 'rest of the world for the Institutions· 
and the conduct of our Community. Nothing 
can do more damage to the growth of that 
respect than evidence that we cannot manage 
our· affairs well. 

To that end, because we have already seen the 
risks that we run in certain respects, we must 
ensure that the Court of Auditors is set up as 
soon as possible-if possible this year. It is , 
necessary on the general grounds that an ade
quate audit of EEC affairs should be quickly 
established. In addition, as a member of the 
Committee on Budgets, I feel that being able 
to call upon it to attend our meetings whenever 
we wish will greatly enhance the work of the 
committee. 

So the position is clear. The reports have been 
drawn up by my colleagues as rapporteurs and 
have rightly been approved by the Committee 
on Budgets. The reason for my two amendments 
is that I have become anxious that, if the Coun
cil finds that it cannot accept all our proposed 
change;s, some conciliation procedure may be 
brought into play, or at any rate other delays 
will occur. 

This could well mean that the setting up of the 
Court of Auditors might be delayed certainly 
until next year and, who knows, perhaps longer. 
I therefore ask myself, is there no way in which 
we could establish and proceed with all that is 
agreed in the Council's proposals, including the 
setting up of the Court of Auditors, at the same 
time ensuring ·that the proposals that we have 
worked so hard to prepare will not be lost? I 



270 Debates of the European Parliament 

Shaw 

had hoped that the Counc-il would do this here 
and now, but it looks doubtful whether we will 
hear from the Council this morning, although 
I hope I am wrong. It would- have made that 
much more difference if we could have an assur..: 
ance that, if my amendments are carried, the 
Council would honour the request contained in 
my amendment, namely, that if we accept their 
present text, they would immediately begin the 
next revision, taking as the basis the proposals 
that we put forward in the annexes of the 
two documents concerned. 

This would ensure that we can immediately get 
ahead with what I think is by far the most 
important section of these documents. It would 
also be shown by their assurance-and I am 
sure it will be forthcoming if we demonstrate 
goodwill by adopting my amendment-that 
further amendments will come into being on 
the lines suggested in the annex. It would mean 
not only that but also that we could produce 
further arguments and amendments that we may 
in the future feel to be necessary. 

In parenthesis, may I say that the opinion of the 
Legal Affairs Committee, which has not been 
asked for officially on this occasion but on which 
I understand work has none the less been done, 
could also be drawn into consideration. 

Those are my reasons for putting forward the 
amendment. I make a plea to the Council, 
whether or not they are in a position to respond 
today, to follow up that suggestion as quickly 
as possible if my amendments are accepted. 

My second appeal is to my two colleagues Mr 
Lange and Mr Aigner. As they know, I honour 
them for the work they have done and the skill 
they have shown in preparing the documents 
that we have so wholeheartedly approved. 
Nevertheless, I ask them in all sincerity, whether 
we are not facing a new situation if we can get 
a settlement of all that has been agreed between 
us and the assurance that new negotiations will 
start again? That will ensure that the way is 
clear for setting up a Court -of Auditors at the 
earliest possible moment. 

I further ask the Council whether they will not 
make use of my amendments as a means of 
making the progress that we so much desire. I 
assure them I am not trying in the amendments 
to criticize or cast doubt upon the work that 
they have done. Indeed, I have supported it 
and continue to support it. But I beg them not 
in any way to put at risk the early setting up 
of the Court of Auditors. 

Finally, may I say that I _put these amendments 
forward solely to try to help? I hope that my 
words will be considered in that light. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr Liogier. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, it is with much satisfaction that 
the Group of European Progressive Democrats 
notes the progress made towards strengthening 
the budgetary powers of the European Par
liament as a result of frank and fz:uitful coopera
tion between the Institutions and especially the 
efforts of our rapporteurs whom we thank for 
their excellent work. 

I think we should appreciate highly the spirit of 
dialogue which has made it possible for our 
Assembly to achieve such encouraging results. 
Of course there are differences and the Euro
pean Parliament should not be content with 
the results achieved so far. The strengthening 
of the European Parliament's powers is a con
tinuous process. It does not stop with the 
adoption of this report since we cannot hope 
to solve all our problems today. 

Let us for a moment consider what has already 
been achieved. The conciliation procedure we 
all hoped for is functioning quite satisfactorily 
and although there are some defects, it will not 
be long before we remedy them. It has already 
produced some tangible and notable results. 

We will soon have a Court of Auditors that 
conforms closely to our requirements. The 
budgetary procedure, even if it is not wholly 
satisfactory to us, represents a solid achievement 
on the basis of which our Assembly will be 
able to pursue effectively the trend already 
started. 

After a year and a half of conciliation with 
the Council, it is high time to consolidate what 
has been achieved and to confirm in the Treaties 
the initial rights accorded to us, which will 
provide the basis for future progress. One cannot 
build on sand. 

Let us not deceive ourselves, however. Now, in 
the present state of European political resolve, 
we will not obtain any more. We should there
fore take what we are offered but we should 
on no account refrain from asking for more. 

We do not question the validity of the proposed 
amendments retained by our rapporteur. We 
fully endorse them. They should remain a basic 
objective, but that should not prevent us from 
thinking of going further, and it is precisely 
in order not to compromise the strengthening 
of not only our budgetary but also our legislative 
powers that we must be flexible and at the ·same 
time firm. 
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The Group of European Progressive Democrats 
entirely agrees with the well-founded remarks 
of the rapporteurs. Mr Lange's and Mr Aigner's 
penetrating and noteworthy analysis cannot be 
disputed. It is not therefore on the objectives, 
which we are all striving after, that we disagree 
somewhat, but only on the choice of the methods 
to be used for obtaining them. 

As regards the Court of Auditors, we do not 
for a moment doubt the necessity of affirming 
the legal principle of co-decision by the Par
liament and the Council when appointing the 
Members of the Court of Auditors. That is 
certainly our common objective, and we con
gratulate Mr Aigner for his shrewdness. 

Nor do we doubt that the text on the setting 
up of a Court of Auditors can be perfect. Let 
us not forget, however, that it is essential to 
cr.eate a Court of Auditors as quickly as possible. 
The lack of such a court is grievous and is 
detrimental to the health of Community finances 
and thus to our taxpayers. A decision should 
therefore be taken to create one. 

As regards budgetary procedure, we fully 
support the objectives of the report by Mr 
Lange, and we appreciate his shrewdness as 
regards recourse to loans, inverted majority, 
and fixing of the rate of increase of expenditure, 
but we think it is now time to close the dis
cussion on the first part of the revision of the 
Treaties and to start considering the next one 
and to open a new conciliation procedure for 
the purpose of further strengthening the budget
ary powers of the European Parliament. 

The amendments tabled by our group are thus 
intended to speed up. the introduction of a 
first series of reforms and to prevent the 
reopening of a conciliation procedure for the 
whole text, which is the fruit of a year and 
a half of conciliation with the Council and which 
should be submitted as quickly as possible for 
ratification by the national parliaments. 

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

M:r Artzinger. - (D) Mr President, IJ.ad'ies and 
gentlemen, after Mr Aigner has congratulated 
the rapporteur, Mr Lange, it my duty to thank 
the second rapporteur, Mr Aigner, also on 
behalf of the Group. Mr Aigner took great 
trouble over his report. 

He made the question of auditing in the Com
munity almost into a personal concern. We con
gratulate him that his efforts have [ed to such 
success. 

We also thank him for the report on which he 
expended much effort. And we thank the Com
mittee on Budgets for approV'ing the report. 

But let me say one more thing. We are all 
talking oniy of the European Court of Auditors. 
I think lit woulld be appropriate to thank the 
Audit Board too, which has been performing 
the auditing so far. High!ly competent men car
ried out this work, and there is no substantial 
reason that persuaded us to replace them by 
the Court of Auditors, rather the reasons were 
politica'l, concerned with expanding the work 
which can only be done by !institutionalizing the 
auditing. So we express particular thanks to 
the gentlemen from the Audit Board in this 
debate. 

May I also inform you that my group will 
naturaUy support both reports. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Hamilton. 

Mr Hamilton.· - As a new Member of this 
Assembly, uttering my first few words, I hope 
that I shall speak with an appropriate degree 
of humility. With due modesty, I may say that 
although I am a new Member of this Assembly 
I have had a fair amount of experience of the 
problems of public accountability and the 
control of public expenditure in the United 
Kingdom for the last 20 years or so. We had 
all better remember the fundamental principles 
on which we work-that this Institution and 
every other Institution 'in the European Com
munity is financed by the taxation paid by the 
working men and women throughout the Com
munity and that every penny that has been 
spent is their money. 

It may well be th~;tt my views on these problems, 
after just a week here, are superficial, or unfair, 
or even inaccurate. I apologize if my remarks 
contain any of these failures. But my immediate 
impression-! want to put it on record-is that 
there is a very disturbing lack of public 
accountability of any kind. There is virtually 
no control-or, at·lE!ast, there is minimal control. 
Certainly in the United Kingdom and, I suspect, 
in other parts of the Community, there are 
feelings that there are gross abuses-not least 
in this Assembly-fraud and, let me call it, 
generosity. 

I was very impressed by the opening speeches 
of Mr Lange and Mr Aigner. I was also very 
impressed by the remarks of my colleague from 
the Conservative Party in the House of Com
mons, Mr Shaw. Mr Aigner expressed the 
constitutional position of a Member of Parlia
ment better, probably, than I could hope to do-
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that is to say, the relationship between elected 
representatives, as we are, and the unelected 
bureaucrats. 

In Britain we have a fundamental constitutional 
principle which, I expect, exists in the con
tinental countries. I shall express it first in 
constitutional words and then put it in ordinary 
jargon. We believe in the redress of grievances 
before the granting of supply. In other words, 
we believe that we have a right to express the 
complaints of the people whom we represent 
before the cash is handed out. 

Mr Aigner was quite right to say that public 
opinion in these matters can be of very great 
help, and is of supreme importance. 

This Parliament is of no account unless we can 
get control and keep control of all aspect& of 

. public expenditure, and that, I feel, is the great 
constitutional fight that we have to embark on, 
and there can be no delay in its implementation. 
(Applause) . 

I agree with Mr Aigner that we would like to 
call this a Parliament, but it is not yet a Parlia
ment because we are not directly elected. I 
hope to live to see that day myself, but mean
while, the fact that we are not yet directly 
elected is no reason why we should not pursue 
these matters and say to the civil servants and 
the bureaucrats that we are not going to tolerate 
any delay, that we want this control, that we 
insist on it and that thereby we can get rid of 
the suspicion of these Institutions that now 
exists, certainly in the United ~ingdom and, I 
believe, throughout the rest of the Community. 

I hope that I have not said anything unduly 
abrasive. It is in my nature, I am afraid, to be 
rather rough of the tongue. I am, however,. a 
parliamentarian and a democrat. I believe that 
I represent ordinary ·people. They are paying 
for us to be here, and we should never forget 
that fact. We must never forget also that 
democracy can never survive unless the eleeted 
representatives of it control the purse strings. 
(Applause) 

President. - I callll Mr Knud Nielsen. 

Mr Knud Nielsen. - (DK) Mr Pr~sident, I 
should first of a'll like to thank Mr Lange and 
Mr Aigner for the valuable work they have 
put into the two reports on Treaty revisions 
before us today. 

I and those who think with me in the Danish 
Social Democratic party agree that this amend
ment of the Treaties is merely one step on the 
way towards further strengthening of Parlia-

ment's budgetary powers. Having said that, I 
nevertheless stress that it is an important step 
forward that will to a large extent help to 
clarify and improve the existing rules. 

Even although the Counci!l proposal ril not 
suffice tin the longer term, it should be we'lcomed 
and accepted by this Parliament, especially as 
it contains some, if not all, of the amendments 
proposed by Parliament at a previous sitting. 
Here I am thinking particularly of the increase 
in budgetary control gained by set111ng up a 
Court of Auditors and the strengthening of Par
liament's powers as a result. 

I therefore feel that several of the proposed 
amendments that the report urges the Council 
to adopt go further than what there can today 
be said to be full pdlitical support for in the 
individual Member States-and ·this is something 
I feel is .important. Even though we in the EEC 
obviously must work towards further integration 
and strengthening of the powers of this Parlia
ment, I feel that proposals and ideas have beeh 
put forward that go beyohd what we today 
consider to be necessary for ensuring that th~ 
EEC's budg~tary and financial problems are 
settled in a justified and fair way. I have 
noticed that Par1liament can only take the very 
serious step of completely rejecting the budget 
if there are important and sufficiently clear 
reasons for doing so. I agree with this and take 
it that, as stated in the President's letter of 
29 · November 1974 to the President of the 
Council, this implliies that clear and explicit 
reasons, which showld not be mutuaUy incom
patible, should be given in detail for any such 
total rejection. 

Although I and those who think with me can to 
a large extent support the report, we feel that 
Parliament should clearly accept the Council's 
proposal without requesting further amendments 
which · would merely ~ead to the frutitless 
reopening of previous discussions between the 
Councill and Parliament. · 

In my opinion it is important not to foresta'll 
the current attempts to find a quick solution to 
budget problems in the fullest sense of the word 
thi_"ough negotiat1ons between the institutions 
concerned. Agreement between the Council and 
ParUament on a lasting solution to budget prob
lems is in our opinion the best way of steadily 
improving integration in this sector. 

We will therefore abstalin from voting on Mr 
Lange's report, but we fUlly support Mr Aigner's 
report. 

President. - I caU Mr Dalye111. 
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Mr Dalyell. - After one and a half hours as a 
member of the Committee on Budgets, I share 
the humility of my friend and Scottish col
league, Willie Hamilton, because I realise that 
men such as Mr Aigner and Mr Lange and 
their colleagues have spent a great deal of time 
working for all of us. 

Therefore, I confine myself to four questions. 
The first follows what Erwin Lange said about 
the need for reasoned disagreement. I should 
like to ask Mr Cheysson whether from the 
point of view of the Commission there is any 
reason why, when Parliament adopts a motion, 
there should not be at least reasoned disagree
ment, and why, in the words of Erwin Lange 
silence should not be taken as agreement. ' 

My second question concerns page 19 of Mr 
Aigner's report. We British have a great deal to 
learn from you, but perhaps I could say, again 
with a certain humility, that the Public Accounts 
Committee of the House of Commons, on which 
I have served, has been in existence for 105 
years, and the Comptroller and Auditor General 
and his staff of between 500 and 600 have 
developed very sophisticated techniques of 
reporting to Parliament. May I ask this House 
and the Commission whether in the coming 
months they could consult with the British 
Comptroller and Auditor General with a view to 
setting up a public accounts system effectively 
responsible to this House. 

My third question is detailed. I put it simply 
because it is urgent; time is not on our side. 
It concerns page 31,, in the English edition of 
Mr Lange's report on the question of Euratom 
loans. If there is to be a borrowing requirement, 
must we not urgently ask the governments of 
Western Germany and Britain what coordin
ation there will be on a common industrial 
nuclear policy? I speak with some modesty in 
the presence of Mr FHimig and others who have 
studied these matters. But I repeat that time 
is not on our side, because if Germany starts 
making certain industrial decisions as a result 
of the Brazilian contract, and we make indus
trial decisions on the steam generating heavy 
water reactor, rightly or wrongly, there will be 
a parting of ways. It may be right to have a 
parting of ways, but there should be a great 
deal of discussion about the matter before we 
go on talking about any kind of common energy 
policy. 

My fourth question is to Mr Cheysson. Is there 
any convincing reason from the point of view 
of the Commissioners why the hearings of the 
Committee on Budgets should not be in public? 
There would be considerable advantage in hav
ing them in public for the very reasons that 

my colleague, Willie Hamilton, outlined to the 
House. 

President. - I calll Mr Lange to speak on behalf 
of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Lange. - (D) Mr President, I need say no 
more on this matter. We support Mr Aigner's 
report and the resolution on the Court of 
Auditors. We share the views expressed there. 
We do the same, although it may sound a little 
odd now, in respect of the other part of the 
budgetary 'procedure described in the report 
which I myself drafted on behalf of the Com
mittee on Budgets. In that sense, then, the 
group as a whole takes a sltightly different 
position than the more restricted one outlined 
by Mr Nielsen for himsellf and his friends. We 
do not think we are going too fast. On the 
contrary we think that perhaps it is too slow, 
that on the whole matters should be expedited 
more quickly. And after aU the remarks made 
by the rapporteur and various Members, which 
have a1so contrti.buted to establishing the 
position, I think that in general our Danish 
Members may rest assured in respect of what 
we consider necessary. 

Anyone who believes-and may I just say this, 
Mr Nielsen-that matters today can be brought 
under control very slowil.y in respect of the 
inadequate relations between the national par
liaments and their government in the Council 
is deceiving himself; for natura\lly the national 
parliament receives the relevant information 
from its government, on condition that it comes 
to an understanding wlith the other eight. So 
the ideas of the national parliament cannot be 
implemented quite independently. On the 
question which Mr Dallyell has raised, I as 
rapporteur should answer. And I shall do so 
now if I may, Mr President. Of course it is 
quite right to want means for certain ends
and here one may underliine what Mr Hamilton 
said on the source of funds-but we must be 
clear about the policy to be pursued. That is 
self-evident. But here we are simp\ly concerned 
with the principle of financing certain activities. 
That is rather different from the actuall case 
that may arise at a given time. So once again, 
Mr President, the Socialist Group agrees with 
both resolutions in the present form. 
(Applause) _. _ _ :.±ij 

President. - I caU Mr Cheysson. 

Mr Cheysson, mem?er of the Commission- (F) 
Mr President, this debate marks a very 
important step in a struggtle which Parliament 
first engaged in a long time ago to strengthen 
its budgetary powers and powers of control. 
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It is therefore with a great deal of satisfaction 
that I as the Commissioner who has foHowed 
the proceedings for two years speak to your 
Assembly today and note that progress will and 
should be achieved immediately. 

Today we have before us two reports dea[ing 
with the same draft treaty. We have used the 
term 'draft' Since that lis what is mentioned in 
Article 236. 

We thus have before us two reports dealing 
with the same draft treaty. One of the speakers 
has suggested that the two aspects of the prob
lem could perhaps be distinguished. The Com
mission does not think so, first of all for reasons 
of general palicy: in its view it would be more 
dif:liicu[t to have the two parts adopted sepa
rately than together, and, secondly, for much 
more fundamentall reasons which will enable 
me to echo what Mr Hamillton and Mr Dalyell 
have said. 

Pa:riliament's powers, in other words the powers 
of the elected representatives, over the use of 
public funds, should be fundamentall, generally 
recognized and expressed and determined in all 
aspects of adoption, expenditure and control of 
the use of public funds. 

In this connection I wli.sh to give Mr Hamilton 
the formal assurance--and no-one who has been 
a Member of this Par~iament for some time will 
contradict me--that the Commission as a poli
tical body takes account of all the speeches 
made in this Chamber. 

I do not know where the bureaucrats of whom 
he speaks are, but they are certainly not in the 
Commission when lit is the budgetary powers of 
Pa:riliament, its powers to authorize expenditure 
and its powers of control, that are at issue. 

The first part, that dealt with by Mr Aigner in 
his report, covers the Court of Auditors. 

Al'low me to remind you, since it seems that 
some people are in doubt about it, that the 
Commission has always been in favour of such 
a Court of Auditors. In fact, the text before you 
today repeats almost in its entirety the text 
first proposed by the Commission. 

We are looking forward· to the setting up of 
the Court of Auditors which shou[d be inde
pendent and powerful at Community level and 
in each of the Member States. We are sometimes 
faced with great difficulties, and I welcome in 
advance the fact that Par'liament will support 
the Commission when it knows what the diffi
culties are. The Court of Auditors, which will 
be totally [ndependent, should be given the 
powers 'it needs to enable Parliament to become 
fully effective in contrdlling ongoing operations 
and accounts. 

May I just remind you here that the Commis
sion gave a very favourable welcome to the 
decision taken almost 18 months ago to set up 
a sub-committee on public accounts in Parlia
ment. It is a sub-committee of the Committee 
on Budgets and, as far as we are concerned, we 
are always happy to appear at alliJ.evels before 
them both 'irrespective of the rules of procedure 
adopted. 

Mr Dalye'll has asked the Commission a question 
on this point. It is not up to the Commission 
to giV'e an answer about the organization of the 
work of the Committee on Budgets or the pos
sibil!ity it has of sometimes hoiding public 
debates. I repeat, however, that the Commission 
wHl always be pleased to appear before the 
Committee on Budgets however its work may 
be organized. 

The Court of Auditors is therefore now within 
our reach. It should be set up officiailly and 
given full powers as soon as possible. 

There has been one single poont of difference 
between the Council on the one hand and Par
liament and the Commission on the other on 
Parliament's say in appointing Members· of the 
Court. 

The Commission repeats its regret that Parlia
ment's assent is not required under the text 
retained by the Council. 

It feels that this is an error and it is ·not 
convinced by the Coune'i!l's arguments. Never
theless, lin order not to delay the set1ing up of 
the Court of Auditors, the Commission thinks 

· that, as has already been said in this Parliament, 
if assurances are given by the Council to comply 
with Parliament's opinion, it will be possible to 
make some initial progress. 

It will also be up to you, honourable Members, 
to set a precedent 'immediately in the way in 
which you decide when you are asked to pass 
judgement on the first nine members of the 
Court of Auditors. 

As regards the remainder of the treaty, Mr 
Lange's report, like Mr Aigner's, is a very 
noteworthy document, but as Mr Lange took on 
the role of rapporteur later, he deserves, if he 
wiJ.Il ahl.ow me to use the expression, very special 
praise for having immediately adopted a definite 
and darling position on this complex subject. 

Mr Lange's report thus analyses the problems 
in depth. 

I would remind you that from the outset the 
Commission has fully endorsed alii the requests 
made by Pa:riliament. From the outset we have 
requested that loans should be explicitly 
mentioned in the budget and at the last part-



Sitting of Friday, 11 July 1975 275 

Cheysson 

session I gave some undertakings on behalf of 
the Commission irrespective of the tenors of the 
treaty. 

This shou~d however appear in the treaty tomor
row if it is not included today. We supported 
Pal'lliament's opinion of what is incorrectlly cal
led 'the inverted majority' for overall 'increases 
in expenditure. 

Unfortunately, the Council has adopted a very 
categorical! position on this point for a reason 
it would not be up to me to explain if Mr 
Dalyeill had not asked the question. When 
adopting this poSition in defiance of Parlia
ment's recommendation which was supported 
by the Commission, the Council stated that 
there should be par1ftcularly stringent rUles for 
controlling Parlliamentary initiatives when their 
resUJlt was an 'increase in the overall volume of 
expenditure. That was the Council's argument. 
The Commission nevertheless regrets that this 
was not accepted by the Councill. It fears that 
a positJion adopted by the Council, after close 
consideration, wHl be difficult to change in 
coming weeks. 

It seems to us that several pdints brought up 
by Mr Lange in his report could be dea~t with 
simply by an interpretation in writing arrived 
at jointly by Parliament and the CouncitJ. and 
possibly the CommisSion. 

Thus 'it is obvious that when acting in its 
advtisory capacity as regards a discharge, the 
Council, which can act only in an advisory capa
city-the decision being Parliament's alone
should obviously have only a limited time in 
which to act. 

Thus, for instance, the treaty unequ!i.vocally 
recognizes parliament's right to have a say in 
the fixing of revenue. In other words-even if 
the treaty does not expi'icitly state so, 'it should 
be put in writing until the treaty is amended
Parliament decides on the VAT rate since 
it is through VAT levies that totaiJ. revenue will 
be assured once the basic rate of VAT is 
harmonized. 

Other suggestions made by members of the 
Committee on Budgets, such as Mr Lange's 
initial proposals, extend beyond the present 
period. Thus problems will arise for necessary 
budget revenue once ~he 1°/o 'limllt is reached. 
The problem is not urgent since even if there 
were a unified VAT basic rate, we would stiU 
at present only have reached about 0.4% 
whereas the top limit is lOfo. 

The problem wHl arise in five or six years. It 
tis good that th'is probllem has· been brought up 
already in the report by the Committee on 
Budgets and perhaps also in the resolution 

adopted by Parliament for any future revision 
of the treaty. 

I also appreciate the very pertinent criticism 
made by the rapporteur for the Committee on 
Budgets and by the committee itself on the 
unbeFievable legal concept of what [s called 
'compulsory and non-compulsory expenditure'. 
This is another problem that will have to be 
deallt with one day. 

There are thus some points in the recommenda
tions made by the Committee on Budgets 
which can be dealt with immediately by an 
interpl"etation lin writing and which both the 
Commission and Parliament hope the Council 
will attend to in the coming weeks and not just 
sometime in the future. 

Other requests .apply to the longer term ; some 
repeat requests made by Par11.ament a long time 
ago and supported by the Commission, while 
others relate to problems that will arise tomor
row or the day after. 

Faced with tMs situation, the Comniission would 
like to ·express one hope. We think any delay 
in increasing budgetary powers or in setting 
up the Court of Auditors would be unacceptable. 
We think it is a major poilitical imperative 
since Parliament shou1d have increased powers 
as soon as possiblle and that the process of 
increasing Parliament's powers should be 
continued, as is rightly pointed out in paragraph 
30 of the motion for a resdlution tabled by the 
Committee on Budgets. 

W:e therefore feel, since these discussions 
always take place in summer, that we should 
harvest and store away as much as possible 
immediately, but that we should not renounce 
any of our clalims as regards future harvests 
which we hope to be able to store away each 
summer in th'is Parliament. 

That is why the Commission takes the liberty 
of emphasizing a statement made earlier by the 
Committee on Budgets' rapporteur. 

Mr Lange, I remember dlearly, said that if on 
one point or another, the conference of govern
ments could not :inClude all Parliament's 
requests in the revised Treaty, that should in 
no way be an excuse for the Counci11 or the 
governments to postpone what is ready and 
what should be adopted immediately. 

I think Parliament should be very firm on that 
point. No excuse can be accepted for delaying, 
even by a few months, the strengthening of 
Pal"Iiament's powers and the setting up of the 
Court of Auditors. 

We have all recognized the skill with which 
the successive rapporteurs and particularly the 
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two present rapporteurs have dealt with these 
subjects, and the Committee on Budgets' wise 
handling of a particularly difficult topic. In my 
opinion we have proved that it shoulld be left 
to the Committee on Budgets, to its chairman, 
rapporteurs and members, with Parliament's 
authorization of course, to conclude and to 
conclude very quickly specific discussions with 
the Councill on the inclusion of Parliament's 
legitimate claims in future solutions and then 
to take ala measures authorized by the treaty 
for organiz'ing the second revision. 

That is the Commission's basic pdint of view. 
That is why it has supported a proposed amend
ment which clearly indicated that we were not 
binding ourselves to a rigid legal framework 
or, more exactly, that 'M! were not alllow'i.ng 
the Councill any excuse for delaying for months 
a decision on the treaty or on the written inter
pretations possible immediately on the pretext 
tha,t one point or another required a more 
through legal discussion. 

Let us hantest and store immediately, but let 
us also talk 'immediately of the future harvest, 
not in the ~obby, but, as Mr Lange rightly 
recommended, in official, binding · and formal 
conversations between the three Institutions, 
since today's harvest should herald tomorrow's 
harvests. Such discussions, I repeat, wi'll deal 
not only with budgetary powers but also with 
legislative powers. 

President. - I ca!ll Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange, rapporteur. - (D) Mr President, I 
am sorry but I must add something more, after 
the rem~rks made by Mr Cheysson, for which 
I am, most grateful. As Mr Cheysson reca!J.led, 
I said something eal'llier about a possible pro
cedure in the Council in respect of the most 
rapid possible entry into force of what could 
be put into force. ~ Shaw-and I am now 
~ticipating the draft am~ndments but I must 
take this opportunity to do so-has referred to 
his two similar amendments. I do not want to 
incorporate these matters !in the resolution but 
what we, the Committee on Budgets-and I had 
the honour of being able to speak for the Com
mittee on Budgets here-said about the pro
cedure in the Council shoulld be contained in 
the accompanying note from the President in 
which these resolutions are forwarded to the 
Counci'l and CommiSSion. By so doing we are 
simply taking up something which the Council 
for 'its part also did when forwarding this draft 
treaty, nam~y fotmal!ly undertaking in a letter 
to help the further development of these mat
ters. 

Our general concern, which is expressed in your 
proposal!, Mr Shaw, lis thus taken into account. 

Under these conditions I would ask you to 
withdraw your two amendments. That would 
ensure uniformity of ideas in both motions for 
a resolution, but on the other hand we will 
also have said to the CounciJl: you incur no 
blame; what you can decide you will, and you 
undertake to continue talking with us immedi
ately. That is the decisive point. But one cannot 
incorporate such a th'ing in a resolution. One 
can put it in a letter in clear and polite form, 
not so diplomaticallly perhaps-! deliberately 
only sa!id 'polite'-in a letter which the Pre
sident must certainly draft to accompany these 
two resolutions. I think that woulld be a satis
factory solution for a'll those concerned here. 
The Commission, which attended this debate, 
will no doubt present and support before the 
Council the ideas which Parliament has put 
forward here-supplementing thlis !Jetter to the 
CounCil-and it W'i!ll be present at the Council 
discussions. 
(Applause) 

President. -I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner, Tapporteur .. - (D) Firstly, many 
thanks for your approval and for your thanks 
to the rapporteur. In the general debate I y.rould 
like to agree with what Mr Lange has already 
said. In no case, if steps back are to be taken, 
will I then also shout 'bravo' to them. 

Mr President, I should also like-and ilii~ should 
be the concern of the whole House-us to 
use the chance of conciliation with the Counc.il 
in order to make this discussion more 
transparent for the public too, so that it will 
know where what arguments come from · and 
what aims are presently being discussed ~n ·the 
Councill. I would not indeed like to miss that 
chance. 

President. - Since no-one else wishes to speak, 
the general debate is closed. 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolution 
contained in Mr Lange's report. 

I put the preamble and paragraph 1 to 6 to the 
vote. 

The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 6 are adopted. 

On the headings of Title II and Title III I have 
two amendments : 

-Amendment No 1 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group of European Pro
gressive Democrats and worded as follows: 

. 'Title II - heading 
This heading to read as follows; 
"II. Progress to be made in the course of this 
revision of the Treaties or in the near future."' 
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-Amendment No 2 tabled by Mr de la MalEme 
on behalf of the Group of European Pro
gressive Democrats and worded as follows: 

'Title III- heading 
Delete this heading.' 

These two amendments can be considered 
jointly. 

Since the author of the amendments is absent, 
they become void, unless someone else wishes 
to take them over. 

I call Mr Shaw. 

Mr Shaw.- I am sorry that my colleague from 
the European Progressive Democrats is not here, 
but I have been told that they planned a number 
of amendments, one of which they sought to drop 
when they saw mine. On reading their proposed 
amendments, however, I realise that they fit in 
with mine. 

Without going into detail, I feel that everything 
that I have heard so far must lead me to press 
my amendment. Therefore, having read these' 
other amendments, I propose to tkae them up 
to pave the way for my own. 

President. - Mr Shaw is taking over Amend
ments Nos 1 and 2. · 

I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange, rapporteur.- (D) Mr President, we 
have, as I tried to explain earlier, a certain 
structure in the resolution. In Section TI we 
dealt with matters connected with the current 
Treaty revision. In Section III we deal with 
matters going beyond the current Treaty 
revisions. If both matters are now put together, 
I think we would be wrongly mixing up 
questions which basically should be clearly 
separate. Matters connected with the· Treaties 
are one thing, those going beyond the Treaties 
another. That is why I request that all amend
ments by the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats should be rejected. I was going to 
ask for them to be withdrawn, because they 
would entirely change the structure of the 
resolution and make it lose the balance it needs. 

I would also like to ask Mr Shaw not to 
maintain his amendment dealing only with 
revision of the Treaties, because as Mr Cheysson 
explained and as I said in my introductory 
remarks to the report, there are other ways of 
implementing and putting into force Parliament's 
views than revision of the Treaties. That is why 
I think we should remain fairly flexible. 

President. - I call Mr Shaw. 

Mr Shaw.- I am sorry to be in disagreement 
with my colleague, Mr Lange. I listened to his 
remarks with the utmost care and I am bound 
to say that the only reason which would lead 
me to withdraw my amendment would be an 
assurance that what we have achieved so far, 
in agreement with the Council, would be main
tained and implemented straight away. I have 
heard alternatively that the views that I have 
put forward could be expressed in a letter, but 
I am bound to say that this does not convince 
me that it makes inevitable the immediate im
plementation of all that has been agreed. 

Because I place that at the top of my list of 
p~iorities, as I have already said, I feel, with 
the greatest respect, that I must adhere to my 
view. I only wish that on this occasion Mr Lange 
would take the opportunity that I have offered 
in this amendment to grasp what success we 
h~tve so far achieved and consolidate it. 

I must maintain my position. 

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

Amendment No 1 is rejected. 

Amendment No 2, on the same subject, is there
fore no longer necessary. 

I put paragraphs 7 to 9 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 7 to 9 are adopted. 

On paragraph 10 I have Amendment No 3 
tabled by Mr de la MalE~ne on behalf of the 
Group of European Progressive Democrats and 
worded as follows: 

"Amend the last two lines of this paragraph to 
read as foltows: 

. 'part of the budgetary procedure and must there
fore follow from the provisions of the Treaties;' " 

' 
Since the author is absent · and no-one else 
wishes to take it over, Amendment No 3 becomes · 
void. 

I put paragraphs 10 to 20 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 10 to 20 are adopted. 

On paragraphs 21 and 22 I had Amendment 
No 5 tabled by Mr de la Malene on behalf of 
the Group of European Progressive Democra~ 
and worded' as follows: 

'Insert these two paragraphs, together with their 
heading "increase in own resources", in section 
A "Creation of revenue" as paragraphs 6a and 
6b.' ' 

However, since the author is absent and no-one 
else wishes , to take it over, this amendment 
becomes · void. In any case, the trejection of 
Amendment No 1 has made it pointless. 
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I put paragraphs 23 to 28 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 23 to 28 are adopted. 

On paragraph 29 I have two amendments: 

-Amendment No 4 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group of European Pro
gressive Democrats and worded as follows: 

'This paragraph to read as follows: 
"29. Invites the Council to support the foregoing 
requests;" ' 

-Amendment No 6 tabled by Mr Shaw on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group 
and worded as follows: 

'This paragraph to read: 
"Invites the Council to consider immediately the 
next revision of the Treaties, in accordance with 
the annexed draft."' 

Since its author is absent and no-one else wishes 
to take it over, Amendment No 4 becomes void. 

I call Mr Shaw to move Amendment No 6. 

Mr Shaw. - I beg to move amendment No 6. 
I do so for the reason I have already set out
namely, that I believe there is a genuine danger 
of a delay in the implementation of the most 
important aspect of these reports unless my 
amendment is adopted. Earlier, I told Mr Lange 
privately that I hoped his words would con
vince me that I would not need to move the 
amendment and I would have been delighted to 
have been in a position to withdraw it. But I 
have to say that the anxieties and fears which 
I had originally, and which forced me to put 
down the amendment, are still, there. 

I urge all Members to think carefully of what 
we have achieved and what we need-and that 
need is for the setting up as soon as possible 
of a Court of Auditors. In my amendment, I have 
sought to approve everything that has been 
agreed between Parliament and the Council 
and to ask the Council to initiate new negoti
ations as quickly as possible with a view to 
incorporating in a new revision the amendments 
we have put forward in the annex. In that way, 
we can establish the organization that both the 
Council and we want, and therefore make the 
proper constitutional arrangements for agreeing 
the further amendments we wish to put. This 
is very important, and I am convinced that my 
amendment is the only way in which it can be 
done. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange, rapporteur.- (D) Mr President, may 
I first refer back to what I said before. Secondly, 
if we try to find an exact definition of what is 

stated in the original paragraph 29 of the report 
and of what Mr Shaw means by 'next revision', 
then we must both realize that there are people 
in the Council who are not at all keen on a 
further revision of the Treaties. So on neither 
side would we have the guarantee for which 
you ask. 

But if we build a bridge for the Council so that 
it can discuss with us the further wishes we 
have expressed in a manner which does not so 
much imply the formal conciliation and con
sultation procedure but initially represents 
merely unofficial talks to clear up the matter, 
I think that would be a better method for the 
Council. 

That was the thought I tried to express. Perhaps 
I did not make myself very clear. For if you 
now say 'next revision', that could be the one 
which· is under discussion; that is in fact the 
next revision, the other would be the one after 
next. 

As I said, it is not just a matter of Treaty 
revision but also of other agreements. Mr Shaw, 
please may I ask you once more to consider 
whether you will not follow us. What we want 
to achieve is the same. Only, we do not want to 
give up from the start, but to say: Council, if 
you cannot do otherwise, we will build you this 
bridge; then try to meet us halfway and let us 
continue to talk with each other. Then you 
can adopt that which you believe you are able 
to adopt in accordance with your proposals. I 
would be grateful, Mr Shaw, if we could agree 
on this basis. 

President. - I call Mr Shaw. 

Mr Shaw. - I am always anxious to help Mr 
Lange, but when we have differences we always 
discuss them frankly, and I want to put a prob
lem to him. 

If we are to decide to set up a bridge, there 
must be goodwill on both sides. But if it is 
found-and we have heard nothing from the 
Council this morning-that the goodwill to meet 
and agree does not exist, the implementation 
of the reports will be delayed indefinitely. If 
my amendment is adopted, at least we shall still 
have the setting up of the Court of Auditors. 

Therefore, if we are in agreement, there is no 
problem and both motions will achieve the same 
object. If there should not be agreement between 
ourselves and the Council, there will be only 
one way in which we can ensure that the Court 
of Auditors is immediately set up, and, with the 
greatest respect to Mr Lange, that way is my 
way. 
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President. - I put Amendment No 6 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 6 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 29 to the vote. 

Paragraph 29 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 30 and 31 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 30 and 31 are adopted. 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution 
as a whole contained in Mr Lange's report, as 
modified by the various amendments adopted. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

We shall now consider the motion for a. resolu
tion contained in the report drawn up by Mr 
Aigner. 

I put to the vote the preamble and paragraphs 1 
to 5. 

Paragraphs 1 to 5 are adopted. 

On paragraph 6 I have two amendments: 

--=- Amendment No 1 tabled by Mr de la Malene 
on behalf of the Group· of European Pro
gressive Democrats and worded as follows: 

This paragraph to read as follows : 
6. 'Invites the Council to support the foregoing 

requests;' 

-Amendment No 2 tabled by Mr Shaw and 
worded as follows : 

This paragraph to read: 
'Requests the Council to consider immediately 
the next revision of the Treaties, in accordance 
with the annexed draft.' 

Since the author is absent and no-one else 
wishes to take it over, Amendment No 1 becomes 
void. 

I call Mr Shaw. 

Mr Shaw. - Before I withdraw the amendment, 
may I say I hope most sincerely that Mr Lange 
is right in everything he said? I will certainly 
help him in achieving whatever he hopes to 
achieve. 

I beg to withdraw the amendment. 

President. - Amendment No 2 is accordingly 
withdrawn. 

I put paragraphs 6 and 7 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 6 and 7 are adopted. 

I ppt to the vote the motion for a resolution as 
a whole contained in Mr Aigner's report. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

1 OJ No c 1'19 of s. a. 1975. 

8. ECSC Auditor's report for 1973 

President. - The next item is the debate on 
the report drawn up by Mr Aigner on behalf 
on the Committee on Budgets on the report 
of the ECSC Auditor for the financial year 1973 
(Doc. 140/75). 

I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner, rapporteur. - (D) Mr President, 
ladies and gentlemen, there has unfortunately 
been some delay with this report, not only as a 
result of difficulties in arranging meetings, but 
also because it has been the subject of fairly 
intensive discussion. The ECSC Auditor, Mr 
Gaudy, whom I should particularly like to thank, 
forwarded his annual report by the time stipu
lated in the Treaty. He is in no way to blame 
for the fact that we are only now beginning 
this debate. I should like to say that cooperation 
with Mr Gaudy and with the services of the 
Commission has been excellent. This has enabled 
us-albeit somewhat belatedly-to find a solu
tion to a large number of questions during our 
discussions and to provide for new practical 
measures in many areas. 

One of the reasons why this was necessary 
was that this Parliament requested in the reports 
on the Auditors' reports of 1971/72 that parti
cular emphasis should be placed on the audit 
for the year 1973, in other words, the report now 
under discussion. I should first like to quote 
a few figures from the accounts. The balance 
sheet closes at 31 December 1973 on the assets 
and liabilities sides with a sum of about 1 600m 
u.a. in round figures. This is an increase by 
about 23.7°/o compared with 1972. The account 
for revenue and expenditure itself comprises 
expenditure totalling 175m u.a. and a revenue 
surplus of 62m u.a. 

The most important items of expenditure are 
expenditure on the servicing of borrowings at 
about 80m u.a., administrative expenditure at 
18m u.a., expenditure on research at 12m u.a. and 
expenditure on readaptation and other expen
diture, each amounting to 5m u.a. 

About one third of the corresponding revenue 
or about 63m u.a., Mr President, is derived 
from the levy. This also means an increase in 
levy yield by 33%, principally due to the 
accession of the three new Member States; 
revenue from the servicing of loans and 
guarantees amounted to 73m u.a. and revenue 
from other sources to about 39m u.a. 

I should like to point to a problem connected 
with the examination of the levy. The Auditor 
refers in his report to the fact that the checks 
made by the levy office on undertakings liable 
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to taxation covering 1973 resulted in about half 
of them having to make additions to the returns 
they had originally submitted. I feel that, to 
be just and considering the financial situation 
of the Community, it is essential f9r these checks 
to be intensified and for the same methods of 
assessment to be applied in all nine Member 
States. 

Mr President, in the resolution of 11 December 
1973 on the 1971/72 audit report Parliament 
essentially made the following requests-! 
should just like to remind the House of them: 
there should be greater political coordination 
of ECSC activities, which since the merger have 
been spread over 7 Directorates-General of the 
Commission, principally through increased poli
tical activity by the Commission itself. In addi
tion, the financial statement should no longer be 
drawn up at department level, but at the level 
of the Institution. The accounting system-parti
cularly as· regards the various research activ
i~ould be improved. And thirdly, a clear 
concept of borrowing and lending policy should 
in future be submitted to Parli.ament. 

Undoubtedly as a result of these suggestions 
and discussions considerable improvements were 
made last year. The audit report itself, however, 
led your rapporteur and committee to initiate 
further improvements even while this report 
was being drawn up. In this connection, too, 
I should like to express my sincere thanks to 
the services of the Commission for their really 
excellent cooperation. 

I ought not, I feel, to go into the problems in 
detail now. I would refer the House to my 
written report, and above all to the section 
beginning with paragraph 7. In this presenta
tion, Mr President, l should only like to stress 
two points. 

Firstly, even a benevolent appraisal and analysis 
of the research policy of the Community gives, 
rise to the unpleasant feeling that a clear concept 
of research activity and concentrated implemen
tation and supervision are lacking. Research 
activity, I readily admit, cannot of course be 
described in book-keeping terms, but compe
tition between the research establishments or 
increased competition preceded by a stage in 
which the research project is clearly defined, 
could, I feel, lead to substantial improvements. 
That the Commission should state during our 
discussions that it was willing to give greater 
transparency to all research activities by 
implementing projects by a kind of critical path 
method can also be regarded as one of the 
successes of those discussions and of supervision 
by your committee. We will undoubtedly have 
an opportunity next year to go into these 
problems in detail. 

Secondly, a clear commitment by the Commis
sion as such is not-I am choosing my words 
carefully here-immediately apparent from the 
borrowing and investment policy for its liquid 
funds. The sums involved are after all consi
derable; I .am thinking here only of ·th!! 
Guarantee Fund. In paragraptl 11 of our motion 
for a resolution' we have therefore emphasized 
the particular significance of these borrowing 
and lending activities of the ECSC and req4ested 
the Commission to be kept informed of the 
credit policy it pursues and of the general 
criteria governing its development. We request 
the Commission in particular to take another 
look at any preference for this or that bank 
which may have grown up out of tradition so 
that here, too, an optimal result is achieved for 
the Community. 

Finally, on the subject of the setting up of a 
European Court of Auditors I should like to point 
out that as long as the legal basis of the ECSC 
Treaty exists, in other words until a merger of 
the Treaties as such takes place, the special 
privileges of the ECSC Auditor must of course 
be retained in full, even if they are exercised 
within the framework of a European Court of 
Auditors. 

To summarize, I would therefore say that the 
somewhat lengthy, but consequently more· 
fruitful dialogue between your rapporteur, the 
Committee on Budgets, the Commission, the 
High Authority and the Auditor has, I feel, 
produced very positive results and will undoubt
edly continue to do so as a consequence of our 
suggestions. 

I would therefore request the House to adopt 
the motion for a resolution unanimously as was 
the case in committee. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Cheysson. · 

Mr Cheysson, member of the Commission. - (F) 
Mr President, allow me first of all to thank· the 
rapporteur, Mr Aigner, for his speech. His report 
is a very full one and it will enable me, with 
your permission, to speak briefly on behalf of 
the High Authority. 

I should like first. of all to share in the words 
of praise for the report by the Auditor, Mr 
Gaudy. We very much appreciate the close 
cooperation we have had with him. I thank him 
for having been so kind as to record the fact 
that he was able regularly to observe ·~he 
daily work of our services, thus indicating the 
spirit of collaboration whith existed. 

Speaking in more general terms, Mr President, 
your Committee on Budgets notes with sat,isfac• 
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tion in paragraph 3 and 9 the various decisions 
taken by the Commission as the High Authority 
to improve the ECSC's general and financial 
policy, particularly the deci~ion to have the 
Commission adopt the annual balance sheet. We 
welcome this. 

The responsibilities that fall upon the High 
Authority are very imporU\nt because of the 
major role of the European coal industry in the 
development of the energy policy and because 
the iron and steel industry has to act in as 
balanced a way as possible to solve its economic 
problems. 

Therefore, as stated so well in paragraph 4 of 
Mr Aigner's motion for a resolution, the High 
~uthority should strengthen its efforts to give 
full scope to the powers conferred on it by 
the ECSC Treaty. 

This poses a problem-and one which the rap
porteur has frequently drawn attention to-of 
coordination· between the various departments 
concerned in the Commission. I in my capacity 
as Commissioner for Budgets have made various 
proposals to my colleagues. I undertake on 
behalf of the Commission to make significant 
progress on this point. 

As regards the special comments made in the 
report by the Committee on Budgets· on the 
management of technical research, which the 
Commission in general agrees with, I should 
like to comment on only one point, the delays. 

It is true that there have been delays in the· 
preparation and final verification of research 
contracts. These are caused partly by the enlarge
ment of the Community and partly by the shor
tage of qualified staff, but we must not forget 
that the situation also arises primarily as a 
result of the preliminary technical consultations 
that have to be ·held and the system of consulta
tion laid down in the Treaty of Paris. 

The procedure is cumbersome, it is true, but it 
enables us, and this is important, to obtain the 
advance agreement of the responsible technical 
sections of the ECSC Consultative · Committee 
and the Council. of Ministers,' and we, like you, 
attach great importance to this. 

From the point of view of external controls, I 
confirm what the rapporteur has just said about 
the future. I too feel that external controls could 
be improved and intensified by concentrating on 
one or two main themes each financial year. 

As for retrospective controls, it -should be pos
sible to improve the situation and to shorten 
the delays through annual planning and by 
limiting spot checks to essential cases. 

I should like with your permission, Mr President, 
.to make one further comment on the remarkable 
development of our financial activities during 
the past few years, a development which 
reflects the role of the ECSC in the financing 
of the coal, iron and steel industries. 

To make things clearer still, we think that, 
as proposed in paragraph 6 of the rapporteur's 
motion for a resolution, the ECSC's accounts 
should indicate the precise nature of commit
ments entered into, account being taken of the 
c.urrencies eoncerned. 

We therefore plan to supplement our accounts, 
drawn up in units of account, by providing an 
addi1iop.al list of bqrrowings and loans and 
cQmmitmeq~s in the currencies concerned. 

We note with much pleasure that the Committee 
on Budgets has found that financial manage
rrient was based on sound and proper criteria as 
it should b~, but that in view of the importance 
of sue~ activities it was worth pointing out. · 

Mr President, in accordance with the conclu
sions of the Auditor and the report by the Com.:. 
mittee on Budgets, the Commission hopes that 
Parliament will adopt the motion for a resolution 
before it. · 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - I do not wish to be pedantic but I 
should like to ask Mr Cheysson what he meant 
in talking of the steel industry w~en saying 
'This particular industry has to work· in · as 
balanced a iway as possible'. Can he enlarge on 
precisely what he means? The reason I ask is 
that in my part of Europe major steel works are 
closing down. I should like an explanation of 
the phrase 'as balanced a way as possible'. 

When Mr Cheysson talks of a lack of qualified 
personnel can he later, when convenient, give 
some figures as to what precisely is the short
fall in qualified personnel? These are extremely 
expensive people to hire, and there has to be a 
balance betw-een the value of the scrutiny and 
the cost, in terms of rare resources, of taking 
up such qu•lified personnel in a scrutiny func
tion. · 

But partictilarly 1 ask Mr · Chey~on to enlarge 
on what he' meant about the steel industry. 

President. ...... I call Mr Cheyssort. 

Mr Cheysson, member of the Commission. - (F) 
Mr President, I will take Mr Dalyell's second 
question first since it is a problem. for whir:h 
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a solution has been found. On the subject of 
levy control which the rapporteur has just 
mentioned, we had some difficulty at one time 
because of the internal imbalance of our services 
as regards auditors. The problem has now been 
settled, and we are able to audit the levy 
satisfactorily. 

The phrase that attracted Mr Dalyell's attention 
is in fact equivocal and I apologize to Parliament. 
When we talked of reacting in a balanced way 
to the difficulties facing the iron and steel 
industry, this was I believe the meaning of the 
document I had been given in order to present a 
very difficult problem gracefully. 

In the whole of the iron and steel industry 
in Europe there are at present limited produc
tion possibilities because of the market, and it 
is not through brutal and uniform decisions 
throughout Europe that we will be able to 
act intelligently. The Treaty establishing the 
ECSC is so important that there should be as 
many preliminary consultations as possible, that 
knowledge of the subject should be as intimate 
as possible, and that confidence on either side 
should be strong enough for adapted measures 
-adapted rather than balanced-to be taken 
in each place or more correctly in each country 
at all times so that the crisis in the iron and 
steel industry does not assume abnormal dimen
sions in some countries but is confined when,ever 
possible. 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - I thank the Commissioner, par
ticularly for what he said about brutal deci
sions. I am sure that his heart is in the right 
place in these matters. 

President. - Since no-one else wishes to speak 
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

9. Index-linking of savings 

President. - The next item is the vote without 
debate on the interim report drawn up by Mr 
Hougardy on behalf of the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs on the index
linking of savings (Doc. 165/75). 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

1 OJ No C 179 of 8. 8. 1975. 

10. Eighth General Report on the 
Activities of the Communities 

President. - Th~ next item is the debate on the 
report drawn up by Mr Jahn on behalf of the 
Committee on Public Health and the Environ
ment on those parts of the Eighth General Report 
on the Activities of the European Communities 
which fall within the terms of reference of that 
committee (Doc. 149175). 

I call Mr Jahn. 

Mr Jahn, rapporteur.- (D) Mr President, ladies 
and gentlemen, on behalf of my colleagues in 
the Committee on Public Health and the 
Environment and on my own behalf I should 
like to say how sorry we are that health and 
environmental questions have been the last item 
on the agenda of this Parliament at all of the last 
few part-sessions. We shall have to look into 
this. It should not become a habit, or Parlia
ment's overall policy on matters connected with 
the European health and environment policy and 
questions concerned with the improvement of 
living and working conditions, to which this 
Parliament has after all committed itself, will 
lack credibility. 

I should like very briefly to introduce the 
report that has been unanimously adopted by the 
Committee on Public Health and the Environ
ment on those parts of the Eighth General Report 
on the Activities of the European Communities 
which fall within its terms of reference. We 
felt it advisable to give an opinion again this 
year on the activities of the European Commu
nities to the extent that they fall within our 
terms of reference. But I should like to restrict 
myself to those areas of the Community's 
activities which we have criticized. We criticize 
tpe fact that despite its undertaking to adopt the 
first programme of the Community for consumer 
information and protection by July 1974, the 
Council did not in fact do so until March 1975. 
As a result there has been a considerable delay 
in this important area, especially as not a single 
item of this programme has as yet been imple
mented, which means that consumer protection 
has continued to be governed by national poli
cies, which is not of course in keeping with the 
creation of a genuine Common Market-or at 
least a situation similar to a domestic market. 
We particularly regret the fact that the con
sumer protection measures, which the Com
mission says should have priority, have still 
not been implemented. As an example I should 
like to quote the harmonization directives we 
have long awaited in the following fields: 

- unfair and confusing business practices, 

- confusing advertising, 
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- hire purchase transactions and consumer 
loans, 

- liability for products, 

- general principles with regard to the labelling 
and packaging of consumer goods, particu
larly foodstuffs, 

- safety of toys. 

I can but reiterate this year the appeal we 
have been making for many years for a con
siderable increase in the staff of the secretariats 
of the Iron and Steel Industry Safety and Health 
Commission and the Mines Safety and Health 
Commission so that the work done by these 
bodies may be fully effective. 

In the field of environmental protection some 
things are unfortunately not running as we had 
imagined. Although the meeting of the Council 
of Environment Ministers on 7 November 1974 
looked quite promising at the beginning, we 
note with regret that the Council's present work 
on the implementation of the programme of 
action on the environment of 22 November 
1973 is progressing very slowly. Unfortunately, 
too, the Council did not hold the meeting plan
ned for May or June of this year to discuss 
environmental questions: it was postponed until 
the autumn. In view of this delay we can but 
appeal to the Council to intensify its work in 
the field of environmental protection. 

Following these critical remarks I should not like 
to finish without praising the Community and 
in particular the Commission for its activities in 
the following areas in which we feel considerable 
progress has been made: 

Firstly, introduction of the principles of the 
free movement of pharmaceuticals in the Com
munity. 

Secondly, the promotion of research pursuant 
to Article 55 of the ECSC Treaty in the fields of 
safety, health protection and environmental pro
tection. 

Thirdly, the quality and intensity of Euratom 
safety supervision. 

Fourthly, total harmonization where this is in 
the overriding interest of the protection of public 
health and safety. 

Lastly, I should like to point out that we are 
convinced the Community should be content in 
other cases with optional harmonization so that 
the consumer retains his freedom of choice and 
there continues to be a wide range of goods. 

Otherwise, I would refer the House to the 20 
paragraphs of our motion for a resolution. I 

have deliberately refrained from going into 
Community action on the purification of the 
waters of the Rhine, the inadequacy of the 
Community measures for the protection of 
birds and the programme of action on safety, 
hygiene and health protection at work since they 
have been and are the subject of separate 
reports. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call.l Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. 

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the 
Commission.- (I) Mr President, I would like to 
congratulate Mr J ahn on his report and, at the 
same time, thank those few Members who are 
s1Jil1 in the Chamber. 

I think the Bureau of Parliament must deal 
with this matter since it is in no-one's interests 
to be constrained, at Friday lunchtime, to briefly 
discuss a question which I consider of special 
importance if only because Members have put 
many oral} questions on problems of the enViron
ment and consumer problems. I wouid therefore 
be most grateful, Mr President, if you would 
express to the Bureau the Commission's feelings 
about the need to discuss prol:Jlems of real 
importance, such as this one, at another time 
rather than the usuall F:r1iday morning ... 

Mr Jahn.- (D) Hear, hear! 

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. - (I) I would like to 
say very briefly to Mr Jahn that as regards 
consumer protection I too until} very recently 
was most concerned at the failure to draw up 
a programme. 

However, since in April this year the consumer 
programme was finally approved by the Con
sultative Committee, I shall now have more 
officialls which I believe wm make it possible 
to solve problems in this sector more rapidiJ.y. 

May I then reassure Mr Jahn that as regards 
the information programme we have a~ready 
reached a very advanced stage. The Consulta
tive Committee recently had a meeting on the 
subject and in the next few daY,S I shall be 
meeting members of the steering committee- so 
that the working programme may be drawn up 
in the coming months. 

May I also add that we are preparing a new 
development programme. 

As for protection of the environment, I thank 
Mr Jahn for his statements. I must however 
admit that the Council has been progressing 
quite well and I believe that it will be able to 
hold two meetings before the end of the year. 
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It is in fact essential for the Council to meet 
in the near future to consider the proposals put 
before it by the Commission on the second 
programme on the environment. 

However, I think that . these meetings can be 
held this year, as planned. I also think that 
this will make it possible to reach a solution 
on the various technica'l problems which are at 
present pending. 

Mr President, I have nothing else to add. I 
would like to say, however, that-as has always 
happened in the past-I and my colleagues are 
at the disposal of Parliament and in particu'lar 
of the committee responsib'le to discuss the 
progress of these questions and to ensure that 
the environmental! programme, laid down at the 
Paris Summit and implemented by the Com
mission according to the terms provided, can 
move forward in line with the wishes of all 
the people of Europe. 

President. - Since no-one else wishes to speak, 
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

11. Oral question with debate: Inadequate EEC 
bird protection measures. 

President. - The next item is the oral question 
with debate tabled by Mr Jahn on behalf of 
the Committee on Public Health and the 
Environment to the Commission of the European 
Communities on inadequate EEC bird protection 
measures (Doc. 153175). 

It is worded as follows: 

The communique issued by the Heads of State 
or of Government of the Member States of the 
enlarged Community, meeting in Paris in October 
1972, underlines the lmp6rtance of a Community 
environmental policy and invites Community 
Institutions to establish, before 31 July 1973, a 
programme of action accompanied by a precise 
timetable. The communique also states that the 
Heads of State or of Government were agreed 
in thinking that, for the purpose in particular 
of carrying out the tasks laid down in the diffe
rent programmes of action, it was desirable to 
make the widest possible use of all the disposi
tions of the Treaties, including Article 235 of the 
EEC Treaty. 

The Programme of Action of the European Com
munities on the Environment drawn up in conse
quence, and adopted by the Council on 22 Novem
ber 1973, expressly refers to the Paris Summit 
Conference2 • It contains a section entitled 'Pro.
tection of birds and certain other animal species' 
(Part II, Title II, Chapter 1 (B) (f)) under which 

• OJ No C 179 of 6. 8. 1975. 
• OJ No C 112, 20. 12. 1973, p. 1. 

the Commission is committed to 'study with a 
view to possible harmonization of national regu
lations on the protection of animal species and 
migratory birds in particular'. 

The Programme also states this action should be 
carried out as quickly as possible, and by 31 
December 1974 at the latest, and that where 
appropriate the Commission would make pro
posals before this datet. 

Despite this unequivocal provision in the Envi
ronmental Action Programme and considerable 
activity on the part of the European Parliament 
to ensure effective bird protection in the Com
munity (repeated written questions by several of 
its Members, oral questions and the resolution 
on Petition No 8/74 on saving migratory birds), all 
the Commission has done is to address, on 20 

· December 1974, a recommendation to Member 
States concerning the protection of birds and 
their habitats2• However, Article 189 of the EEC 
Treaty states that recommendations are not bind
ing; therefore the Member States do not have to 
follow them, whereas Article 235 of the EEC 
Treaty provides a basis in law for the Commis
sion to propose regulations or directives which 
are legally binding throughout the Community. 

In view of the above facts and the legal situation, 
the Commission is asked to reply to the following 
questions: 

1. For what reasons has the Commission done no 
more than issue a non-binding recommenda
tion, instead of following the Programme of 
Action on the Environment, and submitting a 
proposal for a regulation or directive, based 
on Article 235 of the EEC Treaty, which would 
have binding force? 

2. Even if all the Member States were to fully 
adopt the Commission's Recommendation in 
the near future, and accede to the internatio
nal Paris and Ramsar Conventions, does the 
Commission believe that bird life would 
thereby be afforded sufficient protection? 

3. Why has the Commission hitherto refrained 
from submitting proposals on the harmoniza.:. 
tion of the laws of Member States on the pro
tection of birds, as it was asked to do in the 
Programme of Action on the Environment? 

4. Is the Commission prepared to review its atti
tude and meet -its obligations arising from the 
Programme of Action on the Environment? 

5. By what date can one expect the submission 
of proposals for regulations or directives on 
the protection of birds which would be bind
ing on the Member States ? 

I calll Mr Jahn. 

Mr Jahn.- (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle
men, the oral question put on behalf of the 
Committee on Public Health and the Environ
ment should be regarded not only in the same 
context as the earl'ier decisions of the Heads of 
State or Government and of the Council ··of 

1 OJ No C 112, 20. 12. 1973, p. 40. 
~ OJ "No L %1, %8. 1. 1975, p. :H. 
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Ministers-! am thinking here of the programme 
of action on the environment of November 
1973; it also foliows logically on from the 
resolution unanimously adopted by this House 
on 21 February 1975 on Petition No 8/74 on 
saving migratory birds. 

As you Wlill recall, in that resolution we put to 
the Commission and Council some very precisely 
worded requests, of which I should only ~ike to 
mention the most important now. We requested 
the Commission and Councirl to submit or adopt 
practical measures in the near future with the 
following objectives: 

(a) a general prohibition on the trapping of 
birds with nets; 

(b) a shorter season for hunting migratory birds 
by other means; 

(c) a general prohibition on cruelty to captured 
birds; 

(d) a strict prohibition on the 'importation into 
the Community of dead song birds and 
migratory birds and import contrOls in the 
case of live birds. 

In addition, we advocated the application of any 
measures aimed at actively protecting birds, for 
exampl.e the creation of bird reserves !in which 
hunting is genera]ly banned and the preserva
tion of certain species of birds and the creation 
of suitable breeding grounds, as wP.H as the 
safeguarding of a healthy environment. 

I woUld ask the House to note that one com
mission established that twelve species of 
migratory birds have been completely destroyed 
in the last 10 years, with the result that the 
ecologicai -structure of Northern Europe is in 
great danger. We also pointed out that the 
required Community regu'lations must- be 
enforced as completely as possible by compre
hensive contrOls and suitable penalties when 
they are infringed. 

Furthermore, we stressed that the study which 
the Commission instructed the Zoologische 
Gesellschaft von 1958 to make on the whole 
question of the protection of migratory birds 
provides a sound basis for concrete measures by 
the Commission and Counci!l at Community 
level. 

I can remember quite clearly-it was on one of 
those Fridays which are unfortunately always 
reserved for reports by the Committee on Pubiic 
Health and the Envlironment-how the member 
of the Commission, Mr Brunner, agreed with 
our resolution and stated there was every hope 
that the Commission wou'ld shortly submit the 
proposals we were requesting. It was clear even 
then-and Mr Brunner did not dispute this-

that the recommendation forwarded to the 
Member States on 20 December 1974 regarding 
the protection of birds and their natural 
environment, which we fU!¥ly approve and 
regard as a first step, cou'ld not in any way be 
considered a substitute for the Community 
regulations requested by this House. In the 
recommendation the Member States are reques
ted 'if they have not already done so, to accede 
as quickly as possible' to the International Con
vention for the Protection of Birds ~dopted in 
Parlis in October 1950 and to the Convention on 
the Conservation of Wetlands of International 
Importance especially as Water Fowl Habitat 
adopted in Ramsar in February 1971. 

A~e all know, A-rticle 189 of the EEC Treaty 
states that recommendations are not binding, 
and t e Member States need not, therefore, 
abide ·by them. Moreover, we feel that the 
Ramsar Convention has not yet come into force, 
with the result that the measures it contains, 
wh!ich in any case only cover one aspect of the 
protection qf birds, have not yet become ef
fective. 

We are anyway convinced that as things now 
stand, there is no guarantee of adequate protec
tion of birds, even if in the meantime a1!1 the 
Member States have complied with the Com
mission's recommendation-this must be stres
sed-and acceded to the international! conven
tions of-Paris and Ramsar. We therefore insist 
on the Commission submitting, in line with the 
programme on the environment of 22 November 
1973 and in implementation of the communique 
issued by the Heads of State or Government in 
Paris in October 1972, a practical proposa[ for 
a regulation or directive providing com
prehensive protection of bhds which is based 
on Article 235 of the EEC treaty and is thus 
lmlding. 

To conclude, I should 'like to emphasize one 
point: do not underestimate the reaction of this 
Parliament and the reaction of the public. My 
colleagues on the Committee on Publlic He~th 
and the Environment and I have received 
thousands of letters from nature protection and 
environmental associations and from individual 
members callling for action in this field. Those 
who think that the parties should demonstrate 
here that they are committed to the protection 
of the environment, health and nature should 
also show their interest by taking part in the 
debate in this House. I am particulal"ly pl.eased, 
Mr Lange, that you have held out so long. I am 
grateful to the Commission-and I should. like to 
say this to Mr Scarascia Mugnozza personally
for what it has done in this field, and I hope 
that we will be receiving in· the foreseeable 
future, after we have again !J.ooked into what 
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has been done at international level! or by the 
Nine, proposals for regulations and directives 
concerning th~ protection of birds. I know that 
the Commission is prepared to do its best. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. 

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the 
Commission. - (I) Mr PreSident, Mr Jahn has 
already outlined the terms of the problem. I 
shall therefore be very brief. Under the environ
mental action programme the Commission has 
undertaken to consider the problem of animals 
and birds from three points of view: protection 
of the species, protection of the natural habitat 
in which these species llive and protection of the 
actual habitat from various kinds of harm. We 
also callled for special studies, some of which 
have already been completed and forwarded 
to the Committee on Puhlic Health and the 
EnVironment of the. European PaJ.'Iliament. At 
the end of the month we will~ have the complete 
results of these studies, which may be very 
useful from the point of view of information 
on these three aspects. 

Mr Jahn, while acknowledging the Commis
sion's work, did however raise the problem of 
more effective legal instruments. He asked that 
for this particUlar question the · Commission 
should draft a .regulation or a directive; the 
Commission on the other hand has so far con
sidered it better to' draft a recommendation. 

Apart from reiterating what my collleague Mr 
Brunner (who agreed with me on this matter) has 
stated, I c~n only confirm that at the moment 
we see no other way than that of the recom
mendation. Indeed, we do not think that a legal 
act, whiich would be much more restrictive, 
would be easily applicable in the Member 
States, because we sti[l lack many details. Yet 
we remain in favour of a recommendation, 
although as Mr Brunner said earlier, if it does 
not produce the practical results for which we 
hope, we wlll follow it with a more rigid legal 
instrument. 

As for the problem inherent in finding inform
ation on the special situation of birds in the 
varlious Community Member States, and parti
cularly where there are migrant birds, may I 
say that we wHl attempt by means of studies 
which will be published, to publicize it as 
widely as possible. As regards the other 
problem, which is particularly acute 'in Italy 
where the question of bird-catching has not yet 
been fully cleared up, I must tell Mr Jahn that 
I too have for years been receiving letters, 
ma:in~y from Germans, which show a growing 
concern with what appears to be going on in my 
country. I have addressed the Mimster of 

Agriculture on the matter and had a 'long 'talk 
with him. He undertook personally to support 
the bill, as hoped for by the European Com
munity and public opinion in genera[. However, 
I think that apart from the officiall steps which 
the CommisSion has taken and will take in 
future, it would be usefull for the President of 
the European Parliament, on the proposal of 
the Committee on Public Health and the 
Environment, and referring back to the debate 
held some months ago and to today's debate, 
to invite, by official 'letter, the Italian govern
ment and parliament to approve this bill, which 
has been pending examination for some time. 
In other words I believe that an instrument of 
this kind could serve as a useful means of way 
for the European Parliament to exert pressure. 

Having said that, Mr President, I would like 
to conflirm to you and Parliament that the Com
mission attaches great importance to the matter 
and will! do a11 it can to resolve the problem 
as soon as possible. · 

President. - I have no motion• for a resolution 
tabled on this item. 

The general debate is closed. 

12. Dates for next part-session 

President. - There are no other items on the 
agenda. I thank the representatives of the Coun
cil and the Commission for their contribution 
to our work. 

The enlarged Bureau has proposed that our 
next part-session be held in Luxembourg from 
22 to 26 September 1975. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

13. Adjournment of session 

President. - I declare the session of the Euro
pean Parliament adjourned. 

14. Approval of minutes 

President. - Rule 17(2) of the Rules of Proced
ure requires me to lay before Parliament for 
its approval the minutes of proceedings of 
today's sitting which were written during the 
debates. 

Are there any comments? 

The minutes of proceedings are approved. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 12.50 p.m.) 
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