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more effective guidance in this field. If inflation
is left to develop its own momentum, it will
invariably multiply. That has happened in Ire-
land where an annual inflation increase of 9
to 10 per cent has become the dangerous norm.
All Europe, Ireland in particular, now requires
efficient economic management if the monster of
inflation is not to devour the living standards
and future prospects for all our people.

It is a cause of great sadness to us that the
accession of Great Britain and Ireland to the
Community brings with it the grievous and
horrifying situation in Northern Ireland, making
it a European problem.

A dissertation upon the causes of, and political
remedy for, the strife in Northern Ireland would
be inappropriate in this debate, but a relevant
aspect which should be recognised and upon
which there will, I know, be ready agreement
is that the uneven spread of economic wealth
and opportunity in that region was, and is, a
confributing factor. The healing balm of greater
prosperity, increased employment, increased
investment, particularly in those western areas
of depression which straddle the border between
Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland,
could help significantly to calm the situation,
to give new hope in place of destructive bit-
terness and to provide stability for the future.

The under-developed areas in Northern Ireland
and throughout the whole of Ireland provide
promising ground for the application of mean-
ingful regional and social policies. They demand
the concern and co-operation of the institutions
of the Community and the British and Irish
Governments. The people of Ireland are grateful
for the undoubted compassion and concern of
the members of the Community and of the
British Government, Parliament and people in
particular. Our earnest hope is that what could
be a divisive issue will be in this Parliament,
and through this Community, through joint
effort, a means to unify and heal.

Being a neutral country by conviction and
tradition, and the only member of the EEC
which is not a member of NATO or—Western
European Union, Ireland brings a new dimen-
sion to the Communities. We can understand
possibly better than other members the interests
and outlooks of other neutral States whose
association with us in this great endeavour of
realistic European co-operation may be inhibited
by inherited political principles or circumseribed
by international obligations.

Fortunately, we are now experiencing a trans-
formation in global diplomacy. Powers once
preoccupied with confrontation are now pursu-
ing détente and, '‘beyond détente, entente and

cooperation. We hope that our European col-
leagues will appreciate the valuable contribu-
tion which neutral Ireland’s participation in the
EEC can make to dispelling any fears which our
neighbours to the easi may have about Europe’s
intentions and in giving confidence to other
neutrals, whose interests are inescapably linked
with ours, to join us in future years.

As an island in the Atlantic and the most
western point of Europe, Ireland is also nat-
urally and uniquely positioned to be a stepping
stone to the United States of America and her
neighbours in the American continent with
whose peoples Europe has links at once tradi-
tional and currently of mutual interest.

We sincerely regret that our Norwegian friends
were unable to endorse the application for Nor-
way’s membership of this Community. But
being, like Norway, on the periphery, Ireland
sympathises with those who feared that people
remote from the centre would be forgotten. We
share with Norway serious economic and social
difficulties. But we have placed our trust in our
fellow Europeans that they will fulfil the
obligations of the Rome Treaty and that together
we may uplift the living standards of all.

Lively, broad, indeed daring social and regional
policies must be given priority. Generosity and
efficiency in extending to remote and undevel-
oped regions within the Community the benefits
of Community prosperity will not only attract
the support and enthusiasm of doubting people,
whether they be in Denmark, Ireland or
elsewhere within the Community, but will allay
the anxieties of our friends outside whom we
hope one day to see with us. Because the first
six members of the Communities never lost sight
of the economic, social and political objectives
of the Treaties we are today a Community of
Nine.

Provided we all keep the same objectives in
mind and convince those outside that we have
not abandoned those objectives we shall yet
achieve the ultimate goal of a free, democratic
Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals.

By Ireland’s accession we have now gone to the
most western point of Europe to the Atlantic.
We must now have a generous and broad out-
look to look further eastwards.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Bersani.

Mr Bersani. — (I) Mr President, colleagues,
yesterday we lived through a day that was
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truly European, and today, under the impetus
of the political energy that dominated it, we
continue a debate on general themes that
inevitably go beyond the field, essential though
it is, of the economic situation of our Com-
munity.,

I would like first of all to emphasize the
importance of the enlargement of the Com-
munity which has finally come into being. We
have already had occasion in this debate to
appreciate the significance and the practical
value of the collaboration of the members from
the Parliaments of the three new countries. They
have injected new ideas into the discussion.
Next, I would like to greet many of the new
colleagues who have come here today to join
our Assembly, as old and valued friends
encountered during these long years at all the
key points where those who believe in the cause
of Europe have worked unremittingly to prepare
this enlargement and to create the conditions
which would permit the achievement of this
goal.

It is with feelings of particular warmth and
sympathy that we finally see them here with
us; our colleagues today in an even closer sense
than yesterday, united in the common effort to
build up our Community.

As I pointed out at the outset, the debate is
bound to involve not only the report by the
Vice-President of the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities, Mr Haferkamp, but
also the statements made yesterday by the
representatives of the other institutions of the
Community.

I would therefore like to stress in a positive
sense the tone and content of the statement
made by the new President of the Commission,
Mr Ortoli. We found in his words the political
dynamism of his predecessors, in the clear and
firm call for those values and objectives—includ-
ing the strengthening of the powers of the
Parliament—with which the great majority of
our Assembly is in agreement.

Mr Haferkamp said yesterday that 1973
represents a decisive year. This year is likely to
see a series of basic stages, in the economic and
monetary fields, but also in the social and
political ones, the carrying out of which is
destined to result in fundamental advances
towards the construction of Europe.

The second stage of economic and monetary
union, the GATT negotiations, the common
attitude to the International Monetary Fund as
regards the imminent creation of a European
Fund, the definition of a common commercial
policy, the final harmonization of the balance

of payments and taxation policies in relation to
the medium-term policy—all these, among
others, are important features of a programme
already laid down.

Another series of measures links the economic
themes to those which are essentially more of
a social character. President Ortoli, following
up yesterday the final declaration by the Paris
“summit” categorically reaffirmed the intention
of the new Commission to devote itself to a
vigorous European social policy. This Parlia-
ment has always considered economic problems
from the aspect of their essential interconnec-
tion, which is, profound and substantial, with
the Community’s social problems.

We are therefore completely in agreement with
the emphasis given to the need to tackle with
great vigour a social policy worthy of the name.
That, moreover, is what Vice-President Hafer-
kamp asked for when, after pointing out to us
the objectives of the economic and monetary
policy, both structural and related thereto (pre-
dominant among these being the struggle against
inflation, whether you care to regard this as
provoked by prices or as linked to costs), he
pointed out the other sectors necessarily involved
in the comprehensive strengthening of the Com-
munity. The problem of unemployment, already
substantial in four out of the nine countries in
the enlarged Community, is among those which
cause the most concern.

Even if we have an increase in productivity in
1973, a rate of growth proportionate to the
signs of a general upturn in the economy of the
Community, and prices are held to a European
average of 4.45%, the effects on unemployment
will be far too limited. Reabsorption is a
problem of longer duration in relation to the
upturn in the business cycle, and only a period
of relative stability will make it possible to
overcome this social evil, the structural
characteristics of which—at least in some
areas—continue to be a negative factor for the
EEC as a whole.

On the social plane, we must in fact make a
new approach. A number of indications of this
emerged in 1972: guarantees against unemploy-
ment in supranational enterprises, projects for
the workers to participate in the management of
companies having the same character, the first
intervention by the European Development Fund
in the textile sector and plans for other sectors,
the reform of that Fund, and plans for taking
on obligations in the field of employment and
development and some improvements in the
existing social regulations (transport, etc.).
Other subjects have recently been brought
within the scope of this approach.
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I am convinced, however, that we must go
further. After Italy’s adoption of VAT, the way
is clear for confronting larger objectives for the
harmonisation of taxation and social security,
sectors where there are serious anomalies. I ask
myself in addition if there may not be a case
for arranging as rapidly as possible a meeting
with the European trade unions and social
organisations. Whenever the question of a short
or medium term policy comes up, the aspect of
an incomes-policy, or as it is sometimes called
today, a contract or “social agreement,” re-
emerges as the indispensable instrument for an
agreed and democratic basis of administration.
At the same time it has become clear that both
sides of industry find great difficulty in taking
part in such discussions. In reality, not one
single forward step of significance has been
taken, even if it true that in these last weeks
two agreements, which as far as we know are of
this type, have been concluded in Holland and
Austria between managements, unions, and con-
tracting enterprises. The position of the Com-
munity is that we remain at the stage of good
wishes, held up by the political and psychological
connotations.

There is accordingly as yet no solution to the
problem of how to arrive at a positive basis
for a meeting which would create the conditions
for a pooling of forces and for a common defini-
tion of objectives—those at least which have
been given timely support in the demand made
by Vice-President Haferkamp. As other col-
leagues have pointed out, the objectives of
economic development envisaged in the hoped-
for early improvement in European relationships,
should result in giving a clearer and more con-
vincing aspect to Europe’s social countenance—
and this is also a requisite for our greater
credibility in the eyes of all classes of a popula-
tion which exceeds 250,000,000. Both Vice-
President Haferkamp and President Ortoli have
vigorously taken up the theme of regional policy,
which has always been a matter of concern to
this Parliament. Our British colleagues, not to
speak of the Danes and the Irish, have found
themselves in immediate harmony with all of us
when such a topic has been touched on. So we
should now again tell the Commission that this
problem must once and for all be removed from
the dusty shelf on which it has lain for so many
years. The Paris Summit has explicitly
recognised the need for such a regional policy,
but there has been no adequate sequel to this
recognition.

The clarity of the statements on record remains
a positive and encouraging factor. But today
more than this is needed. The developments
relating to this item immediately prior to the
Summit are well known, namely the profound

resistance to the launching of an effective Euro-
pean regional policy. The real non-solution of
the European policy has constituted, and will
constitute in the future a large knot which has
to be untied in many contexts: from develop-
ment to competition, from harmonization to
integration, from the economy to social factors.
We therefore agree with the general lines of the
proposals of the Commission in the economic
and social fields, even if we think that such
sectors require a more adequate commitment.

The debate has nevertheless linked the economic
and monetary themes to those of general policy.
Mr Kirk in particular and with a large body of
support has stressed the necessity of first
embarking on the matters which directly concern
the political constitution of Europe. Europe it
was said at the Summit must speak with a single
voice on some matters fundamental to the inter-
national facts of life. That demands a strategy of
greater scope. As was again emphasised yester-
day in the debate on the Council of Ministers,
it becomes ever clearer that in this field it is
essential for each step forward to be brought to
an effective conclusion. The Helsinski confer-
erice, the international negotiations referred to
relations with all developing countries, trade
relations with non-Member States and especially
the State-trading countries, constitute some of
the chief domains which concern the new Europe
pelitically.

The problems of the Mediterranean, which Pre-
sident Ortoli has referred to with our warm
appreciation, are another such subject convinced
as we are that this raises one of the most impor-
tant and urgent implications of the enlargement
of the Community and of its actions in the world.
It is necessary to go beyond the fragmentary
nature of the present “mini-agreements” cover-
ing trade, in order to bring into being the gra-
dual development of a sort of “Mediterranean
Yeaoundé”.

In 1973 the negotiation of associations with the
African countries will be initiated, against a
greatly strengthened background. This is
another important moment for emphasising that
the Community does not only have internal
objectives, but shows to the whole world how
the principles which have till now inspired the
existing conventions are proof of ideals of a
solidarity expressed institutionally in the form
of an authentic partnership, which has till now
constituted a point of reference for other areas
and experiments in the world.

In the course of the debate, reflections on the
rezlities of the international situation have
elicited references to, and echoes of the tragic
succession of events in the war in Indochina.
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As has recently also been stated by a very high
dignitary of the Church, this is something which
has gradually become a drama for the conscience
of the world. A drama which has also given rise
in turn to profound feelings of anguish and hope.

President. — Mr Bersani, I am interrupting you
to point out that you have exceeded your speak-
ing time.

I therefore ask you to conclude.

Mr Bersani. — (F) I have nearly finished, Mr
President. (Speaker continued in Italian) These
are feelings which this section of the Parliament
has fully shared and shares now, just as it shares
at this moment the keen expectation of a final
announcement of peace. This party also shares
in a large degree the hope that after the
armistice there will be commitments to active
collaboration in measures of international assist-
ance which can actively contribute to transform-
ing it into a real peace. Mr President, colleagues,
I would like by way of conclusion to refer with
esteem and admiration to former Commissioner
Mr Barre, whose work coniributed so much in
the way of exemplary collaboration and this
certainly furthered the interests of the Com-
munity.

(Applause)

President. — Thank you, Mr Bersani.

I must apologise for having interrupted you, but
you will understand that the regulations must
be observed.

Before calling the next speaker I am going to
ask each speaker not to exceed his speaking
time.

I call Sir Anthony Esmonde.

Sir Anthony Esmonde. — I conceive that our
principal function in this new assembly of nine
nations is to endeavour to build within the
confines of the EEC as strong an economy as
possible. But we are an outward-looking Com-
munity and we are also established by our great
founders here for the purpose of maintaining
peace not only within the confines of our own
territory but throughout the world. I would like
to make a few comments on that line of thought.

I had the opportunity of going to Africa, Ni-
geria and what was then known as Biafra in
the closing stages of the civil war there and had
the unfortunate experience of seeing count-
less people dying of starvation. A year or so
later I had the opportunity of going to India
and seeing the situation there with the massive
refugee problem that was created by the influx

from Pakistan. While trade is our object and
aim in order to build ourselves economically
strong here, it is quite impossible to dissociate
trade from aid. We as a community owe a duty
to the outside world.

We have a great number of charitable and
Christian organisations carrying out magnificent
work in these different parts of the world, but
my experience was that there is not the fullest
coordination between them; that is because
they belong to different nations and, shall we
say, different religious schools of thought. The
EEC could do a lot to co-ordinate these efforts
at governmental level and to ensure that there
is no overlapping of aid that is given to these
people to enable them to build themselves up.

We in Ireland, of course, have some interest
in these far-flung parts of the world because
we have throughout the ages contributed a mis-
sionary effort there. I have seen our people in
action, but I have also seen many European
charitable organisations in Africa doing a lot
of good there. I would like to suggest to the
European Parliament that we should concen-
trate on a coordination of effort to deal with
these under-developed countries.

Peace in the world is essential to us all. In my
opinion, the greatest threat to world peace is
hunger, and we cannot escape the fact that
there are countless thousands of people dying,
as I have seen them die in the African conti-
neni and in India, for the want of the bare
necessities of life. That is a state of affairs
that exists, and it is not really the fault of
anybody concerned, but it is our responsibility,
and in the few words I am saying here this
morning I feel that I should stress that point.

We in Ireland are very happy to be a member
of the European Economic Community. I have
always been a European myself. I was at school
in Europe as a child, and so I suppose one grows
up with a European outlook. We may be a
small country, but still our people are scattered
all over the world. We have countless thousands
of people of Irish descent in America. We have
countless thousands in Britain as well. In fact,
wherever a nation has existed anywhere it is
very hard to get away from the Irish. I can
assure my colleagues that Ireland will play her
part in the Community.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Cruise-O’Brien.

Mr Cruise-O’Brien. — The last speaker, my
friend Sir Anthony Esmonde, said it was very
hard to get away from the Irish, and I am now
proving this by following him immediately. It
will not form a habit, I assure you.
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Mr. Vals has already spoken on behalf of the
Socialist Group. That Group has authorised its
new members to make brief supplementary
statements. In these circumstances it would be
inappropriate for me to attempt to cover the
wide span of matters dealt with in the Hafer-
kamp Report and already covered by Mr. Vals.
I shall necessarily, in speaking in this context,
confine myself mainly to matters affecting
Ireland directly or indirectly, but I should like
to make it clear in so doing that I am speaking
not just as a national representative but as a
committed member of a group, the Socialist
Group in this Parliament. My party, the Irish
Labour Party, was an active participant in the
working of the Socialist International with the
other Socialist parties represented here long
before we came into this Parliament.

I speak here for what is unfortunately at the
moment the only English-speaking section of
the Socialist Group in this Parliament, the Irish
Labour Party; there are only two of us for the
moment. The question of whether Ireland should
enter the Community was decided by popular
vote at a referendum. In that referendum the
Labour Party campaigned against entry on the
terms proposed. We did so because we were
apprehensive about the social and economic
effects of entry on our economically weak and
geographically peripheral couniry. We are by
no means satisfied that those fears were
groundless or are groundless now. Nevertheless,
the Irish people, after the issues had been fully
debated, decided by a large maJorlty to enter
the Community.

Not merely did we accept that position as any
democratic party has to do in such circumstan-
ces, but we also accepted what we regard as
its full and logical consequences. In adhering
to the Socialist Group we accept all the
principles laid down at the Congress of the
Socialist Parties of the European Community at
Brussels in June 1971.

The basic principle laid down there, to which
we adhere, is that the common ideals and
concrete objectives of the Socialist Parties of
the Community must be carried into effect with
the most chance of success in the widest pos-
sible European integration.

The changes we feared for our people, fears
which apply to all the economically weak
regions of the European population, would be
greatest if the Community were to remain only
a common market; that is, if the free flow
of capital, goods and labour were not matched
by a growth in centralised democratic political
institutions, placing the consequences of that
free flow under a control responsive to the
needs of the people and with a long-term

regiocnal policy designed to avert the adverse
social consequences which that free flow
threatens for certain parts of Europe.

I referred to the absence of the British Labour
Party from this Parliament as an unfortunate
circumstance. In doing so I did not imply any
criticism of our British comrades, and I reject
and repudiate any such criticisms that have
been made here. We are all, however, affected
by the decision of the British Labour Party,
and we have, therefore, a right to comment
on it as comrades and to express our hopes.
We are affected by that decision because the
enlarged Community is by that decision to a
certain extent tilted towards the Right, with
consequences which all of the poorer sections
of the enlarged Community have every reason
to fear.

The people whom we represent are among those
poorer sections. But so are the people whom
the British Labour Party represents, who are
henceforward affected by decisions made in
Europe and who go unrepresented in this Par-
liament, which with all its weaknesses and
defects, which we acknowledge, still represents
the hopes of a democratic Europe.

The reasons which led the British Labour
Party not to take their seats must be respected
but we have a right to express the hope that
before the year is out they will feel able to
come and join in the work of this Parliament.
Some of us in the Socialist Group going to
London to speak for the Movement de la Gauche
will be expressing that desire fo our comrades
there.

I refer now to the tragic situation in Northern
Ireland. I do not intend to offer any propa-
ganda because there has been propaganda
enough. It is sufficient to say that, through the
entry of the United Kingdom and the Republic
of Ireland into the Community, this terrible
problem which we inherited has become to
some extent your problem too. We hope that
our common membership in the Community
may help. I share the hope expressed in that
respect by Richie Ryan, which is that through the
development of a regional policy the worst-
affected regions may benefit economically.

We also hope that we shall benefit psychologi-
cally from belonging to the Community, We
hope that our common membership may begin
to set old fears at rest and lay what can at the
moment be only the foundations of a peaceful
solution. We hope also that your -collective
wisdom and, above all—certainly in Strasbourg
—your experience in laying old quarrels to rest
may be a resource to us in the future.

(Applause)
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President. — I call Mr Cousté.

Mr Cousté. (F) — Mr President, my dear col-
leagues, in speaking of the economic situation in
the community, Mr Haferkamp yesterday
recalled the basic principles governing the action
of this now enlarged Community. I would like
to base the comments I have to make on two
main themes: the fight against inflation and
monetary problems.

In regard to the first of these themes, we must
emphasise once again, if indeed we need to, the
paramount importance which must be attached
to the fight against inflation and a return to
price stability. In using this expression, I am
merely repeating the actual terms of the final
communique of the Conference held on 19 Octo-
ber in Paris by the Heads of State or Govern-
ment of Member States and Acceding States of
the European Communities.

This is to say that the remarks which we heard
yesterday, particularly from our colleague Sir
Brandon Rhys-Williams, were, like ours, con-
sistent. Indeed this fight is being organised, in
the light of the decisions taken in October by the
Ministers of Finance and Economic Affairs along
lines which have our support and express our
common will, and this objective refers to the
enlarged Community of today.

It is not therefore surprising that within this
common purpose, Governments have adopted
their own measures. It is clear that the decisions
taken in Germany, England and, in December in
France, to mention only three countries, reflect
the cohesion desired by the Ministers of Finance
and Economic Affairs, and that they are also,
as the final communique of the Paris Summit
says, “reflections of the respective situations of
the countries in the enlarged Community.”

Why is this so ? Because we are not integrated.
We have no single policy such as that which was
decreed on 15 August 1971 by President Nixon
for the whole of the United States. We are still
in that transitional stage which requires con-
tinuous concertation of our Community vision
and what the Heads of State and Government
rightly call “the respective situations of the
countries in the enlarged Community.”

Having said which, I would ask the Commission,
and particularly Mr Haferkamp, to keep this
question of monetary cohesion in the Com-
munity constantly in mind, because without it
the solidarity established with so much difficulty
in trade and the movement of labour, and also
at monetary level, may founder because of the
differences, already visible, between the various
national plans for fighting inflation, in which
case, in contrast to the Americans, who by the

measures of August 1972 have contrived to halt
the rise in prices and reorganise their economy,
we would meet with defeat.

As for monetary problems, they are extremely
important in the actual context of the Com-
munity solidarity which we are trying to esta-
blish. They are so important that the States have
already adopted agreements in this connection—
on 21 March 1972 in Basle. When one is a mem-
ber of a Community, the first priority is to
adhere to such agreements.

In order to narrow parity bands, it is first neces-
sary to fix parities, and as the Summit recalled:
“.....parities that are fixed but adjustable between
their currencies constitute a vital basis for the
achievement of union, and the Member States
express their desire to set up, within the Com-
munity, mutual defence and support mechanisms
which will enable Member States to ensure their
observance.”

I have read the whole of this sentence because
it contains two basic concepts.

Firstly, the necessity for a fixed parity. I would
like to address my British colleagues and say
that their Government must agree to return to a
fixed parity of the pound in relation to the other
currencies. There is no possibility of common
agricultural, regional or social development
policies if one country follows an ‘individual and
sovereign’ policy in the monetary field. This
must be clearly understood. It has been clearly
stated by persons more qualified than myself.

We had hoped for this gesture from England,

which could have been a sign on the first of

January of that community of monetary interest
promising the prosperous monetary area which
we wish to establish. We are therefore disap-
pointed and we say so.

But at the same time we would add that, in
accordance with the guidelines laid down by the
Heads of State or Government and, on 30 and
31 October, by the Ministers of Finance and
Economic Affairs, there is also mutual support.

We quite understand that any Member State
may, because of a combination of circumstances,
have its plans affected by financial difficulties
and be compelled to reassess the value of its
currency in relation to others. But the Com-
munity stands not only for obligations, but for
the opportunity to follow a common policy
together. It is precisely to defend this mutual
support that I am speaking today, to say to the
Commission that it must take initiative in this
field, so that the problem, which today involves
the pound sterling but tomorrow may involve
the franc or another currency, is never dealt
with from the strictly nationalistic viewpoint of
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one country which seeks, quite understandably,
to ensure social progress and the development of
its economic policy.

On the contrary, the solidarity planned must be
the subject of genuine proposals by the Commis-
sion, and decisions by the Council, with a view
to implementation by the Community, thereby
ensuring, beyond the official document marking
the establishment of the European Fund for
Monetary Cooperation which as we know is
planned for 1 April, that the mechanisms of
monetary solidarity and the prospects for estab-
lishing a FEuropean monetary and economic
area are not hindered by difficulties which can-
not be finally solved in the near future by the
Commission, for this would be a very serious
matter. If I understood Mr Haferkamp’s com-
ments correctly, this is in fact the intention of
the Commission.

My purpose in speaking is to ensure that there
is no misunderstanding amongst the delegates
here, and that we shall all, with the same objec-
tives in mind, be able to call upon the mechan-
isms of solidarity and the most normal and
useful methods for creating this prosperous
monetary area.

This is an even greater duty for Europe inas-
much as we are now faced with the need to
reconstruct the international monetary system
and re-establish a fair and lasting monetary
order, not only for the prosperity of the Europe
of the Nine, but for that of the whole of Europe,
since there now arises the problem of the links
between our Europe and Eastern Europe, in the
context of the Conference on Security and Co-
operation. We must also, when we think about
reforming the international monetary system,
take into consideration the very important
problems involved in defending the interests of
the developing countries through our own pros-
perity.

The purpose of these few comments has been not
only to help to throw light on the debate, but
also to show that our common will is expressed
not only through noble words, but through
mechanisms that are difficult to master. These
are the mechanisms of economic prosperity,
certainly, but they must be aimed at social
progress.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR HABIB DELONCLE
(Vice-President)

President. — I call Mr Petersen.

Mr Helveg Petersen. — (DK) Mr President,
Ladies and Gentlemen.

Many of the speakers have assessed the new
situation which has arisen as a result of the
enlargement of the Parliament and some have
expressed—and vigorously, too—the hope that
a new dynamism will develop. Obviously we
newcomers have listened to these comments with
great interest and we are wondering what con-
tribution we can make. Perhaps, just because
we are inexperienced in this work, we may be
able to raise a number of questions which will
open up new viewpoints.

I myself would like to make a few comments,
Mr President, arising out of Mr Haferkamp’s
report, but also connected with many of the
other statements we have heard. Mr Haferkamp
has told us about the expected economic growth
in the EEC countries in 1973, the inflation from
which all the countries are suffering, the experi-
ments with regard to incomes policies and the
employment situation. We were told that the
Commission was preparing proposals for the
revision of customs restrictions and that pro-
posals for the first step towards economic and
monetary union would be worked out. We have
been given information about regional policy and
social development in association with the eco-
nomic policy.

Now, Mr President, having heard this report and
compared it with other speeches yesterday, and
in particular with the resolution from the Paris
Summit Meeting, I can see, intimately linked
with economic policy, a broad field of general
problems facing the Community, which it is up
to us here in Parliament to discuss.

I have no concrete proposals for resolutions, but
I would suggest that the Commission, taking the
resolution of the Paris Summit as a basis, should
place before the European Parliament as quickly
as possible a kind of working programme of the
ideas the Commission has evolved as to methods
of trying to resolve the problems put forward
at the Summit Meeting. I think it would be
valuable for both parties to have exploratory
discussions before concrete proposals are made.
I think that a procedure of this type would have
a stimulating effect in several ways.

It would be satisfactory for the Parliament to be
given an opportunity to express its opinions, so
that they can be taken into account in the final
version of the proposals. It is also important for
the Commission to know how the parliamen-
tarians, who have and should have a precise
knowledge of conditions in their own countries,
see these problems.

Other valuable results would also stem from a
process of cooperation of this kind. It would be
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possible for us in the European Parliament to
involve our colleages in our national Parliaments
in the deliberations. This in turn will mean
improved contact with national Governments.
I think that broader cooperation of this sort
between the parties involved will ensure more
meaningful results and will produce good debates
at an earlier stage in the proceedings, which will
be a great advantage.

Closer cooperation of this nature would corres-
pond exactly with what was put forward by the
Presidents of the national Parliaments in the
communiqué of 15 January. The communiqué
calls upon us to establish closer cooperation
between the parliaments of Europe and the Euro-
pean Parliament. The communiqué speaks of a
whole series of initiatives, including the organi-
sation of a European parliamentary conference
with a view to cooperation between national
committees in the European Parliament. It is
suggested that the whole question of information
should be tackled. This is tremendously impor-
tant. We must realise that we are missing out on
this activity in the highest possible degree. It is
vital for us to be able to make sure that our
countries are properly informed as to what is
going on within the Communities’ institutions.
There are great gaps here. The European Par-
liament can make a contribution here.

It is obvious that the subjects of these debates
to be held at the instigation of the Commission
will often be general in character, but isn’t this
necessary, if we want to deal seriously with the
questions raised by the Paris Summit ?

The resolution from the Paris meeting states that
economic expansion alone is not enough. The
first goal of economic expansion, they say, must
be to reduce the disparity of living standards.
This must take place with the cooperation of all
the national partners and must result in the
improvement of the quality of life. This must be
seen, the resolution continues, not only in the
standard of living, but in the actual quality of
life. What is meant by these concepts ? What do
people understand by the concept of the quality
of life ? Should this concept be interpreted as a
sort of alternative to economic growth ?

As far as I can see, Mr President, we are coming
close to the debate initiated by Sicco Mansholt
in his open letter of Februay 1972, which has
been raised by a number of scientists the world
over, people who have long been writing and
talking about the dangers threatening mankind.
Pollution, over-consumption of resources, the
population explosion, the poverty of the develop-
ing countries, rearmament, problems which
individually seem extraordinarily complex and
together are almost insoluble.

In my view it is necessary for the debates on
these fundamental problems to be conducted
here in this House, and what has emerged from
the Summit Meeting in Paris is a challenge to
the Commission, to Parliament and to all the
institutions of the Community.

It was emphasised yesterday that as the
strongest economic partnership in the world,
the Community has a very special responsibility.
If we are going to live up to these demands in
relation to the country we come from, then a
special responsibility and a whole series of
special tasks devolve on this Parliament. I
believe, Mr President, that many people hope
that the enlarged Community will live up to
these demands and these expectations. I believe
that despite the weaknesses which may flow
from the Parliament’s legal position in the Com-
munity as a whole, it is possible for the Parlia-
ment to act. I believe that Parliament can
exercise a really central influence, but this
means that we have to be receptive to new
initiatives, as Mr Kirk said yesterday. I hope,
Mr President, that we will have the necessary
means and will to take these initiatives.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, Chairman of the Economic Affairs
Committee (D). — Mr President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, I should like to propose formally
that the Commission’s statement, as presented
by Vice-President Haferkamp, be referred to
the Economic Affairs Committee, in. accordance
with established practice. I should like to draw
particular attention to this and to inform our
new colleagues from the recently joined coun-
tries that the Economic Affairs Committee and
its members have noted Mr Haferkamp’s remarks
with special interest and will find them valuable
in their discussions. Further, I would ask that
the representatives of the new Member States
should assist in the work of the Economic Affairs
Committee by basing their cooperation on a
study of all the statements which have been
made in this Parliament since the report on the
Economic and Monetary Union at the end of
1970 on matters of trade-cycle policy, monetary
policy, regional policy and on all related matters.

May I point out that this Parliament and the
European Economic Communities, despite the
enlargement which we all welcome, is not start-
ing from scratch, but that we have arrived at
a definite stage in our development, the results
of which are accepted by our new Members. We
hope that these new members, as well as the
original members, will be able to treat all that
has been achieved so far by the Parliament in
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matters which particularly concern them with
the same concentration as hitherto, or, better
still, with increased concentration, thus rein-
forcing the position of Parliament vis-a-vis the
other institutions of the Community, ie. the
Council and the Commission.

I do not really wish to say any more, because
we shall have to conduct the debate on the
subject, after the thorough preparations made
by the Economic Affairs Committee, at its next
sitting in February. I think that the Commission
might then perhaps take the opportunity to state
its own position after taking due note of the
comments made on Mr Haferkamp’s oral report.

I should, however, like to remind the Commis-
sion of one thing. As we have repeatedly pointed
out, the Economic Affairs Committee expects
that at the meeting on 1-2 February the Com-
mission will again make a statement on what
we have called a “European law to promote
stability, growth, full employment and extra-
economic equilibrium.” This, if we are correctly
informed, is being dealt with in the Commission
in the form of a directive or of guidelines. This
is part of the game if we want to achieve the
full Community policy which has been called
for in the debate. The fact is that it will no
longer be possible for the different national
media to solve all the problems which we shall
have to solve in the context of the debate on
the economic developement of the Community.

I merely wished to draw attention to these few
points without prolonging the debate. We shall
have ample opportunity to do this in four weeks
time and I think we should then make the
necessary time.

May I just add one more comment. The Com-
munity has now been enlarged and, as I have
said, we all welcome this. As a result, however,
some questions which we have so far dealt
with alone have been modified, both quantitively

and qualitatively. We fully realize this. On the -

other hand, we should remember that we are
in the final year of Stage One of Economic and

Monetary Union, and in the first year of the

transition period for the newly joined members.
We shall have to examine, from this angle
especially, what measures this House should
propose to the Council or the Commission con-
cerning future economic developments and all
the related problems.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Haferkamp.

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-president of the Commis-
sion of the European Communities (D). — Mr
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, you will

appreciate that I should be very glad to go into
a number of questions which have been men-
tioned in the economic context. I should,
however, prefer not to do so, since it is getting
late and we shall be continuing the debate on
economic problems at the February part-session.
As the Chairman of the Economic Affairs Com-
mittee has just said, we can prepare the ground
in this committee.

Mr President, I think there will be an
opportunity to deal with the other politically
important questions raised in this debate, which
are not strictly economic in nature, during the
debate on the Commission’s work programme in
the February part-session.

One further comment on Mr Lange’s speech.
Certainly I shall be glad to report on the state
of our thinking on the matter he refers to at the
sitting on 1—2 February: Growth and stability.

Mr President, I should like in conclusion to thank
most sincerely all those who have made
criticisms and put forward suggestions in this
debate.

(Applause)

President. — The House will no doubt wish to
refer the statement by the Commission of the
European Communities on the economic situa-
tion to its Economic Affairs Committee.

Are there any objections?

It is so resolved.

6. Establishment of Community network for
storage of radioactive waste

President. — The next item on the agenda is a
debate on the interim report by Mr Ballardini,
drawn up on behalf of the Committee on Energy,
Research and Atomic Problems, on the establish-
ment of a Community network for the definitive
storage of radioactive waste (Doc. 217/72).

I call Mr Ballardini who has asked to present
his report.

Mr Ballardini, rapporteur (I). — Mr President,
colleagues, our discussions often relate fo mat-
ters which show wide variations in the length
of the fruition-period involved. Unlike the
debates which take place in national Parlia-
ments, where these throw a light on subjects
which are strongly characterized by their
topicality, we often here have a feeling of
being protagonists in processes which come to
fruition somewhat slowly. That is inevitable,
since reconstituting the old Europe, of nation
States as a united entity is a task which by com-
parison with our lifetimes is certainly not short.
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Nevertheless, if it is true that our goals are not
just around the corner, the pursuit of them is
not an abstraction, now that we know from
experience that we shall achieve these goals
precisely by dint of the patient, practical, maybe
modest efforts which we will make day by day,
or that otherwise we will not achieve them.

The problem that the Committee on Energy,
Research and Atomic Problems is today sub-
mitting to the European Parliament is no dif-
ferent from others in this respect. The Commit-
tee wishes to submit to the European Parliament
a proposal under which Parliament, which is
the most direct expression of the will and
interests of those 250,000,000 men and women
who today constitute the European Community,
would call the attention of public opinion, and
of the Governments and institutions of the Com-
munity, to a serious matter which, without wish-
ing to evoke biblical visions of future
catastrophes, is nevertheless of a nature which
merits our thoughtful and far-sighted initiative.

Humanity cannot renounce the utilisation of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. On this
point it seems to me that there is no room for
doubt; but we cannot forget that nuclear
reactors, in proportion to the energy produced,
also result in the formation of radioactive waste
which retains its capacity to pollute over many
decades. As long as nuclear activity remained
limited, as is the case today, the problem was not
a serious one since it was easy and simple to
neutralize the danger represented by this residual
radioactive waste. But now that it can easily be
foreseen that the development of nuclear
research and of the industrial utilization of
nuclear energy will expand significantly, as has
indeed been forecast in this Parliament, it is
also our duty to anticipate that this radioactive
waste will accumulate in proportion.

Approximate estimates made by the experts,
but nonetheless accurate ones, predict that the
amount of radioactive waste of low and medium
activitly will reach some 30,000 cubic metres
annually in 1980, about 83,000 cubic metres in
1990, and about 167,000 cubic metres annually
by the year 2000. Attention should be paid to
the high progression in the annual increases, as
this indicates a growing accumulation of waste
which will exceed 225,000 cubic metres by 1980,
780,000 cubic metres by 1990, and in the year
2000 will reach the impressive figure of 2 mil-
lion cubic metres.

These facts suffice to give an exact idea of the
appalling danger that could threaten the popula-
tions of our continent within the brief span of
one generation.

On the basis of these data, some may come to
the conclusion that a discussion of this problem
today may be a little premature. But this is
not the case, Ladies and Gentlemen, seeing that
the measures which would have to be adopted
to ward off this danger are such as to prohibit
any immediate request for their implementation.
There are in fact many technical difficulties to
be overcome. The technical experts have not
decided the most suitable method of storing
these radioactive wastes. Any such method must
satisfy a double need; the need to do this at the
lowest possible cost, and the need to make
maximum provision for the safety of the public.
There are also enormous difficulties as regards
specifying the zones or regions in our continent
where these centres for the final storage of
radioactive waste would be located. This dif-
ficulty is rendered even more acute by the
typical characteristics of our continent, so
densely populated. Then there are difficulties
of a psychological nature to be overcome, deriv-
ing from the fact that the populations are firmly
opposed to accepting that these centres for the
disposal of radicactive waste should be located
in proximity to where they themselves live.

In any event, from a first examination of this
series of difficulties it has been possible to draw
some initial provisional conclusions. It will be
necessary to try to limit, to reduce to the
indispensable minimum, the number of these
deposits of radioactive waste, and anyhow to
avoid the situation where every country in our
continent finds itself obliged to house one or
more deposits within the borders of its own
territory. On the basis of an analysis of where
the centres which produce this radioactive waste
are located, it is possible to arrive at a plan
envisaging the expediency of simultaneous use
of the same deposit by more than one country.
Starting from these first provisional conclusions,
the European Parliament’s Committee on Energy,
Research and Atomic Problems feels that the
moment has come for the Community as a whole
to take an initial step towards dealing with this
problem, and such is in particular the content
of the resolution which it is my duty to present
in the name of the Committee on Energy,
Research and Atomic Problems of the European
Parliament.

In particular, after the discussion which took
place in the presence of the Commission of the
European Community, the Committee has con-
cluded that it is appropriate to suggest as a
practical method of solving this problem, the
creation of an enterprise representing the Com-
munity as a whole. The characteristics of such
a body, as sketched out in the discussion in
progress on the functions of Community institu-
tions, seem calculated to be the best way of
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guaranteeing the provision of the economic
resources for the preparation of the service, for
organizing it and for running the service itself,
and at the same time for maintaining those
relationships required for international col-
laboration outside the Community as well, which
are indispensable when dealing with this
problem.

The Committee has naturally considered the
problem of establishing whether the European
Community has powers to act in this sector;
whether, that is to say, there exists a legal basis
for an initiative of this character. The conclusion
is that there is undoubtedly a legal basis for
justifying action by the Community in this
sector, as is indicated in the written report made
available to my honourable colleagues. At the
suggestion of the Chairman of the Committee on
Energy, Research and Atomic Problems, the
Committee itself has considered it necessary to
sound out the real political wishes of the govern-
ments of the six Member States. This was done
because at the time when the problem was
discussed by the Committee, the enlargement of
the Community had not yet taken place. For this
reason, the Committee decided to clarify the
intentions of the Governments of the member
countries by means of questionnaires submitted
to the national Parliaments.

The Italian Government has until now not yet
indicated its opinion on this subject. The
persistent silence of the Italian Government on
this matter has caused me embarrassment; an
embarrassment due to the indecision in which
I have found myself, not knowing whether to
attribute this persistent silence to the
insensibility of the Italian Government to the
problems of Europe, or to its indifference
towards the problem of the public safety of its
citizens. I believe that I shall finally resolve my
embarrassment by attributing the cause of this
silence to equal insensibility to both.

The French Government, on the other hand,
replied promptly to the questionnaire presented
by a member of our Committee, but it must be
said with due frankness that the reply was
negative. In its reply, the French Government
set out its view that national initiatives are
adequate and more suitable for solving the
serious problem confronting us, and suggested
that in the event of international collaboration
being necessary recourse should be had to those
international organisations which already
operate in this field, unlike the Community;
leaving the Community with merely the role of
assisting by supplying useful information.

I think that if we had to compare the attitudes
of these two governments, the persistent silence

of the Italian Government and the reply of the
French Government couched in these terms, we
could conclude in spite of everything that in
some cases it is quite true that silence is golden.
Fortunately, however, the other governments
have replied and in general have all, with
greater or less enthusiasm, declared their sup-
port for the initiative that the Committee is
today submitting to the European Parliament.
Each of these Governments is of course asking
that the technical aspects of the problem be
further studied, and in particular that detailed
proposals be formulated; and each of them
reserves its own final decision until the time
when the detailed proposals have been drawn
up.

At this point the Committee considered that it
should submit this initiative in plenary session,
as a stimulating, interlocutory project for
transfer according to the formalities which I
have already described, to the Commission of
the European Community; the latter has already
examined these problems in the past, and is now
in a position, with the vote of the European
Parliament behind it, to proceed with the studies,
to test the reactions of the Governments of the
countries which are now new members of the
Community, and to draw up precise proposals on
this subject.

I trust, Mr President, that the House will
approve the resolution moved by the Committee
on Energy Research and Atomic Problems, con-
vinced as I am that it is our duty to give
thought in good time to all the measures neces-
sary to preserve our peoples from the terrible
peril which will hang over their future at no
distant date.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Vandewiele, draftsman
for the opinion of the Committee on Social
Affairs and Health Protection.

Mr Vandewiele, draftsman for the opinion. —
(N) Mr President, as draftsman for the opinion
of the Committee on Social Affairs and Health
Protection it is now my turn to request special
attention for the important and, in some respects
alarming, report by our distinguished colleague,
Mr Ballardini. The draft resolution in this report
voices, and rightly so, a growing concern about
the harmful effects on health which may result
from delaying too long the measures needed to
obviate any possible danger of contamination.

A network of storage areas for radioactive waste
should be set up as soon as possible by joint
action of the Member States. The Committee
on Social Affairs and Health Protection there-
fore supports the arguments put forward by the
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Committee on Energy, Research and Atomic
Problems on the need for a sound Community
network of storage areas. Radioactive wastes are
likely to increase by 50%0 to 100%o within the
next decade. I will not enlarge upon this matter
because it is fully covered in Mr Ballardini’s
report. To minimize health hazards and control
costs, the wastes should be collected at as few
storage areas as possible.

Setting up a network of storage areas is very
much an action in keeping with the conservation
of the environment as it will promote research
in this field. It is imperative to ensure that
harmiful materials are collected and supervised
at accurately determined sites.

May I, as a Belgian Member of Parliament,
draw you attention to recent occurrences in
Belgium. Some clandestine storage areas for
waste were discovered there, used by neigh-
bouring countries as well. Even the Government
was surprised at the time at the significance of
these facts. Mr Ballardini has pointed out that
the small countries in particular are pressing
for action. Let this be an incentive for Parlia-
ment and Council to consider these measures
now with due haste.

The Committee on Social Affairs and Health
Protection stresses that guaranteeing maximum
safety is an essential condition for the setting
up of these storage areas. Radioactive wastes
will therefore have to be stored at a few care-
fully chosen and controlled sites. Presumably no
country will volunteer for this. The choice of
future storage areas poses a very difficult prob-
lem. Our Committee debates have revealed
that there is still uncertainty about—among
other things—underground storage and—what
is perhaps already taking place—dumping at sea.
There are still technical problems here requir-
ing further investigation, but we urge haste.

It goes without saying that sparsely populated
areas should be given priority, even if this is
a debatable choice. As population increases, so
do the costs of biological protection. Then the
characteristics of underground storage areas
require examination. Current investigations lead
some, for instance, to prefer saltmines situated
as deeply as possible under the surface. Accord-
ing to the Committee’s information, disused
coalmines do not normally qualify as the danger
of water seepage will remain. In the case of
waste storage above ground it depends upon
the composition of the upper layer of soil as to
whether radioactive materials seeping through
can be contained or may enter the food chain.

Mr President, the Community network of
storage areas for radioactive wastes sought by
the Committee constitutes an important contri-
bution to a common policy on environmental

hygiene. In this connection we would refer once
more to the draft resolution drawn up by Mr
Jahn in 1972 concerning the first communication
by the Commission on the Community’s policy
in regard to the environnement. In this resolu-
tion Commission and Council are requested “in
drafting Community legal provisions for the
maintenance or restoration of a healthy envion-
ment to give due attention to the harmonization
of these provisions with a view to their rigour,
the method of financing the measures, the
control of observance of the provisions and
sanctions in case of violation”. We also thought
the foundation of a European institute for the
environment to be a necessity, “since”—I
quote Mr Jahn’s resolution—“the duties appro-
priate to this institute, that is to say coordination
of investigation and studies in the field of the
protection of the environment at Community
level must be taken up with alacrity.”

Mr President, the Committee on Social Affairs
and Health Protection stresses, as do the rap-
porteur and the Committee on Energy, Research
and Atomic Problems, the need to set up in
the coming years a Community network of
storage areas for radioactive wastes. In doing
so, however, the aim must be maximum safety
and man, flora and fauna must be safeguarded
against injury by radiation. The setting up of
a Community network will presumably not
involve actual storage immediately, as insuf-
ficient experience has been gained and impor-
tant investigations in this field are still being
conducted. The Commission is requested to
submit the relevant proposals to the Council
as soon as possible.

President. — I call Mr Springorum to speak for
the Christian Democratic Group.

Mr Springorum. — (D) Mr President, Ladies
and gentlemen, on behalf of my political group I
should like to thank the two rapporteurs very
cordially for their work. They have dealt with
a subject which is normally outside the field
of politics.

We are considering an interim report. The Com-
mittee on Energy, Research and Atomic Prob-
lems feels that we can take up this subject only
when the Commission has provided the Coun-
cil and Parliament with the relevant material.
We are of the opinion that, now that the Com-
munity has been enlarged, this very important
problem must receive further attention and in
no circumstances be forgotten.

The possibility of the use of nuclear fission for
peaceful purposes, in particular for the pro-
duction of energy, would appear to have solved
many human problems. We should, however, not
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overlook the fact that the production of energy
by nuclear fission in no way solves all the prob-
lems. I constantly admire the courage of the
power producers, who seek fo plan and to
construct new atomic power plants in all areas
of the world whatever the density, without
apparently realizing that some time, some-
where, there must be a limit to the load-
carrying capacity which cannot be exceeded.
The aim should be never to reach this limit of
the bearable.

The main problem is still the human capacity
to withstand radio-activity and the ionizing rays
in the atmosphere. Even if the contribution
made by nuclear power plants is only small,
even here there is a limit. Let us remember
that there are radio-active substances with a
radio-active half-life of up to thousands of mil-
lions of years. Even if their proportion is small,
it nevertheless exists. According to American
estimates, by the year 2000 radio-activity in
their country will have increased by 7%. This
would appear very low, but, if we calculate
exponentially by the Meadow method, we can
all imagine by what time this limit will have
been exceeded. The risk of the point of no
return might then be quite serious for all of
us.

The second problem is waste heat. It happens to
be a characteristic of nuclear power plants that
more waste heat needs to be destroyed than
in conventional power stations. Even so, this
plus is in the region of 32-35%. The fears of,
for example, the inhabitants of the Rhine Valley
caused by the construction of a concentration of
atomic power stations, owing to possible reper-
cussions on climatic development, certainly
cannot be dismissed. I have just had a letter
from this area concerning the Fessenheim power
station, which claims that the fears of the
Fessenheim population would be allayed by the
fact that, in the event of an atomic accident at
the power plant, the radioactive fallout would
be carried by the prevailing west winds across
the “Land” frontier and that therefore there
was less risk.

There is also a whole series of other problems
which have not yet been solved. To take one
example—the event of a belligerent confronta-
tion. It is claimed in responsible quarters that,
in the event of a load of ‘that nature, atomic
plants would have to be closed down until it
had been established beyond doubt that atomic
plants on either side would not be attacked. Or
take another case—action by terrorists. We are
told that, theoretically, nuclear power plants are
sufficiently protected against entry by unautho-
rized persons to ensure that nothing will
happen. Of course, terrorists are not authorized
persons, but I doubt whether they would be

very much concerned whether there was a
notice up saying: “No entry by unauthorized
persons.”

The third problem—the subject of our report
today—is the removal of atomic waste and
radioactive refuse. This problem is not yet
recognized politically, though it is recognized
scientifically, fo a sufficient extent. The
Americans have recently calculated that in
20 to 25 years the annual storage area will
cover 65 square kilometres. Today an area of
that magnitude defies the imagination. There-
fore, your Committee must ensure that the
necessary psychological, material and technical
precautions are taken as soon as possible. The
time to begin is now.

The rapporteur, Mr Ballardini, mentioned that
we have consulted all other member Govern-
ments on this matter. I should like most
definitely to recommend this procedure to the
European Parliament in other contexts as well,
since, as delegates of our national Parliaments at
the same time, we have this right of question
vis-a-vis these Governments, and can bring
up there questions which concern Europe. It will
thus be possible to take these European
questions out of the hands of the bureaucrats
and place them before the politicians, some of
whom do not even know what Article 235
contains and therefore can hardly make any
contribution.

The basis of any such measure by the Commis-
sion would be Article 203 of the Atomic Agree-
ment, the substance of which is the same as that
of Article 235 of the EEC Agreement. If this
article means anything at all, it certainly does in
this case. And for us it would be of great
interest to know whether a member country
would reject recognition of Article 203 on the
common storage of waste materials. What
nonsense it would be for atomic power plants
on both sides of the Rhine to transport their
waste to the Pyrenees or to Schleswig-Holstein.
This shows how much thought is necessary.

Mr Ballardini mentioned the French Govern-
ment’s reply. I believe that, despite the apparent
rejection, the French reply contained something
positive, in that it indicates that the Govern-
ment will await the Commission’s proposals, and
only then announce its attitude. In view of this
reply from Paris, the Commission ought to feel
itself impelled to take some action.

The Christian Democratic Group fully supports
the resolution and asks the Commission to take
active steps in this direction. We are convinced
that the European Parliament will always
support the Commission in so doing.

(Applause)
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President. — I call Lord Bessborough.

Lord Bessborough. — (F) Mr President, speak-
ing in the European Parliament for the first
time, I should have preferred to speak my
mother tongue, that is the language of my
mother, But it appears that this would be
somewhat confusing. I would ask you, therefore,
to accept my speaking in the language of my
native country.

(Speaker continued in English)

I listened to Mr Ballardini with the greatest
possible interest, and I congratulate him warmly
on the way in which he has presented his report.
I was also most interested in what Mr Springo-
rum and others have said. Like Mr Ballardini,
I am no prophet of doom in this, but I recognise
that very serious problems arise. It was only the
day before yesterday that this motion came into
my hands. It has not been looked at by any of
our experts in London.

While I must emphasise that I have not been
able fully to consult those most concerned with
these questions in the United Kingdom, I say, as
a former Minister who dealt with these matters,
that I view it very favourably. If any amend-
ments are subsequently considered desirable by
the United Kingdom, they can perhaps be intro-
duced when the motion goes to the Commission
and later to the Council of Ministers.

I was glad to hear that this question would be
kept on the agenda of the Committee on
Energy, Research and Atomic Problems be-
cause I hope to sit on that Committee. I
have not yet had an opportunity to discuss mat-
ters with members of the Committee or with
Mr Ballardini or Mr Springorum. I would wel-
come such a discussion. Meanwhile, I view this
motion favourably, with certain provisos to
which I shall come.

I did not know until Mr Ballardini spoke that
there had been a certain reluctance on the part
of the French and Italian Governments to accept
the motion. The plan to set up a network of
storage areas is sensible. I understand that in
November 1972—I do not think that this has
been mentioned so far—an expert panel con-
vened by the International Atomic Energy
Agency in Vienna agreed that the present tech-
niques for conditioning and storage of this waste
were entirely satisfactory for the protection of
the human environment within the next few
decades. It also agreed that additional study was
required to provide the most effective system
for the isolation of this waste in the long term.

Mr Ballardini mentioned some interesting figures
which give an idea of the growing scope of this
problem. In Great Britain we have considerable

experience in this matter and believe that our
safety measures are second to none. At present
most of the wastes with long half-lives arise
through chemical separation and fuel reprocess-
ing. For the commercial power programme in
Britain only one site is involved and that is at
Windscale, Cumberland. It is the British practice
to concentrate on this site all the materials
requiring long-term storage.

The United Kingdom is closely associated with
the international bodies and with individual
nations on matters of radioactive waste
management. We played an important part in the
joint IAEA/OECD conference in Paris last
November. We have in Britain a firm which is
called British Nuclear Fuels Limited. This firm
exports fuel for reactors in Italy and the Nether-
lands. It does reprocessing of fuel for Italy and
the Federal Republic of Germany. It converts
uranium concentrate for several plants in Ger-
many and Belgium and provides fuel elements
and reprocesses fuel for testing reactors in
Germany and Denmark. Of course, British activi-
ties are not solely confined to the EEC. We
provide nuclear fuel for Japan and reprocess
fuel for Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and Japan.
We convert uranium concentrate for many plants
in Australia, Spain, Switzerland, Japan and the
United States, and we also provide fuel elements
or reprocess fuel for materials testing and experi-
mental reactors in many countries throughout
the world from Canada and Australia to Greece
and Israel, to mention only a few.

A significant situation has now arisen in so far
as all three partners—that is, West Germany,
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom—who
are now involved in the centrifuge process for
enriching uranium are now within the EEC, and
with our entry there is now a second nation
within the Community with major knowledge
and experience in diffusion technology. Above
all, may I say that the plutonium stocks of the
Community have been more than doubled by our
entry and that the nuclear fuel plants of the
company that I mentioned, British Nuclear Fuels
Limited, are approximately equal to the total
capacity of the original Six members of the
Community.

Therefore, it will be seen that Britain has a very
considerable contribution to make in implement-
ing the kind of programme set out in Mr Ballar-
dini’s motion of the Committee for Energy,
Research and Atomic Problems and although, as
I say, I have not yet had an opportunity of
discussing the matter with him, I hope that this
question will be kept on the agenda and that
we will discuss it before or after that Commit-
tee’s next meeting. At all events, I hope we shall
watch the progress of the resolution through the
Commission and the Council.



Sitting of Wednesday, 17 January 1973 65

Lord Bessborough

I was interested to hear the idea of creating
what the interpreter described in English as ‘a
common firm’. This was mentioned by Mr Bal-
lardini. I do not know whether it is necessary
to set up a further organisation. Is it conceivable
that the International Atomic Energy Agency
would be able to undertake this work ? I do not
know, but I am certainly favourably disposed
to the idea that the EEC should have its own
facilities.

We heard also about the European Institute for
the Environment which is planned and this too,
of course, must play a part. Meanwhile, as I say,
I am happy, subject to the provisos that I have
given, to advise my friends in this part of the
Chamber to accept the resolution and thank
Mr Ballardini for having given us so interesting
an account of it.

(Applause)

President. — Since you were kind enough, Lord
Bessborough, to start your speech in my
language, I have the honour to thank you in
yours.

I eall Mr Cifarelli.

Mr Cifarelli. — (I) Mr President, without enter-
ing into the technical aspects of the question, I
will confine my opening remarks to thanking
the rapporteur for his clear exposition, and to
taking note of the interesting statement made
by the Chairman of the Committee on Energy,
Research and Atomic Problems. I regard it as
a favourable omen that this Parliament of ours,
representing a Community of nine countries, has
brought up this problem for discussion im-
mediately after the inaugural debate.

This interim report is the result of the initiative
of the Committee on Energy, which has altered
the normal order of working according to which
it is the Commission which makes proposals
and the Council of Ministers which makes a
decision after having heard the views of the
Parliament, and has taken the step of itself
putting forward this question, with the request
—as Mr Springorum has emphasised among
other things—that a start be made on a policy
for the whole Community, with particular
reference to the legal aspects of Article 203,
or if we prefer it, Article 235 of the EEC Treaty;
and consequently to the aspect foreshadowed
yesterday by Mr Kirk, who stated that Parlia-
ment should assume new powers (a point of
view which I fully share).

And so we here have an example, Parliament
has taken the first step, and we must follow
with courage because the problem is one of
unusual importance. I believe that we should

ask the Commission to make proposals on this
matter, and that if the Commission does not do
so, or if these proposals do not lead to any
concrete solutions, we should exercise the right
that the Treaty confers on us, namely to censure
the Commission, with the legal consequences
that follow from this. )

It seems to me that on these practical points we
should follow up the action we have taken, and
that Parliament’s spirit of imitiative should not
express itself only in legal formulations and
regulations.

There is still a second point that I would like fo
stress. Mr Ballardini the rapporteur has emphas-
ised that the views of the Italian Government
are missing from those expressed by the Govern-
ments consulted by the Committee. Our col-
league Ballardini has sought to explain this. I
do not want to appear here as an apologist,
I want only to lay stress on the action that Mr
Ballardini and myself, together with all the
other Italian parliamentary representatives,
should take.

Here is a chance, a significant instance, for using
the national Parliament to see that this state-
ment of views is forthcoming. I do not believe
that this silence on the part of the Italian
Government arises from insensibility to the
problem or to Europe’s problems, but suppose
that it is connected with perplexity regarding
the technical aspects, and therefore the steps
which should be taken. But this is not the
moment for perplexity. The figures and technical
factors revealed by the rapporteur throw into
even clearer relief the need to act. Rapid
decisions are necessary, for when all is said and
done: “What is Europe? A race against time”.

I would like to add that the position taken by
the French Government, which the rapporteur
has referred to, even if it must be respected,
is not in my view acceptable since the existing
agencies and international organisations are not
adequate. They are inadequate not only because
they are not yet equipped to solve such prob-
lems, but also because, when we are concerned
with radioactive waste, my friends, we must
concern ourselves equally with territorial organ-
isation; that is to say, with the choices that are
going to be made in the territory of the coun-
tries concerned, as regards the planning of
production and economic development.

I would like to refer, in passing, to a question
now arising between Tuscany and Corsica, that
is to say between Italy and France, regarding
contaminative industrial wastes (in this instance
titanium) which are being deposited in the
Tyrrhenian Sea by an Italian industry, and
which is polluting the coast of Corsica after



66 Debates of the European Parliament

Cifarelli

being carried there by the action of the sea
itself.

This is another problem, but it is still an aspect
of this territorial organisation. There cannot by
any modern economy, there cannot be any
effective development without planning, and
planning means selecting the area involved. We
do not, as in the days of the colonial empires,
have territories which can be freely disposed of;
and especially as regards pollution arising out
of production processes, as for example the case
of these radioactive wastes, the localities at
our disposal are extremely scanty and the
inhabitants have great anxieties which the
democratic states should take heed of. We must
therefore encircle this problem in our selections
of territory within the Community. We can and
should have recourse to international regula-
tions. Where possible, we can and should make
use of large international organisations which
exist or which may come into being, but we
should above all be fully informed as to what
the Community wishes to do with its territories,
its production decisions, and therefore the
choices regarding the waste arising from them.
A regional policy is required here, and that is
why we consider that a reply which tries to
refer everything fo the international level is
unsatisfactory.

The Community must deal with these problems
and I would like—by way of conclusion—to
recommend to the Chairman of the Committee
on Energy, Research and Atomic Problems that
having already consulted the Governments, he
should also consult public opinion, and hold
interviews on this subject. If there are inde-
pendent bodies in the various countries, in-
cluding mine, which deal with the conservation
of the environment, nature, and so forth, why
not listen to their opinion?

I in fact consider that all Parliaments should
have frequent contact with public opinion, since
the source of strength is not here, but outside;
not in the wording of treaties, but in the
convictions of the people. I have had an
experience similar to this in the Transport Com-
mittee. We frequently find ourselves facing
problems which lend themselves to a logical
solution, and yet the solutions do not materialize.
I feel that behind these great problems, whether
in the field of transport or of energy, lies the
basic problem of choosing the ground, that is
to say, of the basis of the economic planning.
It is a great battle, and I congratulate the Com-
mittee and their rapporteur Mr Ballardini on
having drawing the attention of Parliament at
this juncture to problems of such intense signifi-
cance.

President. — I call Mr Spinelli, Commissioner
of the European Communities.

Mr Spinelli. — (I) Mr President, I will be brief,
since the addresses, beginning with that of
Mr Ballardini, whom I would like fo thank
in the name of the Commission for the excel-
lent report submitted, make it superfluous for
me to add any argument in support of a cause
which has convinced us all—namely the funda-
mental importance that radioactive waste will
assume in the next decades, and the necessity of
tackling the problem in good time.

The Commission of the European Communities
has not ignored the problem, but has included
questions relating to this waste in the research
programme, and has clearly indicated a num-
ber of steps to be taken for protecting the
environment from pollution by this waste.

Having said that, I am pleased that this Par-
liament has taken up the theme in rather more
general terms which envisage a common
initiative that should take account of the
industrial problems, the conservation of the
environment, the problems of research and so
forth. This plan of action also includes the
necessary participation in all the related inter-
national activites, and makes provision for the
construction of a network within the Commun-
ity which would control the problem of the
utilisation of radioactive waste. The lack of
such a network exposes us to a limitation on
the possible exploitation of nuclear energy and
to rather serious distortions of the competition
between one country and another, or one region
and another.

As is known, at the Paris Summit Conference
the Community institutions, and in particular
the Commission which has a specific mandate to
take the initiative, took on the responsibility of
drawing up programmes related to the environ-
ment, to a policy for industrial research, and
to a policy for energy. When drawing these up,
we must keep in mind the requirements
specified - by Parliament, with which we
associate ourselves in principle. I am certain
that for drafting this programme of action, and
the related proposals, we can count on the
continuing cooperation of Parliament.

Clearly, it is not possible now to follow up
every suggestion immediately, but the Com-
mission considers that the general principles in-
volved are valid, and that they deserve to be
gone into more deeply and developed at a later
date.

Having said which, Mr President, I would like
to give you an assurance that the Commission
will go to work gquickly, and that in drafting
the proposals it counts on the collaboration of
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Parliament. The resistence, reticence or silence
of this or that State was a factor noted before
a certain political event, that is to say before the
Summit Conference; in fact this conference
showed that the various Governments wished,
and were prepared to commit themselves to
making use of all the working tools of the
Community, including Article 235 and the equi-
valent articles in the Euratom and ECSC
Treaties, to give the Community the chance to
implement this policy. We must take the view
that these hesitations have been to a large
degree swept away, as a political attitude. It
is now possible to make progress here, and we
ought to make progress, since otherwise—as Mr
Ballardini has rightly pointed out—we could
quickly reach a point of deadlock at which our
development would either cease or would
continue at the cost of such a deterioration in
living conditions that its suspension would be
regarded as preferable.

President. — I call the rapporteur.

Mr Ballardini. — (I) Mr President, I am speak-
ing only to thank Mr Springorum and my
colleague Mr Vandewiele, who have assisted in
the drafting of this report for what they said, to
thank our friend and colleague Mr Cifarelli for
pledging his support for this initiative in the
warmest possible terms, and to offer my special
thanks fo our colleague Lord Bessborough
whose support for the action proposed has a
significance that is worth stressing. It shows
that also on the British side—that is to say from
one of the newly-joined States—there is a
marked receptiveness in the attitude to this
problem, which demonstrates that we can make
use of the great experience of Britain to
examine the subject in greater defail.

Mr Spinelli, the Commissioner, has taken in
good part the request made by Parliament, and
we are sure that after the vote on this problem,
Parliament will wish to urge Governments and
the Commission in categoric terms to face their
responsibility for taking the indispensable steps
we advocate as speedily as possible.

President. — Does any one else wish to speak ?
I put to the vote the draft Resolution. The draft
Resolution is adopted.!

Ladies and Gentlemen, we shall adjourn and
the sitting will be resumed at 3 p.m.

The sitting is suspended.

10J No C4 of 14 February 1973.

IN THE CHAIR : MR BERSANI

Vice-President

(The sitting, adjourned at 12.50,
was resumed at 15.05)

President. — The sitting is resumed.

7. Oral Question No 19/72, with debate:
Pranco-Polish Economic Cooperation Agreement

President. — The next item on the agenda is
Oral Question No 19/72, with debate, submitted
by Mr Glinne, for the Socialist Group, to the
Commission of the European Communities on
the Franco-Polish Economic Cooperation Agree-
ment and the holding of consultations as agreed
between the Member States of the EEC on
external trade.

The question has been circulated.

I remind you that pursuant to Rule 47(3) of
the Rules of Procedure, a questioner may speak
to a question for up to twenty minutes and that
after the answer of the institution concerned,
Members wishing to speak may do so for not
more than ten minutes and may speak only
once. At his request the questioner may briefly
comment on the answer given.

I call Mr Kriedemann who has asked to speak
to the question on behalf of Mr Glinne.

Mr Kriedemann. — (D) Mr President, we know
the circumstances in the country of my friend
Mr Glinne which have prevented him from
being with us today. It may be some con-
solation to us that, according to the latest
reports, these problems appear to be very near
to a solution. We shall all hope for the best
results.

In his place I shall table the question, and I
can do so very briefly. We have no special
ulterior thoughts, and the outcome of the
question is unlikely to cause any surprise. In
raising it we wish to draw attention to one
problem only, a problem which is of great
interest to us all. The Commission should have
an opportunity to express its views on the
matter.

If today we make an inventory of all that the
Community has achieved, of what is being done
on a Community basis, we shall not overlook,
since 1 January of this year, the common com-
mercial policy, because after this date it is the
responsibility of the Community to conclude
trade agreements.



68 Debates of the European Parliament

Kriedemann

There are no more bilateral irade agreements,
apart from commercial treaties of a bilateral
nature concluded in accordance with a
resolution of the Council of Ministers, that is
to say a joint arrangement which has enabled
one or other member country to conclude trade
agreements after this date.

There does not appear to be complete
unanimity as to what a common commercial
policy is. The first reaction is always to think
of trade agreements. By now, however, we
know that in a development context conven-
tional trade agreements no longer play the
role they formerly did; instead, there are a
whole series of agreements differing in content
and form, which are undoubtedly commercial in
nature, or at least of considerable material im-
portance for trade and trade policy. The
question then is: Are such arrangements
included as a constituent part of commercial
policy ? We have selected a case of an agree-
ment between a member country and a third
country, which is in the Eastern bloc. It is not a
trade agreement, but a treaty which is explicitly
described as being of importance for the
development of trade between the two parties
to the transaction.

The questions arising out of this will be found
in the form of a reprint. I do not need to read
them out. They may be found on the tables in
all languages.

I shall be interested to hear the Commission’s
comments. I will leave the matter there and
reserve the right to revert to it after the debate
and the Commission’s reply, if we feel that
the question has not been properly clarified.
Be it said that it is not a specifically socialist
problem, but a problem for the Community
as one of the world’s leading trading partners.

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

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities
— (E) May I first say what a great pleasure and
honour it is for me to be speaking here in the
European Parliament for the first time and how
proud I am to be following in the footsteps of
Professor Dahrendorf who did so much in this
area of foreign affairs over the past years. What
a privilege it is for me to follow him in attempt-
ing to make my contribution.

The question as it was tabled by Mr Glinne
referred specifically to the Franco-Polish co-
operation agreement but as Mr Kriedemann
has rightly pointed out this whole subject
concerns to a greater or less extent all the co-

operation agreements signed by all the members
of the Community with the various State-trad-
ing countries.

The Commission’s reply to this question is not,
therefore, confined, as Mr. Kriedemann would
probably wish, to the Franco-Polish agreement
alone. Cooperation agreements of the kind
concluded between France and Poland, extend-
ing to economic, industrial, scientific and techni-
cal cooperation in general, are not explicitly
subject to Community prior consultation proced-
ures as defined in the decisions of 9th October
1961 and December 1969. Nevertheless, the
honourable Member is absolutely right to raise
the question of the link between cooperation
agreements and the implementation of a com-
mon commercial policy towards State-trading
countries. An effective common commercial
policy must cover all aspects of trade policy and
especially those most relevant to the changing
conditions of trade with these countries.

I mention the changing conditions of trade,
because we are now at a stage where the
problems of tariffs or quotas, so important in
days gone by have lost the significance they
once had in our commercial relations with the
countries of Eastern Europe. The emphasis has
now switched to instruments like credit policy
and industrial cooperation as a means of extend-
ing trade.

If we examine the substance of the cooperation
agreements, putting them in the broader context
of East/West détente and the new forms of
East/West economic relations which have
developed in recent years, it is obvious that
there are aspects of these agreements which
relate directly or indirectly to a policy of export
promotion.

Let me make it quite clear to the House that
the new Commission, like its predecessor,
attaches the highest importance to the har-
monious development of trade with State-trading
countries. We also consider that cooperation
agreements are a useful instrument to this end,
in that they provide machinery for improving
knowledge of the requirements and opportuni-
ties in the different markets. They also establish
a framework which encourages private initia-
tives to negotiate and finance cooperation
contracts.

At the Summit Conference Member States
referred to the need to promote a policy of co-
operation founded on reciprocity with the
countries of Eastern Europe. Indeed, the
existence of an enlarged and strengthened Com-
munity should create the opportunities for a
higher degree of cooperation and for a broader
range of possibilities, But the Summit Confer-
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ence also reaffirmed the Community’s declared
aim to follow a common commercial policy
towards these countries. It follows, therefore,
that we should seek to ensure that cooperation
agreements negotiated by individual Member
countries do not run counter to the general
concept of a common commercial policy.

The previous Commission, in its communication
to the Council dated 20 December 1972 on the
position as regards commercial policy towards
the countries of Eastern Europe, showed itself
to be aware of this problem. It stated that
proposals on this matter would be submitted to
the Council during 1973. I readily endorse this
undertaking on behalf of the new Commission.
We shall be working on it in the coming months.
I hope the House will understand that this means
that I am not in a position to be able to go
into detail today, but I hope that I have said
sufficient for the House to appreciate the lines
on which our thoughts are moving.

But I should like to add that I am delighted
that the honourable Member's Question has
given me an early opportunity to address myself
to the important subject of our relations with
the State-trading countries, for there is much
progress to be made and the time is surely right
to concentrate our minds on this. Recent state-
ments by the leaders of these countries make
it clear that they also are rethinking these
problems in the light of the changes taking place
in Europe. Progress will naturally depend not
only on the political resolve of our partners but
also on our own capacity to think out well-
balanced solutions. I wish to assure the House
that the Commission is resolved to play its
proper part in this.

President. — Thank you, Sir Christopher. I
call Mr Baas.

Mr Baas, for the Liberal and Allies Group. —
(N) Mr President, on behalf of the Liberal and
Allies Group I should like to add a few remarks
on the question by Mr Glinne and also on the
remarks made Sir Christopher Soames. Sir
Christopher has made it abundantly clear that
the policy of the previous Commission will be
continued by this one. On the other hand, it is
clear that taking the date of 1 January 1973 as a
starting point and knowing that we must arrive
at a common policy of the Member States, we
should, of course, develop our own ideas on
how we can maintain commercial contacts with
the countries of the Eastern bloc.

In addition to the contacts with the United
States and Japan on the one hand and the
developing countries on the other there will now
also be contacts with the countries of the

Eastern bloc. This, as a third group, will compel
the Community to form, as never before, a
picture of the greath commerecial and political
issues which are behind each commercial
agreement. How can we present these in concrete
form in a Community policy?

The Socialist Group did not press this matter
over the agreement between Poland and France,
but they have taken this opportunity to confront
us with the extremely difficult to answer ques-
tion of how, in ways to which we are unaccust-
omed in the Member States, we can combine
our interests in an agreement. Concepts of
price and delivery have a different meaning in
the context of a relationship with the Eastern
bloc than in our relationships with the United
States or Japan.

How can we defend our common interests
against the countries of Eastern Europe without
being played off against one another by these
countries? That is the question which we must
answer.

We must not appear in Poland and Moscow
shortly with our offers as nine individual states.
We must not pursue our commercial and
industrial interests and offer our know-how
unilaterally. We must not, of course, let the
development of our relations stagnate; business
continues, with or without agreements.

The Community should, however, form a picture
of what it has to do. I am grateful for the way
in which Sir Christopher Soames has put it. He
said that what was originally the essence of
trade agreements has now given way fo credit
policy, industrial cooperation and export-stimul-
ation.

However, as Sir Christopher Soames has intro-
duced these three ideas, it is of course an urgent
requirement for the Community as such to
determine how it should give form to the credit
policy and industrial cooperation, how it should
stimulate exports and the ways in which all
this should be integrated into the Community
policy. This does not, of course, mean that it
would no longer be possible for Member States
to conclude agreements unilaterally. We must
remember that in addition to commercial
interests there are political considerations. The
Community must give form .to its political
interests.

I wish to thank Mr Kriedemann on behalf of the
Liberal Group. I should also like to thank parti-
cularly Sir Christopher Soames. The Liberal
Group would appreciate it if the Commission
would provide us with a working document,
this year, indicating the lines along which it
seeks to combine commercial interests with our
political responsibility towards the countries
behind the Iron Curtain.
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Mr President, I believe that all nine countries
have an interest in correctly balancing the
industrial and commercial interests of the
Community wherever possible. But apart from
this, the separate interests of the Member States
must be set in a framework in which we can
conclude certain agreements. Before 1 January
1973 the Member States were in fact empowered
to conclude commercial agreements. On behalf
of the Liberal Group I should like to ask the
Commission to say along what lines it considers
that commercial interests can be defined in the
near future in regard to the strengthening of
relations between East and West. We think
that there will then be opportunities for
harmonious development, not only for the Com-
munity but also for the countries behind the
Iron Curtain, to the benefit of the peoples.

President. — I call Mr de la Maléne to speak
for the European Democratic Union group.

Mr de la Maléne. — (F) Mr President, Ladies
and Gentlemen. On behalf of my Group I will
make some brief observations on the Oral Ques-
tion put by Mr Glinne.

The first remarks, applicable within the frame-
work of the constitution by which we are
governed, namely the Treaties, relate to our
responsibility in respect of common commercial
policy.

On this point the Treaties are very precise and
stipulate clearly the scope of responsibility of
Community institutions, and consequently the
reciprocal responsibilities of the States and of
the Community.

Many times, within this Parliament and on the
Committee of which I have the honour to be
Chairman, we have been faced with this
problem, because circumstances have changed
a great deal between the time when the Treaty
of Rome was drafted and today. Indeed, com-
mercial policy between States is not expressed
and is not applied in the same way as at the
time of the Treaties which govern us. We
certainly have to acknowledge that nevertheless
that is our law and none of us is entitled to
depart from it, however much we may wish to
do so. It is not for us to criticise one action or
another, because instruments of commercial
policy, which should in some way be adapted to
the Community, are clearly provided for in the
Treaty.

Yet we are bound to recognise that commercial
relations between States are now being estab-
lished in different circumstances than those
which prevailed over them at the time of signa-
ture of the Treaty of Rome. It is necessary to be
aware of this and to endeavour, when negotiating

new treaties, to do so in the light of the realities
of common commercial policy and Community
responsibilities. That, of course, is a consider-
ation which it is easier to state than to put into
practice, because every item is part of a complex
and one could go so far as to say that a cultural
exchange, in the event of its making progress,
will result in an expansion of trade, because one
must at some given stage set a limit. Everybody
knows that nothing is more difficult.

However, we agree we must take care to ensure
that it is not the instruments of common com-
mercial policy but exchanges between our
Community and all countries of the world that
are brought into line with present day condi-
tions.

That is my first observation.

Second observation : the actual purpose of the
question is to some extent irrelevant, because
unquestionably the Agreement referred to is
not subject to criticism. It was submitted to the
Council, as prescribed by the provisions of
December 1969; it was also signed prior to 31
December 1972; finally, it relates to industry,
cooperation and many other spheres. Naturally
it will have consequences in the commercial
sphere; everyone wishes this, as the signatories
do; but under the Treaties it does not fall within
the scope of common commercial policy.

My third observation concerns the State-trading
countries. I regret the reference, on the part of
those who have worded the question, to
COMECON. I believe that our Community is
not concerned with considering that it should
lay down a common policy vis-a-vis COMECON.
That name should be excluded from our
vocabulary. It is not the function of our Com-
munity to give recognition to, or to lend sup-
port to, or to give greater authenticity to, that
commercial body. On the other hand, we should
welcome any intiative from State-trading coun-
tries to make an. approach to the rest of the
world, in particular our Community, regardless
of the existence of that organization for economic
integration which, for my part, I refuse tfo
recognize.

Consequently, I believe that if we are to make
an effort to harmonize the overall system of our
trade with State-trading countries, and if we
are to continue along the lines which we have
already adopted—the Committee of which I
have the honour of being Chairman has
produced a great many reports on trade with
the State-trading countries but there has never
in any way been any reference to COMECON—
there should be no reference by us to that organ-
ization for economic integration, because a
number of the State-trading countries do not
have the benefit of it. We should try and
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provide for a harmonization of relations with
the countries of the East, with the State-trad-
ing countries, but not aim in the terms we use,
as has been specified in the question under
discussion, to harmonize our relations with
COMECON.

On that point I make all possible reservations.
I want a harmonization of our relations with
the State-trading countries; I want the relations
of our various States to be within the framework
of a jointly-determined policy which, as Sir
Christopher Soames, the Commissioner, has so
rightly said, is not incompatible with a common
policy; but above all I would not wish them to
be part of a policy of understanding with that
economic organization which, for my part, I
repeat, I refuse to take into consideration.

Those, Mr President, are the three comments
which I wished to make, which may be summar-
ized as follows:

First, it is necessary to go beyond common com-
mercial policy as provided for by the Treaties.
How? That is difficult because everything
naturally favours commercial policy and it is
indeed necessary to determine a limit, otherwise
we do not know what falls within its scope
and we imagine that the problem is solved when
it is not. Therefore it is necessary to go beyond
what is specified in the Treaty but also to know
where to stop. At this moment, it is true, we
do not know this.

Secondly, the Agreement at issue is not, in it-
self, above criticism.

Thirdly, as regards harmonization of our policy
towards the State-trading countries, I fully
agree with the idea: the Committee on External
Trade Relations has always favoured such
harmonization. On the other hand, I believe that
it would be very reluctant for such
harmonization to be arranged with COMECON.

President. — I call Mr Giraud.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, just a few
words, in order to clarify one or two points in
this debate.

When my friend and colleague Mr Glinne made
the decision to put this question I, in turn, was
prompted to put it to the Foreign Affairs and
National Defence Committee of the French
Senate, and I asked the Minister, Mr Schumann
for his opinion on the question.

In fact, I would not wish Mr de la Maléne or
our colleagues to have any reason to think that
my intervention is a reply to the specific state-
ments just made by Mr de la Maléne, because I
had my name put down before even knowing

whether or not he would address the House.
What I attempted to obtain from the Minister,
Mr Schumann, for my colleague Mr Glinne, was
a precise statement of the policy of the French
Government in this matter. Now, clearly, on the
date when |the Agreement was made, the
French Government was under no obligation
whatsoever to apply a Community policy, for
as has rightly been pointed out, it was not a
commercial agreement but merely a granting
of credits. And Mr Schumann has made it quite
clear that matters of the kind were not yet
within the scope of the Community.

But obviously, as all the speakers have said, in
one way or another the granting of credits, even
if they are not exclusively assigned to trade,
has implications for the volume of trade and
commerce. Consequently; it is fortunate that as
from 1 January 1973 precautions have been
taken for agreements of this kind to come more
or less directly within the scope of our com-
petence.

In conclusion, I would mention that this is one
of the forms of gradual extension of the com-
petence of the Community and of our Parlia-
ment, and without such extension unduly large
sectors would escape our confrol or our know-
ledge.

Finaly, I should like to express special thanks
to Sir Christopher Soames, the Commissioner,
who in his first address showed that the new
Commission, including himself in particular, is
resolved to play the Community game to defend
the interests of all.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Kriedemann.

Mr Kriedemann. — (D) Mr President, I should
like to make a few concluding remarks. I must
first thank Sir Christopher Soames for his reply
and take the opportunity to wish him luck in
his future work.

I hope we all realize to what extent the Com-
munity’s credibility depends on its gaining
respect as a trading partner from all, and
not only from states we refer to for convenien-
ce, as state-trading countries, a trading partner
which is above any suspicion that it is using its
economic power in a manner which could be
described as neo-colonialist. This term is no
longer entirely unknown. It has been clear to
me from the outset that we should not be able
to come to a final decision on this question now
raised by my group, and not be able to go home
with the feeling that all doubts had now been
dispelled. Contrary to any such foolish expecta-
tion, I felt that the subject would continue to
appear on the agenda for some time to come.
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Consequently, the question does not refer, as a
special case, to France because it concerns
France, or to Poland because it concerns Poland
or some other state-trading countiry. Moreover,
I wonder to what extent we in this Community,
if for instance export subsidies are fixed which
are paid from public funds, can claim that it is
not a case of state-trading countiries merely
because a merchant is involved as an inter-
mediary, and he also wants to make his profit.
Are such market economies still free ? But I will
not pursue this matter now.

We hope to be able to discuss this subject in
detail in the Committee on External Trade Rela-
tions, in whose competence it falls, and shall
find a suitable occasion to do so. Moreover, I
would point out that we are concerned not
only with dquestions affecting state-trading
countries. I can well imagine that we shall also
resort to solutions of this kind in dealing with
industrialized countries. The methods and
machinery available for conducting foreign
trade policy would appear to have been ampli-
fied to some extent. Practices previously
unknown are today encountered under the name
of trade policy. This is a very natural process,
for which no provision is made in the agree-
ments.

Agreements are of course the basis of every-
thing we do, but they must not be regarded
purely as obligations which we impose on
ourselves ; we must also note what is not
included, and is therefore not prohibited. If
agreements, whatever their nature, are not to be
a shackle, they must be constantly adjusted to
developments which, fortunately, do occur in
the life and relationships of individuals and
nations. Without this kind of development the
entire system would be in a very sorry state.
Thus we are not prevented by the agreements
from being receptive to new ideas, and this
extends to our relationships with other trading
partners, and I mean not only behind the Iron
Curtain or the state-trading countries. How can
we bring this about?

Mr de la Maléne has reminded us that the Com-
mittee on External Trade Relations takes a
very responsive attitude to such matters. Com-
mon thinking is certain to produce ideas, since
we have a common interest in not deluding
ourselves and not raising obstacles in our path.
Frequently, in the course of our strenuous task,
beset by disappointments of many kinds, we
have sought refuge in the thought that, despite
all difficulties, we have advanced at least one
step forward. But, when morning came, we were
no step forward. In the light of this realization
let us clarify our minds. Have we really a com-
mon trading policy in the full sense of the
word ? This naturally leads to the further

question : Do we really want a common com-
mercial policy in the full sense of the word ? It
would not be the ultimate in Community action
to divide commercial policy according to the
conventional vocabulary and the traditional
methods, and to say that our common com-
mercial policy is represented by trade agree-
ments; it is only these which are still concluded
in common ; anything new will be decided by
each member himself. With hindsight we should
realize too late that hardly any trade agree-
ments in the conventional sense are still
concluded; instead, relations between individual
countries are arranged bilaterally on a totally
different basis. But this would have little to do
with a Community or common commercial
policy.

This whole range of problems will have to be
examined very carefully, and there should be
ample opportunity to do so in the Committee
on External Trade Relations.

The sooner the Committee outlines its views, if
no more, perhaps even as part of the work
programme, the sooner we shall be able to
discuss the entire problem in detail in the
responsible committee.

Allow me, in conclusion, to make one further
comment which concerns us all, i.e. the powers
of the committees. I see certain dangers in
saying that conventional foreign relations policy
is the responsibility of the Commitiee on
External Trade Relations, and that anything in
the nature of development policy, that is to say
economic relations between the Community and
developing countries—and there can be further
dispute about their number, their extent and
their situation—is the concern of some other
committee. Let us consider seriously whether
it would not be most useful to treat everything
connected with economic relations, for whatever
purpose—either to earn money, to help some-
body or to settle a political difficulty—according
to the not entirely unknown formula: “Trade
not Aid”. Admittedly, the Committee on
External Trade Relations would again be solely
responsible.

President. — I call Sir Christopher Soames.

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. —
(E) If I could reply to the interesting points made
by some honourable Members during this brief
debate, first I take very much the point made
by Mr Baas. I should like to take this opportun-
ity, which he gave me, of pointing out that it
is encouraging that in the Community’s general
relations with Eastern Europe the Nine are
preparing to speak with a well coordinated
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voice at Helsinki on a number of issues which
will be coming up at the Security Conference.
This must clearly be developed and reinforced
as the work of that conference unfolds during
the coming months.

The general approach to the problem of trade
arrangements was referred to by Mr Baas, Mr
de la Maléne, Mr Giraud and Mr Kriedemann.
I think we all appreciate, as was demonstrated
by the speeches made, that this is an exception-
ally complicated problem. As Mr de la Maléne
said, we must not rest on those things laid down
in the Treaty at the time when it was drawn
up; telle qu’elle est définie dans le traité.

We must show ourselves to be pragmatic and
demonstrate that the Treaty of Rome and the
Community are alive. The Community must
move with the times. Here is a particular issue
where, when the Treaty of Rome was signed,
there were specific things that were seen at
that time, such as tariffs, quotas and the like,
which were used in relationship with trade
agreements with the East. Those are now things
which are more or less of the past. Time has
passed. We must adapt ourselves to this changed
situation. The Community as a whole has com-
mitted itself to a common commercial policy
with State-trading countries. If it wills the end,
it must be prepared to will the means to that
end. If the means change, the methods must
change. We must be prepared to be pragmatic
in this.

Having said that, do not let us underestimate
the problem involved. There is a white area—
there is no doubt about it—of the responsibil-
ity of the Community as a whole. At the other
extreme there is a black area where individual
countries can make their own individual arrange-
ments with countries in Eastern Europe, and
with which no one would wish fo interfere. But
there is a kind of grey area in between as to
what extent it does or does not have an effect
upon trade policies and upon a common com-
mercial policy.

I would be the last to try to mislead Parliament
into thinking that I saw this as a problem which
is going to be easily resolved by us all. I am
fully aware that it will not be easily resolved.
But I am equally conscious that we must set
about and tackle this problem. I have no doubt
that the Community as a whole and, in partic-
ular, the Council of Ministers are determined
to tackle this problem.

For our part, for the Commission’s part, and in
particular for my part, let me assure the House
that I am at the disposal of the Committee on
External Trade Relations to discuss this matter,
realising the difficulties inherent in this prob-

lem. We shall, together with the Community
as a whole, do our best to resolve the problem;
and the Commission will play its full part in
this process.

(Applause)

President. — Thank you, Sir Christopher, for
these further comments on this important issue.

In conclusion to the debate on Oral Question No.
19/72 I have received no motion for a resolution.

Does any one else wish to speak?
The debate is closed.

8. Resignation of a Member of the European
Parliament

President. — I have received the following let-
ter from Mr Oele, dated 11 January 1973.

States General Geleen, 11 January 1973

Delegations to International Bilderdijklaan 3

Parliamentary Assemblies
Mr A.P. Oele

Mr Walter Behrendt

President of the European Parliament
Centre Européen du Kirchberg
Luxembourg

Dear Mr President and Colleagues,

As a result of my nomination as mayor of Delft
I am resigning from the Second Chamber of the
States General as from 1 February. This brings
to an end my term of office as a Member of the
European Parliament.

This latter consequence in particular makes it
hard for me to take my leave of parliamentary
life. The road to a European democratic system
has proved longer than we supposed at the
beginning of our European journey but my faith
in the future is unshaken.

I thank you personally and the Secretary-
General and all his staff for the support and
friendship I have had in Brussels, Luxembourg,
Strasbourg and elsewhere.

Yours very truly,
A.P. QOele.

Ladies and Gentlemen, Mr Oele has been Chair-
man of the Transport Committee and a member
of the European Parliament since 1965. I am
sure I speak for the whole Parliament in offer-
ing Mr Oele my congratulations on his appoint-
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ment as mayor of the City of Delft and in
expressing our regret that we must forego his
invaluable cooperation and wide-ranging expe-
rience at such an important juncture in our
Community life.

I am sure that in carrying out his new duties
Mr Oele will remain equally loyal to the Euro-
pean ideal and will serve our common cause as
he has always done.

I call Mr Oele.

Mr Oele. — (N) Mr President, you are too
complimentary. I feel that I have done no more
than carry out the duties of my office and
whatever has been made possible by the co-
operation of my group associates, the readiness
to listen displayed by my political opponents
and colleagues in this Parliament and, last but
not least, by the tremendous cooperation of the
splendid services of the European Parliament.

Mr President, may I add that I find it hard to
say farewell to my work at the European level.
Many opportunities came my way because in a
certain sense the field of European politics is
open to all who wish to labour there.

I am convinced that in the years to come there
will be new opportunities which will be more
far-reaching and also demand greater deci-
siveness than was the case in the sixties.

I wish you, Mr President, not only as President
of this Assembly, but also as a good friend, every
success in the relationships which we have
established and I hope that the European Parlia~
ment will indeed grasp the opportunities
which are at hand.

From nearby—but that also means, of course,
from a certain distance—I shall endeavour to
keep in touch with this and that.

(Applause)

9. Involvement of Parliament in the conclusion
of commercial agreements with non-Member
States

President. — The next item on the agenda is a
debate on the report by Mr Giraudo, drawn
up on behalf of the Political Affairs Committee,
on procedures for involving the European Par-
liament in the conclusion of trade agreements
between the Community and non-Member
States (Doc. 226/72)

I call Mr Giraudo who has asked to present
his report.

Mr Giraudo, Rapporteur. — (I) Mr President,
you have kindly called upon me to enlarge

upon the resolution relating to the procedures
through which Parliament may associate itself
with the conclusion of Community trade agree-
ments with non-member States.

As stated in the preamble, the resolution was
considered and unanimously approved by the
Political Affairs Committee on 4 and 5 December
last. It concerns a subject closely connected with
trade policy, a field that the Assembly has just
been discussing. Naturally, it does not go into
the merits of trade agreements as this would
fall within the sphere of the Committee for
External Economic Relations, but it does dwell
on procedures basically relating to the functions
and powers of Parliament, bearing in mind that
by “trade agreements” we mean agreements
on tariffs, in other words agreements associated
with the problem of the Community’s revenue
and in consequence the Community’s own
budget. As a result, they concern the very
powers of Parliament as they relate to the
budget.

I would be prepared to comment on this report,
but I must inform you, Mr President, that the
Conservative Group has expressed to me, both
as Rapporteur and as Chairman of the Political
Affairs Committee, its desire to give this
subject, whose importance is beyond dispute,
a little more thought together with ourselves,
the old members of the Political Affairs Com-
mittee.

Following consultation of Representatives from
other groups serving on the Political Affairs
Committee, I thougth it opportune to accede
to this wish. As a result, Mr President, I would
ask that discussion of the resolution by the
Assembly be deferred until the February part-
session. By deferring the debate, the Political
Affairs Committee would have an opportunity
to reconsider the resolution with the new
members of Parliament and the new members
of the Political Affairs Committee at one of its
forthcoming meetings—the meeting on 29/30
January or on 8/9 February—and of course
to consult the Executive Committee, in par-
ticular Mr Scarascia Mugnozza who deals with
relations with Parliament, and Sir Christopher
Soames.

This will mean that the subject can be debated
during the February part-session when the
consent unanimously given by the Six will
become—as we all hope—the unanimous con-
sent of the Nine. I am of the personal opinion
that discussion cannot be postponed beyond the
February part-session, for it is vital that we
establish a clear operating procedure for Par-
liament in this field, since the common com-
mercial policy came into effect on 1 January
1973. For the very reasons advanced here a
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few minutes ago in the discussion of Mr
Glinne’s oral question, I believe if is important
for the European Parliament to have adequate
instruments to deal with the development of a
common commercial policy. For these reasons,
Mr President, I would ask you to agree to the
proposal that discussion of this resolution be
deferred until February so that the new
members of Parliament can make themselves
familiar with it and provide their contribution,
to which we attach great importance, and so that
the opinions of the new representatives on the
Executive Committee may be sounded out at
the meeting of the Political Affairs Committee.

President. — Ladies and Gentlemen, you have
just heard the statement by Mr Giraudo,
Chairman of the Political Affairs Committee.

In pursuance of the Rules of Procedure,
reference to committee is always granted when
requested by the committee responsible.

At the same time, I do not think postponing
this point on the agenda to the February part-
session raises any serious problems.

I call Sir Tufton Beamish to speak for the
Conservative Group.

Sir Tufton Beamish. — (E) I am very thrilled
to be speaking as a member of the first British
delegation to the European Parliament. Standing
here in this hall brings back happy memories of
making speeches here when I was chairman of
a committee of the Council of Europe 20 years
ago.

I would like to thank Mr. Giraudo for what he
has said, and I hope I will not be thought to
be impertinent in any way in representing the
views of the Conservative Group if I comment
on the very useful report that his committee
has put in front of us and on his speech.

The President of the Council drew our attention
yesterday to the political importance of trade
agreements when he referred to the Association
Agreement between the Community and Cyprus.
The details were not available, and I understand
that such an agreement had never previously
been discussed by this Parliament or by any of
the committees. Furthermore, the statement was
not debatable, though a question was permitted.

Cyprus sherry exports matter a lot to this small
Commonwealth country, and the Conservative
Group would have liked a little more informa-
tion and a little more warning. In contrast, I
understand that tomorrow or the day after
there will be a report from the Committee on
Agriculture on the preferential trade agreement
with Egypt where rice and citrus fruits are con-
cerned and that this will in fact be debatable.

Perhaps we shall hear why garlic has not been
given preferential treatment. I loathe garlic but
the Egyptians hoped that it would be given
such treatment,

There are many examples of agreements in the
pipeline. I understand that the relevant com-
mittee will be considering the trade agreement
with Israel in the next few weeks. We were told
by the President yesterday that there were
agreements in the pipeline with Morocco, Tunis,
Malta and other countries. I am told that Jordan
has applied for an association agreement. I was
in Syria recently and some interest was ex~
pressed there in this possibility.

We were very glad to have the assurance from
Mr Fayat when questioned yesterday that he is
available to discuss all these matters with the
European Parliament. Agreements with coun-
tries bordering the Mediterranean are only one
part of the extending pattern of the Com-
munity’s trading relations. The Summit com-
muniqué spoke of establishing a global approach
to external trade by 1st July this year. This is
a daunting task in which the European Parlia-
ment will certainly want to be involved and
surely has a right to be involved, as the Political
Affairs Committee clearly implies.

There are growing signs of protectionism in the
United States. There are the important and dif-
ficult questions arising under GATT. There is
the application from Norway for an EFTA-style
agreement and the question mark over the
length of the transitional period. There is the
question of a Community approach to trade
relations with Comecon countries, to which
reference has been made in the question
answered by Sir Christopher. There is, too, the
undertaking to consult between ourselves in
making such agreements, if not actually to
coordinate.

We have to clear our minds about how Japan
fits into all this and about {rade patterns
with China. There is the Yaoundé Agreement
with all its widespread implications for other
developing countries. There is no need for me
to give any other examples because it is crystal
clear that the political and economic importance
of all these and other trade questions is very
great indeed, bearing in mind that as an
enlarged Community we are now the world’s
largest trading bloc.

Where does the European Parliament come in?
That is the question to which the Political
Affairs Committee addressed itself. Equally
important, when do we come in, and how?
With great respect to the work that has been
done, I suggest that this question must have
more careful and fuller consideration. All kinds
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of questions occur to us in the Conservative
Group. Are we before long to have powers of
co-decision with Council of Ministers where the
ratification of international agreements is con-
cerned, as proposed in the significant Vedel
Report? What is the fate of that report? I know
that the outgoing Commission thought it would
be wrong to express an opinion on it and that
the new Commission has not had the time to
consider it. We certainly hope that it will not be
long before we know the views of the Commis-
sion and the Council of Ministers about this
important report.

If we are to have these powers of co-decision,
at what stage is the European Parliament to be
consulted and not merely informed? Is there any
longer a gap between the signature of a Treaty
and its ratification or what is curiously called
‘final conclusions’? How one can qualify the word
‘conclusion’ I am not sure, Is there a gap so that
the run-of-the-mill trade agreements could be
sent automatically to the correct committee for
its opinion?

If recommendation 2(a) in the report from the
Political Affairs Comrnittee had been adopted,
who would have decided what is ‘appreciable
change’ in the Commuriity’s common commercial
policy? Who has the initiative here, the Euro-
pean Parliament or the Council of Ministers?
This was not made clear. We should give careful
thought to that. Some major agreements must
be conducted in total secrecy; we know that
perfectly well. The European Parliament could
not become a court of appeal but we must know
what is going on, through a committee or
directly, at the appropriate stage, and the sooner
the better if we are to have any real influence
over trade agreements.

It is surely the dialogue that matters, and that
must be genuine if we as members of the Euro-
pean Parliament are to fulfil our dual mandates
by taking a Community view which also takes full
account of national interests and responsibilities.

I will give a brief example. Those of us in the
British Delegation who belong to the House of
Commons could not face our constituents or put
our noses into Parliament at Westminster if too
hard a bargain were to be driven with New
Zealand over its dairy products at the end of
the transitional period. Nor, for that matter,
would we get a friendly reception in New Zea-
land if we had not been given an opportunity
at the earliest stage to express our views in this
House. We must be consulted about such
questions early enough to have real influence
on the thinking of the Council of Ministers.
We are here—I think everyone will agree with
this—to reflect parliamentary and public
opinion from the countries from which we come.

This will often be the same for many of us as
the opinion of our Governments but not neces-
sarily so by any means, and that, I think, will
be agreed too.

I recognise, therefore, that we are on delicate
ground in discussing this subject. We are grop-
ing for the right and the sensible powers fo be
used in responsible ways in a critical field.

The Political Affairs Committee’s request seems
to the Conservative Group to be not far-reaching
enough, nor quite positive enough nor——and
I say this with real respect—quite clear enough
in its drafting. I note—I do not say this in any
critical sense because I am sure there was a
good reason for it—that only 13 out of the
28 members of the committee were able to
attend the discussion which resulted in these
recommendations. It goes without saying, as
Mr Giraudo has made clear, that there was no
chance for any of the representatives of the
three new member countries to express their
views.

I do not know whether Sir Christopher Soames
—+to whom I would like to wish the utmost
success in the very heavy task he has taken on—
intends to reply to this debate in any way.
Perhaps that is not so, as he was very willing
and very quick indeed, when asked this morning
whether he would be prepared to discuss this
with the relevant committee, to say that he
would. It may well be, therefore, that at this
stage he has no further contribution to make,
but that is for him to decide.

I conclude by thanking Mr Giraudo most
warmly for his sympathetic reaction to the
friendly and constructive proposal that the
Conservative Group made to him this morning
and for his ready agreement to refer this
question back to the Political Affairs Committee
for the reasons I have explained.

Our object, Mr President, is the strengthening
of Parliament’s powers and our object is to
ensure that any request we make to the Council
and fo the new Commission should be practical
and clear.

(Applause)

President. — I emphasise that reference to
committee is always granted when requested
by the committee responsible.

I would therefore ask all Members to confine
their remarks to the reference to committee
and not go into any point of substance.

I call Mr Baas to speak for the Liberal and
Allies Group.
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Mr Baas, for the Liberal and Allies Group.
— (N) Mr President, I appreciate the fact that
the Political Affairs Committee may wish to
re-examine this point. However, if that should
happen, I am of the opinion that there should
be a combined sitting of the Political Affairs
Committee and the Committee on External
Trade Relations. Naturally, we all agree with
the remarks made in paragraph 1 of the
Resolution regarding information. However, in
view of paragraph 2 which sets out to what
extent and at which times the Commission
wishes to be informed, I consider that the advice
of the Committee on External Trade Relations
is needed because commercial interests as well
as political aspects are involved in such agree-
ments.

As reference is made to the mandate for
negotiation on possible agreements which the
Commission received from the Council, I would
appreciate a combined sitting of the Political
Affairs Committee and the Committee on
External Trade Relations. The President of this
latter Committee probably agrees with this.

I would warn you against combing out the
mandate for negotiation at too early a stage
since, after all, great commercial interests are
involved. As long as one is negotiating one must
remain within a certain framework.

As far as the mandate as such is concerned, a
good many restrictions will have to be observed.
I should like to ask the Political Affairs Com-~
mittee whether, before the final agreement is
concluded, it can request a discussion in Par-
liament. I imagine that this will not be possible
within the framework of the Treaty of Rome.
Is the Commission willing to give Parliament
authority to judge the desirability of signing ?
I request the Political Affairs Committee to
study this aspect. After all, one must not ask
for things one cannot get; that does not make
sense. The signing of the agreement with the
United Arab Republic has just taken place.
The power is vested in the European Com-
mission and the Council.

The European Commission will keep us
informed, that we know. The previous Com-
mission also did so. If I have understood Mr
Soames correctly, the present Commission is
certainly ready to do likewise. I should be
obliged if the Political Affairs Committee would
put the question as to whether or not Parliament
may give a valid judgement to the Legal Affairs
Committee.

President. — Ladies and Gentlemen, in accord-
ance with the Rules of Procedure we have only
to take note of a request for reference to com-

mittee. There can be no discussion on this point.
But the debate has now come onto a broader
issue.

As regards reference to other committees for
their opinions the procedure is quite clear:
committees wishing to be referred to for their
opinions must address their request to the Bu-
reau which takes overlapping responsibilities
for the matter under discussion into account.

I call Mr de la Maléne.

Mr de la Maléne — (F) Mr President, I would
intervene very briefly to add my modest voice
to yours and ask that we end the debate here.
As the correct procedure is to refer the matter
for consultation, there is no justification for our
entering into debate in detail. That could cause
us a considerable excursus and I regret that this
has already been partly begun.

I associate myself with Mr Baas in requesting
that in fact, either by the method which you,
yourself, have proposed of calling the Commit-
tees into consultation or by the method of a joint
meeting, we arrange a'collective study of the
matter. We are aware of Articles 113, 235 and
238 of the Treaty and we have implemented
them. That is what we should study in commit-
tee if we wish to amend this procedure. But I
would ask for the rule to be applied, namely
that we close the debate. After the appropriate
procedure for collective discussion has been
adopted we shall be able to hold an organized
debate in the next part-session.

President. — I call Sir Christopher Soames.

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. — (E)
The last thing I would intend to do, in view of
the request of Mr Giraudo, is to extend the
debate.

I would have been prepared to answer the points
made by him today. I understand the reasons
that led him to refer the matter back to the
committee.

However the usual channels or the normal chan-
nels—I do not know whether that is a current
phrase in this House—decide it should be done,
whether by one committee or a combination of
committees, I need hardly say that I shall be
at their disposal to discuss the matter with them
before it is brought before the House again.

(Applause)

President. — In accordance with Rule 26 of the
Rules of Procedure, reference to committee is
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granted as of right. I therefore declare the
discussion on this item on the agenda to be
closed.

10. Decision on a ccmmon approach to air
transport

President. — The next item on the agenda is the
debate on the report by Mr Noé, drawn up on
behalf of the Transport Committee, on the pro-
posal from the Commission of the European
Communities o the Council for a decision on the
first measures of a common approach to air
transport (Doc. 195/72).

I would remind the House that speaking time
has been limited as follows:

— 15 minutes for the rapporteur and spokes-
men for Political Groups,

— 10 minutes for other speakers,

— 5 minutes for speakers on amendments.

I call Mr Noé who has asked fo present his
report.

Mr Noé& Rapporteur. -— (I) Mr President, Vice-
President of the Commission of the European
Economic Community, fellow Members: in this
.~ session which marks the enlargement of the
Community, a session which has, to the delight
of us all, taken on a clear political significance,
I am in the position of having to submit before
you a matter relating to a specific sector, and
therefore a matter that is not entirely political.
Nevertheless, I believe that I am doing something
useful, since it is only by the sum of achieve-
ments in individual sectors that we can pave
the way for such political advances as the
enlargement of the Community, and since this
subject, a subject that affects an international
network, has political aspects of some
significance, as we shall see. Furthermore,
enlargement raises the problem in an even more
pressing fashion, for the air space now covered
by the Community is & far closer approximation
to the air space of Europe as a whole.

This observation affords me an immediate
opportunity to reassure my fellow members from
the new member countries meeting with us for
the first time this week: the step we intend to
take is a small one. If the measures we were to
propose here had been wide-ranging, we should
obviously have preferred them to take part_ in
the process of drafting. What we are in fact
doing is opening the door provided to the
Council by Article 84 (2), which allows it to
deal with air and with sea transport, in addition

to the other forms of transportation to which
our attention has been drawn by the Treaty—-in
other words, rail, road and navigable waterways.

It should, however, be borne in mind that there
were discussions in the 1960’s with a view to
achieving Air Union. These broke down for
various reasons, including the fact that nego-
tiations were too protracted since the process
was fairly ambitious for the time. Nevertheless,
we would like to say unequivocally that the
step we intend to make is far more modest: it is
a minimum measure, whose purpose is to dem-
onstrate a desire for more cooper tion in this
field. After lengthy discussion in committee, we
are of the opinion that we can no longer confine
ourselves to the Atlas or Kuss projects, set up
for reasons associated with the new aircraft and
the new engines and their maintenance, nor can
we limit ourselves to the Montmartre group
which attempts to formulate a unified approach
to the problem of acquiring new fleets.

This is the point: we must enter into the field
of operational management, in other words into
a concept of a European network from the opera-
tional point of view, one that has been neglect-
ed up to now. This is the core of the problem
and we are bringing it to your attention. The
problem is to achieve European, solely European,
air traffic: intercontinental traffic will continue
to be excluded from our analysis, as is the
internal traffic of Member States. Our attention
is directed towards European inter-city traffic.
We trust that we shall be able to move away
from the current system of bilateral traffic—
based on an aircraft flying from Brussels to
Rome, for example, and then back to Brussels—
to a system based on circular flights. This is the
point on which a decision should be taken and
to which we should like serious attention to be
given.

I believe, Mr President, that one of the basic
tasks of politicians in these times is not so much
to solve new problems raised by technological
progress and so many other factors, but rather
to attempt to arrive at a solution of those prob-
lems by an adequate, modern method.

From a cultural point of view, I am surprised
at the comparison between the current network,
which is bilateral, and the desired network in
which certain sections could in fact be operated
bilaterally but where the majority of flights
would be circular. Such a comparison should,
however, be made, especially for the benefit of
the populations concerned so that the best solu-
tion may be adopted. This is the crux of the
matter. I have mentioned the cultural viewpoint:
all my colleagues know the problem of the
commercial traveller, which I shall state very
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briefly. It is a problem typical of the 19th century
when a commercial traveller was first faced with
the problem of working out the most economical
route taking in many towns at which he would
try to sell his wares. From a mathematical point
of view, the problem was not finally solved until
very recently, in 1960. Apart from this problem,
however, there are other more pertinent ques-
tions. In 1965, for example, in the course of a
symposium in Rome, three American specialists
presented their plan for the optimisation of
transport between American iron ore ports. The
ore was not shipped from one port to another
haphazardly but on the basis of an optimum
system of distribution. The solution to this
problem has some bearing upon the subject under
consideration here.

Another problem that has already had some
repercussions here in this House is that of remote
control data processing, a subject that we dis-
cussed in Luxembourg a few months ago. The
mathematical problem shares certain features
with those under discussion: the optimisation
of a network of computers, centres receiving
certain data and transmitting other data, is very
similar in some respects to the problem of air-
ports with aircraft landing and taking off. One
method of approach already exists, therefore,
and we are merely asking that it also be applied
to the case under discussion. I should like to add
to this proposal that we can impose specific
conditions: using the problem-solving technique,
we can say that this network will achieve its
optimum provided that, for instance, specific
daily flights are planned for specific centres at
specific times.

We cannot impose too many conditions, but we
can say that certain requirements must be
satisfied. I say this because we believe it to be
a basic concept for the achievement of better
use of the whole air fleet. Based on a discussion
of this problem by the Transport Committee, the
objective has been stated of recommending a
European air time table to provide the best
possible service for the European passenger;
in the fifties, the companies considered air traffic
to be a means of conveying passengers to the
points of departure for trans-oceanic flights.
Today the residue of this old attitude persists,
but we must think of Europe as having a net-
work designed to serve the European passenger.
This is the crux of the matter.

Another problem is that of flights between places
on the fringe of the national networks, which are
often star-like in shape. For example, we all
hope for a flight from Frankfurt to Strasbourg
as it would save time for many of us here. I
know that the Chairman of IATA is in the

public gallery now (and I am happy that he is
listening to this debate); he could have come to
Strasbourg by air rather than by car had these
national, star-shaped networks been interlinked.
We might consider the creation of a general
pool of all aircraft so that some form of opera-
tional reserve could be set up, as this would
certainly be a great advantage.

These, honourable Members, are the points
that have come to light in the course of commit-
tee discussions. Problems of this kind are ob-
viously multifaceted. Consideration should also
be given to the problem of the European aircraft
industry which the Commission—to the best of
my knowledge—is tackling but which we have
not dealt with because we have been occupied
with the management aspect. This, then, Mr
President, is an initiative taken by Parliament,
because the Transport Committee acting indepen-
dently has raised the subject for discussion. I
note that the Commission has submitted a reso-
lution to the Council which is similar in outline
to what we should like to see. In reality,
however, this was an independent initiative on
the part of Parliament.

Speaking of these problems, I must make a brief
mention of the problems of safety and those
arising from hijacking—in fact, they are dis-
cussed in the report—since they affect the
administration of an air line.

Mr President, on the question of safety I shall
say no more here than that an analysis of the
figures for the past few years gives rise to a
measure of optimism, although 1972 was unfor-
tunately a year that marked a slight rise in the
accident rate. But since these factors should be
looked at as a whole, I believe that, comparing
the accident trends over the past few years, the
number of accidents and the number of flights
and passengers conveyed, we have some grounds
for optimism for the future.

Since, however, we must continue to spur on
the technicians to bring about further improve-
ments, I shall merely state the need for greater
respect of air space. I shall make this one
comment : throughout the Community airports
should be equipped with a dual radar system. A
single radar unit is not sufficient to enable air-
craft to fly closer to each other: two are needed.
If one radar breaks down, the aircraft would
be in difficulty due to lack of guidance.

In addition, there must be more than one source
of electricity: there must always be generator
units to provide power if the mains supply fails.
This extension of technical facilities to the whole
Community space is one more step to be taken
before we have the means of tackling situations
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which might become critical in the absence of
such surveillance.

I should like to remind the Assembly of the
very recent proposal by a special U.S. presiden-
tial committee that measures be placed before
Congress which would enforce stricter specifi-
cations for the construction of aircraft engines
and other aircraft assemblies.

Based on experience acquired as the result of
any accidents that may occur, we can be stricter
in accepting certain aircraft parts.

The question of hijacking is obviously a delicate
matter. It is being debated in the U.N., where
one proposal has been put forward by the United
States and another by France: the aim of both
is that any measures should be adopted by all
states—and this is the basic point with which
I believe we should associate ourselves. Ob-
viously, if there is one gap or one failure on the
part of one or more states compared with the
conduct of all the rest, the measures would be-
come valueless, I believe that this Parliament
should concur with the appeals made by the
pilots’ associations, for pilots are essentially
citizens who are entitled to work in conditions
of safety where humanly possible. States should
take concerted action to deal with these acts of
piracy, so greatly deprecated by us all.

I shall not dwell upon the subject, but before
concluding may I, Mr President, mention a sub-
jeet that has come to the fore over the past
few months and that is highly topical. The
subject, only touched on in the report, is the
effect of charter flights on airline flights and
upon fares which, as you know, have undergone
an upheaval.

In a few months’ time the companies will unfor-
tunately no longer be bound (let us hope that
this point will be overcome) by a general agree-
ment to the effect that fares are to be determined
by common consent.

This fact has not occurred, mainly because of
the implementation of charter flights in Euro-
pean air space. Here I confess that when I first
took on these problems I would never have
imagined that the number of passenger/kilo-
metres for charter flights in our Community
and in Europe in general was so high—about
50 per cent.

But this is not the issue: the issue is that of
charter flights over the Atlantic, for there has
never been and still is not a minimum fare. In its
absence, there has been an element of instability
in determining prices. A passenger paying a very
low fare from New York to London will under-
standably be reluctant to pay a price based

on a far higher rate per kilometre to go on to
another European centre.

This fact has caused alarm, fo an extent justi-
fiable.

Mr President, I have raised this subject—and I
shall be finishing very soon—only to point out
that there may be some solution to the problem:
from a review of the figures for the past few
years, we note that in 1970 very nearly 10 million
passengers crossed the Atlantic by air. Of these,
71.6 per cent travelled on scheduled flights,
while the remainder (28.4 per cent) went on
charter flights. The percentage of charter flights
had been steadily rising over the previous few
years, as it did between 1970 and 1971, the year
in which it reached its peak of 30.9 per cent.

The important fact, however, Mr President, is
this: between 1971 and 1972 there was a per-
centage drop in charter passengers and the pro-
portion of scheduled flights started to rise, It
now stands at a total of 72.6 per cent. There has
been an increase of almost a million and a half
passengers compared with 1971. In addition, the
number of charter passengers flying on aircraft
owned by the regular air lines is increasing. The
phenomenon is less serious, therefore, than it
seemed a few years ago, especially in view of the
fact that a more or less standard set of regula-
tions was defined in 1972 in Canada (for example,
passengers must book tickets three months
beforehand, etc.). This means that certain price
differentials between charter and scheduled
flights may still be feasible and tolerable in some
cases, thus allaying fears to a certain extent.

I would conclude by reminding us all that one of
my colleagues on the Transport Committee is
looking into the problem of fast hovercraft and
other types of transportation: in future years
there may be ‘great competition in this sector.
I think that this should lead to greater competi-
tion among companies. We do not in the least
hope for a return to Air Union, but a reduction
in the number of European companies might be
desirable.

I conclude my contribution by associating myself
with the greetings you are sending to Mr Oele,
Mr President, and by adding my personal thanks
for the help he has given with this report. On
behalf of the Christian Democratic Group, I must
express our appreciation of his cooperation over
all these years. We hope that he will find even
greater satisfaction as Mayor of the City of
Delft, and we know that we can always count
upon him as a friend of Europe.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Jahn to speak for the
Christian Democratic Group.
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Mr Jahn. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men. On behalf of the Christian Democratic
Group I should like to thank our colleague Mr
Luigi Noé for his excellent report. We know
that he has devoted a great deal of work to this
task; it has taken two years to collate all the
relevant data. He has undertaken a great deal
of research to enable him to express an opinion,
which we now have before us for decision in
the form of a report.

A study of the resolution and of the reasons
underlying it has convinced us all that joint
action in the field of aviation is necessary, as
existing European air transport does not in fact
meet the demands made on it.

It is repeatedly asked whether a common avia-
tion policy is reconcilable with the policy on
which existing international air agreements are
based. As members of the European Parliament
we cannot accept this.

In Sections 25-29 of his report Mr Noé has also
given detailed reasons why this is not possible.
Both economically and in the integration context
European aviation policy is subject to our
Community, and therefore to our common re-
sponsibility. Any economic solutions introduced
by us within the Community affect the entire
continent, and there can be no exception in the
case of aviation. We feel therefore that a common
European aviation policy must be developed as
an integrating factor in common transport policy,
such as is demanded in the resolution before us.

Nor does such a policy of common action as we
in Parliament demand conflict with the aviation
policy which we conduct in and with existing
international agreements.

On the question of circular traffic, to select one
aspect, we agree with our colleague Mr Noé. He
has explained the reasons in such detail that
there is no need for me to go into them again.

Permit me to make a few comments on para-
graph 10 of the proposal for a resolution. This
deals with the safety question. We mention
supervision of the upper and lower airspace, the
common use of the Eurocontrol organization and
anti-sabotage measures. Indeed it is just in these
sectors that cooperation between Member States
must, in our opinion, be pressed forward. The
pre-condition is that the existing aviation bu-
reaux, or national inspectorates, together with
the national safety organizations, reinforce their
collaboration and proceed beyond the exchange
of information stage to definite agreements.

Such agreements must include all immediate
safety measures, such as the safety check of all
aircraft, legal regulations and certificates of air-

worthiness, clearance and registration of aircraft,
and chartering of aircraft. These are indispen-
sable necessities for the safe transport by air of
all our citizens.

We hope very much that the international nego-
tiations now proceeding on standards of air-
worthiness for transport aircraft and their en-
gines will soon be concluded, and consider that
what applies to transport aircraft should be
extended as soon as possible fo cover all air-
craft types, including transport aircraft in the
European field.

In addition, we must establish a uniform stan-
dard of equipment in aircraft. Mr Noé referred
to this in connection with safety regulations
using the double radar system on airfields. We -
know that both the use and the performance
of electronics in aircraft are far from uniform.
Consequently we must standardize equipment.
Coordination must cover inspection and safety
regulations and all other measures.

In order to coordinate all safety regulations, the
operating rules must be legally enforceable.
Anyone who has the national aviation bureau in
his constituency will, whenever there is an
enquiry into an air accident, be confronted by
the many and varied problems which are due
entirely to the absence of European cooperation,
as very many measures, if the limits are exceed-
ed and the individual monitoring measures are
examined, are at fault, as we discovered in the
Bundestag when investigating a particular case.

We need universally binding rules for all areas
of safety. At present the amount of variation in
individual Member States is so great that it
can no longer be tolerated. I therefore fully share
my -colleague’s opinion that it is only a small
step, but that if we could take it, this Resolution
and its implementation would be a great step
forward.

I should also like to draw attention to testing of
flight staff in regard to training, experience
and fitness for flying. We need standard rules
for training and examining throughout the
European area. If you were to study the matter
more closely, you would find that conditions of
admission vary widely. As the airspace in the
European area is not equal in height, difficulties
may occur, for which one day we should have to
take responsibility.

Allow me to say a word about economy. From
ithe economic point of view we should be well
advised to coordinate cooperation in research and
development in the aircraft industry step by
step. We know the difficulties and need not
go into them in detail. For reasons of national
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economy we cannot afford to have the same
research work going on side by side in several
Member States. ’

Particular attention should be given to charter
traffic, not only as regards price structure be-
tween scheduled airlines and charter companies.
Common rules for this charter traffic in Europe
are essential.

A word about environment policy and pollution.
Our rapporteur is right. I quote him :

“It is apparent that environmental pollution
and noise in the vicinity of airports are
assuming proportions which call for legisla-
tion. Further, it is to be expected that, if
aviation enters the supersonic age, not only
the vicinity of airports, but all the areas
overflown will be exposed to supersonic
boom”,

I agree with Mr Noé when he says that solutions
may be sought in aircraft construction, in the
layout of airports and in the choice of flight
routes. Standards should be either international,
or at least for European airspace. Common rules
are needed. When they have been established, it
is possible that non-Member States too—Ileaving
aside transit traffic—could be induced to accept
these rules. On the subject of hijacking, our view
is that we can effectively deter assailants and
kidnappers only if we can establish world-wide
agreement. Through UNO we can certainly
advance a step by non-provision of asylum, or
standard application of severe penalties.

We also approve paragraphs 11 and 12 of the
Resolution and chapter IV of the reasons for the
way to a common air traffic policy.

Mr President and colleagues, once again I thank
our colleague Mr. No¢ for his excellent report
and the course he has charted with the resolu-
tion and I wish to say that my Group supports
this resolution.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Qele.

Mr Oele, for the Socialist Group. — (N) Mr
President, the discussion of this subject comes
at an exceptionally opportune moment. We now
see that the introduction of the ‘wide body’
planes affects the overall surplus capacity and
the mutual relations between the aviation com-
panies in tariff policy. We are more than ever
aware of the defects and bottlenecks connected
with aviation companies organised on a national
basis.

There is another reason why we can speak of an
‘exceptional moment’. We are embarking on a

new phase in European cooperation in which we
have to deal with an enlarged Community and
which has been joined by a number of countries
which are, to a not unimportant degree, linked
with an aviation company which plays a great
part in air transport, both within and outside
Europe. That makes the discussion both topical
and interesting.

It is in my capacity of Chairman of the Transport
Committee that I add that the new phase is
marked by the fact that the committee which is
responsible for transport is joined by a new
member, Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. I have already
had the opportunity of congratulating him in
writing on his new post, and I would like to
confirm this here. I believe that this new field
will afford him also the opportunity of making
progress in transport integration in the Com-
munity. :

In thus greeting the new Commissioner, who
incidentally is not unknown in our midst, I would
not like to omit the presence of another personal-
ity who has won his spurs outside the European
Parliament by his efforts in the field of air
transport, namely Mr Hammerskjold, representa-
tive of IATA in Geneva and Director of the
European section of IATA. His presence here
is proof of his support for the efforts of this
House to further the integration of air transport
in the Community at the political level.

My Group admits that there is a certain anomaly,
that there are shortcomings—and I express
myself carefully—in the organization of the
present day air transport, and it also recognizes
the need for tackling this at the political level.
Those who would be inclined to express them-
selves in a more forthright manner would say:
“Actually, from a European point of view, Euro-
pean air transport is organized in such a way
that one could speak of a mild form of insanity.
This is perhaps a Eurocentric view, but it is a
fact that nowadays when one wants to fly to
New York or Chicago and one pays part of the
price in advance and books a seat well in
advance, one pays the same or even somewhat
less than for instance for a flight from Amster-
dam or Copenhagen to Naples or Catania. This
is very odd, even to some extent lunatic having
regard to the differences in distance.

It is even stranger, when one bears in mind
that it is easier to travel in one day, that is in
12 hours, from Brussels, Paris, Amsterdam or
London to one or other of the state capitals of
the Middle West of the United States than to
a regional or provincial capital of France, Italy
or Southern Germany. This is food for thought.

Naturally, there is method in the madness, the
system of aviation companies organised namely
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on a national basis, according to which the com-
mercial framework is limited to and determined
by what is considered to be important from
a national point of view and by the nationally
organised aviation firms. All schedules projected
on the map have their start and their finish in
the national capitals. It is only seldom possible
to get good connections from these capitals to
regional areas over the border.

My Group would not think this a great calamity
if it were confident that the recent great reduc-
tion in the prices of transatlantic flight would
lead to a similar reduction in intra-European
transport. Unfortunately we do not entertain
any such hope or expectation. If there were a
reduction in prices for the European consumer,
we would have to see its effects for the European
taxpayer. Already the aviation companies are
clearly drawing attention to the fact that the
fall in prices on the transatlantic route will
adversely affect their activities at budget and
trading levels. Taking into account the structure
of many aviation companies it is the European
taxpayer who will ultimately have to meet the
resulting losses.

If there is an authority which can consider itself
responsible for these budgetary consequences, it
is Parliament. It seems to me that in this case,
the European Parliament also should have some
power.

I can imagine people objecting that one should
not put too much emphasis on European air
transport, since it has too many disadvantages.
Mr Jahn has pointed out the great disadvantages
of noise nuisance and noise stress connected with
airfields sited near big cities. There are indeed
expectations arising from the introduction of
other methods of transport which will presently
make it possible to put intra-European air trans-
port in the background. One thinks, for example,
of the use of superfast trains. When we have the
certainty that superfast trains can be introduced,
on an efficient basis, over the entire area of the
Community, including Great Britain and the
Channel tunnel, then, in the long term, our
interest in European air transport can become
marginal. However we do not have this certainty
because it is often much more difficult to arrange
superfast connections through mountains and
because, for the present we are still thinking in
terms of only one tunnel under the Channel,
whereas more than one is required, if we want
to achieve, with superfast trains, the degree of
frequency which is possible in present day air
transport.

Taking all this into account, we think Mr Noé’s
initiative in attempting to open the debate afresh
extremely useful and we are grateful to him for

the sound, pragmatic and technical manner in
which he has tackled this matter.

Mr Noé’s conclusions point, not only to a logical
and pragmatic approach, but also to a number
of fundamental points of policy.

There are, in fact, two points. The first is the
necessity for a certain control of capacity which,
under certain conditions, should also include
charter transport to guarantee the maintenance
of scheduled services. That has always been one
of the most essential elements in transport
policy, and it will also be the case as far as air
transport is concerned. The expression “control
of capacity” is a comprehensive one and one
we are resigned to using. It is in fact one that
can only be transposed into the context of a
policy, if this policy can be initiated and carried
out by a political body. One should not ask avia-
tion companies fo achieve control of capacity in
the context of mutual relationships. It is a
political responsibility, and this seems to me an
important starting point for framing policy.

We know that the Commission of the European
Communities now wishes to arrange for regular
discussions under its guidance, within the Com-
munity, between the aviation companies on its
proposal.

We believe that these talks can only lead to a
sound policy if the Commission takes the re-
sponsibility for proposals on capacity control.
This does not only mean that it should follow the
discussions but that it should have its own ideas
on this matter. We are grateful to Mr Noé for
making this point. We believe that his way of
approaching this problem has meant a start to
Parliament dealing with it, and that the latter
must follow it up. We must think about this.
That will also be the task of my successor. We
ought to examine more closely how capacity
control can be achieved in European air trans-
port.

The second point of fundamental importance is

‘landing rights. At the moment this is an even

more topical one than capacity control. We know
that landing rights present no problems as far as
charters are concerned. It is a technical matter.
It has been agreed that landing rights for
charters will be renewed automatically., We
know also that bilateral discussions must take
place on scheduled air transport. This means
that according to the well-known principle of a
“fair return”, a certain balance must be achieved.
Not only aviation companies but also Ministries
of Foreign Affairs deal with all sorts of arrange-
ments which are of such minor significance that
no official of a Ministry of Foreign Affairs
should be involved.
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Well now, the proposal in the present report
seeks to free those frontier-crossing services
which are of purely European significance, and
to provide automatic landing rights when certain
conditions have been - fulfilled. This proposal
seems to me to be fundamental. Consequently
we can soon, I think, achieve better provisions
for the intra-European network.

Admittedly this is a form of transport which
attracts relatively few passengers and which has
not the commercial potential, for instance, of
intercontinental air-transport. That does not
alter the fact that it is of fundamental impor-
tance for further unification and integration, that
greater attention be paid to frontier crossing
and. inter-regional transport.

We request the Commission to adopt the proposal
of Mr Noé and of the Transport Commission to
provide an outline agreement on landing rights
for regional frontier crossing connections which
are, generally speaking, of purely regional im-
portance. This does not call for the difficult,
cumbersome machinery of bilateral agreements.
What is required is simply an agreement on the
Council and on the proposal of the Committee
to deal with these matters in a straightforward,
quick manner.

Should this be possible, then a significant step
forward will have been taken. If, moreover, we
can further build on the foundation of the forms
of technical and administrative collaboration
already established by the aviation companies, I
believe that, in the ’Seventies, air transport
will develop much more favourably.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR CORONA

Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Guldberg to speak for the
Liberal and Allies Group.

Mr Guldberg. — (Dk) Mr President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, I address you on behalf of the
Liberal and Allies Group but first I should like
to ask your indulgence for one or two personal
remarks.

It is the first time that I have had the honour of
speaking in this Parliament; therefore I may
make mistakes, especially in mixing together the
standpoint which I am entrusted with presenting
on behalf of my group and personal views
influenced by knowledge which I gained as a
former Minister of Transport of a country that
was not a Member State of the Community when
the excellent report by Mr Noé& was produced.

For that reason I wish to say to Mr Noé that if
I add certain items to the report which he has
submitted to us, that does not imply any crit-
icism at all in connection with his excellent
work.

(Speaker continued in Danish)

The Liberal and Allies Group is prepared to
support the Committee’s recommendation and
the notion for a resolution. We also think that it
is quite right for the area under discussion here
to be included in the work of the European
Parliament in relation to transport—where it
belongs.

We have taken note of the debate which took
place on the extract to which these are matters
for the European Parliament.

To the arguments already put forward I would
like to add another one in favour of this being
a matter with which Parliament should deal.
This is that although the question of air traffic
is actually treated as a transport question, over
and above this it is really often—especially in
the couniry I come from, so we have to pay
particular attention to this—an activity of an-
other type as well.

The fact is that air transport is associated with
considerable commercial activity in the shape
of production, in the shape of trade and in the
shape of services. In order to illustrate the extent
of this—and I would once again ask you to
excuse me for introducing matters outside the
argument contained in this report—I have only
to mention that in the country I come from, the
combination of activities at the national airport
is so great that the group of trades employed
there represents the largest conglomeration of
trades in any one place of work in the whole
of Denmark. Larger, that is, than in any private
firm. I am using this as an argument in support
of my contention that even if there may be a
formal aspect to the question—referred to in the
report—as to where it really belongs, it is clear
that the general provisions of the Treaty of Rome
concerning protection against discriminatory
ireatment, a demand for non-discrimination on
a national basis, obviously also makes it necess-
ary—no matter how one views the narrow trans-
port aspect of the matter—for Parliament to deal
with it as well.

So we in the Liberal and Allies Group are
prepared to support the committee’s proposal.
1 would also like to mention that we would be
prepared to support the amendment proposed
by Mr Cousté.

It is not inconsistent with this support that in
the course of our discussion I would like to men-
tion a few complications which make me think
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