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IN THE CHAIR : MR DANKERT

President
(The sitting was opened at 5 p.m.)

1. Resumption of the session
President. — I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament adjourned on 28 October 1983.
2. Approval of Minutes

President. — The Minutes of the sitting of Friday, 28
October have been distributed.

Andriessen ; Mr Eisma ; Mr Andriessen . . 9

5. Economic situation of the EC — Report
(Doc. 1-988/83) by Mr Bonaccini
Mr Bonaccini; Mr J. Moreau; Mr von
Bismarck; Mr Welsh; Mr Alavanos; Mrs
Tove Nielsen; Mr Nyborg; Mr Bonde; Mr
Papantoniou; Mr Albers; Mr Ortoli
(Commission) . . .. ... ......... 11

6. Tax barmonization — Turnover taxes —
Taxes on tobacco: Reports (Doc 1-903/83)
by Mr Rogalla, (Doc 1-777/83) by Mr
Beumer and (Doc. 1-907/83) by Mr J.
Moreau !

Mr Rogalla; Mr Beumer; Mr J. Moreau;
Mr Seeler; Mr Schnitker; Mr Hopper; Mr
Fernandex ; Mr Hopper; Mr Delorozoy ; Mr
Cousté; Mr Paisley; Mr Rogalla; Mr van
Rompuy; Mr Tyrrell; Mr Jurgens; Mr
Lalor; Mr Welsh ; Mr Tugendhat (Commis-
sion); Mr Beazley; Mr Tugendbhat . . . . . 18

Annex .. ... . ... .. e 28

Are there any comments ?

Mr Forth (ED). — I would like to ask your guidance,
Mr President, as to whether you would like me to raise
the matter of the Viehoff report now or when you,
perhaps, touch on it later, because it is referred to in
the minutes for Friday.

President. — Yes, I can deal with it now. I do not
see any problem. I have received a letter from the
chairman of that committee certifying that the
number of members present was 7 and the number of
members voting was 5. However, the number of
members present determines the quorum. I have to
assume, therefore, that the quorum was reached, that
the vote was valid and that we can deal with the
report.
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Mr Forth (ED). — Mr President, I am curious about
two things. How could anyone possibly know who was
actually in the room at a given committee meeting at
the time of a particular vote on a particular report. I
think that needs clarification ? I am not at all certain
— knowing, as we all do, how our committees works
— how someone could know which seven people
were in a room when only five were recorded as
voting.

The second is whether we now take it that the situa-
tion concerning who voted and was present at any
given committee meeting and what that means for the
future as well as for this particular occasion is entirely
free, flexible and fluid.

I would also like to ask why we cannot simply send
this report back to the committee and ask it to vote
validly and properly on it, thus putting it beyond all
doubt ? '

President. — My curiosity is as great as yours, but I
have to go along with the conclusions of the chairman
of the committee who has informed me that the
number of members present was 7 and that the
number voting was 5. The number of members
present determines the quorum, and from that
moment my problems are solved. A few others
remain, I accept that.

Sir Peter Vanneck (ED). — Mr President, further to
that point of order of Mr Forth, am I to understand
that 7 people signed in for that committee meeting,
or were there 7 votes, S for and 2 abstentions or
against ? How did it actually go?

President. — My understanding is that 7 members
signed in and 5 voted.

Sir Peter Vanneck (ED). — Then, Mr President, I
suggest that that is very unsatisfactory, because
Members of this House will be aware that people do
occasionally sign in and then are not present at the
debate and are not present to vote. Of course, that is
unusual, but I feel that a mere signature on the atten-
dance paper surely should not constitute a quorum.

(Loud laughter)

President. — [ have confirmation that at the
moment of the vote 7 members were present, as I
said, but only § took part in the vote. That means that
a quorum was legally attained and that there is no
problem as far as the validity of this report is
concerned. Of course, we could change the Rules, but
the Rules as they read now indicate exactly what I
told you.

Mr Beazley (ED). — Mr President, if you interpret
that Rule in terms of being present and having a

quorum, what is, in fact, the minimum number that
can vote and put forward a resolution to this House ?

President. — Mr Beazley, Rule 103 states :

A committee may validly vote when one-quarter
of its members are actually present. However, if so
requested by one-sixth of its members before
voting begins, the vote shall be valid only if the
majority of the current members of the committee
have taken part in it.

In other words, if the two who did not participate in
the vote had demanded the application of the rest of
the Rule, no vote could have been taken unless half of
the current members were present. But this seems not
to have happened, so what happened was fully in
conformity with Rule 103.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President, with
reference to the items which you now wish to adopt,
certain deadlines have been set for amendments. For
reasons which are known the documents were
delayed. Would you rule that a flexible attitude will be
adopted with regard to deadlines for tabling amend-
ments to the relevant reports which e.g. were distri-
buted last week ?

President. — Mr von der Vring, you are a little
precipitous ; the deadline for tabling amendments will
be discussed at the end of the debate on the agenda.
However, we are fully aware of the problem.

Mr Janssen van Raay (PPE). — (NL) Mr President,
I joined in the discussion last time too, and I must say
that the way we go about taking decisions is unsatisfac-
tory, and I will .tell you why.

We are busily involved in various legal proceedings,
including the action brought against the Council of
Ministers, and one of the grounds for nullity is that
fundamental formal provisions have been contrav-
ened. And one of these fundamental formal provisions
has always been the rule on the quorum. What you
are now in fact saying is that, rather than ascertaining
in a proper manner who took part in the vote by
consulting the report — the only way of obtaining
this information — you now intend to have a
committee chairman make a kind of deposition. I
must tell you frankly that I am worried that, if the
validity of the voting in this committee is ever
disputed — and it would be the first time this has
happened — we would lose the case.

The chairman’s task is to ensure that a quorum exists
on every occasion, and that is always very carefully
done in the committees of which I am a member, the
Legal Affairs Committee and the Committee on Trans-
port. The chairmen of these committees always make
absolutely sure at the beginning of the meeting that a
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quorum exists — as Mrs Veil, who is not here at the
moment, and Mr Seefeld, who is, can confirm — and
each time a vote is taken, this must be clear from the
number of members taking part in the vote. Mr
Seefeld- looks round and asks : “Those against ? None.
Are there any abstentions ? No." His secretary then
stands up and counts the members present, after
which Mr Seefeld declares that a quorum exists, but
the names of those members then appear in the
report. That is a practical way of doing things. His
counterpart on the other committee could have solved
his problem in this way. What I find extremely un-
satisfactory is that the members actually present and
those listed in the report differ, since the report must
always state who took part in the vote.

Mr President, I do not, of course, wish to dispute your
judgement, but I would appreciate it if this matter
could be referred to the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions, in view of the major repercus-
sions it may have.

President. — I again note that Rule 103 reads as
follows :

a committee may validly vote when one quarter of
its members are actually present.

It does not state that ‘one quarter of the members’
must actually vote. They must be there ! The informa-
tion I have received from the Chairman of the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport is that ‘one quarter of the members
were present’. That is the only interpretation of the
rules to be given here. I admit that that is a somewhat
unsatisfactory situation and that it is desirable that the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions
should consider the matter but at the same time I
must state that I think it would be difficult to give an
interpretation of Rule 103 which would have implica-
tions beyond the text which we are now considering.
That would presuppose an interpretation of Rule 103.
I do not think that that is what you are asking for.
You are simply asking for an interpretation by the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions
and I am fully prepared to consult them.

Mr Kellett-Bowman (ED). — Mr President, I
cannot accept that a vote was valid because someone
cares after the event to make a statement about it.
That is not acceptable parliamentary procedure. If it
was required to show that a certain number were
present, that should have been mentioned in the
report put before the House. It was not mentioned,
and the subsequent statement is inadequate. As I have
pointed out to you an previous occasions when you
were a Vice-Presiden't of this House, there are five
ways of responding to a vote : for, against, physically
abstaining, sitting on one’s hands or being out of the
room. On this occasion you are trying to presume that

sufficient people were present; that there were two
there sitting on their hands. That is not good enough.

As to referring it to the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions, Vice-President Nikolaou,
when dealing with the matter in the House when the
situatipn arose, undertook to refer the matter to the
competent committee. 1 understood that to be the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions.
The following morning when the ruling was handed
down from the Presidency, Vice-President Estgen was
in the Chair and he also undertook to see that the
matter would be referred to the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions. It should go there,
Sir, before any decision by the House is taken.

(Cries of ‘Hear, Hear’)

President. — Mr Kellett-Bowman, I have only one
remark to make, You say that one cannot conclude
after the fact that the required number of Members
was present. I do not think that that is in accordance
with Rule 103. A chairman of a committee can only
take a vote when he has a quorum, so we have to
assume that there was a quorum at the moment that
the vote was taken. That creates a number of problems
of interpretation, I agree, but I have to assume that
when ‘the chairman of the Committee on Youth,
Culture, Education, Information and Sport took a vote
a quorum was present. Otherwise he would not have
done so because he would have been in contravention
of Rule 1Q3.

(Parliament adopted the agenda)?

3. Agenda

President, — At its meeting on 26 October 1983 the
enlarged Bureau drew up the draft agenda which has
been distributed.

At this mqrning’s meeting the chairmen of the polit-
ical groups instructed me to propose a certain number
of amendments to the House.

First, in view of the very large number of items on the
agenda, speaking time for all rapporteurs should be
reduced to 5 minutes.

(The President read the amendments to Monday’s
agenda)?

Wednesday :

Voting time on Wednesday afternoon would be organ-
ized as follows :
oo

_— il

Motions for resolutions (Rule 49 of the Rules of Proce-
dure) — Retitions — Referral to committee — Documents
received —v Texts of Treaties forwarded by the Council —
Requast for a Member's immunity to be wasved : See
Minutes. v
See Minutes.

-

~
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President

— vote on the motion for a resolution by Mr Denis
and others, winding up the debate on the oral
question by the same authors on the special plan
to combat drought in the Sahel which it had not
been possible to put to the vote on Friday of the
last part-session ;

— vote on the report which had just been discussed
because of the question concerning the quorum in
committee, i.e. the Viehoff report on the status of
au pairs.

This vote was adjourned at the second October part-
session. The Chaiman of the committee responsible
has stated that at the time the vote was taken seven
members were present. It must therefore be put to the
vote ;

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

Mr Barbi (PPE). — (I7) Mr President, unfortunately
I was unable to attend the meeting of Group
chairmen this morning, but I have been informed that
Mr Arndt’s statement on his report on own resources,
in which he will simply inform Parliament about the
Committee on Budgets decisions concerning the
report, since the matter has already been discussed,
and voting on the report have been deferred until
Friday and will be included in the items for which
urgent procedure has been requested by the Commis-
sion and the Council.

I think that such an important matter, one of the
most important which Parliament has had to face and
which is, in particular, a question on which Parlia-
ment must give its serious and considered views
before the Athens summit, can not be relegated to
Friday morning. I therefore request, Mr President, that
Mr Arndt's statement should be brought forward, if
possible, to Wednesday and that the vote on this
important resolution should be placed on Wednes-
day’s agenda.

President. — I greatly regret that it is not possible to
determine now when the Arendt report will be taken,
as the Committee on Budgets is meeting this evening
to decide on the compromise amendments. As soon
as I have received these amendments Members will
have to be given the opportunity of tabling their
amendments, which makes it highly unlikely that it
will be possible to take the report on Tuesday. The
earliest it can be taken is Thursday or perhaps
Wednesday at the end of the afternoon. In view of the
deadline it is practically impossible to debate the
report tomorrow.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) There will be no new amend-
ments from the Committee on Budgets, only old-ones
or old ones which have been revised slightly. I would
consider it inappropriate for completely new amend-

ments to be tabled. All the motions which have been
tabled so far stand. We hope that if the compromise
proposal is adopted in the Committee on Budgets,
most of the Members who have tabled amendments
will withdraw them, but if they do not do so the
amendments will stand. The amendments of the
Committee on Budgets are not new ones, they are
only a compromise proposal based on existing old
amendments which I could put forward here individu-
ally.

President. — It means in any event, that we shall
know tomorrow morning at the earliest what the
Committee on Budgets is proposing. That also means
that we shall not be able to decide until tomorrow
morning ; but not now.

Mr Lange (S), Chairman of the Committee on
Budgets. — (DE) We could follow up Mr Barbi’s
suggestion to some extent by deciding provisionally. If
things go well tonight in the Committee on Budgets
we shall inform you very quickly. We hope that very
few changes will then be necessary and that it will be
possible to distribute them to the Members very
quickly. I recommend therefore that the vote on the
amendments to the Arndt report be placed on the
agenda for Wednesday.

President. — Mr Lange, we all accept that this is an
important report which is directly concerned with the
principal items on this week’s agenda, namely the
preparations for the Athens Summit. If urgency is
agreed tomorrow morning, it will also be decided that
it will be dealt with this week. If it then appears that
it is only a question of voting, we shall endeavour to
hold the vote during voting time on Wednesday.
However, we can only decide that if the amendments
which still have to be decided on this evening are
available.

Mr Barbi (PPE). — (I7) Mr President, I agree with
the procedure which you propose to follow as long as
the House decides here and now that the vote will
take place on Wednesday and not on Friday.

President. — Mr Barbi, Rule 59 stipulates :

Except in the cases of urgency referred to in Rule
48 and 59, a debate and vote shall not be opened
on a text unless it was tabled not later than 12
days before the beginning of the part-session and
distributed at least 24 hours previously.

This means that we shall have to know tomorrow
morning what stage has been written before deciding
formally to take the report during voting time on
Wednesday. However, 1 am quite prepared to do so.
We are dealing with a formal question at the moment
and it is sometimes important to take formal consider-
ations into account.
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Lord Douro (ED). — Mr President, I am afraid 1 do
find your ruling a bit confusing. The Arndt resolution
in its original form still exists and has not in any way
been changed. Therefore it was tabled a long time ago
and, indeed, at the last plenary session it was simply
referred’ back to committee to be re-tabled at the
following session. All that the Committee is doing
tonight is to agree some committee amendments
which will, as Mr Arndt says, be a compromise
between some old amendments which have been in
existence for a long time. So I do not see that you
have a problem with Members who are not members
of the Committee on Budgets being able to table
amendments. They can do that to the existing text
which will not be changed. The existing text still
exists and will still exist after tonight’s meeting of the
Committee on Budgets.

President. — Yes, but that is not the problem. The
problem is that the Arndt resolution has been referred
back to committee. That means it has to be tabled
again, and it has not yet been tabled. That is my only
formal problem. Tomorrow morning I assume it will
be tabled. We can decide on it and agree on the time
when it should be dealt with. However, it is difficult
to decide formally on something that has not been
tabled. That resolution has first to be dealt with by the
committee tonight.

Mr Enright (S). — Mr President, I was going to make
exactly the point that you so sensibly have made.

Mr Forth (ED). — Mr President, I do not want to
delay the House unduly but I think you formally
proposed that the Viehoff report should be on the
agenda for Wednesday. Could I formally oppose that,
Mr President, just so that I can carry my objection in
principle to what has been done through to its logical
conclusion ?

President. — We were in fact discussing Wednesday
and the question of the tabling of the Arndt report
but we shall deal with that tommorrow morning.
There is a proposal not to accept the Viehoff report
for Wednesday. We shall vote on that.

(Parliament decided to keep the Viehoff report on the
agenda)

Mr Provan (ED). — On a point of clarification, Mr
President. I think you said that on Wednesday at
voting time we would consider resolutions on which
the debate had closed.

Can you give us any indication as to whether that will
include the agricultural resolutions in the Curry report
or whether that will, in fact, be voted on Thursday ?

President. — Unless there are unusual circum-
stances, but that is planned for Thursday.

Thursday :

The oral question to the Council (Doc. 1-932/83)
by Mr Sieglerschmidt and Mr Glinne, on behalf of
the Socialist Group on the right to vote in the
European Parliament elections of 14-17 June 1984
by Community citizens who are not nationals of
the Member State in which they are resident,
included in the debate on the report by Mrs
Nielsen on the problem of migrant workers has,
on a proposal from the political group chairmen,
now been included for joint discussion with this
report.

I propose to the House to withdraw from the agenda
of this sitting the report by Mrs Pruvot (Doc.
1-970/83), and the Vandemeulebroucke report (Doc.
1-765/83).

Mrs Kellett-Bowman (ED). — Mr President, I
regard the matter of voting for European citizens in
the European elections as a matter of very consider-
able importance, but it does not seem to me to slot in
very happily with this particular Nielsen report on the
problem of migrant workers. I would respectfully
suggest that the two are taken separately. We attach
very considerable importance in my country to getting
the vote through, but we also attach importance to
discussing the Nielsen report — but not together.

President. — That is exactly what has been
proposed, Mrs Kellett-Bowman. Originally it was tied
in as a footnote to the Nielsen report, which is some-
what curious, but that is the normal way we deal with
oral questions with debate. Because of the difficult
link between the two problems we now have a joint
debate, but they are separate items in that debate.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman (ED). — 1 want two separate
debates, Mr President. I do not want them joined at
all. Why join them ? They are so disparate. You might
as well join apples and pears ! I am suggesting that we
have two separate debates.

President. — You want to unlink them further than
we have already done ? I have no problem there. Then
we will take them completely separately.

Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.

Mr Deleau (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, the
Chairman of the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs, Jacques Moreau, asked you in a letter 10
days ago to bring forward the debate on the report
which I am due to present on behalf of the
Committee on the European Centre for Small and
Medium-sized Undertakings and Craft Industries.
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I have learned that this request was not met this
morning by the Bureau, and I regret that. But none
theless 1 would like to explain why we wished this
report to be taken sooner.

As you know Mr President, 1 represented you last
week in Tilburg, in the Netherlands, and I must leave
on Wednesday for Edinburgh to do exactly the same
with our British friends. And so I cannot be in Edin-
burgh and at the same time introduce this report here
in the House.

And so I request, Mr President, that you ask this
House to allow me to introduce this report either this
evening or tomorrow.

President. — Mr Deleau, your request was received
and discussed at length this morning. However, it is
not possible to find the necessary time for it on either
Monday’s, Tuesday’s or Wednesday’s agenda. You are
one of the first on the list of debates for Thursday.
There is no way of changing that. If you go to Edin-
burgh the only thing you can do is have someone
present the report on your behalf. I cannot see any
other solution.

Mr Eisma (NI). — (NL) Mr President, you
announced that the Pruvot and Vandemeulebroucke
reports would be removed from the agenda, but can
you tell us why?

President. — It was requested by the Group for the
Technical Coordination and Defence of Independent
Groups and Members.

Mr Vandewiele (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, 1
would ask the Chair to draw the Bureau’s attention to
the very important report on tourism that has been
drawn up by Mrs Viehoff. Mr Beumer, chairman of
the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport, should normally have spoken on this
subject but he is unable to be here. I would find it
regrettable if we had to debate the important Viehoff
report on tourism on Thursday night, firstly, because
we have only received the report today, it did not
arrive until today and has not been distributed to
Members, secondly, because I have not yet seen one of
the amendments and, thirdly, because I am joint
rapporteur. I have been involved in the preparations
for years, and I appeal to Mrs Viehoff to request the
Assembly to postpone the debate on this report until
next month.

President. — You can rest assured that tourism will
not be dealt with on Thursday night. As I read the
agenda it will be placed on Friday morning’s agenda.
The best we can do is place it on Friday’s agenda at
the earliest. And there is a fair chance that it will be
held over until the beginning of the next part-session
considering the length of the agenda which, as things
stand at the moment, has been scheduled for
Thursday.

Mr J. Moreau (S), Chairman of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. — (FR) Mr Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs I wish to support Mr Deleau in his
request. He has explained the reasons for his absence
on Thursday and knowing how conscientious he is I

fully understand these reasons. That is why I am
rather surprised that the Bureau thought fit to refuse

to consider this request on behalf of the Commitee to
take Mr Deleau’s report earlier.

It is indeed imperative that this report, even though
some Members may not consider it urgent, be adopted
as soon as possible to give a legal basis to the request
made by Parliament to write in a budgetary line
before allowing this institute to be founded.

President. — 1 agree; but I must point out that
because of the nature of the debates it is impossible to
enter the Deleau report on Tuesday or Wednesday.
Therefore the only possibility left to me is today. The
debates will be on reports from the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. If you propose to
withdraw one of these reports, to hold it over until
Thursday and to replace it by the Deleau report, I
shall be happy to do so. But I have not received any
such proposal from the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs.

Therefore if you propose that one of the four reports
by the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affaires be withdrawn, I shall be happy to comply.

Mr ). Moreau (S), Chairman of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. — (FR) Mr Presi-
dent, this is very awkward because for once today’s
reports present a certain whole. The four reports deal
with problems of taxation, and I think it would be
foolish to withdraw one of them because we wanted to
have a joint debate on taxation. You are really putting
me in a very awkward position in view of the fact that
I am constantly asking for a certain logicality in our
debates.

President. — Are you proposing that it be entered
on today’s agenda, Mr Moreau ?

Mr J. Moreau (S), Chairman of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. — (FR) 1 do not
think that, this report will give rise to a lengthy debate
and so I believe it could be included in today’s order
of business. I do not know how many Members wish
to speak on this report, but I do not think they will be
numerous. The most important thing is for the House
to adopt this report.

President. — In that case I propose to enter it at the
end of today’s agenda. If it is not considered, it will be
taken automatically on Thursday.
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Mr Forth (ED). — Mr President, I do object. I very
much welcomed your original ruling which followed
what I think we had established in this House, namely
that where a rapporteur could regrettably not be here,
it fell to the chairman of the committee to make the
appropriate arrangements for the report to be taken.
That is the position that the House had agreed. What
is now happening is that for the personal conven-
ience, not just of the rapporteur but of the chairman
as well, this rule is going to be set aside and we are
causing great upset to the agenda. Therefore, I hope
that the House will adhere to your original ruling and
support your original ruling and not accept what is
now being proposed.

(Parliament approved the President’s proposal)

President. — The report is therefore entered at the
end of today’s agenda. It may, however, be taken on
Thursday. '

Friday :

The Papaefstratiou report winding up the conciliation
procedure with the Council on the revision of the
Social Fund has been entered after the vote on the
reports on which the debate has been closed.

The ‘environment’ Council will probably be present at
Friday’s sitting at which time we shall consider the
matters carried over from the two October part-ses-
sions, i.e. the following oral questions :

— by Mr Johnson, on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group, to the Council on the protec-
tion of the environment and the development,

— by Mr Gautier and others, to the Commission, on
motor vehicle exhaust gases,

— by Mr Collins, on behalf of the Committee on the
Environment, to the Council, on consumer protec-
tion.

Mr Baudis (PPE). — (FR) I should be obliged if you
would include on Thursday’s or Friday’s order of busi-
ness the report on behalf of the Committee on Trans-
port on the proposal from the Commission of the
European Community to the Council for a regulation
on granting financial aid under the pluriannual
programme on transport infrastructures. The Council
is due to take a decision at the beginning of
December. If we want Parliament’s opinion to be
considered we. must take this report during this part-
session.

President. — Thank you for your comment Mr
Baudis. The Council has submitted some 10 requests
for urgent procedure tomorrow, the Commission has
submitted a few and your report is one of them. We
shall vote tomorrow morning to see whether or not
the House decides to enter it on the agenda.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Our question was to be on
the agenda for Friday at the last part-session. This
time it is again on the agenda for Friday. Unfortu-
nately another important political decision is to be
taken on Friday : the German Social-Democratic Party
is to decide on the list of candidates for the European
elections and on the installation of missiles on
Europe.

Since the question was put by Social Democrats alone
and none of us is able to be here on Friday morning,
regrettably the Commission would have to reply
without us, which we do not want. I hope therefore
that you will help us out of our dilemma. I am not
requesting that the matter be placed on the agenda for
some other time, only that it be discussed at the next
part-session. Unfortunately we only have a party
conference every two years!

President. — I feel we should avail of the rare oppor-
tunity presented by the Council’s readiness to answer
questions on the environment on Friday and that you
should try to find someone to deputize for you as ques-
tioner, in view of the fact that the presence of the
Council on a day other than Tuesday is a very rare
exception.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) I believe that you are a Presi-
dent who appreciates political considerations. You
know that the question of legislation on exhaust gases
was originally raised by the German Social Democrats
when we were still in power and that this question is
being discussed nationwide in Germany. We consider
it politically unthinkable for a debate of this nature to
be held here when it is impossible for Social Democ-
rats to be present, even though, as you know, we are
normally always here on Friday mornings. I therefore
ask you to treat this as a political question, not a tech-
nical one.

(Parliament rejected the proposal to delete the item
from the agenda)

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, technically
speaking, how can you do this if none of the ques-
tioners will be here on Friday? I am very much
against — and I should like to say so quite openly —
a Conservative for example introducing our oral ques-
tion in Parliament. But perhaps you could verify the
result of the vote by the electronic voting system.

President. — Mr Gautier, if the question is with-
drawn, the problem will be solved.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President, would
you please verify the vote electronically, as according
to my count the majority was in favour of Mr
Gautier’s motion.

(The result of the vote was checked electronically)
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Mr Patterson (ED). — On a completely different
matter : could you tell me when copies of the Papaef-
stratiou report will be available in all languages? In
committee, we had to vote, exceptionally, on a French
text without any English text. I hope that will not
happen in the plenary, and secondly, when will the
deadline for amendments be ?

President. — The deadline for amendments will be
tomorrow at 1 o’clock in the afternoon.

Mr Patterson (ED). — And will we have copies of
the report before then, please ?

President. — I suppose you will.

Mr Collins (S), chairman of the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion. — Two things: I understand that the Council
will be asking for urgency on the Squarcialupi report
on air pollution. I trust that that will be taken not late
on Friday, but early on Friday, as it will be needed for
the Environment Council towards the end of this
month.

If I may make a second point while I am on my feet,
it will save time. The oral question by myself, on
behalf of the Committee on the Environment, Public
Health and Consumer Protection, on misleading adver-
tissing, is down, again because Council will be
discussing this on 12 December ; they would be very
unfortunate indeed if this were to slip off the end of
the agenda on Friday, and 1 would therefore respect-
fully ask you to ensure that this is taken earlier on
Friday than would allow that to happen. The point is
that the Parliament really must stamp its authority on
this particular matter. The Council has spent a long
time arriving at even a near-conclusion, and that is
the point of the oral question. So I would hope it will
be taken rather earlier on Friday than might otherwise
be the case.

President. — Mr Collins, that has all been arranged.
Only one problem remains. We have to vote on
urgent procedure for the Squarcialupi report tomorrow
morning and that will determine the agenda for
Friday. But, as the President-in-Office of the Council
will probably then be present, the questions and the
Squarcialupi report will be taken together.

Mrs Viehoff (S). — (NL) Mr President, I asked for
the floor when Thursday’s agenda was being
discussed, but then you passed on to Friday.

There are two things: firstly, I believe I heard that
Mrs Pruvot’s and Mr Vandemeulebroucke’s report
have been removed from the agenda. But I have not
heard you say anything about Mr Hutton’s report. A
request has been made on behalf of the Socialist
Group that it too should be removed from the agenda
and debated at a future part-session with Mr Eisma’s

report. Both reports concern voluntary work, Mr
Hutton’s relating specifically to young people, Mr
Eisma’s to the subject in general. The two reports are
also based on the same motion for a resolution, No
1-942/81 tabled by Mrs Gaiotti de Biase. It seems
more sensible to us for the two reports to be debated
together at one part-session. That is the first point.

I believe you must have received a letter containing a
request that the report on tourism be debated earlier
on Thursday, partly prompted by the request made by
the Commissioner concerned, who can only be here
on Thursday and would like to be present for the
debate on the report.

To come back to Mr Vandewiele’s request: all the
committees involved in the report on tourism have
submitted their opinions. It will not take him long to
look at the amendments he has not seen, because
there are only two as far as I know. I would therefore
ask you once again: have -you received the letter
requesting that the report on tourism be taken earlier
on Thursday, and would you be willing to put this
request to the vote ?

President. — Mrs Viehoff, the last request is impos-
sible, and with regard to the Hutton report, it was
discussed this morning by the political group
chairmen. According to our information, the Hutton
report and the Eisma report are not identical. That is
what we based our opinion on when fixing the agenda
with the agreement of all group chairmen and that is
what the proposal now before you states. As the infor-
mation is correct, I am quite prepared to withdraw the
proposal in order to deal with the Hutton report this
week. However, I repeat, the information indicated
that the two reports were not identical.

Mrs Viehoff (S). — (NL) Mr President, I did not say
that they are identical. What I said was that in some
respect they concern the same subject and that the
two reports are based on the same resolution, No
1-942/81 tabled by Mrs Gaiotti de Biase. You can see
this from both working documents, because Mr
Eisma’s report is ready : it is already in the form of a
working document. In it you will see that both reports
are based on the same resolution. I think it would be
more sensible for us to coordinate our activities some-
what better and have joint debates on related matters.

(Parliament approved the request)

President. — The Markopoulos report will be the
subject of an urgency vote tomorrow morning, just
like the Squarcialupi and other reports.

Mr Markopoulos (S). — (GR) Mr President, I should
simply like to know what has become of the request
from the Council and the Commission for urgent
debate on the report which I drew up on behalf of the
Committee on Energy and Research. I was informed
that such a request had been made.
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President. — Mr Markopolous, the Council
requested urgent procedure on your report. This
request will be submitted to Parliament tomorrow
morning. Therefore the requests for an opinion from
other Committees are no longer applicable.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President, I
should like to come back to the question of Tuesday.
My group submitted a request — which, perhaps, was
not passed on to you — that in the debate at 3 p.m.
the Curry report should be taken separately from the
four other reports which deal with structural ques-
tions. Otherwise this debate will be a mess. It would
be better to take the Curry report first and then deal
with the structural proposals. The Socialist Group
decided to submit this request to you, but it does not
seem to have been passed on.

(Parliament approved the request)

Sir Peter Vanneck (ED). — Mr President, before we
come to the urgencies as we conclude the debate on
the agenda as it stands, may I make a plea with regard
to the way in which the agenda is always readjusted
on the Monday afternoon ? It is bad enough when
items are taken out, because one might easily have
constitutents or pressure groups, trade unionists or
what have you, around and about who have come over
specially for a particular debate only to find that it has
been taken out. However, it is far far worse if things
are put in, because then one has not got the docu-
ments and one is not organized. I think that it is most
unfair to the Members concerned if a debate on a
subject is suddenly introduced on to the agenda So
please, especially with the pressure of work, take
things, out if you must, but do not add.

President. — I have to say that hardly any new item
has been added to the agenda. The only such element
is the Papaefstratiou report on the conciliation with
Council on the Social Fund, which is a formal obliga-
tion, and there we depended on the state of work in
the Committee on Social Affairs and Employment. Of
course, there are the urgencies, but the urgencies are a
phenomenon we always have to cope with.

Mr Seligman (ED). — On the Markopoulos report
why do we have to wait until tomorrow morning? A
number of scientists are coming from all over Europe
to hear that debate, and I should have thought we
could decide tonight on those urgencies requested by
the Council.

President. — Mr Seligman, we only put items on the
agenda if the work in committee has been finished a
number of days before, so that the documents are at
your disposal in sufficient time for the plenary sitting.
That was not the case, as far as I know, with the
Markopoulos report. That is why it has to be dealt
with as an urgency.

I have received from Mr Forth and nine others a
request, under Rule 56 of the Rules of Procedure, to
withdraw the report by Mr Thareau (Doc. 1-923/83)
on the new guidelines for the Community’s structural
policy in the agricultural sector.

Mr Forth (ED). — Mr President, we know that we
are now operating under great pressure during
sessions, and I believe that here we have the opportu-
nity to take advantage of the movement of events.
This report was originally designed to give the
Commission guidelines on how to go about making
proposals for restructuring agriculture. As we all know
events have overtaken us, and the Commission has
made its proposals. Therefore, it is patently clear to
me at least that this report no longer has a place on
our agenda and is no longer required. I therefore
propose that in order to save ourselves a lot of time
and make space on our agenda, that we withdraw this
report and acknowledge the passing of circumstances
and events.

Mr Thareau (S). — (FR) Mr President, it will come as
no surprise to you to learn that I as rapporteur of the
Committee on Agriculture rise to speak in favour of
keeping this report on the agenda, the proper place
for all reports on structures. The Committee on Agri-
culture prides itself on looking farther ahead than the
Commission’s proposals and it is perfectly entitled to
put forward initiatives which should force the
Commission to advance its proposals.

We consider it very important that this report be
taken in the House before the Athens summit.

(Parliament rejected the request and adopted the
agenda as amended) !

4. Action taken on the opinions of Parliament

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

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. — (NL)
I should like to begin by drawing the Assembly’s
attention to a matter that was not discussed at the last
two part-sessions and should not really figure under
this item of the agenda because it concerns a resolu-
tion adopted by the European Parliament on its own
initiative. But, having consulted the committee
chairmen this morning and in view of the urgency of
this matter, I feel I must ask you to consider it for a
moment.

1 Urgent procedure — Deadline for tabling amendments —
Speaking time : See Minutes.
2 See Annex.
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Last January Parliament adopted a resolution calling
for direct Community aid to Namibia. During the
debate on this resolution the President of the Commis-
sion took the view, on the Commission’s behalf, that,
until the conditions set out in United Nations Resolu-
tion 435 had been satisfied, serious difficulties would
be encountered in the granting of direct aid.

Resolutions concerning Namibia are being discussed
within the United Nations at the moment. These reso-
lutions originate from the United Nations Council for
Namibia, the only body with legal authority over the
territory of Namibia until it achieves independence.
Among other things, these resolutions criticize the
granting of direct aid to Namibia, as the European
Parliament, for example, has proposed. I consider it
my duty to bring this situation to Parliament’s notice
and also to inform it that the Commission can, of
course, hardly do more than reassert its view that aid
to Namibia can only be granted in accordance with
the guidelines adopted by the United Nations.

President. — May I intervene at once to express, first
of all, my gratitude for the statement that you have
made in Parliament’s resolution of January last on
Namibia. I was able to note the pieces both here and
in in New York and I can only confirm what you
have said. With regard to the debate on Namibia I
should like to point out that, after reading what
happened as a result of the resolution on humani-
tarian aid, that it Was in no way the intention of the
author of the resolution to define the position of Parli-
ament and the EEC on the legal status of Namibia.
The deep concern expressed by the UN Security
Council with regard to Namibia concerning the resolu-
tion which had been adopted earlier appears to me to
have been premature.

This view was confirmed at the discussions I had this
morning with the group chairmen. If this position can
be adopted by the plenary sitting I cn assure you that,
this week I shall point out more clearly to the Secre-
tary-General of the UN, Mr Perez de Cuellar, that in
Parliament’s view there is no question for defining the
legal status of Namibia and that the resolution must
be read in context. Any objections ?

That is agreed.

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM). — (I7J In October the
European Parliament unanimously adopted a resolu-
tion pursuant to Rule 47 on dangerous products and
substances. Mr Narjes who replied on behalf of the
Commission, expressed some doubts about one para-
graph of the resolution which I repeat, Parliament had
adopted unanimously, and more precisely about para-
graph 2 (a) and (b). He also said that this matter would
be further examined as Parliament had not yet given
its opinion.

I should like to ask the Commission if it can explain
the doubts it expressed in October and if it can, there-

fore, guarantee that the Commission will agree to our
requests.

President. — Can you answer that question, Mr
Andriessen ?

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) I cannot give a definite
answer to this question at the moment, Mr President.

President. — I take it, therefore, that this is some-
thing which will be taken up later by the Commission
and the relevant parliamentary committee.

Mr Enright (S). — Under item D — emergency aid
for third countries — will the Commission state
whether it has considered this month granting emer-
gency aid for Grenada as soon as the invading forces
have withdrawn, in order to assist that country to get
back under democratic control ?

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) The Commission adopted
an interm protective measure at the time of the events
in Grenada. As soon as the situation becomes clearer,
normal relations will, of course, be resumed with
Grenada.

IN THE CHAIR : MR KLEPSCH

Vice-President

Mr Cousté (DEP). — (FR) In the July debate on
temporary employment Mr Richard said that he
would examine all the amendments with the Commis-
sion. I ought to remind you that these amendments
are somewhat contradictory despite the excellent work
done by the rapporteur, Mr Patterson. In those circum-
stances I should like to ask Mr Andriessen if this direc-
tive will be withdrawn or if it will be the subject of a
communication from Mr Richard, and if so, when ?

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) We exchanged views on
this matter during the last part-session. In the mean-
time, Mr Richard has written to the rapporteur to say
that it is taking longer than usual to adopt a final posi-
tion in this matter. I can assure you that, as soon as it
is known what this position is, the committee and
Parliament will be informed.

Mr Aigner (PPE). — (DE) Concerning Christmas
butter : Parliament has twice voted under the urgent
procedure. I should like to hear the Commission’s
views and decision. What has happened about this ?

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) This subject has also been
discussed a number of times and, like the first ques-
tion, it comes under the heading of own initiatives.
Parliament will be debating agricultural matters at
length this week. Mr Dalsager will be taking part in
the debate and is prepared to inform the Assembly of
the Commission’s opinion as it stands at the moment.
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It seems to me that one of the arguments that has led
to the Commission adopting the position it has was
that it would be better for the dairy policy the
Commission wants to pursue to be discussed during
this debate than under this item of the agenda.

President. — I should like to point out that Mr
Dalsager will make a statement on this during the
discussions on agricultural matters.

Mr Aigner (PPE). — (DE) Mr Commissioner, I find
it somewhat strange for a report to be adopted unani-
mously in committee and by a three-fifths majority in
plenary, for there to be a request under the urgent
procedure, and for the Commission still not to give an
opinion. A very strange thing happened Mr President :
the Commissioner said here that the money needed
for the Christmas buttter scheme was not available,
but Mr Dalsager blurts out in committee that it had
never been a question of finance !

I think that Parliament is entitled to hear an opinion
from the Commission and I request that the Commuis-
sion now give a detailed opinion on this matter in this
debate and that it reconsider its view.

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) Let me just say this: of
course, Parliament has a right to hear the Commis-
sion’s views. That is not the issue. The question is
whether Parliament has a right to hear the Commis-
sion’s views while this item of the agenda is being
discussed. Mr President, it has been agreed that the
Commission’s statement will be made during the
debate on agriculture this week and not under this
item of the agenda. I therefore abide by what I have
said.

Mr Eisma (NI). — (NL) I have another question that
concerns page 3 of the Commission’s document and
Mrs Squarcialupi’s report on cosmetic products. The
Commission says that account is in essence taken of
the amendments proposed by the European Parlia-
ment.

May I ask what is meant by the confusing expression
‘in essence’ ? Does it mean that in fact two of the
amendments adopted by this Parliament and
welcomed by the Commission have been incorporated
in the directive, in the Council decision ? I should
like to know precisely what is meant, because the
term ‘in essence’ does not tell me great deal.

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) In answer to this question,
the Commission is able to confirm that account will
be taken of the amendments.

5. Economic situation in the EC

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-988/83) by Mr Bonaccini, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-983/83-COM(83) 628/fin.) concerning the
adoption of the annual report on the economic
situation in the Community and establishing
economic policy guidelines for 1984.

Mr Bonaccini,rapporteur (COM). — (IT) Mr Presi-
dent, four months ago I had to present another report,
which was adopted by the Parliament, on the evolu-
tion of the economic situation. I think that it is not
worth repeating now what was said then. However we
must realize that in 1983, in spite of all the efforts
made and some minor achievements, the convergence
of economic policies still did not take place. This
realization, coming almost at the end of the ten-year
period since the 1974 decisions, is not, unfortunately,
reassuring.

In 1983 there was further evidence of significant and
at times unexpected changes both in the strictly
economic and social world context and in the political
context within which economic development must
take place. These were met by policies and measures
which were to a great extent rooted in the experience
of the 1960s. It is obvious that I am referring to the
decisions on these matters taken by the Council of
Ministers.

Therefore, establishing guidelines for economic policy
in 1984, the year in which the first term of office of
the directly-elected European Parliament comes to an
end, might seem an unreal undertaking which is
forced on us as a matter of parliamentary ritual, espe-
cially if we consider the disappointing news which has
just reached us concerning the outcome of the
meeting of the Council of Ministers in Athens which
shows that the prospects for a renewal of the Euro-
pean Economic Community have suffered further
setbacks.

Point 16 of the motion for a resolution draws atten-
tion to the responsibilities of the Council and invites
it to demonstrate the will to conform in practical
terms to the guidelines set out in the Commission’s
report. Moreover, point 4 of the resolution states that
Europe should retain the essential strength to give
fresh impetus to growth at the highest levels of effi-
ciency and competitiveness and to ensure the possi-
bility of a healthy and progressive recovery of its
economy in spite of the limited prospects for growth
and the various negative features and uncertainties
surrounding it.

Points 18 to 21 deal with macroeconomic measures,
which is why I shall not discuss them in detail here.
They are measures which seek to bring about a conver-
gence of performance and of the economy seen, there-
fore, not in terms of complete uniformity of behaviour
but as an alignment which could result from the
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common pursuit of basic objectives and also from
discriminating and flexible behaviour on the part of
the major macroeconomic powers and approaches in
line with particular national circumstances.

We must create the general conditions which will
allow us to confront at one and the same time two
major obstacles to the development of the European
economies : the persistence, in some cases, of high
levels of inflation and the scarcity, or even lack, of
proper measures to stimulate the production of
genuine resources.

The main points of the analysis of the economic situa-
tion are contained in the various recitals of the
motion for a resolution, particularly under A and B. It
would be a completely futile and, 1 would say, almost
useless exercise at this point to attempt to make fore-
casts and to ask what the future holds rather than
deciding what will happen on the basis of sound fact.

Recital F of the motion for a resolution uses these
words to describe the action which must be taken : ‘it
is increasingly necessary to focus attention on the
structural adjustments needed to create a context
favourable to improving the employment situation’ in
order to increase ‘the competitive capacity of Euro-
pean economies, so as to halt the decline in our indus-
tries’.

We have moved into an age which I shall call the ‘age
of restructuring’. Ladies and gentlemen, we cannot
begin a new phase of development unless we restruc-
ture. This may seem an obvious thing to say, but it is
applicable to the different areas from industry to
monetary measures and from finance to the need to
seek for new products, new methods and innovations
in every field.

A certain number of indications for possible common
initiatives are contained in paragraph 13 and, since
the President is inviting me to conclude, I should like
to say that these indications of contributions to the
stimulation of production are accompanied by the
support which must be given to them. Working time,
information and worker consultation create the condi-
tions which will lead to a more broadly-based
consensus.

The main objective of our economic policy must
remain that set out in paragraph 1: to create all the
conditions which will allow unemployment to be
conquered. We cannot resign ourselves to unemploy-
ment at a stable level of 10 % ; we must sharpen our
wits, strengthen our desire to progress and, as we are
doing at the moment with ever increasing, justifica-
tion ask the Governments and the Council of Minis-
ters to provide the positive response which the people
of Europe expect.

Mr J. Moreau (S). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, Mr Bonaccini’s report is being debated
several weeks before the European Council in Athens,
and it is the last time in this term of office that our
Parliament will debate the economic situation in the
Community in the context of the agreement on
convergence.

Our colleague’s report reflects the present situation in
the Community and I wish to congratulate the author
for all the work he has put into drafting a text which
is as realistic as possible and the the same time accep-
table to the majority in this House.

The fact that he has not been entirely successful is
obviously due to the fact different views exist, even
although they are not as divergent as in the past, and
to the attitudes of the different political groups in this
House.

The economic situation in the Community is full of
contrasts. One can detect the first faint signs of an
economic upturn, but none of us can forecast how
long this upturn will last. Indeed, despite certain
improvements on the inflation front and in external
trade, and despite a certain real convergence of
economic policies, we see that the unemployment
figures are still rising. Europe is still subject to
external influences and experiencing many difficulties
in mastering its economic and monetary development.

We are all, I think, convinced of the need for a policy
of controlled economic renewal founded on a healthy
basis ; and like the rapporteur, we also appreciate the
importance for overall demand of the Member States’
exports.

We regret, however, that the report was not more
explicit or daring on this point.

We also support the idea of channelling savings into
productive investments and encouraging innovations.
But I personally wish to highlight three points which
I consider essential to assuring steadier growth,
economic renewal and a drop in unemployment.

We must make more specific progress in the mone-
tary and financial fields, and my colleague Mr Papanto-
niou will develop this point in greater detail.

The competitiveness of the European economy is a
key issue, as the rapporteur says, and that can only be
improved if we have a basic change in the structures
of our production apparatus.

There is no point in my going over all the proposals
made in the report. I wish to pick out the need for
European cooperation in research, in development
and in industry in the advanced technology sectors
and the sectors of the future. We consider the Esprit
programme an important step in the latter case, and
we should think of extending this step in the months
and years ahead.
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But there will be no improvement in competitiveness
unless there is a greater combined effort by the
different parties involved in the production system.
That is why we think greater advance should be made
in consulting workers in the factories, and I am sad
that the text of the report has been changed on this
point.

Without attributing imaginary advantages to the reduc-
tion in working time, I nonetheless believe that an
ambitious policy of readaptation and reorganization of
working time could have an effect on both employ-
ment and competitiveness.

My group will abstain on this report, not.because of
any objection to its contents — we agree with nearly
all the statements in it — but we would have liked to
see this House affirm more convincingly and more
decisively the need for a renewal which is so necessary
if we want to complete the structural change referred
to by Mr Bonaccini and to begin to solve the problem
of employment facing our Community in such
flagrant terms.

Mr von Bismarck (PPE). — (DE) Mr President,
although the subject calls for much longer discussion,
I can only deal with it briefly in the time available.
The fact that the rapporteur was only allotted five
minutes speaking time seems to me to be discrimina-
tion against the subject matter.

Firstly, on behalf of my group, I should like to praise
the courage, the consistency and the care with which
this report has been drawn up. Therefore — I should
like to say this to the previous speaker — Mr Bonac-
cini’s report is not excessively long, it is encouragingly
short because we do not have to make any substantial
amendments. I consider that this proposal is particu-
larly successful in the context of the Council Decision
of 1974 because it emphatically points the way to the
realization of a truly socially committed and social
market economy in this European Community of
ours. It makes no attempt to claim that two and two
make five and says quite clearly that in economic
policy, which must be subordinate to social policy,
two times two are four!

The rapporteur’s observations in paragraph 16, to
which he has already referred are important, and I
should like to express my support for them. It says
that the Council should read it and act accordingly ! I
should like to add a recommendation that the Council
finally regain its ability to make decisions by intro-
ducing a system of majority voting so that it is able to
implement matters which the majority recognize as
right, otherwise all the good proposals which the
Commission has made are a complete waste of time.

Second point. Growth is mentioned in many places
and the report also says that growth is not enough. I
must point out in all seriousness that growth can take
many forms, perhaps this could have been included in

the report. It is only new products, new markets and
new services that will create new jobs. Once the
market is saturated there is a tendency to cut down on
labour. Only new products can solve this problem and
we should perhaps put this point to the Council very
strongly. I hope that the Commissioner will go into
this further. It must also be remembered that new
products require a higher stake and involve an
increased market risk as a result of which the invest-
ment required has to be greater. As a proportion of
costs the risk capital is much greater in the case of
new products. For this reason the need to obtain and
guarantee risk capital are the key factors in this situa-
tion.

Third point: the only safe employment is profitable
employment and the only profitable employment is
in profitable undertakings. Those who jeopardize
profits jeopardize employment. Those who abolish
profit abolish employment and anyone who obstructs
a return to adequate profits — this is the problem of
today and it was clearly, stated in committee —
obstructs the creation of new employment. An essen-
tial point and one which cannot be stressed enough'!

Fourth point: competition. Competition is the only
way to remain competitive. In considering competi-
tiveness we have to think of individual undertakings
and if the market is right they will generate competi-
tiveness. What is the main obstacle ? The internal
market. As a result of the most varied kinds of protec-
tionism the internal market in its present form makes
us incapable of competing against America and Japan.
Why are we unable to do so? Because the general
costs — which in some cases amount to 10 to 15 per
cent; in the case of research costs it goes much
higher — can be divided by six in America but
perhaps only be two in our case. This means eight
percentage points on the bill whereas not more than 2
to 3 per cent of turnover is the usual figure in export
business. The internal market is therefore the key to
recovery and the Council would do well to think of
this in its decisions because it will not improve unless
the Council takes action.

The last speaker referred to the reduction of working
hours : unfortunately no-one ever does any calcula-
tions on this ! Regrettably it is never looked at closely,
and unfortunately it is a great illusion to expect that
employment will be created in this way. On the
contrary : there is a far greater probability that we
shall thereby generate costs which will reduce profits
still further. My group empbhatically rejects this idea, it
is no solution to our problems. One request, Mr Presi-
dent: in future we should ensure that in this debate
on the annual economic report the principal speaker
is allocated at least 10 to 15 minutes speaking time,
instead of giving each political group five or six
minutes, so that we can do justice to the matter.

(Applaus)
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Mr Welsh (ED). — Mr President, we too would like
to offer our congratulations to Mr Bonaccini on the
fair-mindedness and the skill with which he has
drafted his resolutio’n.

This is one of those times when, perhaps, we should
pause for a moment and count our blessings. It is
always very difficult to prove a negative, but those who
constantly damn the Community with ineffectiveness
might well ask themselves what would have happened
over the last three or four years if there had not been
a Community at all. I suspect that the problems we
are contemplating today would have been very nearly
insoluble.

We can also count our blessings in that there is at last
a degree of convergence in the way that the Member
States are managing their economies. For that, Vice-
President Ortoli himself must take a great deal of the
credit. So when looking at this report, do not let us
assume that everything is necessarily bad. We are
beginning to see some fragile signs of recovery, and
that is something to rejoice about. However, it is
indeed a fragile recovery. In fact, the Commission
document is not entirely clear as to whether it is a
recovery at all. At very best, we can say that we have
moved out of reverse gear and into neutral.

Because it is so fragile, my group cannot accept the
terms of paragraph 21 as we do not believe that there
should be any excuse, any scintilla of a reason, for
letting up on the prudent economic strategies that
most Member States have implemented over the last
few years.

I am very surprised that our Socialist friends ate not
going to vote for this report. Paragraph 13, I think,
contains an excellent agenda for action. If every one
of the points of that particular programme were
implented, we would have a recovery that we could
feel confident in. The most significant thing the
Community can now do is to get on with the job and
implement the set of proposals in the Bonaccini reso-
lution. We wish Mr Ortoli good luck and God’s speed
in doing that.

(Applause)

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, we
would have liked to be more indulgent towards our
colleague Mr Bonaccini than Mr Welsh has been, espe-
cially since we belong to the same group, but we
cannot do it. We disagree with the philosophy of the
report, and more so still, with that of the Commission.
Mr Welsh said that the Bonaccini report contains
many positive features. I shall mention one of these,
which the Commission also mentions, nainely that
the real cost of labour, corrected for inflation, fell by
1 % in 1982 and it is expected that in 1983 it will fall
still further. The Commission welcomes this redistri-
bution of incomes, which increases the profitability of
companies.

The problems arising are much more severe for
Greece. In the short time I have available, I just want
to condemn the fact that the Commission’s report
states that Greece should implement strict policies in
the sector of incomes and budgetary management,
and that in particular the wages policy should aim at
reducing the real cost of labour per employee, by an
appropriate restriction of cost-of-living adjustments.
We consider this to be an unacceptable provocation,
because it is a repetition of what happened in 1982,
and of the Commission’s interventions, and this, more-
over, at a time when Greece’s incomes policy is being
formulated. We cannot understand how Greece could
possibly consider economic union based on a policy
like that. We call upon the government to reject these
pressures in both word and deed, and upon working
people to intensify their struggle for Greece to break
away from the EEC.

Mrs Tove Nielsen (L). — (DA) Mr President, the
Liberal Group welcomes the report of which Mr
Bonaccini is rapporteur. We think that in it he has
grasped the essential aspects, both in his analysis of
the period we have been through, — and particularly
in the future perspectives which he indicates.

We shall not be over optimistic, but on the part of the
Liberal Group we would like to say, however, that if
there is a will, then we too can put our mark on the
future through the economic recovery which we now
can glimpse. But it require the will to use the correct
means and in our opinion the report points to them.

We are well aware that the existing large unemploy-
ment figures must be reduced as much as possible.
We are of the opinion that we can achieve this by
putting the economy in order, and we fully agree that
what the Community needs in this area is integrated
actions. We must restructure our industrial sector, we
must make everything much more flexible with a
view to meet those challenges which Europe is facing
at the present time. I am of course, thinking first and
foremost of technological development, which quite
naturally leads us to the fact that we must see to it
that the citizens of the Member States are retrained.
We must ensure that they really are trained to meet
the requirements of the present time. We must have
occupational and geographic mobility.

When we talk about changing structures, then it is
quite obvious that precisely in those undertakings
which come under the heading of small and medium-
sized undertakings offer the best opportunities to
meet the challenges which face us. Within these it is
much easier to change things in the course of a very
short time in order to carry out new tasks, produce
new products, and thus enter the large world market.
Mr President, improved competitiveness is the key to
the economic recovery which we need so very much.
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Mr Nyborg (DEP). — (DA) Mr President, many nice
things have been said and I can agree that, there is no
doubt that the Commission, under the leadership of
Mr Ortoli and his staff, have done a fine piece of
work ; and the same can be said for the Parliament’s
rapporteur, Mr Bonaccini.

But let me switch to a question of procedure. We have
here an excellent report. On its cover it says that it is
about the adoption of the annual report on the
economic situation of the Community and the fixing
of economic policy guidelines for 1984. And I ask you
particularly to note the latter. What is the use of
giving an opinion on economic guidelines for 1984 ?
All the national Parliaments have debated their
budgets for 1984 a long time ago, and not even at the
final adjustments will they have the possibility to take
account to this excellent document from the Commis-
sion and the Parliament. Therefore I shall urge the
Commission to see to it that in the future this report
on the economic situation and the guidelines for the
following year is produced several months earlier than
is now the case, so that the national governments to
whom these are directed, also can take them into
account when they are drawing up their budgets for
the following year.

Mr Bonde (CDI).. — (DA) Mr President, for many
years we have received from the Commission their
so-called compulsory economic guidelines containing
recommendations for the economic policy of the
Member States. The advice given to Denmark has
been rather monotonous year after year: cut public
spending, cut wages and salaries. But have those guide-
lines resulted in a better economy? Wages and
salaries have been cut in real terms. After 10 years in
the EEC productivity has gone up by 40 %. In other
words, we produce 140 items per working hour
compared to 100 previously. In spite of this the TUC-
workers’-wages in real terms have fallen to 98.9 % of
the 1973 wages. And the official statistics do, in fact,
mask an even greater fall in the real wages, because
the official statistics talks about a TUC-worker who by
now is almost extinct. The TUC-worker in the official
statistics happens to be one who has never tried to
obtain a part-time job, who has never tried work-
sharing, and who has never been on the dole. Such a
worker is difficult to find nowadays. Last year alone,
one in three TUC-workers were unemployed for a
shorter or longer period of time. The fall in real
wages, which is the result of becoming a part-time
worker or job-sharer, or receiving the dole, cannot be
measured by the official statistics. And so one
certainly cannot accuse Denmark of not having paid
heed to the advice from the EEC-authorities on wage
restraint.

But have these words of wisdom created more jobs ?
In June 1983 — which from an employment point of
view is the best month of the year — Denmark had

256 712 people officialy registered as unemployed and
10 207 job vacancies. So not only did we have full
employment, but even a shortage of workers when we
joined the EEC. From 1973 to 1982 the official unem-
ployment rate has gone up from 0.9 to 9.9 %. What is
the situation in those countries with which we usually
compare ourselves ? Unemployment in Norway has
gone up from 0.8 % to 2.5 %, in Sweden from 2.5 %
to 3.1 %, in Austria from 1.6 % to 3.7 %, and in Swit-
zerland from 0% to 0.4 %. So we can see a clear
pattern for Western Europe : Those countries also feel
the economic crisis, but not in the form of mass
unemployment. In the light of this we will thank the
EEC to spare us further economic guidelines.

Mr Papantoniou (S). — (GR) Mr President, in
contrast to the positive developments in the American
and Japanese economies, the European Community
remains immersed in economic stagnation, while
unemployment continues to increase. There are no
doubt organizational reasons for the inadequacy of
European economic performance. However, the
persistence in two major European countries,
Germany and the United Kingdom, of conservative
political forces that remain committed to the mone-
tarist dogma is contributing a great deal to the prolon-
gation of the economic crisis. The economies of those
two countries are characterized today be small public-
sector deficits, very low inflation, balance of payments
surpluses and considerable margins of unused produc-
tive capacity. Thus, they embody all the prerequisites
for the effective implementation of an expansionist
macro-economic policy. The margins for relaxation in
the monetary sector are indeed small, granted today’s
high interest levels in the United States. However, in
the public-sector economies of those two countries
the drastic restriction of organizational deficits leaves
considerable margins for tax reductions designed to
stimulate economic activity and to support economic—
development.

Despite the disquieting proportions attained by the
unemployment, the governments of Germany and the
United Kingdom refuse to pursue such a policy. Mr
President, it is not easy to find a logical explanation
for this. It seems most likely that those governments
have fallen victims to the monetarist dogma and to
economic circles influenced by monetarist views.
Indeed, many industrialists and financiers in the large
capitalist economies have adopted the view that any
increase in the public-sector deficit, under any circum-
stances whatsoever, creates inflationary expectations
that are soon manifested as higher inflation, eventu-
ally leading to a downturn in economic activity. There
is no evidence to support this view. On the contrary
there is recent and clear evidence that the huge defi-
cits of the American budget have gone hand in hand
with a rapid fall in inflation and a downturn in infla-
tionary expectations, and in parallel have led to a
powerful upswing in the economy.
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It is said that in its latest annual economic report the
Commission seems to accept and adopt the economic
choices of the conservative governments. I fully recog-
nize the Commission’s fears that an increase in the
public-sector deficit would reduce available resources
for investments that are essential prerequisites if we
are to emerge from the economic crisis. However,
these fears are totally unfounded for the following
reasons.

Firstly, the financial expansion we are proposing is
smaller than the one that has taken place in the
United States, which is indeed risky.

Secondly, there are ways of arranging the tax cuts so
as to produce investment rather than consumption.
Thirdly and most importantly, Mr President, the fact
that in the two countries I mentioned, the United
Kingdom and Germany, the fulfilment of all the prere-
quisites for implementing an effective expansionist
policy means an increase in the national income, and
consequently increased revenue for the financing of
additional productive investment. This is a basic, I
would even say classical, principle of political econo-
mics, at any rate as developed after Keynes.

The Socialist Group believes that without the imple-
mentation of an expansionist macro-economic policy
by countries in a position to do this, our economic
stagnation will continue indefinitely. Unfortunately,
neither the Commission’s report nor the Bonaccini
report seem to share this view.

Mr Albers (S). — (NL) Mr President, the Commis-
sion’s annual economic report reveals that the efforts
undertaken in recent years to achieve greater conver-
gence of the economies of the various Member States
have had some success. The position of the Nether-
lands is on the whole all the more striking as a result.

The Commission rightly states that the Dutch
economy could do with rather stronger domestic
demand. This statement is prompted by the rising
surplus in the balance of payments and in the fact
that the slow recovery of the world economy will have
a favourable effect on Dutch exports.

And yet the Dutch Government’s policy is to depress
domestic demand even further : a reduction in public
spending, public investment, investment in housing as
well as a reduction in private consumption in 1984,
The Dutch Finance Minister accused the Commission
of using outdated figures and was supported in this by
the German State Secretary for Finance, who uses
more recent information to reveal better trends in his
country. But the conclusion to be drawn from the
figures taken as a guideline for the 1984 Dutch
budget is that the Commission is right to say that
domestic demand in the Netherlands is being curbed
more than economic circumstances justify.

I should therefore like to ask the Commissioner two
questions, Mr President. Is it true that the Commis-
sion will have to adjust the forecasts for 1984 in the
light of more recent figures and, if so, will this neces-
sarily result in a more favourable assessment of the
curbs on private consumption in the Netherlands ?
Does the Commission’s statement on the Netherlands
mean that this Member State must increase its efforts
to achieve greater convergence of its economy with
the economies of the other Member States of the
Community ?

The answers to these questions are of such interest,
Mr President, because further curbs on domestic
demand in the Netherlands will put this country in
an exceptional position as regards the trend in unem-
ployment, which could then be expected to rise fom
4.7 % in 1980 to 17.6 % in 1984.

Mr Ortoli, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(FR) Mr President, I wish to join in the congratula-
tions of those who have said that Mr Bonaccini and
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
have done sterling work and at the same time in the
regrets expressed by those who think that this
economic report deserves more than a total of 46
minutes’ debate in this House at the present time of
vast unemployment, of constant change and of uncer-
tainty as to whether there is a real upturn and before a
European Council in Athens which is of major impor-
tance.

And [ say this with even greater regret as this remark
has already taken me 30 seconds.

We have drawn up a report which highlights a certain
number of points which were discussed with the
Committee. The first is that although there is an
upswing, that upswing is moderate, slow, irregular and
full of contrasts. And here 1 would like to say to Mr
Albers that our data and recommendations refnain as
valid today, as they were when the report was
presented in September. It is a growth which could
average 1.5 % in 1984, whereas the average of 1971/
1980 was almost 3 %. It is an upturn full of contrasts,
as the growth is still negative in five Member States
and as some of them would have a performance in
1984 of between 0 % and 1/2 % compared with the
average just mentioned.

And it is an upswing which has its starting point in
private consumption, the phenomenon of stock
rebuilding, and partly the development of the
construction business. But we have not had the tradi-
tional link of exports and we have not yet had the
necessary link of investments. We hope that 1984 will
bring back this support from world trade as we expect
an increase in world imports of more than 35 % in
volume, whereas trade was negative in 1982 and level,
one could say, in 1983.
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Unemployment is slowing down, but as the report
says, it is still not yet satisfactory. It is levelling off,
but in such a way that in our economies the major
problem remains that of unemployment. And so we
have a slight upturn full of contrasts, but accompanied
by unemployment, which is far too high.

Secondly, there is increased convergence in the
Community on inflation. It is clear that in the
Community we are progressively moving down from
an inflation rate which was well over 10 % only a few
years ago neater to a rate lower than 6 % for 1984,
with an additional element that most of the Member
States will be below the 10 % level. This first element
of convergence is indubitable and very welcoming.

Secondly, the considerable drop in the deficit in the
balance of payments, with most of our countries
enjoying a better balanced situation.

Finally, a halt in the increase in budgetary deficits —
I shall come back to the question asked by some
Members on the development in these countries with
the best record — but there is no doubt that some
countries have reached a level of deficits which
involve quite simply the problem of regaining control
of the increase in public spending and not of the
margin of manceuvre available for use ; this point was
discussed in committee and recognized, I think,
by most Members present here.

There are three elements of precariousness. The first
relates to the international financial and monetary situ-
ation, the interest rates, exchange rates and indebted-
ness. This is obviously a major factor today at a time
when the upturn was partly induced by the United
States and Japan.

The second element of precariousness in the upturn is
the fact that we are still awaiting a new impetus in
investment and that this impetus is hardly detectable
in the better off economies. But investment is essen-
tial to continuous growth and continuous upturn. We
cannot do without investment, firstly because what is
called the potential growth rate has become weak. The
potential growth rate is the possibility for the
economy to grow taking into account capital stock
without rekindling inflation.

This rate, which to a certain extent indicates the
overall margin of manceuvre of the economy, was 5 %
per annum before 1973. It dropped to 2.4 % during
the period 1973/80 and today it is around 2 %. That
means that if we do not invest we shall very soon, in
terms of growth, reach the limits of inflation, as has
already happened unfortunately in some Member
States. Upturns which could be considered weak in
the light of our pre-1980 standards have become infla-
tionist upturns. Therein lies a fundamental problem of
investments, for without investment we shall not be
able to tackle the problems of competitiveness or of
modernization.

Thirdly, there is not enough structural change, which
is linked to this insufficient investment, and 1 would

like to remind you that we have a long way to go yet,
although we must not become disheartened. We have
quoted an encouraging example in our report; some
years ago it took 1% more energy for 1% more
growth. Now we need 0.65 % more energy for 1%
more growth. This means that our attempts to reduce
dependence on energy have been successful. How can
we consolidate this upturn ? I have no intention of
dwelling overmuch on the broad outlines of economic
policy, as Mr Bonaccini has touched on them suffi-
ciently in his report, but I would like to say a couple
of words on budgetary policies. What is the real
margin for manceuvre in public finance ? We have
suggested that we continue with the determined poli-
cies to reabsorb structural deficits but that ‘automatic
stabilisers’ should also come into play. Indeed, in
certain circumstances we would pasitively welcome
the intervention of these ‘automatic stabilisers’. But I
believe that there are certain things that we must not
lose sight of; firstly, the problem facing use is not
only that of the size of the public deficit, it is also that
of the size of the public debt. For example in such
countries as the Federal Republic of Germany and the
United Kingdom the public debt is over 40 % and
58 % of the GDP respectively.

This means that when the deficit grows, the increase
occurs largely through the interest rates. And this is
one of the points that we stressed in the report
because we wanted to show that one of the margins of
manceuvre had disappeared due to the fact that each
time the deficit increased it was absorbed by the
interest paid. And we have quoted, I think, some very
relevant statistics.

When this happens the problem no longer remains
one of a budgetary deficit but becomes one of inter-
action between budgetary policy and monetary
policy ; a monetary policy accompanied by expansion
which allows the interest rates to be independent of
American interest rates, which means a sufficient drop
in interest rates to facilitate investment without the
public deficit absorbing part of the sums available and
in the final analysis increasing interest rates. I should
like to remind you that in such countries as the
United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of
Germany this balance has been sought. So while the
deficit is being reduced in the Federal Republic let us
not forget that interest rates have been held at a level
much lower in real terms than American interest
rates.

I would simply like to stress, by way of conclusion, Mr
President, that we must organize this upturn. We are
witnessing an upswing, let us hold on to it. We have
submitted a certain number of ideas, some of which
are national in character. Policies which may be
pursued are partly a policy of employment, and here I
should warmly welcome a debate some time on a
document which we drew up on working time. This
document does not present a reduction in working
time or a rearrangement of working time as.the abso-
lute and sole remedy, but we show, I believe, that if
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certain conditions are respected then a different organ-
ization in the planning of working time could help
our economy to develop more favourably. I shall not
dwell on this point, but I should welcome a proper
debate on it some time, for it is a major issue which
should be discussed in depth.

On the question of Community participation we must
first of all appreciate the overall process of under-
standing problems. I mention the indispensable help
received from the European Monetary System which
is the most effective instrument of convergence we
have ; it helps our joint thinking in a way which is
probably irreplaceable and generally underestimated.

We must also use the integrated financial markets, in
other words create one large risk-bearing capital
market in Europe; we do not have a risk-bearing
capital market which could provide the means to
finance investment which we ought to have with our
dimension and savings. We have submitted proposals
to this effect. b

Finally, strengthening the single market which covers
free circulation of products and services but which
also concerns encouraging development through new
technologies and research which Mr Moreau has just
touched upon. And so in addition to purely national
policies we must have common action, that is to say
we must have coherent national policies which are
compatible one with the other, positive and dynamic
action in new technologies, a single market, financial
markets, and furthermore the opportunity of having
increased monetary stability which should also enable
the Community to turn to the outside every time we
must find a stable basis for interest rates, for exchange
rates, for dialogue with the major currencies; all of
which means not only adopting joint stances, but also
when necessary formulating proposals for a more
serene, confident, sure organization of the interna-
tional economic and monetary system.

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

6. Tax barmonization — Turnover taxes — Taxes
on tobacco
President. — The next time is the joint debate on

— the report (Doc. 1-903/83) by Mr Rogalla, on
behalf of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs on the harmonization of taxation in the
Community.

— the report (Doc. 1-777/83) by Mr Beumer, on
behalf of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-1299/82-COM(82) 870 fin) for a twelfth
directive on the harmonization of the laws of the

Member States relating to turnover taxes -—
common system of value added taxes : expenditure
not eligible for deduction of value added tax.

— the report (Doc. 1-907/83) by Mr J. Moreau, on
behalf of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs on cigarette tax harmonization.

Mr Rogalla (S), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President,
first of all, a point of order: perhaps I have not
remembered today’s agenda correctly, but I was
expecting a speaking time of 10 minutes for rappor-
teurs. Was this perhaps changed at the last minute ?

President. — The decision was taken by the House
because of the large number of reports which have to
be taken during this sitting.

Mr Rogalla (S), rapporteur. — (DE) Thank you for
your explanation, Mr President.

The framework for this work was provided by an own-
initiative report on the harmonization of taxation in
the Community. I did, of course, have a personal
interest in it, but I have to admit that in spite of a
great deal of effort and despite some interesting work
I still do not regard myself as a great authority in this
field — the harmonization of taxation is such a wide
and varied topic. I should therefore like to point out
particularly that the Commission’s experts play a very
important part in this field in the Community and
that I wish to express my thanks to them as well as to
colleagues in this Parliament and ask that they also be
included in the thanks to the rapporteur which are
normally expressed on occasions such as this. My
second comment concerns the importance of this
report for the internal market. If the freedom of move-
ment of persons and services in the internal market is
not also completed at the fiscal level by the harmoni-
zation of taxation, then — forgive my putting it so
bluntly — we can quietly bury our European Commu-
nity. Fortunately I did not have to take a stance on
any financial philosophies on my report. The essential
aim was to support the Commission’s initiatives
through a programme document of some kind and to
exert some control over the Commission — an
extremely important point for the European Parlia-
ment.

In a wide variety of reports — and notably in a report
of 14 September 1983 to the Council on the func-
tioning of the common system of value added tax —
the Commission itself has in fact pointed out that the
internal market should be strengthened, and from the
fiscal standpoint be established for the first time.

My third comment within the framework of the
programme which I have drawn up jointly with the
committee concerns the fact that, inter alia, a medi-
um-term programme must be worked out. The
Commission has always shied away from this and this
is in fact the only point which I have to criticize. In
our economic forecasts it is precisely in the financial
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sphere that we have to have the courage to lay down
these things in stages over a longer period of 20 years.
The setting of deadlines always had a very salutary
effect in the early days of the European Community’s
activity and I should like to take this opportunity of
reviving it. It is for this reason — this is an essential
point in paragraph 36 — that I should like to urge the
Commission to submit the relevant programme before
the second direct elections. This is important because
in the internal market our citizens are not only wage-
dependent, they also operate undertakings and have to
find their way in the Community and must have guid-
elines available.

There is one proposal for an amendment which I
defended very strongly in committee and which I was
unable to put through in the form I had imagined,
namely the very important reference to the need for a
link between this tax harmonization and individual
revenues. I cannot conceive that in the long term with
the large financial stakes and the fiscal resources
which are at issue here for all the States it will be
possible to put through any tax harmonization worthy
of the name without the help of the Community. The
committee was unwilling to accept it in this form.
Therefore, in order that this idea should not be lost, 1
have incorporated it in Amendment No 8 and have
pointed out that harmonization of taxation will
undoubtedly simplify this kind of financial equaliza-
tion.

The conclusions are quite clear : firstly, we must press
on with the harmonization of taxation, although it
would be all too easy to use the economic recession as
an excuse for the fact that nothing is happening in
this field any more. Something is happening here, if
necessary with Community support in the field of
individual revenues.

Secondly, without an internal market we are at the
mercy of Japanese and American competition. Tax
harmonization is part of the internal market. Thirdly a
great deal more pressure must be brought to bear on
the Member States and it is here that I appeal to the
Commission. Ultimately the financial support of the
Community is essential to harmonization.

Mr Beumer (PPE), rapporteur. — (NL) Mr Presi-
dent, the directive stipulates that a proposal must be
made to the Council for the adoption of a list of non-
deductible items of expenditure, the aim being to
achieve harmonization in this respect. The Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs agrees with the
principle of harmonization, for instance, since compe-
tition may suffer as a result of the differences in tax
systems and the effects they have. To this extent, there-
fore, harmonization is a good thing provided that it
leads to a non-discriminatory system of taxation. Only
then will competition remain unaffected, and that
means that uniform basic principles must be adopted.

The problem with the elaboration of this aspect of the
sixth directive is that it is not easy to tell in every case

what are business expenses and what are private
expenses. My committee believes, however, that the
principle should be that expenses which can reason-
ably be assumed to have been incurred for business
purposes should continue to be deductible and that,
conversely, private expenses should not as a rule be
deductible.

Mr President, another important point is that double
taxation must be avoided, there must be no cumula-
tive element. We believe — and this is one aspect of
the Commission’s proposal that the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs must criticize — that
the proposal in its present form would in all proba-
bility result in business expenses which should really
be deductible no longer being so and that that would
in fact conflict with one of the most elementary princi-
ples of VAT. It would also produce a cumulative
element in the taxes, or at least that could very easily
be the case. Hence our objections. Furthermore, in the
present difficult economic situation it could rapidly
lead to tax increases, which are certainly not wanted at
the moment and would hit small and medium-sized
undertakings particularly hard.

My . committee therefore believes that a different
method should be chosen, and it has proposed amend-
ments to this effect. It prefers a ‘flat-rate’ scheme,
because without extensive administrative systems it is
impossible to specify and cover everything. This flat-
rate scheme would, however, include the provision
that, if it can be shown that costs are incurred entirely
for business purposes, they must be regarded as totally
deductible in accordance with the basic principle of
VAT.

This scheme formed part of a compromise reached in
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. It
was generally approved and is the subject of amend-
ments tabled by the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs. I therefore believe that these amend-
ments should be adopted by the House and that
amendments which depart from this compromise —
and there are such amendments — must be rejected.

I have another question to put to the Commission.
Perhaps it can help me with some information. One
of the amendments proposes that the term ‘vehicle’
should be replaced with the term ‘means of transport’.
I do not really see what the point of this is. I feel it is
an amendment that might be adopted, but I should
like to hear the Commission’s views on this point. I
believe that the statement of the general principle
gives adequate support to my presentation.

Mr J. Moreau (S), rapporteur. — (FR) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the report which I have the
honour to present was adopted with only one absten-
tion in the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs.

Admittedly, this is not the first ‘occasion this House
has had to discuss this thorny problem on which the
Commission and Parliament find it difficult to agree.
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May I remind you that the Commission’s proposal for
the thid step of harmonizing taxes other than turnover
taxes on the consumption of manufactured tobacco
has already been debated at great length in this
House ?

I should simply like to sketch in the background to
this proposal for a directive which finally led to the
motion for a resolution under discussion.

After an in-depth discussion on the floor of the
House, Parliament first rejected the Commission’s
proposal for a directive ; after this vote the Commis-
sion agreed to meet Parliament’s request to study
whether the present approach, namely to harmonize
the radio between the specific element and the ad
valorem element, were the best or whether it should
not be replaced by an alternative approach to
harmonize the ad valorem part of the duty in the
retail price.

The Commission forwarded this report to Parliament,
while still maintaining its proposal for a third harmon-
ization step.

Parliament studied the proposal for the third step in
detail and again rejected the proposal for a directive.

Mr Tugendhat did say, however, that even though
Parliament had rejected the proposal for a directive,
the Commission nonetheless maintained its proposal
as it believed there was no proof that the alternative
approach was any more neutral in terms of competi-
tion and that the process of harmonization could not
be held up any longer.

Under these circumstances our Committee considered
it important to recall the main objective which it
thinks ought to be pursued in this sphere, namely to
avoid distortion of competition and to promote the
free circulation of tobacco products within the
Community.

The report in front of you takes up Parliament’s posi-
tion of rejecting the proposal for a directive and
comes out in favour of a specific element higher than
20 % and of the alternative approach, and also calls
for proposals on harmonizing methods of collection.

Since Parliament has, after due consideration, rejected
the proposal, the Commission by retaining its prop-
osal unchanged is completely ignoring the views of
Parliament, which is of course quite unacceptable.

That being the case, Parliament can only urge the
Council to follow the opinion of this House, and our
proposal is that if necessary we should start a concilia-
tion procedure similar to the new procedure under
discussion at present.

That, Mr President, is the position adopted by a very
large majority of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs, and I urge the House to follow its
Committee in this sphere.

[ hope that the Commission will learn the necessary
lessons and that the Council will then be able to delib-
erate in the full knowledge of all the elements.

Mr Seeler (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should like to thank Mr Rogalla most
sincerely for his excellent, well-defined and com-
prehensive report. With this report he has raised a
very serious question, namely how seriously do the
governments of the Member States take the European
Community. An economic community which does
not have a comparable tax burden on the economies
of all the Member States will always remain incom-
plete. Equality of opportunity in competition is a
prerequisite for the functioning of an economic
community. We lack this equality of opportunity
because the basic tax burdens in the Member States
are very divergent. The consequence of this is that not
only do we still have personal checks at frontiers, we
also have a very complex tax burden on goods
crossing frontiers within the Community.

A short while ago some friends of mine in Hamburg
organized an art exhibition within the framework of a
European culture week. They had to devote a full four
hours to the paper war at the German/Dutch border,
simply because of the differences in the taxation of
works of art which were not even being exported but
were simply being imported temporarily into another
country of the Community. For citizens of the
Community these are not signs of progress in Euro-
pean collaboration.

Neither is this the first time that the harmonization of
tax provisions has appeared on the agenda of this
House. There are numerous Commission drafts for
appropriate provisions, which in some cases received
the approval of Parliament more than 10 years ago
and which are still waiting to be dealt with by the
Council of Ministers. This shows once again how seri-
ously the national governments take this Parliament.
The Council must once again be told on the basis of
this example that a reform of its decision-taking struc-
ture is more than ever urgently needed. For this
reason in the resolution of 14 September the plenary,
when discussing the European Political Union, rightly
decided to give the Union responsibility for the
harmonization of taxation in future. The harmoniza-
tion of taxation in the Member States does of course
require considerable adjustments and changes and
therefore time. This cannot and must not be over-
looked.

For this reason Mr Rogalla’s admirable proposals in
paragraph 36 of this motion for a resolution that an
ordered programme be drawn up merit the attention
of the Commission. This would result primarily in the
renunciation of the Council’s practice of resolving
matters by letting them lie and doing nothing. My
group will support the motion for a resolution in the
hope that it will thereby play its part in removing a
large obstacle to the continuing development of the
European Economic Community and that the intra-
Community barriers will be broken down at last.
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Mr Schnitker (PPE). — (D) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, this admirable report by our colleague
Mr Beumer is a compromise. As usual this proposal
will have considerable repercussions on the economy.
Unfortunately, this applies particularly to the small
and medium-sized undertakings and will have serious
negative repercussions for them. The only proper
arrangements from the fiscal point of view, and the
only ones which are compatible with the economy,
must be those whereby the right to deduct VAT in
respect of all expenditure incurred in the course of
normal business activity continues to be undisputed
and free from exceptions.

Article 4 of Mr Beumer's report gives undertakings
the opportunity of avoiding the restrictions on deducti-
bility laid down in Articles 1 to 3 provided that they
can prove that such expenditure is exclusively for busi-
ness purposes. In principle this special provision is to
be welcomed, but it does not succeed in cancelling
out the disadvantages which result from the general
arrangements regarding the restrictions on deducti-
bility. Deduction of the expenditure specified in Arti-
cles 1 to 3 is in fact permitted only if the taxable
person, at his own request, is subject to a strict control
procedure.

The increased burden of proof will entail a substantial
increase in administrative expenditure with a
consequent increase in the costs burden and is certain
to make disputes with tax offices more difficult. This
is a time for fewer controls and less bureaucracy, not
for more ! I am afraid that the increased complications
and other difficulties associated with the procedure
will make it impossible for small and medium-sized
undertakings in particular — and this in the Euro-
pean year for small and medium-sized businesses and
craft industries — to make their own applications for
implementation of a control procedure.

For this reason I have submitted an amendment
which I now ask you to accept. The Commission
should be expressly warned of the danger of further
bureaucratization and restriction of the freedom of
action of small and medium-sized businesses. It
should be required to make the procedure of applying
for exemption from restrictions on deduction as
simple and unbureaucratic as possible.

Mr Hopper (ED). — Mr President, I welcome Mr
Rogalla’s excellent report which deals comprehen-
sively with the problems arising from fiscal barriers to
trade and to capital movements. In my group we shall
particularly support his reference to the need for
harmonization of the tax on alcohol. Indeed, we have
moved an amendment which amplifies his own refer-
ence to this subject.

In the United Kingdom we are also particularly
concerned about the problem of zero rating for VAT.
In the United Kingdom something like 40 % of
consumption is of goods which are zero rated,

primarily foodstuffs. It is, therefore, a very important
subsidy from the better-off members of the Commu-
nity to the less well-off members of the Community. I
know that Mr Rogalla is aware of this problem.
Indeed, there is no actual call in his report for the
abolition of the zero rating for VAT. However, certain
of his remarks could be interpreted as sympathetic to
the abolition of zero rating. We are, therefore, moving
an amendment which will make the report’s position
clear.

Finally, I strongly support Mr Moreau’s report on ciga-
rette tax harmonization. My group believes that 10
years ago the European Commission and the Euro-
pean Community set off upon the wrong road by
attempting to harmonize cigarette taxation on the
basis of ad calorem tax. At the time when the
Commission set out upon this path, relatively little
was known about the economic implications of ad
valorem taxation at a very high rate, and I would draw
the House’s attention to the fact that the ad valorem
taxation of tobacco is at an extremely high rate.
Indeed, there is no other product in common
consumption which bears ad valorem taxation at this
high level. Parliament took a position against the
Commission last year, and we are very sorry that the
Commission has chosen to disregard Parliament’s
views.

May I conclude by saying that there is some progress
being made in at least one Member State. I am very
pleased to hear that in the Netherlands, a country
which has up to the present time applied primarily ad
valorem taxation to cigarettes, there has been a
change of heart. The Netherlands is now moving
towards specific taxation, and for the very reasons that
this House has advanced.

Mr Fernandez (COM). — (FR) Mr President, I
should like to make some comments on Mr Moreau’s
report.

Pursuant to the Rules of Procedure, I declare that I
have no financial interest in the subject matter under
discussion, except perhaps that 1 smoke Community
tobacco.

I should like those of our British colleagues who take
the floor to do likewise and declare their financial
interests in the multinational firms they defend so
passionately, such as Imperial Tobacco, Rothmans,
Philip Morris, British American Tobacco, Collers and
others, more commonly known as the ‘Light Tobacco
Brigade’.

Four times during 1981 and 1982 we have helped
impede the implementation of the Commission’s
proposal for a directive to move to a third stage in
harmonization of manufactured tabacco. The second
stage of harmonization was extended and we got the
status quo. That is a positive result, because if the
Commission’s proposals had been put into effect our
country could have seen a further drop in the use of
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Community tobacco and therefore in the area under
plantation and the number of tobacco growers, most
of whom have family businesses. It is true that the
multinational tobacco firms, who have important
connections in this House, do not accept the Commis-
sion’s proposals either, but for totally different reasons.
We thought that the Commission was already going
too far. For those firms the Commission was not
going far enough in harmonization. They wanted the
specific element to be at least 40 % of the duties
collected to the detriment of the ad valorem element,
whereas the present minimum is only § %. Their stal-
wart defenders from the Conservative Group have
launched the offensive again and inveigled a new
report out of the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs. This report contains proposals which are
still unacceptable.

The effects of this will be worse still; a further
stimulus to imports and a new drop in the use of
Community tobacco, when we do not even cover
50 % of our needs at present; a decrease in the
number of tobacco growers which has halved in 15
years in our country, without taking into account the
redundancies in our industries which are already in
dire straits. For all these reasons the French
Communist and Allied Members can only oppose the
report from the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs. We also observe that there are consider-
able differences between the Commission and Parlia-
ment. And let us not forget that the Council is at
present examining a compromise solution from the
Greek presidency which has the merit of suggesting
only minimum changes to the present taxation system
for tobacco in the Member States.

Under these circumstances, and in the interests of the
Community growers, we think we ought to wait,
which is why we propose maintaining the status quo
and extending the second step of harmonization for
an indefinite period. That is the ambit of the amend-
ment we have tabled and wish the House to adopt.

Mr Hopper (ED). — On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent, Mr Fernandez has suggested, I think humour-
ously, that we should declare our interests in the
subject. Can I assure him that I have no shares in any
tobacco company ? Could I also point out to him that
under specific systems of taxation far more revenue is
raised by the State than under ad valorem systems ?
For example, in the United Kingdom we raise three
times as much revenue under our system as we would
under the French system.

President. — Mr Hopper. I would ask you in future
to make personal statements at the end of the debate,
as provided for in the Rules of Procedure.

Mr Delorozoy (L). — (FR) Mr President, I rise to
speak briefly on two of the three reports under discus-
sion in this joint debate. I like ‘blonds’ which is why I

shall not speak further on the third report, Mr
Moreau’s, which does not call for further comment
fom our group. We shall vote in favour of it, in line
with our previous positions.

To come back to the proposal for a twelfth directive
on the common system for taxation of value added
tax, we emphasize the need to make more rapid
progress in harmonizing the legislations in force so
that we can have a uniform basis for applying taxa-
tion.

There is tax neutrality between Member States, as
between tax payers, which means that VAT on busi-
nesses’ expenditure must be levied in the same way to
ensure fair competition fom the production stage to
the consumer stage. One would indeed be under-
mining the very principle of the mechanism of value
added tax if by refusing deductions along the line
certain elements of the price were encumbered by a
superimposition of taxes at the different production
stages.

It is true that it is sometimes difficult to gauge accu-
rately whether certain expenditure is linked solely to
professional or to private activities; that is why we
shall vote for the amendments to the motion tabled
by the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.

The resulting text will be more suited to the realities
of business life and the implementation of it will be
more in line with the basic principles of the system of
value added tax.

As for Mr Rogalla’s splendid report on tax harmoniza-
tion in the Community, we note that it took 40 pages
to demonstrate how the tax system is misused to put
an end to the free circulation of goods and capital and
to erect protectionist barriers in the most varied and
imaginative ways ; the taxation of different types of
drinks is a characteristic example of this. It favours
the interests of national industries and it discourages
others in the extreme.

The Commission has submitted numerous directives
to the Council but taxation is undoubtedly one of the
areas where the Council’s behaviour is most incon-
sistent. Member States continue to adopt regulations
which fly in the face of fiscal harmonization ; the
disorderly multiplication of these measures show an
incoherence at the European level which is reflected
in the report.

How can we expect to make headway in the process
of European economic integration as long as the
methods of collecting taxes, rates applied and the
basis for assessment of VAT are not made uniform ?

How can we continue to preach the organization of a
unified European market as long as the excise on
tobacco, alcohol and fuel is used for protectionist
purposes ? As long as the system for covering social
security is financed by disparate levies sometimes on
businesses, sometimes on employees, sometimes by -
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tax methods in the state budget, sometimes by quasi-
fiscal duties inequally imposed on the price of
products ? As long as the fiscal burdens on businesses,
the taxation systems for firms and the rates applied all
stem from legislations which upset conditions of
competition and reduce competitiveness in the Euro-
pean economy ?

How can we hope to return to free circulation of
capital, to set up a real European monetary system
and financial market in Europe, capable of meeting
the needs of finance and investment renewal as long
as the tax on capital revenue (dividends, securities), as
long as indirect taxes on transactions are not made
more convergent in the systems and rates ?

The implementation of an economic policy in the
Member States requires an exceptional effort in the
present day. It is imperative for the Member States to
show a real political determination to harmonize taxa-
tion, failing which other attempts to put our economy
back on its feet and set up a strong modern European
community capable of holding its own with the rest
of the world will bear no fruit.

Mr Cousté (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, our group
approves the three reports, especially as we have just
heard Mr Ortoli tell so rightly that investments will
not be given the necessary impetus in Europe if we
continue to come up against certain obstacles, particu-
larly in the free circulation of capital. That is why we
particularly approve of the Rogalla report which
contains an overall programme for fiscal harmoniza-
tion. We think that fiscal harmonization will help to
break down fiscal barriers, to equalize the tax burden
of businesses and establish the interior market, as Mr
Ortoli said just now.

As regards VAT we must not get lost in arguments
over a zero rate or another rate. There must be a
minimum rate applicable. Whether there is a zero rate
plus one or two rates, there would be considerable
harmonization if at least the basis for assessment were
harmonized.

As for the problem of undertakings, how can we fail
to wish with all our heart, what Mr Rogalla suggested
as the first thing to be done immediately, the establish-
ment of a common system of tax credits for all the
undertakings of the Community ? Finally, when we
see that the Member States exercise their fiscal sover-
eignty in divergent ways contrary to the interests of
Europe, how can we fail to urge the Council to adopt
the proposal for a decision on the procedure for
informing and consulting Member States on tax
matters, the first step towards closer tax coordination
as it will help to avoid divergence? I hope that in
Athens they will heed the voice of this Parliament and
show the political determination to introduce tax
harmonization in Europe.

Mr Paisley (NI). — Mr President, I rise to speak
briefly in this debate because of the vital importance

of the directive on tax harmonization for Northern
Ireland jobs. For the benefit of one of the Members
who spoke, could I declare, as a United Kingdom
Member, that I have no financial interest whatsoever
in tobacco and am myself a convinced non-smoker.

We have, however, in Northern Ireland hundreds of
valuable jobs in the cigarette industry. The firms of
Gallaghers and Carreras make a crucial contribution
to employment, particularly in the towns of Bally-
mena and Carrickfergus and in the City of Belfast. We
have heard in this House today that the average unem-
ployment figure for the Community stands at 10.9 %,
but in Northern Ireland the average is 21.5 % and the
figures for the month of October are 6 100 up on last
year. One example I would give is that in Strabane the
unemployment rate is 40.1 % but among male labour
it is 51.5 %. So this House will know how great an
interest [ have in jobs and in preserving jobs in
Northern Ireland.

The two cigarette firms in Northern Ireland have
recently poured large investments into the Northern
Ireland economy and those investments are highly
welcome at this time. I am convinced, however, that
the Commission’s proposal, if implemented, would do
severe damage to those jobs in Northern Ireland, and,
indeed, to jobs in the United Kingdom. I therefore
welcome the opposition in today’s resolution to the
Commission’s proposal and the stand taken by the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. It is
unacceptable to be told by the Commission that we
should proceed to the third stage of harmonization
when one Member State has not fully complied with
the provisions of the second stage. In these circum-
stances I feel that the only realistic course is to go
along the road pointed out by this report. I regret that
so far the Commission has not heeded the voice of
this House. I can only pray that they will have a
change of heart.

Mr Rogalla (S) — (DE) Mr President, I did not ask
leave to speak for a second time in order to say what I
was unable to say before because of the shortage of
time owing to the changes to the agenda decided by
the House, rather I should like to take this opportu-
nity of confirming with regard to our colleague, Mr
Beumer's report that in the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs after a very thorough discussion
with all the experts we did in fact agree that with
regard to Amendment No 5 which concerns Article 4
on the exclusion from the right to deduction for busi-
ness matters in a particular way, this compromise is
supported by all the groups in the House.

I have already heard my colleague, Mr Schnitker, refer
to the need for less instead of more bureaucracy in
matters of tax law. I support his view entirely. Accord-
ingly I should like to suggest — and I shall speak to
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my colleague Mr Beumer on this point once again —
that we accept our colleague, Mr Schnitker’s, amend-
ment which relates to the motion for a resolution, not
in fact to the directive, in which he expresses the wish
that the procedure followed be as realistic and un-
bureaucratic as possible, which is tantamount to
supplementing the explanatory statement in the
motion for a resolution. I should like, however, to
reserve my group’s position until I have spoken to my
colleague Mr Beumer, with whom this compromise
was reached.

Finally I should like to put a question concerning the
agenda, or rather, to ask for confirmation that there
will be no vote on this report today. If necessary I
must ask for this because the translations of the
amendments are not available in all the languages.

President. — The President decided earlier that, for
that reason, a vote would not be taken today.

Mr Van Rompuy (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, I am
able to say that the Rogalla report has the full support
of my group. Fiscal harmonization, as has already
been adequately stressed, is essential to measures to
combat the crisis. If we are going to have genuine
internal markets in the years to come, it is essential
that all these fiscal distortions be removed. They
distort competition, they obstruct cooperation
between undertakings in the European Community,
and they also deter external investors. How can we
talk about an internal market when taxes vary from
30 % in Italy to 50 % in the Netherlands ? We must
consequently seek harmonization but, as has already
been said, there are a number of problems in this
respect.

As regards VAT, 1 agree that the number of rates
should be reduced. It must be ensured, however, that
we do not finish up with a uniform rate, because indi-
rect taxes must, in my opinion, to some extent respect
the principle of financial strength and because the
basis of assessment must take account of the vital or
non-vital nature of goods. A uniform rate would be
socially unacceptable.

I also agree with what Mr Rogalla said about VAT.
VAT is a tax, not a customs duty. Consequently, the
present practice with regard to the payment of VAT
on goods imported into a Member State — when it is
regarded as an import duty — must stop if we are
going to have better intra-Community trade. There
must also be a levelling off of the tax burden on
undertakings, and we therefore agree that there should
be a genuine basis for settlement. The present system
whereby various countries still use a classical method
results in all kinds of distortions and in parent
companies finding it less easy to establish subsidiaries
in such countries.

To conclude, I should like to express my approval of
the Beumer report. In the Committee on Economic

and Monetary Affairs we amended the Commission’s
proposal. We considered the difficulties it might cause
industry. We considered the matter in terms of
passenger cars, for example, where non-deductibility
would have an inflationary effect on prices and would
hit small self-employed persons particularly hard. If
we look at this more closely, it will be realized that we
have taken account of the interests of small and medi-
um-sized undertakings. We did not go further because
a compromise had to be reached and because we also
wanted to prevent abuse and fraud in the accounting
process. We agree to the present flat-rate system and
to the deductibility of all genuine business expenses. I
therefore believe that my group will approve the
Beumer report.

Mr Tyrrell (ED). — Mr President, I want to expose
one of the follies of the present VAT system. The folly
is caused by the misleading name of the tax. It is not
generally a tax on value added. In an overwhelming
number of products, no revenue is raised on the value
added during the time that the product passes through
the stages of manufacture and distribution. Revenue is
raised at the point of retail sale to a private consumer
and nowhere else. This is because, although VAT is
paid at every stage, the person who pays it is himself a
registered trader who, in due course, receives reimbur-
sement from the government. So, one is looking at a
system where the VAT passes from the buyer to the
seller, to the government and back to the buyer.

This has two immediate results, and both of them are
harmful. First, valuable capital is removed from
productive use. The original payer may not receive the
VAT back until months after he originally paid it.
Secondly, and more important, at each stage of this
solemn process, records have to be kept by the buyer,
the seller and the government. A typical product with
a five-stage life before getting into the hands of the
final consumer will have been documented 20 times.
It is estimated that 90 % of VAT records are kept for
the purpose of this sterile process and not one penny
of extra revenue is raised as a result.

But the cost of maintaining these records is enormous
and the small businessman is the one who suffers
most. Many employ extra accounts clerks which they
can frequently ill afford. Others do it for themselves.
All over Europe, small business-men and their wives
sit down on Sundays to bring their VAT records up-to-
date. They do so for the benefit of no one at all.

Why was this fatuous system invented ? Originally
because the tax was genuinely conceived as a tax on
value added, but is now only a tax on value added
when the transaction is between a registered trader
and an unregistered trader or a private consumer.
Some try to justify the retention of the system on the
grounds that it prevents fraud, but in my view it does
no such thing: the more VAT transactions there are,
the more opportunities there are for fraud.
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An exception could be made in the interests of
preventing fraud by retaining VAT on cash transac-
tions, but they are a small minority, and on credit tran-
sactions between registered traders it does not operate.

Those are the reasons why I urge the House to
support the amendments which Fput down to the
Rogalla motion for a resolution.

Mr Jirgens (L) — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, visitors in the galleries, the three reports
which we are debating today deal with one of the
most crucial questions for the future development of
Europe and also for next year’s election campaigns
when we shall by trying to strengthen the European
awareness of our citizens. They cannot understand
why various taxes still have to be worked out at the
frontiers of the Member States if customs duties no
longer have to be paid.

Four German Liberals, including myself, once demons-
trated by means of ‘Aktion “Ziege™ the obstacles
encountered by a normal citizen trading in goods. The
10 Member States spend about 3 billion DM on these
differences. It is for this reason — and I welcome the
three reports — that we should press not only for the
harmonization of deductibility and not only the
harmonization of the tax on tobacco — and unlike Mr
Paisley I am a heavy smoker — but also for the
harmonization of taxes in Europe. These reports are
crucial to our future and I must vote for Mr Rogalla’s
stage-by-stage plan so that something at least begins
to move. I should like to say to Mr Schnitke that even
if in these reports there is some difference, some
competition between individual levels of industry and
individual sectors, the crucial thing is still to achieve
uniform regulations in the European Community and
to prevent the SMUs from being put at a disadvantage
by comparison with larger undertakings. It is this
uniformity which has decided us.

Mr Lalor (DEP). — Mr President, I rise to give my
full support to the Moreau resolution and to join with
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs in
its well-nigh unanimous resolution condemning the
Commission for its utter rejection of Parliament’s
wishes. 1 want to say that, like my colleague, Mr
Paisley, I have no vested interest in tobacco, but there
is a considerable amount of employment in the
tobacco industry in which 1 have a pronounced
interest.

Less than 12 months ago this Parliament, by a substan-
tial majority, approved the Beumer report, which, in
essence, seriously faulted and rejected the Commis-
sion’s proposal for a directive to amend the existing
directive on taxes as they affect tobacco consumption.
This Parliament’s decision was not taken lightly. It
had been preceded by a pretty exhaustive discussion
in a number of meetings of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. It was followed by

quite a comprehensive debate in the plenary sitting
itself. Not only that, but the members of the
Economic and Social Committee had reached similiar
conclusions.

It is quite impossible to understand, therefore, why
Commissioner Tugendhat, acting for the Commission,
should have refused to accept the considered decisions
of the representatives of the people of Europe and
come back within four months with such a slap in the
teeth to Parliament and a refusal to accept the
people’s view. I join with the committee in appealing
to the Council to accept Parliament’s advice and to
seek from the Commission a proposal on tax harmoni-
zation on the lines already outlined by Parliament.

Mr Welsh (ED). — Mr President, I would like to
start by declaring an interest in that I am a director of
a public company. Were the Commission’s proposals
in the 12th VAT Directive to be implemented, it
would increase our tax bill by around £ 200 000.
Honourable Members might care to reflect on what,
the effect would be if such a measure were imposed
across the whole of European industry.

The Commission’s proposal basically acts as a penalty
on our export salesmen. Can you imagine, Mr Presi-
dent, the Japanese deciding to tax their salesmen’s
travelling expenses ? Absolutely not! They probably
give them an incentive, because that is the way they
get out and sell their goods. It seems very curious that
on the very day we talk about a fragile economic
recovery we should then be turning round and trying
to make it that much more difficult for our industry
to deliver the recovery in question. There seems to be
within the Commission an obsession with the idea of
perks. Well, most people do not use their company
cars for amazing long trips to all sorts of exotic places,
they use them to work. Salesmen, architects, surveyors,
site engineers — to these people a company car is a
tool of the trade and it is ridiculous that they should
be discriminated against in this way.

Now Mr Beumers analysis of the problem is, as
always, impeccable, but I am sorry to tell him that his
solution simply will not work. He must realize that it
is absolutely impossible to find incontrovertible proof
that every single jot and title of one’s expense account
was used for a business purpose — it simply is not
practical and what is even worse the bureaucracy that
his draft amendment calls for from the Member
States, which they would have to set up to administer
this system, would merely add to the burdens which
small business and, indeed, large businesses suffer
already, as so eloquently described by my colleague,
Mr Tyrrell.

We believe that the suggestion that 50 % of private
cars should be deductible is not enough. If you think
of the average working week, you will realize that
most people only use their cars for private mileage at
weekends, and we therefore consider that 10 % deduc-
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tion is a much more accurate reflection of reality. We
are not involved with protecting perks. We disapprove
of perks just as much as our Socialist friends opposite,
and that is why we are not seeking to change the
Commission’s proposals in respect of entertainment.
But I would say to my Christian-Democratic and
Liberal friends in particular, let us have the courage of
our convictions. None of us likes this particular direc-
tive so I would invite them to join with us in voting it
down so that our good friend, Vice-President
Tugendhat, can think again.

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Mr President, I am glad to have the opportunity to
answer this debate immediately after it was made. Let
me make two preliminary remarks.

First of all, I must say that I found myself very much
in agreement with Mr Jiirgens when he talked about
the relevance of this subject in the run-up to the Euro-
pean elections and the importance of not losing sight
of the subjects inherent in this debate when we talk
about the elections and, indeed, when we talk about
the construction of Europe itself. Technical it may be,
difficult to understand it may, but what we are talking
about does lie at the heart of some of the most impor-
tant things which we are all of us trying to do.

My second remark of a preliminary nature must be to
Mr Rogalla, whom, of course, I remember well from
his own days in the Commission, to say to him that
he must not be too modest when he talks about his
lack of expertise. I do not think that anybody who
read the report or who heard what he had to say
would be struck by a lack of expertise — quite the
reverse. 1 should like to congratulate him on his
mastery of the subject.

The Rogalla report which is before us is a very
complete document and omits none of the numerous
tax problems which must be resolved if we are to
attain the objectives which we all desire. Furthermore,
the considerations set out in the report coincide
exactly with the preoccupations which the Commis-
sion expressed in its 1980 report on the scope for
convergence of tax systems in the Community.
Finally, it is a realistic document which draws a
distinction between what is possible and what would
be desirable in the short and long-term and which
clearly sets out the priorities. Among the priority
subjects which I am particularly pleased to find are
three subjects to which the Commission drew the
attention of the Council in its recent communications
on financial integration and on tax and financial
measures in favour of investment. I refer here in the
first place to the exhortation to the Council to adopt
as a matter of urgency the Commission’s proposal of
31 March 1976 for a directive on indirect taxes and
transaction in securities. It also endorses our proposal
to study the question of ending registration duty and
our call for coordination at European level of incen-
tives adopted by certain Member States to encourage

venture capital investment. I can therefore give the
general agreement of the Commission to the text
which is now before you.

I must, however, record the Commission’s disagree-
ment on one particular point and draw your attention
to another. The point of disagreement relates to manu-
factured tobacco, something which has cropped up
from time to time in the debate and on which Mr
Lalor had some very strong things to say. As I made
clear to Parliament in my letter of 28 March 1983 and
reiterated in my address to the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs on 29 September
1983, there is no evidence that the alternative
approach favoured by Parliament is more likely to
bring about neutral conditions of competition than is
the Commission approach. Nor was any evidence
produced of agreement on a common multiplier
which the alternative method presupposes. The
Commission firmly believes that the only way forward
is to continue along the path set by Council in its
directives of 1972 and 1977, defining the first and
second stages of harmonization.

Secondly, the point to which I should like to draw
your attention is the 1975 proposal for a directive on
the harmonization of systems of company taxation
and of withholding taxes on dividends. Mr Rogalla’s
report stresses the importance which Parliament
attaches to finding a solution to this problem for a
variety of reasons, relating in particular to financial
integration. I would urge you to resume consideration
of this proposal and to give your opinion as it is a
matter of urgency. I would remind you that the
Commission is willing for its part to amend the prop-
osal as appropriate.

Having made these two points, Mr President, I would
like to conclude on this report by confirming the
Commission’s very positive response to Mr Rogalla’s
initiative. I think the initiative which has been taken
here should contribute to progress in the harmoniza-
tion of taxes and I trust that it will receive the general
approbation of the House.

Mr President, in the remaining minutes available to
me I would also like to say something on the other
subject of this joint debate. The Commission has
submitted to the Council a proposal for a 12th VAT
directive — about which Mr Welsh had some harsh
words, I thought — the objective of which is to esta-
blish at Community level a list of expenditure
incurred by businesses on which VAT is not to be
deductible. According to one of the principles of the
common system of VAT, all businesses should be able
to deduct from the tax due on their turnover the tax
charged on expenditure necessary for the operation of
their business. However, another principle of the
system requires that any expenditure which is in the
nature of final consumption should be charged to tax.
The difficulty arises where the expenditure in ques-
tion has the apparent characteristics of final consump-
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tion but has been incurred in connection with the
operation of the business.

The second directive of 11 April 1967, which merely
sketched the board outlines of the common system of
VAT, evaded the issue by limiting itself to the observa-
tion in Article 11 (4) that, and I quote : ‘certain goods
and services may be excluded from the deduction
system, in particular those capable of being exclu-
sively or partially used for the private needs of the
taxable person or his staff’

Nor is the question further clarified by the sixth direc-
tive of 17 May 1977 concerning the uniform basis of
assessment for VAT, Article 17(6) of which states:
‘Before a period of 4 years at the latest has elapsed
from the date of entry into force of the directive, the
Council, acting unanimously on a proposal from the
Commission, shall decide what expenditure shall not
be eligible for a deduction of value-added tax. Value-
added tax shall in no circumstances be deductible on
expenditure which is not strictly business expenditure,
such as that on luxuries, amusements or entertain-
ments.’

In accordance with the mandate thus given to the
Commission, the proposal for a 12th directive sets out
to put an end to the current situation of widely
differing national rules. The situation is becoming
more and more intolerable to businesses which
operate on a European level and which find it difficult
to understand why they are confronted with a range of
exclusions which vary from one Member State to
another when the eighth directive of 6 December
1979 gives them the right to claim the refund of the
VAT charged on their operating expenses in those
States of the Community where they are not esta-
blished.

The proposal for a 12th directive is aimed at reaching
a compromise between the two principles previously
mentioned, so as to avoid difficult discussions between
businesses and the tax authorities. It should be
stressed that the proposed list of exclusions is exhaus-
tive. The Commission proposes that value-added tax
shall not be deductible on expenditure relating to
passenger vehicles, travel accommodation, luxuries
and amusements. The amount of VAT charged on
such expenditure in relation to the turnover of the
business can only be small. Small businesses which
are eligible for an exemption in most Member States
cannot claim any deduction of imput tax anyway, and
so they will not be affected by the proposal for a 12th
directive.

In its opinion your Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs suggests a plan of action comprising,
on the one hand, a flat-rate limit of 50 % deduction
of VAT in respect of passenger cars, motor cycles and
travel expenses and, on the other hand, the possibility
of maintaining deduction of the tax in full in respect

of such expenditure, and that relating to private
aircraft and pleasure boats, where the trader can
produce irrefutable evidence that the expenditure is
wholly for business purposes. However, value-added
tax would in no circumstances be deductible on expen-
diture on accommodation, food, luxuries, amusements
and entertainments.

The Commission is still of the opinion that the solu-
tion which it has suggested is the one which best suits
the requirements of harmonization and administrative
simplicity without involving increases in charges for
businesses which might endanger their ability to
compete. The Commission recognizes, however, that
the amendments proposed by the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs are likely to produce
a larger consensus of opinion, in that they satisfy to a
great extent the concern expressed by the trade. Our
essential concern is to ensure that the provisions
relating to the possibility of deducting certain
expenses in full be applied as uniformly as possible by
the authorities of the various Member States. It is on
this basis that the Commission finds itself in a posi-
tion to accept the proposed amendments.

Mr President, I could delay the House a little bit
further by going through the lists of amendments and
those which we accept and reject. I think that, as I
have already kept the House 5 minutes over time, it
might be better if I did not. I am, of course, ready to
do so if at any time the House wishes me to do so.

Mr Beazeley (ED). — I would put two very short
questions to the Commissioner.

The first question is whether, in view of today’s date
and the fact that the prolongation of the present stage
of harmonization runs out at the end of the year, the
Commissioner is considering continuing prolonga-
tion ?

The second question is : If the Commissioner intends
to enforce wis-d-vis the Council the third stage of
harmonization, does he have any confidence that the
two Member States who had difficulty in complying
with the second stage and the one which has not yet
complied will comply on time ?

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission.
— The answer to the first question is yes.

The answer to the second question is that I think —
and this is confirmed by my advisers — that there is
one country not two, on which the Court has ruled,
and the Court’s judgments are always accepted by the
Member States.

President. — The debate is closed.
The vote will be taken at the next voting time. !

(The sitting was closed at 8.05 p.m.)

1 Agenda for next sitting: See Minutes.
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ANNEX

Commission action on European Parliament opinions on Commission
proposals delivered at the September and the first October 1983 part-ses-
sions

This is an account, as arranged with the Bureau of Parliament, of the action taken by the
Commission in respect of amendments proposed at the September and the first October
1983 part-sessions in the framework of parliamentary consultation, and of disaster aid
granted.

Too little time was available to be able to cover in this account the action taken on opin-
ions adopted at the second October part-session, which will appear in the Commission’s
next monthly communication.

A. 1. Commission proposals to which Parliament proposed amendments that have been
accepted in full by the Commission

1. Report by Mr Silzer closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the
EC Commission communication to the Council (COM(83)143 final) on the:

(i) draft decision on structures and procedures for decision-making in the field of
science and technology,

(ii) draft decision on management structures and procedures and the coordination
of Community research, development and demonstration activities

Following up Parliament’s resolution, the Commission has prepared an amended
version of its proposal for a Council decision which will be sent to the Council
shortly. The amendments relate to Articles 3 and 5, and to the Annex to the
proposed Council decision concerning structures and procedures and the coordina-
tion of Community research, development and demonstration activities.

The amendments to Article 3 and the Annex were voted on and approved by the
European Parliament.

The amendment relating to Article 5 was withdrawn before the vote. Part of this
amendment, put forward by the Committee on Energy, Research and Technology,
was completely acceptable to the Commission ; in its amended proposal it has
replaced thé words ‘if appropriate’ by ‘systematically’.

Concerning the requests made by Parliament in the resolution itself, Commission
departments have already responded.to the request in paragraph § and on 7
November 1983 sent copies of the publication EUR 6545 EN-Advisory
Committee for the Common Science and Technology Policy to Parliament’s Secre-
tariat.

Commission’s position at debate : Verbatim report of proceedings, 13 October
1983, pp. 286-7.

Text of proposal adopted by Parliament : Minutes of 14 October 1983, p. 28.
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2. Report by Mr Linkohr closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on
the EC Commission proposal to the Council (COM(83)327 final) for a decision
establishing a research programme to be carried out by the Joint Research Centre
for the European Atomic Energy Community and the European Economic
Community (1984-87).

On 26 October 1983 the Commission sent the Council and the European Parlia-
ment an amended proposal for a Council decision establishing a research
programme (1984-87) to be carried out by the Joint Research Centre for the Euro-
pean Atomic Energy Community and the European Economic Community
(COM(83)640 final).

The Research Council’s sessions on 26 October and § November did not reach
unanimous agreement. The proposal for the JRC programme is on the agenda
again for the Research Council session scheduled for 13 December 1983.

This amended proposal incorporated the amendment to Article 7 requested by the
European Parliament. Also, the budget procedures for JRC research not included
in the programme, requested in paragraph 13 of the parliamentary resolution, have
been included and spelt out in Annex B to the amended proposal.

With regard to requests made by Parliament in the resolution itself, it will not be
possible to consider them until the Council has taken a decision on the new
programme. As the European Parliament itself stated in paragraph 24 of the resolu-
tion, it is not expecting immediate action, but that the matters in question should
be taken into consideration in the next four years.

Commission’s position at debate : Verbatim report of proceedings, 13/14 October
1983, pp. 305-7.

Text of proposal adopted by Parliament : Minutes of 14 October 1983, p. 37.

3. Report by Mrs Squarcialupi closing the parliamentary consultation procedure
on the EC Commission proposal to the Council (COM(80)917 final) for a directive
amending for the third time Directive 76/768/EEC on the approximation of the
laws of the Member States relating to cosmetic products.

On 26 October 1983 the Internal Market Council session adopted a Council direc-
tive amending for the third time Directive 76/768/EEC on the approximation of
the laws of the Member States relating to cosmetic products.

This directive takes account of the substance of the amendment to the proposal
for a directive proposed by the European Parliament.

Commission’s position at the debate : Verbatim report of proceeding, 13 October
1983, pp. 277-8. '

Text of proposal adopted by Parliament : Minutes of 14 October 1983, pp. 15-17.

4.  Report by Mrs Krouwel-Vlam closing the parliamentary consultation proce-
dure on the EC Commission proposal to the Council (COM(81)811 final) for a
directive concerning airborne noise emitted by household appliances.

A new version of the proposal for a directive, amended under the second para-
graph of Article 149 of the Treaty, will be sent to the Council and Parliament by
the end of November.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 15/16
September 1983, pp. 325-6.

Text of proposal adopted by Parliament: Minutes of 16 September 1983, pp.
55-80.
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A. II. Commission proposals to which Parliament proposed amendments that bave been

partially accepted by the Commission

5. Report by Mr Turner closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on
the EC Commission proposals to the Council (COM(80)635 final) for:

(i) a first directive on the approximation of the laws of the Member States relating
to trademarks,

(ii) a regulation on the Community trademark.

At the debate the Commission informed Parliament that it :

(a) was going to take over 63 of the 70 amendments proposed, with certain altera-
tions ;

(b) would put proposals amended under the second paragraph of Article 149 of
the EEC Treaty before the Council.

The Commission departments concerned are preparing the amended proposals. In
view of the volume of parliamentary amendments accepted by the Commission,
more than two months will be needed to prepare the texts.

Commission’s position at debate : Verbatim report of proceedings, 12 October
1983, pp. 140-141.

Text of proposal adopted by Parliament : Minutes of 12 October 1983, pp. 55-63.

6.  Report by Mr Moreland closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on
the EC Commission proposal to the Council (COM(82)816 final) for a directive on
the conditions under which non-resident carriers may operate certain national
transport services within a Member State.

A proposal for an amendment (Article 149 of the Treaty) has been prepared by the
Commission. This text corresponds to Parliament’s Amendment No 6. The
amended proposal will be sent to the Council and Parliament as soon as possible.

Commission’s position at debate : Verbatim report of proceedings, 13/14 October
1983, pp. 334-335.

Text of proposal adopted by parliament : Minutes of 14 October 1983, pp. 71-72.

Commission proposals to which Parliament proposed amendments that the
Commission has not felt able to accept

Report by Mr Schmid closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the EC
Commission proposal to the Council (COM(83)356 final) for a decision
concerning the adoption of the second phase (January 1984 — March 1986) of the
multiannual research and training programme for the European Economic
Community in the field of biomolecular engineering.

(a) Parliament adopted an amendment to paragraph 1.2 in the Annex to the prop-
osal for a Council decision. At the plenary debate the Commission rejected
this amendment, which concerns medical matters.

(b) On 26 October 1983 the Research Council session adopted the decision on the
second phase (1984-86) of the multiannual research and training programme
for the EEC in the field of biomolecular engineering.

(c) The request made in paragraph 2 of the resolution (plants with higher energy
yields) may be followed up in carrying out the programme, provided the
Commission receives suitable proposals.

Commission’s position at debate : Verbatim report of proceedings, 13/14 October
1983, pp. 297-298.

Text of proposal adopted by Parliament : Minutes of 14 October 1983, p. 33.
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C. Commission proposals in respect of which Parliament delivered favourable opin-
ions or did not request formal amendment

1. Report by Mr Veronesi closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on
the EC Commission proposal to the Council (COM(83)258 final) for a decision
adopting a first European strategic programme for information-technology
research and development (ESPRIT).

With regard to the October 1983 resolution the following should be noted.

() The Commission has always followed technological and economic develop-
ments in this sector very closely. The Information Technology Task Force is
trying to work out strategy in this field in order, among other things, to stimu-
late demand here. An extremely important part of this work will concern a set
of telecommunications schemes. Two communications on the subject have
already been sent out, the first explaining the need for action, the second
(which is on the agenda for Athens at the end of the year) proposing six lines
of action, one of these being the establishment of standards, the others :

(i) the setting of medium and long-term goals at Community level,
(ii) joint R & D,
(iii) joint development of the transnational part of the future infrastructure,

(iv) the use of modern telecommunications techniques for the least-favoured
regions of the Community,

(v) the opening-up of the part of the common market dominated by public
buyers.

(b) As for the problem of integrating national projects in a programme coordi-
nated at Community level, the national bodies on the ACM are keeping up
close enough links with the ITTF staff to ensure proper coordination. In addi-
tion, the personnel and services of the information exchange system (IES) will
be shared to some extent.

(c) The Commission is studying how the results of this research can be made
known effectively to the Community’s best advantage while at the same time
protecting persons’ and companies’ ownership of inventions and research
made in the framework of the coordinated Community programmes. It is
considering using not only the IES but also scientific and technical publica-
tions, and conferences and seminars, in collaboration, naturally, with those
taking part in the programme.

Commission’s position at debate : Verbatim report of proceedings, 13/14 October
1983, pp. 327-328.

Text of proposal adopted by Parliament : Minutes of 14 October 1983, p. 6.

2. Report by Mr Brok on the Commission Memorandum on employee participa-
tion in asset formation.

To follow up the resolution, but also to meet the request made at the joint (Eco/
Fin-Soc) Council session on 16 November 1982 that the Commission’s working
paper on ‘ways and means of promoting worker participation in the formation of
company capital’ be up-dated, the Commission is proposing as a first stage to
prepare an Addendum up-dating its 1979 Memorandum accompanied by a draft
Council recommendation concerning capital formation by persons with relatively
modest incomes and wage-earners.

Commission’s position at debate : Verbatim report of proceedings, 12 October
1983, pp. 147-8.
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D. Disaster aid supplied since the last part-session
Emergency aid for third countries

1. Financial aid

Country Sum Reason Distributed Date of
by decision
Santa Lucia 200 000 ECU  tropical storm  gvt. 21.10.83
Western
Samoa 200000 ECU fires gvt. 27.10.83
Tutkey 500000 ECU  earthquake LICCROSS 3.11.83
2. Food aid
Country Quantity/ Reason Distributed Date of
Product by decision
Ethiopia 100 t cereals drought  LICCROSS 13.10.83
100 t butteroil
Paraguay 2700 t beans floods NGO 20.10.83
Lesotho 3600 t cereals World
Nicaragua 7200 t cereals Food
Senegal 2700 t rice Programme’s  6.10.83
Somalia 10 000 t cereals International
Gantbia 1800 t rice Emergency
Syria 1 200 t cereals Reserve
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Extradition requests addressed by the
Turkish Military Junta to the Govern-
ments of the Ten:
Mr Charalambopoulos (Minister for
Foreign Affairs); Mr Chambeiron; Mr
Charalambopoulos; Ms Clwyd; Mr
Charalambopoulos; Mr Adamou; Mr
Charalambopoulos . . . . .. ... .. 95

— Question No 26, by Mrs Ewing:
Release of five Cuban citizens, together
with their lawyers :
Mr Charalambopoulos; Mrs Ewing;
Mr Alavanos . . . . ... ....... 96

— Question No 27, by Mr Lomas : Euro-
bean companies in South Africa:
Mr Charalambopoulos; Mr Lomas;
Mr Charalambopoulos; Mr Hord; Mr
Charalambopoulos ; Mr Jakobsen; Mr
Charalambopoulos; Mr Enright; Mr
Charalambopoulos . . . . ... .. .. 97

says that I asked that the Viehoff report not be placed
on the agenda and that Parliament accepted this
request. Regrettably, Mr President, Parliament did not
see fit to accept this request, and I do suggest that the
minutes be changed because they give entirely the
wrong sense at the moment. Unfortunately, but they
do.

President. — Thank you very much, Mr Forth. In
fact the conclusion is upside down ; Parliament did
not accept your request.

(Parliament approved the Minutes)

Mr Bournias (PPE). — (GR) I am sorry, Mr Presi-
dent, but I am forced to complain and enter a plea on
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behalf of the New Democracy Members because, on a
subject of tremendous importance for peace and for
Greece, you have cut the speaking time of our
colleague, Mr Gontikas, to five minutes, whereas in
the agenda he was allotted ten minutes. Unfortunately,
with the build-up of business, this happens very
frequently, and it is a transgression of the Rules of
Procedure. Today at least, for this subject, Mr Presi-
dent, you should make an exception.

President. — Mr Bournias, yesterday we accepted or
rather decided that rapporteurs would be given only
five minutes speaking time, except in the case of
those reports that related directly to the preparations
for the Athens Summit. There were no comments
whatsoever on this at the time, so that [ must take it
that this decision was agreed to.!

2. Decisions on urgency

Proposals from the Commission to the Council for a
Regulation ingtituting  integrated Mediterranean
programmes (Doc. 1-661/83 — COM(83) 495 Final)

Lord Douro (ED). — Mr President, I was asked by
the Committee on Budgets to deliver an opinion on
this matter. We have not had a chance to consider it,
and therefore I believe the Committee on Budgets
would also be against urgency for this matter.

Mr De Pasquale (COM), chairman of the committee
on Regional Policy and Regional Planning. — (IT)
Mr President, on behalf of the Committee on
Regional Policy and Regional Planning I regret to say
that I must ask for the request for urgent procedure to
be refused. We are extremely sorry, but I see no other
solution, since our committee, which is the one
responsible, has not for a number of reasons,
including time and the well-known problems of the
translation services, been able to complete its report.
Therefore in view of the importance of this matter I
do not think that we can proceed to urgency. More-
over, the committees which have been called upon to
give their opinion — the Committee on Agriculture
and the Committee on Budgets — have also not been
able to give their opinion. Therefore, I ask that urgent
procedure should be rejected.

Mr Provan (ED). — Mr President, I think it is actu-
ally quite intolerable for the Commission to come
forward , this mqrning and ask for urgency on this
matter. Jt is a § billion ECU programme, which is
approximately 23 % of the total European budget. To
bounce it through on a motion of urgency is

[ i

1 Topical and urgent debate (annoucement): see Minutes.

intolerable, and I suggest that this Parliament vote
against it most strongly.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

Arndt report (Doc. 856/83) on behalf of the
Compmittee on Budgets on the

Proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-375/83 — COM(83) 270 final) for a deci-
sion on own resources in relation to the future
financing of the Community.

President. — I should now like to make an
announcement with regard to the procedure to be
followed in dealing with the Arndt report.

The Committee on Budgets has informed me that it
has decided to maintain the original text of the report
by Mr Arndt — and therefore also of the motion for a
resolution — but that it has decided at the same time
to table certain compromise amendments to it.

This being the case, it is not longer necessa}y to vote
on it on Friday. However, as I already announced
yesterday, the vote could be put on Wednesday’s
agenda on the understanding that the debate would
not be reopened and that only the rapporteur and
possibly the chairman of the committee could be
given the floor to explain these amendments.

With regard to the amendments in general, those
tabled by the Committee on Budgets are now ready
and will be distributed as soon as possible. I would ask
the authors of other amendments to let me know by 1
pm. whether they are withdrawing amendments
already tabled or whether they would wish to table
new amendments.

As announced yesterday, the deadline for all amend-
ments has been fixed for 1 p.m. today.

(Parlimﬁent decided on urgent procedure)!

3. Deployment of Pershing and Cruise missiles —
INF negotiations in Geneva

Presidept. — The next item is the joint debate on:

— the oral question with debate (Doc. 1-956/83) by
Mr Gontikas and others to the Foreign Ministers
of the European Communities meeting in political
caoperation

Subject : Steps taken by the Greek Foreign
" Minister to postpone deployment of
American missiles in Europe

On 19 August 1983 the Greek newspapers
published a letter from the Greek Foreign Minister
to his EEC counterparts asking for a six-month
postponement of the implementation of the deci-
sion to deploy Pershing and Cruise missiles in
Eyrope.

1 For the vote'on the other requests for urgent procedure, see
Minutes.
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Since European public opinion in its entirety
considers this measure essential as a means of
defending the Western world against the aggres-

sive and expansionist plans of the communists,

can the President of the Council explain what
prompted him to take such an action, which
makes Greece look like a defender of Soviet
policy ?

Does the President of the Council also consider
that this comes within the Council’s terms of refer-
ence and that this was the most appropriate time
— during the Greek Presidency — for the taking
of such a step ?

— the oral question with debate (Doc. 1-957/83) by
Mrs Focke and others to the Foreign Ministers of
the 10 Member States of the European Commu-
nity meeting in political cooperation

Subject : Action taken by the Foreign Ministers
meeting in EPC on the Greek proposal
concerning the extension of the Geneva
INF negotiations

On 12 August 1983, the Greek Prime Minister, Mr
Charalambopoulos, proposed that the Foreign
Ministers of the Community meeting in EPC
should press for a six-month extension of the
Geneva negotiations on medium range weapons in
Europe.

1. Can the President of the Council state whether
the Greek Government’s proposal was
discussed at the Conference of Foreign Minis-
ters meeting in EPC on 12 September 1983,
and, if so, with what results ? If not, why not ?

2. Is the President of the Council of the opinion
that the question of the length of the negotia-
tions is a ‘political aspect’ of an issue which
concerns the security of all the Member States
of the Community ?

3. Does the President of the Council take the view
that the adoption by the Community Member
States of a joint position on an issue of vital
importance to all Europeans could have a posi-
tive effect on the progress and outcome of the
Geneva INF negotiations ?

4. Does the President of the Council believe that
all 10 Member States within EPC should be
prepared to compromise to reach a united posi-
tion and that the Presidency has a particular
responsibility in this respect ?

Mr Gontikas (PPE). — (GR) Mr President, my ques-
tion to the President of the Council reflects the bewil-
derment of that large section of European public
opinion on behalf of which I speak today. Ordinary
Europeans are pondering why the Greek Presidency
has launched such a one-sided initiative, one which

leaves it wide open to every sort of criticism. Euro-
pean public opinion, which is preponderantly peace-
loving, concurs wholeheartedly with the statement
issued by the French bishops on 8 November this
year, a statement marked by realism and deep political
wisdom. I take one sentence from it which we should
carry in our minds: ‘Every man should espouse
peace’. However, living as we do in this world of injus-
tice, responsible statesmen have a duty to defend the
things which our countries value in common, and
which the people have entrusted them to protect.
Apart from peace these include justice, security, indep-
endence and freedom. But to succeed in defending
these things they need to take all necessary measures
to prevent any attack on them.

That is how we envisaged the Greek Presidency. We
felt sure that it would follow a truly European path,
despite its petty political expediences — such as
refusing to allow the Greek Socialists to visit the
Berlin Wall of Shame. We believed, Mr President-in-
Office, that you would wish to appear as a responsible
statesman who, without disregarding the peace
message conveyed to us by the marches — only by
people in the West, unfortunately — would have the
courage to say publicly that it is immoral for those in
government to leave the citizens of the Community
undefended.

We had hoped to hear you say what we have read in
the bishops’ statement, that, ‘living in a world where
man is still a wolf to his fellows, for us to turn man
into a lamb is an incitement to the wolf. We did not
imagine that the French President would beat you to
it in saying that the tragedy lies in the fact that the
missiles are in the East and the peace movements in
the West.

(Applause from the centre)

This is important for the free world because peace can
only exist within the framework of a balance of forces.
Instead of telling us this truth you have spoken for a
one-sided postponement of weapons systems deploy-
ment, and so, Mr President-in-Office, this beautiful
initiative of yours, which we could have accepted if it
had included all of the States involved, has been
wrecked unwittingly by you off your own bat. You
have been the star performer in a theatre of the
absurd, have participated in a modern Greek tragedy
and have suffocated peace and truth single-handed.

One act in this theatre of the absurd was the response
of the Greek Presidency to the shooting down of the
South Korean airliner. Nowhere have we read, Mr Pres-
ident, of any protest by the Presidency of the Council
about the recent deployment of Russian missiles in
Czechoslovakia and Hungary. The saddest thing of all
is that we have not seen peace marches in those coun-
tries.
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Has this no relevance for you, Mr President-in-Office
of the Council ? Is it only the American missiles that
disturb you ? I think you have chosen a bad moment
and the wrong forum in which to put forward the
Soviet call for a postponement of the deployment of
the American missiles. Your proposal is out of tune
with reality because it comes at a time when Europe is
bowed down by innumerable economic problems and
is in no position by itself, without American assis-
tance, to guarantee the security it needs in order to lay
the foundations for reflation and growth. It should not
escape our attention — perhaps you are unaware of
the fact — that the time when the Community really
blossomed was between 1960-1975 when America
shouldered the main burden of defence expenditure
in Europe. I think that the best answer to my question
today is given in the book by Jean-Francois Revel, the
social democrat, in his book ‘The Death of the
Democracies. He says that the so-called peace
campaigners are targeting on the present Euro-mis-
siles because it is these which give Europe strategic
autonomy.

Mr President, European public opinion holds the
Greek Presidency accountable. Firstly, for using its
powers to mislead it through the service of non-Euro-
pean interests.

(Applause)

Secondly, it feels that the Presidency’s quixotic prefer-
ence for a missile-free zone would render Europe easy
prey to the numerically superior Soviet conventional
forces. It feels anxious about such a circumstance,
because should a missile land in its near vicinity,
Europe would suffer the effects of nuclear fall-out
without beingable to defend itself. It believes that you
have deliberately concealed the fact that Russia has a
nuclear superiority of 3 to 1 and a superiority in
conventional forces of 5 to 1.

For those of us who believe in Europe, Mr President,
the deployment of the American missiles is so vital
for our security as to disallow any hesitancy which
could possibly lead again to the Munich spirit of
appeasement.  Regrettably, Mr President and
colleagues, ultimate peace is to be found only in the
grave, and I can assure you that Europe is not
thinking of dying.

Mr President, I want today’s debate to sound out a
message to Europe and therefore I paraphrase a
familiar expression. ‘We do not anticipate peace
through a Russian initiative, we are not afraid, we are
free’.

(Loud applause from the centre)

Mrs Focke (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the oral question to the Foreign Ministers,
to which I am speaking on behalf of my colleagues
too, was tabled against the background of the Geneva

negotiations on medium-range nuclear weapons in
Europe. The question was prompted by the proposal
from the Greek Presidency in August this year to the
Foreign Ministers of the Ten that they should press
for a six-month extension of the negotiations. Rather
late, although not too late, this oral question is the
subject of a debate today with the President-in-Office
of the Council, at a time when millions of citizens of
this Community are looking to the negotiations
between the two superpowers in Geneva with fear and
hope, although with rather more doubt than confi-
dence, and asking whether their voice, the voice of the
Europeans, of those concerned, will be heard at that
negotiating table.

(Applause from the left)

What is the issue ?-Quite simply the question is when
we Europeans can persuade the big powers to listen to
us at their talks, since it is a matter of our — Euro-
pean — security, and how we can achieve the widest
possible consensus among ourselves. That is why I ask
the Foreign Ministers: How do you actually imple-
ment your declarations in the cold light of day ? For
the Stuttgart declaration did say that the aim was to
achieve closer coordination between the positions of
the Member States on the economic and political
aspects of security.

When Mr Charalambopoulos, President-in-Office of
the Council, proposed the six-month extension of the
Geneva negotiations, his colleague Mr Genscher, and
others too, immediately rejected it on behalf of his
nation. No-one knew whether he meant the proposal
was not a subject for European Political Cooperation
or whether he meant that we considered this proposal
politically wrong. Whatever the meaning, it was not
revealed to the public. That is why the interested
observer is surprised to read that only a few weeks
later Mr Genscher reported to his Foreign Minister
colleagues on his meeting in Vienna with Mr
Gromyko, the Soviet Foreign Minister, and Mr Andre-
otti reported on the meeting between the head of his
government and President Reagan in Washington.
According to newspaper reports, the matter certainly
was discussed on those occasions, i.e., the possibility
that the Soviets might withdraw from the Geneva
negotiations, the need to prevent a break in the East-
West dialogue and observance of the timetable fixed
for the deployment of the new medium-range
weapons.

Mr President, there is a certain lack of clarity here.
Such contradictory behaviour generates confusion, not
just among us Members of Parliament but also among
the citizens of our countries. So I ask you, according
to what criteria do the Member States’ governments
apply the instrument of European Political Coopera-
tion ?

(Applause from the left)
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Have you already sacrificed your solemn declarations
in Stuttgart on strengthening and developing Euro-
pean Political Cooperation on the altar of political
opportunism a mere four months later? I also refer
you to paragraph 4 of our question. What has the
Presidency, which always bears a special responsibility
in this respect, done to reach and promote comprom-
ises to ensure that the Ten adopt a united position ? I
get the impression that the Foreign Ministers go to
the European Political Cooperation meetings with two
different yardsticks — a long one when it is a ques-
tion of defending their own political interests and
intentions, a short one when it is a question of the
interests and opinions of other governments.

(Applause from the left)

That is not the way to reach a common concept of
European security that can protect the European
people’s independent way of life. In the question of
security, which is so vital to all Europeans, the point is
to establish the credibility of our Community in the
eyes of our citizens, to give the general public the
confidence and certain knowledge that this Commu-
nity does have a meaning. It is not just an economic
Moloch. It is the expression of a peaceful order in
Western Europe, of organized co-existence instead of
destructive nationalism : instead of distrust we have
cooperation, instead of war peaceful ways of settling
conflicts, and this directly elected European Parlia-
ment has taken the right road. I am saying this on
behalf of the large majority of the Socialist Group.
From the outset it has committed itself to the policy
of peace set out in the Helsinki Final Act. It has made
it clear that it wants to continue the CSCE process,
i.e, a policy of détente and disarmament. It has called
for a disarmament conference in Europe, an idea
adopted in Madrid against the original opposition of
the USSR and the USA. It has opened the door to a
fresh interpretation of European security interests.
However, and this is also the view of my Group, it was
the Christian Democratic/Conservative majority in
this House that thought last month that by adopting
the Fergusson report it might also be possible to
choose a different road, to achieve a European security
policy via a European policy on armaments. To this
we say no. We do not want to follow that road, for it
is the wrong one.

(The President requested the speaker to conclude)

I will conclude then, Mr President. Disarmament, not
rearmament, is the order of the day. That is why I say
to the Foreign Ministers : fulfil your duty and formu-
late common political solutions to respond to
Europe’s major problems !

(Applause from the left)

I must say to Mr Gontikas and Mr Habsburg : in what
time do you think you are living ? How can you assert
publicly that European public opinion as a whole is
convinced of the need to deploy these weapons ? Did

you see ghosts on the streets of Europe? Did the
opinion polls invent the figures showing that in
Germany alone 70% of all citizens are against their
deployment ?

(Loud applause from the left)

So make use of the instrument of political coopera-
tion ! Make sure that Geneva does not become the
signal for a European arms spiral but the prelude for
scrapping the Soviet SS 20s! Do not follow a rigid
timetable ! Help ensure the destruction of the self-im-
posed straitjacket of automatic deployment! Call for
further negotiations instead of further weapons !

(Applause)

Put the whole weight of your 10 European govern-
ments in the scale to ensure that the negotiations
cover both medium and long-range missiles.

Honourable Members, as European Members we bear
a special responsibility for peace. Let that emerge
clearly from this debate.

(Loud applause from the left)

Mr Charalambopoulos, President-in-Office of the
Foreign Ministers. — (GR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I must remind you that I am here today in
the capacity of President of the Council and as
nothing else. It was essential for me to clear that up,
because from what I can see both the questions refer
to the foreign policies of Member States and, as you
know, matters pertaining to the foreign policies of the
Member States are not discussed in this House. Only
the national parliaments have competence in such
matters.

The Council’s reply to both questions is the same, so
I will not reply to Mr Gontikas and Mrs Focke sepa-
rately. The honourable Members’ questions refer to an
initiative of the Foreign Minister of Greece acting in
that capacity and not as President of European polit-
ical cooperation. As a consequence, the substance of
this initiative has not been discussed in the context of
political cooperation.

(Shouts of disapproval)

Mr Hinsch (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Socialist Group finds it most welcome
that the European Parliament is the first Community
institution to deal at last with an issue that concerns
millions of people on our continent. What can and
must be done by Europe to help the Geneva negotia-
tions to a happy outcome in spite of everything? In
August this year the Greek Presidency proposed an
extension of the Geneva negotiations, to be discussed
in the framework of EPC. Mr Foreign Minister, if you
say something different today and allege that you
made that proposal as Greek Foreign Minister, then I
say to you : do stop this masquerade behind your two
functions !

(Applause)
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We German Social Democrats and the majority of the
Socialist Group would have supported that proposal
and still support it now. The Foreign Ministers them-
selves refused to consider your proposal in the frame-
work of EPC and we regard that as very misguided, in
fact as a mistake.

(Applause)

What are the citizens of the Community supposed to
think of their representatives and leaders who —
starting with the German Chancellor — solemnly
undertook in Stuttgart in July to deliberate on the
political aspects of the Community’s security too and
then, two months later, in August, refused to discuss a
proposal on precisely that matter ?

What are the citizens supposed to think of us and
their representatives in the Council of Ministers, who
are about to debate 30 pages of a directive on intra-
Community trade in the sperm of domestic cattle but
cannot find three hours to consider the question of
European security ?

(Applause)

We Social Democrats, we Socialists, take the threat of
the SS 20 missiles very seriously. Nor do we want any
applause from those who, here in this House too,
regard American weapons purely as murder weapons
and want to persuade us that the SS 20s are successful
descendants of the dove of peace. We want these
missiles to be scrapped. But, unfortunately, you will
not achieve this by the deployment of new medium-
range weapons in Western Europe. You can only
abolish them by way of negotiation. And anyone who
hopes to negotiate them out of existence ...

(Applause)

will have to continue negotiating after 22 November.
There is no other way! And merging the INF and
START negotiations could be one way to do this.

We are acting here as spokesmen for the millions and
millions of people in Europe who want this Parlia-
ment to reflect their concern at the nuclear arms race
in Europe. We appeal to the superpowers, the USA
and the Soviet Union, to those among us who believe
they can live safely under the mantle of one or the
other, to stop the mad arms race. Do not delude
yourselves that more weapons will mean more secu-
rity. Do not be pressurized by time-tables. Give the
Geneva negotiations, which were delayed for so long
by both sides, a2 new chance, and give a new chance to
the Community, which is a European Community,
which is becoming more and more aware of itself,
which is committed to freedom and to guaranteeing
peace.

(Applause)

Mr Barbi (PPE). — (I7) Mr President, we have not
really been surprised by the question from Mrs Focke
and our German Socialist colleagues since they are at
present in opposition in their country.

We have been surprised by the attitude of the Greek
Socialists, who are in government. We have been
surprised, Mr Greek Foreign Minister — and I am
calling you this because you do not want to be seen
wearing your hat of President of the Council for this
discussion ...

(Applause)

... we have been surprised by the proposal for a six-
month moratorium, which seems to take no account
of the four years which have been spent in vain.

And it is precisely for this reason that Mr Gontikas
moved his question on behalf of our Group. When
they have had to cope with the responsibilities of
office, all the Socialists in Europe have supported
NATO’s so-called twin-track decision: from Chan-
cellor Schmidt, who with the backing of the whole
German Socialist Party was one of its originators and
most convinced supporters ; President Mitterand, who
maintains the autonomy of the French force de
frappe; the Italian Prime Minister, Mr Craxi, and Mr
Soares and Mr Gonzales of Spain and Portugal ; and
the Belgian and Dutch Socialists when they were in
government. And this seems very noteworthy and, I
might say, logical to us: those in power must ensure
the security of their country. Once in opposition, they
can allow themselves a few demagogic flourishes ...

(Applause from the centre)

We of the European People’s Party have clear ideas
and a coherent position on this vital problem, which
we have maintained even where we are in opposition,
as in France and Greece, and which we have
expressed on a number of occasions in this Parliament
and recently put into concrete form in the Haagerup
report which we supported and from which in our
view we should not now deviate.

We believe that the surest way to achieve what is best
for all our people lies in cooperation rather than
dialectical opposition, solidarity rather than the class
struggle, tolerance rather than violence, ideological
and political pluralism rather than a one-party dictator-
ship and freedom rather than totalitarianism.

(Applause from the centre)

So our desire for peace is natural and held with deep
conviction. It is, therefore, with great reluctance and
extreme caution that we undertake the difficult task of
providing for the defence of our people when recourse
to arms is needed. And we only do this if and when
we are threatened directly and immediately by
weapons brandished by those who, in accordance with
ideological principles which they have never repudi-
ated, during the long exercise of their political power
— as has been shown recently in Hungary, Czechoslo-
vakia, Afghanistan, Cambodia, Angola and Ethiopia
— have no hesitation at all in using them.

(Applause from the centre and right)



