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} President

What is the rapporteur’s position regarding
these two. amendments?

Mr Spénale. — (F). Mr President, I must say
first of all that the committee was not able to
examine the amendments because this was done
in such a hurry. Clearly the political groups
had a supreme opportunity, when the amend-
ment deleting paragraph 14 was proposed, to
pub forward a elaim that as point (¢) was not
deleted, it would have to be discussed and I
think that this debate was in fact necessary.

I should like to say to Mr Bourges that it is
obviously the way in which we discussed the
matter which gave him the impression that
paragraph 13 is to be applied first and then
paragraph 14.

No. After the second attempt at conciliation, the
Assembly delivers its opinion. If it obtains a
majority- of half its members plus one, and
three-quarters of the votes cast, it has the final
word, assuming that (c) is maintained. If it has
a majority of half its members plus one and two
thirds of the votes, the Council decides by
unanimous agreement. This is what has been
decided so far.

Attempts have heen made to. bring this debate
up to a moze exalted level and also to deviate
from, the main point. There are, I admit, pos-
sible implications, with which we must concern
ourselves. We are ‘in: fact debating budgetary
powers and I should. like to say that if, with all
the arguments that we have heard in this
budgetary, debate, the: pasitions that have been
taken up by Member States and by everyone
here, we now relinquish, ourselves, the right
to have the final word, we shall be doing
something which will have repercussions on
future debates. In so far as,the legislative power
rests with the Council and we cannot therefore
oblige the Council to change its decisions, but
we would. have the final word on acts with
financial. implications, in other words the man-
ner of paying (or not paying) the expenditure
arising from these decisions, it is indeed a power
of co-decision that we are establishing, because
it. would have the-final word on amy matten con-
nected with the regulations. If we have the final
word on budgetary affairs, because we have
power, the matter will be discussed. Believe me,
it. is. not necessary to write this down. If you
have these powers, you will have your legis-
lative powers. But if' we do not have sufficient
budgetary powers at present, what are your
arguments for obtaining legislative powers?
You are already in the process of weakening
your fnturm vesolutions.. T6. those who- seem' to
be: saying that times: have changed; I say  that
they are changing fast. On 5 July 1973, net: so

lang ago, this Assembly voted on a text regards
ing the exact point we are discussing, tie crea-
tion of new expenditure, and this text provided
that the final word should rest with Parlia-
ment in respect of the financial implications of
any new measure. That is what you voted on
on 5 July, the ink is scarcely dry! And are we
now going to reverse our decision? I am saying-
to you that when one really has the will to do
semething, as you have, one at least puts it
forward. And if it does not suceeed, at least
others will be responsible. As long as we are
not the ones who gave in and weakened the
arguments of this Assembly for the. future,
because there is not likely to be any new and’
rapid change in the Community’s budgetary
resources. This final period begins very soon;
Iadies and gentlemen, it is not long to 1 January
1975. What you do today will have a great
influence on the future of the Communities,
and on other aspects.

(Loud Applause from the benches of the
Sacialist Gmnoup): .

President. — Does the House agree that Mr
Aigner should speak again?

(Mixed reactions) _— '. e

Mx Vals. — (#*) Yes, of course!
(Laughter)

President. — I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, there are just
two things I want to say.

Mr Spénale, the Committee on Budgets yester
day deleted paragraph 14 by a large majority;
there were, I think, only 3 or 4 votes against.
That is my first point.

My second point: I accept your passionate- sup
port of this ‘final say’ completely. But if you
are already reckoning with the possibility that
you cannot achieve it, and if you also bear in
mind: that: this: House has no constitution-making
powers but is now prejudging something and
that no-one knows what final form this Com-
munity is going to take—then we should not
aim. toe- high, but should demand only what we
can. achieve; and devote ourselves with, passmn
to. that.

President. — I now put to the vote Amendments
Nos 17 and 13, tabled by- Mr Aigner and Mr
Kirk respeetively.

Amendments Nos 17 and 13 are adopted. .
(Applouse: from. the centre and’ right):
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President

By the adoption of ‘these amendments paragraph
14 is deleted.

Accordingly, Amendments Nos 8 and 10 are
void. : ’

Mr Radoux. — (F) Can we have the details of
the voting?

President. — No, it would be contrary to the
Rules of Procedure.

I call Mr Christensen on a point of order.

Mr Christensen, — (DK) As far as I can gather
the President has already anticipated the
question I wanted to ask when he said that he
could not clarify the voting figures. I think it
is a very strange way of taking a parliamentary
vote if one cannot explain how many were in
favour, how many against and how many
abstained from voting. If this cannot be done
in accordance with the present Rules of Pro-
cedure I request that these Rules of Procedure
be changed and be put right.

President. — This point should be considered,
but that does not change the decision which
has just been taken.

After paragraph 14, I have Amendment No 186,
tabled by Mr Aigner on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group, inserting a paragraph 14a
worded as follows:

Paragraph 14a (new):

Insert the following new paragraph after para-
graph 14:

‘14a. Endorses the Commission’s proposal that
Parliament’s agreement shall be required in
determining the ECSC levy rate and urges
in addition that in determining the opera-
tional expenditure of the ECSC budget
Parliament’s agreement shall also be indis~
pensable.’

I call Mr Aigner to move his amendment.

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, I am quite
prepared to withdraw this amendment if the
Commission makes a statement on the matter.

President. — I call Mr Cheysson.

Mr Cheysson, Member of the Commission of
the European Communities. — (F) Mr President,
the Commission has already announced, when
presenting its report, that it undertakes to seek
Parliament’s agreement when fixing the ECSC
levy rate and also the operational expenditure
in the budget. It will naturally adhere to this
undertaking.

Mr Aigner. — (F) I withdraw my amendment.

President. — Amendment No 16 is withdrawn.
On paragraphs 15 to 17, I have no amendments
or speakers listed.

Does anyone wish to speak?
I put these paragraphs to the vote.
Paragraphs 15 to 17 are adopted.

After paragraph 17, I have Amendment No 1,
tabled by Mr Spénale, inserting a paragraph 17a
worded as follows:

-

Paragraph 17

Insert a second sub-paragraph (17a) worded as
follows:

‘17a. Endorses the Commission’s proposal relating
to Article 203 (5a), first paragraph, and
stipulating that where proposed modifica-
tions presented by the Parliament do not
have the effect of increasing the total amount
of the expenditure of an institution, the
Council, in the final period, must, as in the
transitional period, act by a qualified
majority in rejecting and not in accepting
the proposed modification.’

I call Mr Spénale to move the amendment.

Mr Spénale. — (F) Mr President, I shall merely
say that this reflects the provisions proposed by
the Commission itself which are intended to
rectify an error. When the Parliament’s
proposals for amendments do not increase the
expenditure of an institution, the Council must
act by a qualified majority to reject our
proposals and not to accept them. The Com-
mittee adopted this amendment unanimously; I
did in any case explain it in my general intro-
duction.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 1 to the vote.
Amendment No 1 is adopted.

After paragraph 17 I have Amendment No 2,
tabled by Mr Spénale, inserting a paragraph
17b worded as follows:

Paragraph 17

Insert a third sub-paragraph (17b) worded as
follows:

‘17b. Feels that where proposed modifications
have the effect of increasing the total amount
of the expenditure of an institution, the
Council must act by a simple majority in
rejecting them and not by a qualified majority
in accepting them.’

I call Mr Spénale to move the amendment.
Mr Spénale, — (F) Mr President, this 17b

corresponds to the proposals made in the
working document, which were approved by
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Mr Spénale

the Committee on Budgets. When proposals for
amendments increase the expenditure of an
institution, the Council must have a simple
majority to reject them. It must not simply
reject them without considering them. This
procedure was unanimously approved by the
committee.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 2 to the vote.
Amendment No 2 is adopted.

On paragraph 18, I have no amendments or
speakers listed.

Does anyofle wish to speak?
I put paragraph 18 to the vote.
Paragraph 18 is adopted.

On paragraph 19, I have Amendment No 7,
tabled by Mr Kirk on behalf of the European
Conservative Group and worded as follows:

Paragraph 19

After ‘Requests, furthermore, that’ insert the
words ‘in so far as this may be judged necessary.’

I call Mr Kirk to move his amendment.

Mr Kirk. — Very briefly, Mr President, during
the course of the proceedings of both the
working party and the two committees there
has never been clear agreement as to the extent
to which Treaty amendments will be necessary
in certain cases or whether certain things cannot
be done without amending the Treaty, which
in view of what some of our Danish colleagues
had to say this morning would clearly be much
more satisfactory from their point of view. It
is simply in order to make the point that we ask
that these words be inserted if considered neces-
sary so as to allow those parts of this resolution
which can be implemented without amendment
to the Treaty to be so implemented and thus
save some of our Members time, trouble and
possible embarassment,

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Spénale. — (F) The committee has approved
Mr Kirk’s amendment.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 7 to the vote.
Amendment No 7 is adopted.

I call Mr Spénale.

Mr Spénale. — (F) Mr President, I wish to.point
out that the remaining amendments have been

withdrawn in committee. We have practlcally
finished. 4

President. — On paragraphs 20 and 21 I have
no amendments or speakers listed.

Doesl anyone wish to speak?
I put these paragraphs to the vote.
Paragraphs 20 and 21 are adopted.

On paragraph 22, I have Amendment No 11,
tabled by Mr Bourges and Mr Yeats on behalf
of the Group of Progressive European Demo-
crats, and Amendment No 3, tabled by Mr
Gerlach on behalf of the Socialist Group.

Are these amendments maintained?

I call the rapporteur.

Mr Spénale. — (F) These two amendments were
withdrawn in the committee. The final para-
graphs can therefore be put to the vote.

President. — Mr Spénale, you say that the
amendments by Mr Gerlach and Mr Bourges
have both been withdrawn?

Mr Bourges. — (F) No, Mr President.

Mr Yeats, together with whom I tabled this
amendment, tells me that our amendment was
accepted in committee, which is not the same as
being withdrawn.

(Laughter).

In any case, Mr President, as I have permission
to speak, I shall explain our point very briefly....

President. — I read in the minutes of the com-
mittee meeting that Amendment No 3 on para-
graph 22 was withdrawn to be discussed in
committee, as was Amendment No 11.

Mr Bourges. — (F) ‘Withdrawn to be discussed in
g:ommittee’ does not mean the same as ‘with-
drawn’.

Our point is in any case very simple and we
consider it sound. -

We want the Court to be independent, to be one
of the Community institutions and not subordi-
nated to Parliament, or the Council or the Com-
mission. This is our first concern. That is why
we do not think the report should specify the
conditions for appointing the members of the
Court nor do we think it should state that the
Court reports only to the Parliament.
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Our secomd comcemn is that the Court should
be at the service of all the Community institu-
tions.

I therefore uphold my amendment, which dees.
not betray the spirit. of Ms Spénale’s resolution;
but affirms the complete independence of the
members of the Court and statesthat they should’
be constantly at.the service éf.all the institutions.

President. — I call: Mz Gerlach.

Mr Gerlach. — (D) Mr President, the eommittee
was unfortunately not able to discuss the textual
points: which My Spénale made-in the working
hypothesis he attached to- tive-document. I made-
some textual' poimts which: alse; however, could
not be dealt with. This. is why I am tabling the
supplementary proposal and Amendment No 3
here.

At yesterday’s Committee on Budgets meeting
My Xigner pointed eut, net without justification,.
that we: wanted to consider the form, content,
powers and:legal: status.of members of the Euro-
pean Court of Justice with representatives of
the national audit boards; after the committee’s
decision. And, Mr Aigner proposed that my
amendment should serve as.a basis for discussion
for the committee at future meetings and con-
sultations with representatives of the national
audit boards. I have agreed fér this reason that
my amendment should be virtually withdrawn,
at, the same time being retained in its entirety
am doewmentary material,. en. cendition that
My Baurges’ amendment is- treated in the same
way: it should not disappear, or be: rejected; or
for that matter be withdrawn, but should also be
used as material in a further meeting with
representatives of the national: audit boards.

I mowve: that the amendments: be looked. at from
this viewpoint. If Mr Bourges insists that a vote
be taken on his. amendment, then I should have
ta.demand-that the same.applx to mine.

President. — Could Mr Bouwges. perhaps. agree,
if there were any chance of ’his amendment and
Mr Gerlach’s amendment being withdrawn,
although the intentions of Mr Bourges and Mr
Gerlach may be positive and’ worthwhile in
themselves, that these amendments shouid; be
withdrawn and that they should continue to
receive the committee’s attention?

If Mr Bourges maintains his amendment, Mr
Gerlach  must algo- maintain his. If both gentle-
men- withdraw their amendments: that does not
altogettier mean. that' this. matter could not be
dipoussed’ again. I' thought that in. this way
Mr Rourgss could do-the same as- Mr Gerlach.

My Yeats. — Mr President; as I understund. what
happened atl the:Committee.on Budgetsiast night,

I withdrew consideration of the amendment on.
the basis of a definite underteking from Mr
Aigner that this matter would be included in the
working document to be prepared by the com-
mittee. )

President. — After Mr Yeats’ explanatiom, I
think we can say that all concerned: are prepared
to withdraw their amendments. This does not
mean that the matter will not be placed on the
agenda at another time.

I put paragraph 22 to the vote.
Paragraph 22 is adopted.

On paragraphs 23 to 26, I have no amendments
or speakers listed.

Does anyone wish: to speak?
Paragraphs 23 to 26 are adopted.
Does anyone else wish. to speak?

I call Mr Radoux to.explain his voting intentions
on the motion for a resclution as a whole.

Mr Radoux. — (F) Mr President, in accordance
with the practice of this Parliament, it is under-
stood that if we have not accepted the whole
resolution it is not because we have abstained
or voted against a paragraph. The Socialist
@roup will therefore vote in favour of the reso-
lution.

Mr Cousté. — (F) Good!

Mr Radoux. — (F)-..But we would of course like
to stress, in connection with our vote just now,
that we did cast i, and we must express our
great disappointment at being outvoted, because
we feel it is a defeat for the Parliament.

President. — I call Mr D’Angelosante to state
this voting intentions.

Mr D*Angelbsante. — (I) Mr President, there are
two reasons why we wish: to-malke-a statement at
the conclusion of this debate.

One is that it was we who contributed to its
lengthy progress, interesting but also complex
and difficult.

The other—that in this matter of supreme
importance we have always, since our entry into
this Parliament in 1969, stood for consistent
efforts to strengthen and defend the powers of
the European Parliament. .

We must, however, conclude that- the decisions
taken in this House, and particularly the last
ones.daleting paragraph 14: ofi the Budget Com~
mittee’s' motion for a. resolution finally dispel
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any illusions that adoption of this resolution
might give us sofnething more or better than
we have had so far. -

I see my honourable colleague, Mr Aigner, laugh-
ing and I am not at all clear as to his reasons;
he has, of course, won, but Mr Aigner’s victory
has been this Parliament’s defeat and this is
samething that we have noted and from which
we shall draw all the consequences.

We are certainly not deceived by the partial
and apparently favourable modifications pro-
posed by Mr Aigner and adopted by the House.
I do not wish to abuse the time granted to me
but I do not believe there is a single member of
this House who does not realize that every power
can be attributed to Parliament except that of
of controlling the methods by which the Council
of Ministers should work, for these are defined
by the Treaties. We have thus an extraordinary
contradiction: on the one hand we refuse to
grant powers to Parliament and on the other
we try to dictate procedures to the Council!

There is another major point I should like to
stress: in a democratic budgetary procedure, one
respecting the will of the peoples of the Com-
munity, the role reserved to national parliaments
in this procedure is important and rests not only
on the national parliaments’ constitutions but is
sanctioned by Article 201 of the Treaty. And yet,
neither in the proposal from the Commission to
the Council on the modification of Article 201,
nor in the present resolution is there more than
a generalized and vague reference to the respect,
essential in our view, which should be accorded
in this matter to national parliaments.

Mr President, honourable colleagues, we are
debating here to what extent powers belonging
to national parliaments should be exercised by
this or that Community institution. But while
we have talked at length about the distribution
of powers, not a word has been said of the
national parliaments which are thus to be de-
prived of the essential and paramount powers
attributed to them by the respective constitu-
tions; because the reference in paragraph 7,
which I find ambiguous, vague and unacceptable
in that it refers to governments and not to the
Council of Ministers as being a Community insti-
tution, is absolutely insufficent.

Time presses and I must refrain from further
exposition. But I want to add one last remark.
We are in favour of the development of common
policies, though, of course, we reserve the right
to assess their merits: we are therefore in favour
of financing these common policies. But what
interests us at this point is the definition of
their institutional framework. We do not like
the way in which Parliament has voted and we

do not like the way the resolution looks now.
We shall therefore vote against the motion.

President. — I would remind the House that
explanations of voting intentions must not
exceed five minutes. I trust that not everybody
is going to take his.five minutes, otherwise we
shall still be here this evening.

I call Miss Lulling.

Miss Lulling. — (F) Mr President I shall vote
in favour of this resolution. But in view of the
way I voted just recently, when I abstained, I
should like to state that, in voting in favour of
this resolution, I am not at all of the opinion
that there is any question of it being a bad day
or a fiasco for the European Parliament.

When I abstained just now, it was because I
felt that 14(c), in the form proposed, would not
come to anything, for the following simple
reason: this Parliament and its Members did not
fall from heaven! It is quite inconceivable that
a Parliament that had voted by a majority of
two-thirds of the votes cast should find itself
confronted by a Council that was unanimously
opposed. It is likewise inconceivable that if the
Council were unanimously opposed to Parlia-
ment it would then be possible to find in this
Parliament a majority of three-quarters of the
votes cast. If we had really wanted to give the
European Parliament the ‘last word’, it would
have been necessary to provide in 14(c) for a
vote by simple majority.

But we must remain realistic. A vote passed by
two-thirds of the votes cast will not be con-
tradicted, because we have not come down from
heaven but are the reflection of the Parliaments
of the Member States. In view of this I shall
vote in favour of this resolution with a very
clear conscience.

President. — I call Mr Christensen.

Mr Christensen. — (DK) This will be very short.
We are now having a debate about the premises
of the conclusion in Mr Spénale’s report and the
conclusion is to refer it back for further discus-
sion. It was not a matter of indifference to me
on what premises the report was referred back.
I am quite satisfied with the changes which
have been made and I therefore support the
conclusion and I hope that on the basis of a
better working arrangement on the part of
Parliament in collaboration with the Commis-
sion and the Council that we can have one or
two more rounds of discussion in order to reach
a result satisfactory to us all. Therefore I can
vote for the motion for a resolution as a whole.
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President. — T call Mr Bersani.

Mr Bersani. — (I) Mr President, I shall vote for
the resolution as it emerges at the end of our
debate. I am convinced that if our decisions
lead to real consequences we shall have brought
about a swing towards democracy in the
structure and constitution of our Community.

The political meaning of the debate just held
has not escaped anybody. If the reduction of
the exclusivity of the ultimate powers of decision
concentrated until now in the Council—on
which we have all found ourselves in agreement
—invests our debate and our conclusions with
a more immediate palitical sense, the interpreta-
tion so clearly expounded by Mr Bertrand
remains nevertheless valid: that the decision
adopted concerning paragraph 14 of the motion
implicitly means that the last word is with
Parliament.

We are here in a political forum where we have
to reconcile loyalty to our principles with a
realistic assessment of the possibilities. Our
common decision, in fact, is concerned with
affirming the ultimate aim that the final word
rests with this Parliament.

This is why, Mr President, I do not subscribe to
certain assessments put forward here, though
I appreciate the political motives and expecta-
tions which have inspired them, and why I
remain convinced that we can vote in favour
of a resolution which makes an important
contribution to the democratic development of
the Community.

President. — I would remind the House that
statements of voting intentions are now only
permitted on the motion as a whole. I would
once more ask you to help me ensure that we
can begin Question Time at 12 o’clock.

I call Mr Cousté.

Mr Cousté, — (F) Mr President, we shall vote in

favour of this resolution because it strengthens
the budgetary powers of our Parliament. This is
the clear situation at which we have arrived:
we shall control receipts better, allow expend-
iture better, debate and fix the budget in condi-
tions of consultation which are infinitely
superior to anything we could have hoped at the
start of our discussions and, finally, control its
implementation.

That is why, despite the technical shortcomings
of a text that has been debated too quickly, our
Group will vote unanimously in its favour,
certain of having done something to further the
realization of European union.

(Applause from the centre)

President. — I call Mr Spénale.

Mr Spénale. — (F) Mr President, I think that,
at this stage of the discussion, your rapporteur
should first of all thank all those who have
enlivened this debate. Although not all the
decisions taken were those I should have
wished, the debate has been serious and subs-
tantial and I think it has done this House credit
as a deliberative body. So my thanks to every-
body.

I now turn towards the Commission—which
I would also thank for having been present at
this debate and for having at times adopted a
position—to point out to it the urgency of the
work which it is now to undertake. It is neces-’
sary that the Council’s proposals, which will
depend in part on your proposals and, no doubt,
on our debates, should be made sufficiently
quickly for the new provisions to be in opera-
tion, we hope, when the 1975 budget is under
discussion. My work as rapporteur ends today,
but I shall try none the less to remind you of
what still remains to be done.

As regards my vote, I shall abstain. I could not
obviously vote against since, if this resolution
is adopted, definite and considerable progress
will have been made. Yet this motion lacks
something which I felt to be essential. Since I
can do nothing against it, as we have to deliver
our proposals, nor for it at our present stage,
I shall abstain and ask my colleagues to excuse
me for so doing.

(Loud applause)

President. —Does anyone else wish to speak?

the vote.
The resoliltion is adopted.?

On behalf of the House, I would like to thank
the rapporteur, Mr Spénale.

(Applause)
I call Mr Radoux.

I put the [motion for a resolution as a whole to

Mr Radoux. — (F) Mr President, as vice-chair-

* man of the Political Affairs Committee, I should

like to thank Mr Kirk as well for having done
much to bring this work to a successful con-
clusion, in the same ways as you have thanked
Mr Spénale.

(Applause)

President. — I hope Mr Kirk will also accept
my thanks.

1 QJ C 87 of 17. 10. 1973.
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7. Question Time

President. — The next item is Question Time.
Before calling the first question on the agenda,
I should like to point out that Questions No.
108/73 by Mr Blumenfeld, No. 110/73 by Sir
Douglas Dodds-Parker and No. 111/73 by Sir
Tufton Beamish have been deferred until a
future part-session. As for Question No. 109/73
by Mr Schuijt, he has requested a written
answer.

I call Oral Question No. 104/73 by Mr Cousté
to the Council of the European Communities.

Subject: Space Conference of 31 July 1973

Can the Council state whether the inter-govern-
mental agreement with the United States author-
ities (NASA) following the Space Conference of
31 July 1973 was concluded in time, i.e. before
15 August.

Can the Council also indicate whether this
agreement was signed by the EEC as such, and
give its views on the Furopean space programme
as a whole, and in particular on the setting up
of the European Space Agency on 1 January 1974?

I call Mr Norgaard to answer the question.

Mr Nergaard, President-in-Office of the Coun-
cil of the European Communities. — (DK) Mr
President, before I make a brief reply I would
like to say that I have listened with great
interest to the debate which took place yester-
day and today. The only reason why I have not
spoken is because the Council has not discussed
this matter. But it is obviously of great interest
to the Council to know all the viewpoints and
interesting arguments which have been put for-
ward and I am grateful for these viewpoints
which will be included in the Council’s delibe-
rations.

The question from Mr Cousté: even though
the problem raised by the honourable Member
is outside the competence of the Council I can
state that the joint agreement between NASA
and ESRO on European participation in the
American space programme after the Apollo
programme was signed in Washington on
Monday, 24 September 1973. The European
Community did not sign this agreement. The
European Community is not and has never
been involved in this collaboration, apart from
the fact that the Commission of the European
Communities took part as observers in the
ministerial meeting of the space conference.
The European space body which is expected to
be set up in April of next year will be charged
with gradually taking over European space
projects. The Council feels that this will facili-
tate the execution of space research pro-
grammes which require the broadest possible

collaboration owing to the capacity and econo-

_ mic means which are needed and the possibilities

they offer. On the other hand, the Council does
not regard itself as competent to discuss a pro-
gramme which has been accepted within the
framework of a government agreement entered
into between only some of the Member States
of the Community.

President. — I call Mr Cousté to put a supple-
mentary question.

Mr Cousté, — (F) Mr President, the Council has
replied to me in the way I expected. But I
should like, while thanking the Council for its
reply, to use the pretext of this question to say
that I think it is essential that the Council, like
the Commission, should be associated in an
appropriate manner with the work of the Euro-
pean Space Agency. For this work is connected
with industrial policy, technological policy and
research, sectors which are the concern of the
Commission, the Council and the entire Com-
munity.

President. — Thank you, Mr Cousté, but I would
point out that after the institution to whom
the question has been put has given its answer,
the author of the question may simply put a
brief supplementary question; he must net
make any remarks or comments.

I call Oral Question No. 105/73 by Lord O’'Hagan
to the Council of the European Communities.

Subject: Migrant workers

The Council is asked whether it accepts that the
social strains associated with migrant workers
demand urgent Community action.

I call Mr Norgaard to answer the question.

Mr Nergaard. — (DK) The Council and the
Governments of the Member States have long
devoted the greatest possible attention to
problems associated with the situation of the
migrant workers employed within the Com-
munity. At its meeting on 9 November 1972
the Council gave the Commission a mandate
to establish the basis of assessment for the
legal and factual position of foreign workers
from countries inside and outside the Com-
munity and their families in socio-economic
respects, in relation to native workers. The
Commission is now in the process of carrying
out this study. With reference to the establish-
ment of the social action programme in parti-
cular, the Council wants to make decisions as
quickly as possible on the proposals in this
sphere which the Commission has to submit
to it.
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President. — Lord O’Hagan, just one short
question,

Lord O’Hagan. — May I thank the President-
in-Office for that most useful answer and press
him by enquiring whether, when the proposals
do come from the Cemmission, the Council will
give particular priority to this problem since
the problems of migrant workers are a by-
product of the prosperity of the Community
from which we are all benefiting.

President. — I call Mr Nergaard.

Mr Nergaard. — (DK) I would like to repeat
and confirm that the Council will do this: we
will put this forward as much as possible when
we receive the proposal from the Commission

President. — I call Sir Brandon Rhys Williams.

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. — Does the Pre-
sident-in-Office agree that standardization of
sacial security benefits throughout the Com-
munity, particularly family allowances, unem-
ployment relief and pensions, is an urgent
objective. Is this a matter which is under active
“study?

Mr Nergaard. — (DK) If I understood the ques-
tion correctly it concerned fields which have no
connection with what is being investigated at
present.

President. — I call Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker.

Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker. — Mr President,
may I ask the Minister whether—in view of
one estimate that the present figure of 10,000,000
migrant workers in the Community may in-
crease by 13,000,000 by 1980 if we are to sustain
our growth in prosperity—he will ensure that
the Commission’s report takes into account the
factors that Lord O’Hagan has mentioned, so
that we do not have a permanent body of
seécond-class citizens in the Community.

Mr Norgaard. — (DK) 1 expect that the Com-
mission will produce a report which will include
all the viewpoints which the Commission con-
siders to be of significance in the solution of
this question. But it is up to the Commission to
produce a report before we can give an opinion
on it.

President. — I call Oral Question No. 107/73 by
Mr Radoux to the Council of the European
Communities.

Subject: Report on European Union

The last paragraph of the Declaration of Heads of
State or Government of October 1972 asks the
Community institutions to draw up a report on
European Union before the end of 1975. '

What arrangements. has the Council made to
implement the procedure to ensure that this
request is complied with?

I call Mr Nergaard to answer the question.

Mr Nergaard. — (DK) Mr President, the Council
has not yet discussed the problem raised by the
honourable Member but we will do this in good
time for the report on economic union to be
worked out within the time limits laid down
in point 16 of the declaration from the Summit
conference. However, an informal exchange of
ideas has already taken place between the
Presidents of the European Parliament, the
Council and the Commission, and this exchange
of views is still taking place.

President. — I call Mr Radoux to put a short
supplementary question.

Mr Radoux. — (F) Mr President, I thank the
President-in-Office of the Council for his reply
and would like to ask him another question.

As I believe the Council has issued a proposal
listing the tasks to which it will give priority
in the second half of this year, I should like
to ask the President-in-Office of the Council
whether the question of the report on European
Union figures among those tasks.

President. — I call Mr Norgaard.

Mr Nergaard. — (DK) The programme we are
working on in this half year refers mainly to
the points made by the summit conference
which are expected to be finished before the end
of this calendar year, whereas the question of
European union is not expected to be discussed
until 1975. Therefore the priority rating which
we in the Danish Presidency have established
for this half year concerns in particular the
points which according to the summit conference
must be finished before 1 January next year.
But I should call attention to the fact that the
conversations conducted between the President
of the Commission, the President of Parliament
and the President of the Council on this subject
are still going on and will also be taking place
today.

President. — I call Oral Question No. 102/73 by

- Sir Derek Walker-Smith to the Commission of

the European Communities.
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Subject: Accountancy and company practises and
procedures in the proposed European Company

The Commission is asked if it will report on the
talks which it has had and is continuing to have
with the working party of Chartered Accountants
of the EEC on the subject of accountancy and
company practices and procedures in the proposed
European Company and in the context of the
directives for the harmonization of national
company law.

I call Mr Gundelach to answer the question.

Mr Gundelach, Member of the Commission of
the European Communities. — (DK) Mr Presi-
dent, it is the aim of the Commission to inform
the Parliament, and naturally in the very first
place the Parliamentary committee responsible,
as to the talks the Commission has had and will
have in the future with the study groups set
up by audit organizations in the nine Member
States. This naturally also applies to other talks
which the Commission is or may be having with
interested groups on questions connected with
the four directives which are before the Parlia-
ment in the field of company law.

These talks cover a number of different tech-
nical topics which I will not go into at this point.
But it should be noted that both in the talks
with the audit organizations and with other
organizations one of the main factors included
in the discussions on the preparation of pro-
posals for directives in the field of company
law is the fundamental fact that there are a
number of important differences between the
different Member countries as regards legal
practice. It is the Commission’s aim, with flexi-
bility and negotiations on many sides, to over-
come these differences, so that results can be
achieved in the field of company law as well.

As regards the audit organizations, it is of
course the fourth directive which is concerned.
Since this directive is before Parliament and is
being discussed in the Parliamentary commit-
tees I will simply repeat that it is the most
natural thing in the world that the Commission
should keep the committees and through them
the Parliament informed as to the course of the
talks—and not only with the audit organizations.

President. — I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith to
jput a short supplementary question.

“Sir Derek Walker-Smith, — May I ask Commis-
sioner Gundelach to accept my appreciation of
that helpful answer and to understand that that
appreciation will be reflected in accountancy
and financial circles in the nine Member States.

Does he accept that the Groupe d’Etude is com-
posed of gentlemen of high professional stand-
ards and judgment, and will he take into full

account their observations on all matters in
relation to the Fourth Directive on the Statute
of the European Company, in particular those
matters in which differences of accountancy
practice have emerged between the proposals
as originally made and the traditional practices
of the United Kingdom and some other nations?

Mr Gundelach. — (DK) Mr President, the ans-
wer to the supplementary question is in the
affirmative: we will take into full account the
advice and views we have heard and will hear
in the future from the organizations concerned.
As regards the audit organization referred to
here, I would like to add that our discussions
with this organization, which includes repre-
sentatives from the audit organizations in all
nine Member countries, has already led to the
fundamental result that we are agreed that
work on the Fourth Directive can continue on
the basis of the present draft Fourth Directive
on condition that a number of practical pro-
posals for amendment can be put through. There
are only one or two practical matters outstand-
ing which we are still discussing with the
audit organizations but I can assure you that
their competence and their willingness to talk
will be fully taken advantage of by the Commis-
sion.

President. — I call Oral Question No. 103/73 by
Mr Brewis to the Commission of the European
Communities.

Subject: Patents Office in Munich

What progress is being made in the Patents Office
in Munich particularly with regard to processing
applications in the English language from outside
the Community?

I call Mr Gundelach to answer the question.

Mr Gundelach. — (DK) Mr President, in answer
to the question T would like to stress that the
European Patents Office in Munich which is
to be set up under the Patent Convention, which
is probably being signed today or one day soon
as a result of a diplomatic conference, will not
be a body of the European Communities but an
independent body directed by a consultative
committee consisting of representatives of the
contracting parties of the European Patent Con-
vention.

'The Commission is therefore not competent to
-discuss how applications submitted in English

will be tréated when the time comes. However,
I might call attention to the fact that English
is one of ‘the official fanguages as far as the

-Convention is concerned, which would lead me

to suppose that-applications prepared in English

"will be dealt with on the same footing as ap-

plications ‘in the other official languages.
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I would also remind you that we are speaking
of a Convention whose signatories include not
only Member States of the European Commun-
ities but also a number of other countries. After
the Convention has been signed it will have to
be ratified so we cannot expect that the Patents
Office in Munich will start operations for at
least another two years.

The administrative consequence I have referred
to here are the result of the fact that in this
case a Convention was chosen as the instrument
to use and not the normal legal regulations
which implement the decision-making proce-
dure of the Community.

Even though the Commission is not a co-signa-
tory of the Convention, this naturally does not
mean that we have not taken an interest in this
matter or are not going to take an interest in
it. The Convention is based on an original draft
on the part of the Commission and as observers
we will make our influence felt as much as
possible, also with regard to the question raised
here, and in a positive sense.

President. — I call Mr Brevis to put a short
supplementary question.

Mr Brewis. — May I thank the Commissioner
for this full reply and say how glad I am that
the Commission is going to take an interest
in the patents system, which is very important
to Community industry. Will he bear in mind
that a large proportion of applications from
overseas are likely to be in English and there-
fore there is likely to be delay and difficulty
if a branch office is not established in London?
Will he take this matter into account and, if
he can influence the decision, please use his
influence for that purpose?

Mr Gundelach. — (DK) As the conclusion of
my speech will have shown, I am completely
clear about the problem and remembering the
limitations on our powers of influence, the
Commission will use the influence we have to
solve the question raised in the manner indic~
ated by the speaker.

President. — I call Sir Tufton Beamish.

Sir Tufton Beamish. — It was encouraging to
hear Mr Gundelach say that the Commission
is concerned that the convention should work
smoothly, although it is not actually competent
in the matter. But is he aware that there are
two serious anxieties which are widely shared:
first of all that excessive time may be taken
to deal with patent applications, in which con-
nection lack of English-speaking examiners will

be a contributory factor, and secondly, the like-
lihood that unjustifiably high fees are going to
be charged?

Mr Gundelach. — (DK) Mr President, I as a
Commissioner am completely clear about the
anxieties mentioned. But I must stress yet again
that the administration of the Convention in
question, which is a result of the fact that the
form of the Convention was chosen, does not
fall under the decision-making procedure of the
Communities but lies in the hands of the con-
sultative administrative committee set up by
the Convention. But as I replied earlier: to the
extent that the Commission can help in solving
practical problems involved it will do so, be-
cause it attaches the greatest importance to the
question.

President. — I call Mr Scott-Hopkins.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Would the Commissioner
accept that this is a very unsatisfactory posi-
tion? One of course accepts what has happened
—one has to. But would he not agree that all
the things that my honourable friends have just
put to him in the form of questions are abso-
lutely vital? Does he really want an inefficient,
expensive machine over which he has no con-
trol and the Community has no say? This is
not what he wants, surely.

Would he assure the House that he will do more
than he has said he will, in order to get an
efficient, reasonably cost-based machine work-
ing in this very important field of patents? The
branch office at London that my honourable
friend mentioned is an absolutely essential fac-
tor in getting this working properly.

Mr Gundelach, — (DK) Mr President, it was not
the Commission’s decision that this question
should be made the subject of a Convention.
It is the decision of the governments and I
cannot therefore take responsibility on behalf
of the Commission for the consequences. I can
only, as I have already done, confirm the Com-
mission’s support within the framework of the
influence the Commission has had allotted to
it in this matter, in solving the problem to
which its attention has been called, and of
which we are aware, and the importance of
which we do not under-estimate. But the ques-
tion has been put in the hands of the govern-
ments themselves and is not dependent on the
initiative of the Commission.

President. — I call Mr Miiller.

Mr Miiller. — (D) Mr Gundelach, would you not
agree that general economic experience and



Sitting of Friday, 5 October 1973 81

Mr Miiller

principles support the view that European sub-
sidiaries are in no way helpful in lowering
costs, but are more inclined to push already
high cost levels higher still?

Mr Gundelach. — (DK) Mr President, I must
admit that I do not fully understand the signi-
ficance of the question in relation to the ques-
tion we are discussing here at the moment.

President. — I call Oral Question No. 106/73
by Mr Leonardi to the Commission of the
European Communities.

Subject: Study of the Community economy

What use does the Commission intend to make of
the ‘study of the effects of Community policy on
the economies of the Member States and on that
of the Community as a whole over the period
1958-72?°

I call Mr Ortoli to answer the question.

Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (F) Mr President, Mr
Leonardi has asked us what further action we
intend taking on a study that has been made
on the effects of the policy of the Communities
on the Member States’ economies and on the
Community economy as a whole.

In the first place we have passed on a synthesis
of this study to Parliament and we shall give
it wide publicity.

As regards ourselves, we have already derived
a certain number of data from it or ideas for
the proposals we have been presenting since
the beginning of this year, especially in respect
of the regional aspects and the social aspects
of the Community’s policy.

This document, which as Mr Leonardi knows
is rather broad in scope, will obviously con-
tinue to guide us, at least on certain points as
regards the further proposals we shall be mak-
ing.

President. — I call Mr Leonardi to put a short
supplementary question.

Mr Leonardi. — (I) I thank the President of
the Commission and should like to ask him
whether, in view of the importance of the
subject and of the document drafted by the
Commission, he does not think it would be
appropriate to offer this House the opportunity
of discussing it, by annexing this document to
some other document which must be submitted
to Parliament, for instance to the annual report
or to the motion on regional policy, so that we
can hold a debate on it.

Mr Ortoli. — (F) Mr President, Mr Leonardi
has read this document and is well acquainted
with it.

To be quite frank, I do not believe that it could
be made the subject of this discussion. Parlia-
ment has received it, it is an informative docu-
ment that will serve as a guide to everyone in
the formulation of their positions and ideas. As
for myself, I can tell you that, having read it
with great care and interest, I am not convinced
that it gives an exact picture on all points of
what has happened, but it is indeed a very
useful additional aid to our deliberations. But
this does not mean that we can, properly
speaking, make it the subject of a discussion.

President. — I call Oral Question No. 112/73,
No. 113/73 and No. 114/73 by Mr Miiller, Mr
Walkhoff and Mr Kater to the Commission of
the European Communities.

Subject: Manufacture and marketing of aerosol
glues

Are ‘aerosol glues™ also manufactured and
marketed in the Member States of the Com-
munity?

Subject: Injurious effects of ‘aerosol glues’

Can the Commission confirm that the effects of
‘aerosol glues’ are injurious to health and will
it, if necessary, have the products in question
checked and tested by experts at the earhest
possible date?

Subject: Joint action to prevent the manufacture
and marketing of ‘aerosol glues’

Will the Commission take steps to prevent the
recurrence of cases of deformity such as those
caused by Thalidomide and urge all Member
States to take joint action against the manu-
facture and marketing of ‘aerosol glues?’

I call Mr Miiller.

Mr Miiller. — (D) Mr President, to go by our
experience in the last question time in this
House, questionners prefer to receive individual
answers.

President. — I call Mr Gundelach. .J,

Mr Gundelach. — (DK) Mr President, I will try
to take a middle road and answer three ques-
tions in one but in such a way that each ques-
tion will be dealt with separately within the
same speech because if they are not dealt with
as a whole it will be a little difficult to make
a consecutive statement.

1 Recent scientific research in the USA has shown that what are
known as ‘aerosol glues’ way possibly damage chromosomes
and cause deformities in new-born babies. When the research
results were published, the Consumer Product Safety Commission
had all ‘aerosol glues’ withdrawn from the U. S. market.
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The point of departure of all the questions is
the fact that the American Consumer Product
Safety Commission decided to have all ‘aerosol
glues’ withdrawn from the market.

The first thing to which attention should be
called—and this is the answer to question No.
112/73—is that this type of glue in aerosol tins
has been marketed in a number of the nine
Member countries of the European Community.
But the marketing of the products in question
has now been stopped in all the countries con-
cerned on the recommendation- of the European
Association of Manufacturers of Glues and
Adhesives so that there is no risk of injuries
while a more thorough investigation of the
problem is under way. So the commodity is no
longer, being marketed within the European
Community. «

The Commission—and this is the answer to
question No 113/73—is naturally aware of the
decision taken by the Consumer Product Safety
Commission in the United States but it had
already been aware of the problem before for
other reasons. An investigation has been ini-
tiated and it is our intention to discuss the
problem with the group of experts who help
the Commission, to establish a proposal for a
directive with regard to paint, enamel, glue and
similar products. The idea is that if detailed
investigation shows that these materials have
the damaging effects alleged, this will be con-
tained in the directive in question. Before the
prospective meeting with this expert group
which is taking place at the end of this month,
the Commission will be receiving a report from
the Association of Manufacturers already men-
tioned and will naturally include this report
and other information in its deliberations on
the subject.

The answer to question No. 114/73 is that in
-cases such as this, where there are no European
Community legal provisions to cover them, and
the Commission is asked to forbid the sale of
given products which must be proved to be
dangerous to health, in such cases the Member
States are responsible for forbidding the sale
of products in so far as they may be proved
to constitute a danger to public health. Where
at the proposal of the Commission and with the
agreement of Parliament, the Council has
already approved directives, these directives
contain provisions on the procedure to be fol-
lowed in so far as a Member State or the
Commission finds that a product does constitute
a danger to health and should therefore be
banned.

Thus at present the product in question is not
covered by a Community law of this nature,

but one is going to be provided. There is a draft
directive in which this product can be included
and the question of adding this product to the
draft directive will be decided within a wery
short time, and it follows from my first answer
that in the meantime the product will not be
marketed. In order to aveid misunderstandings
I would like to add that the proposal for.a
directive of which I am now speaking is not
the proposal for a directive which Parliament
has already received and which concerns the
packaging of aerosol tins specifically. Discussion
of this matter must go on, because it includes
other aspects. So this does not affect the ques-
tion we are discussing now, namely the contents
of these aerosol tins.

President. — I call Mr Miiller to put a short
supplementary question.

Mr Miiller. — (D) I would like to express my
gratitude to the representative of the Commis-
sion, and my appreciation, for—and I must
admit my surprise—the unexpected speed with
which measures have been taken which could
possibly save the population of Europe from a
great deal of harm. Having said that, I would
like to ask whether the Commission shares with
us the opinion that something fundamental must
be done, in other words that we have to get
away from a situation of reacting to difficult
and dangerous problems for public health and
move to preventive action, for example by in-
troducing compulsary registration of substances
which could possibly contain chemicals dan-
gerous to health?

Mr Gundelach.— (DK) I think I should say that
the Commission agrees with the speaker that
there should be a joint general European law
on the basis of which acute problems which
arise can be dealt with more speedily and
effectively than is the case at present.

President. — I call Mr Walkhoff to put a short
supplementary question.

Mr Walkhoff. — (D) Mr Gundelach, until direct-
ives on the subject are issued, what suggestions
can the Commission give to Member States to
prevent the sale of adhesive sprays which,
despite the industry’s sensible call for shops to
discontinue their sale, may nevertheless still be
available in many retail as well as wholesale
stores?

President‘. — I call Mr Gundelach.

Mr -Gundelach. — (DK) As I explained, as long
as there is no common European legal basis,
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it is the responsibility of Member Sates to keep
the products in question off the market if they
are suspected of being dangerous to health. The
measures which have been taken up to now
are that the manufacturers in the European
Association are not putting onto the market
what supplies are left over or may remain in
the different shops and stores. Here the Com-
mission can make what information it has avail-
able to the Member States and thus create a
basis for decisions to stop any other gaps which
may be left. I do not think there are very many
of them.

Having said this, I would like to stress that the
Commission also regards it as its main task to
put into effect the legal basis to which I referred,
as quickly as possible, and as I mentioned the
question will be the subject of a thorough
investigation by the group of experts assigned
to the Commission concerning this question, and
which also represents all the Member States,
later this month. I therefore think I can gua-
rantee that as far as the Commission is con-
cerned this matter will be handled with all the
energy and speed demanded by the nature of
the case.

President. — 1 call Mr. Kater to put a short
supplementary question.

Mr Kater. — (D) Mr President, I too should like
to thank Mr Gundelach for the positive manner
in which he has answered our questions. I
would like to add one further question, and that
is to ask whether the Commission is acquainted
with the opinion of Rodman Sealey, Professor
of pediatrics, biochemistry, molecular biology
and cytotechnology at the University of Okla-
homa, who has established that this is in fact
the most horrible pharmaceutical disaster of
our time, and has said, and I quote: ‘the prob-
lem is potentially of even greater significance
than thalidomide’?

Mr Gundelach. — (DK) As my previous answer
made clear, the Commission regards this matter
and similar matters as being of serious signi-
ficance. That is why we have set to work as
quickly and effectively as possible and also
think it necessary to provide not only advice
and recommendations but a proper European
legal basis to deal with the matter in hand. So
we regard the matter with great seriousness
and feel it must be dealt with quickly and
effectively.

President. — Question Time is closed.

8. Transfer of funds in the budget
of the Communities for 1973

President. — The next item is a debate on the
report drawn up by Mr Terrenoire on behalf
of the Committee on Budgets on a transfer of
funds from one chapter to another within
Section IIT—Commission—of the budget of the
European Communities for the financial year
1973 (Doc. 177/73).

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted.!

9. Dates for next sittings
President. — There are no other items on the
agenda.

The enlarged Bureau proposes that Parliament
hold its next sittings from 15 to 19 October in
Strasbourg.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

In view of the shortage of time until the next
part-session, the Bureau decided this morning
to authorize me to draw up a draft agenda for
the next part-session in Strasbourg.

10. Approval of minutes

President. — Pursuant to Rule 17(2) of the Rules
of Procedure. I must now submit to Parliament
for its approval the minutes of proceedings of
today’s sitting, which were written during the
debates.

Are there any comments?
The minutes are approved.

11. Adjournment of session

President. — I declare the session of the Euro-
pean Parliament adjourned.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 12.40 p.m.)

1 0J C 87 of 17. 10, 1973.
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