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SITTING OF MONDAY, 14 JANUARY 1985
Contents
1. Resumption of the session . . . . . . . . 1 Mr Bocklet; Mr Sutra; Mr d’Ormesson; Mr Gatti;
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3. Order of business 4. Introduction of the new Commission . . . 3

IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN
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 14 December
1984.1

2. European Music Year

President. — Before approaching the subjects entered
in the agenda, I should like to say a word about the
European Music Year, which begins this month.

As we advance together along the road leading to the
unification of Europe, we come across numerous
obstacles of an economic or political nature. We can
strengthen our convictions and our resolve by turning
our minds to the sources of European unity that are to
be found in the realms of the mind, the realm of cul-

! For items concerning approval of the Minutes, petitions,
written declarations under Rule 49, reference to com-
mittee, withdrawal of a motion for a resolution, authori-
zation of reports, documents received and membership of
Parliament, see the Minutes of Proceedings of this sitting.

ture. We are the heirs of a common civilization which,
in the course of centuries, has found expression in
works of art and scientific discoveries which have
enriched the heritage of humanity as a whole.

Among our common resources, one of the most
authentic and most viable is undoubtedly that of
music. This has prompted our Parliament, on the basis
of a report by Mr Hahn, and in conjunction with the
Council of Europe, to proclaim the year 1985, during
which the third centenary of the birth of three great
European composers, Bach, Handel and Scarlatti, will
be celebrated, European Music Year.

The fact that a thousand or so different activities have
already been envisaged to mark this occasion augurs
well of its success. On Wednesday next, the European
Parliament itself, on the initiative of Lady Elles, is
organizing a concert at the Pavillion Joséphine in
which not only Strasbourg musicians but also the
Youth Orchestra of the Community will be taking
part.

It is my hope that, through the mediums of music, our
fellow-citizens will become more profoundly aware of
the possibility of communicating with one another
over and above national differences. With this hope in
mind, and on behalf of this Parliament, whose voca-
tion it is to incarnate the European spirit, I officially

‘open European Music Year.

(Applause)
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3. Order of business

President. — At its meeting of 11 and 12 December
1984, the enlarged Bureau drew up a draft order of
business, and this has been distributed.

At this morning’s meeting, the chairmen of the politi-
cal groups authorized me to put to the House a num-
ber of proposed modifications.

(The President read out the modifications proposed to the
agendas of Monday, Wednesday and Thursday)!

I have received a request, bearing 21 signatures, that

the report on the wine market, drawn up by Mr Gatti.

on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food, listed as Item 315, be withdrawn from the
agenda and sent back to committee.

Mr Bocklet (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, the Gatti
report deals with the proposals on the wine market put
forward by the Commission before the Dublin Sum-
mit. Consequently, the results of the Dublin Summit
were not taken into account in this document. The
Committee on Agriculture, Fisheries and Food feels
that Parliament would be giving up its right to be
heard on the decisions of the Dublin Summit if we
were to deliver our opinion on what the Commission
submitted before the Dublin Summit. We are therefore
asking that this report be sent back to the committee
w0 enable it 1o present to Parliament a report taking
. account of the Dublin decision so that Parliament in
turn can deliver its opinion on the current situation of
the organization of the wine market.

Mr Sutra (S). — (FR) Mr President, I am somewhat
surprised by what Mr Bocklet has just said, since this is
something which we have already debated in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.The Committee on Agriculture
took a decision and a vote. It decided to examine Mr
Gaui’s report; which it has done. Mr Bocklet was
present. Moreover, Mr Gati is in a position to deliver
his report on behalf of the Committee on Agriculure,
which adopted it.

I do not understand why this procedural debate is
being reopened now. All the arguments were put to
the Committee on Agriculture. We decided that this
report should be taken now so that we can deliver our
opinion, after the Dublin compromise, on the wine
market and the position and the wishes of Parliament
can be communicated to the Council of Agriculture
Ministers.

The Committee on Agriculture voted in favour of this.

Mr Gatti is the committee rapporteur. I do not under-
stand why we are reopening in plenary session, using

! See Minutes.

the same arguments, a debate which has already taken
place in the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr d’Ormesson (DR). — (FR) Mr President, on
behalf of the Group of the European Right, I support
Mr Bocklet’s proposal. The Dublin Summit pro-
foundly affected decisions taken earlier, and it would
not be appropriate to discuss proposals overtaken by
the text adopted in Dublin. I therefore support Mr
Bocklet’s proposal, and as soon as we have received
the conclusions of the Dublin Summit on wine-grow-
ing, they will, I hope, be immediately referred to the
Commiuee on Agriculture and to the Committee on
Budgets for its opinion and we shall be able to debate
them without delay on the floor of the House, since
the Dublin decisions have had such a serious effect on
the wine-growing situation, both in Italy and France.

Mr Gatti (COM), rapporteur. — (IT) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, I think it must be pointed out
that the subject the House will have to debate con-
cerns not only, as might seem from what Mr Bocklet
and Mr d’Ormesson have said, the question of distilla-
tion, already discussed in Dublin. The Committee on
Agriculture and, indeed, the Parliament, are called
upon to express an opinion on other regulations which
also form part of the measures the Community will
have 1o take to deal with the difficulties besetting the
wine market. '

It has already been pointed out that the Committee on
Agriculture has expressed itself in favour of Parlia-
ment’s debating the matter precisely because it con-
cerns not just one aspect of the problem but a whole
number of measures. Above all, it is important, ladies
and gentlemen, that the Parliament should express its
views without delay: it is enough to remember that the
only Community institution not to have had an oppor-
tunity so far of discussing the difficulties in the wine
sector is precisely this Parliament. It is the only institu-
tion that has yet to express its views, and this it must
do if the Council is not to take decisions without
receiving Parliament’s opinion — a procedure which
various colleagues in the past have often justly
deplored. It is really absurd, if I may say so, to ask that
the matter be sent back to committee and to wait for
the Council’s decision. I think these arguments should
persuade the Parliament to proceed to a debate during
this part-session and to resume it during the part-
session of February, by which time we shall have the
other regulation on distillation. I am therefore clearly
opposed to sending the matter back to committee.

(Parliament approved the request for reference to com-
mittee)

President. — I have received from the Council the fol-
lowing requests for the application of urgent proce-
dure pursuant to Rule 57 of the Rules of Procedure.

(The President read out these requests)!

! See Minutes.
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Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, if, as the
agenda states, we are to vote tomorrow morning on
the urgencies, it would clearly be advisable for the
Commission to make a statement before we vote on
the Beumer report on the VAT directive. At the
December part-session, the Commission was requested
to give its opinion in the light of the vote.

If the Commission does not tell us, until tomorrow
afternoon, what it intends to do as a result of the vote
in December, we shall not be able 1o vote on the
request for urgent procedure tomorrow morning.

President. — We shall see tomorrow what can be
done. We shall get in touch with the Commission on
this matter.

Mr Tuckman (ED). — Mr President, in all you have
said I have missed hearing about the Raggio report on
the statistical basis for the Social Fund. This was some-
thing the committee to which I belong was very anx-
ious to have debated this month. We had understood
that this would be so. Could you let me know why it
seems to be missing from the agenda?

President. — We have not received a formal request to
include this report in the order of business. The matter
was dicussed this morning at the meeting of group
chairmen, who considered that it should be entered on
the agenda for February.

It so happens that during the February part-session we
shall have to consider a number of reports concerning
economic and social matters, including questions of
regional policy, which form a coherent whole.

I think it would be better for the organization of our
work to enter the Raggio report to which you are
referring on the agenda for the February part-session.

Mr Welsh (ED), Chairman of the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment. — Mr President, I would just
like to point out that there was a formal request that
the Raggio report be taken today. On behalf of the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment, I must
say that I find the reasons the chairmen gave pretty
unconvincing.

President. — I really think, Mr Welsh, that the group
chairmen’s proposal is a reasonable one and that you
will have more time to consider this report next
month.

(Parliament adopted the order of business thus modified)!

! For items concerning time-limits for tabling amendments
and speaking-time, see Minutes.

4. Introduction of the new Commission

The next item is the introduction of the new Commis-
sion of the European Communities.

We now come, ladies and gentlemen, to the essential
item on today’s agenda. I have the privilege of wel-
coming Mr Jacques Delors, President, and all the
other Members of the new Commission.

(Prolonged applause)

We are deeply grateful to the Commission President
for having agreed to put before this House the main
lines of action envisaged by the body over which he
now presides.

Mr Delors, President of the Commission. — (FR) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, in introducing itself
at the beginning of its mandate, as you expressly
desired it should, the Commission is fully aware of the
importance of these two days. In this way it wishes to
mark its political responsibility to the Parliament and
engage with it in a frank dialogue and in a period of
work that shall bring us nearer to that Europe that we
all long to see.

As we see it, this collective act before the representa-
tives of the citizen’s Europe goes hand in hand with
the individual act of loyalty performed by each Com-
missioner before the Court of Justice as symbolizing
the Community as an entity in law.

Ladies and gentlemen, one Commission has gone,
another has come. One four-year term has finished,
another is about to begin. But neither the history of
European integration, nor the Commission’s réle in it,
can be appraised in terms of four-year cycles, particu-
larly since the Commission, though essential, is not the
only Community institution, and particularly since, as
I will illustrate later, the institutional framework put in
place by the Treaty of Rome has, to put it mildly, been

- operating less and less satisfactorily.

As I take over the baton from Gaston Thorn, as a new
year begins, may I say that his Commission has left us
a message of hope. Yes, a message of hope. Firstly,
because it, and Gaston Thorn in particular, never
relaxed their efforts to promote healthy awareness and
remind us of ‘what we are fighting for’, or rather,
‘why we must live and work together’. And there is no
doubt that there is a new feeling abroad. Disenchant-
ment with Europe is receding. Secondly, because
Europe is, I hope, on the point of settling the family
feuds which have literally paralysed it in recent years.
It is not for me to say who deserves the credit for this,
but I feel that the proposals put forward by the outgo-
ing Commission, its constant reaffirmation of the ori-
ginal contract uniting us, did much to settle these dis-
putes, which future historians will find laughable in
the harsh light of contemporary challenges.
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So it is that a new Commission appears before you,
imbued with intellectual humility and great political
resolve. Personally, I am more aware of the humility. I
have often wondered why the Community, with its
committed and talented leadership, has never got off
the ground; why it has failed to achieve the aims
enshrined in the Treaty, aims on which there was a
modicum of consensus; in short, why it has failed to
bring about the economic, social and monetary inte-
gration which is vital to the advancement of our ten
nations. Forgive me if I come up with a rather trite
thought, born of experience: I believe that the engi-
neers of European integration are fumbling not over
what has to be done but rather over how to got about
it. We can no longer blame the crippling weight of the
crisis, the absence of political will or the inertia of
national officialdom. We need to look further and,
here again, there is a glimmer of hope: the European
Council is now as anxious as this House to improve
the performance of the institutions.

I know only too well that it is easier 1o raise applause
by talking about exciting goals than about ways of
achieving them. But ‘there’s the rub’. Empty talk is not
enough.

How can we make the most of the new break in the
clouds? 1 hesitate to go too far, for my exploratory
talks in the capitals have revealed fundamental differ-
ences of opinion, mental reservations and varying
interpretations of existing rules. But when all is said
and done, the opportunity is there for the Community
to take advantage of the favourable winds or, once
again, let a opportunity slip by.

Make no mistake about it. While the world around us
is in a state of flux, the powers of today regathering
their strength and the powers of tomorrow flexing
their muscles, Europe’s credit is at stake, in the eyes of
our own people, in the eyes of the superpowers, and in
the eyes of the Third World.

Tell me, ladies and gentlemen, decide for yourselves:
does Europe want to exist? Does it want to win res-
pect?

Each of you here knows full well that it does. You
have been elected by universal suffrage and are
accountable for your actions to the people of Europe.
But Europe’s credit will have to be earned the hard
way. It will depend on Europe’s strength, on Europe’s
economic and financial power, on the example set by
European society. I propose to outline an approach to
you now, but I will return — if your enlarged Bureau
agrees — to present to your March part-session the
Commission’s programme for the coming year. You
will appreciate that this must be prepared by the Com-
mission as a body and therefore will take a little time.

One may ask what I have in mind since I have been
talking so much, and shall be talking, about ways and
means. It is an approach to achieving consensus and

convergence of will, to acting and succeeding. This,
and the search for greater credibility, are the essen-
tials. It also means I shall have something to say about
the functioning of the institutions and the decision-
making process. In so doing I shall endeavour to clar-
ify matters in a field where debate has been ambiguous
and controversial, although everyone agrees that
reform is urgently needed.

Europe’s credibility.

The Members of this House have always been among
the most active in our endeavours to make the Com-
munity a People’s Europe. As a Member myself and
chairman of the committee whose remit included the
free movement of persons, goods, services and capital,
I supported the efforts of all those who, quite rightly,
took exception to the continued existence of substan-
tial obstacles. To them, private individuals and busi-
nesses alike, Europe appeared — and still appears —
like some kind of feudal state where barriers, customs
posts, formalities and red tape proliferate. But now
that the Heads of State or Government have decided
to set an example, to throw their weight into the bal-
ance, to clear away all obstacles to free movement,
whether hidden or visible, it may not be over-optimis-
tic to announce a decision to eliminate all frontiers
within Europe by 1992 and to implement it. That gives
us eight years, the term of office of two Commissions.

(Applause)

We, for our part, are prepared to work towards that
goal, in association with the Committee on a Peoplc s
Europe, chaired by Mr Adonino.

If I may go into details at this early stage, the Council
and Parliament have approved the programme for
consolidating the internal market presented by the
outgoing Commission. It must be put into effect as
quickly as possible. It is up to us, now, to do it and to
make our proposals for the next stage, together with
the appropriate time-limits.

This, I believe, will meet a prime, indeed a vital, con-
cerns of yours, of which you have spoken. We shouid
both like wo see the people of Europe, your electors,
enjoying the daily experience of a tangible Europe, a
real Community where travel, communication and
trade are possible without any hindrance, by the end
of this Parliament in 1988.

(Applause)

If we can achieve this, the European elections of 1989
will mark a renewal, the birth of citizenship in effect, a
boost to democracy.

But faced with the uncertainties and worries of the
future, what people are looking for above all else is
not freedom of movement. They are concerned with
living, with finding a place in society — and that
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means finding work — with the balance between car-
eer and private life, with the post-industrial society
and their environment. Pulling down the frontiers will
not convince them of our resolve to do away with
large-scale unemployment. Here, too, the credibility
of the European venture is at stake, at both national
and Community level: at national level since nothing
will absolve us from the need to reforge competitive
structures and rediscover the path to economic
growth; and at Community level since it is the Com-
munity which must act as the multiplier of national
efforts. Economic convergence will be meaningless to
people if we have not reversed the terrible rise of
unemployment within the next two years. It depends
on us. It depends on our strength and our ability to
adapt our structures and stimulate an economic upturn
at the same time.

Nor should we of the older generation forget the
aspirations born in the ‘golden sixties’, in the ‘affluent
society’. They are many and varied, I know, some-
times confused and often full of contradictions. But
surely that has always been the way? It is impossible to
imagine that Europe should not be involved in this
great cultural debate when we remember that, besides
its shameful past and fratricidal wars, it has provided
mankind with models of thought in which society, the
individual and nature tended towards a harmonious
equilibrium.

It is in this spirit that we will celebrate 1985 as Interna-
tional Youth Year, reflecting the questions, hopes and
fears of the younger generation. In this spirit we will
defend and affirm our identity and cultural diversity in
a world being transformed by information technology.

The aspiration is for a cultural Europe. And rightly so.
But culwre as a living experience also means enabling
everyone to develop in a society in which he has a say
and in an environment, man-made or natural, which
favours human development. That is why we are being
called upon to combat so many different ills — to
improve working conditions, to redesign our cities and
rethink our ways of living, to preserve the irreplace-
able revitalizing force of nature. Many of these things
are the concerns of environment policy, and here the
Community must set an example by realistic action,
stimulating and crowning the creative effort, encour-
aging and disseminating innovation in order to create
the basis for the renewal that is needed.

That is where the great European dream lies, rooted in
a history of creative effort in the service of mankind.
We must nurture this dream on our ideals and our
achievements. Jean Monnet’s comment on the begin-
nings of the Community remains remarkably apt
today. “The beginning of Europe was a political con-
ception, but, even more, it was a moral idea. Euro-
peans had gradually lost the ability to live together and
combine their creative strength. There seemed to be
decline in their contribution to progress and to the civ-
ilization which they themselves had created . .’

Recalling the words of Jean Monnet, I would urge
you to resist mere fashion, to rediscover confidence in
yourselves and in this Community, which is soon to be
enlarged to twelve members encompassing, from
North to South, almost every current of European
humanism.

These cultural considerations wiil not divorce us from
the realities of the world we live in. We are all aware
of the harshness of the present time. But it would be
useless for the Community to proclaim noble-sound-
ing messages if nobody were to listen to it, if it were to0
pass into history. And let us not delude ourselves, that
is the danger we are facing. There are those who
regard Europe as ageing and infirm and who treat us
accordingly, while others deplore our lack of initiative
and generosity.

Where, then, is the message of hope I spoke of just
now? It lies in our ability to speak with a single voice
and act in concert.

(Applause)

Can we do it? To be perfectly frank, our record in
recent years is not very encouraging. The Community
has, it is true, fought for its various interests, but too
often it has been on the defensive, at best limiting the
damage. Most of the time there have been no forceful
statements of a common position but merely vague
intentions, with varying shifts of emphasis from one
Member State 1o another. The result: the Community
has been unable to persuade its two major partners
and friends — the United States and Japan — to act in
concert to remedy the glaring ills of the world econ-
omy, such as monetary instability, prohibitive
interest-rates, hidden protectionism and the reduction
in aid of all kinds to the poorest countries.

Those who look on the bright side will tell me that the
worst has been avoided: the problems of indebtedness
have been resolved one by one; international trade has
picked up once more. But the sickness has not been
cured, nor the danger removed. I do not claim to have
all the answers. I am simply asking the central ques-
tion: are the Member States agreed on their diagnosis
of the major problems of the world economy? Are
they capable, once they have ascertained what their
differences are and gone some way towards overcom-
ing them, of working out a set of proposals which are
acceptable to all and likely to improve its operation?
That is the most important question Europe has to
answer.

It is my responsibility to stimulate discussions, first
within the Commission and then in Parliament and the
Council, to rescue us from what must be seen as
Europe’s lethargy in this field. I shall do this with the
deep-seated conviction that we can reach dynamic
agreement among ourselves which will lead to propo-
sals and joint action. And the aim is not just to protect
our own legitimate industrial, agricultural and finan-
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cial interests: we also have to cooperate in a world
economic order very different from the fable of the
fox and the chickens. We must show by the quality of
our proposals and the exemplary nature of our actions
that efficacy and justice can go together — yes, in
Europe that is possible — and that the emerging coun-
tries — ‘Les nations en voie de se faire’, as Francois
Perroux called them — must be treated on equal
terms. It will then be up to them to show that they can
make a positive contribution to the development of the
world economy.

This is the significance of Lomé III, which is an exam-
ple of continuity on the part of the Community and
should encourage us to pursue our efforts to establish
a fairer, more effectual economic order.

We must, therefore, get things clear — and quickly!
We are being challenged: to maintain Europe as an
agricultural power, to take our place in the forefront
of the new technologies, to invest in our own develop-
ment rather than see part of our resources go to sus-
tain the growth of the strongest; we must share world
responsibilities on monetary matters and defend our
trading interests, as well as playing our full part in
widening the exchange of goods and services.

In short, Europe must find its imagination again and
return to the attack. Those who have nothing to pro-
pose are soon forgotten or held in contempt. Those
who lack the means to match their ambitions are rap-
idly reduced to tagging along behind or engaging in
slanging-matches.

We Europeans must tell ourselves each and every day:
yes, we know how to do it, and yes, we can do it.

(Applause)

If 1 stress our economic and financial capacities, it is
not my intention to leave political action as such out of
account. Satisfaction can be drawn from the fact that
political cooperation has intensified and joint initia-
tives have been taken in that field.

Moral strength must be displayed, particularly wher-
ever human rights are threatened or flouted and wher-
ever peace is endangered or destroyed. Here you in
this House have often shown the way.

While I have no wish to go into this at any great
length, I cannot but underline the importance of the
talks that have been held in Geneva between represen-
tatives of the United States and the Soviet Union.
Europeans must not relax their vigilance, the contro-
versies are not yet over, but the talks do hold out a
message of hope — hope for our ideal of peace, natur-
ally, but also for our ideal of solidarity, for, as you
yourselves, ladies and gentlemen, have said, the world
has better things to do than prolong the arms race

when there is so much unemployment to be overcome
and so much distress to be relieved.

(Applause)
Europe’s credibility by all means, but also jts strength.

But let us return to our initial priority. We need to
endow ourselves with economic, technological, finan-
cial and monetary strength, but this strength will never
realize its full potential unless it is based on democracy
and justice. Democracy does not just make for
Europe’s daily credibility; it also means vitality in
industrial relations and maximum participation. Justice
means more than a fair reward for initiative and risk-
taking; it also means the kind of community that
makes all its members welcome and is mindful of the
need to provide equal opportunities for all. Democ-
racy and justice! Let me ask this: when shall we have
the first European collective bargaining agreement?

(Applause)

I would insist on this point. The European collective
agreement is not just an empty slogan. It would pro-
vide a dynamic framework, one that respected differ-
ing views — a spur to initiative, not a source of para-
lysing uniformity.

I draw auention to this need for a balance between
justice and efficiency, all too often forgotten nowa-
days, not to affirm that any one political doctrine is
better than another but because it points to what is
truly our common democratic and European heritage:
the foundation on which Europe achieved its post-war
recovery and the remarkable growth which followed.

Let us beware of those who would gladly throw away
the baby with the bath-water. Let us beware of
fashions, moods and impulses and, above all, oppor-
tunism and the desire to please. The Commission will
not be taken in by them.

European industrial society used to be a model of effi-
ciency. It is less so today — there can be no doubt
about it. It is fighting for its life — that is quite clear.
Reforms are needed — nobody denies it. But the prin-
ciples still hold good, because they are based on the
idea of a balances relationship between society and the
individual.

What we lack, apart from a certain degree of self-con-
fidence, is the benefit of scale and the multiplier effect.
This can only result from a more united and more
integrated Europe. In its four years in office, the Com-
mission proposes that we take decisive steps in three
directions:

(1) a Community-wide market and industrial cooper-
ation;

(2) the strengthening of the European Monetary Sys-
tem;
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(3) the convergence of economies as leading to higher
growth and more employment.

We have to do this if we are to exist in a world where
large entities dominate and where toughness is the
principal characteristic of all kinds of relations. We
have to start without delay; I must insist on this. In
taking this action, we shall be saying ‘no’ to scepti-
cism, ‘no’ to defeatism and ‘no’ to all excuses for
doing nothing, no matter how cleverly presented they
are to public opinion. European affairs often give the
impression of being a contest between Member States
instead of presenting the picture of a united team, a
party of climbers scaling greater heights.

(Applause)

There is no better illustration of the effects of scale
than the triptych of a Community-wide market, har-
monization of rules and industrial cooperation. We
have heard more than enough about the disjointedness
of our efforts, the obstacles to healthy competition,
the rigid barriers around public contracts, the absence
of structures to encourage cooperation between Euro-
pean firms and the need for common standards to
promote innovation. In the final analysis, as the exam-
ple of research shows, it is not manpower and capital
that we lack. These are comparable with what the
United States and Japan employ. No, what we lack is a
single economic and social espace européen in which all
the protagonists of scientific and economic progress
can engage more easily in exchanges and cooperation.

This has been demonstrated in two sectors — the
Esprit programme and telecommunications. The Com-
mission has been able to show all those concerned the
advantages of exchanges and cooperation and has suc-
ceeded in persuading them quite naturally to combine
their research efforts, open up the road to common
standards and take the initiative on a number of sun-
rise projects. This has demonstrated the value of
extending the market in general and, in this specific
sector, of throwing open public contracts. Thus the
excellence of a method which we intend to follow has
been underlined.

We must be guided by this persuasive approach. You
know the saying, “You can take horse to water, but
you can’t make it drink’. This has been applied by an
economist to the question of investment, and it can be
extended to action on a European scale. It will not be
possible to mobilize firms, researchers and workers
unless they are aware of the vital interest of the Euro-
pean dimension and themselves become the instru-
ments of change.

(Applause)

Of course, there have been setbacks; of course, there
are obstacles, and major ones at that. Achievement of
the internal market has been held up by the rule of
unanimity, deriving either from the Treaty itself —

and I am thinking in particular of Article 100 — or
from the misuse of the concept of vital interests.

(Applause)

You may rest assured that the new Commission will
make full use of all the possibilities offered by the
Treaty to overcome these obstacles and to ensure that
there is no shirking of responsibilities. A programme, a
timetable and a method will be proposed to Council
and Parliament.

(Applause)

As guardian of the European public interest, the Com-
mission will take strong action on these problems,
which affect both everyday life — the citizen’s Europe
— and the world of business and commerce, firms and
workers.

(Applause)

For this reason I will confine myself for the time being
to what I regard as fundamental for the internal bai-
ance of Europe and for the success of the venture.

First of all, the three elements of the proposition can-
not be separated. There can be no fair and healthy
competition without a harmonization of rules.
Remember that competition can kill competition if the
market does not permit a fair contest between the dif-
ferent rivals. Hence the need to ensure, as happens in
many of the Member States, that national measures do
not lead to unbalanced competition. I would point out
that this did not escape the authors of the Treaty of
Rome, as Article 102 shows. The Commission will
make use of this Article wherever necessary.

But Europe will not modernize its production struc-
tures just because a large market exists. The search for
the larger scale will require the promotion of coopera-
tion between European firms, the creation of a suitable.
framework, tax concessions to encourage business
cooperation and financial incentives at Community
level instead of the costly and ineffectual escalation of
national aids and incentives.

People tend to forget that one of the factors which has
helped to start the harmonization process — since I
am on the subject — is the European Monetary Sys-
tem. With regard to the supranational market, the
EMS, by stopping, in effect, monetary dumping, has
helped increase trade within the Community. So there
is no monetary dumping, but that is not enough. There
should be no social dumping either.

(Applause)

Here, too, we must try to harmonize the rules. This,
with regard to the supranational market that we all
want to see set up, is the significance to the social
espace européen, which has still to be created. Other-
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wise, what will happen without this modicum of har-
monization of social rules? What are we already wit-
nessing? — Member States and firms trying to gain an
advantage over their competitors at the cost of what
can only be described as social decline.

Let us be clear on this point. Like many of you, I
believe our economies are too inflexible. But the
causes of this inflexibility are many. If we spend all our
time looking for them in just one direction, we may
well run aground, for Europe will not be achieved in a
kind of inverted social progress. The labour marker
should indeed be made more flexible — no one is
more convinced of that than I am —, but it is no less
important to stimulate initiative and to fight against all
unjust advantages deriving from acquired positions.

To come back to the major areas covered by employ-
ment and labour-market policies, our success will
depend on two conditions being met: reforms must be
negotiated by the two sides of industry — in other
words, collective bargaining must remain one of the
cornerstones of our economy — and efforts must be
made to secure some harmonization at Community
level. That is why I raised the idea a few moments ago
of European collective agreements to provide the gen-
eral framework which is essential for the achievement
of a Community-wide market. That is why I wish to
insist, for the sake of giving us greater confidence, on
the importance of human resources for the knowledge
and skills which they contribute. Our policies on edu-
cation and training must help everyone to a better
understanding of the way the world is going and ena-
ble everyone to make the best use of his talents and
personal resources in the interests of the community.

Ladies and gentlemen, I ask you: is it possible to make
progress here — in the field of industrial cooperation,
the Community-wide internal market — while dis-
mantling what has been done elsewhere? This, to be
quite frank, is the question which needs to be asked
about the common agricultural policy. I think I have
detected some reservations here and heard fears
expressed in other quarters about a renationalization
of the agricultural policy. National expenditure on
agriculwre, excluding social security, is now equal 10
one-half of Community spending. What useful contri-
bution is the Community dimension making? It is time
to stop drifting and recall the three key principles of
the Treaty — a unified market, financial solidarity and
Community preference — and add the common com-
mercial policy. These principles provide the frame-
work for continuing the efforts, already well launched,
to modernize the common agricultural policy and
determine the prospects for European agriculture.
Farmers, too, need fresh reasons to feed their hope
and belief in their economic and socia! function, their
hope and belief in Europe.

The job of the Community is to sustain those activities
which are essential to meet needs and maintain human
and natural balances. It intends to remain a leading

agricultural power: this is essential for its autonomy,
the strength of its trading position and its political
standing.

(Applause)

The same is true of the future of the ECU and the
European Monetary System. Nobody would now
deny that in five years the EMS has proved its worth.
Nobody would now deny that, for all its members,
advantages have outweighed any drawbacks and con-
straints. I repeat: for all its members. The EMS has
been an area of relative calm in a sea agitated by the
wide and sudden fluctuations of currencies. It has
helped trade to develop and permitted growth in the
private use of the ECU.

Nevertheless, you may be surprised to hear that a real
Community currency will not be one of the objectives
of my four-year term. I am too well aware of the fun-
damental problems — particularly among the central
banks — and technical complexities of monetary ques-
tions to make any promises about this. No thoughtless
promises! On the other hand, I do believe that a sub-
stantial strengthening of monetary cooperation and a
controlled extension of the réles of the official and the
private ECU are both possible. Here, too, the Com-
mission will propose a way of making progress in the
light of the lessons learnt by us all from the two abor-
tive auempts of recent years, in which I, for one, was
closely involved.

For the moment, I shall confine myself to asking a
number of questions, which I would like all of you —
even the least enthusiastic — to consider.

1. Suppose the growing interest in the private ECU
takes on even vaster proportions, as happened with the
Eurodollar. Do you not think that this would impose
responsibilities on the countries which set up the
EMS? Would they not have to take steps to shield the
private ECU from unfair and dangerous speculation
and to ensure healthy conditions for its growth, in the
interests of monetary policy and sound management
of the banking system?

2. If you consider, as I do, that the burden placed on
the dollar is too great, should not the Community
introduce a currency, the official ECU, which would
enable the central banks to diversify their reserves?
This is no doubt a technical point, but it is one which
calls for political will. Is Europe prepared, that is to
say, by supporting a reserve currency, to share the
global burden of monetary management with the
United States? If it were to do this, would it not be in
a stronger position to ask Japan to take its share of the
load and persuade the United States to introduce the
internal discipline which would make for relative sta-
bility on foreign exchanges and a more balanced dis-
tribution of savings and financial resources?

3. A strengthened EMS, seen as one of the keys to
progress past and progress still to come, could reveal
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the much-sought-for path to economic and monetary
union mapped out by the Werner report fifteen years
ago. In this way the monetary approach, regarded by
many as dangerous or sophisticated, would stimulate
growth and create employment. What a triumph if the
Community could demonstrate that monetary strin-
gency and the fight against unemployment are not
mutually opposed but go hand in hand!

This brings me back to the fight against unemploy-
ment. I have spoken at length about the scale of this
problem an the structural plane: the need to adapt our
production capacity through the larger market and
industrial cooperation. This does not mean, however,
that we should neglect short-term factors. Once again,
Europe’s credibility depends to a large extent on turn-
ing the tide of unemployment.

(Applause)

Here, too, consensus must be sought. Economic con-
vergence is a positive factor, greatly assisted by the
existence of the EMS. But it is no less true that con-
vergence has contributed to the success of the EMS,
and this is a way forward which should be pursued.
But to what purpose? And by what means? We have to
agree on what we mean by convergence. If I were not
afraid of spreading confusion in this long speech, I
would happily substitute the idea of consistency. If
inflation is to be beaten, if external imbalances are to
be corrected and if efforts in this direction are to be
maintained, we must not lose sight of the reality and
diversity of the Community.

Any attempt to standardize models of growth and
regional development throughout Europe, from the
North to the South, would be an affront — since I
have brought in the word — to consistency. Develop-
ment must be planned and carried out using the
human and natural resources of each of the Member
States. This, to take but one example, is what lends the
integrated Mediterranean programmes their import-
ance, since they are designed to make the most of
existing resources and skills. In our joint striving for
stringency and fresh approaches, let us seek to profit
from our diversity, in which lie our riches!

(Applause)

Similarly, it would be an affront to consistency if,
speaking in cost-benefit terms, we disregarded the
prospects which the Common Market opens up to
countries which have traditionally lived by their
export, so. It must be said frankly that this is where
looking at the Community in purely budgetary terms
will lead us. We have to take all factors into account
when seeking to find the balance of advantage. As Roy
Jenkins said in this very Chamber in 1977:

The Community ... can create and give more
than it receives, but only if the Member States,
peoples and governments alike, have the vision to

ask what they can contribute, and not just what
they can get.

(Applause)

We shall keep these considerations at the front of our
minds when the problem of adapting the Community’s
budgetary and financial resources to the aims it sets
itself has to be posed in realistic and balanced terms.
The occasion is nearer in time than some people think,
for, as the outgoing Commission constantly stressed, a
balanced and efficient Community cannot be built on
a VAT rate limited to 1.6%. I construe this as meaning
that we must strike a balance between our ambitions
and our resources, applying the principles of sound
management to all types of expenditure. Here the fol-
lowing question is also pertinent: in certain cases,
would not an extra ten ECU in the Community budget
have a greater multiplier effect than one extra ECU in
the budget of each of the ten Member States?

(Applause)

Indeed, this seems to be one of the key ideas underly-
ing the approach adopted by Parliament to justify the
draft Treaty on European Union: what is known as
the ‘subsidiarity principle’.

Finally, it would also be an affront to consistency if
each country took financial and monetary austerity to
the extreme and expected to secure its salvation —
that is, a return to a higher growth-rate-solely from
increased sales to its partners. You cannot escape
drowning by climbing into the back of a drowning
man. We shall all sink or swim together.

(Applause)

That is why the real contract which the Community
offers is for each member to use its margin for man-
oeuvre to stimulate the growth of all. This will offer
benefits in return, because a positive synergic effect
will have been created which could, if necessary, be
backed by a Community investment programme, as
this House has advocated. This would also constitute
one means among many of bringing the transport
policy to life and strengthening a European network
of major communications routes — something which
would, it should not be forgotten, benefit everyday life
in Europe and help to achieve the large-scale market.
/

So all things are interconnected, whether in a situation
of renewed dynamism or one of slow decline. It is up
to us to demonstrate, over the coming month, that the
virtues of interdependence and solidarity entered into
with full awareness of the consequences are much bet-
ter than the situation we are in now.

Having considered Europe’s credibility and the
strength of Europe, I now come to the subject of the
institutional dynamic.
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We have seen, ladies and gentlemen, that it is easier to
define what has to be done than how to go about it. I
believe that broad consensus can be reached on the
goals we must set ourselves, once we are aware of the
challenges facing us, our potential strength and the
responsibilities we must shoulder.

But as soon as we start discussing how to achieve them
— lev’s face it — the difficulties start. My visits as
President-designate to the ten Member States con-
firmed my suspicions on this score. Everywhere I
went, questions were raised about the operation of the
institutions. Everywhere. Everyone realizes that we
cannot go on living in a paralysing state of confusion.

It is true that we have managed to settle family feuds.
This I have already stressed, but beyond that, let us be
frank: the Community is no longer capable of taking
decisions. The Community is no longer progressing.

Unfortunately, the only thing we are agreed on is its
impotence. As soon as we begin to consider ways of
curing it, opinions differ, to say the least. Here, too,
there is a need for clarification, and the Commission
has every intention of helping.

It is essential that we get out of the rut of existing
practice in relation to the preparation of dossiers,
inter-institutional conciliation, and decision-making,
or rather the absence of decision-making. What is
happening, in point of fact, is that each institution is
giving vent to its own frustration by passing the buck
to the others.

Many proposals have been made for remedying this de
Jacto situation — you know them all — from the
Tindemans report to the report of the Three Wise
Men in 1979. Parliament was more daring in its
approach, producing a draft Treaty on European
Union. The European Council tried too, setting up the
committee chaired by Senator Dooge to investigate
our current paralysis, to make specific proposals for
dealing with it, to improve decision-making proce-
dures and to broaden the scope of the existing Trea-
ties.

All of this, you will say, is quite encouraging and
promising. But, I feel, on one condition. Because of
the range of opinions, which is far wider than many
people think, we must at all costs prevent the institu-
tional quarrel becoming in the future what the Man-
date of 30 May 1980 was in the past. I hope I am
wrong, but I fear that institutional issues may lead to
the adoption of diametrically opposed positions which
each side then invokes as a pretext for doing nothing.
We are all familiar with the story: each Member State
makes progress in one direction conditional on assur-
ances or concessions on issues which it regards as
essential. We have suffered too much from this diplo-
macy of linkage, this tit-for-tat approach, not to be
extremely wary. Indeed, may I say in passing, we are

still suffering from it — witness the preliminaries to
enlargement.

I can assure you, ladies and gentlemen, that the Com-
mission will do all in its power to avoid this new battle
of Hernani.

To this end I would suggest a simple two-pronged
approach. Perhaps it is too simple, but it is this: let us
identify the improvements to be made within the
framework of existing rules and then decide what can
be done beyond the Treaty of Rome. Neither element
can be neglected. We must steer a course between the

‘twin traps of limited pragmatism and precipitate act-

ion.

The Commission undertakes to explore all the possi-
bilities offered by the existing framework, the frame-
work provided by the Treaty of Rome, modulated by
agreements or non-agreements. It will make full use of
its right of initiative to accomplish the priority tasks I
have outlined. It will ask the Council to return to the
spirit of the second paragraph of Article 149, with
which you are already so familiar. It will not hesitate
1o withdraw a proposal if it considers that its content
has been too watered down, or if it notes a refusal,
express or implied, to debate it.

(Applause)

Parliament will be fully involved in this experiment,
which will serve to test the will of the Member States
and the viability of our rules and institutional prac-
tices.

Should a difficulty arise between two institutions, the
Commission will endeavour to decide whether the
root cause is a fundamental difference of opinion
between the Member States, or is, quite simply, a con-
flict of powers and prerogatives — I was about to say
‘susceptibilities’ -— between the institutions. In the first
case, it will be for the Council to initiate frank discus-
sions and for Parliament to debate the issue and con-
sult public opinion. In the second case, the Commis-
sion will attempt to act as honest broker to ensure that
non-essentials — institutional friction — do not cloud
essentials — the progress of European integration.

(Applause)

Make no mistake about it, ladies and gentlemen, the
operational aspect aside, the venture is an ambitious
one. The Commission, too, has its back to the wall. It
must find realistic ways of achieving its objectives, it
must introduce an element of simplicity into its propo-
sals, it must act in permanent consultation with the
other two institutions. But the Commission will not
waver in its commitment or compromise the content of
its proposal at the outset.

(Applause)
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You will find, ladies and gentlemen, that the Commis-
sioners will be prepared 1o discuss matters with you
seriously both in committee and here in the House.
But this will be possible only if we make a determined
effort to organize our respective work schedules and
programme our discussions and debates.

The game is worth the candle. I hope that, by resolute
action, we can convince those of you who are dishear-
tened by the volume of unfinished business, by so
many unnecessary complications, by all the secondary
obstacles. To my mind the Commission should, as it
were, play the key role of engineer on the European
construction project.

Let me make my position quite clear at the start of our
partnership. I am not sure of anything on this issue of
how to put the rules of the Treaty to the best use, but I
do want to take action. I am an advocate of new hori-
zons for Europe. I am in favour of European Union.
But is this sufficient reason to postpone work on
schemes for achieving economic and social progress?

The Treaty of Rome must not be regarded as the
be-all and end-all. Various plans have been put for-
ward, not least by Parliament itself. The Dooge Com-
mittee is working hard to a very strict timetable: an
initial discussion at the European Council in March, a
full-dress debate followed, I hope, by decisions in the
European Council in June. The Commission is playing
an active part, inspired by the ideal of a Europe united
at last, with resources to match its ambitions. Here,
tQo, it intends to be a driving force and generator of
proposals. It will respond to the appeals and hopes of
those of you in this Parliament who keep the Euro-
pean flame alive. It will do so by giving serious consid-
eration to your resolutions, opinions and pronounce-
ments and helping to make the essential leap forward
which will widen our horizons and reinforce our act-
ion.

The Commission wants to make a start right away by
instilling a sense of urgency into decision-making, by
stimulating action, by making the institutional tria-
logue meaningful and effective. It is anxious to
shoulder its responsibilities and extend its executive
role under delegated powers which it will demand
from the Council. The Commission is prepared to take
risks. The other institutions must do likewise.

Time will prove us right. As we recover our ability to
act, we shall see that aiming for new horizons was the
right approach. Let us do what we can to ensure that
by June, the deadline set by the European Council for
a debate of the utmost importance, the progress made
towards strengthening our Community will justify our
determination to press onwards to European Union!

The Commission is well aware of the difficulties which
lie ahead and of the problems in abeyance: the suc-
cessful completion of the enlargement negotiations,
_the 1985 budget, the disagreement about budgetary

discipline, the integrated Mediterranean programmes,
the decisions on farm prices, and the settlement of dis-
putes on the environment and on steel. There is
enough routine business here to keep us, Commission
and Parliament, fully occupied. But we must make
plans for the future, start things moving again to.
create a Community worthy of the name, underpinned
by a renovated economy and an unparalleled social
system.

We have three major challenges to meet.

First, the challenge of approach: we must demonstrate
that we can act as Twelve, and not simply mark time
or muddle through from one day to the next.

Second, the challenge of influence: we must ensure
that the Community speaks with one voice and plays
its part on the stage of contemporary history.

And lastly, the challenge of civilization: in a world of
change, we must reaffirm our values and fuse the
sometimes contradictory aims and aspirations of our
contemporaries into new constructs.

Let me repeat: we do have the resource, so once again
we shall be judged on our strength of character. The
maxims quoted by Winston Churchill in 1946 spring to
mind:

In war, resolution;
In defeat, defiance;
In victory, magnanimity;
In peace, goodwill.

Would that Europe, in this difficult world, lived up to
these tenets and refound her old self-confidence!

But, at the end of the day, this will depend on us, and
us alone.

(Loud prolonged applause)

President. — Mr President of the Commission, the
unanimous applause following on your peroration tes-
tifies to the interest shown — or rather, I should say,
to the impression produced by your statement on all
the Members of this House.

This statement will provide a valuable basis for reflec-
tion and debate in the European Parliament. I thank
you warmly on behalf of all my colleagues.

The debate will take place tomorrow, beginning at
10 am. The vote will be taken at 3 p.m. — a vote
which, with your assent, we shall consider as a vote of
investiture.

(The sitting closed at 6.25 p.m. !

L+ For the next sitting’s agenda, see Minutes.
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IN THE CHAIR: MRS PERY
Vice-President

(The sitting was opened at 10 a.m.)

1. Approval of the Minutes

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

Are there any comments?

Mr Cryer (S). — Madam President, with regard to
the written declarations under Rule 49 of the Rules of
Procedure, page 3, whilst I have no doubt that these
declarations are quite accurate, the point I wish to
raise is the fact that there are some 86 written declara-
tions under Rule 49 which are not yet printed. I do not
know whether any of these are listed here but what
concerns me is that once a written declaration has
been registered then the period of time of 2 months
under Rule 49, Section 5, at the end of which the dec-
laration lapses is presumably from the time of entry
into the Register. It is expected that those declarations
will be printed so that Members can decide whether to
support them or not. Unless they are printed, Mem-
bers have no idea whether they can be supported or
whether they should be supported. Therefore, while I
am not questioning the accuracy of the minutes what I
want is to have this question taken up with the
enlarged Bureau so that we are not faced in future
with written declarations which have lapsed simply
because nobody knows what they are because they
have not been printed.

President. — Mr Cryer, your question will be submit-
ted to the enlarged Bureau.

(Parliament approved the Minutes !

2. Decision on urgency

Proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 2-446/84 — COM(84) 391 final) for a
20th directive on the harmonization of the laws of the
Member States relating to turnover taxes — common

1 Waiving of Members’ immunity — Topical and urgent
debate (announcement): see Minutes.

system of value-added tax: derogations in connection
with the special aids granted to certain farmers to com-
pensate for the dismantlement of monetary compensa-
tory amounts applying to certain agricultural products

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Madam President! I pointed
out yesterday evening that at the December part-
session the European Parliament rejected by a large
majority a proposal for a twentieth directive on value-
added tax. The then Vice-President of the Commis-
sion assured us that the Commission would make a
statement now. Before we vote on the urgencies, it
would be reasonable to inquire whether the Commis-
sion abides by its proposal, or whether it bows before
the great majority of Parliament and withdraws the
proposed twentieth directive on value-added tax,
because that was what the Commission told us
through Mr Tugendhat in December.

President. — I believe that the Commission is prepared
to make that statement.

Lord Cockfield, Member of the Commission. —
Madam President, we shall be talking to the com-
mittee on this subject later this month and we hope
that further progress will be made but we cannot make
any definite statement at this moment in time.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) 1 gather from the Commis-
sion’s statement that this question is not urgent, but
will be discussed in committee first. Could the Presi-
dent, please note this and postpone the vote accord-

ingly?

Mr Beumer (PPE). — (NL) Madam President, hav-
ing heard the Commission’s statement, I would pro-
pose that the request for urgency should not be
granted, and this for two reasons:

(a) Consultations are to take place with the Commis-
sion.

(b) The Commission has been asked for further infor-
mation, which will very largely determine how the
report is assessed.

I therefore ask that this request for urgency be
rejected.
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President. — Mr Beumer, urgency was requested by
the Council.

(Urgency was not agreed to)

¥
* ¥

Proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 2-628/84 — COM(84) 481) for a regulation lay-
ing down implementing rules for Regulation (EEC)
No 331/82 on food aid policy and food aid manage-
ment

President. — I would draw your attention to the fact
that Parliament has already placed on yesterday’s
agenda a report by Mr Galland on the same subject.

Mrs Focke (S), chairman of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation. — (DE) I move that
this request for urgency be turned down. It is exactly
as you, Madam President, said just now: Parliament
has already placed this item on the agenda. This mat-
ter has already been discussed in committee, and in the
situation produced by the twelfths rule you now have
the Galland resolution on the regulation of food aid,
thanks to a unanimous recommendation by the Com-
mittee. The Council’s request is therefore superfluous.
We are already acting on a resolution of our own. I
therefore move once again that urgency should not be
admitted.

(Urgency was not agreed to)

%
E

Report by Mr Ippolito, on behalf of the Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology (Doc. 2-1331/84)
on the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 2-340/84 — COM 273 final) for a decision
adopting a research and development programme for
the optimization of the production and utilization of
hydrocarbons 1984-87

Mr Ippolito (COM), rapporteur. — (IT) Madam
President, I am the rapporteur on this research pro-
gramme. It is a good programme and it has been
approved by the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology with only minor amendments. But I do
not see the need for urgent procedure: this is by no
means a high-priority programme. There are much
more urgent programmes — such as Esprit, to men-
tion but one — and I would not like to see them
disadvantaged because priority is accorded to this one.
I do not at all agree that urgent procedure is justified.

(Parliament rejects request for urgent debate)

(Urgency is not agreed to)

3. Introduction of the new Commission (Debate)

)
President. — The next item is the debate on the state-
ment by the President of the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities.!

Mr Andrews (RDE). — On a point of order, Madam
President, in view of the statement by Mr Delors yes-
terday on the People’s Europe and calling for the free
movement of people and goods, I should like to ask
you to ask the President of the European people’s Par-
liament, which this is, and the Commission to carry
out an inquiry into why Members of this House have
been harassed and detained by immigration officials at
Heathrow Airport en route to meetings of this Parlia-
ment. I should also like you to ask the President and
the Commission . . .

President. — Mr Andrews, that is not a point of order.

Mr Andrews (RDE). — ... Madam President, I
merely want to finish the point of order.

President. — I am very sorry but that’s not a point of

" order.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Madam President, colleagues!
People have high hopes for this, the first session of the
European Parliament in 1985.

President of the Commission, honourable colleague,
Jacques Delors! The Socialist Group wishes to express
its thanks for the account of the methods and proce-
dures which the new Commission will follow in future
in its collaboration with the institutions of the Euro-
pean Communities. We note with deep satisfaction
that it incorporated in its statement something which
Parliament has repeatedly urged, namely that the
Commission reassume the role which was assigned to
it by the letter and spirit of the Treaties, and above all
by the will of Parliament, especially my group.

If the Commission is to play its part as defender of the
common interests of the citizens of Europe, as a
motive force — as you say — as the chief engineer,
then it must have the declared will to act in complete
independence. We in Parliament have repeatedly com-
plained that the previous Commission did in fact do
nothing more than act as the secretariat for the Coun-
cil. You have made clear the Commission’s intention
of playing an independent role, guided by the Com-
mission’s political perceptions, without institutional
clashes. You will have the full support of Parliament.
In this connection, I should like to address a word to
my colleagues in this chamber.

! See previous day’s proceedings.
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The Commission has to preserve its independence
vis-d-vis Parliament, as well as the Council. Under no
circumstances may we force the Commission to act as
the secretariat of Parliament. I hope that the Commis-
sion, and you too Mr President, will — when neces-
sary — point out to Parliament its own inadequacies
and its own errors. ’

Mr President, you have set out Europe’s needs in
detail and pointed out that in that context it is abso-
lutely essential for us, as the European Community, to
regain credibility. I wholeheartedly agree with that.

In this connection, I should like to return to what I
said just now about the inadequacies of the European
Parliament. Restoring credibility also means streamlin-
ing the work of Parliament. Before we, as a Parlia-
ment, tell the Commission what to do, we should first
earn that right by amending our own ways.

We have delivered opinions on every conceivable
issue, and yet in many cases we have been unable to
exert any influence which could be said to be

demonstrable, or lasting, or publicly recognizable. -

Instead of working steadily we have indulged in ad hoc
activism. We have repeatedly adopted urgent resolu-

tions, knowing full well that we should get not one.

inch further on the matter itself. We have omitted to
make any link between our diplomatic initiatives and
questions of foreign trade and development policy, or
to harmonize them in any way. We have used whole
series of urgent motions to improve, distort, and even
reverse, sound resolutions which have been carefully
and painstakingly prepared by the committees and by
Parliament. We did in fact put through with enormous
- energy a number of budget resolutions, but we then
failed to press the Commission and the Council to
implement those policies. In many instances we were
satisfied with gaining a majority in Parliament, instead
of trying to carry on the fight for these political
demands outside Parliament in association with
national parties, factions and governments, through
various associations and through the media.

(Applause)

We have consistently stressed the absolute necessity
for question time, but generally it is only a handful of
Members who take notice of Council’s and the Com-
mission’s endeavours to reply to the questions. In far
too many cases this House has gone in for short-term
crisis management, instead of trying to evolve a long-
term political strategy.

Restoring the credibility of Europe means, therefore,
that the efficiency of this Parliament has to be
increased by:

— not overloading the agenda,

— reducing the number of resolutions,

— streamlining the work of the committees and of
Parliament,

so that members have more time for work in their con-
stituencies.

Restoring the credibility of Europe means that Europe
may not and cannot be primarily a Europe of agricul-
tural subsidies and free trade areas. It must not be a
Europe of entrepreneurs and enterprises. Let me
repeat, therefore, what I said on 11 December last
year about regaining Europe’s credibility: the Euro-
pean idea can continue to evolve only when the great
majority of European citizens, and the workers too,
recognize that this is not the economists’ Europe, it is
their Europe, the Europe of the ordinary man.

What Europe needs today above all else is a global
strategy. A global strategy in which the interdepend-
ence of individual political spheres becomes apparent.
The President of the Commission has announced that
the working programme of the Commission will be
discussed in detail at the next part-session but one. For
this reason I shall only speak to one basic point: we
cannot treat individual areas of policy separately, inde-
pendently of each other. Whether it be the fight
against unemployment, protection of the environment,
development policy, questions concerning the consoli-
dation of the internal market, the European Monetary
System, the protection of human rights inside and out-
side the European Community, whether it be the
reform of the agricultural policy, the promotion of
research, co-determination for employees, the prob-
lems of the new technologies, the question of a com-
mon policy on the part of the European Community
towards the superpowers and the Third World; all
these things are inseparably linked.

By dividing the Council into individual specialist coun-
cils and by dividing the European Parliament into
individual committees and independent parliamentary
delegations, as well as by dividing up the areas of res-
ponsibility of the indiviual Commissioners, there arises
the danger that only the ad hoc necessity of restricted
political fields is seen, although everything is insepar-
ably linked to everything else.

Anyone who investigates the question of the new tech-
nologies, must take into account the effects on the
labour market, on ergonomics, on the less-developed
countries and on environmental protection. Anyone
who demands absolute protection for his own agricul-
ural products within the framework of the reform of
agriculwral policy, must also include in his decision
the effects on exports of steel pipes and tubes, machine
tools and the automobile industry. Whoever ponders
the stability of currencies within the European Mone-
tary System, must also consider its effects on unem-
ployment. :

We hope that we shall find these interrelationships
between policies in the Commission’s programme of
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work. We hope that the new Commissioners see their
own responsibilities as part of the overriding global
responsibility of the entire Commission.

The Socialist Group will assess the work of the Com-
mission on the basis of the attention paid to what the
group considers to be the main essentials. My group
has identified four elements as the corner-stones of
European policy:

— the fight against unemployment and for social jus-
tice,

— the fight for human rights and the protection of
the citizen,

— the fight for peace, security and disarmament,
— the fight against hunger throughout the world.

Mr President, the Socialist Group is extremely grateful
to you for the way in which you explored the funda-
mental aspects of Europe’s strength. Let me give an
example: we in Europe must view with alarm the way
in which the two superpowers, the USA and the Soviet
Union, negotiate in Geneva on aspects of security and
disarmament which primarily affect Europe, affect our
fate, without Europe’s sitting at the table as an equal
in the negotiations. We agree with you that Europe
must develop greater self-awareness and power in
order 1o play an independent role in international poli-
tics. Europe can do this, but there are pre-conditions
and Europe must remember its own strength and
recognize it.

Let me give an example. It is generally held that the
athletes of the United States of America dominated the
1984 Olympic Games in Los Angeles. The number of
medals which. they obtained put everyone else in the
shade. But anyone who takes the trouble to compare
the number of medals gained by the athletes of the
Member States of the European Communities with the
number gained by the United States, will find that the
athletes of the European Communities gained more
medals than those of the United States.

Europe is ours. We therefore agree wholeheartedly
with the President of the Commission: if Europe pre-
sents a united front and speaks with one voice, it can
face the superpowers as an equal. This is particularly
true in the economic sphere. But we can only exert our
economic strength by pursuing at European and
national levels an industrial policy which coordinates
national policies and goes beyond the present purely
sectoral and defensive initiatives. But at the same time
we must take care of the traditional industries like coal
and steel, textiles and shipbuilding. We must develop a
common research and technological policy, jointly, so
that we shall then be strong enough to be able to
create new jobs, in competition with the other major
industrialized nations. We socialists start from the
premise that a rational, future-oriented, technological

policy must begin with sociological and social needs.
That means that we must examine very carefully the
associated effects of the new technologies on the
labour market and on the rights of workers. We
should welcome, Mr President, the setting up of an
independent committee of inquiry at European level,
to inform and advise the institutions of the European
Community on the evaluation of technology, and
especially on the consequences of technological
change, such as the effects on the quality of employ-
ment in manufacturing industry, possible improve-
ments in the quality of life in the consumer sector, the
effects on the environment and the consequences for
democratic and social structures.

We agree with you that any reflection on the true
strength of Europe must include the consolidation of
the internal market. We think it very important that
e. g. competition law should not be used just to bring
about integration, it must also be used to bring about
equality of opportunity for workers as employees,
consumers and citizens.

For us the creation of an internal market also means a
general, unconditional right of residence for all
EC citizens in all Member States. It means the aboli-
tion of personal checks at the internal frontiers of the
Community. For us the creation of an internal market
means the right of EC citizens to vote in local elec-
tions in all the Member States. It means continuing to
press for the accession of the EC to the European
Convention on Human Rights. In connection with the
creation of an internal market we Socialists are not
just thinking of the balance sheets and profits of pri-
vate companies, we are thinking primarily of the

recognizable benefits for individual citizens in the

common market.

The majority of my group have supported the consoli-
dation of the customs union into a really free Com-
munity market. That means the abolition of technical
barriers to trade, the abolition of excessive customs
formalities for imports and exports and the simplifica-
tion of customs formalities for trade, industry and the
private citizen. But once again I should like to remind
you that the quality of economic and industrial
democracy in Europe depends on the rights of work-
ers and their participation in economic decision-tak-
ing. Anyone who overlooks, or consciously tries to
overlook, that fact — and here I am wittingly address-
ing the conservatives of Europe — must be made
aware that without these elements Europe has no
credibility, that there is no possibility of the man in the
street identifying himself with Europe.

You see, Mr President, the strength of Europe’s role is
— as you said — inseparably linked to the strengthen-
ing of the European Monetary System. Although the
majority of the Socialists support this view — a minor-
ity are of a different opinion — I must point out that,
as far as we are concerned, there are limits to this
question. The majority of my group have actively
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advocated the participation of all the Community
countries in the European Monetary System and also
welcome the participation of third countries in initia-
tives in the monetary sector. The majority welcome
the gradual extension of use of the ECU in the Com-
munity and the increasing use of it in the financial
markets for lendings and borrowings, as well as for
bond issues. But we do have our problems. Yesterday
you spoke of the introduction of the ECU as a fully
independent parallel currency. In our opinion econo-
mic integration, especially the convergence of the
economic policies of the Member States, has to be
developed far more, so that we first improve the bal-
ance between the stronger and weaker countries of the
European Community. This is a very important point.
Europe will not be able to play its economic role prop-
erly until we have achieved a certain amount of con-
vergence between the economic policies of the Mem-
ber States. The Community cannot and must not lead
to the enrichment. of the rich countries at the expense
of the poorer ones.

The Europe which we Socialists want is a Europe of
solidarity. A Europe which is not just concerned with
seeing how much money it gets from or has to pay
into the kitty. That is why we set so much store by an
integrated programme for the Mediterranean. This
programme should be used to close the wealth gap
between northern and southern Europe, to prevent it
from widening further. That is why, for us, an inte-
grated Mediterranean programme is not primarily a
programme for supporting the agricultural policy for
the Mediterranean, it is first and foremost a pro-
gramme whose emphasis lies on the development of
industry. That means the development of industries for
the processing of agricultural products and foodstuffs
and the production of agricultural machinery; a pro-
gramme to promote agricultural industrial coopera-
tives.

That is why convergence has to include the improve-
ment of social security. At a time of high unemploy-
ment conservative member governments are using the
present crisis to reduce the level of welfare benefits. In
many Member States there has been a definite reduc-
tion in social expenditure. We shall only be able to
achieve credibility and get the man in the street to
identify with Europe if we see it as our European duty
to prevent this dismantling of social benefits. Ordinary
people must be made aware that Europe does not
lower living standards, it raises them to levels of equal-
ity. People must be able to recognize that Europe is
reducing social inequality, and not — as has unfortun-
ately been the case in recent decades — increasing it.

We Socialists have no illusions. Each Member State
considers that its economic priorities, the strategy it
follows and the measures it adopts, are its own affair.
But the majority of my group start from the basic
premise that a policy of integration does require at
least partial abandonment of national economic pow-
ers in favour of Community powers and some subordi-

nation of egotistical national economic and political
interests to Community interests.

This nreans that it has to be made clear to the Member
States, who today consider price stabilization to be the
sole economic aim, that even the advocates of a Euro-
pean Monetary System must at least pay the same
amount of attention to the requirements of the labour
market.

We Socialists are wholly in favour of price stability.
But if price stability, monetary policy, result in the
destruction of jobs, of men’s destinies, then we think
human interests take precedence over monetarist doc-
trines.

The European Socialists will not accept that Europe
has to be split into two rigidly opposed camps. We all
want to help to heal the division between the peoples
of the European continent and to bring all the people
of Europe closer together. That is"why, like you, we
welcome the resumption of arms talks between the
Soviet Union and the USA. The aims of our policy are
as follows:

1. to reduce tension between East and West,
2. to restore the process of negotiation,

3. to strengthen the role which the States of Europe
play in these negotiations,

4. to reduce the nuclear arsenal and to create a bal-
ance of power at the lowest level possible.

We shall resist with determination any attempt by the
conservatives to abuse the new committee for security
and disarmament by using it as a forum for advancing
arms policies and strategic military objectives. Disar-
mament, the reduction of conflict and development
policy are the foundations of any policy of peace and
security.

By Europeanizing defence policy, we shall endeavour
to give the countries of Western Europe the right to
participate in any decisions which affect their exist-
ence. For us, this means strengthening Western
Europe’s influence on the Atlantic Alliance and the
gradual introduction of Western European sover-
eignty in matters of disarmament.

Europe’s strength can also be seen in aid to developing
countries. In future we shall play a decisive role in the
reform of the international monetary system and the
solving of the indebtedness crisis to the benefit of the
developing countries.

There are many ways in which Europe can play a deci-
sive role in international politics: through its foreign
policy, the many cooperation treaties, the Lomé Con-
ventions and the harmonization of foreign policies
within the framework of political cooperation. We
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must exploit this important basis for strengthening the
European role.

As regards our relations with the United States of
America, we know that the Americans are not only
politically the most important partner of European
Communities, they are also our strongest trading part-

ner. The trouble over steel exports and trade in agri- -

cultural products, the restrictions which the USA
imposes on transfers of technology, make it necessary
for us to develop a clearly defined position as regards
the United States. Nobody can possibly be interested
in a trade war with the USA. On the other hand the
European Community must also strengthen its inde-
pendent role in economic affairs. Only when the
United States, and we in Europe as well, realize that
economically the European Community is at least as
strong as the United States, will it be possible to
achieve an equal partnership. For these reasons we
support the President’s declaration in this sphere.

The President, Mr Delors, has made it clear that he
wishes to avoid conflict between the institutions. We
can understand that, but in view of the present politi-
cal climate in Europe, a climate of stagnation and dis-
satisfaction, we must do everything possible to set the
decision-making process in motion once more. We
cannot wait for the European Treaties to be revised, or
not revised, as the case may be. We must reach deci-
sions on the basis of the existing Treaties. That means
that where necessary the existing Treaties must be
exploited to the full, for example on the question of
majority decisions’in the Council of Ministers.

Like you, the great majority of my group reject the
principle of unanimity in the Council of Ministers,
which is contrary to the Treaty of Rome, and even the
minority in my group, which want to retain the right
of veto as a matter of principle, are unanimous that it
should not apply to everything, but only where the
vital interests of a Member State are involved. We can
only wish you the best of luck along the way you have
described so that we can finally overcome this block-
ading of important initiatives by the Council. On this
point there are no differences of opinion in my group.
The leader of the Labour Party, Neil Kinnock, as well
as the leader of the Pasok, Andreas Papandreou, have
both called for some kind of new Messina Conference
to overcome the blockade in Europe. It may be that it
is possible as a long-term process to convince those
nations which still have doubts about allowing the
European Parliament to play a greater part, but some-
thing has to be done immediately. That can be done on
the basis of the existing Treaties. Our Greek, Danish
and British friends have a special part to play here.
They too are aware that as Members of Parliament,
we cannot be satisfied with the role of the European
Parliament. Whatever their reservations, all the
national delegations in my group, for example, are
unanimous that Parliament as a democratic institution
has a key role to play alongside the national parlia-

ments in the democratic control of the European
Community.

(Applause)

They are unanimous that Parliament’s powers in the
budget procedures and the legislative process must be
recognized and that control must be exercised over the
Commission and the other institutions of the Com-
munity. The Socialists unanimously agree with the
President of the Commission that the Commission has
to exploit to the full its functions as protector of the
Treaties and in the drafting and implementation of
Community decisions.

Mr President, the Socialists want the Commission to
be a stimulus to the Community, a motive force, or, as
you said, the chief engineer, who ensures that the
machine begins to function again. Your statement has
given us hope, and we shall do everything we can to
help you. We do not want any conflict between the
institutions either, .but the refusal to grant discharge
for the 1982 budget and the rejection of the 1985
budget have shown that in future this Parliament will
consistently exercise control over the Commission and
the Council.

We wish all members and President Delors success
and good fortune along the way which, according to
his statement of yesterday evening, he will follow in
the future.

(Applause)

Mr Estgen (PPE). — (FR) President Delors, sir, may
1 congratulate you first of all, on behalf of my group,
for the way in which you have raised the curtain on
your new Commission. We congratulate you most sin-
cerely. Within a very short space of time you have
organized your team and allocated the portfolios
smoothly and wisely. Your Commission has not,
unlike others before it, fallen victim to damaging
wranglings on the part of the various governments. 1
do not doubt, Mr President, that such manoeuvres
have occurred, but you have treated them with lofty
disdain. You have held fast, and we are grateful.

(Applause)

In short, this Commission has been set up with dignity
and without a ‘night of the long knives’. My group is
also very pleased, not to say delighted, by the new step
you have taken in appearing here before this House at
a ceremony of investiture which we have long been
calling for and which we had explicitly demanded this
time. We are deeply appreciative of this gesture of
esteem and respect towards our institution, embodying
as it does a political significance to which we are
acutely sensitive.

Mr President, my group is not small-minded. Please

do go before the Court of Justice in Luxembourg to
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declare your personal and legal commitments as
required under the Treaty. We are quite capable of
distinguishing between the individual moral responsi-
bility of the members of your Commission, on which
the Court of Justice is empowered to pronounce, and
the collective and political responsibility of the Com-
mission as a whole, for which it is answerable to this
Assembly. You have come before this Assembly, as
you yourself put it, to embark on a dialogue of mutual
trust and meaningful work for Europe.

The chilly weather and diplomatic climate which prev-
ented you from visiting the Court before this House
have thus made for political warmth in your gesture of
declaring your political commitment to Parliament
before making your legal commitment. You have
come first to obtain the confidence of Parliament
before making your commitment before the Court.
Thus you put political understanding before the cere-
monial required by protocol. This, Mr President,
intensifies the warmth and sincerity of my group’s wel-
come to the new team you have presented to us.

This warm welcome became virtually an entente cordi-
ale yesterday as we heard, considered and appreciated
your speech, which we deem to be a statement of gen-
eral political thrust and not a formal programme for
the next year or more. We await your formal pro-
gramme and shall examine it in March carefully and
cautiously. We shall measure it against the broad lines
of your inaugural speech yesterday. I would describe
this speech both as an ambitious but realistic and sin-
cere political statement, and as a statement of personal
commitment — resolute, and thus hopeful and worthy
of our confidence.

And so I shall confine myself to considering your
intentions from the point of view of the reciprocal res-
ponsibility of our two institutions, their feasibility
under the Treaties, and their credibility in the eyes of
the peoples we represent here and of our major part-
ners, both in the world as a whole (mainly the USA
and Japan) and in the countries of the Third World.

You may be sure, Mr President, that my group takes
what you have said very seriously and will consider
conscientiously the very pertinent questions which you
have put to us.

Yesterday you delivered an extremely important mes-
sage with an energy which was both brave and reason-
able. You did not fall into the trap of rhetoric and
vague promises but kept precisely within the frame-
work of the existing Treaties, as is only to be expected
given that the Commission is essentially responsible
for custodianship and enforcement of the Treaties. We
note that you propose to make use of all the possibili-
ties offered by the Treaty. We hope this is precisely
what you will do, sir.

Above all you have correctly identified the great chal-
lenges of the moment: revitalization of the economy

and social progress, the fight against unemployment,
and above all the full achievement of the internal mar-
ket and the major problem of agricultural spending
and the budget. We ought, I believe, to follow up
quickly in concrete measures the very real efforts and
progress made in Stuttgart and Athens towards defin-
ing new policies and initiatives aimed at restoring the
Community’s industrial competitiveness. This means
we must advance, at once and as far as the Com-
munity’s circumstances currently permit, towards real-
ization of the internal market over matters such as
standards, public contracts, legal frameworks favour-
ing business cooperatives and groupings, and the
reduction of border formalities which are so costly, so
unpopular, and which so damage the Community’s
image in the eyes of its own citizens.

We must make the citizens of Europe and particularly
its youth able to understand Europe again, able to
identify with it and support it.

This is the lesson which will engender a new political
will in governments and administrations.

Along these same lines, let us think for a moment of
the impact on public opinion which would be created
by a truly European press and television coverage,
something we so sadly lack. We should without delay
give deep and serious consideration to the objective of
building Europe, as you said in what I would call the
‘social affairs chapter’ of your speech yesterday. Like
yourself, we Christian Democrats want no back-
pedalling on social affairs. On the contrary, we wish to
work with you to achieve even greater social justice in
our Community, though this should not detract from
the efficiency and competitiveness of our businesses,
particularly the small- and medium-sized undertakings
in our Community.

My group is more than ever convinced of the need to
prepare actively for the transformation of our econo-
mic Community into a European Union of greater
strength, solidarity and efficacity. The European Par-
liament set out an act of establishment for such a
union in its draft treaty on European Union which was
adopted by a large majority of the House on 14 Febru-
ary 1984.

Mr President, sir, it is my earnest hope that you, and
we of the European Parliament may together succeed
in accomplishing a historical act, by working with
your Commission to make our economic Community
into a truly political Community, for this is the real
challenge which now confronts us. This is why the
Community is not able to solve the great economic
problems of industrial and social revitalization, the
great human problems of unemployment, the great
institutional problems, and the great political problems
of the Community’s expansion to include Spain and
Portugal, for enlargement must also mean the streng-
thening of the Community and, at all events, not a
weakening of what has been achieved so far.
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The great issues of world politics and the Third World
require us to make great efforts, both with our allies
and in competition with our rivals. It is truly regretta-
ble that we have not yet been able to progress beyond
economic problems to the creation of true political
unity, despite the many initiatives made in that direc-
tion. I need only remind you of the moves in the
Council by Messrs Genscher and Colombo, this Par-
liament’s draft treaty on European Union, the valuable
work by the Dooge committee. But there is still no real
European awareness among the governments of cer-
tain Member States.

It will be the task of the new Commission at last to
spearhead the breakthrough to a truly European
dimension. We must not forget, however, the firm
gains registered by the previous Commission under
President Thorn which, despite the serious accusations
levelled against it, was nevertheless responsible for the
creation and development, in extremely difficult con-
ditions, of the European Monetary System, one of the
Community’s finest and most valuable achievements.

We have been greatly heartened by your determina-
tion to move towards a true European currency. There
100, sir, we shall march and fight alongside you.

Of the various Commission dossiers, you have taken
responsibility for monetary affairs, and we are very
happy about this. It is a field you know well, are res-
pected in, and believe in. Yet monetary affairs are per-
haps the topic on which you have been the least ambi-
tious. You have asked three questions of this House.
On behalf of my group I am able to answer yes to all
three of them.

To the first question we say yes: the spectacular
development of the private ECU means that there
must be an end to the watertight division between the
private and the official ECU. The ECU is no longer a
Eurocrat’s dream: it fulfils a real need. As we progress
towards economic integration private savers, as well as
industrialists and businessmen, feel the need for a sin-
gle currency. This growing demand will not be halted,
but will impose itself on the authorities whether they
like it or not. For it is one of the lessons of monetary
history that anything new has always been pushed
through by market demand against resistance by the
authorities.

To the second question we also say yes. We do indeed
ask too much of the dollar. It is not normal that the
world currency should be that of just one country,
managed and controlled as the interests of that one
country require. The end result of that is that the dol-
lar asks too much of us. We thus welcome all the
Commission’s proposals and all moves towards streng-
thening the role of the ECU so that it may become a
truly international instrument of payment.

To your third question our answer is again yes. The
strengthening of the European Monetary System and

the ECU works in favour of convergence, just as con-
vergence works in favour of the ECU and the EMS,
and this trend is favourable to expansion and job crea-
tion, which is also one means of combating unemploy-
ment. But if we are to achieve this economic and
monetary union we cannot disregard the institutional
implications in the second phase of the European
Monetary System. Doubtless we would not wish to.
Mrs Thatcher has just supported the idea of the EMS.
The UK Government, against its principles, has just
decided to support the pound sterling. There is there-
fore a minimum acceptable exchange rate. The support
mechanism contained in the European Monetary Sys-
tem makes this objective infinitely more plausible. We
hope, sir, that you will succeed in persuading Her
Majesty’s Government that it is now time to join the
European system.

As we have said time and time again, we know the cost
of being ‘half a Europe’. You are looking to a com-
plete Europe, within the Treaties of Rome and
beyond. All power to you! You will find us already
there, Mr President. We are there and we await allies.

If my speech so far has seemed a little too fulsome, I
would utter a word of warning, Mr President. You
yourself have said that fine words get us nowhere. We
are politicians and thus, by definition, critical and sus-
picious. All the more so in that we have already, on
many occasions, been charmed by fine words from this
rostrum which have only rarely been followed by
appropriate action. Too often we have received the
thin end of the diplomatic wedge. One of this Parlia-
ment’s most important duties is certainly the supervis-
ing of the various Community institutions. You may
be sure, sir, that this House will continue to keep a
critical watch on your Commission, as it has done on
previous Commissions. You are currently enjoying the
famous hundred days’ grace, the period allowed for
you to present your programme of action before this
Parliament. It is on this programme and the way in
which it is implemented that my group will judge the
new Commission, for in the last analysis Parliament
will always have the Commission it deserves. Your
predecessor more than once came close to earning a
motion of censure from this House.

Please believe that this newly elected Parliament is
really eager to see the Community emerge from its
current lethargy, and to see your ‘engineers on the
European construction project’ get to work. We
should like to see your Commission as a focus for con-
vergence, a centripetal force opposing, neutralizing
and destroying the centrifugal force exerted by the
Council, which embodies selfishly national interests. It
is essential that we should, by close cooperation
between this Parliament and your Commission, suc-
ceed in restoring the Community to normal operation
and that we should secure a further dimension to the
existing treaties, ‘beyond the Treaty of Rome’ as you
put it, for given the existing socio-economic and ecol-
ogical problems, the instruments and procedures used
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in the Community hitherto mean that we are doomed
to decline and ultimately to complete disintegration.
Our two institutions should thus conclude an alliance
— maybe not a holy alliance, but a wholly desirable
alliance — in mutual respect for our respective roles,
culminating in what I might almost call a constructive
intrigue on behalf of Europe.

And in this context I have a number of questions to
put to you, Mr President, which require an unequivo-
cal reply. The spirit of your address has already given
some replies: it was music to the ear, and you have
nothing 1o lose in saying it all again!

Our first question is this: is your Commission pre-
pared to inform Parliament of all its draft regulations,
directives and decisions before forwarding them to the
Council?

Second question: is your Commission truly prepared
to accept and act on Parliament’s resolutions amend-
ing your drafts and to forward to the Council the
drafts thus amended?

Third question: when the Council rejects a resolution
of Parliament or announces such a rejection, and
when there has been no consultation between Parlia-
ment and Council, would the Commission be prepared
to demand a new consultation and a decision from
Parliament?

Finally, my fourth question: would the Commission
withdraw a draft if the Council sought to reject it or
make sizeable amendments to it?

There you have a number of questions, Mr President,
which form the essence of our mode of future cooper-
ation. You will observe that we have taken note of
your intention to seek agreement with the European
Parliament as far as possible and in this context you
cannot fail to realize, Mr President, that Parliament
attaches the greatest importance to the subject of
budgetary discipline. The painful and recurrent prob-
lem of budget contributions must at least be solved.
Admittedly, now is not the time to talk about farm
prices — we shall come back to these in detail when
you present your programme — but our group
attaches special importance to them and finds it wrong
that farmers alone should bear the entire cost of the
necessary reform of the agriculture policy. We want to
see viable family holdings under an agriculture policy
which can guarantee farmers an honest and honour-
able living.

Allow me, sir, to pay tribute on this occasion to your
predecessor Mr Gaston Thorn who always rallied to
the side of Parliament against the Council particularly
in matters concerning the budget.

I am confident that you will continue along the same
road, for we are fighting the same bautle, since identi-
cal trends are seeking both to reduce our budgetary

powers and to reduce your right of initiative in this
matter.

We know that you yourself are not responsible for the
1982 accounts, but your institution did not receive this
Parliament’s discharge. The 1983 accounts will be up
for discussion in April. We need to know where you
yourself stand on these problems, for we are deter-
mined to stand no further nonsense in this area. We
want one Europe with you, a revitalization of this
Europe, but this will not come about unless it is gov-
erned and its decision-making process organized
around the Commission whose members will one day
be elected by this Parliament. Perhaps the Commission
will then include one or more women!

With these aims in view the Christian Democrats
express their confidence in you and your team. Build-
ing Europe is a question of competence, certainly, but
also and more importantly, a question of responsibility
and conviction. You have said yourself that the Com-
mission has its back to the wall. This is also true of the
Parliament, Mr President. Europe was created by res-
ponsible politicians who dared to take risks. Take
risks, Mr President, we will not deny you. We again
need someone with vision at the helm in Europe. We
believe you have it, and we base our hopes on this.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR SEEFELD

Vice-President

Sir Henry Plumb (ED). — Mr President, may I, on
behalf of my group, welcome the statement which the
President-in-Office of the Commission made yester-
day, for his message of hope and that of realism. We
are all aware, of course, that the Commission and you,
sir, take over at a very difficult time when the Com-
munity has no agreed budget for 1985 and the reasons
for Parliament’s inability to accept the draft budget are
clear and well-known. What was presented to us in
December was simply not a budget for 1985 but rather
a rag-bag of incomplete compromises between the var-
ious participants at the Council of Ministers. Until this
problem can be resolved there will be substantal res-
trictions upon the development of new policies and
new initiatives. Therefore, I urge you and your col-
leagues, Mr President, to use every opportunity to
bring home to the Council of Ministers the seriousness
of the situation that has been created.

The immediate cause of the Council’s inability to pres-
ent a proper budget for 1985 was the predicted level of
agricultural expenditure for that year. I very much
welcome the views of Mr Delors on this point in his
introductory speech yesterday.
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The common agricultural policy has been a remarka-
ble success over the years of its existence. The fact that
we in Europe now take our food supplies for granted
is a mark of the common agricultural policy’s suc-
cesses. On the other hand, it is simply not possible to
continue indefinitely with the sort of open-ended
guarantees which the CAP has until now provided.
The decision on milk quotas of March 1984 was a first
step towards recognition of this fact. I am gravely dis-
turbed that even now there are administrative difficul-
ties and inconsistencies in the application of these
necessary measures. In this the Commission has an
essential role in ensuring the fair and the universal
observance of milk quotas. To ensure that agricultural
spending stands in some rational relationship to the
benefits derived from it, it will be necessary for there
to be a better market management linked to the.res-
traint on farm prices. Once again, in this, the Commis-
sion’s role is crucial.,

Mr President, farmers are well-known for their resili-
ence but they need a clearer sense of direction than
they have had hitherto and on this I was particularly
delighted to hear what Mr Delors said yesterday. One
must consider whether now is not the time for the
Commission to give serious thought to working out a
long-term farm and food policy. For far too long min-
isters have sought to outbid each other in the Agricul-
tural Council to secure some particular concession;
some particular victory for themselves and their sup-
posed clients; for their national farming industry. Min-
isters have taken the view that a difficult decision
taken now is my problem but a catastrophe next year
may be somebody else’s. Therefore the Commission
and the Parliament can and must take a stand against
the easy postponement of unpleasant decisions. On
this we count on you, Mr Delors, and were encour-
aged by your words of yesterday.

I also welcome the positive remarks of Mr Delors
about the necessity to realize a genuine internal mar-
ket within the Community. This has been an area
where short-sighted national selfishness has hindered
the Community’s progress for much too long. We are
making progress, albeit slow. The old Commission and
the Council — and it is as well to remind ourselves of
these facts — largely thanks to Mr Delors in France,
did approve the critical 15 directives for harmonizing
technical barrier laws, including the new commercial
instrument and the single administrative document.
The citizens of Europe are right to be sceptical about a
Community that is incapable of harmonizing and,
where necessary, abolishing the customs and other
formalities which hinder the free movement of goods
within our Community. Yet those same citizens do not
want harmonization for harmonization’s sake.

However, a genuine internal markert is, of course, not
the end of the story but only the beginning. The suc-
cess of the United States in asserting its economic
pre-eminence in the world was largely due 1o its vast
internal market. The European Monetary System and

the European currency unit, the ECU, are useful steps
along this road. I hope that the time will not be long
delayed when sterling joins the exchange rate mechan-
ism of the EMS.

(Applause)

On the simplest level of self interest, the events in the
currency market over the past few days would, in my
opinion, have been less volatile and traumatic for
holders of sterling if it had been a full member of the
EMS.

The nations of Europe when they act together can do
infinitely more to stimulate investment in employment
than they can by acting separately. Our Community,
of course, is founded on the premise that we must
hang together or we will hang separately. Nowhere is
this truer than in economic policy.

The European Council at Fontainebleau set up two
important committees, one on the people’s Europe and
the other on institutional questions. I hope that this
Commission will be able to further the proposals on
both these committees. A people’s Europe, of course,
will merely appear pathetic unless it is accompanied by
genuine integration and progress of the kind that I
have already outlined.

The ad hoc institutional committee will naturally need
to take the proposals of the draft treaty on European
Union as an important basis for its work. It will be dif-
ficult for anyone to allege that the institutions of the
Community could not be improved. Parliament is
ready to play its full role in any such improvement,
and I hope, and I am sure, the Commission will do
likewise.

In my comments today, Mr President, I have, perhaps,
dwelt too much upon the problematic nature of the
Commission’s task. There are areas in which some
progress has been made and can, perhaps, be expected
to continue in the future. Information technology,
biotechnology and energy conservation are all areas in
which the Community, acting as a whole, can usefully
coordinate and bring together the efforts of individual
Member States. I hope very much that the coming
accession of Spain and Portugal will serve as a happy
omen for the success of this new Commission’s period
in office.

Now, Mr President of the Commission, we look for-
ward 1o the opportunity to express our confidence in
you when you present your full programme in March.
The Treaty gives you a distinctive role in the Com-
munity. You must show yourselves, together with your
fellow Commissioners, capable of fulfilling it.

(Applause)

Mr Cervetti (COM). — (IT) Mr President, the Ital-
tan communists, as one of the major progressive pro-
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European forces, are fully engaged in the political
struggle being waged in Italy and in Europe. Our
unflinching commitment to this cause is generally ack-
nowledged.

We, in turn, Mr President of the Commission, have no
hesitation in acknowledging your European commit-
ment and convictions which were further confirmed
by some of the statements you made here yesterday.

You stressed the need to do everything possible to
bring Europe out of its present stagnation. That is as it
should be. Indeed, we recognize in your statement the
conviction, which we share, that the Community must
be made to move forward along the road of unity and
autonomy and play its part in the advancement of
peace, civic and social progress and democracy.

You pointed out forcefully

that, at a time when there is so much unemploy-
ment to combat and so much poverty to succour,
the world has better things to do than to engage in
an arms race.

That, also, is very true. And that is why we should
have expected much more emphasis on the contribu-
tion that Europe — not least in its own interest — can
and should make by direct participation in the
development of the dialogue now resumed in Geneva
on détente, world disarmament and the banning of
weapons from space.

That contribution must be made, and we shall con-
tinue to say so to the Commission and to the Council
and its present Italian Presidency. But that is not all.
Listening to you, Mr President of the Commission,
one could not escape the impression that a number of
governments are doing their best to tie the hands of
the new Commission. Let me therefore say that it is
only by adopting an unambiguous and courageous
stance that the new Commission will be able to play to
the full its proper political role and find the necessary
allies among the member countries, in European
public opinion and in this Parliament.

There is no room for self-doubt. It is true that Europe
is in deep crisis and faces the danger of a much
enlarged Community torn by parochial interests. We
know where to lay the blame for this state of affairs.
But such active and passive resistance should serve
precisely to inspire greater effort and a clear and pre-
cise statement of the determination and practical pro-
posals for reform.

We thus look forward not just to general declarations
of intent, but specific and realistic programmes that
can provide the answers to the major issues before us:
_ from reform of the Community along the lines indi-
cated by Parliament in the draft treaty of unification
to the enlargement by accession of Spain and Portu-
gal; from the preparation of a plan to create employ-

ment to the launching of specific projects for industry,
information, communications, transport, high technol-
ogy and scientific research. We expect reform of the
common agricultural policy and the formulation and
implementation of a new social policy, with reform of
working hours, standardization of social security sys-
tems: a policy to be drawn up with the active partici-
pation of the partners concerned. We hope to see a
strengthened European Monetary System, and the
ECU raised to the status of an international currency;
we want implementation of the integrated programme,
we expect progress towards a conference on the Medi-
terranean and a much greater and effective commit-
ment to combating hunger and promoting develop-
ment and cooperation in the Third World.

Nor can we forget the urgent issues of environmental
protection and enhancement, the problem of drug
abuse, the rights of immigrants and the Immigrants’
Statute, the condition of women.

Considerable resources are needed to meet all these
aims and an urgent, indeed immediate, necessity is for
the Commission to propose an appropriate increase of
own resources in the 1985 budget.

It is in relation to all these issues that I have barely had
time to list, and by the practical programmes proposed
to deal with them that we shall be judging case by
case, the new Commission’s political resolve. On our
part, we shall be working for an understanding
between the workers and all the democratic pro-Euro-
pean economic, social and cultural groups, in the con-
viction that such an understanding is the condition of
Europe’s renewal and unification.

Within this Parliament we shall continue to promote,
in the spirit of unity, the broadest consensus among all
the democratic forces, and more particularly those of
progress and of the Left. We shall seek the closest
cooperation between Parliament and Commission. It
has been said in the debate that the Commission must
not become the secretariat of the Parliament. We
agree, and would point out that it would be even more
wrong if it became the secretariat of the Council. Each
should fulfil its part, in accordance with the powers
appropriate to it. But today, with the imperative need
to reverse the Community’s decline, the stress must be
laid on cooperation between Parliament and Commis-
sion. That would be one, and important way, -of
expressing our desire for renewal.

To conclude, Mr President, our vote today is intended
as a critical stimulus reflecting our profound convic-
tion that it is in the vital interest of our peoples and of
Europe that workers, young people, women and those
who are active in the field of culture should become
increasingly the agents of change, imposing with ever
greater. strength upon Europe and the world their
desire for peace, liberty and progress.

(Applause from the Communist and Allies Group)
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Mrs Veil (L). — (FR) Mr President, each new Com-
mission represents a new life for Europe. In this Euro-
pean edifice of ours where each of the institutions has
to create its own image and can fashion its role, the
Commission’s style, self-projection and will, as
expressed through its President, play an essential role.

And so it was not just curiosity which we felt yester-
day as we waited for your speech, but truly hope and
emotion. We have forgotten the disappointment over
the appointments, the absence of a prior consultation
with this Parliament, the absence of any women in this
Commission and the inadequate European prior
experience of certain Commissioners. For you,
Mr President, were in no way responsible for that.

On the contrary, since your appointment you have
made every effort to ensure that the new Commission
takes up its duties in the best possible conditions: allo-
cation of the portfolios, prior consultations, and your
agreement on the form of this debate which you have
consciously accepted as an inaugural debate.

All this, before you had even spoken, bears witness to
your desire for efficacity and your commitment to
Europe. I know, and I understand, that your speech
was perforce merely an exposé of your broad policy
lines. For reasons of time, but also of method. It would
have been premature, and presumptuous, to try at this
early stage to go into the details of your programme.
You have not yet been able to hold all the necessary
discussions with your team to draw up a programme
which must be jointly agreed on by the Commission as
a whole.

Furthermore, you are too familiar with the complexity
and current difficulties of the Community to present
us with miracle solutions, as a conjuror pulls a rabbit
out of his hat. If that had been the case we should have
been extremely uneasy, and we prefer to see you
approach your new task with prudence and circum-
spection. Making no concessions to lyricism or rheto-
ric you have outlined to us in simple terms the priority
policy thrusts which the Commission has agreed on
and the methods it intends to use to make Europe cre-
dible and strong. You have even described your plans
as a blueprint for action.

No one who previously still had doubts can now deny
that you have a high perception of the role of the
Commission. You have already stated its nature. It is
not to be the General Secretariat of the Council, but
the central engineer of Europe.

We can only rejoice at this, for in the past the gradual
weakening of the Commission has been largely res-
ponsible for the way in which the Community has
become bogged down. You must manage to stop the
Council from being even more stbborn than you
believe it capable of. You have some experience of that
institution, but when one puts on a different hat one
discovers undreamed-of realities.

In order to push through your wishes you count on
the Commission’s independence and the clear affirma-
tion of its views. This independence and strength
which the Commission enjoys have always, to the Lib-
eral Group I speak for, seemed to be indispensable,
even priority pre-conditions for the Community’s pro-
gress and the smooth running of what it has already
achieved.

Consequently we cannot but be glad at the importance
you attach to this, as indeed the letter and the spirit of
the Treaties require. I can assure you of our support in
your efforts to preserve the achievements and over-
come the problems.

I say this because you will need this support, not only
my group’s, but that of Parliament as a whole, in order
to overcome resistance from the Council, defeat
national self-interest, find the strength to forge
onwards, convince European public opinion but also
1o give authenticity or credibility to the Community as
an autonomous political entity both inside and outside
its frontiers.

You have made little mention of this necessary support
and cooperation from Parliament, and I regret the
fact. Admittedly, there is a subtle balance among the
institutions, a delicate three-way interaction. And
power has so far rested with the Council, or rather,
more and more, with the European Council, which is
not even a Community institution. But do not under-
estimate the role of Parliament, particularly the assist-
ance it can give you. You will need it, as indeed it
needs the Commission. We need to fight together, for
it will be a relentless struggle if we are to achieve
together this European Union. Our vision of it, yours
and ours, is necessarily different from that of the
Council which reflects the views of the governments.

And I shall quote just one aspect, the most significant
in its implications, which is the importance we all
attach to the principle of majority voting.

You have expressed the wish that there should be no
ambiguity. I share that wish. You have told us that the
Commission, being responsible for its proposals,
would not tolerate their content being altered right
from the start. I understand you, and you will have the
opportunity of explaining your views on this point
later. But Parliament too has its responsibilities. The
gradual transfer of certain national powers to the
Community must not occur at the expense of a weak-
ening of democracy. This is the point of the direct
elections to our own Parliament. In no way would I
belittle the democratic spirit which inspires you and
your colleagues. But whatever the personality of the
members of the Commission and their working meth-
ods, your work cannot boast of any democratic legiti-
macy, for you lack this representativeness which only
election by the voters can confer.

I think it is appropriate to remind you that thanks to
the procedure of legal consultation, thanks to our

[ S
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Rules of Procedure and the use we have made of them
we have made progress in the gradual exercise of a
true legislative power. We have clearly stated this
ambition in a succession of reports and have actually
embodied it in the draft treaty which we adopted for
presentation to the national parliaments. The Dooge
committee, albeit with a degree of ambiguity, seems
disposed to recognize it in principle.

As regards the main thrusts of policy, you were of
course only able to outline your priorities. How could
one fail to endorse the aim of reversing within two
years the terrible rise in unemployment when one
believes, as we do, that Europe must belong to the
Europeans, the men and women who have put their
trust in the fulfilment of this ambition and who have
reason, today, to doubt whether it can be attained.

The emphasis given to the internal market, the 1992
target for the final elimination of all frontiers separat-
ing our countries, the priority of creating a true
economic and monetary area, your confidence in the
multiplier effect of the budget and of Community
measures — so many designs and hopes which we are
determined to help you realize.

To do this you are pinning your hopes not only on the
harmonization of legislations but also on the converg-
ence of economies. Here too, we await further details,
particularly as regards the method to be used to
achieve harmonization, so that the Community rules
do not further complicate over-restrictive national leg-
islations at a time when the international context and
the rules of competition call for greater flexibility and
relaxation of constraints. Here it must be said that
fashion, or an overly 'superficial analysis of certain
situations, may lead, as you have said, to ‘throwing
away the baby with the bath water’ and to abandoning
the efforts towards progress which have right from the
start been the hallmark of the Community’s work and
which have been responsible for its success and its
worth.

Like you, we think that justice and right are values
which we cannot sell off cheap.

But it is not by introducing further rigid rules that we
shall create jobs and enable our economies to make up
the ground we have already lost to the USA and
Japan. Take care that in seeking to harmonize syste-
matically the social systems which are linked to cul-
tural, economic and social differences you do not dan-
gerously overload the ship. I fear that you may have
been too optimistic here. If we really want to turn the
tide of unemployment within two years, we must work
together and pool our efforts. But this is still not
enough: we must also work harder and better.

On this point, I am sorry that you have not left more
room for research, for we shall need to use and create
all forms of intelligence, all the know-how which
Europe can muster if Europe is to find its place in a

world already launched on the conquest of space. It is
a matter of urgency that Europeans should realize that
they do not live in a closed world. Nor will it be
enough for Europe to dismantle its partitions, by
removing at last all the barriers which should have
gone long ago.

Europe cannot live in isolation. It must be open to the
wider world. Today this is a condition for survival. It
must also have an ambitious programme for the future,
for it must not only deal with the day-to-day concerns
of its citizens but also give them hopes and expecta-
tions for the fure.

As you have said, Mr President, the Community is
continuing thanks to Lomé III to work for this new
world order, which aims to permit a better dialogue
between rich and poor and to establish a greater equi-
librium in the world, an equilibrium which is essential
to the preservation of peace. But, and this was one of
the themes of your speech, Europe needs to regain or
acquire credibility. It can only do so by being, along-
side the two superpowers, a partner which commands
respect and attention in the community of nations by
virtue both of its political authority and its economic
muscle. '

After taking itself too much for granted for a long
time Europe today is in danger of underestimating the
expectations which the rest of the world have of it.

You, Mr President, will be attending meetings of the
European Council. You will be conducting interna-
tional trade negotiations on behalf of the Community.
It will also fall to you to welcome Spain and Portugal.
With what voice will you speak for Europe, and of
what Europe will you speak to your partners? Here, it
must be said, we have been living somewhat in hope.

I know that your term of office runs for four years and
that if you succeed in making the Community progress
in a decisive manner along the lines you have indicated
then this will be an admirable achievement. But
Europe also needs to be attractive. Paradoxically its
credibility rests not only on proven realism and the
good management of its affairs. Europe needs dreams,
for if its peoples are to have the will to live and strive,
they must have faith in their destiny.

For centuries our countries, with their family quarrels
and rivalries, have involved the rest of the world in
their sufferings. Their union as part of the European
Community should now provide an opportunity for
greater peace and justice among all nations.

We count on you to see that full use is made of that
opportunity.

(Applause)

Mr Guermeur (RDE). — (FR) Mr President, this

debate is creating a new kind of occasion within the
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European Parliament, the ‘investiture’ of the Commis-
sion.

You will not be surprised to hear that we challenge
this move. We are in agreement on this with the view
expressed by my group at the last session. Investiture is
a legal and constitutional act which we cannot per-
form because the Treaties give us no power to do so.
There is no such thing as a new Commission replacing
another one, for the Commission is a permanent insti-
tution under the Treaties. Whilst its members may
change, being appointed or even withdrawn by the
governments — this happened recently — this is in no
way equivalent to the appointment of a government.

In reality the Commission is deemed to enjoy the con-
fidence of the European Parliament unless Parliament
has withdrawn its confidence by a formal act provided
for in the Treaties.

This being said, Mr President, you have outlined your
intentions to us before the Commission jointly draws
up its programme. We thank you for this.

Your speech analyses the position of Europe on its
long road to authenticity as a Community and voices
excellent sentiments for the future. There has been
something in it for everyone here. Each of us has been
told what he came to hear, no doubt an excellent
introduction to our coexistence and, we hope, our
cooperation. But this Parliament, like others before it,
has already heard countless statements calculated to
charm and even fire us. Reality often subsequently
brought cruel disappointment. Of course, no one
doubts your good faith, and we are certainly not put-
ting the President of the Commission on trial. Like
you, we find the institution of the Commission guilty
on several counts: inability of the Member States to
work together to earn credibility by effxcnency, lack of
will-power on the Commission’s part to resist pressure
from the governments; transfer to the European
Council of powers conferred under the Treaty to the
institutions; short-sighted self-interest; readiness to
take rather than give. You have said it — these are the
shortcomings of the Community today. In fact the
machinery has broken down.

The European Parliament needs to believe in more
than a catalogue of good intentions, a four-year fresco
of grand designs. It needs to believe in the virtue,
courage and character of a team independent of the
Member States and attentive to the opinions of the
elected Parliament. The Commission needs not ideas
but single-mindedness and determination if it is to help
Europe forwards.

My group has tabled a draft resolution which embod-
ies its view of how the challenge issued long ago by
General de Gaulle and Chancellor Adenauer can be
met. Four things clearly need to be achieved: a return
to the Community spirit; beyond this aspiration,
moves towards Union; the economic recovery of

Europe which is currently outstripped by its major
competitors, threatened by the new industrialized
countries and ravaged internally by unemployment;
and finally, Europe must find its place in the world,
for peace and its security depend on this.

Our priorities remain consistent with the spirit of the
Treaty: a true internal market for and through an
industrial policy which will restore full employment; a
common agricultural policy built upon the three pillars
which you yourself have named — preference, unity
and solidarity to ensure a decent living for farmers and
to fight famine which is becoming a scourge; a world-
ranging fisheries policy defended against all predators;
a reduction in regional inequalities; and sincere coop-
eration with the poor countries who should be
regarded not as aid beneficiaries but as partners.

As for the means, they will depend on a budget and on
the dimension of policies decided on and pursued
jointly by the Member States. The means also include
the advent of the citizen as a protagonist in the build-
ing of Europe. I say it again, Mr President, nothing
will be done unless the ministerial bureaucracy culti-
vated by the lobbies is banished to its corner by an
independent Commission overseen by a responsible
Parliament.

If your actions go towards meeting these few demands
and if you and your colleagues immediately and reso-
lutely attack the problems which are currently render-
ing our Community impotent, then have no fear,
Mr President, the Commission can count on our
unreserved support.

(Applause)

Mr Verbeek (ARC). — (NL) Mr President, like its
predecessor in the last four years, this Commission will
find its position becoming progressively weaker. The
Council of Minister, the summit conferences of the
Heads of State or Government and the national govern-
ments of the Member States will see to that. Although
President Mitterrand has appointed two Commission-
ers with a great deal of political influence, what can
they do if Mr Mitterrand and the Socialists in France
lose the elections at the half-way point?

The Federal Republic of Germany and the United
Kingdom will support the European Community with
lile more than words. Institutionally and politically,
the Community seems to be going downhill.

The Rainbow-GRAEL Group is not mourning this
trend. Europe must not want to be a superpower, and
it must not consort with the superpowers. The super-
powers are making the world a sicker place and
endangering life. But this new Commission will prepe-
tuate the ideals of Europe as a major power, as the
Delors statement has clearly shown. The new Com-
mission wants Europe to catch up with the United
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States and Japan. Their growth figures of 6.75 and
5.75% are sacred numbers. The Commission believes
that Europe’s 2.2% is too low by comparison. All the
emphasis in this growth is to be placed on electronics.
Today’s almighty gods, the computer and the robot,
are replacing human labour and companionship.
Human relations are being replaced with electronics
because that is the way to earn money. More jobs are
being sacrificed because they, of course, cost money.

This Commission will not save our farmers, one of
whom goes out of business every two minutes, and this
trend will now be carried over to Spain and Portugal.
The agro-industries and the agro-banks are making
the profits. Their farmers are managers who count the
losses. What we have now is industrial feudalism. The
agro-industries are not interested in producing the
food our citizens need or in jobs. Their sole concern is

"the conquest of world markets and the creation of
food mountains so that they can make mountains of
money. Animals, plants, the air, water and soil are the
-victims. Mr Delors has said nothing about the environ-
ment that gives us any hope.

Mr Delors, what shocked my group most about your
statement was the absence of an answer to the ques-
tion: where is your original socialism? You too have
obviously come to believe that technocracy and capital
are more important than the wisdom of man and of
Mother Earth, solidarity with the working classes and
with the impoverished masses.

It will be very interesting to see whether this Commis-
sion succeeds in resisting the fast-growing European
arms industry lobby. But Europe must form a strong
bloc, not in Nato but in the peace movement. Europe
must not force the Soviet Union into a new arms
build-up. Europe must not tempt the Third World
régimes with arms trade but provide them with struc-
tural aid so that they can produce food and become
self-sufficient.

Finally, Mr President, Mr Delors’s statement again
oozed European pathos. My group is alarmed by the
aggressive Euro-nationalism and Euro-patriotism.
Mr Delors refers to European civilization and culture,
but all we heard him talk about was technology,
finance and markets. Man, the ordinary citizen was
not in evidence in this picture.

Could there be any connection between this and the
continued absence of a women in the Commission?
Has our European civilization not yet made any fur-
ther progress? We did not hear a word about human
rights in Europe. We are afraid that the citizen will
lose more and more of his rights and freedoms as the
power of technology, the economy and the State
grows. The Rainbow-GRAEL Group will resist this as
far as it is able.

Mr Romualdi (DR). — (IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, when it was learnt after the Fontainebleau

Summit that the governments had agreed that
Mr Delors was to be appointed to succeed Mr Gaston
Thorn, our spontaneous reaction, on behalf of the
European Right, was to say that the right man had
been chosen in the wrong way. The manner of his’
choosing was wrong because, once again, Parliament’s
oft-repeated demand to be consulted in advance, not
after the event, had been ignored. Yet how else can it
participate in a serious and practical way in the making
of some of the Community’s most important deci-
sions?

No decision is more important than the selection of
the President and of the Members of the Commission
because it determines whether that Commission will
have the credentials, the authority and the prestige
that will give it the sense of being the Community’s
government, rather than the secretariat of the Council,
which a number of Commissions, including the last
one have been accused of being. The Community’s
government is directly answerable to its Parliament
and the latter’s vote of confidence should be regarded
as the Commission’s most important and appropriate
political investiture without which it has no compet-
ence to discharge its tasks.

This is why we deplored the manner of the selection,
quite independently of any personal considerations.
Mr Delors is an old colleague of ours, he was for two
years an excellent chairman of our Economic Affairs
Committee and, it is reported, a diligent, if somewhat
ill-starred, Minister of Finance in the abominable
socialist government of Frangois Mitterrand who, by
promoting him to the Presidency of the Commission
gives every impression of having wanted to be rid of
him, as also indeed of Mr Cheysson, lately France’s
powerful Foreign Minister, now returned as a mere
Commissioner to Brussels.

It may seem impertinent of me to speak in this way: 1
would not have done so and I would never permit
myself to enter into these considerations were it not
for the fact that they impinge on the prestige of the
Commission, the composition of which seems much
less the outcome of mature choice than an opportunity
for M. Mitterrand to resolve in a face-saving way the
crises within his cabinet. I could continue in the same
vein about the corresponding decision of Mr Craxi
and others. But all that, fortunately, is behind us now.

For the present we have the statement made here by
Mr Delors yesterday: not a programme, as he himself
rightly pointed out, for that we shall not have before
March, but important statements which we of the
European Right regard as undertakings. The first is to
prepare a budget that will allow the Community not
merely to vegetate but to lead a full life. A budget with
which the programme can be put into effect. We do
not agree with those who want to make the entry of
Spain and Portugal subject to considerations which are
almost exclusively of an economic nature. Had such
considerations prevailed in the past, no great nation
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would come to be born and no people would have
achieved political and moral union.

But it is certain that unless clear rules of coexistence
are laid down to discipline what are naturally opposing
interests, and unless the problem of an integrated
Mediterranean policy is first resolved, enlargement is
in danger of receding further and further in time. The
same can be said of the structures needed for a new
agricultural policy and the other new common poli-
cies, beginning with research and energy, and of the
need to make more and better use of the EMS: all
these are fundamental conditions for the creation of
jobs and ending, or at least trying to end, the employ-
ment crisis, and for Europe’s ability to hold its own
against not only the United States and Japan, about
which everybody is talking, but also the smaller indus-
trial countries of the Far East which today combine
advanced technology with extremely low labour costs.

And then there are the questions of our relations with
the outside world: with the communist countries and
those of the Third World. Questions of crucial
importance for the political and economic future of
the human race: for freedom, for peace. But so far
these questions have been tackled badly, in a dema-
gogical and irresponsible spirit. They need careful
consideration and courageous answers.

Finally, there is the problem of law and order, of
which Mr Delors did not speak. The situation is criti-
cal in all the Community countries under the impact of
organized crime and terrorism. But organized crime
and terrorism will not be conquered unless our police
forces and our courts can coordinate their work. If we
continue in our disjointed efforts, if — from discredit-
able motives of electoral gain and outdated resent-
ments — we waste our time in witch-hunts and in dull
contemplation of the imaginary threats of fascism and
racism, which have no political existence in Europe,
while we forget the crimes of communism present
throughout. the world, while we ignore the three
hundred and more Italian terrorists that enjoy the pro-
tection of the socialist government in France, while we
pretend not to see the para-political liaisons of some of
our Presidents of the Council or of our own foreign
minister who today presides over the Community,
with those notorious ring-leaders of international ter-
rorism, Arafat and Ghadaffi, we shall get nowhere.

One way to promote the European Union, which
President Delors claims to champion, is to join forces
in this important field of national and international
security. When the time comes to discuss the pro-
gramme, Mr President of the Commission, this is
another subject that will have to be discussed — and
with a greater sense of urgency and responsibility. For
the time being, good luck and thank you.

Mr Pannella (NI). — (FR) Mr President, I believe
that we the Parliament owe it to ourselves and we owe

it to you, given the logic and dialectic of the Com-
munity, to confer on this day and the vote we are
about to cast here not a merely ritual value, but a pol-
itical value.

You have said most loyally, and we understand you,
that you will not be able to put forward a work pro-
gramme and objectives, a true Commission pro-
gramme, before March. You are right, and this char-
acteristic caution of yours is what our institutions
need.

But it is clear too that we cannot, on the basis of what
you have said, help you by simply saying yes. Not
only, Mr President, because your analysis is a kind of
‘anti-rhetoric rhetoric’ based on concrete facts, but
because it is the duty of us all, and your duty above all
— one which we are sure you will discharge honoura-
bly — to change, reform and improve the basic situa-
tion.

Thus, as regards the institutions, for example, your
realism seems to us to stand in some need of reform
itself. For it is realistic to know that the only thing the
Community can control, and which Parliament and
the Commission can control, is precisely this reform of
the institutions which is incumbent on us. For this
reason, Mr President, we find your words on unem-
ployment, the values based on unemployment and the
definition of a so-called ‘central objective’ regarding
unemployment somewhat idealistic at a time when,
probably, Myrdal and Leontieff — like all economists,
and you, Mr President, know them better than any of
us here — are telling us that we must have the courage
to plan and provide for a period of coexistence with
unemployment so that it can become thinkable and so
that we can take concrete action in our society without
making any mistakes as to what we want and what we
can do.

Finally, Mr President, I hope that in your reply you
will say a little more about the North-South problem
and the Third World. You have said virtually nothing
about these.

Speaking for ourselves, we are delighted to welcome
back to this House such a highly respected and serious
person as Mr Cheysson who, correct me if I am
wrong, is to be responsible for North-South matters.
But the introduction into the European edifice of a
different concept, which gives greater value to the
North-South dialogue than to East-West relations, is
not a marginal, technical question — it is one way of
building Europe.

Mr President, a few brief words now on the Geneva
talks. Whilst you told us that they seemed a positive
step, you also said that the absence, if only in the
future, the incredible absence of everyone but the two
superpowers, and the absence of Europe, was to be
deplored and would lead us to new, but this time
totally useless Yaltas.
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And so, Mr President, I shall abstain from voting, in
the hope that this vote may — in 60, 70, 80 days from
now — become a vote of confidence. We believe that
the way we can help you is by believing a little more in
our institutions. This confidence needs to be earned
and created. It is thus our wish that the Commission
should in future be more vigilant, more attentive and
more confident in following the way pointed by our
Parliament and which would appear for the moment
to be sufficiently realistic. It is. I believe our Parlia-
ment has pointed the way of what is possible, rather
than other ways which may seem more feasible but
which are more abstract and more fruitless.

Mr Jospin (S). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, as a Member of the European Parliament, as a
member of the Socialist Group and as a Frenchman I
am happy to take part in the debate prompted this
morning by Mr Jacques Delors’ statement.

You are taking office, President Delors, at a time
when Europe is nearly paralysed by the cold, but one
wonders if the freeze applies only to our countrysides
and roads or if it is not also symbolic of the freeze in
routine which has crept over our institutions and of
the benumbed state of the will for Europe. But after all
it will perhaps help all of us to view things more
clearly if the party of climbers you spoke of yesterday,
your Commission, begins to scale the heights against a
wintery backdrop.

Allow me, sir, to touch first on the tone of your
address. You delivered here a ‘Discourse on Method’
and if I understood aright this method was that of
happy medium., Happy medium between your own
convictions, which we have felt, and your respect for
the differing convictions of others, of governments,
members of your Commission and the parliamentari-
ans here today. A happy medium between the absolute
necessity of solving the short-term difficulties (1985
budget, control of spending, increasing of own
resources, farm prices) without getting bogged down
in these difficulties of the moment, and the determina-
tion to move on towards new perspectives for Europe
(enlargement, technological and industrial progress,
inroduction of a European currency, European
Union) provided, of course, that more is forthcoming
than just speeches. The efforts made by the govern-
ments in the last year make me more optimistic about
this, but we are counting on the Commission to trans-
late into reality the agreements which have been out-
lined and sometimes even those which have been con-

cluded.

A happy medium between the Community’s problems
of substance — economic, social and cultural — which
must be dealt with and solved, and the question of
reforming the institutions, certainly a necessary endea-
vour but not one which should take up all our energy
or be a substitute for effort and progress on our basic
problems of substance. A happy medium between

idealism and pragmatism. We know you to be a man
of vision, Mr President, and some of our honourable
friends will perhaps have thought you wise today in
that you have measured and assessed the difficulty of
your task. I think you were right to be cautious but I
also know and at all events I hope that you will not
fail, at moments of decisive importance, to carry us all
forward:

If I now examine in detail the guidelines set out to us
by the Commission, I note with interest a number of
declarations which we should together translate into
concrete and living reality.

The first is this: we should assert and state Europe’s
position vis-d-vis the USA and Japan. It is time that
Europe enjoyed greater respect in both economic and
cultural matters, as you have said. In its proposals to
Member States, in its role in international trade talks,
the Commission must embody the Community’s desire
for recognition and its will to be strong.

The second declared intent is this: there must not be
any conflict between economic considerations, econo-
mic efficiency, and social considerations, social justice.
You have rightly rejected the idea that the decline in
social progress might be exploited to create greater
economic competitiveness. Our attitude here must be
not merely defensive, but offensive. Despite the diffi-
culties of the current crisis and the conservative illu-
sions of economic neo-liberalism, Europe must enable
its peoples 1o hope for new economic and social pro-
gress. Its political stability and the future of its democ-
racy are at stake.

(Applause)

Third declared intent: we must be aware that there is a
model of European civilization founded, as you have
said, on a balanced relationship between society and
the individual. It is up to us to project this model in
international relations with optimism, pride in our-
selves and ambition. It is our job to propose it to our
partners in the Third World in suitable forms which
they can freely adopt. It is also our job, and primarily
50, to reduce to a minimum both within the Com-
munity and in all countries the political influence of
those extremist political trends which, despite their
hypocritical affirmations and selective protests, direct
all their energy against the essence of democracy and
thus of European civilization which is the notion of
equality among men, of tolerance and respect for
others.

(Applause)

Fourth declared intent: we must fight mass unemploy-
ment more resolutely. In France we are currently mak-
ing new efforts, but one of the aims of this converg-
ence of economic policies which you call for should
henceforth be the battle to save and create jobs. Cut-
ting itself off any further from the world of work and
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from youth would be a mortal danger to the Com-
munity.

Now to the fifth and last of your declared intentions
which I have chosen to discuss in my brief interven-
tion. We must restrict excesses in the diplomacy of lin-
kage, as you were saying yesterday. Like you we
believe that Europe cannot be forceful if each Member
State confines itself to practising a tit-for-tat policy.
For the main thrust of European economic policy at
the end of the twentieth century is after all not to rev-
ert to a barter economy. The Community will not pro-
gress if we deny these principles and rules, especially
as far as agriculture is concerned.

Another objective was to overcome the paralysis in
relations between the institutions. Doubtless it is a
good thing to set off eagerly along the road to Euro-
pean Union. It will depend on the will of the govern-
ments and this Parliament. But if you the Commission-
ers were to begin by helping us to restore within the
Community a true decision-making machinery separ-
ating the futile from the essential, the technical from
the political, so that action could be taken quickly and
non-essential obstacles overcome, you would be doing
the Community a great service.

I shall end by mentioning the day-to-day aspects of
Europe. Like you, Mr President, I believe that unless
we make Europe more familiar to its peoples, the 1989
European elections will again be an incidental part of
domestic policy or will mark a new high point in the
indifference of the Community’s citizens. You have
said that your Commission will be the ‘engineer on
European construction project’. I trust this engineer
will not stay put in his engine room or at his draughts-
man’s desk. Let him not forget the streets, fields,
workshops, schools, research institutes, recreational
and culwural premises and homes where people go
about their everyday affairs. I am confident that you
will not forget. If all of us do likewise, then we shall
continue to build Europe.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR GRIFFITHS
Vice-President

Mr Aigner (PPE). — (DE) President of the Commis-
sion, your remarks yesterday lead us to hope that you
are concerned not only to restore the Commission’s
legal position as defined in the Treaties, but also to
interpret the Treaties positively and strictly for the
sake of the Community’s continuing development. We
were very interested to hear that. The fact that we
refused to grant the previous Commission discharge in
December — and I think all groups were unanimous

on that point — was not intended to weaken the legal
position of the Commission in any way, on the con-
trary, it was intended to strengthen the Commission’s
position, especially vis-d-vis the Council. That was
and is the main aim of Parliamentary control.

It is gradually becoming intolerable for all Members of
Parliament to have to watch how the implementation
of a budget, which has been adopted jointly by Parlia-
ment and Commission, in cooperation with the Com-
mission, is blocked on virtually every point by national
self-interest. By virtue of the Treaties — and this is the
only legal point involved — the Commission is the
implementing authority for budgetary decisions. We
should not forget that it is from the Commission that
something like a European government will gradually
emerge as a result of the continuing evolution of coop-
eration. It is time for the Community to stop acting as
an administration. We need a government for the
Community once more. Under the Treaties that is the
function of the Commission.

We can no longer allow the government advisers of
ten national bureaucracies to steal the bread from the
mouth of the Commission in spite of its legal position
and in spite of its being covered in the rear by Parlia-
ment! At least, Parliament will find it intolerable in
future, and I have to say that I was particularly pleased
to hear your remarks on this point.

Let me add one more plea. We need a different image,
a different policy on Community information. For
example, what has been said in the media in recent
weeks about the destruction of fruit is simply not true.
It is a scandal! The Commission, Parliament and the
Council should jointly do everything in their power to
depict things as they really are and not as represented
by certain vested interests or opponents of the policy
of European integration.

In a continually developing European Community the
democratic deficiencies must also be eliminated syste-
matically. It is absolute nonsense for more than
300 million Europeans — when Spain and Portugal
join the Community — to be asked to vote in Euro-
pean elections, when it is impossible for the results of
those elections to be translated into policies, because
the appointment of Commissioners, who are the mem-
bers of a quasi-European government, continues to be
dependent on the outcome of national elections. We
are living under a denatured parliamentary system,
which on the grounds of division and limitation of
power is no longer acceptable. As long as the Treaties
remain unaltered, it is the Commision’s duty and res-
ponsibility within the framework of the existing Trea-
ties to accept the majority will of the European Parlia-
ment as the guideline for its activities.

The Commission has an excellent and powerful way of
implementing its political will — which is also the will
of the majority in Parliament — namely the right of
initiative. You said yesterday — and I was very happy
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to hear it — that you will increasingly resort to your
right of initiative. If you use it constructively, even —
if needs must be — against the Council, we shall grad-
ually be able 1o overcome national self-interest, and
that is the key to the continuing evolution of the Com-
munity!

The Commission should also have more confidence in
the European Court of Justice and quietly allow that
institution to settle conflict with the Council. The
European Court of Justice has always shown a Euro-
pean approach to the positive development of the
European Community, and we should for once offer
our thanks to it in public.

The Community was created to restore nations’ free-
dom of action through European unity. This assumes
that the institutions have the will to interpret current
law in a progressive, and not a retrograde, manner.
We hope for successful collaboration, and I am sure

that I also speak for the Commitee for Budgetary
Affairs.

(Applause)

Mr Moller (ED). — (DA) Mr President, I think that
it was with great anticipation that we all came here
yesterday to hear the new Commission President’s
introduction of the work and intentions for the Com-
mission’s next four-year period. The President
emphasized in his speech that he was concerned with
the main guidelines. A more detailed programme
would follow subsequently, in March, if I understood
him correctly.

Mr President, it was a work of oratory, lasting for
nearly one hour, yet all it set out to do was to present
guidelines. What will it be like when we get the
detailed programme? Shall we have to allow six or
seven hours for the Commission President to present it
here in Parliament? I am not criticizing the length, but
I would point out that we do hear fine speeches in this
chamber — we heard them yesterday; but Parliament
has gradually become blasé where oratory is con-
cerned. That is a pity, for we have the cream of
Europe’s public speakers here in Parliament, in this
circle of ours. But they are no longer able to rouse
those who have to listen: indeed those who hear them
have enjoyed and applauded these gems of public
speaking time and again, but over the past three or
four years they have never really seen them turn into
reality. It was thus a pleasure to listen, Mr President.
For a man who himself has made many speeches, it
was a pleasure to hear the introduction of your outline
programme. But I would warn you against being too
preoccupied with feats of oratory for, as you said
yourself, it is action we must now be concerned with.

When I look at the situation in Europe now, I rather
fear — as indeed we all do — that we have come to a
river we must ford, and we are not certain whether we

dare make the crossing, whether we should swim
across. But we have our Rubicon to cross: jacta alea
est, and I think I heard in your speech that you want to
cast the die now — if not in the manner of Caesar per-
haps at least, to keep to your own language, in the
Napoleonic manner. But what does it matter whether
it is Napoleon or Caesar who crosses the Rubicon
today? We must ford the river, we must get clear of
our difficulties. Per aspera ad astra — through hard-
ships we shall reach the stars, and we thus welcome
you to this work, Mr President.

We also gladly welcome your colleagues. For my part,
I would especially welcome Commissioner Christo-
phersen, not just a prominent former member of the
Danish Government but also one of great distinction,
to the work here in Parliament. But I must add that,
when we look back over the European debate of the
past three to four years, from Genscher-Colombo —
the programme put forward by the West German and
Italian foreign ministers — through the Spinelli report,
the last report, to President Mitterrand’s grand
address here in May, we see that Europe is faced with
a choice between two courses of development. We
have to decide whether to take a giant step forward
and manifest ourselves as a union, whether we should
take that great step, that leap forward, or whether to
concentrate on achieving what the Treaty of Rome
requires of us and bring it to fruition, which means,
‘amongst other things, getting the internal market to
function in a wholly satisfactory manner in accordance
with the Treaties. I listened with the utmost interest to
what you had to say on this schism. As you know my,
country does not feel ready to venture the leap for-
ward to union, but rather adheres to the view that
what we should be talking about in the first instance is
the development and fulfilment of all the provisions of
the Treaty of Rome.

As I understood you, Mr President, you incline more
to the view — since it is after all the Council, together
with Parliament, which must take any decision on the
question of union — that the Commission’s task is to
implement the Treaty of Rome in all its details. It must
be the task of every Member State, including the Dan-
ish Government, to join in ensuring that this actually
happens, that any remnants of protectionism are
removed, so that Europe can enjoy the full advantages
of free trade.

But I also understood you to say that you had another
aim in view: once the Treaty of Rome had been made
fully effective to pursue the matter of union and, if not
to bring it to fruition, at least to take some steps for-
ward. This schism between those I would call federal-
ists and those I would term functionalists is what div-
ides us most deeply at the present time. There are
those, including President Mitterrand, who have said
that the Six should go their own way, and let others
join them at a later stage if they so wish.

I am greatly saddened to see this schism between our
Member States. We are ten countries and, let us hope,
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we shall be twelve from 1 January 1986. We must
stand together in solving the problems we are faced
and not strike out into waters in which we shall be out
of our depth. That is why I am glad, Mr President, to
hear your remark on the need to respect our differ-
ences. The peoples of Europe differ in their rates of
progress, in their resoluteness and in their desire to
move forward, but we do not differ in our will. We
differ in our natures, our customs and ways of life but,
in regard to our European will, I do not think that we
differ. Therefore please believe me, Mr President,
when I say that there are many of us who wish you
every success in your efforts to get the Treaty of
Rome to function in every respect.

It is precisely at this fording place that we need a good
push to help us across our Rubicon, so that we really
can, if not conquer Rome, then at least make the
Treaty of Rome fully effective. That is the task to
which I welcome you. What came across to me is that
we now have a Commission and a Commission Presi-
dent who will take that step and will give that impetus
to the European idea which will move us out of the
doldrums to which you alluded and enable us to make
real progress.

Mr Wurtz (COM). — (FR) Mr President, Sir, hear-
ing you yesterday dallying with the hope of a Europe
made strong, as you put it, by an exemplary social sys-
tem, and hearing you pleading once again for a Euro-
pean social area, emphasizing that the development of
Europe must be planned and realized, again as you put
it, in accordance with the human and natural resources
of each Member State, one could not help thinking
‘Mr Delors is sounding an encouraging note there, but
his predecessor did the same four years ago, and so
did his predecessor’s predecessor, not to mention
Europe’s founding fathers who included extremely
good intentions in the preamble to the Treaty of
Rome’. However, it has to be said that these were not
followed up. As you yourself have said, rhetoric is not
enough. The facts are there. We are suffering, as you
say, from ‘Eurosclerosis’; Europe is in a state of crisis.

We for our part draw the conclusion which good sense
seems to dictate: the principles applied by the Euro-
pean institutions so far have proved inefficacious.
They must thus give way to something better. Particu-
larly the dogma of giving priority to capital financing
to the detriment of employment. The same applies, in
our view, to the so-called aids to the major industries,
based on criteria of financial profit at the expense of
employment. It is also true of the pressure brought to
bear on the budget, which threatens jobs in agriculture
and jobs in the Third World. As for the ECU, it
indubitably has a role to play given the dominance of
the dollar. With this in view we should thus counter
the mass exodus of capital to the USA and stop remov-
ing the various means which exist here and there of
staunching this financial blood flow. The resources
thus conserved could usefully be used differently to

provide more jobs and training and thus meet the
needs of those who wish 1o work.

To take just one example: the European Council’s
recent commitment to offer all school leavers a job or
a training place. You will need to find ways and means
of achieving concrete results.

I shall dwell briefly, on a second question you raised.
The Community, you say, has not succeeded in con-
vincing its two other great partners and friends, the
USA and Japan, of the need to act together to remedy
the obvious confusion in the world economy. This,
Mr Delors, is your polite way of describing the econo-
mic, commercial and monetary war being waged on us
by the United States in particular! Will Europe finally
resolve to defend its clearly understood interests, using
the instruments available to it and, if need be, creating
new ones?

In the same context, will the Community do anything
more than just talking to encourage cooperation
between European undertakings? Of the 45 or so big
agreements concluded by European companies in the
last five years, 40 or so were concluded with American
and Japanese firms.

Mr President, yesterday you stressed the need for the
Community to seek greater credibility. You spoke of a
true Community in which unimpeded movement, dia-
logue, communication and exchange are possible. A
Community, I would add, in which one can without
impediment work, undergo training and create useful
wealth in order to fulfil the needs of our peoples and
meet the demands of a broadly based and fair cooper-
ation, particularly with the Third World. Such soaring
transformations are, of course, unlikely.

Mr President, let us say simply that we for our part
place great faith in what I might call the third super-
power — that of the peoples themselves — and we
hope for Europe’s sake that there will be enough of us
and that we shall be strong enough to help them make
their voice heard.

Mr Lalor (RDE). — Mr President, ‘Europe’s credibil-
ity depends to a large extent on turning the tide of
unemployment’. ‘Economic convergence will be mean-
ingless to people if we have not reserved the terrible
rise in unemployment within the next two years’.
Those two quotations from Mr Delors’ presentation of
his and his new Commission’s approach yesterday eve-
ning I found most striking. Both statements were most
realistically factual. We, as elected representatives,
who are daily confronted by that unemployed work-
force now approaching 20% of the overall labour
market were somewhat disappointed when he told us
that we will have to wait two months before hearing
his programme and that of the Commission designed
to achieve the promised reversal.
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This Parliament which is now — let us not forget —
six months old has a pronounced vested interest in the
success of this Commission. When you have finished
your assigned period of office we will once again be
facing our electorates for their verdicts on our per-
formance. As that actual verdict and decision will
come within six months afterwards, we will need o
have been extremely well serviced. This is where the
relationship between us as a Parliament and you in the
Commission college will need to work in the closest of
harmony.

Quite frankly, Mr Delors, I was somewhat disap-
pointed yesterday afternoon. Our agenda indicated
that you would be introducing your new Commission
and I was hoping that you would introduce the team
and give us some sketchy outline of what you hoped
each Commissioner would achieve over his period of
office. In addition, we have never been in any way
officially informed as parliamentarians of the actual
assignation of each Commissioner, and this is not
quite good enough. We have read some details in
some press accounts, but we cannot be too sure of
their reliability. We all have our own ideas about the
authenticity and genuineness of press reports.

I understand that our Irish Commissioner has been
assigned to the very important directorates of competi-
tion policy and social affairs. I want, as an Irishman, to
wish him a most satisfactory period of office. I know
him to be extremely efficient, capable and dedicated
and, as the youngest Commissioner, he will have,
hopefully, all the energy necessary to match the enthu-
siasm with which he will undoubtedly tackle the chal-
lenge. Like all of his Irish predecessors I know that he
will prove to be an outstanding European. Nonethe-
less, we Irish will be relying on him to keep his col-
leagues aware of the many Irish requirements and
weaknesses.

I read in the press last week that after the new Com-
mission’s very first meeting, Mr President, you refused
to outline your plants to the press until you first
reported to Parliament. I should like to congratulate
you on that. You will appreciate, however, my feeling
of disappointment at not hearing a little bit more of
your actual plans. I want to endorse all of your aspira-
tions for travel, communication and trade without
hindrance, for the hope of our ability to speak with a
single voice and to act in concert. I welcome your
expression of the need to endow ourselves with econo-
mic, technical, fiancial and monetary strength. Never
has the need for monetary strength been so apparent
and so clearly necessary as this morning. I also agree
when you say that we must maintain a sound moder-
nized common agricultural policy, in conjunction with
a united market, financial solidarity and a streng-
thened EMS, industrial cooperation and the end to
inflation, which can lead to the additional employment
opportunities we so urgently need in order to employ
our unemployed.

However, the presentation of the plan of action is
what we now want and this can no longer be delayed.

Mr Christensen (ARC). — (DA) Mr President, the
new Commission has taken office with the most mili-
tant declaration ever heard. The threat to apply the
provisions of the Treaty down to the last detail is a
declaration of war on the Council of Ministers; like
the repudiation of the right of veto, it goes against
present practice in the Council. The Danish People’s
Movement against Membership of the European
Community will fight the dangerous alliance between
the Commision and Parliament which is heralded here.
It is a threat to Danish independence. We can under-
stand that, if it is left to the Commission, the so-called
internal market will be a reality by 1992. It means that
everyone will be marching in step, economically and
socially, in taxation and distribution policy, even from
the point of view of the efforts to achieve so-called
economic and social convergence.

It will evidently also extend to the labour market. The
freedom of the two sides of industry to bargain collec-
tively and conclude agreements will be subordinated to
common collective agreements at European level. It is
a repudiation in real terms of both the national right of
self-determination and of the freedom of unions and
employers to conclude agreements. The question
arises whether the Commission would even contem-
plate solutions compulsorily imposed by the European
Community, when the parties to an industrial dispute
cannot agree.

[ should like to ask the President of the Commission
whether Commissioner Christophersen voted for this
declaration of objectives on collective agreements at
European level. The overall impression conveyed by
the Commission’s declaration is one of ambitions for a
colossal centralistic European superstate. Well, we’ll
see about that — it is certainly something for the Peo-
ple’s Movement to tell the Danish people.

Mr Ulburghs (NI). — (NL) Mr President, I share
Mr Delors’s concern about Europe. I should just like
to underline a few points he made.

Europe’s strength does not lie primarily in the arms
race or in relentless economic competition based on
profits. Europe’s strength lies, in my view, in siding
with the powerless, the poor. This means that we have
various clear-cut options.

Firstly, an economy attuned entirely to peace and
opposed to the deployment of nuclear missiles.
According to the opinion polls, the peace movements
in the Benelux countries now represent the vast major-
ity of the population. We hope that the public’s grow-
ing desire for peace will be echoed throughout Europe
and heard at the negotiations in Geneva. I hope this
Parliament will become the motive force of this desire
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for peace and an economy for peace to the benefit of
the poor in Europe.

Secondly, the technology that is used must be carefully
chosen. Europe must have nothing to do with large-
scale technology that encourages the nuclear arms
build-up. It must have nothing to do with technology
that destroys the environment, like nuclear energy and
certain harmful chemical industries, or with technol-
ogy that can no longer be brought under democratic
control and is a real threat to democracy. Europe must
opt for technology that leads not to death but to life,
creates meaningful employment and meets the basic
need for wholesome food and sound housing for
everyone.

Thirdly, only a Europe that stands by its own poor
and oppressed and pursues a social policy can stand by
the poor and oppressed in the Third World. The more
successful we are in improving social security in
Europe and integrating immigrants into a dynamic
Europe, the more credible our aid to the peoples of
the Third World will be, provided that the three great
movements that can make Europe great and are repre-
sented in this Parliament cooperate on the basis of the
Christian values of personal freedom and social eman-
cipation in establishing peace without missiles and a
just order with respect to the poor and the oppressed
in our own midst and in acting in solidarity with the
Third World. Then our own society will still have a
future, Mr President, but time is running out.

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, the
interest and anxieties of the President of the new
Commission were concentrated on ‘Europe’ — and we
put that word in inverted commas because in our view
neither the term itself nor the socio-political reality of
things, nor what is meant by European civilization, are
given full expression solely within the confines of the
EEC-NATO framework.

Allow us, in this brief intervention, to concentrate our
own interest and anxieties on Greece. Not for the pur-
pose of juxtaposing any sort of egotistical or national-
istic inclination against the need for international
cooperation, but in order to draw a clear line between
the position we hold and the pursuit of integration as
dictated by the interests and demands of Western
European big business, a factor which is undermining
the national independence and popular sovereignty of
the member countries.

The President of the new Commission heightened
these anxieties of ours when he said that one of the
new Commission’s prime economic objectives will be
to open up the huge internal market, at a time when
the arrangements up till now are threatening the
Greek economy with devastation, and when he spoke
of industrial sector cooperation at a time when our
country is faced with a worsening problem of indus-
trial decline as a result of its membership of the EEC.

We are also worried by the relegation of the inte-
grated Mediterranean programmes to third position in
his speech and by his references to vital interests.

Looked at in this light the experience of Greece’s EEC
membership up till now and of the things done by the
previous Commission, together with these references
of the President of the new Commission, make it
essential, in our opinion, for the Greek people to be
vigilant and to keep up their fight. In finishing I would
like to ask the President not about when the integrated
Mediterranean programmes are to be implemented,
nor how much they will cost, but whether the new
Commission accepts the previous Commission’s pro-
posals with regard to these programmes.

Mr Kuijpers (ARC). — (NL) Mr President, after
four years of Euro-pessimissm Mr Delors has made a
declaration of intent which may mark the beginning of
four years of Europ-optimism. The Commission must
now have the courage to come forward with clear
plans for achieving one of the European Community’s
most important objectives, the fair distribution of wel-
fare through prosperity. Mr President, we hope that
the Commission will appeal to the regions, to the
groups in Europe who ask no more than to have a say -
and to be allowed to act in solidarity with others in
and outside Europe through their regional authorities.

They see obsolete, 19th century nation States not only
holding up internal development but also blocking the
emergence of a new Europe. We therefore hope that,
when the Commission submits a programme for the
development of the Regional Fund, it will do so with
the eloquence of the forgotten peoples and groups of
Europe.

In the same context, I hope the Commission will give
priority in its programme to making up the arrears
where the European Social Fund is concerned. If used
properly and put in the hands of people who want to
use them to the best possible effect, these two policy
instruments can act as levers in changing Europe into
what the founding fathers dreamt of 30 years ago.

Finally, in the limited speaking time available to me,
Mr President, I hope that the European government,
which is what the Commission is, will have the cour-
age to take initiatives and motivate everyone to bring
about genuine consultations on peace, since every step
in the direction of peace will stimulate the develop-
ment of the Third World.

Mr Pranchére (COM). — (FR) Mr President, sir,
you have stressed that the farmers need to believe in
Europe. It would be a good thing if Community mea-
sures did not give the lie to what you have said. Unfor-
tunately, however, they do. Quite recently the agree-
ment of 31 March 1984, extended and aggravated by
the decisions of the Fontainebleau and Dublin sum-
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mits, was reflected in a high-handed and arbitrary cut
in agriculwural production, an increase in pressure on
incomes and the fettering of agricultural spending.
The EEC forces its farmers to make sacrifices but
spares the big dairies and leaves its frontiers open to
American imports. Indeed the basic aim of enlarge-
ment is to hasten the dismantling of the CAP and its
bases, transforming the EEC into a vast free trade
area.

The farmers are not against building Europe, provided
it is not done at their expense. And so they expect
more from the Commission than mere declarations of
intent. For the present they expect fair price proposals
and improvement of the market mechanisms so that
family farmers can be assured of a reasonable income
and a fair return on their agricultural products.

One last question, Mr President, on farm prices.

How much credibility can farmers give to your declar-
ations of intent when even now there have been leaks
indicating your initial thinking on farm price proposals
for the 1985-86 farm year? They are unacceptable,
and to French farmers and family farmers in France
they are nothing less than a provocation.

Sheep, pig and cattle breeders and wine growers,
whose income has fallen sharply, would have their
prices frozen; tomato growers would lose 10%. Whilst
American soya is dumped on the EEC, colza and sun-
flower producers would be penalized by a cut of 1 to
3.1%, making a mockery of the Community prefer-
ence system. '

So, Mr Delors, you cannot remain silent. I thus ask
you whether the Commission intends to announce its
price proposals promptly so that prices can be fixed by
1 April and the spirit of the Treaty of Rome thus res-
pected.

Mr Delors, President of the Commission. —
(FR) Mr President, honourable Members, at this
morning’s end I would not want to take up too much
of your time, even if you are not absolutely famished.

On behalf of my colleagues I wanted to thank you for
your statements. I should like you to know that I have
greatly appreciated the warm sentiments expressed by
most of you and that we have paid close attention to
the warnings given. It goes without saying that all the
problems could not be covered in a general policy
statement. Mr Pranchere, for instance has just spoken
about the common agriculwural policy. If, for some
15 minutes or so, I were to raise all the problems that
are on the table, where on earth would we be headed?

My statement to you yesterday covered the next four
years. It was not meant to be a detailed programme for
one year. And yet Mr Estgen and many other outside
observers saw it as being very ambitious. That is cor-

rect. It is ambitious in its objectives. It is ambitious in .
its timetable. It is ambitious in its unceasing and diffi-
cult search for a means to attain them.

If we flesh out this statement later to turn it into a pro-
gramme, adding areas such as energy-saving or energy
policy in general, which I did not touch on, you will
admit that we will have our hands full for the next
four years. And this is a challenge to the Commission
as Mr Arndt has said, and to Parliament. He was much
applauded when he spoke of your working methods. 1
remember this, as do others, having been a Member of
this Assembly.

But we too have to make a great effort in respect of
our own working methods. This will mean picking and
choosing our subjects, picking and choosing topics for
discussion within the Commission, whose members
have reaffirmed their resolve to work as a real team.
This will not always be easy, since even the Commis-
sion mirrors the stresses and strains and conflicting
views within the Community which, I ventured to
remind you yesterday, are serious and substantial.
What would your reaction have been had I wallowed
in idealism? All of us — the Commission, Parliament
and Council — must clarify our ideas. The Commis-
sion has a further duty: to produce common provi-
sions cogent enough to compel the other two institu-
tions to come out into the open and say clearly what
they do or do not want.

Mrs Simone Veil said: ‘Prudence and circumspection’.
How right she is! You cannot get this work going with
a policy statement, however well it may be received.

Other warnings about what lies ahead were sounded
by Lionel Jospin, Mr Romualdi, Mr Wurtz and
Mr Guermeur. Despite the hazards, despite differing
viewpoints, my purpose yesterday, at the risk of being
tedious, was to reflect on ‘How to go about it’ rather
than “What has to be done’.

I can see already that my ideas struck many of you as
over-ambitious, if not unattainable. This says much
about the magnitude of our task.

Some of you were quick to bring me down to earth,
reminding me of the problems in abeyance. Mr Est-
gen, Sir Henry Plumb and Mr Romualdi referred to
the 1985 budget and budgetary discipline, for exam-
ple, which gives me a golden opportunity to speak for
a few minutes on the difficulties of getting the institu-
tions to work smoothly again.

If the Commission wanted to act quickly on the 1985
budget and budgetary discipline, it would have to act
as honest broker and get more and more involved in
what is the role of the Council’s secretariat, that is to
say reconciling viewpoints and doing the legwork.
And even if we were to pull it off, we would be repu-
diating the origins, the very essence of our institutions.
The orthodoxy is that the Commission makes propo-
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sals and the other institutions take up their positions.
You will soon see how difficult our day-to-day task is.
When I met the Italian Presidency this week, I was
tempted to make a suggestion of my own for settling
one of these problems in abeyance. But I held back
telling myself: if you do this, you will be moving even
further away from the purity of the original design, a
design which reveals more than a touch of genius on
close inspection.

The Commission is not less aware of the difficulties
presented by the common agricultural policy, about
which Mr Lalor has also spoken.

I said yesterday that farmers needed reasons for hope
and I meant it. I was not merely side-stepping the
issues of farm prices, over-production and the serious
differences we have with the United States and other
powers. No, it was quite simply because, at 2 meeting
with representatives of the farming organizations this
week, I sensed that Europe was moving out of their
field of vision and that opening new medium-term
horizons for European agriculture was, if not the key
to solving their problems, at least pointing the way.
We must all look to the future. Gaston Berger claimed
that looking to the future was tantamount to changing
it. The same is true of implementation of the budget:
we will, obviously, have occasion to discuss this vital
issue further, notably with Mr Aigner, in his capacity
as chairman of the Committee on Budgetary Control.

My statement yesterday was deliberately unbalanced.
It did not say enough about the outside world, because
I did not want to speak for more than one hour, espe-
cially since my theme was methods.

But in view of what has been said by Mrs Veil,
Mr Cervetti, Mr Guermeur, Mr Jospin, Mr Wurth and
Mr Ulburghs, I shall return to it in a little more detail
today.

I said very liule about our credibility in the outside
world. Our credibility depends, as I said yesterday, on
our strength of character, but also on our economic
muscle. First and foremost — even if we have to step
outside the strict confines of the Treaty of Rome —
we must command a wide overview of the problems of
preserving peace, the world balance of power, all that
threatens the still select circle of democracies, all that
threatens human rights everywhere — even at home if
we have to put our own house in order.

We must be firm but openminded. Yesterday I was
speaking for others not just myself. So I did not, as |
sometimes do, indulge in the form of outspoken dia-
logue that I conducted as a minister with representa-
tives of the US administration. I was brutally frank
with them, because I regarded myself as their friend,
though this was sometimes misconstrued. We must
acquire this firmness; firmness precludes neither
friendship nor open-mindedness. But we need to

establish our style and, as I said yesterday, I am speak-
ing from experience, my own and others’. :

When we Europeans go to talk to the Americans with
purely defined positions, when we are not 100%
united in our strategy, though we may agree on the
diagnosis, we cut no ice. I could review 3Y: years of
world monetary history for you to demonstrate that
only once in that time did we succeed in convincing
our American friends. And on that day we spoke
strongly and in unison. We were agreed on our diag-
nosis and our proposals and we all followed the same
strategy.

We need an effective presence. In my policy statement
yesterday I could have presented the Commission, its
various members, not in the style a jazz band is pre-
sented, or as it was presented in the 1950s, with each
playing three or four notes — that would have been
difficult and it would have taken an hour — but I
could have presented it nonetheless in relation to new
developments. And I might add that even before the
governments had appointed Commissioners, I had an
idea in my mind that I could carry out: the Commis-
sion, the Community has too low a profile in Latin
America, Central America and the underdeveloped
countries not covered by the Lomé Convention. And
Europe, which will soon embrace Spain and Portugal,
has no large-scale Mediterranean policy.

I do not propose to enlarge on this, except to say that
this is why I got the idea of assigning responsibility for
this area to one Commissioner, who will, of course,
work with the Commissioners responsible for external
relations and development.

I was able to do this by entrusting the job to a gener-
ous and capable man. But even before the right man
was found, the decision had been taken for the reasons
I have explained — endorsed incidentally by opinions
canvassed from several senior Community officials and
moe than one Commissioner. We must ensure an
effective presence in the world ... to make Europe
known. Mrs Veil said a little while back, and she was
right to do so since it might easily be forgotten,
‘Europe must also be attractive’, but in order to be
attractive it must be present. It was the policy inaugur-
ated by the lady President of Parliament in the begin-
ning, during the course of the first Parliament elected
by universal suffrage. We needed to be present for
Europe to become known. It is true that we do not
always match up to our predictions, intentions or
recommendations; but we do need a presence and I
believe that with this new arrangement, the Commis-
sion will have a higher profile and that the three Com-
missioners concerned will work together imbued with
a common resolve to improve the world order.

As a European I have often wondered, looking back
beyond our shameful past and fratricidal wars to our
heritage of civilization, how we Europeans ever
became so powerful, to the point of bringing about the
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downfall of others, dragging them into wars. How can
we countenance a slow decline, if a gilded one for
many? Would our grandchildren forgive us if we do
not leave them a Europe that can assert itself and exert
some influence on world affairs?

Another marked characteristic of Europe has been its
desire for universality and, of course, when I see
Europe I am not confining myself to 10 or 12 coun-
tries as I have been accused of doing. But we must
start with those who want to be together, with those
who want to live and work together.

So, whether the issue is trade of financial flows, the
scale of aid, or new roles for international organiza-
tions, the Community will be there. The three Com-
missioners concerned will do the necessary. We have
no intention of throwing our weight about, but we will
be firm and we will account to you for our actions.
And we hope that our governments will go along with
us for none of us have anything to gain from forget-
ting ourselves, forgetting our identity. Some of you
took what I said yesterday to be a fixed prejudice in
favour of one type of social organization or another. It
was nothing of the kind. It was a simple but important
concept and in no way precludes painful reappraisals.
But, I beg you, let us be ourselves. Let us be ourselves.
To rewurn to the home front. I tried yesterday to relate
structural and economic action. And in the talks I have
been having with the employers’ associations, the trade
unions and the agricultural organizations I made this
link again and again. Why? Because it is the only way.
We need to adapt production to the new international
situation; but we also need to demonstrate in the
months ahead that we are capable of progress, now
that the opportunities are there.

Do you seriously believe that we can tell our young
people, at school, at college or on the dole that they
will find jobs in five or ten years’ time when we have
adapted our structures? Do you seriously believe that
we can embark on a policy of reflation, of economic
recovery with structures as flimsy as ours, without
mobilizing our resources? Obviously not! The two
things are interdependent. Our efficiency, our credi-
bility is at stake.

Does that put constraints, Mr Verbeek, on our
development model? Not at all! I remain open to dia-
logue with everyone. The Commission remains open
to dialogue with everyone. Of course, we must have
peace, we must have work for everybody, etc. But I
ask you this: Are you not tired of hearing fine
speeches when the cupboard is bare? I was cautious on
the monetary front. Too cautious, according to
Mr Estgen, if I understood him correctly. Mr Cervetti
was not satisfied either. Sir Henry Plumb comforted us
with his reference to the pound sterling. I know that in
the UK the number of those who favour participation
in the European Monetary System is continually
growing.

I was cautious because I am well aware of the circum-
stances in which the European Monetary System was
launched and a doctrinal debate in which monetary
experts, governments and central bank presidents got
embroiled at the time. I know all about the problems
of principle facing the central banks. And you cannot
have failed to notice that nerves have been on edge
again recently and that both sides are hiding, in exas-
peration, behind questions of principle.

The mood is scarcely conducive to making progress
and to providing answers, cooly and calmly, to the
questions I asked yesterday. It is precisely why I asked
them.

To take matters a little further, let me re-state three
points. Let us assume, first of all, that we are deter-
mined enough to push beyond the present system; that
we consider a move to the final phase, originally
planned for 1989, to be premature; that the central
banks can be reassured. But even then any real pro-
gress would call for an effort on the part of each
Member State: some would have to narrow their mar-
gin of fluctuation, others would have to join a system,
yet others would have to liberalize capital movements.
There is no point in wanting a strong ECU in a splin-
tered market. Feudalism is just as out of place in
monetary affairs as it is in economics and trade.

From there we could think of working in two direc-
tions and perhaps consider going beyond the small
‘package’ that was rejected in December — firstly by
containing the development of the private ECU — 1
gave sound reasons for that yesterday — and secondly
by extending the use of the official ECU within the
system, and indeed outside it. If we could manage to
come up with a more ambitious package than the
December one and get it accepted, that would be real
progress. We need to act fairly quickly, once nerves
have calmed down again, so that we can press ahead
with current discussions within the international insti-
tutions.

You will recall that two years ago the French Presi-
dent called for an international monetary conference.
As Finance Minister I immediately put forward propo-
sals. 1 revived discussion in the ‘Group of Ten’, in
which most of the Community countries are repre-
sented. The work done by the Group should not be
left to lie fallow simply because the two or three who
believed in it have lost interest. The work of the Group
raises questions. Is there, for instance, a link between
excessive currency fluctuations and protectionism? Do
excessive currency fluctuations hinder the expansion
of international trade? Are we going to answer this
question or not?

And there is another question: Is the International
Monetary Fund there solely to keep an eye on the
poorer countries? Should it not also require the richer
countries to play by equitable ground rules? Are we
going to answer that question or not?
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If we do not answer, it means that we have decided to
resist all change: the status quo is just fine. We are put-
ting a question to you — you will have an opportunity
to debate it — and it is this: do you think the present
system is all that it might be? Ask the English — since
it is a matter that concerns them right now — but ask
others too.

On the subject of institutional relations, I said: the
Treaty, all of the Treaty. And this sentiment was
echoed by MrsVeil, Mr Aigner, Mr Meoller and
Mr Estgen. The Commission has a duty to ease the
present strain between the institutions. Everyone is too
much on edge. We would be on edge here too if the
Commission, to demonstrate that it has the right of
initiative, were to fire off four or five proposals and
bang on the table. You know, others have acted in this
way. We have seen it, for instance, in film cartoons.
You remember all those champions, all those cartoon
heroes who, believing themselves indestructible, jump
from 3 000 feet, thinking they have a parachute, and
crash to the ground. But the Commission must not
resemble these cartoon heroes.

As 1o relations between Parliament and the Commis-
sion — [ promised to return to this at the end of the
debate because you asked me specific questions — I
would prefer to hear from you before making any
pronouncement.

But let me make a point which will not, I am afraid, be
to everyone’s liking. When I left this House, I was
rather disillusioned. I wondered how one could talk
about the Treaty when, for a debate on the Treaty,
only 10 Members were in their seats. I was rather
disappointed, taking a rather longer view, re-reading
the fathers of the Treaty of Rome, eminent authorities
on public law or eminent historians this summer.

I came to the realization that our democracies were
born of relentless struggles by Parliament to secure a
sound balance of power from the executive. And I said
to myself, even if some regret it today, the election of
this Parliament by direct universal suffrage symbolizes
this. Of course, it is more complicated with ten or
twelve of us. But there are idées-force which we must
cling to.

Parliament was elected by direct universal suffrage. As
I said yesterday, our aim is to ensure that before the
next European elections, the man in the street can
enjoy the daily experience of a tangible Europe. But
we also want to ensure that you can fight the good
fight democratically. It is your sense of responsibility,
not simply your conscience, that will tell you how far
you can go without overstepping the mark. And when
you do I will tell you. But I still believe that your elec-
tion by direct universal suffrage should be seen in
terms of the birth pangs of democratic life with a
European dimension. And it is precisely this that will
give Europeans a taste for encouraging, living and
building Europe. It cannot be otherwise. That is the

lesson I learned last summer. And, as Mr Jospin said,
we must make the decision-making process effective
again.

You have asked me four questions. Let me answer
them.

Firstly, the Commission will send ali its proposals to
Parliament in due and proper form.

Secondly, the Commission will give every considera-
tion to your amendments, but it is not prepared to give
you a blank cheque. If we do not agree with your
amendments we will give you valid reasons, in com-
mittee or in plenary session.

Thirdly, in the event of a dispute arising, as I said yes-
terday, not from confrontation or susceptibilities but
from a genuine difference of opinion over.the course
to be taken, with that purposeful, dialectic tension
between governments, which watch over national
interests, and the institutions, which watch over the
Community’s interests — and that is where our res-
ponsibility lies — I will instigate fresh discussion,
further debate in Parliament.

Fourthly, any proposal that is too watered-down will
be withdrawn, but not before it has been discussed.
And we will keep the public informed, for it could be
all too easy for an institution to let a proposal hang
fire for six months and then say that the others would
have withdrawn it anyway. Withdrawal is a two-edged
weapon, as you well know.

I would like to make a suggestion, if I may. Why don’t
you, with the approval of your enlarged Bureau, let us
say twice a year, choose a subject which you, rather
than the Commission would begin to study? Why
don’t you conduct the necessary hearings — if it is a
difficult subject it will entail consulting partners, emi-
nent specialists — and prepare a resolution as a basis
for us to work on?

I think that if we could get an arrangement of this
kind going, there would be better understanding,
more scope for cooperation between our two institu-
tions.

We would not be climbing alone; you would be with
us, at least for that project.

‘Beyond the Treaty of Rome’. Mr Estgen says we need
to be careful here — he isn’t the only one to say this.
What I wanted to convey yesterday, and I gladly reply
to Mr Pannella, who is at one and the same time amia-
ble and impatient, caustic but for once gently so, is
that we must be careful not to do nothing at all, that is
to say we should not contemplate ‘beyond the Treaty
of Rome’, but also we must not rush blindly ahead.
Think about it for a moment. Let us assume that our
ten countries agree on a new treaty. Let us assume, to
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simplify matters, that this new treaty encompasses the
old one.

You can see thie problems already. Some favour a small
treaty within the present one; others want a separate
treaty; still others want a totally new treaty. Let me
make a simple assumption. Say, by some miracle, that
an intergovernmental conference is convened in June
1986 and agrees on a new treaty to supersede the old
one. When would this new treaty come into force?
Three years later at the earliest. So what do we do for
those three years? Do we meet to polish up the draft?
To improve it? Or do we do nothing at all? If we twid-
dle our thumbs for three years, do you think the gen-
eral public and our parliaments will have the heart to
vote for the new draft? I think that the point is a valid
one. We have 1o find the happy mean. There is no
need to abandon ‘the great beyond’ but we must go on
working here and now within the existing Treaty, all
of the Treaty.

If we are to get this across to the general public we
will need to improve communications. I have already
suggested, without even consulting my colleagues, that
Commission information policy should concentrate
less on Smith and Jones, perhaps less on the Commis-
sion and more on Europe. And with your agreement,
we could dovetail our information policies, so that
everyone can see what is going on.

(Applause)

When we read European news and see, for example,
that the Council and the Commission are at logger-
heads, this'is only of interest to a ‘happy few’, the spe-
cialists, but when do television and the press give
Europe the exposure they give to other problems? And
the fault is ours. It is not the fault of the journalists!
They simply record what is going on. They observe us
and see our agitated actions within narrow circles. A
market in image-building is developing today. I have
seen Italian producers making very successful advertis-
ing ‘clips’ and it makes me wonder whether we
shouldn’t ask the great artists to tell us in three or four
minutes what Europe is. If Parliament, the Commis-
sion, and perhaps even Council agreed, we would be
talking about Europe. Information could flow in two
directions. There would be information for the spe-
cialists — the stuff of economic, social and cultural
life. But there would also be information that would
surprise even us. I believe that if the Germans knew
what benefits Europe has brought and what those ben-
efits cost: if the French knew how many of their laws
are European rather than French, if the British were
more aware of the advantages they have gained from
joining the common market, even in unexpected areas,
and so on, with talented people it could be done. I
.would ask you to consider the suggestion. It would be
a change of style. It would exploit the new forms of
communication on offer. Provided we find talented

people. To speak cleverly of Europe, to win support
for Europe.

(Applause)

Mr Jospin described my speech as a happy mean. That
is to say, balance. Europe, for me, sustains and exem-
plifies balance. In world terms it stands for balance for
peace; balance in sharing world responsibilities; bal-
ance between North and South.

In institutional terms, it stands for balance between the
institutions. Let each one do its job! And in terms of
society it stands for the balance between society, the
individual and nature, and the balance between the
two sides of industry. I spoke of a European collective
agreement yesterday. Obviously, it is difficult to ren-
der, but what it means is that the employers and the
unions enter into a contract without intervention by
the government or the institutions. So why deny
Europe that basic ingredient of democracy and mutual
recognition?

But beyond all that, honourable Members, balance is
an attitude of mind, a philosophy of pluralism and
democracy, for without pluralism Europe will never
be. But pluralism must not be used as a pretext for
reconciling opposing viewpoints and creating inertia!
Our debates then will be tough and outspoken. There
will be awkward moments between Parliament and the
Commission. But our health and, I hope, our success
depend upon it.

(Loud applause)

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote on the motions for resolutions on the
appointment of the new Commission of the European
Communities will take place at the next voting time.

I thank the staff for staying on and enabling us to fin-
ish this debate.

(The sitting was suspended at 1.15 p.m. and resumed at
3.15 p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN
President

Mr Pannella (NI). — (FR) I merely wished to draw
your attention, Mr President, to the fact that we seem
to be spending less and less time on debate. This
morning — I don’t know why — we started at 10 a.m.
instead of at 9 a.m.

We are starting late this afternoon, deducting the few
minutes by which we overran our time after 1 p.m.
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Mr President, if we had been able to give an extra
hour or hour and a quarter to discussing the Commis-
sion President’s statement, this would have been a
good thing. I thus appeal to you in your wisdom —
which I know to be considerable — to see to it that we
do not in future have to make this sacrifice for any old
kind of triviality of laziness.

President. — Mr Pannella, we shall see in four years
time what we have to do.!

(Laughter)

4. Votes

Motion for a resolution (Doc. 2-1388/84), by Mrs Cas-
tle and others on the investiture of 2 new Commission:
rejected

3%
ft

Motion for a resolution (Doc. 2-1372/84/rev. II) by
Mr Amdt and Mr Hiinsch on behalf of the Socialist
Group, Mr Estgen and Mr Habsburg, on behalf of the
Group of the European People’s Party, Sir Henry
Plumb and Mr Prag, on behalf of the European Demo-
cratic Group, Mr Cervetti, on the investiture of the
new Commission.

Explanations of vote

Mr Coste-Floret (RDE). — (FR) Ladies and gentle-
men, I should like to explain briefly why, together
with my honourable Friend Mrs Thome-Patenétre, we
shall be voting for the investiture of the Commission
and giving a vote of confidence to the Commission.
The reason are twofold.

The first is that we view this investiture procedure as a
very real advance in Community law and one which is
very desirable. There are two ways of advancing Com-
munity law: written legislation and custom. Custom
cannot, of course, go against the Treaty, but it may
cloud further its obscure areas. For example — just
one example, for there are many — the European
Council was not provided for in the Treaties: it came
about as a result of custom and was subsequently for-
malized as an institution. Today, at the request and on
the initiative of your Political Affairs Committee, Par-
liament has asked for the investiture procedure to be
established. This is a step forward in Community law
and we are in favour.

! Topical and urgent debate (Communication) — Composi-
tion of the Commission. see Minutes.

Secondly, the substance of the policy thrusts outlined
by the President of the Commission is fully consistent
with our own aims: better organization of the Com-
munity market, strengthening of the European Mone-
tary System — particularly the private ECU — 1o
make the ECU a reserve currency, convergence of
economic policies, organization of a2 European social
area, and the affirmation everywhere of human rights.
In our view the Commission President has pointed the
way towards a greater Europe and this, for Europe
and the countries which comprise it, represents salva-
tion.

Along this road, Mr President, you will find us and, I
am sure, the vast majority of the European Parliament
atyour side.

Mrs Hammerich (ARC). — (DA) This investiture of
the Commission appears at first sight absurd, since the
Commission is after all appointed by the governments
of the ten Member States. The debate and the vote are
therefore a gesture without content. We play at being
a proper Parliament, perhaps a second chamber,
investing a proper government — only the ceremonial
oath of office is missing. But it is an illegal game, with-
out authority in any treaty. We therefore thought of
abstaining from this vote, but we must register our
protest because this procedure whereby the European
Parliament instals the new Commission and votes for
its programme is precisely one of the points on which
the Danish Government had reservations in the Stutt-
gart Declaration. And a resolution of the Folketing of
May last year states that the distribution of powers
between the institutions should be maintained. For
that reason, all Danes in this chamber should vote
against or boycott these declarations of confidence
and all their ridiculous union overtones, merely to
place on record that they respect local democracy at
home and that they respect their parties’ programmes
on EEC questions.

Mr Huckfield (S). — Mr President, the reason why I
have not supported the Socialist Group resolution and
will not be voting for the composite resolution is that I
cannot approve and give my support to the statement
which was made by the President of the Commission
yesterday. In fact, when in his own statement, the
President said that pulling down the frontiers would
not convince the unemployed of our resolve to do
away with unemployment, he summed up the thrust of
my objection, because pulling down frontiers was
more or less all he talked about yesterday.

He was talking about European collective agreements.
He was talking about the benefits of the economies of
scale of a larger market. He was talking about the
European Monetary System. He was talking about
convergence of the economies. Nothing of that will
benefit the people who sent me here to represent them
atall.

(Cries of ‘Time, time?)
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I represent an area where some 50% to 60% of the
people in some of my housing estates are on social
benefits, where youth unemployment can be as high as
90%, where we have more than 70% of the popula-
tion in some areas dependent totally on public trans-
port and where the cash economy has all but disap-
peared. For the Commission 1o come here and talk
about the benefits of the free market and the enlarge-
ment of that market and to talk about laissez-faire cap-
italism — and [ am very surprised to hear that kind of
talk from a Socialist — will not benefit any of those
people that I represent. The only thing that will benefit
them is a planned economy and public sector invest-
ment. We heard absolutely nothing at all about that in
yesterday’s statement.

I would have hoped for a resolution — and that is why
I shall be supporting one from the Socialist Group —
saying that we need a political statement and asking
the Commission to put forward its aims and objectives.
I cannot vote for the other resolutions. They are a
waste of time. They are empty and vacuous. I will not
support them.

Mr Spinelli (COM). — (FR) Mr President, knowing
that the order of business would not have enabled me
to outline my ideas on the Commission President’s
speech I wrote him an open letter a few days ago
which was published by four European newspapers
and which asked you, Mr Delors, two crucial ques-
tions to which you could have replied today, without
going into too much premature detail.

Firstly, 1 asked you to support Parliament’s formal
request to be associated as a partner — and I repeat, as
a partner, not as a body to be consulted — with the
intergovernmental conference which is to draw up the
treaty of European Union. You have said nothing.

Secondly, I asked you to undertake to put forward, as
soon as possible, a 1985 draft budget for your first
year of office, based on your view of policy for the
next four years rather than that of the Thorn Commis-
sion, with a specific rebuttal of the Council ploy of
so-called budgetary discipline. You have said nothing.

I trust that you will break silence very shortly. Mean-
while I shall abstain from this vote of confidence.

Mr Cryer (S). — First of all, I am going to vote
against the consensus resolution because I object to
the use in Paragraph 1 of the word ‘Europe’ when it
acwually means the Common Market — ten countries
out of 40 in the continent of Europe. As to the Com-
mission being the guardian of the Treaties, it is worth
reminding this Assembly that the Treaty enshrines pri-
vate enterprise, competition and capitalism, a system
that has produced 14 million people on the dole. The
fact of the matter is that no capitalist knows quite
what to do because the system happens to be failing. I

am certainly not going to vote for a Commission to be
committed to propping up a system which is producing
so much failure and so much misery.

Secondly, this resolution expresses its confidence in
the new Commission. It is very curious for the Assem-
bly to express confidence when the Commission has
only just taken office and when only a few weeks ago
this Assembly actually rejected the budget and levelled
quite fierce and wide-ranging criticism at the preced-
ing Commission. I am not blaming the new Commis-
sion. What I am saying is that before you pass a vote
of confidence, you let them earn that confidence.
They have been in office only a few days.

(Applause)

Let us give them a vote when they have got a record to
stand over, when they can tell us what work they have
done, when they can tell us that they have changed the
present image of the Common Market which is one of
warehouses bulging with food while millions are starv-
ing in Central Africa. When they have done something
about that, let them come here and see whether they
get a vote of confidence or not!

(Applause)

Mr Di Bartolomei (L). — (/7) Mr President, when
asking for our vote of confidence President Delors
was able to put his best qualities in the best light,
offering an image of firm resolve and of considerable
experience and competence: not least when he chose
to deal under a single heading with the economic
issues and the problem of unemployment. But having
said that I have to tell you — and I speak for my Ital-
ian Liberal and Republican colleagues — that some
points in Mr Delors’s speech have caused me concern
which his reply did nothing to dissipate.

President Delors has said: It is not enough to say what
needs doing, we must also say how it is to be done.
But he did not follow that admirable observation with
any indication of how he intends to implement his
own proposals: how he means to combat unemploy-
ment, promote development and so on. We shall have
to see if there is more on that score in the programme.

Mr Delors also quite rightly said that the Commission
did not want to be the secretariat of other organs. But
if the Commission means to be an organ in its own
right, then it must make its own decisions on those
issues which have largely been responsible for the ten-
sion between Parliament and the Council: the 1985
budget, the budgetary discipline, own resources,
enlargement of the Community. Mr Delors has said
that the Commission will be the architect of European
construction: but the foundations and the walls of this
edifice are the institutional arrangements. Without
new and robust Community institutions, any sectoral,
economic or social initiative will be blown to smither-
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eens by the first gust of the nationalisms, colonialisms,

imperialisms and communiss that are rife throughout
Europe and the world.

Well then, to conclude: in the conflict between feder-
alists and unionists that characterizes the present stage
of European construction, I am on the side of the for-
mer. But I have to confess that we have not been able
to discern what is Mr Delors’s preference. For us, it is
not enough to be told: Supposing we achieve agree-
ment on the new treaty ... We should like to know
whether be is in favour of the new treaty and what the
Commission intends to do to ensure that we have that
treaty definitely and soon.

In a word: I applaud his formula but I reserve my
judgment on the substance and the decisions which, I
hope, will be presented clearly and before long. I shall
cast my vote of confidence — but with some reserva-
tions.

Mr Piet (S). — I shall vote against this resolution
because I think it is silly. I think it is silly and absurd
for this Parliament to be expressing confidence in a
Commission which has been in office for barely a
week. Most of the new Commission are people I have
never heard of, and of those of whom I have heard I
barely know just one. The resolution does not even
distinguish between the Commission, which is an
ongoing legal entity, and the new college of Commis-
sioners, the 14 new people who have presented them-
selves to us this week in Strasbourg.

President Delors did not recognize — and this is my
reason for voting against the confidence resolution —
the sins of past Commissioners. Yet here we have a
Parliament eager to vote confidence in 14 individuals
who have as yet done nothing to deserve that confi-
dence. Parliament refused discharge of the 1982
budget. Only last month Parliament rejected the 1985
budget. We have before us a Court of Auditors’ report
on the conduct of the financial management of the
Community in 1983, on the basis of which I think it
highly unlikely that later this year this Parliament will
grant discharge for that year. I think it is absurd that
we had no expression of a new change of direction in
the financial management of the Community.

That Court of Auditors’ report shows that there was
an underspend of 400 million pounds — 43% — on
Social Fund spending, which I think is outrageous.
When things like that are put right, then I shall be
ready to come forward and express confidence in indi-
vidual Commissioners and in individual proposals of
the Commission, but only then.

Mr Rogalla (S). — (DE) Mr President, colleagues! I
have confidence in this Commission, as well as in its
President and its programme and I shall vote in favour
of this resolution. I must just mention that I made an

explanation of vote on the resolution of 13 December
— there is therefore no need for another!

Mrs Dury (S). — (FR) Mr President, | would remind
you that in our society, one person in two is 2 woman,
and that women have no cause for satisfaction either
at Mr Delors’s speech or at the composition of the
Commission. Not one woman has been appointed to
uphold our hopes and safeguard our rights. Yet we are
aware just how much women are currently under
threat: they are the main victims of unemployment,
and they are left behind in the wake of the new tech-
nologies. During this period of crisis they are sub-
jected to an unprecedented ideological attack to get
them back into the home and to belittle the rights
which they have managed to wrest from society so far.

I hope, Mr President, that this Commission will
include at least one voice to speak up for us and that it
will have in it perhaps one ‘woman’s man’ who will
declare himself and defend our rights during a particu-
larly difficult period.

(Applause)

Mr Wijsenbeek (L). — (FR) Mr President, there are
still 29 members of the Socialist Group left. Are we to
hear explanations of vote from all of them?

Mr Tortora (NI). — (IT) President Delors has cour-
teously reproached us for our ‘generous impatience’.
We thank him for the ‘generous’. As for impatience,
we Radicals believe that in a Europe as backward as it
is today, it is the only practicable virtue. Let me there-
fore say to Mr Delors that for the Radicals today it
may be rational to dare, but certainly not to fear.

And that, briefly, is why we shall be abstaining from
the vote. We are doing so with the following aims: to
speed along — certainly not to shelve — Parliament’s
draft treaty; to reiterate the request we have been
making since last June that the national parliaments be
given the opportunity to ratify the European Union; to
promote the abolition of internal frontiers; to promote
increase in a rapid the value of our common currency;
to support the projected rights of a Europe of the citi-
zens and of civic rights within it; to support the
North-South dialogue and action to combat deadly
famine throughout the world.

The Radicals are today abstaining from the vote of
confidence in the Commission. But we are doing so —
as Altiero Spinelli has said — in order to bring pres-
sure on the’‘Commission and to help it, when President
Delors’s programme comes to be presented and dis-
cussed in March, to demand from this House a rea-
soned vote of confidence, not a shot in the dark as
today’s vote would have been.
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Mrs Squarcialupi (COM). — (IT) Mr President, I
give my support above all to the commitment given by
President Delors to environmental issues in the con-
text of European culture. Seen in this light, every dam-
age to the environment is an expression of lack of
culture and almost invariably implies violence. There is
much violence in our countries, even the natural envi-
ronment itself can be said to resort to violence,
because it has been so much exploited. Irreplaceable
natural resources have been plundered. Europe’s crea-
tive powers should therefore be directed, for the ben-
efit of mankind, to the preservation of our habitat, but
we should not forget that our environment is, in the
last account, an economic good, the source of wealth
and employment. A proper environmental policy also
means that our goals should be changed: our policies
must not be oriented solely to profit, in the name of
which incalculable harm has been done 10 many for
the benefit of a very few.

Mr President of the Commission, you have given
Europe a splash of green: we hope that you will go on
to paint with a much broader brush, so that all Europe
becomes green, that its natural resources which are the
heritage of us all may be preserved, that the environ-
ment may be saved for the citizens of Europe and for
their grandchildren. I shall vote in favour, in the
expectation that you will keep your undertakings.

Mr Prout (ED). — Mr President, my group supports
this consensus resolution; but, on its behalf, I would
like to make two observations on the text.

First, we understand the expression ‘as an independent
institution’ in paragraph 1 to mean an institution inde-
pendent of the Council of Ministers and of the Mem-
ber States, but not independent of Parliament.

Second, we take paragraph 3 to have the effect of con-
firming the Commission’s appointment on the basis of
President Delors’s speech. In other words, Mr Presi-
dent, we are about to engage in a vote of investiture. It
should not be construed by this House as a vote of
confidence in the policies of the Commission. I make
those remarks especially for Mr Pitt and Mr Cryer.

We look forward to the opportunity to express our
confidence in the Commission’s programme during
the March debate.

(Applause from the European Democratic benches)

Mr d’Ormesson (DR). — (FR) The Group of the
European Right will abstain in the debate on the vote
concerning the investiture of the new Commission. We
think that the main crisis currently being experienced
by the Community is due to the fact that it has run out
of own resources. It is the result of the Member States’
refusal to agree to the measures needed to bring own
resources back to an adequate level. And on this point

the Commission President’s speech gives us no reason
to hope.

We also note the Commission President’s declaration
that he will work towards harmonization of the rules
on competition and the rules governing social costs in
the Member States. How then can we reconcile this
point of view with the decision that Spain should sign
the Treaty of Rome on 1 January 19862 And how can
we reconcile the free movement of individuals, goods
and capital with the costly nationalization measures
practised in some of the Member States? Consequently
we shall wait until the deed matches the word. It is
were already the case, we would acknowledge it.

Mrs Boserup (COM), in writing. — (DA) The Mem-
bers of Parliament belonging to the Socialist People’s
Party will not be present during the so-called vote of
confidence in the new Commission. We feel that this
vote is an empty, symbolic gesture. It has been set up
in order to present the public with an impression of
power which Parliament does not have.

The Danish Government has — in a feeble attempt to
conceal the aversion widespread among the Danish
people to all this union-mongering — has taken refuge
in various footnotes to the Stuttgart Declaration. Our
party helped to force the government into adopting
this position. We are not alone. A majority in the Folk-
eting is against the strengthening of European Parlia-
ment power; there is therefore no democratic basis for
Danish participation in this vote.

Mrs Cassanmagnago Cerretti (PPE), in writing. —
(IT) In connection with the appointment to the Presi-
dency of the Commission of a politican of Mr Jacques
Delors’s stature, the French President, Mr Mitterrand,
said something like this: the Commission is the
government of Europe and — in order to govern — a
government needs men of this calibre. These words
express quite well what we expect of President Delors
and his team. We look forward, above all, to a reso-
lute, skilful and firm policy which will reconquer for
the Commission the role that is assigned to it in the
existing Treaties — if not that of a fully fledged
government, as envisaged in the new Treaty of Union,
then at least of an autonomous and effective power-
house of Community action that can engage in a fruit-
ful and harmonious dialogue with the other two major
institutions, the Council and Parliament, without in
any way becoming subordinate to either. We must
make real progress along two main directions in order
to advance European integration which represents the
answer, the only possible answer, to the problems, the
expectations and the challenges that face us today in
Europe: technological backwardness, the flight of cap-
ital, monetary disarray, rising unemployment, and the
impotence of a divided continent in the face of threats
to peace and of the needs of world justice. The first of
these two great aims, as the Italian President-in-
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Office, Mr Craxi, has reminded us in a recent article,
is the promotion of monetary integration, the estab-
lishment of a truly unified market, free movement of
capital, coordination of research, a common industrial
policy, a common agricultural policy that genuinely
serves the interests of the Community, etc. — in other
words things that can and must be done now, within
the framework of the existing institutions.

The Commission will, of course, be more concerned
with this first aspect — that is its natural role. Parlia-
ment, on its part, while not overlooking any of the
current Community issues, will be taking care of the
Treaty, seeking to ensure that European Union comes
about, and that it is achieved quickly and well. But it is
very important for the Commission and Parliament to
understand each other and to give each other maxi-
mum support in every way.

It is also important that there should be no conflict
between the two great directions, the two great aims:
that of achieving integration as far as the present
Community set-up allows and the search for a new,
more sophisticated, more up-to-date, more democratic
and more efficient institutional arrangement. Of
course, it will be easier to obtain the consensus of all
the member countries in the first sphere; the establish-
ment of European Union will, of necessity, have to be
confined in the first instance to those countries which
are ready to take this important step. But the two
directions are complementary, and indeed convergent.

I should like to mention here what is perhaps the most
obvious example: that of currency unification. Not
long ago the Governor of the Federal German Bank,
Mr Poehl — who can hardly be described as biased,
since he is no enthusiastic champion of a European
currency — said that in a European currency system
there ought to be a European central bank issuing the
currency which is responsible for its stability and func-
tions as the lender of last resort. All this, Mr Poehl
added, needs an amendment of the Treaties. And that
is the point: monetary integration cannot be carried
through without institutional reform. And institutional
reform is precisely what this Parliament proposes.

In fact, we might as well recognize that also in the
other areas of Community life we cannot go very far
without institutional reform. The treaty instituting the
Union, let us remind ourselves, does not favour one
institution to the disadvantage of another: it raises the
status and the decision-making capacity of the entire
European structure and of each of its institutions,
including the Council and the European Council. That
is why, Mr Delors, we expect your wholehearted sup-
port for our project.

Mr Welsh (ED), in writing. — I shall vote for the
emergency resolution because I welcome the investi-
ture of the new Commission and admire its manifest
determination to make progress. I was particularly

impressed by the personal commitment and dynamism
of President Delors.

However, I much regret that Parliament has seen fit to
take a vote at this time. This is the beginning of a dia-
logue which will culminate in March when there is a
debate and vote on the detailed programme of the new
Commission. That will be the time for Parliament to
endorse the Commission’s programme and assert its
confidence.

In the meanwhile I wish the new Commission well but
must reserve my confidence until the detailed pro-
gramme is available and can be examined, more parti-
cularly because there were elements in President
Delors’s presentation which I would find difficult to
accept without a long period of reflection.

(Parliament adopted the motion for a resolution)

Mr Delors, President-in-Office of the Commission. —
(FR) Mr President, may I simply thank Parliament
not only for its vote, but also for the quality of the
debate we have had and the quality of the suggestions
put forward. We might say that as of now our prob-
lems start.

(Applause)

5. Radioactive waste

President. — The next item is the report (Doc. 2-
1365/84) by Mr Turner, on behalf of the Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology (Doc. 1-283/84
— COM(84) 231 final) on

a proposal from the Commission to the Council
for a decision adopting a programme on the man-
agement and storage of radioactive waste (1985-
89).

Mr Turner (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, may I
first of all say that I would ask for a ruling from you
that Amendments Nos9 to 22 are out of order
because they are amendments by Mrs Bloch von Blott-
nitz to the explanatory statement of the Commission.

President. — You have raised the question of the
admissibility of these amendments. The answer is this:
these amendments are not admissible since they refer
to the explanatory memorandum. Now, what we have
here is a text from the Commission; the Assembly has
to vote on the resolution itself and not on the explana-
tory memorandum. Therefore those amendments that
concern the explanatory memorandum are not admis-

sible.
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Mr Turner (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, I am
very grateful to you for that ruling.

This report is on a proposal of the Commission which
relates to two wholly different subjects in effect of
vitally different importance. The first one is what we
are to do eventually as the final solution with all the
nuclear waste which is at present being produced in
Europe. This concerns future generations up to 2 000
years from now. The second question, very vital for
us, concerns what we are to do about the nuclear
waste which exists now in the EEC and is being stored
temporarily from power stations as it is used up and
will remain stored in a temporary way until a final
solution is found. That, of course, concerns us very
much now at the present time. If I may give one exam-
ple, in Great Britain the amount of medium and highly
dangerous nuclear reactive waste which exists and has
been collected over the last thirty years amounts to
enough to fill a 15-floor office block and in France,
although they started later, probably already have
more such waste than would fill the whole of a 15-sto-
rey office block. In another ten or fifteen years this
amount of waste will be doubled and we must decide
what to do with it now and what to do with it when
we eventually want to dispose of it in a final way.

The present proposals are the result of fifteen years’
work on this problem. 70% of the money has been
spent on actually dealing with the temporary storage
and safety of nuclear waste which is awaiting final dis-
posal. I am very glad to say that this present 5-year
programme will result in conclusions being drawn up
which will permit standards to be laid down for the
EEC for all nuclear waste handling throughout the
EEC until its time of final disposal. That means deal-
ing with contamination, containers and transport, con-
ditioning for intermediate storage, concentrations,
segregation, matricing and also gaseous waste. All
those matters at the end of this five years will be com-
pletely finished so far as the EEC is concerned. We
shall then have the material available for laying down
EEC rules for the handling of this waste until it is fin-
ally disposed of. The European Parliament has, in fact,
asked that these rules shall take the form of a directive
or directives rather than a recommendation to the
Member States. Tomorrow I hope that Parliament will
accept this proposal of the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology that the conclusions of this
work shall be in the form of directives to the Member
States rather than a mere recommendation.

I am particularly concerned about this matter as I live
within 8 miles of a nuclear power station. Although 1
believe that we have very good regulations in Britain
already, as no doubt there are in France and other
countries too, my own belief is that in a matter like
this we want a policy of ‘belt and braces’. I am happy
to think that the Commission has got together all the
countries of Europe to try and harmonize safety regu-
lations and views on safety. The outcome of this work
will be an ideal or complete management system for

dealing with nuclear waste until final disposal and it
will enable anyone dealing with nuclear waste to see it
with a new eye. Every authority so far has laid down
its own regulations for the particular circumstances of
its own site. In future they will have the EEC ideal
regulations to look at as well.

I now turn to the second important issue. This is the
one which causes great dispute and controversy. It is
what we are to do in the end with all this waste. As I
say, there will probably be 200 000 cubic metres of this
waste in fifteen years’ time. It is an enormous amount
and something must be done. The second part of the
proposal for the next five years of investigation by the
EEC under this joint shared-cost scheme is indeed to
find possible solutions for the final disposal of nuclear
waste. I do not think for one moment that we shall
arrive at a final answer in five years. Indeed, the com-
mittee is asking for a guarantee after five years as to
the efficacy of the sort of disposal that we are consi-
dering, which I will tell you about in 2 moment.

We will not, of course, be able to say “This is perfect,
this is guaranteed safe’. What I hope we will be able to
say after five years is that this is not incapable of being
made safe in the future. We may be able to rule out
particular methods of final disposal. We will not be
able to guarantee any particular final disposal as being
absolutely safe, covering as I say some thousands of
years of storage.

The proposals are for three pilot schemes for geologi-
cal disposal. One in a salt mine at Asse, one at a clay
deposit at Mol in Belgium and one in granite rock in
France. If we do this, at the end of five years, I think
we will be able to say that yes, all three are probably
going to be alright or no, one is not alright and the
others need further consideration. I think we shall get
as far as that. A lot of work has already been done by
the present 10-year programme which is now con-
cluded on the nature of the strata of rocks, on subter-
ranean water, on micro-organisms which may develop
underground, on the behaviour of nuclear waste in
situ in the places and in matrices and on the behaviour
of containers in various circumstances and on backfill-
ing and so on. However, during the next five years,
which are the last five years of the programme, we
shall have the actual practical pilot testing. It is said in
the Commission proposals in Task 6 that they will
then draw up standards for final disposal, and I hope
they will. Certainly we will go a long way forward.

I would say to anybody in this Parliament who is con-
cerned about the matter — and I am sure anyone who
thinks about it is very concerned — that although we
do not have to dispose finally of any of this waste for a
very considerable time, now is the time to start work-
ing on how to do it when the time comes. If that is the
way we are going to handle it — that is not, however,
the final solution for some considerable number of
years — then of course it is doubly vital that in the
intervening period we have safety regulations which
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are acceptable to all and have been considered not
only, as I say, by national authorities concerned with
their own particular sites, but by the authorities of all
the ten countries and by the scientists brought in by
the EEC, so that we can safely say they are being
looked at with a fresh eye by other people than those
who are directly responsible in any particular site.

So, Mr President, I hope that tomorrow we will not
shirk this issue and that we will adopt the programme
which amounts to about 92 million ECU, the other
half being paid by the national authorities.

The European Parliament has said that it is not con-
vinced that the present advisory committee — which
does work well — of the national governments, which
advises the Commission on how to carry out this pro-
gramme, actually does spread the information far
enough outside its own rather closed circles, the
authorities of the ten countries. It is difficult therefore
to get scientists who can be consulted and who know
all about what is going on, unless they are very close
to the government authorities. We have therefore
asked for an interim report after two years from the
Commission as to the efficacy of the programme. We
have also asked for running talks to be carried out
from now on between experts involved in the project,
so that at the end of two and a half years we can get a
report as to whether they feel that the programme is
going in the right way.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR : MR DIDO
Vice-President

Mr Ford (S). — Mr President, I am pleased this after-
noon to be able to speak on behalf of the Socialist
Group on this issue. The Socialist Group recognizes
the value of European cooperation in scientific and
technical research and development. In fact, it recog-
nizes the necessity of cooperation across Europe in
terms of research and development on this type of
issue.

We have to be clear that it is not always a purely tech-
nical issue. Much of research and development has
political implications. In the case of nuclear waste dis-
posal we have to be crystal clear it is a major political
issue throughout Europe. It is about the politics of
risk; small risks, but uncountable consequences. It is
about the politics of the environment. It is about the
dangers of widespread pollution and the problems you
have surrounding nuclear sites like Sellafield. It is
about the public acceptance of new technology. It is
about the public acceptance of the views of scientists
and their belief in what scientists are doing. It is about

the future, as Mr Turner said, and I suspect that future
will have to be rather longer than 2 000 years.

In dealing with this issue I want to talk about some of
the principles that we have to follow. This situation
has been with us now for over 40 years. The Ameri-
cans first started disposing of nuclear waste in the
middle 1940s, yet we have reached no reasonable solu-
tion as to how we manage nuclear waste and how we
dispose of it.

Vitrification, which was held up as one of the options
that we should follow, has been very long on promises
and very short on results. We were also told that
reprocessing would reduce the problem. Yet it is very
expensive, it creates the dangers of nuclear prolifera-
tion and it has done very little if anything to deal with
this problem. What we need to be looking towards is
direct disposal rather than indirect disposal through
the intermediate step of reprocessing. Yet, the situa-
tion is extremely urgent because between 1980 and the
year 2000 nuclear power will have increased in Europe
by a factor of 7, it is estimated. The volume of low-
level nuclear waste will have increased by a factor of 4,
whereas the amount of high-level nuclear waste —
and that is what should be concerning us today — will
have increased by almost 25.

There are two reasons why we have to deal with this
matter urgently. We have to deal with it because we
have a problem now on our hands which is going to
increase, and we have to deal with it if there is to be a
nuclear industry in the future. Less than 1% of that
nuclear waste will be high-level waste, but that will
contain almost all the radioactivity.

We have to recognize the changing social and political
environments. There is increasing public concern
about nuclear waste and about its dumping and dis-
posal. We had the situation where the Americans,
Japanese and the British and a number of other coun-
tries were engaged in ocean dumping. Many of us will
have seen the dramatic film of Greenpeace objecting to
this practice. Because of the pressure exerted by the
Pacific island nations through the cooperation and
collaboration of organizations like Han Genpatsu in
Japan we had a situation where the London dumping
convention asked for a two-year moratorium. We had
a country in the European Community ignoring that
moratorium until it was forced by the action of the
National Union of Seamen and by the protests that
were going on in the United Kingdom, to finally abide
by that moratorium.

We also have the problem with particular sites. We
have the problem in my own country — which is
where, of course, we continued ocean dumping — of
a proposal to dump on land at Billington. There was a
massive public outcry and protest. Even ICI, one of
the world’s largest companies, was forced to move and
to actually withdraw its support for that proposal.
That is not because ICI has been converted; it is
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because ICI recognize the public fears, and many
other people in this Parliament will know of public
concern about disposal sites proposed elsewhere.

Now the public no longer trust the assurances that
they have been given and unfortunately the public has
been proved too right in the past, as in the tragic situa-
tion in Bhopal. People were warned in advance of
what was going to happen there. Yet this third pro-
gramme fails to recognize this changed environment.
Previously we had a situation where we were going for
ultimate disposal. We were going to get rid of these
wastes for ever; we were going to dilute them into the
ocean or the atmosphere, or we were going to concen-
trate them and then ultimately dispose of them in
tombs in the ground or beneath the sea bed. They
were going to be isolated in abandoned mines or
deposited in the deep sediments of the ocean and we
were going to rely on man-made and natural barriers
to try to prevent leakage. We have to be clear that
natural barriers are barriers that we have to be inter-
ested in because those are the ones which are ulti-
mately going to prevent the waste from leaking. We
have to make sure our work programme reflects this.

We also must recognize that what we can no longer
have is dumping at sea in any shape or form. We need
to make sure that that is in our resolution. We need to
make sure at the same time that what we are talking
about is no longer ultimate disposal, but uitimate stor-
age. Because we must be able to monitor these wastes
and recover them if anything goes wrong. At sea many
people would argue there should be no disposal at all
— no dumping, no disposal. My own view is that there
are technologies that can be made available; drilled
emplacement that will allow for recoverability and
monitorability. They will be more expensive than using
the penetrometer or similar methods, but waste dis-
posal is only a small part of the cost of the nuclear fuel
cycle.

On land we must also be working on sites for ultimate
storage. We must be looking at the appropriate mater-
ials, particularly granite and salt. I personally have
reservations about whether clay will ever be suitable,
but that is a personal view and not the view of my

group.

We must also say at this time that, eventually, industry
is going to have to pay for this work, because if there
is going to be competition it needs to be on a fair basis.
Coal needs 1o compete with nuclear energy when all
the costs are added on and not when some of the costs
of nuclear power are carried by the general public, not
when some of the costs are carried by national govern-
ments, resulting in a fiddled economic basis for
nuclear power.

The technology must reflect political realities. This
must always be the case. Technology cannot be separ-
ated from politics; it is part of the political process. If
we are not to waste our money — which we are in

danger of doing in pursuing the programme as out-
lined here — we must reflect the social concerns that
our people have.

On the Turner report, unless we recognize that we
have to change the technology so that the waste is
recoverable and monitorable; unless we recognize that
we must critically examine reprocessing again, I am
afraid to say that the Socialist Group cannot support
the resolution as it stands.

On the amendments from Mrs Bloch von Blottnitz,
there are a number of those amendments that I have
sympathy with. We will be supporting some of them,
others we will be abstaining on because we feel either
that we have a better formulation inh our amendments
or that technically they are incorrect. They have been
placed, on a number of occasions, in the wrong posi-
tion for the purpose intended. I ask members of the
Socialist Group and Members of this Parliament not to
support the Turner report without the necessary vital
amendments that I have outlined.

Mr Silzer (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, we know
from the history of mankind that we have no chance
of improving our social and economic living condi-
tions unless we take risks, which means that, just as in
the past, there is no possibility of improving man’s lot
now or in the future, unless we have the courage to
take a calculated risk. There can be no doubt that the
peaceful use of atomic energy in the past and in the
present has shown that there is such a possibility of
improving our living conditions, especially where the
protection of the environment is concerned.

The peaceful use of atomic energy — be it for energy
production or medical applications — like everything
else in this world has two sides: the positive, which is
to be welcomed, and the negative. Radioactive waste is
undoubtedly the negative side. There have to be facili-
ties for storing that waste. For that reason nobody —
whether he be for or against the peaceful use of atomic
energy in the field of energy production or in the
medical sphere — can speak out against anything
which leads to the discovery of. responsible ways of
storing the waste. Without any measure of doubt this
is a classic Community problem for the EC. This is
particularly true in the case of highly radioactive
waste, which is the central point of the Turner report.
It is a classic Community problem for various reasons:
firstly, we must have uniform safety standards to pro-
tect the inhabitants of the European Community and
beyond. Secondly, we have to realize that all the mem-
ber countries have similar problems of storing highly
radioactive substances. Thirdly, it is possible to offer
far cheaper solutions by means of a Community pro-
gramme. Fourthly, in the interests of the inhabitants of
the Community, we should utilize the possibilities for
ultimate storage which occur naturally, particularly in
geological formations. For this reason we are very
much in favour of the Commission’s proposals and of
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Mr Turner’s report in particular. On behalf of my
group I should like to thank Mr Turner very much for
the caution and the expertise which he exercised in
drawing up this report, and for presenting it so
expertly in the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology that we were able to adopt it in committee
by a large majority.

The present programme, on which we have to vote
tomorrow, is the third one. The second programme
has already enjoyed great success. It was laid before
the highly critical international scientific community at
a European conference on radioactive waste and
received international recognition. Anyone who says
that the handling of radioactive waste is still an unre-
solved problem, in the face of this conference and of
the basic facts on which the third Community pro-
gramme is based, is simply not telling the truth. Any-
body who simply laughs it off and disregards the facts
is doing something far worse than not telling the truth.
He is revealing his ignorance.

We particularly welcome the way in which both the
report and the Commission’s proposal recommend
that we carry on in the same way as before, namely
that we try to obtain international cooperation beyond
the frontiers of the Community on the disposal of
radioactive waste. The European Community is an
efficient unit worldwide and is successfully and
expertly solving a problem at an international level in
cooperation with other partners.

Mrs Faith (ED). — I welcome this report, which has
been so ably presented by my honourable friend, and I
also agree with the previous speaker when he spoke of
the benefits of nuclear power. Moreover, 100 000 peo-
ple are employed in the nuclear industry in Britain
alone, many of them constituents of mine employed at
both the nuclear power-station at Heysham and at Sel-
lafield, and soon there will be 10 000 people directly
employed at Sellafield. I have visited and seen for
myself the start of the new 1% billion Thorp project,
which has received huge amounts of European finan-
cial assistance.

Today most nuclear waste is stored on site at nuclear
establishments, and I have seen at Sellafield the stor-
age of spent fuel. Progress is being made at Sellafield
in working with the French on a project for dealing
with ligh-level nuclear waste for vitrification.

Windscale, opened in 1956, was the first nuclear
reprocessing plant in Europe. This plant, which is part
of the Sellafield complex, has been a pioneer in the
reprocessing of nuclear waste.

It is only by experience that this important process can
be fully and safely utilized. BNFL, who run Sellafield,
have promised that by 1991 the amount of low-level
nuclear waste discharged into the sea will be very small
indeed, and lower than that discharged by Cap de la

Hague — the only comparable plant in Europe. If
Europe is to reduce its dependence on oil, nuclear
power, supplementing power from coal, is essential.
Management and unions at Sellafield and Heysham
are proud of the contribution they are making to our
energy supplies and to the economy as a whole.

I believe that some of the people in the pressure
groups who are so critical of the nuclear operations
are out to undermine our industrial base.

Radiation levels are subject to stringent regulations,
and these include sampling and analysing air, milk,
fish, shellfish and other materials.

Cumbria is 2 healthy place to live, as well as beautiful.
The district of Cumbria in which Sellafield is situated
has an incidence of cancer well within the national
average.

Sir Douglas Black, Britain’s foremost preventive medi-
cine authority, led an inquiry into the tragic incidence
of children who have died from leukaemia in the vil-
lage of Seascale. He said that there was no proven
direct link between these cases and Sellafield, and
clusters of leukaemia do arise in other parts of the
country where no nuclear activity is present.

Certainly, people do need to know as much as possible
about all aspects of nuclear power. I believe that one
of the most important tasks of the European Com-
munity is to carry out research into nuclear energy
production and, above all, into nuclear waste disposal
as this is a major cause of concern. Therefore, I wel-
come this report and support its proposals.

Mr Ippolito (COM). — (IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the problem of the management and ulti-
mate disposal of radioactive waste from nuclear fuels
is undoubtedly one of the most important issues in the
peaceful utilization of this energy source. Not only
because of the inherent difficulties which, according to
most experts, can in principle be resolved, but notably
because public opinion, which is in many cases misin-
formed, and is psychologically conditioned by the mil-
itary associations of this energy source and the abom-
inable circumstances of its first use, is constantly pre-
sented with this problem as being virtually insoluble
and full of uncertainties.

Yet this is by no means the case: it is several years now
since a committee of the most eminent experts at the
International Atomic Agency in Vienna unequivocally
declared that the problem could be solved, provided
the necessary studies and research were undertaken.
Many years ago the Commission of the European
Communities initiated a study of this problem and the
results were highly praised by specialists in all the
countries. The programme of research on the manage-
ment and storage of radioactive waste to be developed
over the next five years — the third such programme
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to be initiated by the Commission — is not only the
logical continuation of the research carried out so far
but also, for the first time, seeks to determine a com-
plete management system for nuclear waste. Mr Tur-
ner in his report, for which we shall be voting, rightly
calls it an effective and promising programme of
research.

The answer to the problem of radioactive waste must
be sought predominantly in the European dimension,
because some of the member countries do not possess
in their territories those geological formations in
which the products of nuclear fission can be safely
stored. The Turner report rightly calls on the Com-
mission to prepare an estimate of the amounts of low-
and high-level radioactive wastes produced by existing
power stations and those planned for construction
until the year 2000 which will have to be stored in
Community territory.

It is because solutions to these problems will have to be
found in a2 Community framework that we ask the
Commission to define common criteria for the draft-
ing of procedures and administrative rules for the
management of these wastes: by their nature, these
problems must be regarded as supranational or trans-
national. But we also want more. We ask the Commis-
sion to present at an early date common rules for the
management of radioactive waste in collaboration with
both those European countries which are, so to speak,
land-locked within Community territory and with
OECD member countries, such as the United States
and Canada.

Mr President, before I conclude let me appeal to the
new Commission once again for the utmost intensifi-
cation of joint research in all technological sectors. As
I have stated more than once in this House, Europe
has been able to obtain significant research results only
in those areas, for example nuclear fusion or high-
energy physics, where it has undertaken joint efforts;
if research remains confined within national limits it
will only lead 1o waste of physical, financial and
human resources, to duplication of effort, overlapping
of programmes — with results that cannot compare
favourably with those being obtained, say, in the
United States or Japan.

Mr Nordmann (L). — (FR) I should like to add to
the laurels heaped upon my honourable Friend Mr
Turner by congratulating him on a good report and a
good resolution following a good proposal.

The question of nuclear waste continues to pose the
problem expressed in the title of a famous play: ‘How
to get rid of it?’, and the proposals put before us ena-
ble us to make progress towards a solution. If there is
to be continuity in our research into energy resources
the scientific programme now before us is necessary,
indeed essential to the development of nuclear energy.
A number of findings to date are encouraging, but the

question of the final storage of high-level waste
remains open, and, whilst there is no great urgency
here — since this.waste can be temporarily stored for
several decades — we ought now, by means of
coordinated experiment, to devise the best possible
long-term technical solutions. The measures envisaged
by the Community follow these lines and are consist-
ent with our desire to see the Community independent
as far as energy is concerned.

Of all the Community measures I would say that this is
the greatest benefit of the new programme, both in
political terms and as regards converting some of the
present-day anti-nuclear lobby.

The proposal before us envisages Community partici-
pation in the execution of pilot projects.

The Community role will thus be to add to the
national measures without duplicating them, so that
each side shall complement the other.

As regards environmental protection and public safety,
the Commission’s proposals should make for progress
and reassurance. Burial of nuclear waste in geological
formations seems to be a promising avenue. These
promises must be kept thanks to continuing research
involving geological project study and knowhow.

Consequently we cannot but welcome these proposals
and hope that their rapid implementation will give a
new thrust to this policy of energy independence,
practising not so much the art of the possible — in
terms of which policy is often defined — but rather
that more subtle and more difficult art of making pos-
sible that which is necessary.

Mr Fitzsimons (RDE). — Public opinion in the Com-
munity is extremely worried by the development of
nuclear energy, and in particular by the solutions to be
found for the storage of radioactive waste. This is why
we welcome the third research and development pro-
gramme as proposed by the Commission. It is note-
worthy that for the first time the proposed programme
provides for a complete management system for
radioactive waste. No complete study of storage man-
agement systems has been produced so far. The major
advantage of a complete system would be that the
storage and disposal of radioactive waste could be car-
ried out in a manner acceptable to the public. We
must, however, separate what can be achieved in the
medium term through the third Community pro-
gramme and what has to be done right now in this
field to reduce the permanent discharge of effluents
into the Irish Sea.

I would like to draw Parliament’s attention to this ser-
ious problem, which calls for an urgent solution. I
condemn the total discharge of between a quarter and
a half a tonne of plutonium waste to date from the
Sellafield pipeline into the Irish Sea, which is recog-



No 2-321/50

Debates of the European Parliament

15.1.85

Fitzsimons

nized as a special risk area. The operators of Sellafield
should put an end once and for all to further dis-
charges from the Sellafield nuclear reprocessing plant.
It has been estimated by HOPE that the health impact
cost to Ireland per year is in the region of 160 000. We
receive none of the benefits and all the disadvantages
of the Sellafield operation. Last Friday week, two Bri-
tish nuclear plants in North Wales, a mere 60 to
70 miles off the Irish coast, were shaken by an earth-
quake. The only guarantee possible that a tremor at
Sellafield will not rupture the cooling ponds in which
spent oxide fuel is stored is the total closure of this
plant. The enormity of the consequences of a loss of
control at reprocessing plants has not been faced up
to, at least publicly. The widest possible informed
debate is necessary. I believe such debate is being deli-
berately frustrated. I call on the new Commission to
agree to undertake a thorough scientific examination
of the potential hazards of all aspects of the Sellafield
operation in relation to Ireland.

I also urge the Commission to include a detailed ana-
lysis of the potential hazards to Ireland arising from
the transportation and storage of nuclear waste. All
shipments of nuclear waste contracted between British
Nuclear Fuels and Sweden, Germany, the Nether-
lands, Spain, Italy and Japan are routed through the
Irish Sea. It might be expected that official safety stu-
dies and public debate on the maritime transport of
spent fuel would be given considerable auention.
However, this has not been the case. Following the
accident in 1984 involving the French vessel, the
Mont-Louis, the European Parliament requested the
governments of the EEC to comply strictly with mini-
mum conditions for the movement of high-risk, dan-
gerous and radioactive substances and wastes. Accord-
ing to a study commissioned by an environmental
organization, a single ship may carry up to 34 tonnes
of highly radioactive material in a non-fail-safe condi-
tion. From official investigations, the environmentalist
report says that only the Scandinavian authorities were
thorough enough to consider maritime transport
hazardous.

The Irish Sea is recognized as a special risk area.
Recent disasters involving chemicals in Mexico City
and in Bhopal are added warnings. The time to face
the reality of Sellafield, the nuclear plants in Wales
and the routing through the Irish Sea of highly dan-
gerous shipments of nuclear waste, is now. Colleagues,
we cannot wait until common supranational standards
or rules are adopted. I ask the Commission and Coun-
cil to act now by intervening with the British auth-
orities to ensure that appropriate measures are taken,
notably to reinforce the treatment of effluents, and by
so doing to reduce the importance of discharges into
the Irish Sea from the Sellafield plant.

Finally, Mr President, my group can support the reso-
lution contained in the Turner report and congratulate
the rapporteur.

Mrs Bloch von Blottnitz (ARC). — (DE) Mr Presi-
dent, a programme for the management and storage of
radioactive waste is highly desirable and, of course,
urgently necessary, since we are continually building
new nuclear power stations, without -— either at the
design stage or by use of a model — having found a
solution to the problem of what to do with the
radioactive waste — neither in the Community nor in
the United States. I should just like to refer to the
study ‘Global 2000°. A programme of this type should
not offer excuses, but that is exactly what this study
does. It says that a solution to the problem of dispos-
ing of low and medium level radioactive waste has
already been found. The solution has not been found,
because shallow burial of such waste, as practised by
France and the United Kingdom for example, cannot
be a solution, since it is only artificial barriers which
prevent the radionuclides from entering the biosphere.
It is definitely not a solution to sink the radioactive
waste at sea, which is what the United Kingdom, once
again, Belgium, the Netherlands and Italy plan to do,
and in some cases have done already. It is similarly no
solution to store the waste in vats in giant hangars —
as in Germany for example — and to leave them for
future generations.

For example, on the very day one of these vats was
delivered to my home town of Gorleben, surface
radiation was 7.5 times higher than the permissible
level and the vat had to be sent back to the power sta-
tion. It can be seen therefore that the problem of LAW
and MAW waste is far from being resolved. Another
important point: a programme of this type may not be
vague, and this programme is vague. It says that the
theoretical feasibility has been proven, and a few para-
graphs later it says this programme is intended to
demonstrate the theoretical feasibility. I ask myself just
what the facts are!

This programme is also incomplete in that there is
absolutely no consideration of ultimate storage and
ultimate storage is precisely what is needed, because
then a great deal less waste would be produced and
many fission products would simply not occur. Furth-
ermore, there is no comparative study of different
types of rock in the programme. Granite could be one
possibility, clay could be a possibility, salt could be a
possibility — all these are missing. Moreover, a pro-
gramme should state clearly what its aims are. This
programme contains various statements: 80% is for
the future development of atomic energy, 20% is for
environmental protection. But we all know full well
that it is difficult to reconcile the two. We should also
ask what is involved, this programme is costing
200 million ECU — and that is no mean sum.

There are two different objectives. One is the artificial
barrier system. This includes the packaging or condi-
tioning of solid, liquid or gaseous radioactive waste. In
the case of artificial barriers, packaging could be suita-
ble, but for strontium and caesium at the most, as they
both have relatively short half-lives. The other radio-
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nuclides — plutonium, neptunium, iodine — on the
other hand have a half-life of thousands of years, arti-
ficial barriers are out of the question and it is natural
ones that are needed. Years of research have so far
produced no solution to this, such as vitrification.

It is far worse in the case of radionuclides generated
by reprocessing. These are e.g. tritium, crypton, car-
bon-14. There is still absolutely no solution to the
problem of packaging them. In this case the require-
ments seét for natural barriers have to be very high,
because this refuse — and we must be perfectly clear
on this point — is highly toxic to man and the envi-
ronment in equal measure for thousands of years. It is
not for nothing that the Americans have commissioned
a study of how man in the year 12000 is to recognize
the refuse we have buried.

The requirement which should be recognized is for
comparative localized studies. Then there should be
investigation of ultimate storage. The solution has to
be accessible and verifiable at any time, and we must
also examine what is to be done with the resultant
refuse when nuclear power stations are decommis-
sioned — no consideration has been given to this. The
sinking of radioactive waste at sea must be banned.

Above all we should reflect on the utility of nuclear
energy and preferably use resources for a study of
what should be done with the refuse. I also draw to
your attention the opinion which I have been able to
draw up for the Committee on the Environment,
Public Health and Consumer Protection. Unfortun-
ately my speaking time is too short for me to be able to
go into it at greater length. Despite that I thank you
for allowing me to exceed my speaking time.

Mr Pannella (NI). — (IT) Mr President, thanks to
the intervention of Mrs Bloch von Blottnitz I need not
take long over the answer, already given by her, to the
reassuring words of our friend and colleague Felice
Ippolito who obviously thinks that all is for the best in
the best of worlds. He believes that something prac-
tical can be done soon, if it has not been done already.

Mr Turner’s report is undoubtedly sensible and
rational and we can only congratulate him on his
excellent work. But that does not alter the fact that the
real problem lies elsewhere. If what we are doing
essentially today is to try and minimize the risk, and
the possible cost, to our own and future generations,
of making the wrong choice, we should also seize the
opportunity to state something with which Mr Ippolito
will, in sincerity, have to concur, namely that all the
forecasts which argued in favour of this type of
nuclear fuel — enriched uranium — were both wrong
and deceitful. Deceitful, because they were based on
supposedly accurate estimates of energy demand,
whereas experience has shown that those estimates
were fraudulent. They referred to macro- and micro-
models of industrial development which already at that

time were out of date and in computing the costs of
the uranium option they fraudulently suppressed the
costs of recycling spent fuel and of safety precautions
which are an integral part of the economics of nuclear
power.

A few days ago the Danish Government, of which in
other circumstances I am no great admirer, decided, in
effect, to go back on its nuclear option. This is a wise
decision and we feel it is becoming a matter of increas-
ing urgency for the Commission and for Parliament to
show intellectual courage and to review, in the light of
the economic experience of recent years, the premises
on which it was decided that by the year 2000, in only
15 years, nuclear power should supply 40% of our
energy requirements. If this target were to be realized,
we should find ourselves in the position of today’s
France which is already obliged to sell its surplus
power to neighbouring countries, for instance Italy, at
prices below production costs. France, what is more, is
today forced to consider the possibility of changing its
industrial development plan.

But we all know that the solution to the unemploy-
ment crisis lies not in further industrial growth but in
development of the tertiary sector and of new produc-
tive activities which are much less energy-intensive.

It follows that while, on the one hand we can praise
and support Mr Turner’s work, we must, on the other,
urgently call on the Commission and Parliament for a
review of the decisions which have already been made.
We do not wish to be alarmist in any way, but we must
come to recognize what the facts prove: that those
decisions are wrong and that they were based on inac-
curate forecasts.

Mr Glezos (S). — (GR) Dear colleagues, I feel that
man is the victim of an age-old pitfall. The knife he
used for cutting bread could at the same time kill
another human being and the fire he used for warmth
could at the same time burn him, yet he believed that
nuclear energy could be used exclusively for peaceful
purposes and not for war. For whole decades men
strove to prevent nuclear energy being used for war
purposes. Yet still the pitfall claimed its victim. Unfor-
tunately, all scientists admit that in the dumping of
waste there is absolutely no guarantee of safety, and
that this applies also to the mining, processing and
usage of uranium ores and as regards the possibility of
radioactive leakage from nuclear reactors.

As far as radioactive waste is concerned we have got
round to saying that we can store it in geological
structures, because people do not understand what is
meant by geological structures. I ask these expert
scientists: do they include alluvial rocks among the
geological structures in which we can store radioactive
waste? We also have the enormous problem of in no
circumstances being able to have a guarantee that
nuclear energy will be used solely for peaceful pur-
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poses. On top of this, scientists have lately come up
against a massive new problem. The biosphere receives
a certain amount of radiation from the sun, and its
thermostatic balance ought not to be disturbed. In
making use of nuclear energy, however, we add to the
radiation it receives. Have we weighed the consequ-
ences? I think not. I therefore appeal to all Members
not to be satisfied with half-measures but to demand a
halt to the use of nuclear energy, that research be car-
ried out and that its use be resumed only under condi-
tions of total safety.

Mrs Lentz-Cornette (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, if
we are to appreciate the need to conduct research into
the management and storage of radioactive waste, I
think we should consider a few figures.

At the end of December 1983 there were in six coun-
tries of the Community a total of 146 nuclear power
stations in service or under construction: 8 in Belgium,
61 in France, 27 in Germany, 6 in Italy, 2 in the Neth-
erlands and 42 in the United Kingdom. In a number of
countries more than 30% of the electricity produced is
nuclear in origin, nearly 50% in France. And had it
not been for this high percentage in France I think we
would have been in serious trouble and still would be
as a result of this cold weather, particularly in the
French regions, including Alsace where we are at the
moment.

Europe today is the front runner in nuclear technol-
ogy. A number of European countries, for example
France and the Federal Republic of Germany, which
were once importers of nuclear technology, are now
exporters.

Given that nuclear energy occupies a prime position in
the European and world economic order, the prob-
lems of waste management and storage are extremely
important. It is thus vital that the programmes begun
within a Community framework should be continued.
And we are glad to see a new dimension to interna-
tional cooperation in the form of burial — the matter
has been widely enough discussed — in salt, clay or
basalt.

In order to protect man and this environment we must
cooperate and deal with the radioactivity of waste
materials. The main sources of radioactive waste are
all nuclear power stations and the various plants
involved in the fuel cycle, but there are also laborato-
ries, research centres, industrial plants and hospitals. A
new source, and one which will be an enormous one,
is the future decommissioning and dismantling of
nuclear plants.

Most members of the Committee on the Environment
approve of this third research programme, since it will
enable the best possible solutions to be arrived at
jointly for the treatment, processing and final storage
of radioactive waste. And I ought to say here that the

report presented by Mrs Bloch von Blottnitz was
rejected by the majority of our Committee on the
Environment, which is why it has been appended, as a
minority opinion, to the excellent report by Mr Tur-
ner.

The best solution would clearly be to recycle energy
materials, a method which will in fact be used by a
Belgian and a French company which are shortly to
market a mixed uranium-plutonium fuel which can be
used in reactors powered by ordinary water. An ideal
solution would be to transform nuclear waste into
lower-level or less harmful products, but this is not
feasible in the near future.

Our Committee has declared itself opposed 1o the
dumping of nuclear waste at sea on several occasions,
and Parliament upheld this view on 25 October 1984
in Document 2-840/84. We note that this fact is not
taken up in the resolution of the Commiuee on
Energy, and we regret this. The programme speaks of
sea bed dumping. We believe, however, that it is better
to bury waste on land rather than at sea, as it will be
easier to monitor afterwards. Parliament has said yes
to the use of nuclear energy. It will naturally say yes,
100, to the research programmes which aim to make
this energy source more profitable and above all, safer.
Safer for future generations and for their environment.

Mr Seligman (ED). — Mr President, my group fully
supports the Turner report and its excellent explana-
tory statement.

1 would like first to sweep up one or two points that
have arisen in this debate. First, I would remind Mr
Ford that the Socialist Group has supported the last
two programmes in this area. Is he now going to be
inconsistent and condemn the third programme for
some reason or other? Is it something to do with the
mining problem in England or something like that?
Anyhow, I ask him to bear in mind that consistency is
important.

Mr Fitzsimons is very worried about Sellafield. He
cannot be all that worried because he has disappeared,
but he can be assured that the safety of the Irish Sea is
a major consideration and is affected obviously by the
construction of the new Thorp (Thermal oxide repro-
cessing plant) project and the reconditioning of the
old Sellafield plant. I think he can be sure that the
Irish Sea will be well looked after.

The opinion from the Committee on the Environment,
Public Health and Consumer Protection by Mrs Bloch
von Blottnitz mentions Gorleben. Was anyone in fact
injured at Gorleben? She talks about radiation, but I
don’t think in fact that there was any practical prob-
lem.

The opponents of nuclear power keep spreading fear
about the safety of nuclear waste disposal. That is their
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main weapon against nuclear power. That is why they
cast doubt on all these alternative ways of storing and
disposing of nuclear waste. Mr Ford and Mrs Bloch
von Blotnitz said that there was no solution to the
problem of permanent storage, but scientists are satis-
fied that they have found a perfectly satisfactory
long-term solution to the problem of storing high-level
waste, namely, vitrification and storage in deep geo-
logical pits. However, they do need more research to
develop and perfect these techniques and to prove
their long-term reliability. That is why I and my group
support this third five-year programme.

In the amendments to the Turner report and in the
debate which followed, there have been many fallacies.
Fallacy number one was Mr Ford saying that repro-
cessing of nuclear waste is not necessary. If we do not
concentrate high-level waste by reprocessing it, we
will need to find 33 times more storage accommoda-
tion for that high-level waste, which is only 3% of
depleted fuel rods. If Mr Ford then says that it is going
to be 25% bigger by the end of the century, multiply
33 by 25 and you have really got a big problem in stor-
ing this waste if you do not reprocess it and concen-
trate it. In America Mr Carter did stop the reprocess-
ing of nuclear waste, but America has got enormous
areas for disposal. We have not got that in Europe.
When we have finally solved the problem of the long-
term disposal of high-level waste, we shall be far ahead
of the USA in this nuclear technology.

Secondly, reprocessing is a major industry. BNFL has
2000 million pounds worth of export contracts in
hand for the next ten years, and Cogema in France is
in a similar position. Reprocessing employs
40 000 people in Europe. Nuclear power itself proba-
bly employs another 300 000.

There is another amendment saying that the cost of
the programme should be met by reducing reactor
development. As you know, we depend on nuclear
power. 16% of British electricity comes from nuclear
power. What we would do without it I do not know.
In France it is 50%, as has been said already. It is
going to be 75% by the end of the century. So an
attack on nuclear power is an attack on cheap, clean,
safe energy. It will damage the economy and increase
unemployment if we get nd of it.

Mr Kuijpers (ARC). — (NL) Mr President, there are
two major problems associated with nuclear energy,
reactor safety and radioactive waste. Where the stor-
age of radioactive waste is concerned, the protection
of the public should have priority. This safety presup-
poses that a final solution is found to the problem of
radioactive waste. This means that final storage at a
limited depth should be rejected since the waste is then
isolated from the biosphere only by its container. If
anything goes wrong with the container, the biosphere
is no longer protected.

The dumping of this waste at sea must be rejected for
the same reasons. As regards storage in geological for-.
mations, a great deal more research should be carried
out into the influence that various factors have.

In short, the protection of the health of the public is of
primary importance. Final solutions must be sought to
the problem of radioactive waste, and the benefits of
nuclear energy must at last be thoroughly reviewed
with a view to discovering lasting sources of energy.

Mr Stavrou (PPE). — (GR) Mr President, I think
that the compactness of Europe on the one hand and
the accelerating rate of growth in amounts of radioac-
tive waste on the other — as many colleagues, and in
particular the British speaker, have today emphasized
— make the known dangers more tangible in Europe
than anywhere else. I believe that these dangers may
turn out to be fatal in countries which already have a
high level of pollution and, let us not deceive our-
selves, from our experience to date we know that there
is no safe method of disposing of radioactive waste,
whether it be dumping at sea or storage in disused
mines, or any other method.

Mr President, the need to find a replacement for the
non-renewable energy sources is disputed by no one.
So I ask whether now is not the time for us to press
ahead in a systematic way with the utilization of the
so-called renewable energy sources and I am thinking
specifically of wind and solar energy which, as we
know, are in abundant supply in a great part of the
Community. I believe, Mr President, that we must
make use of the potential offered to us by wind and
solar energy without delay because these constitute a
clean and effective way of renewing energy resources.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, I should first like to say a word of thanks to the
rapporteur for his excellent report, and I am very
pleased to be able to address my first speech of this
legislative period to someone whose excellent report
has accompanied me from the previous legislature. At
the same time I should like to thank you all for the
many suggestions which have been made in the course
of the debate.

The problem of radioactive waste, and its ultimate
storage in particular, affects everyone. Public opinion
is concerned about the risk to man and the environ-
ment and people are worried about long-term safety,
irrespective of whether the threat appears to come
from their own country or from neighbouring coun-
tries. Nuclear energy is a reality in the Community.
For a long time to come it will, in the Commission’s
view, make an increasing contribution to the Com-
munity’s energy supplies. Disposal of nuclear waste is
the final stage of the fuel cycle. The problem is to
develop safe economic and technological solutions,
and also to guarantee the safety and protection of man
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and the environment. Both these tasks — the safe-
guarding of energy supplies, which also entails keep-
ing options open for those countriés for which nuclear
energy is not yet a viable alternative, and the safety of
man and the environment — are the aims of the pro-
gramme which we are discussing today.

Since 1975 all the important work on disposal of
radioactive waste in the Community has been comple-
mented and coordinated through our own joint
research programme. The previous programmes prod-
uced good results. This was confirmed by the auditors,
who systematically evaluate the success of all Com-
munity programmes. They unreservedly praised the
programme from the point of view of its aims and
scientific quality, especially the quality of the results.
Neither did they have any criticism of the manage-
ment. But in the nature of things this task is a long-
term one.

The previous programmes concentrated on the econo-
mic and technical aspects, but a start was made on sys-
tematic development and provision of suitable ultimate
storage sites. Disposal of low level waste is well adv-
anced. By the end of the century we must be ready to
introduce technological resources for the disposal of
high-level waste. The solution to this problem has to
be based on accurate knowledge of geological condi-
tions. This knowledge cannot be acquired in the short
term, the complexity of the subject matter calls for
continuing research over a long period. For this reason
the current twelve-year Community action plan, which
runs from 1980 to 1992 and is concerned with
radioactive waste, aims to provide the long-term
framework for the continuation of Community action.
The action programme envisages that the Community
will receive regular information on the position
regarding disposal in its territory. This meets one of
the demands of the rapporteur and one which was rei-
terated by many speakers during the debate.

A first report was drawn up in 1983. It clearly shows
that the technical knowledge acquired over a period of
ten years does offer theoretical solutions to the prob-
lems of the treatment and ultimate storage of radioac-
tive waste. The 1983 report did indicate, however, that
in a new phase the results obtained in the laboratory
had to be translated into realistic pilot schemes and
confirmed by them.

This new dimension is incorporated in the new
research programme which is now being submitted to
you for an opinion. In addition to the continuation of
various research tasks it is also planned to carry out in
situ experiments to demonstrate ultimate storage in
different geological formations. These in situ experi-
ments are to be carried out at various locations in the
Community and have the support of the Member
States concerned. They are intended to provide prac-
tical evidence of ultimate storage. The rapporteur,
quite rightly, attached particular importance to this
section of the programme. It is in fact a political effort

and not just an important research effort. The pro-
gramme is, therefore, also a reply to the request from
this House, expressed in the resolution of 18 January
1984 in association with Mrs Walz’s report on the ulti-
mate storage of radioactive waste and the reprocessing
of spent fuel elements.

In conclusion I should like to examine one further
point, which was also stressed by the rapporteur,
namely the need for widespread cooperation beyond
the frontiers of the Community. International cooper-
ation, both bilaterally and within the OECD, is an
integral part of our programme. It also gives the Com-
munity access to the results of scientific research in all
the Western industrialized countries and is essential if
the aims set by the programme are to be achieved on
time.

Of the proposed amendments the Commission is able
to accept Amendments 1 to 3,610 9, 13, 17 to 19 and
24, It is unable to accept the others for various rea-
sons, including the fact that some are not part of the
programme.

Mr Turner (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, I am
delighted that Commissioner Narjes is now in charge
of high technology and research. From our experience
of him in the past I look forward to great strides for-
ward in that field.

I hope that Mr Ford will reconsider very carefully the
advice he gives to his group. He raised the question of
vitrification. Now that is thoroughly studied in the
proposals put forward, which go into the question of
whether vitrification s the best way and what are its
weaknesses. He raised the question of natural barriers.
That is thoroughly studied in all the proposals put for-
ward. He raised doubt about clay. That is what the
Mol experiment is all about. Finally, he raised ques-
tions about the monitoring of geologically buried
waste. Now that is all covered in part B, where the
three options — Asse, Mol and granite — are exam-
ined. Clearly, when one sees what happens there, one
is going to get the ability to monitor.

Finally, he mentioned the question of recovery. We
accepted the amendment he put forward himself that
there should be a study of means for recovery in the
event of breakdown. Now what we are saying is that
those studies will cover all his worries. He is now add-
ing a further requirement that there must be the ability
to recover in all future cases. But that surely is going
0o far, because this is only a research programme. It
is not a plan for the future development of European
energy. It is a research programme to give guidance
after the programme is over. So I ask him to recon-
sider seriously his advice to his group. I hope he will
support the report tomorrow.

President. — I declare the debate closed.
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The vote will take place at the next voting time.

6. Controlled thermonuclear fusion

President. — The next item is a report (Doc. 2-1330/
84), by Mr Salzer, drawn up on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Energy, Research and Technology on

the proposals from the Commission of the Coun-
cil (Doc. 1-342/84 — COM(84) 271 fin)

I. for a Council decision adopting a research and
training programme (1985-89) in the field of ther-
monuclear fusion

II. for a Council decision complementing Council
Decision 84/1/Euratom, EEC, of 22 December
1983 — realization of a tritium handling labora-

tory.

Mr Silzer (PPE), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President,
in this present industrial age we are, not for the first
time, consuming more raw materials than can be
replaced by natural regeneration. We need only think
of the progressive depletion of wood supplies, particu-
larly in the Mediterranean area, in earlier centuries. At
the present time we are experiencing the very radical
depletion of fossil fuels and uranium supplies. It is
therefore natural and understandable for researchers
to try to open up new sources of raw materials, parti-
cularly those for energy production, which are renew-
able, i.e. which are available in more or less unlimited
quantities.

In the Community we are repeatedly occupied with
conservative projects involving renewable energy
sources. This includes in particular efforts to use wind,
water, solar and geothermal energy to satisfy energy
requirements as well as using a specially prepared
biomass. We all know that if these ambitious schemes
become reality in the Community, by the end of the
century we shall perhaps be in a position to cover 6, 8
or perhaps 10% of our energy requirements in this
way. But these are all figures, and more hope than
reality. Nevertheless we all know that the problem of
energy consumption primarily affects the developing
countries, not the industrialized ones, because of the
increasing world population, especially in regions
where there is little industrial development. Several
decades ago this familiar scenario led people to ask the
interesting question whether it might not be possible to
bring the sun’s fire to earth. So that this should not
remain just a dream, scientists in many countries set to
work and examined the physical foundations of solar
energy production, to see whether it could be reprod-
uced on earth.

The result — as you all know — was research-into
nuclear fusion. We have been able to make considera-

ble progress in this area in the last five years, but we
already know that even if we continue to pursue
research into nuclear fusion with the necessary dedica-
tion and at considerable cost, we shall probably only
be in a position really to exploit this possible source of
energy thirty or forty years hence. We must recognize
— and I have tried to make this clear in my report —
that there is a very real risk that this ambitious project
will come to naught, because we cannot be certain that
research and development will actually lead to the
objective which man has set. We know only one thing:
in the situation in which we find ourselves today, it is
obvious that even if there is no increase in world popu-
lation, which — as you all know — is pure delusion,
we are today consuming irresponsibly the energy
resources which later generations will need simply to
survive. That is why it is our very special duty to take
the necessary precautions now, so that when the
energy shortfall becomes dramatically apparent, our
grandchildren will have the resources which will give
them a chance of survival in this world. If fusion
research does produce viable results, those results
would "be capable of resolving a sizeable part of our
energy supply problems, because nuclear energy is a
renewable, alternative form of energy in a revolution-
ary sense, and not just in the conservative sense of
exploiting the possibilities already mentioned.

Above all though, it could be available in quantities
which, in view of the demand, provide a reasonable
answer to the requirements posed. We can already be
sure that, by comparison with nuclear fission, fusion
energy has the inestimable advantage of reducing the
potential hazard from radioactivity several-fold. Some
people mention a factor of a hundred, others a factor
of twenty. It will be somewhere between these two val-
ues, which indicates that, even in the most unfavour-
able circumstances, the potential hazard is extraordi-
narily low. But we run the risk of not being able to say
now definitely that fusion research actually leads to
technically viable and economically feasible applica-
tions. Like many scientists and practical experts, I have
estimated the risk and can with a clear conscience
speak in favour of continuing our fusion programme:
in my opinion, it is a calculated risk, in which the pros
so far outweigh the cons, that anyone who is thinking
of future generations and acting politically has no
other alternative.

We, the European Community, can be proud of the
fact that Europe today occupies a leading position
worldwide in the development of nuclear fusion,
which was not the case two or three years ago. The
size of the project and the considerable resources
which have to be found over the next two decades
mean that we should not abuse that position by trying
to leave others behind. We should in fact exploit it to
pursue projects on which negotiations had reached the
point of signature years ago, with America and Japan,
but also with the Soviet Union — the newest develop-
ments this year give us some hope of this. I am think-
ing of one of the next fusion installations, which is
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already a technological generation further advanced,
the so-called Intor project. This is a good example of
international cooperation from the point of view of a
sensible application of resources, but also as evidence
that nations are capable of and ready for peaceful
coexistence above ideological frontiers.

According to the report and the Commission’s propo-
sal we also have to consider the construction of a tri-
tium laboratory. As rapporteur I — like the great
majority of the Committee — consider that at the
present stage of development a tritium laboratory of
this kind is needed urgently. We have experience of
handling tritium as a result of military research in the
UK and France. But the results obtained from han-
dling tritium for purely military purposes are not ade-
quate for non-military purposes, as all the experts con-
firm. We have to set a high level of safety require-
ments to protect the population. But on the other hand
we must have free and unrestricted access to the
necessary technical and physical data.

Let me just say one thing in conclusion, Mr President.
The existing state of fusion research in the European
Communities shows clearly that if the members of the
Community pool their economic and intellectual pow-
ers, we are capable at any time of taking up the chal-
lenge and occupying a leading position internationally.
Thus the research and development programme in the
field of nuclear fusion is not only a great opportunity
of solving the energy problems of the next millenium,
it is also a sign of hope, in that the peoples of Europe
have a great future, if they come together to pool their
potential and their capabilities.

Mr Seligman (ED). — Mr President, on a point of
order, Amendment No 8 is attributed to the Com-
mittee on Energy, Research and Technology, when it
should in fact be attributed to Mrs Bloch von Blout-
nitz. This is rather an important fact. The Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology did not ask for
a 90% reduction in expenditure on nuclear fusion.
This should be known to the whole Chamber.

Mr Linkohr (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen! The Socialist Group will, as before, vote in
favour of the ‘Fusion’ research programme. I should
like to thank the rapporteur, Mr Silzer, once again for
the trouble which he has taken to incorporate critical
opinions in his report as well.

The fusion programme seems to me a good example of
what European research can do when it wants to
produce a joint programme. The fact that this is so
successful in the case of fusion research is almost cer-
tainly because to a large extent it is possible for the
project to develop autonomously — i.e. independently
of the competent bureaucracy. I can only recommend
this procedure for other research projects and other
centres in the Community. Its success is almost cer-

tainly also due to the fact that we have a multiannual
plan, which means continuity of research.

I think it is an extraordinarily good thing that there is
international cooperation on the fusion programme. I
could wish that the United States would follow the
European example and make the transfer of technol-
ogy a matter for scientists and not the defence depart-
ment. [ would also make cooperation with the United
States subject to the transfer of technology taking
place in both directions.

In the case of this — very expensive — project it is
important for there to be public dialogue, which
means that the results of the research have to be made
available for public discussion, because it is clear that
— however great the euphoria may be on one side or
the other — we are groping around in the dark. None
of us can say whether what we are doing now at such
expense will be viewed as optimistically in 20, 30 or
40 years time by those who come after us.

Since no-one knows what will happen, I think it
important that we surround fusion technology with a
public dialogue and do not exclude the public from the
discoveries which are being made here. I should like to
give two examples of our inability to extrapolate into
the future: five years before Otto Hahn and Fritz
Strassmann split the uranium atom, Ernest Ruther-
ford, who had displayed an atomic model in public as
early as 1912, had said that the discoveries being made
in atomic physics could never make any contribution
towards solving world energy problems. Five years
later came the proof that it was in fact in some sense
possible.

Or take the problem of the build-up of CO, in the
atmosphere: I can quite well imagine that in two or
three years time there could be a very nervous debate
here in Parliament on the build-up of CO, in the
atmosphere — a debate which, at that time, will be
pushed aside, because we do not know enough about
it. That is why I think it important that we create a
public for this research project — and that we be able
to apply the brake at any time if things go wrong, or if
the hazards are greater than the potential benefit.

There is another point which should not be last sight
of. Let us assume that in 40 or 50 years time we are in
fact capable of constructing a fusion power station —
it would mean a highly centralized energy supply,
because experience so far indicates that a fusion plant
will be substanuially larger than a present-day light
water reactor. That would entail quite different energy
supply structures and we should have to ask whether
we in fact wanted them. Perhaps we would prefer to
have a decentralized power supply. This is a matter
which is not being discussed here, and can of course
not be discussed, because we have nothing to hand
and sull do not know what such a power station will

look like.
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Finally permit me to explore a point which — I say it
quite openly — I find difficult: the tritium laboratory.
The Council of 13 December 1983 made provision for
‘Projects of European importance’ in the budget of the
Joint Research Centre and earmarked 12.5 million
ECU for it. ‘Projects of European importance’ — one
could imagine many things which that might mean
without getting an inkling of what the Council’s
motives were. The motive behind it, as we now know,
was almost certainly the construction of a tritium
laboratory at Ispra, one of our research centres. I have

nothing against Ispra — my fellow members know
that — and also think that we must master tritium
techniques. What does worry me — 1 say it quite

openly — is the procedure, and the fact that it was
said, ‘It must go there’, without any consideration
being given, for example, to whether a laboratory
could be constructed somewhere else, or without there
being detailed consideration of the safety conditions to
be met. As far as I know adequate consideration was
not given to the British and French offers to make
their experience in handling tritium available to the
Community, and I have read in a declaration by the
British and French delegates from 1982 that such an
offer was made to the Commission at that time.

Let me say once again: I am not against a tritium
laboratory in principle — we probably need one. But I
think it important for this question to be examined
much more carefully than in the past. Above all we in
Parliament would like information about the talks
which have been held with the British and the French
— e.g. in Paris on 17 December 1984 — and whether
anything new transpired which could be important for
our decision here.

President. — The debate will resume tomorrow morn-
ing since we have now to proceed to the next item on
the agenda.

IN THE CHAIR: MR NORD

Vice-President

7. Action taken on the opinions of Parliament

President. — The next item is the Commission state-
ment on the action taken on the opinions and resolu-
tions of the European Parliament.!

Mr Simmonds (ED). — Mr President, I understand
from the Commission that its report does not contain
this month’s comments on legislative matters discussed

1 See Annex.

in last month’s part-session, but that there will be a
report made next month to Parliament.

My question related to the Gautier report on competi-
tion policy and, most particularly, to the subsidies that
were being given to the horticulture industry in Hol-
land. I wish to ask what progress has been made to
rectify this situation which was adversely affecting my
constituents.

However, Mr President, I have been assured by the
Commission that an answer to my question will be
forthcoming before next month’s part-session. There-
fore, I am happy for the Commission not to reply this
afternoon.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) A remark and a question to
Mr Simmonds: I note in the meantime that the Com-
mission has once again initiated proceedings under
Article 92 against the Netherlands. I believe that to be
in our interest. But now for my question to the Com-
mission with regard to the December part-session,
namely how and on what kind of time scale the Com-
mission intends to take a decision on the motions for
amendments which Parliament adopted on the guide-
lines for lead in petrol and the guidelines for vehicle
emission standards. [ should be grateful if we could
have a more detailed indication of what action the
Commission intends to take. ’

Mr Clinton Davis, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, first of all may I say that I am indeed grate-
ful for the opportunity to offer an expression of view
about this extremely important matter, and it gives me
the first opportunity that [ have to address this Parlia-
ment. I think it is to be underlined that the issues that
the honourable Member has referred to are of the
utmost gravity and significance.

The issues covered by the Sherlock report are signifi-
cant from a number of points of view — for example,
protection of the environment and human health, from
the point of view of conservation of energy, from the
point of view of the well-being of major industrial sec-
tors, particularly those sectors which are engaged in
the production of motor vehicles and also in relation
to petroleum refining. Another point of significance is
that which relates to the maintenance of the unity of
the common market which was underlined by the
President in his address.

The European Council in Dublin called for an agree-
ment on Community guidelines for the reduction of
lead in petrol and for vehicle emissions. It also plans to
undertake substantial and substantive discussions on
environmental issues for the meeting it is proposing to
hold in Brussels at the end of March. In the weeks
before the European Council, the Environment Coun-
cil will return to the questions of atmospheric poliu-
tion and, in particular, the two items covered by the
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Sherlock report, namely lead in petrol and exhaust gas
emissions from motor vehicles. To this end, it has set
up a high-level working group to examine the problem
of exhaust gas emissions and to report at the end of
January. It is the hope of the Commission that it will
in fact take decisions.

Many of the issues related to lead in petrol and motor
vehicle emissions are obviously closely linked. This has
always been recognized by the Commission and
indeed by Parliament. Consequently, we must be
wary, for all the reasons that I gave at the very begin-
ning, lest changes in position on say lead in petrol
make more difficult appropriate Community solutions
on exhaust gas emissions. But we must have at the
front of our minds that these proposals deal only with
one aspect of the overall attempt to reduce atmos-
pheric pollution.

The Council in March will also be considering the
Commission’s proposal on reduced emissions from
large combustion plants, the subject of the report by
Mrs Schleicher. Here I shall also be determined to
work in order to achieve rapid progress, which I am
sure is the will of Parliament. There are other actions
necessary in order to tackle atmospheric pollution and
the Commission is already pledged to make proposals
very shortly.

What I want to stress is that this Commission shares
the view of Parliament that the Community as a com-
munity needs to act speedily in this area in order to —
as the President put it — achieve credibility.

To return to the question of the follow-up to the Sher-
lock report, I shall in fact be meeting the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection of this Parliament at the end of January. It
will be our intention at that meeting to discuss our
future work, and by that time we shall be in a better
position to judge the possibility of progress on motor
vehicle emissions as a result of the work of the high-
level group.

Parliament will know well the Council’s position on
both the issues covered by the Sherlock report. I am
aware of your views and we aim to present proposals
towards the end of the month, and I undertake to
keep this House fully informed.

May I just say this in conclusion: I look forward to
working constructively with Parliament in the envi-
ronmental field and, indeed, in all the fields for which
I have responsibility. Positive results here are abso-
lutely central to the concept of a citizen’s Europe and
to the partnership between industrial progress and
maintaining, indeed improving, the quality of life in
our society. I shall be accessible and receptive as far as
this Parliament in concerned to ensure that we always
have an effective dialogue.

(Applause)

Mr Sherlock (ED). — Mr President, I merely want to
say that that was a fuller and more welcome report
than I could ever have expected at this stage. I should
like, in welcoming Mr Clinton Davis both to the Par-
liament and especially to the Committee on the Envi-
ronment, Public Health and Consumer Protection, to
say that I accept his reassurance of the earnest intent
that he has already displayed and of his determination
to act with speed. High-level is one thing, speed is
another. Thank you so much, Commissioner.

Mr Seligman (ED). — Mr President, we have lost ten
minutes of Question Time. Will you add it on?

President. — I shall see what I can do. As you know, it
is not only our decision.

8. Question Time

President. — The next item is the first part of Ques-
tion Time (Doc. 2-1366/84).

We begin with questions to the Commission.

As they deal with the same subject, the following ques-
tions will be taken together.

Question No 1 by Mr Marck (H-286/84):
Subject: Price of natural gas

I was astonished to hear that the price of natural
gas supplied to the horticultural sector in the
Netherlands was reduced by 10% on 1 October
1984. This is in breach of the agreement reached
between the Commission and the Netherlands
Government in 1982. Can the Commission say
what action it intends to take against this distor-
tion of competition?

Question No 19 by Mr Bocklet (H-466/84):

Subject: New special natural gas tariffs for the
horticultural sector in the Netherlands

When it set the prices for natural gas in Septem-
ber 1984, the Netherlands ‘Gasunie’ once again
granted preferential tariffs to the horticultural sec-
tor, which are creating serious distortions in the
competition with the horticulture of the other
Member States.

What steps has the Commission taken to deter the
Netherlands from breaching the EEC Treaty in
this way, and what lessons has it drawn from its
experiences with the infringement proceedings
instituted in 1982 on the same subject, following
the failure of the Netherlands Government to
honour in full the assurances it gave at the time?
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Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) The
Commission was informed by the Netherlands govern-
ment that Landbouwschap Gasunie had concluded a
new contract relating to the price of supplies of natural
gas for the period 1. 10. 1984 to 1. 10. 1985. During its
last sessions the previous Commission had already
examined all available documents relating to this pre-
ferential tanif and came to the conclusion that the
resultant financial advantage had to be regarded as a
subsidy. It decided to open proceedings against the
Netherlands in accordance with Article 93 para-
graph 2. In its view the establishment of this new tarif
is contrary to the agreement of 29. 7. 1982, which laid
down parallel pricing for supplies of natural gas to the
horticulwral sector and supplies of natural gas to
industry.

Mr Marck (PPE). — (NL) I am grateful to the Com-
mission for this explanation. I should just like to ask if
the measures it may be considering will also result in
the retroactive withdrawal of these advantages to the
Dutch horticultural sector, because we are talking
about an advantage of probably 13 to 14% over its
COMmpetitors.

Mr Narjes. — (DE) The Commission is aware of this
matter. If I am correct, it is already being discussed in
the current negotiations with the Netherlands. Should
the discussions not reach any conclusion, this question
will have to be clarified by the European Court of Jus-
tice.

Mr De Gucht (L). — (NL) I should like to take up
this point. It is not the first time that the Commission
has had difficulty with Nederlandse Gasunie over gas
prices. Does the Commission not think that it is now
high time for action to be taken against these abuses
before the Court of Justice? If we have to wait several
months before effective steps are taken, a great deal of
time will again be lost. It seems a very clear-cut case to
me. Why does the Commission not bring it before the
Court of Justice of the European Communities
straight away?

(Applause)

Mr Narjes. — (DE) I sympathize with your question,
but I must point out that the Commission’s letter to
the Netherlands was sent off on 27 November, the
reply was received on 21 December, further talks were
held on 8 January and we are at present trying do
decide as quickly as possible what decision should be
taken. We cannot simply take action against a govern-
ment merely on suspicion, there have to be concrete
infringements; but when there have been proved to be
concrete infringements the problems of retrospective
effect will also be taken into consideration.

Mrs Larive-Groenendaal (L). — (NL) Three brief
questions, Mr Commissioner. Is it is not true to say
that everyone is free to conclude a contract with Ned-
erlandse Gasunie stipulating the same price for his
French, German or British large-scale horticultural
consumers as that paid by Dutch market-gardeners?

Secondly, does the Commissioner not feel that the dis-
tortion of competition to which Dutch market-gar-
deners are exposed as a result of the pollution of the
Rhine should be considered in the assessment of this
matter? I think it is a scandal that Dutch market-gar-
deners should be forced to invest enormous amounts
of money because across the border, despite all the
agreements that have been reached, all kinds of muck
is still being dumped in the Rhine."

Thirdly and finally, if the Commission takes action,
should it be aimed at this one, specific category or
should account not also be taken, for example, of the
recent measures taken in favour of German farmers,
who are being granted all kinds of VAT concessions?

Mr Narjes. — (DE) The lady member has raised three
different problems. Firstly, the question of Gasunie’s
ability to conclude contracts. In principle there is no
objection to it. The problem — as the earlier proceed-
ings against Gasunie showed — is that this is a para-
state utility and its contracts are in the nature of tarifs.
Because of this, as you know, proceedings were taken
against the Netherlands in 1981/82 and there was
considerable controversy.

The second question does not seem to me to be very
relevant in this context. The pollution of the Rhine by
salt and the distortions of competition in the horticul-
tural sector are too far apart for it to be construed as
grounds for not taking action for contravention of the
Treaty under Article 92(2).

Third comment: if there are complaints about inad-
missible aid to German horticulture, which the Com-
mission does not know about, we should be very
grateful if they could be referred to us.

President. — Four British Members of the European
Democratic Group have asked to speak, and accord-
ing to the Rules, I may call just one of them. Follow-
ing the order in which they notified their wish to
speak, those Members are Mr Simmonds, Mr Selig-
man, Mr Welsh and Mr Howell. One of them may
speak. If the other three have no objections, I shall call
the one who gave his name first, and that is Mr Sim-
monds.

Mr Seligman (ED). — I am sure I speak on behalf of
all my colleagues in Britain.

President. — Excuse me, Mr Seligman, but I called
Mr Simmonds as he was the first. Perhaps he will
agree that you should speak in his place.
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Mr Seligman (ED). — Mr Simmonds is a good friend
of mine, and his name sounds like mine!

(Laugbhter)

The concern here is for retrospective action. The
Dutch started this in October and it took until Decem-
ber/January before any action was started. By the time
it is completed the Dutch will have had a whole season
of cheap energy, selling tomatoes and flowers in Brit-
ain and other places, with no action being taken. You
must get some effective retrospective action on this.

Mr Narjes. — (DE) 1 can only repeat what I said just
now: the Commission is aware of the urgency of this
matter. My colleague, Franz Andriessen, who has res-
ponsibility for these matters, once again explained to
the Press yesterday, that he will act as quickly as possi-
ble and that it is in fact only a matter of days until the
Commission reaches its decision. We have learnt from
the experience of the previous case that quarterly ac-
tion drawn out over a period of months can in fact
lead to disequilibrium and economic distortions.

Mrs Lizin (S). — (FR) In the reply he has just given
to Mr De Gucht the Commissioner let slip the notion
of retrospective effect. I believe — and I am not the
only one to have said this — that the passage of time
creates difficulties, not only in those sectors related to
horticulture. In Hainaut, for example, a large coal
chemicals company has experienced difficulties, and
still does today, as a result of this policy of the Com-
mission and its paralysis or lack of action.

How does the Commissioner envisage this retroactive
effect? Will the Commission ask for the losses sus-
tained by the companies in question during the current
period to be assessed and compensation provided for
in the Court’s judgment?

Mr Narjes. — (DE) The Commission is now conduct-
ing, and will continue to conduct, negotiations with
the Netherlands government about ending these dis-
criminatory tarifs. The question of civil actions for
damages will only arise if there is no retrospective
effect and only then will it be possible to answer the
lady member’s question.

Mr Fanton (RDE). — (FR) The Commissioner has
just made one or two allusions to precedent. He said
just now to his immediate neighbour that one should
not act on suspicions. Every year, or every winter, the
Government of the Netherlands repeats the offence. It
counts on the Commission’s inertia to see it through
till March. Then the matter rests and we start all over
again in October.

Does the Commission not think it would be a good
idea to start proceedings on 1 October so that we do

not have to wait till spring before arriving at the con-
clusion that there is no longer any point in doing any-
thing?

Mr Narjes. — (DE) I understand the concern behind
this question. My previous comment concerned the
general question of whether one can take proceedings
against a potential offender on grounds of suspicion.
My answer was, no, there have to be concrete in-
fringements. In the present case my references to the
years 1981 and 1982 were intended to convey that
everything in dispute was discussed at that time and
that the relevant sectors of competition in Belgium and
Germany were substantially damaged by the long
drawn out nature of the discussions.

In the light of this experience we are fully aware there-
fore of the necessity of acting fast, as my colleague Mr
Andriessen has already stressed.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Is the Commissioner aware
that the question of split gas tarifs also has a negative
effect on the rest of the European fertiliser industry?
My second question: in the Report on Competition
Policy, which Parliament approved in December, there
1s one paragraph which calls on the Commission to
recover and to pay into the Community budget, aid
granted illegally, as is the case here, where the Com-
mission has instituted proceedings in accordance with
Articles 92 and 93. Has the Commission already con-
sidered this question?

Mr Narjes. — (DE) The question of the effects on
industrial activity of gas tarifs which distort competi-
tion 1s a special problem, which has no direct bearing
on horticulture or on the precedents mentioned.

We are of course aware of the second question. If I
could just refer to Mrs Lizin’s question: the injured
parties gain nothing when money is paid into the
Community’s coffers. They would of course like to
have compensation themselves.

President. — Question No 2 by Mr Fitzsimons (H-
296/84):

Subject: 1986 — European Road Safety Year

In view of the fact that the EEC’s Transport Min-
isters have agreed to designate 1986 as European
Road Safety year, will the Commission indicate
what special proposals it hopes to see put forward
for young people and the elderly?

Mr Clinton Davis, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission has just sent a communication to the
Council setting down its first thoughts on the content
of Road Safety Year 1986. This suggests that further
research into ways of improving safety for the young
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and the elderly would be a valuable part of the Com-
munity’s work in this area.

As the new Commissioner responsible for transport,
may I add that I take the issue of road safety very ser-
iously; ways must be found to reduce the appallingly
high numbers of people killed and injured on Europe’s
roads, not least in the honourable Member’s own
country, and, of course, the young and the elderly are
particularly at risk. This is a matter which will occupy
my fullest attention in the months ahead as we prepare
for Road Safety Year 1986.

Mr Fitzsimons (RDE). — First of all, may I wish the
Commissioner well in his task ahead?

In view of the tragic situation in Ireland, where more
than half of the children who die in accidents are
killed in traffic accidents and, indeed, a high propor-
tion of elderly people as well, would the Commission
not agree that there is 2 need for a massive informa-
tion campaign aimed at lowering significantly these
appalling staustics, and will the new Commission give
a commitment that it will take action immediately in
the matter?

Mr Clinton Davis. — I thank the honourable gentle-
man for his good wishes — I certainly need them! I
am very much aware of the problem to which he has
alluded. I would add that I have a personal reason for
saying that, in that my own mother was seriously
injured in a road accident some two years ago. The
whole purpose of the road safety programme that we
are envisaging is to draw attention to the gravity of the
problem, and, more than that, 1o invest the pro-
gramme with a number of important proposals which I
shall be announcing in due course. I am grateful to the
honourable Member for referring to this important
matter.

Mr Moorhouse (ED). — May I offer my own wishes
to Mr Clinton Davis for success in his new role as
Commissioner responsible for transport?

Coach safety is a matter of great concern these days
following a number of recent accidents on the road
leading to many deaths and injuries throughout the
Community. Would, therefore, the Commissioner
indicate what plans, if any, he has to take action on a
Community-wide basis to improve safety for coach
travellers, who particularly include young people and
the elderly?

Mr Clinton Davis. — I am grateful to the honourable
Member for his good wishes. I must not receive too
many good wishes from the right, because my creden-
tials may be in jeopardy.

The points raised by the honourable gentleman are
very important indeed and go to the very heart of our

thinking on this Road Safety Year. We are going to
look, among other matters, at the design and road-
worthiness of motor vehicles, including coaches. We
shall also be examining coach drivers’ hours and res-
ponsibilities. One of the things which I personally not-
iced outside Westminister Abbey a few weeks ago was
the proliferation of coach drivers who also act as tour
guides, and I am not sure that those two things are
compatible.

Mrs Dury (S). — (FR) When a particular year is for-
mally given over to a specific problem or category of
people, there is always the danger that that problem or
category will be forgotten in subsequent years. A case
in point is the Year of Disabled Persons. It appears
that efforts on their behalf are now declining.

I would like to ask the Commissioner if, in this Road
Safety Year 1986, he intends to consider anew the case
of the physically disabled. For them, mobility, suitable
vehicles and parking facilities and the ability to get
about in safety are very real problems.

Mr Clinton Davis. — The honourable lady has made a
very important contribution. Looking at the whole
area of road safety, one cannot exclude anybody. The
question addressed to me related to the young and the
elderly in particular, but we must also, of course,
examine the position of the handicapped.

As to assessing the value of a road safety year, I can-
not agree with the honourable lady that this necessar-
ily means promoting specific programmes during one
year and then forgetting about the whole thing after-
wards. I think it is important to emphasize the value of
a programme of this kind, but also the necessity for
continuity in the precautions that have to be taken and
the advances that have to be made.

Mr Cryer (S). — Mr Clinton Davis has my good
wishes for an effective period of office.

I should like to ask him about freight transport. As he
well appreciates road haulage vehicles are particularly
intimidating to young people and the elderly. Freight
vehicles are involved in a very high proportion of
fatalities in both those categories. Could he say what
has happened to the proposed directive for the
increase of road vehicle weights from 38 to 40 tonnes?
Wouldn’t it be ironic if in Road Safety Year 1986
heavier road vehicles were introduced into the Com-
munity with only a temporary derogation for the
United Kimgdom? Wouldn’t such a vehicle weight
increase be a betrayal of the assurances which the
Secretary of State for Transport gave to the House of
Commons when the United Kingdom went up to
38 wonnes in 1983? I would be grateful for his com-
ments and I hope that he will share my belief that we
do not want any heavier vehicles on the roads. We
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actually want to shift some freight from the roads onto
the railways.

Mr Clinton Davis. — Mr Cryer, who was an old par-
liamentary colleague and friend of mine in the days
when we were both in another place, will realize, of
course, the sensitivity of the issue that he has raised. It
is a matter to which I must give close consideration. I
think that it would be wrong of me to produce on the
spur of the moment a definitive reply to the question
that he has just raised. What I will undertake to do is
to ensure that the matters to which he has alluded will
receive my very close attention.

Mr Wijsenbeek (L). — Wishing the Commissioner
* well a litle more from the centre than the gentleman
at my right, I nevertheless would like to ask him if he
does not think that all these questions and all his
answers to them are a matter of, as the Germans say,
kurieren am Symptom. Is it not rather a question of
improving transport infrastructure in the Community,
and especially the infrastructure and the appalling
state of the small roads on which heavy lorries have to
drive in the country where the Commissioner comes
from?

Mr Clinton Davis. — The honourable gentleman is
quite right. I am receiving, I am glad o say, support
from a very wide geographical spectrum, which is nice.
I do not know how long it will all last.

The point made by the honourable gentleman is, of

course, one which impinges upon road safety. Every- .

thing we have heard today will fall within our consid-
eration for this very important road safety year. The
question of unsatisfactory infrastructure and the need
to remedy it is not entirely within my hands or those
of this Parliament, but obviously we have to concen-
trate on it.

Mrs Seibel-Emmerling (S). — (DE) Commissioner,
1985 is not only Road Safety Year, it is also European
Youth Year. Does the Commissioner see any possibil-
ity of using the programmes which have been pub-
lished for European Youth Year for road safety pur-
poses, and can he envisage how the various pro-
grammes of the countries of the Community, which
are being developed in European Youth Year, could
be coordinated with this aim in mind, so that for
example adequate empbhasis is given to the speed limit,
especially in built-up areas. I draw attention to the first
part of the question, namely the special situation of
young people, who form the major part of numbers of
persons killed in road accidents.

Mr Clinton Davis. — I did try to say at the very outset
of my remarks that, because the question concerns
specifically young and elderly people, we propose to

give emphasis to those two areas, but, of course, we
have to cover the whole spectrum of road safety.

As to the linkage between International Youth Year
people and the Road Safety Year, that is a mauer we
will look at. I think we have to recognize that the two
have their own separate emphases, though there may
be connecting links. What I can say is that I am relia-
bly informed — when the honourable lady speaks
about the links between the two years — that in fact
1986 will follow 1985.

President. — As they deal with the same subject, the
following questions will be taken together.

Question No 3 by Mr De Pasquale (H-560/84)! :

Subject: Misuse and diversion of EAGGF funds
in Sicily by the Mafia

Recent investigations by the legal authorities in
Sicily have disclosed that further very serious
crimes have been committed in connection with
the allocation of Community financial aid.

Offences have been committed not only by private
individuals, but also by certain public authorities
and agencies. These include:

— fraudulent practices by the ESA (Agriculwral
Development Agency) in connection with the
granting of aid for durum wheat and olive oil;

— the payment of a distillation premium for
wine adulterated in a distillery in Partinico;

— fraud and corruption by APAS (Association
of Sicilian Citrus Fruit producers) in connec-
tion with the withdrawal of fruit and vegeta-
bles in Catania.

The current investigations are now making it quite
apparent — and the facts are accordingly being
brought to the notice of the general public — that
there are very serious cases of collusion between the
mafia, a number of local administrators, certain super-
visory bodies and certain processing industries, whose
purpose is the fraudulent diversion of Community
contributions, to the detriment of Sicilian agricultural
producers.

The Commission is therefore asked to answer the fol-
lowing questions:

1. To what extent has the Commission fulfilled -
the obligations placed upon it by Article 9(2)
of Regulation (EEC) 729/70 and by sub-
sequent Community legislation? in respect of
contributions from the EAGGF Guarantee

1 Former oral question with debate (0-79/84), converted
into a question for Question Time.

2 Regulations (EEC) 283/72 (O] L 36 of 10. 2. 1972) and
1697/79 (Art. 9); Directive 77/435.
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Section and, in particular, in respect of the
audits and documentary checks relating to
those contributions?

2. Does the Commission still believe that it is
enough for the Commission’s staff to work
closely with the Italian Government! for the
purpose of detecting and suppressing fraud?

3. If such collaboration has taken place, can the
Commission give a detailed report on the
results obtained?

4. In view of the scale and the seriousness of the
operations described, would the Commission
not agree that it is high time that measures of
an independent and a more general nature
were adopted?

5. What kind of pressure does the Commission
intend to bring to bear on the Council to
induce it to strengthen its supervisory powers,
the need for which has been strongly emphas-
ized by the European Parliament??

Question No 4 by Mr Molinari (H-561/84)3:

Subject: The use of EEC structural funds in Italy,
especially in Sicily

Considering that in many cases money allocated
to Italian companies or local authorities from
structural funds have been used by criminal
organizations and/or the Mafia for their own pur-
poses, can the Commission say:

1. Whether it is in a position to monitor the use
made of money handed out from the various
structural funds under its control?

2. Whether it is in a position to supply details of
— the amount allocated;
— the amount paid out;
— the amount left over, if any;
— the use made of the money;

in respect of every Sicilian company or local
authority that has received aid over the last
10 years?

3. What procedure it usually follows in order to
supervise the allocation of funds to companies
and/or local authorities?

4. Whether it does not feel that it should let the
Italian judiciary see any files it may require?

5. Whether it does not feel that it would be
advisable to consult the Italian judiciary prior

! Answer by Mr Dalsager to a written question by Mr De
Pasquale (O] C 189/10 — 14. 7. 83).

2 COM(82) 138 final — EP resolution of 14.10. 82 — Q]
C2920f8.11.72.

3 Formerly an Oral Question with debate (0-31/84), now
tabled as a question for Question Time.

to granting the funds currently being allo-
cated?

Mr Clinton Davis, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission entirely shares the concern expressed by
honourable Members that Community funds be used
for the purpose for which they were intended. To this
end the Community applies its controls in a number of
ways. The local authorities have a key role in this pro-
cedure. On the agricultural issues raised by Mr De
Pasquale, the primary responsibility for the control
and checking of expenditure, financed by the agricul-
tural fund, lies with the competent authorities of each
Member State. However, the Commission itself checks
the use of funds in three ways: through the clearance
of accounts procedures, through the work of the fraud
and irregularities service and through selected checks.

As regards the structural funds, the Commission and
the Court of Auditors apply their own checks with the
help of the local authorities. May I emphasize that the
Commission is quite ready to make available to the
Italian magistrates information for which it may be

asked.

Mr President, a full reply to both questions would
involve a great deal of detail, and I think that it would
be best if Commissioner Andriessen were to write to
Mr De Pasquale in reply to his detailed points. Fur-
ther, the details requested by Mr Molinari will be
included, I am advised, in the reply to Written Ques-
tion No 1333/84, which was put by the honourable
Member.

Mr De Pasquale (COM). — (IT) I want to ask the
Commission the following: Knowing that in Sicily the
Mafia has established a close financial and administra-
tive network criminally exploiting the producers, why
has the Commission never felt the need to prevent and
combat the abuse of Community regulations which
was tolerated, and often actively promoted by the gov-
erning bodies and parties, especially certain sections of
the Christian Democrats? Why, despite our appeals,
has the Commission always refused to investigate and
cub, as was its duty, the scandalous frauds which were
only finally brought to light through the tenacity and
courage of some judges in the island?

I further want to ask the Commission why, at a time
when there is a widespread popular reaction against
the Mafia, it displays no awareness of the political
gravity of its failure 1o act which, all other considera-
tions apart, is seriously damaging both to the Com-
munity’s finances and to the status of its instruments,
such as the EAGGF, the Social Fund or the Regional
Fund. I do not ask for written answers from the Com-
missioner but, pursuant to Rule 45, Mr President, I
request on behalf of the Communist and Allies Group
that a fuller debate be held soon after Question Time
on this subject, the importance of which — and not
only for Italy — must be obvious.
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Mr Clinton Davis. — The Commission, like this Par-
liament, must be deeply concerned about allegations
of fraud which are of such momentous importance as
those to which the honourable Member refers.

I think in speaking for my fellow Commissioner that I
can assure this Parliament that there will be no ques-
tion of neglecting any aspect of the investigation that
needs to be undertaken. What I would say, however
— and perhaps I speak here in a sense as a lawyer — is
that it is wrong to jump to conclusions about those
who are specifically responsible for criminality until
investigations have been concluded and a trial has
been undertaken. I think that that is a common rule
throughout the Community and throughout any civil-
ized legal apparatus. So, I would not wish to join him
in condemning anybody specifically at this moment.

Mr Hughes (S). — The use of EEC structural funds is
also a cause for concern in the UK. Is the Commis-
sioner aware that the autumn Regional Fund alloca-
tion to the UK gave over 20 m to British Telecom on
the eve of its privatization? Is he aware that in the
job-starved northern region of England over 6 m of
9m aid granted went to British Telecom, with the
result that only 52 jobs were expected to be created?
Finally, how does the Commissioner explain such a
disproportionate grant to British Telecom at that
particular time, and does he not feel that it leaves the
EEC open to the charge that it was involved in lining
the pockets of potential shareholders at the expense of
urgently needed job creation?

Mr Clinton Davis. — I know that the honourable gen-
tleman feels very strongly about the issue that he has
raised, but with great respect it does not really arise
out of the question which I have been asked, which
deals with criminality. The question of political moral-
ity or probity and the manner in which a Member
State used these funds is a totally different question,
about which there is no doubt a considerable measure
of controversy.

Mr Provan (ED). — First of all, can I congratulate
Mr De Pasquale and his group on raising this issue in
the House. It is a very important issue indeed, and I
believe that not only are they facing up to it and ack-
nowledging it, but they are emphasizing some of the
practices that are taking place in their own country,
which any decent member of the Community utterly
abhors.

Can I address myself to the Commission? With the
vast sums that are going to Italy currently — I am told
that, for instance, 20% of the 1982 European budget
went to [taly — can they really maintain their current
position of allowing funds to flow there without moni-
toring properly how those funds are spent? Can they
really maintain their position that they adopted in the
1985 budget of offering Italy 8 m ECU to monitor

Community expenditure when the Italian Government
should be doing that itself? Would it not be far better,
Commissioner, for you to put in your own staff to
make sure that the funds are spent properly in Italy
rather than add to the piles of money that are going to
Italy presently?

President. — Before I call on the Commissioner to
reply, Mr Pearce wants to raise a point of order, I
believe.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, I was trying to
raise a point of order following Mr Hughes’s supple-
mentary question.

I think, Mr President, it would have been better if you
had advised Mr Hughes that his supplementary ques-
tion was nothing to do with the question that was put
and if you had instructed him to withdraw that ques-
tion and if you had, in fact, asked the Commissioner
not to deal with it. That I believe, Mr President, with
respect, is how these matters should be conducted.

President. — I am grateful to you for your advice.

Mr Clinton Davis. — On the matter raised by Mr Pro-
van, [ would join with him in congratulating the Mem-
bers from Italy who were responsible for raising this
important question. I think that his criticisms of a
particular Member State are not particularly well-
advised, if I may say so with respect. Questions of this
kind are subject to joint invigilation which will have to
be stepped up in the light of what has been alleged but
I will draw his concern to the attention of Commis-
sioner Andriessen though [ think that on reflection the
honourable gentleman would not have wished to
couch his remarks in quite the language he used.

Mr Wijsenbeek (L). — (EN) 1 think there is even
more reason to wish the Commissioner well now that
he has more or less promised to take on the Mafia.
That could be dangerous.

(NL) 1 should like to put a supplementary question in
connection with my written question on this subject.
How is it possible that the Commission has under-
taken to make an aerial survey of the olive groves in
southern Italy when, for the first time in the history of
meteorology, southern Italy has been covered with fog
for months, thus preventing the aircraft from taking
off, and secondly, how is it possible that the Commis-
sion has been taking this action for three years and the
results of the aerial survey have still not been received?

Mr Clinton Davis. — Two points I would make. Lest
it be misunderstood, Commissioner Andriessen is not
absent because of his fears of threats from the Mafia

. e e -
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and that is not why I am actually being exposed to
answering these questions.

As far as aerial activities of any kind being delayed by
fog are concerned, as the Commissioner responsible
for transport, over the course of the last five weeks, I
have made a particularly bad start by being delayed on
every single flight that I have made. I am sorry about
that. I will look into it.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) I should first like to support
Mr De Pasquale’s motion for a debate on this ques-
tion.

Now for my question to the Commissioner. I am not
sure whether he has yet had time to read the special
report of the Court of Auditors in the Official Journal
of 17 December 1984 — a month ago — on the
imposition of directives on scrutiny of transactions
forming part of the system of agricultural financing.
There are in this report by the Court of Auditors many
interesting things, which we in Parliament have been
criticizing for the past three years. I should like to
come back 10 Mr Provan’s question in connection with
olive oil, to so-called ‘merry-go-round’ operations, to
which the Auditors’ report refers specifically, i.e.
transactions which exist only on paper. Parliament has
known about them for three years, and we know
about them from the official statistics of the Commis-
sion. Has the Commission taken any steps, as regards
either the wording of the relevant Directives or sur-
veillance, in order to put a stop to such operations?

The Council has before it a whole series of directives
for direct monitoring by the Commission, including
some connected with Mr Provan’s remark that the
Commission could find better ways of spending the
money. How does the Commission evaluate the role
of the present president of the Council, Mr Andreotti,
in this connection? Should the Commission not have
direct powers of control to enable it to carry out some
on-the-spot checks?

The third question follows on from what Mr De Pas-
quale said: there are various reports that a whole series
of Community payments did not go direct to the farm-
ers concerned, but to the Mafia. Might not the ques-
tion of whether the monies could be better applied if
they were not forwarded to the Mafia, be a specific
request for investigation, of which the Commission
should take note?

Mr Clinton Davis. — It goes without saying that this
Commission is anxious to avoid the wrongful manipu-
lation of funds in the manner which has been alleged.
Therefore, any additional comment that I may make
about that aspect of the mater would be otiose
because I have already dealt with that at some length.
There are, of course, procedures for dealing with the
question of the misappropriation of monies. There is

the clearance of accounts procedures, the fraud and
irregularity service, etc. As to the question of parlia-
mentary knowledge of these matters extending over a
period of three years, I am, of course, not aware of
these specifics — I have only just become, naturally
enough, aware of the matter since I have answered this
question on behalf of the Commission. I will draw to
the attention of my colleague all the observations that
have been made during the course of this period of
questions. I am sure that in relation to the Italian pres-
idency, these matters will be drawn to the attention of
the President-in-Office of the Council; there will be
discussions with him representing the anxiety which
has been expressed, not simply, may I say, by Parlia-
ment but by the Commission itself. I hope that the
honourable gentleman will accept that from me. I do
not really think that I can usefully add anything to the
other points which he raised because 1 have dealt with
this matter extensively in the course of this Question
Time.

Mrs Castellina (ARC). — (I7) I hope the Commis-
sioner will forgive our insistence but we are, perhaps,
rather more concerned over the Mafia’s frauds than
the Commission is. I appreciate your desire not to
anticipate the findings of the courts, but if the Com-
munity is to recover the misappropriated monies, act-
ion must be taken quickly. Let me just remind you that
only this morning there were arrested at Bagheria five
persons who were active in five cooperatives to which
belonged a certain member of the Greco Mafia
‘family’ of Ciaculli. The arrests were made in connec-
tion with the embezzlement of three billion lire from
the EEC which was discovered by the Financial Police.
And last year, on 23 March 1984, proceedings were
brought against a large group of persons accused of

criminal association and criminal fraud against the
EEC.

President. — (FR) May we have a question, please’
No speeches!

Mrs Castellina (ARC). — (IT) The question is this:
Do you not think that, in view of these facts, you
should act quickly? If you delay you will not get back
the money.

Mr Clinton Davis. — I hope I have not conveyed a
sense of complacency about that. If so, I do apologize,
because that certainly was not my intention.

The Commission is as anxious as the honourable lady
about this matter. We are concerned to expose mal-
practice and criminality, and we shall use our best
endeavours to bring those who are culpable of crimin-
ality to book. The question of how they are dealt with
must, of course, be a matter for the courts. It must be
good news, however, and I am delighted to learn the
information from the honourable lady, that investiga-
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tions have led only this morning to the apprehension
of five people who are accused of crime, and we shall
wait with interest to see what unfolds before the courts
of law.

Mr Dalsass (PPE). — (DE) I fully agree that we
should get to the bottom of this matter — whether in
Sicily or anywhere else. Every instance of fraud should
be brought to book, precisely investigated and those
involved punished. I should now like to put a question
to the Commission. Mr De Pasquale did say that in his
speech, but he also added that the Democrazia Cris-
tiana was also guilty. I am not a member of that party,
but I should like to ask the Commission, whether guilt
really attaches to one political party. I think the Com-
mission should investigate the matter, not just as
regards the Democrazia Cristiana, but also other par-
ties, because there are deceivers everywhere, who are
members of one party or another. But one cannot
make a blanket statement and make one party respon-
sible for this affair.

Mr Clinton Davis. — There is, of course, a very real
danger — and that is why I alluded to it earlier — of
suggesting that particular individuals are guilty of
crime before the investigations have been concluded
— and most particularly before court proceedings
have been concluded. I do not think that it would be
profitable therefore to enter into speculation as to
which individuals, as to whether in fact any political
groups or groupings are concerned with this criminal-
ity. This is a matter for the investigation, which must
take its proper and, I hope, expeditious course.

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, there are still
eight Members of the Italian Communist Group on
my list of speakers. Under our Rules I may call only
one of the eight. The first to give her name was Mrs
Cinciari Rodano, whom I shall therefore call unless
she herself makes way for one of her colleagues. I shall
therefore go ahead and call Mrs Cinciari Rodano.

Mr De Pasquale (COM). — (I7) Mr President,
where does it say in the Rules of Procedure that a
Member may not put a question? There is no such
rule: all the Members can ask questions!

President. — Mr De Pasquale, I would remind you
that for some years now in this Parliament, although it
is not laid down in the Rules, it has been the invariable
practice that in the case of supplementary questions
not more than one Member per group of the same
nationality may put a supplementary question. It is a
practice which this Parliament has developed to ensure
that we get further than just Question 3. It is on the
basts of this practice that I invite you, as I did a short
time ago when various Members of the British Conser-
vative Group asked to speak and as has always been

the case in Question Time, to decide which of you
eight shall speak.

As far as I am concerned, that person is Mrs Cinciari
Rodano because she was first with her request. I think
it would be very unwise at this moment to change our
rules. It would mean the end of the orderly conduct of
Question Time in the future since if this rule is broken
just once, it will of course no longer exist. I call again
therefore Mrs Cinciari Rodano.

Mr De Pasquale (COM). — (IT) I beg your pardon,
Mr President. There are just two possibilities: either,
in accordance with the Rules, you allow questions on
a matter of such grave importance, or, in view of its
importance, you grant pursuant to Rule 45 a debate
after Question Time.

I don’t think you can throttle the debate, especially on
a subject like this, which is a very sensitive matter for
the present Presidency. According 1o the Rules of Pro-
cedure it rests with you, and you only, whether to
grant such a debate pursuant to Rule 45. We have
asked for it, but if you refuse, then please at least
allow, in accordance with the Rules, all the Members
who want to put a question to the Commission on this
important subject to do so.

President. — If you will just listen to me, Mr De Pas-
quale, I have endeavoured in dealing with this point,
which I know is an important point that interests many
Members, to be as liberal as the Rules permit and in no
way to prevent Members from putting supplementary
questions. The Commissioner has thus consistently
answered all the questions, even where some questions
were practically identical, he very patiently varied his
answers. What I will not do is break well-established
rules which this Parliament has adopted to ensure that
Question Time is conducted in an orderly manner and
that it is not only the questions at the top of the list
that are answered but that other Members should also
get their chance. No one can say that there has not
been ample opportunity for the Members of this
House to put their questions and therefore for the
third and last time I ask Mrs Cinciari Rodano to put
her question.

Mrs Cinciari Rodano (COM). — (IT) Mr President,
before putting my question — and I shall have to ask
more than one, because these are very grave issues and
they have so far received no answer — I want to say
that I do not understand why you wish to prevent this
House from hearing the Commissioner’s answers on
questions of very great importance. According to para-
graph 4 of Annex II each Member may put a supple-
mentary question to each question at Question Time:
each Member, irrespective of the group to which he
belongs. Where is it written that he may not? Not in
the Rules of Procedure!

. e e ooty
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(Protests from the right)

President. — Madam, if you consult Annex II of the
Rules, where the conduct of Question Time is set out,
you will see that ‘the President shall rule on the admis-
sibility of supplementary questions and shall limit their
number so that each Member . ... It was on the basis
of that rule that this practice has become established in
this Assembly,

(Applause from the centre and right)

a practice intended to ensure the freedom of all. One
must not complain if, just occasionally, this rule works
against you. This rule is meant to protect you all and
to give everyone a chance to speak. On any given
question different political groups or nationalities have
a particular interest. If we accept that, each time, a
particular question should be monopolized by a parti-
cular group or nationality or by a combination of a
group and a nationality, that is the end of Question
Time.

It is not my duty to destroy Question Time but, on the
contrary, to ensure its proper conduct. For the fourth
and last time I ask you to put your question to the
Commission.

Mrs Cinciari Rodano (COM). — (IT) Mr President,
I shall put my question, but allow me first to point out
that in Annex II to the Rules of Procedure it is stated

(Protests from the centre and right)

.. . that the President shall rule on the admissibility of
supplementary questions, i.e. that he shall decide
whether a question is relevant. Well now, you have
already admitted some questions whose bearing on the
main subject was not absolute, but to give a ruling you
should at least first find out what is the question that
our colleague wants to put. It is not written anywhere
that a Member attached to a particular group has
fewer rights than a Member belonging to another
group. Please believe me, Mr President, this is a most
sensitive subject. I don’t want to say anything offen-
sive, but in my country a very serious view would be
taken of your attitude — precisely because of the sub-
ject we are discussing. Please don’t make me say more.

I come to my question: The Commissioner has stated
that the Commission is prepared to cooperate with the
magistrates; replying to a question from Mr De Pas-
quale on 28 April last, the Commission stated that it
did not know the amount of EAGG-Guarantee Sec-
tion expenditure in Sicily. I am now asking: if the
Commission does not even know how much is being
spent, then first, how does it manage to control and
check it and, secondly, how does it propose to cooper-
ate with the magistrature?

My second question is this. The Public Prosecutor in
Palermo has brought charges against certain persons

concerning 974 000 hectolitres of adulterated wine
which was sent for distillation to a distillery in Partin-
ico and represents 4 total value of 29 000 miliion lire.
What does the Commission intend to do to prevent
adulterated wine being sent for distillation and to
ensure that the intent of Community regulations is
observed?

Given that an investigation is now being conducted in
Catania by an examining magistrate who has already
subpoenaed 44 officials . . .

(Protests from the right)
Why, are you on the side of the Mafia, then?

...of the APAS citrus producers’ cooperative, that
some officials have been arrested and that charges
have been brought against the Christian Democratic
M.P., Salvatore Urso, we should like to know what
the Commission proposes to do in this case to safe-
guard the Community’s money.

Mr Clinton Davis. — I think that the honourable lady
has made the point that she wants to make. May I sim-
ply say this: that my colleague Mr Andriessen will, I
know, listen to all relevant representations about this
very important matter.

(Interruption by Mr De Pasquale: ‘When and where?)

What I do not think would be particularly helpful is to
make allegations against individuals until those indivi-
duals have actually been charged and convicted. It is
quite wrong in any civilized legal procedure to make
charges against individuals unless and until they can be
substantiated. Otherwise we shall get into all sorts of
difficulties.

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM). — (IT) Mr President, I
wish to refer to the Rules of Procedure, more specifi-
cally to paragraph 4 of Annex IL. I should like to ask
whether you want this Assembly to abandon its power
of control and debate, leaving discussion of this ques-
tion to the Press alone. The newspapers of your coun-
tries, honourable Members, are full of news about the
Mafia. Why should we renounce a political debate?
We are not afraid.

I should also like to ask, Mr President, whether you
realize that speaking of the Mafia for some of us
means putting our life in danger. If we do speak,
therefore, it is not for our pleasure, much less for the
purpose of disrupting the Assembly’s proceedings, but
because we want a political debate on this topic and
because we want to know what is happening to the
money of our and, with respect, also your consti-
tuents.

Mr President, I should like your answers. It should not
be too difficult for the President of the Assembly, I
think.
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President. — Madam, I shall answer your point of
order. If I have applied the Rules of Procedure and the
customs that have been established an the basis of
these Rules, it is with a view to protecting this Assem-
bly and its Members and in order to do my duty. It is
not possible for Question Time to be used for any
other purpose than to pose questions and receive
answers. It was for this reason that the Rules estab-
lished Question Time, and you cannot criticize the
Chair for conforming exactly to the Rule’s require-
ments. On the contrary, you might reproach me with
having been a little lax in accepting questions which
were more like speeches. I did so because I know that
feelings run high; I also know, as you have just
pointed out, that there are serious risks for those who
raise this kind of question and that is why I have been
more flexible than the Rules permit.

I am absolutely against Question Time being turned
into anything else. I think that all Members, Madam,
must recognize that all the various strands of opinion
represented here have had their say, that the Commis-
sioner has given answers. After all this, I have the very
distinct impression that this will not be the last time
this subject is raised here.

(Applause from the right)
Question No 5 by Mrs Lemass (H-297/84):
Subject: The elderly and the EEC’s budget

During a recent debate in the European Parlia-
ment on the Commission’s activities in relation to
elderly people, the Commissioner for Employ-
ment and Social Affairs stated that he was willing
to intensify efforts in favour of the quality of life
for older people.

Will the Commission now state why in the Com-
mission’s draft budget for 1985 he sought no
increase on the level of aid for the elderly com-
pared with 1984?

Mr Sutherland, Member of the Commission. — 1 would
like to commence by stressing the honour that it is for
me to address this Parliament for the first time and
also to thank Mrs Lemass for raising an issue which is
of considerable importance.

I should preface my reply by saying that my distin-
guished predecessor actually made no commitment to
increase in the draft budget for 1985 the level of aid
for the elderly. For the sake of clarity I would wish to
point that out at the outset, because on one interpreta-
tion of the question it could be suggested that that
implication is to be seen from it.

That being said, I agree with the honourable Member
that it would be desirable to intensify the efforts being
made at Community level to improve conditions for
the elderly. As with so many other problems, the prob-
lem is one of resources. Because of the general budget-
ary situation, which everybody understands, it was

simply not possible for the Commission to propose an
increase in the level of aid for the elderly compared
with 1984. The figure proposed for this year remains
therefore at the modest level of 60 000 ECU, a figure
which should, however, be judged in relation to the
fact that five years ago there was no financial provi-
sion at all.

Obviously, it will be difficult to manage a policy for
the elderly in these conditions. The Commission
nevertheless remains willing to reinforce its commit-
ment and its efforts in this field. For the moment we
need to look at non-financial options such as the
promotion of research which could lead to an
improvement in the living conditions of the elderly. A
first step in this direction has, I think, already been
taken. The next four-year programme of the Euro-
pean Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions includes a number of items
related to the living conditions of the elderly, and I
believe that this programme will be adopted towards
the end of this month. It is to be hoped that the
research can contribute to the welfare of the elderly,
which is the issue raised by the honourable Member.

Mrs Lemass (RDE). — I welcome this opportunity to
extend to the new Commissioner, Mr Sutherland,
every good wish in his new position, as he is from my
own country, Ireland. I am very glad to see him in the
position and wish him very well indeed.

1 would also like to thank you, Mr Commissioner, for
your answer and the information that you have given
me. You have talked about living conditions. I would
like to expand that a little bit if I may. Would the
Commission agree that the problems of Europe’s eld-
erly population have considerable implications for all
the Member States, in view of the fact that in the last
two decades there has been a dramatic increase in the
number of old people living alone in city centres and
isolated rural areas and that they have become
extremely vulnerable to brutal and savage attacks,
some of which have actually claimed lives? I am parti-
cularly concerned about the situation in my own coun-
try, Ireland, of which the Commissioner will be very
well aware. Would you consider, Mr Commissioner,
the setting up of a Community action programme to
bring about an improvement in the quality of life for
elderly people, to try to find ways and means of reduc-
ing the level of violence to which old people are now
being subjected, to try to improve their housing condi-
tions and to find ways and means of combating the
awful loneliness that many suffer? Would you also
consider funding organizations that help the elderly?

Mr Sutherland. — Having regard to the financial con-
straints to which I referred earlier, obviously there is a
considerable inhibition placed on the Commission in
the area so properly remarked upon by the honourable
Member. Notwithstanding the lack of financial and
staff resources, the commitment to further investiga-
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tion and research into the area of the elderly in gen-
eral and their living conditions in particular is pro-
ceeding. It is therefore envisaged by the Commission
that it will be possible to reinforce the research which
has already taken place by additional research which
may lead to positive proposals being put forward at a
future date.

The first step to which I have referred, the involve-
ment of the European Foundation for Living and
Working Conditions through its research programme
and an analysis of this particular area, could prove to
be beneficial in putting forward proposals which will
be of positive benefit to the elderly persons to whom
the honourable Member referred. It is premature at
this stage to identify the precise areas of research
which will be undertaken by the European Founda-
tion, but we are satisfied that the research will be
worthwhile and will be beneficial in the context, in
particular, of dealing with the problem of the self-reli-
ance of old people living on their own who are in one
way or another vuinerable, as has been remarked upon
by the honourable Member.

Mr Patterson (ED). — As I have the floor, I join Mrs
Lemass in welcoming the Commissioner to this impor-
tant portfolio. I do appreciate that the problem is one

of resources, but could I put the following point to
him?

We spend a lot of time in this Parliament talking about
youth unemployment, and perhaps we don’t pay
enough attention to the problem of unemployment
among the elderly, people who find themselves unem-
ployed at the end of their careers and know that they
are never going to be able to work again in normal cir-
cumstances. It would be possible to provide retraining
for elderly people to have a form of employment,
part-time or sheltered. Yet our Social Fund regula-
tions, both the regulation and the guidelines, preclude
grants being made for anything but employment on
the open labour market. This is not a matter of
resources, this is a mauter of the regulation. Would the
Commissioner look very carefully into the possibility
of providing Social Fund money for retraining elderly
people for employment or even for retirement outside
the open labour market?

Mr Sutherland. — The honourable Member is, of
course, correct in saying that there is still a kind of
obligation, or a tradition at least, to justify new areas
of social policy as being related to the labour market.
It is also the case that notwithstanding the fact that, as
has been remarked upon, the budget is an extremely
small one, seminars and research have been conducted
into the problems of retirement and generally the diffi-
culties of adjustment that elderly people have to accept
when coming close to the end of their ordinary work-
ing lives. It may well be that further studies on self-
reliance to which I referred may encompass within the
ambit of their responsibility the issue of the possibility

of taking up other employment. I will certainly bear in
mind the points that have been raised and consider the
implications of them in regard to future research.

Mr Lomas (S). — I offer my best wishes to Mr
Sutherland on assuming his very important job as
Commissioner for Social Affairs.

I appreciate what he said about research projects but
what the old people in Europe need are benefits in
cash or kind. The problem is that there are large dis-
crepancies in Europe and I wonder whether the Com-
missioner could look at these and perhaps sympatheti-
caily recognize that, for instance, the pension level in
the United Kingdom and some other countries too is
barely half of the best in Europe. There should be
encouragement given to governments like those to
bring the pension level up to the best in the European
countries. That is one question. Would he encourage
governments to do that?

The second question is on fringe benefits. Why can-
not, for instance, pensioners have free travel through-
out Europe? It is very patchy — in some areas they
have it and in others they do not. Even within the UK,
some areas do not have it while others like my own in
Greater London do, because, luckily, there we have a
Greater London Council which is progressive and
compassionate and caring. Maybe that is why the
Conservatives want to abolish it! Would the Commis-
sion examine these possibilities to give tangible ben-
efits to the elderly in Europe?

Mr Sutherland. — 1 shall deal with the latter point
first. The research to which I referred specifically
includes the issue of benefits and the availability of
benefits to old age residents in an individual Member
State and their availability for members of other States
travelling within the area in question. The research is
not limited to this purpose but it is being pursued and
certainly I hope that it will have some benefit. The
question has been raised from time to time in this
House as to whether it would be possible to allow ben-
efits to be taken by non-residents in particular Mem-
ber States when travelling to them and that is one mat-
ter that is being considered. With regard to the ques-
tion of the harmonization of pensions and other
benefits, that seems to be outside the competence of
the Commission at this stage. I do not say that it is a
matter which should not be investigated and consid-
ered. Certainly I will bear in mind the point that was
raised and consider it at a later time. It seems to me
that the harmonization of pensions and other benefits
is something which could not be immediately under-
taken.

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM). — (IT) Would the Com-
mission agree that in view of the ageing of Europe’s
population, which is likely to be an irreversible pheno-
menon, and in the light of the European Parliament’s
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resolution on the status of the elderly, the time has
come to regulate the financing of social security sys-
tems, especially as regards the financing of pensions?
In other words, given that the numbers of pensioners
will continue to rise, and those of workers to fall —
not least because of the shrinking of the labour market
— T ask whether and when the Commission intends to
adopt measures on the financing of social security ser-
vices.

Mr Sutherland. — The particular issues raised by the
honourable Member are not matters which are being
specifically addressed at this time by the Commission.
Plainly any analysis of the increasing problems of the
elderly in our society will necessitate at least an ana-
lysis of all of the problems which face elderly members
of the Community in the various Member States. That,
to an extent, will have to take into account differing
levels of benefit and different social security systems. I
cannot, however, say as I have already indicated in an
earlier reply that there is a specific policy at this stage
nor indeed a competence in regard to the harmoniza-
tion of social benefits in that area.

Mr Wolff (L). — (FR) I too should like to offer the
Commissioner my best wishes as he takes up his new
responsibilities. After everything I have just heard 1
would also add that I wish him the rudest of health in
his attempts to meet all the demands made of him.

I would just like to say that I personally do not think
that the problem of the aged is simply a question of
money. I believe they feel the need to make good use
of their time and that one possibility here would be to
do what some countries have done and draw up a vol-
untary service list, so that these people could be called
on to give their services and thus have more part in the
life of the community. My question is as follows: do
you plan to draw up a kind of inventory of resources
in the various countries, which might form the basis of
a possible Community-wide programme?

Mr Sutherland. — What I can say more specifically
about the research programme to which I have already
referred is that the four-year programme of the Euro-
pean Foundation will take into account the living con-
ditions of the elderly and, in particular, the actions on
a voluntary or a semivoluntary basis that may be
undertaken to help the elderly to remain in their own
social environment and to help families who take care
of elderly parents. Urban environment and the housing
of the elderly, in particular, will be addressed.

The problem of isolation of the elderly will be a spe-
cific topic for consideration by the Foundation in its
research. Contemporaneously on the existing budget,
there are on-going studies and surveys addressed to
the same problem. What the consequences of these
will be and what proposals may emanate from them, I
cannot comment upon at this stage. But I can assure

the honourable Member of my genuine concern and
interest in the issue which has been raised and I will
express that concern, I hope, more tangibly in the light
of the reports and research which I receive.

Mr Andrews (RDE). — First of all I would like to
congratulate Mr Sutherland on his new appointment,
wish him well and assure him of all my support.

In view of the cold spell and the number of deaths due
to the cold among the elderly throughout Europe at
the present time, has the Commission taken action to
alleviate the hardship caused to old people by any
means, more particularly by addressing themselves to
the various governments who are inclined to cut off
electricity at this time of year and cut off heating to
the elderly. We find quite frequently that old people,
to keep themselves warm, get up early in the morning,
take the bus into town and go through the shopping
centres. Has the Commissioner any intention of taking
action to alleviate the position of the old throughout
Europe in the present cold spell?

Mr Sutherland. — I thank Mr Andrews for his gener-

ous welcome.

In regard to his question, I can say that the elderly
being one of the priority issues for action research
projects in the second poverty programme adopted by
the Council on 13 December 1984, one is hopeful that
there will be some positive developments in providing
assistance to the elderly. With regard to his specific
inquiries relative to action being taken in regard to
communications with Member States, I am unaware of
immediate communications, but I will certainly look
into the matter and see what can be done.

Mr Wijsenbeek (L). — (NL) I should like to ask the
Commissioner this: a few months ago I proposed that
a passport for the elderly should be introduced
throughout the Community. The last Commission said
that it would look into this matter very carefully.
Although this proposal would not cost any money, all
the Commissioner can talk about is his budget. This is
a proposal that can be implemented without any diffi-
culty, and yet the Commission hesitates. When does it
intend to do something?

Mr Sutherland. — I am afraid that the answer I will
give the honourable Member will be no more satisfac-
tory than the last answer he received, because I think
on that occasion he was informed that that particular
issue was being investigated by the Commission. That
investigation, I regret to say, is still continuing. As
soon as there is an answer to it, I hope to be able to
inform him of it. .

President. — Question No 6 by Mr Le Chevallier (H-
554/84)1:

! Former oral question with debate (0-31/84), converted
into a question for Question Time.
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Subject: Study of immigration in Europe
Will the Commission:

(a) inform the European Parliament of the num-
ber, countries of origin, legal and social posi-
tion of men and women, whether employed
or not, from third countries currently residing
in the Community;

(b) study the effects on national and social bud-
gets and the employment market of the pres-
ence of this immigrant population in the
Community;

(c) present the European Parliament with an
assessment of the problem?

Mr Sutherland, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission cannot give all of the statistical informa-
tion about persons of third-country origin in the form
sought by the honourable Member. The Statistical
Office of the European Communities has established
tables on the number of persons of foreign nationality
and of employees of foreign nationality living in Com-
munity countries in recent years. I should say that the
manner in which the question has been formulated
suggests that the questioner is relating the issues which
he raises to the question of origin rather than national-
ity and, of course, the Community is concerned with
citizenship and nationality.

The tables I have referred to are compiled on the basis
of available national sources. They will be circulated
by the end of this month after the verification cur-
rently being undertaken by the statistical services of
the Member States. Full information on the legal and
social situation of migrants is, however, not available,
despite the Commission’s continuing advocacy of a
European approach. These matters are still largely
determined through bilateral agreements between
individual Member States and third countries.

With regard to the second part of the question raised,
the honourable Member has asked for a study of the
consequences for national and social budgets of the
presence of this migrant population on the labour mar-
ket. Here I cannot give him any satisfaction. It is
doubtful whether a Community-wide study would add
to the knowledge assembled by the national studies
already in existence. There is also, I should say, a fun-
damental objection to assessing these costs in isolation
from an assessment of the contribution migrants have
made and are making to the economies of Member
States through their labour, their savings and their tax
payments. Any calculation of costs and benefits must
also take account of the costs of alternatives to accept-
ing the continuing presence of migrants, including the
cost of aid to the economies of third countries dis-
rupted by the return of their migrants. Nor could the
Community ignore the ensuing dangers to interna-
tional relationships which are of interest and import-
ance to the Community. The Commission would not,
therefore, propose to undertake the type of study that

the migrants’ presence on the labour market, the
Commission has already agreed on a swudy on the
effects the migrants have on job opportunities for
Community nationals.

In response to the final part of the question raised,
asking that a statement be made on the problem to the
European Parliament, I may say that the Commussion
will be presenting a report on the situation to Parlia-
ment. May I remind the questioner that following the
Parliament’s resolution on the problems of migrants,
the Commission has already undertaken to review its
policy. This review is now in progress, the review is
almost complete, and will be shortly communicated to
the Council.

Mr Le Chevallier (DR). — (FR) I am glad to hear
that we shall be getting recent statistics shortly, since
the old ones go back to 1976 and indicate that there
are nearly 14 million migrants in the Community,
75% of them from third countries.

1 should like to make a second point as regards choice
of words. In France we say that ‘words are the guardi-
ans of thought’. I think it is a phrase which could be
taken up in other languages. The term ‘migrants’ has
two different meanings. There are population move-
ments between the countries of the Community . ..

President. — Will you put your question please, Mr
Chevallier?

Mr Le Chevallier (DR). — (FR) My question?
Would the Commission please use its imagination and
distinguish between migrants from other Community
countries and migrants from third countries. The two
concepts are quite different, if one considers the impli-
cations. Twelve million people from third countries
entering the Community are not just a migratory
movement. They represent quite simply an enlarge-
ment of the Community population to include, mainly,
the countries of the Third World, at a time when we
are already having trouble enlarging the Community
to take in two countries of the Iberian peninsula.

Consequently there is a kind of bending of the law . ..

President. — You cannot make a speech, Mr Le
Chevallier. Put your question and the Commissioner
will answer.

Mr Le Chevallier (DR). — (FR) My question is a
request that the Commission should find two different
words to distinguish between Community populations
which change country in order to work in another
country and populations entering the Community
from third countries. They are two quite different
categories.
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Mr Sutherland. — I am not quite sure what the ques-
tion addressed to me actually is. What I can say is that
the Commission is quite aware of its Treaty obliga-
tions. In particular, it is aware of its obligations in
regard to free movement of workers who are citizens
of a Member State and who move to jobs within the
Community. The Commission continues therefore to
work for the removal of barriers to free movement and
for an effective system of job information to facilitate
the practical operation of Community preference.

With regard to migrants from third countries, let me
say this. We should, I think, remind ourselves of how
the migrants came to be amongst us. We did not take
them in because of any motive other than initially the
labour that they were providing our countries with.
We took them in ten, twenty or even thirty years ago
because we needed them. We needed them in order to
be able to exploit fully the enormous economic oppor-
tunities which opened up to us in the 1960s. We
needed them to do hundreds of thousands of jobs
which others would not do. The large-scale migrations
of that period were thus a matter of mutual advantage
and not single advantage for one side. Now, on the
other hand, we face problems of unemployment which
were unimaginable a generation ago. Times are hard
for everyone and, may I say, especially for the mig-
rants. This is certainly not the moment, and I hope the
moment will never come, when we should think of
repudiating or dismantling our obligations to indivi-
duals in our society, be they from third countries or
Community countries.

(Applause)

Mr Ulburghs (L). — (NL) Can the Commission also
have a study carried out into the cultural, demo-
graphic, social and economically important role played
by immigrants in the development of Europe? Also,
what economic and cultural factors lead to racial dis-
crimination, particularly at this time of crisis?

Mr Sutherland. — The study which has been under-
taken and to which I adverted earlier is one which
looks at and analyses the difficulties faced by the
migrant community in Europe, difficulties which are
not to be understated. Nor are they to be taken advan-
tage of in the context of the high rate of unemploy-
ment which has been referred to. Of course there are
culwral difficulties which continue perhaps generation
after generation. One of the major focuses of attention
in the report to which I have adverted is the necessity
to assimilate the migrant communities who have put
down roots in Europe within the communities in
which they now live. The Commission is therefore
convinced of the importance of dealing with this mat-
ter fairly and reasonably, taking into account the legi-

timate aims of both the Community and the citizens of
the Member States and those who have now come to
reside in and be part of the countries of the Com-
munity.

Mr Marshall (ED). — On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent, the House began this session of Question Time
with 21 questions carried over from last month. Six
have been answered today, and at the present rate of
progress, some will be answered in February, some in
March and hopefully one or two in April. Can I give
you our support for anything you do to switch peo-
ple’s microphones off when they make speeches and
perhaps 1o restrict the number of questions asked from
any single group so that we can get through more than
six questions next month.

(Applause)

President. — Mr Marshall, I, or whoever is in the
Chair at those critical moments, will be grateful for
that support and even more grateful if all Members
would really put short questions and all Commission-
ers would give short answers. That is really what
Question Time is all about.

The first part of Question Time is closed.!

I must now respond 10 the request from Mr De Pas-
quale to allow an extra hour . . .

(Interruption by Mr Le Pen)
pursuant to Rule 45 of the Rules of Procedure.

Having discussed the matter with the President of Par-
liament, I can now inform you what my decision in the
matter is.

Having listened to the discussion, to the great number
of questions that have been raised, and 1o the answers,
I have come to the conclusion that from practically all
sides of this Parliament questions have been put which
have all been answered by the Commissioner. I do not
have the impression, therefore, that if we go on with
this for another hour, there will be questions, state-
ments or answers that were not already on the agenda
during Question Time itself. And that is why my deci-
sion on this extra hour is negative.

I would also add that in his reply the Commissioner
gave an undertaking that further information on this
matter would be provided to Parliament and this was a
factor in my decision since I am convinced that such
further information will give rise to further discussion
of this matter so that there is no question in the future
of our not being able to return to it.

(The sitting was closed at 7.15 p.m. P

! See Annex of 16. 1. 85.
2 Agenda for next sitting: see Minutes.
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ANNEX

Commission action on European Parliament Opinions on Commission pro-
posals delivered at the November and December 1984 part-sessions

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 November and December 1984
part-sessions in the framework of parliamentary consultation, and of disaster aid granted.

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

1. Report by Mrs Van Rooy on the proposal (COM(84) 412 final) for a 17th directive
on the harmonization of the laws of the Member States relating to turnover taxes —
exemption from value added tax on the temporary importation of goods other than means
of transport

An amended proposal is being prepared. The European Parliament will be informed
in due course.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 13 December 1984,
pp- 283-288

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 13 December 1984, p. 65

2. Report by Mrs Viehoff on the proposal (COM(84) 230 final) for a decision establish-
ing a multiannual research programme for the EEC on biotechnology (1985-89)

In line with the undertaking it gave at the time of the vote on Mrs Viehoff’s report,
the Commission has adopted (19 December 1984) an amended version of its original
proposal for a Council decision. This incorporates all the amendments proposed by
the Committee on Energy, Research and Technology which Parliament adopted on
14 October 1984.

On 19 December the Council session on Research came to a general agreement on
the various research programmes proposed by the Commission, though it did not
adopt any formal decision or go further into the actual decisions proposed.

Acting on the guidelines proposed at that session, the Council bodies have now to
prepare formal decisions. The amendments proposed will be considered in detail in
connection with this.

Commission’s position at debate: Vebatim report of proceedings, 14 December 1984,
pp. 328-329

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 14 December 1984, p. 39-43

II. Commission proposals to which Parliament proposed amendments that have been accepted
by the Commission in part

1. Report by Mrs Van Hemeldonck on the proposal (COM(83) 498 final) for a directive
on air quality standards for nitrogen dioxide

A proposal amended under the second paragraph of Article 149 of the Treaty was
sent to the Council on 4 December and to Parliament on 14 December 1984,

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 15 November 1984,
pp. 226-229

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 16 November 1984, pp. 25-35

2. Report by Mrs Schleicher on the proposal (COM(83) 704 final) for a directive on the
limitation of emissions of pollutants into the air from large combustion plants



No 2-321/74 Debates of the European Parliament

15.1.85

T r v gt

A proposal amended under the second paragraph of Article 149 of the Treaty will be
sent to the Council and the European Parliament early in February.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 15 November 1984,
pp. 226-229

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 16 November 1984, pp. 43-53

3. Report by Mr Parodi on the proposal (COM(83) 750 final) for a draft recommenda-
tion concerning the adoption of a European emergency health card

‘Having regard to the nawre of the amendments relating to examples given in the
proposal by way of illustration, the Commission will consider whether it would be
desirable to present an amended proposal.’ "

Concerning the addition of a special provision relating to the donation of organs,
however, the Commission reaffirms that this amendment (No 3) goes beyond what is
aimed at with the health card and that it feels unable, therefore, to find a place for it
here.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 16 November 1984,
pp. 267-268

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 16 November 1984, p. 62

4. Report by Mr Dalsass on the proposals (COM(84) 283 final) for:

(1) a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 358/79 on sparkling wines produced in
the Community and defined in Annex II to Regulation (EEC) No 337/79,

(i) a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 338/79 laying down special provisions
relating to quality wines produced in specified regions,

(iii) an amendment to the proposal for a regulation laying down general rules for the des-
cription and presentation of sparkling wines and aerated sparkling wines

. On 19 December 1984 the Council took decisions on the parts that coordinate the two
regulations so that, between the two, all the rules for the preparation of sparkling wines
should be set out. However, it preferred not to take decisions on the rules on preparation
which are directly linked to those for the preparation of still wines.

Some of the amendments Parliament wanted to see included have been accepted by the
Council. On the others the Commission is maintaining its position.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 13 December 1984,
pp. 305-306

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 14 December 1984, pp. 25-34

5. Report by Mrs Squarcialupi on the proposal (COM(83) 626 final) for a directive on
the approximation of the laws of the Member States concerning extraction solvents used
in the manufacture of foodstuffs and ingredients thereof

The Commission is preparing an amended version of the above proposal in response
to Parliament’s resolution. This will incorporate amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8 and 11
adopted by Parliament.

As was explained at the December part-session, the Commission cannot, more for
technical than policy reasons, accept amendments 5 and 9.

With regard to amendment 7, the Commission considers that the effect of Parlia-
ment’s suggestions would be to deprive the Commission of its right of initiative. The
proposed amendment is unacceptable and will therefore not be included.

However the Commission has already stated that it was prepared to forego this pro-
cedure of adjustment to technical progress whenever an amendment had major policy
implications.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 14 December 1984,
pp. 336-337
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Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 14 December 1984, pp. 53-60

6. Second report by Mr Sherlock on the proposals (COM(84) 226 final, supplemented
by COM(84) 532 final and COM(84) 564 final) for:

(i) a directive on the approximation of the laws of the Member States relating to the lead
and benzene content of petrol,

(i) a directive amending Directive 70/220/EEC on the approximation of the laws of the
Member States relating to measures to be taken against air pollution by gases from
motor vehicle engines

The Commission will be stating shortly what action it intends to take further to that
announced at the December 1984 part-session.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 12 December 1984,
pp. 195-6 and 198

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 12 December 1984, pp. 58-61

7. Report by Mrs Seibel-Emmerling on the proposal (COM(84) 265 final) for a decision
establishing a third joint programme to encourage exchanges of young workers within the
Community

In response to the various recommendations in the European Parliaments’s resolution, the
Commission proposed to the Council a series of amendments to its proposal.

When on 13 December 1984 the Council adopted the decision it agreed to:

(a) accept changes in the text making management of the programme more flexible and
efficient,

{(b) include young people out of work within the scope of the programme,
(c) exclude students attending establishments of higher education (§ 10),

(d) ensure for the programme the participation and consultation of youth organizations,
particularly the Youth Forum,

(e) apply the criteria proposed by the European Parliament in respect of short and longer
training periods.

In a statement included in the minutes the Member States said they were willing to con-
sider the possibility of bearing part of the cost of the exchanges (§ 5) and to consider any
proposals the Commission made to improve welfare coverage for young trainees.

In implementing this third programme the Commission will be particularly mindful of the
European Parliament’s recommendations to:

(2) ensure balanced participation of young men and women in the programme,
(b) include new branches of activity, particularly ones geared to the future, .

(c) give preferential treatment to young people in small and medium-sized undertakings
or from peripheral or backward regions.

As soon as sufficient information is to hand the Commission will report to the European
Parliament on implementation of the third programme.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 16 November 1984,
pp- 292-293

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 16 November 1984, pp. 76-84

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

None
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C. Commission proposals in respect of which Parliament delivered favourable opinions or did
not request formal amendment

1. Report by Mr Tolman on the proposal (COM(84) 565 final) for a regulation amend-
ing Regulation (EEC) No 652/79 on the impact of the European monetary system on the
common agricultural policy

On 19 December 1984 the Council adopted a regulation which does not correspond
1o the parliamentary opinion. At present the ECU is applicable for a year, renewable.
The Commission had proposed that its use be established definitively. The Council
decided that it should be used until 31 March 1987 (Regulation (EEC) No 3657/84
of 19 December 1984, Of No L 340/9, 28 December 1984).

Commission’s position at debate: no debate

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 14 December 1984, p. 16

2. Report by Mr Tolman on the proposals (COM(84) 500 final) for:

(1) a directive amending Directive 64/432/EEC in respect of certain provisions relating
to classical swine fever and African swine fever,

(i) a directive amending Directive 72/461/EEC in respect of certain provisions relating
to classical swine fever and African swine fever,

(iii) a directive amending Directive 80/215/EEC in respect of certain provisions relating
o African swine fever

In its resolution Parliament had asked the Commission to present proposals for defining
isolation zones by reference to geographical areas, not national frontiers.

Parliament was referring here to the protection areas provided for in the Community
directives on trade in live animals and fresh meat which are to be defined in the event of
the outbreak of certain epizootic diseases. The area of isolation, whose radius would be
extended by the Commission proposal to 3 km in the case of classical swine fever, ignores
national frontiers. If the place where the disease breaks out is close to a national frontier,
the area of isolation from which trade is prohibited would be on both sides of the frontier.
In such cases (fairly rare), it would be up to the relevant authorities of the Member States
jointly to define the area of isolation, if necessary in the framework of the Standing Veter-
inary Committee. This being the case, an administrative solution to the problem already
exists.

(Council Directives 64/432/EEC, OJ No L 121, 29 July 1964, p. 1977/64 and 72/462/
EEC, OJ No L 302, 31 December 1972, p. 24)

Commission’s position at debate: no debate

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 14 December 1984, p.13

3. Report by Mr Herman on the proposal (COM(84) 380 final) for a decision on the
coordination of the activities of Member States and Community institutions with a view to
establishing an inter-institutional Community information system (INSIS)

(i) item 3: Request for technical explanations concerning teleconferences: the emphasis
placed on videoconferences in the Commission communication only reflects
the interest shown in them by users. The Commission is preparing a paper in
response to Parliament’s request.

(i) item 4: Information concerning problems relating to standards: the Commission is
proposing to provide Parliament with information on these at the various
meetings taking place in 1985, more especially at the information seminar on
INSIS it is arranging, in collaboration with parliamentary staff, to hold on
7 March.

(ii1) item 5: Establishment of a fully interactive telematic system for the use of MEDPs: the
Videotex demonstration project being prepared in the INSIS framework, in
close cooperation with parliamentary staff, constitutes a first phase.

Ny
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Analysis of the reactions of Members to this demonstration should make it
possible to draw up detailed specifications for an operational interactive sys-
tem.

(iv) item 6: An information seminar on INSIS specifically for Members of Parliament: as
indicated at (ii) above, this is to be held on 7 March 1985.

(v) item 8: Preparation by the Commission for an annual report on new information
technologies in general: as it told Parliament during the debates on the
INSIS resolution, the Commission is willing to meet Parliament’s request for
a report of this nature.

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 13 December 1984,
pp. 275-276

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 13 December 1984, p. 60

4. Report by Mrs Hoff on the setting of ECSC levy rates and the establishment of the
ECSC operating budget for 1985 (COM(84)419)

‘The Commission/High Authority stated in the operating budget for 1985 that “any addi-
tional resources would be allocated o research subsidies and aid in the form of interest rate
subsidies”, thereby giving effect to item 4 in the resolution adopted by the European Par-
liament on 13 December 1984.’

Commission’s position at debate: Verbatim report of proceedings, 13 December 1984,
pp. 298-299

Text of proposal adopted by EP: Minutes of 14 December 1984, p. 18

D. Disaster aid supplied since last part-session

Emergency aid within the Community

Nil
Emergency aid for third countries
Financial aid
Country Sum Reason Distributed by Date of decision
Colombia 300000 ECU  floods LICROSS 19.12.84
ACP countries 80 m ECU famine (to be specified) 20.12. 84
(to be victims
specified)
Food aid
Country Quantity/Product Reason i)istributea’ Date of decision
y
Rwanda 605 t vegetable oil  drought WEFP 12.12. 84
Kenya 1,721 t cereals drought WEFP 12.12. 84

Bangladesh 27,920 t cereals floods WEFP 12.12. 84
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IN THE CHAIR: MR GRIFFITHS
Vice-President
(The sitting was opened at 9 a.m.)

Mr Pannella (NI). — (FR) Excuse me, but, like many
of us, I have to leave the Chamber, having been called
to a meeting of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation, the convening of which has in my opi-
nion been authorized for no good reason. Since the
gift of ubiquity is not, as far as I am aware, among the
rights and prerogatives of Members, I have to tell you
that we are virtually being expelled, to go and do our
work on the Committee on Development and Cooper-
ation.

President. — Mr Pannella, I am afraid we cannot do
anything here about your complaint. We take note of
it and we will pass it on to the Committee on Develop-
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ment and Cooperation. Unfortunately you yourself
will have to choose where you wish to be.

Mr Pannella (NI). — (FR) Mr President, excuse me,
but the convening of meetings is supposed to be
authorized by the chairman, by the enlarged Bureau.

Mr Le Pen (DR). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I wish to raise a point which is both per-
sonal and connected with the Rules of Procedure.

Yesterday afternoon’s sitting was given over to oral
questions with debate. One of these, put by my col-
league Le Chevallier, was concerned with the prob-
lems of immigration. I was listed to speak but,
although I am Chairman of my Group, although I was
duly listed, the Presidency did not give me an oppor-
tunity to speak, and this had to do with the unfortun-
ate fact that only ten minutes could be spent on this
very important problem, after the representatives of
the Communist Group monopolized the proceedings
for three-quarters of an hour.
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Le Pen
I'look on this as one of these errors of approach which President. — As far as I am aware, that is what the

are sadly becoming commonplace in our Parliament,
along with various other shortcomings, and because of
these things we parliamentarians are being deprived of
the opportunity to hold debates under normal condi-
tions on the subjects of greatest concern to our Com-
munity.

President. — Mr Le Pen, the situation you referred to
occurred during Question Time yesterday and has
nothing to do with oral questions with debate. Mem-
bers are called to put their supplementary questions in
the order in which the questions are submitted to the
President. In your particular case, unfortunately, we
ran out of time before we could get to your supple-
mentary question. The fact that members of the Com-
munist Group had a lot of questions down earlier is a
result of the way in which Question Time works. I am
afraid there is nothing we can do about your particular
complaint. I was waiting for Question No 15 because I
had a supplementary. We did not get anywhere near it.

1. Approval of the Minutes

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

Are there any comments?

Mr Prout (ED). — On Item 6 entitled “Topical and
urgent debate, announcement of the list of subjects to
be included’, I note, looking down the list, that there
are 6 items included and that Item 5 is human rights.
Now, to the extent that this list is supposed to reflect
the agreement between the group chairmen which
took place at midday yesterday, it is not an accurate
reflection of the positions they have taken, because 5
items were decided, the first 4 being identical to the
first 4 on the list and the fifth being Music Year. There
was no agreement between the chairmen that Item 5
should be included, and I do not understand why it
has been so included in the minutes.

President. — Mr Prout, there is nothing that I can do
about that here. I would suggest that you get hold of
the leaders of the political groups and check on what
actually happened. I can only suggest you get hold of
the other leaders and find out what has gone wrong.

Mr Prout (ED). — Mr President, I understand that,
but the preliminary question I am asking you is
whether there was a decision to alter a decision taken
yesterday or whether the list is simply inaccurately
printed in this document? Is this what the President
read out yesterday, or isn’t it?

President read out yesterday. Now that you have
made your comment, you can go back and check with
the other political group leaders and find out, if any-
thing has gone wrong, what has gone wrong.

Mr Cryer (S). — Mr President, I think we ought first
of all to express our appreciation of the way your pre-
decessor in the Chair yesterday conducted Question
Time, because he ensured that we had the full one-
and-a-half hour. Anybody who makes criticisms, it
seems to me, is absolutely wrong; because the Presi-
dent made a special effort to ensure that the agenda
was properly carried out. I think that that ought to be
very clearly stated.

Can I just suggest, Mr President, that you refer to the
enlarged Bureau the convention, whereby only one
person from a particular party is allowed a supplemen-
tary to see if there could not be some degree of flexi-
bility so that if there is a particular issue of special
concern to a national grouping, the President can have
the discretion of allowing 3 or 4 supplementaries. It
would require a degree of tolerance from other group-
ings in the House, but I see no reason why that should
not prevail. It would ensure that, where a particular
matter of great concern to a grouping is raised, they
do not then spend 10 or 15 minutes on points of order
and the President is allowed to use his discretion to
allow us to get on with Question Time.

President. — Thank you, Mr Cryer, we will take note
of your comments and see what can be done about the
issue that you raise.

Mrs Banotti (PPE). — Mr President, apropos of the
minutes — and I apologize if I am a little bit out of
order procedurally here — I was informed later in my
own group that, through on error, the motion for
urgency that I had put down on the prevention of ter-
rorism act was omitted from the list of human rights
issues, but that in actual fact it was due more, I gather,
to a technical error rather than a decision of the
Bureau. I have since circulated a petition for which I
have obtained 21 signatures and I understand that it
then goes on the agenda for discussion during urgency
and twopical debate.

President. — Mrs Banotti, I can inform you that
another political group has taken up the issue you
refer to anyway, and that it will be among the urgen-
cies which will be voted on at 3 p.m.

(Parliament adopted the minutes)!

' Deliberations of the Committee on the Rules of Procedure
and Petitions concerning petitions — Text of treaties for-
warded by the Council — Documents received — Member-
ship of Parliament: see Minutes.
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2. Decision on Urgency

Proposal from the Commission to the Council con-
cerning the authorization of further provisional
twelfths for the 1985 financial year, Section I — Par-
liament, Section Il — Commission, Section IV —
Court of Justice and Section V — Court of Auditors
(Doc. 2-1368/84 — SEC(84) 2123 final)

Mr Cot (S), Chairman of the Committee on Budgets. —
(FR) Mr President, your Committee on Budgets did
indeed examine the question of provisional twelfths
yesterday. As you know, the system of provisional
twelfths is now in operation and this raises a number
of administrative problems for the various institutions
of the Community, including Parliament itself. The
Committee on Budgets examined a number of these
requests and deferred examination of a number of
others until the next plenary part-session, since we
have o state our position within 30 days of the for-
warding of these requests and the next part-session
will provide an opportunity to deal with those requests
which present more difficulty than others.

But we are ready to report on the other requests, and
there are indeed very pressing reasons for us to dis-
pose of this matter. I therefore hope that urgency will
be agreed to.

Mr Von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President,
although it is not clear from the agenda, surely we are
dealing with two different items here.

The first item is the request by the Council for urgent
debate on the authorization for additional twelfths in
all areas of the budget. The second item is a proposal,
on which we were informed yesterday that urgent
debate would also be requested, concerning authoriza-
tion for additional twelfths to finance the agreement
with Greenland.

Now, I would like to know whether we are voting on
the second item at the same time. I have heard that
urgent procedure has not yet been requested on it. The
Committee on Budgets has submitted a proposal,
requiring a majority of 218 votes here. That means,
however, that this item must be given priority on
Thursday, since it would be quite absurd to expect a
majority of 218 on Friday. But then the question of
authorization would have to be postponed to the Feb-
ruary part-session. Yet we cannot possibly allow any
delay since the Irish Parliament will authorize the
withdrawal of Greenland next week and deep-sea fish-
ing will not be covered by any legislation.

If the Council has not submitted a proposal for urgent
debate yet, then may I refer you, Mr President, to
Rule 57 of our Rules of Procedure. Paragraph 1 states
that the President of Parliament may also request
urgent debate, if technical problems clearly arose as

regards the forwarding of such a proposal by the
Council. Since it is urgent for this item, on which no
differences of opinion arose in the Committee on
Budgets as regards urgency, to appear on the agenda
tomorrow, I would ask you to propose entering it for
ugent debate on Thursday’s agenda.

Mr Cot (S), Chairman of the Committee on Budgets. —
(FR) Mr President, I thank Mr von der Vring for ena-
bling me to add to the request. To my mind, the
request for urgency applied to all the requests for
provisional twelfths. It is better for everything to be
clear and for the Greenland matter to be included,
since this is very much an urgent matter in view of the
cost aspect.

On behalf of the Committee on BudgetsI request
application of Rule 57, paragraph 1.

Mr Cottrell (ED). — There was a fairly substantive
discussion in the Committee on Budgets on the request
for provisional twelfths which, I thought, arrived at a
very clear decision last night. It just seems to me that
there may be some confusion in the minds of other
Members of the House who were not present at that
discussion and who, therefore, may be unaware, if
they have not had the opportunity of a discussion in
their political groups, of the reasons why the Com-
mittee on Budgets took a certain view and was
unhappy about certain matters concerning the transfer
of the provisional twelfths.

I fully accept the position which has been taken by Mr
von der Vring and by the chairman of the Committee
on Budgets with regard to Greenland. But this was
indeed, as far as a request for urgency from the Coun-
cil, is concerned a reference to a package of overall
measures, a number of which the committee felt were
unpalatable. I think it would be, to no small extent,
misleading the House — unless Mr Cot were prepared
to make it clear to the House precisely what we were
voting on.

President. — Mr Cottrell, the Committee on Budgets’
report will be presented to the House on Thursday in
time for the vote to be taken on Thursday, and I
would have thought it is in the urgent debate on that
report that we can sort out all the issues. As I under-
stand it, the Greenland issue is there as well as wha-
tever else the Committee on Budgets wants to be
there.

Mr Cot (S), Chairman of the Committee on Budgets. —
(FR) Mr President, I do not wish to prolong this
debate, but Mr Cottrell has raised an important point.
So that it is quite clear what is being voted upon, it is
agreed that on Thursday the Committee on Budgets
will report on certain of the requests for provisional
twelfths listed in the document and not on others, so
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that these latter will be deferred to the next part-
session.

(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)

President. — I propose that this report be placed on
Thursday’s agenda after the report by Mr Formigoni
on the accession of Spain and Portugal, and that the

dead-line for tabling amendments be set at 6 p.m. on
Wednesday.

Mr Rogalla (S), Chairman of the Committee on the
Verification of Credentials. — (DE) Mr President, on
a point of order, I was informed that the Bureau
would notify the House of the outcome of the discus-
sions of the Committee on the Verification of Creden-
tials today. I would be grateful if you could tell me
whether that will be done now or in the course of the
morning, or whether perhaps you cannot yet say when
it will happen.

President. — Mr Rogalla, I can tell you that is not
going -to happen now, but I will see that you are
informed of when it will happen.

3. Controlled thermonuclear fusion (continuation)

President. — The next item is the continuation of the
debate on the report (Doc. 2-1330/84) by Mr Silzer
on controlled thermonuclear fusion.!

Mr Mallet (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I welcome the opportunity to speak to Mr
Silzer’s excellent report on behalf of the Group of the
European People’s Party. The draft programme on
controlled thermonuclear fusion that has been pre-
sented to us represents the only genuinely communau-
taire research programme that has been established to
date. I am not saying that the other research activities
of the Community are devoid of a European dimen-
sion, but that its involvement on too limited a scale in
work done by the Member States often leads to unne-
cessary and costly duplication of effort. In this inst-
ance, the Community is for once taking a decision on
its own to set up a programme in a very important
field and undertaking to coordinate application of it. It
is this that makes the value and originality of this joint
action aimed at developing a more fully integrated
European research effort on thermonuclear fusion and
its immense potentialities.

All research activities involving all the national labora-

tories and their researchers are covered by the Euro-
pean Community programme. All our countries’

! See previous day’s debates.

resources of energy and skill, all the opportunities and
risks are being shared for the benefit of our peoples.
This, surely, is an exemplary venture to which we
should pay due tribute. I would add that it is precisely
because of this Community integration, because of the
genuine European dimension of this programme, cou-
pled with the fact that it is multi-annual and revisable,
guaranteeing its durability and effectiveness, that
Europe has been able, with the construction of the
JET, a genuinely communautaire enterprise, to achieve
scientific results which place it in the very front rank
of the industrial powers in the world. Here we have
standing proof that, when it pools resources and
effort, Europe can equal and even surpass the best.

When this programme was launched, we were think-
ing in terms of the possibility of producing energy by
means of nuclear fusion before the end of the century.
That hope still remains today but, in the light of
results achieved hitherto, the forecasts are much more
cautions. The experts estimate that it will probably
take another 20 or 30 years or more to reach the stage
at which the results will be capable of industrial
exploitation. Much determined effort by the Com-
munity and its Member States will have to go into this
task. When it has been completed, this great break-
through by European science, possibly supported by
wider international cooperation, will provide future
generations with abundant cheap energy to fuel the
expansion of our economy. It will be a major contribu-
tion to the security of our energy supplies and will
make the risk of further oil crises a thing of the past.

What is the annual cost of this research programme?
149 million ECU. And, as you know, the countries of
the Community are spending tens of billions of dollars
each year on imports of coal, oil and gas. Is 149 mil-
lion ECU w0 much to pay for access to an energy
source which is inexhaustible, since it needs nothing
but seawater for its basic fuel, too much to pay for
guaranteed self-sufficiency in energy? Moreover, this
is a clean source of energy, excellent from the view-
point of environmental protection.

A final word on the strategic importance of this pro-
gramme to our industrial development. When the
Euratom Treaty came into force — and I remember
that time — we had hoped that it would enable us to
build a great European nuclear industry. In that res-
pect, application of the Treaty has been disappointing.
We had the skills, but what we lacked was awareness
of the need for joint action rising above special inter-
ests and the dead hand of the juste retour. Our objec-
tive was not attained, with the result that today 80%
of our nuclear power plants are imported from the
United States. That is the price that we are paying for
non-Europe.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we must learn the
lessons of the past. We must make sure that we do not
make the same mistakes by joining together, all mem-
bers of the Community, in promoting the development
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of real European technology based on a common
research programme.

History shows that the influence of nations, the impact
that they make abroad, is indissociable from their
economic strength and therefore from their technol-
ogical development. Technological decline leads to
political dependence and ultimately to the eclipse of
civilizations.

Such is the challenge now facing the countries of
Western Europe. As the example of the JET clearly
shows, this is a challenge which we can meet together.

To this end, we must begin by voting for the rapid
adoption of the research and training programme
(1985-1989) in the field of thermonuclear fusion and
for the realization of a tritium handling laboratory. In
so doing we shall be laying firm physical and technol-
ogical foundations for long-term action promising
great benefits for the future of all Europeans.

(Applause)

Mr Normanton (ED), drafisman of an opinion for the
Committee on Budgets. — Mr President, I commend to
the House two additional amendments which have
been tabled in my name: these are No 14, introducing
a new paragraph 12a, and covering references to a
mass of money in these regulations, and No 15, intro-
ducing a new paragraph 12b, which deals with pro-
gramme overlaps.

Parliament has fought for a very long time indeed to
establish the primacy of the budget in deciding what
has 1o be devoted to any particular Community policy.
The Council, since it has the last word on the legal
basis, has always resisted this and wanted to include
financial details in the regulations. I would like to
remind the House of the tripartite declaration of
30 June 1982, which allowed mention of what are
termed ‘indicative figures’ in regulations. The correct-
ness of Parliament’s philosophy, in my opinion, has
been demonstrated clearly by these draft decisions,
where quite unnecessary confusion is caused by the
inclusion of financial manipulations in legal texts.

Firstly, on the tritium decision. The cash is already
there. It is recognized as being a project of European
significance. When the overall Joint Research Centre
programme was fixed, this project was not finally set-
tled in detail. Now it is, and the decision is merely the
definition of the subject and has no financial relev-
ance.

On the larger fusion programme, successive pro-
grammes overlap almost invariably by one year. Here
we are deciding that the 1985-89 programme should
follow the one for 1982-86. This is sensible and hap-
pens each time. I hope that the logic of these amend-
ments will commend themselves to the House, and 1
formally move them.

Mr Ippolito (COM). — (IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, on behalf of the Italian Communist and
Allies Group I wish to announce the Group’s approval
of the excellent report by Mr Silzer on the Commis-
sion’s proposals to the Council regarding a five-year
training and research programme in the field of con-
trolled thermonuclear fusion, and for the setting-up of
a tritium handling laboratory in the Joint Research
Centre at Ispra.

As I mentioned yesterday in connection with Mr Tur-
ner’s report, the field of research into controlled ther-
monuclear fusion is one of the few fields in which
Europe has already achieved considerable success on a
scale at least comparable too — if not, from certain
standpoints, greater than — what has been achieved
by the United States and Japan.

I should like to recall that the ten countries of the
Community account together for about 20% of world
expenditure on research, whilst the United States and
Japan spend 27% and 17% respectively. These bare
figures enable us however to make a bitter observa-
tion, namely that it is only in those sectors where this
considerable effort in research is coordinated and
directed by the Community — such as nuclear fusion
— that results are obtained comparable with those of
the two countries I have just mentioned, whereas in
the other sectors they are far from being comparable.

This is due to the fact that, of the 20% of the overall
total expenditure on research in the ten countries, only
1.5% is spent jointly. This is an aspect of the problem
that I am very concerned to draw not only to the
attention of this Parliament but, particularly, to the
attention of the new Commission. In fact, if the pro-
portion of joint expenditure is not considerably
increased, Europe is destined to lose the technological
challenge of the next ten years in the field of new
technology, and to be reduced to the role of a Third
World country.

For this reason, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
we willingly support the Silzer report which, in view
of the outstanding international position held by the
Community in the field of fusion research — as is
shown by the success of the JET installation at Cul-
ham and by the resuhs already obtained there, and as
has moreover been emphasized by other speakers —
views favourably the proposals for a new five-year
programme for research and training in the field of
controlled nuclear fusion.

This programme envisages amongst other things the
setting-up of a tritium handling laboratory in the Joint
Research Centre at Ispra which, already penalized
recently by the interruption of the promising SUPER-
SARA research programme, is now languishing in
striking contrast to the decisions that were taken
when, in 1958, Italy disposed of this newly-built
Centre to the then newly-formed European Atomic
Energy Community, which decided to make it the
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most important installation in the Joint Centre, and
one with general powers and authority. This installa-
tion has now been in a critical state for over ten years,
and we therefore hope, with the setting up of the tri-
tium laboratory, with competence for all environmen-
tal problems, as has already been proposed by Mr Lin-
kohr, to be able to bring about its revival.

Finally, Mr President, may I be allowed one last
observation. The Silzer report very rightly calls on the
new Commission to promote a public discussion, in
the next few years, of nuclear fusion, its implications
and its repercussions. We also support this proposal by
Mr Silzer, because there is no doubt whatever that —
whether we like it or not — controlled nuclear fusion
represents the only source of energy for the future.

Mr Poniatowski (L). — (FR) Mr President, I should
like to express my support for the two reports, by Mr
Turner and Mr Silzer.

It is not by harking back to the economies of the past
that Europe will make progress towards either greater
power or greater unity; it will be by mounting major
new projects, and also by developing the use of new
technologies, whether in the field of information or in
that of biotechnology. I should like to concentrate on
two points in Mr Silzer’s report.

The first is the organization of this major programme
on thermonuclear fusion. It is a fact that this is the
only area in which Europe is ahead of the United
States and Japan. In all other fields we lag behind, and
it is precisely this which is jeopardizing our economic
potential and our competitiveness.

The second point is concerned with the tritium labora-
tory. In a number of countries we have been told that
this laboratory cannot, must not be built, for reasons
connected with military intelligence. I want to make it
absolutely clear that this is not true. In the United
States you will find civil tritium laboratories and mili-
tary laboratories as well. They study different prob-
lems and different aspects. If we intend to make pro-
gress in the field of nuclear fusion, we must be able to
make progress on the safety of tritium, on the civil
side. Consequently, the military intelligence argument
does not hold water.

Finally, in connection with tritium, I hope that we
shall find the Council and the Commission ready to
make a choice of location. We do not want a repeti-
tion of the four years of irresolution before the deci-
sion was taken on a choice of site for the fusion pro-
gramme. I hope that the site for this tritium laboratory
will be chosen more quickly than that, and even more
quickly than the decision for the ESPRIT project, for
which the credit must go not to the Council but to the
determination of Mr Davignon, who would not rest
until the decision was taken.

We have a duty, a duty to the next generation, to
ensure that these programmes are carried through. I
trust that Parliament is fully conscious of this duty, not
only here but in all areas of new technology.

Mrs Bloch von Blottnitz (ARC). — (DE) Mr Presi-
dent, fusion reactors of all kinds except those involv-
ing protons make an important contribution to the
further development of nuclear weapons. A hybrid
reactor, combining fusion and fission, with a capacity
of 1000 MW, can produce an annual 1.4 t of pluton-
ium. There really is reason to doubt the feasibility of a
fusion reactor of this D-T-TOKAMAK line, i.e. JET,
NET and DEMO. Because of the physical problems,
involving in particular energy density and heat loss,
such a fusion reactor needs to have ten times the vol-
ume of, for instance, a nuclear fission reactor. So we
have extremely high costs and very poor exploitability.
So far no scientist can even guarantee that we will ever
have a thermonuciear reaction.

Fusion installations produce new safety and environ-
mental problems. For instance, lithium reacts very
violently with water and tritium can only be retained
very incompletely, if at all. As a result of intensive neu-
tron radiation, the materials have only a very limited
life-span, which means even more radioactive waste.
The research work is already swallowing up thousands
of millions and it really is most doubtful whether any
country in the world will even be able to afford such a
reactor.

So the situation is similar to that of nuclear fission: the
safety problems and costs are persistently being under-
estimated. The development of nuclear fusion involves
substantial resources, and we will then have no money
left for alternative energy projects or renewable
energy sources. We demand that part of this research
money should be withdrawn and used for other pro-
jects and basic research in the field of low-level neu-
tron and radioactivity nuclear fusion.

Mr Tripodi (DR). — (IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, during the discussion yesterday morning
on the statement by President Delors it was rightly
emphasized that Europe must have more self-aware-
ness — it must be more aware, that is, of what it can
do by uniting the individual strengths of Member
States instead of using them separately on a national
basis. Well, we have immediate confirmation of this in
the decisions related to the research programme in the
field of controlled thermonuclear fusion, and the set-
ting up of the tritium handling laboratory at Ispra in
Italy. We agree with Mr Silzer that the study and
exploitation of that type of fusion — which is a per-
haps inexhaustible source of energy for the future, and
a relatively clean one, compared with nuclear fusion
— not only represents a great challenge to science,
because of the nature of the problems involved, but
will also provide proof of the potential capability of
the States of Europe, if they join forces.
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With the long-term provision of an adequate supply of
energy in mind, the Community, as a supranational
body, has already been successful in achieving appreci-
able results by concentrating the individual national
projects into one single nuclear fusion programme. Its
own particular needs for this research involve the con-
struction, at the Joint Research Centre at Ispra, of the
European Tritium handling laboratory, with the task
of resolving the safety problems connected with the
technology itself, and with the effects of that technol-
ogy on the environment.

We also agree that the laboratory, which cannot carry
out on its own the work that is needed, should be
assisted by other installations such as the German
nuclear fusion installation at Karlsruhe, for example.
This close integration in the scientific field between
the research and the scientists of Member States
reflects the solidarity and interdependence of a Europe
united in the field of research.

In the five-year period planned — and we shall not
pretend that these dates, 1985-1989, so peremptorily
fixed, are totally inflexible, because science cannot be
constrained by timetables of man’s making — as I was
saying, in the five-year period envisaged, the financial
commitments of the Community amount to 347 mil-
lion ECU, whilst another 443 are reserved for the
completion of the entire programme. The Ispra labor-
atory accounts for only a modest proportion of this
cost, despite the fact that tritium is a fundamental fac-
tor in the subsequent stages of achieving nuclear
fusion.

Mr Petronio, who is a member of the Group of the
European Right, has followed very closely the devel-
opments effecting the Ispra Centre. I refer to what he
has already said so effectively in approving the report
in the Committee on Energy, Research and Technol-
ogy. I would only recall, in support of the programme
in question, that it has the very important job of suc-
cessfully providing energy when reserves of the fossile
fuels that we use today are all exhausted, and when
uranium has become more rare. That is why, at Ispra,
they are working for the peaceful well-being of the
Europe of to-morrow; more than that, they are work-
ing for the very survival of the generations of the
future.

Mr Ulburghs (NI). — (NL) Mr President, I strongly
oppose a further research and training programme in
the field of thermonuclear fusion and the realization
of a tritium handling laboratory, as the Commission
and the Silzer report propose.

Like all nuclear technologies, nuclear fusion is a form
of technology that is so harmful to mankind and the
environment that it can only be hoped that it is aban-
doned. These are insane projects dreamt up by
unworldly scientists and by managers eager for profit
and domination, in both industry and government. It

is high time we stopped developing nuclear energy,
before our future and that of the whole of civilization
is seriously endangered. Nuclear technology will
become the determining factor in all social develop-
ment. Such centralization of decision-making power
will suffocate any form of democracy. Any alternative
emerging at grass-roots level will be precluded. And
we have not yet mentioned the unjustified risks to the
environment, of which everyone is aware.

Let us do away with this technology, Mr President,
and direct our research at forms of energy supply
which do not harm man and the environment and are
available in inexhaustible quantities, since they are
based on renewable and clean sources of energy.
There are alternatives that cost far less than the pres-
ent systems for the generation of energy. We lack the
political will to propagate them. I therefore appeal to
all Members to do their duty and think before it is too
late, so that no one need say afterwards, ‘I did not
know.” Not every technology is good because it has
been invented by science. Whatever the economic sys-
tem, in East or West, the end must not be allowed to
justify the means.

Mr Metten (S). — (NL) Mr President, the review of
the current nuclear fusion programme for the 1982-
1986 period and the proposal for a new five-year pro-
gramme for the 1985-1989 period provide an excellent
opportunity for reflection. It is not simply a question
of deciding whether this is a good research pro-
gramme: we must also consider whether the unfortun-
ately limited resources earmarked for research in the
Community are being used effectively. Many people
assume that the ESPRIT programme is the Com-
munity’s No 1 research priority. But if we look at the
draft budget, it is clear, in financial terms at least, that
nuclear fusion research is the Community’s No 1
priority. No less than half of all Community resources
intended for energy research and a quarter of the
Community’s total research budget are earmarked for
nuclear fusion research. The cost of this research, if it
continues, can only rise in the future. Parliament
should therefore see this review of the nuclear fusion
programme as an opportunity to ask itself whether the
scarce resources available for energy research are best
used by concentrating them on this programme. I shall
argue that this is not so.

It is not only that the technical feasibility of controlled
nuclear fusion has yet to be proved: it is still doubtful
that it is scientifically feasible. Successful though the
current research programme may be, it must be
remembered that it will be at least 20 years before the
first demonstration reactor can go into operation and
that, even if it is successful, it will be 50 years before
commercial exploitation becomes possible. Before that
stage is reached, however, 100000 m ECU will
undoubtedly have been invested in the development of
the first commercial reactor. Anyone who reads the
progress reports on nuclear fusion research and sees
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how ridiculously long it is likely to be before success is
achieved and what enormous amounts of money are
involved, must surely be impressed by the proficiency
of those concerned and their confidence in the success
of their undertaking. When we then hear that Europe
is in no way lagging behind the United States and
Japan in this field, we are all too readily inclined to
trust the researchers and technicians and to approve
the programme. But we are wrong to do so, ladies and
gentlemen.

It is the politician’s task to compare the costs with the
possible benefits, and this is not only an extremely
doubtful, extremely protracted and extremely costly
project: there are a number of other objections that
make nuclear fusion as unattractive as nuclear fission.
After all, nuclear fusion also creates a waste problem
that has yet to be solved. It is not the nuclear fuel but
the reactor walls that are now the villain of the piece.
As the reactor walls have to be replaced at regular
intervals, a fusion reactor would produce ten times as
much highly radioactive waste as a fission reactor.
Secondly, while the fuel may theoretically last for
ever, the same certainly cannot be said of the particu-
larly heat-resistant building materials used. Thirdly, a
fusion reactor also poses the danger of radiation. You
might be interested to hear, for example, that tritium,
a highly radioactive fusion matenial, is the essential
element of the neutron bomb.

All these factors lead me to draw the following con-
clusions. It is extremely doubtful that nuclear fusion is
technically feasible. It is just as doubtful that the prob-
lems connected with waste, scarcity and safety can be
solved. Finally, even if all these problems are over-
come, it is very doubtful that nuclear fusion will be as
successful commercially as other forms of energy
developed in the next 50 years, because that is the
time-span involved here. All things considered, my
conclusion is that it would be far better for the Com-
munity to withdraw from the nuclear fusion project
and use the resources that then become available to
develop renewable sources of energy.

Mr Seligman (ED). — Mr President, my group
strongly supports the Silzer report and its resolution
and also strongly disagrees with Mr Ulburghs and Mr
Meuten. Nuclear fusion is not hostile. It promises to be
fairly benign as a source of energy. The products of
fusion are, in fact, not radioactive; so all this scare-
mongering is really quite misleading. As Mr Silzer
vold us, nuclear fusion attempts to harness the type of
process which takes place on the sun. It attempts to
harness the process of the hydrogen bomb for peaceful
purposes. We hope that in the 21st and 22nd centuries
it will be the main source of energy when the world is
without oil and gas. What are we going to have if we
do not have fusion? As Mr Silzer said, if we followed
the doubters and dropped fusion now, future genera-
tions would never forgive us. That is what Mr Ponia-
towski said too. So I hope Mr Metten will bear that in
mind.

Obviously, as practical research continues, new obsta-
cles will come up. At Culham, I understand there is a
problem with the surface wall of the reactor and some-
how we have to keep plasma away from the wall of the
reactor. But this will be solved and the national fusion
programmes which go along beside JET will be very
helpful in solving that sort of problem. Already Cul-
ham has exceeded expectations. They reached 30 mil-
lion degrees centigrade for two-thirds of a second,
which is double that achieved by the American TFTR
reactor at Princeton. So we are ahead of the Ameri-
cans. The cost of JET is of cource very high —
347 million ECU net over 5 years. When that is added
to the fusion programme that becomes 790 million
ECU for 5 years. But the whole cost of JET is nothing
compared with what the cost of NET is going to be —
something like 2 or 3 billion ECU. That is the next
stage and that is why we may have to cooperate with
other nations outside the Community, as stated in
clause 12 of the Silzer resolution. Furthermore, other
nations are looking into alternative methods of con-
finement and we may need those as well — for exam-
ple, lasers.

Much work remains to be done at Culham and natur-
ally one must continue to use the facilities of Culham
to the ultimate extent. But Karlsruhe in Germany
could also become a very valuable site for future work
in fusion technology.

Concerning the tritium laboratory, we fully accept that
a great deal of work must be done on the safety of
civilian use of tritium. Some people say that existing
military laboratories in the UK and France have all the
know-how necessary. What is needed is a wider range
of research than the military one into the parameters
of civilian use of harnessed nuclear power. Mr Presi-
dent, will you give me time to read out the main things
that have to be done in this laboratory?

President. — I am afraid not, Mr Seligman.

Mr Seligman (ED). — In that case I shall wind up my
speech.

We think that ISPRA will be capable of handling all
the safety-orientated work efficiently, and therefore
we support both arms of the Silzer resolution.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) Mr
President, first I would like to thank the rapporteur
warmly for his concise and wellbalanced report. He
makes it clear that it is stll too early to make a final
judgment about the possibility of obtaining energy
from nuclear fusion economically. The research in this
field is still at the stage of proving the scientific feasi-
bility of nuclear fusion. We hope we will be able to
supply this proof with JET and similar installations,
especially in the United States and Japan, towards the
end of this decade.
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The report also points out rightly that in view of our
responsibility towards future generations, we must do
our utmost to establish effectively whether the almost
inexhaustible energy potential of nuclear fusion can be
made useful to mankind.

May I point out to one speaker, who referred to the
situation in fifty years’ time, that in fifty years’ time we
will have to reckon with a world population of ten or
eleven, or even more, thousand million and that we
must make provision for their energy requirements
now, given the long preliminary running time.

The report, and many speakers, have recognised —
for which I am most grateful to all of you — that the
Commission managed to create a genuinely European
research association in the field of nuclear fusion,
within which all the activities in this field in the Mem-
ber States were integrated into a joint programme.
The most tangible results of these endeavours on the
Commission’s part are the creation of the joint JET
project, the association of Sweden and Switzerland in
the Community programme and a lively exchange of
researchers and research material between the asso-
ciated institutes, which guarantees éffective utilization
of the available resources and prevents unnecessary
duplication. This European research association plays
a leading role in the framework of the four large
nuclear fusion programmes which are being conducted
in the United States, Europe, Japan, and the Soviet
Union. One particular success is the completion on
schedule of the basic JET and the promising results of
its first experimental entry into service.

The main aspects of the next stage of the programme
are extending JET to its maximum configuration and
its experimental operation, together with the prepara-
tion of the next stage after JET, namely NET. In
particular that also means greater participation by
industry and stepping up the technology programme.
In this context, the Commission proposes building a
tritium laboratory in the Ispra joint research centre,
where the safety problems involved in using tritium
will be examined.

I gratefully note that the large majority who spoke in
the debate were in favour of the tritium line of our
programme and may I add, with reference to a ques-
tion by Mr Linkohr, that talks have taken place
between the Commission officials and the responsible
officials of the two Member States which have carried
out research of this kind in the military field. It
emerged from these talks that more research is needed
on what these two Member States could supply on the
basis of their military research, that not enough
research was conducted by these two states, especially
on the safety aspects of using tritium; so there will be
no duplication if we develop a civilian tritium research
line, since this is necessary for technical reasons. May I
also say here, with reference to the speech by Mrs
Bloch von Blottnitz, that neither a hybrid reactor nor a
proton-Bor-reaction are referred to in the Community

programme and that they do not therefore come into
question at all here.

The Commission points out that its general proposal is
not for a kind of crash programme. Rather, the rate of
activity is determined by the scientific and technical
results obtained. The Commission is in agreement here
with the recommendations of the Review Panel which
it set up to prepare its proposed programme. In prac-
tical terms that means that the detailed design of NET,
i.e. the next stage, will only begin once it has been
established that the demonstration run of JET with
deuterium produces the expected results and allows
the introduction of tritium. According to the current
schedule, that should be in about 1988. The decision
to construct NET depends on the successful operation.
of JET with tritium. The results should be available at
the beginning of the 1990s. The Commission therefore
welcomes Parliament’s intention to organize a wide-
ranging hearing on controlled nuclear fusion before
the important decisions are taken on the operation of
JET with tritium and the detailed design of NET.

May I say a word about the financing of the pro-
gramme and briefly inform you of the outcome of the
Council meeting of 19 December. As you know, the
Council agreed, subject to the European Parliament’s
opinion, that an estimated amount of 690 m ECU be
allocated in its programme decision for the years 1985
to 1989. That would mean cutting the Commission
proposal by 12.7%. Yet the Council noted with
approval that the Commission intends to commit a
total of 342 m ECU in the first two years, provided of
course that the budgetary authority authorises these
resources. That amount would enable the Commission
to continue the programme on the planned scale in
1985 and 1986. For the years after 1986, the Council
has undertaken to review the fusion programme and
the other research programmes and, where appro-
priate, taking account of its commitments, to increase
Community expenditure on research and develop-
ment.

As before, the Commission still regards the fusion pro-
gramme as the flagship of its research programmes.
We believe that the Community can look with some
pride at this programme, which has proved that if
Europe effectively combines its forces and efforts it
can assume a leading role world-wide in the develop-
ment of a key technology. The existence and success
of this programme once again refute the accusation of
Euro-pessimism.

In the past, Parliament has taken active part in assur-
ing this success and the Commission is convinced that
it will give its full support to this programme in future
too. On the amendments, may I add that we agree
with Amendments Nos 1 to 7 and 14 and 15, but can
unfortunately not agree to Amendments Nos 8 to 13.

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

4. Tax and excise duty

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
2-1341/84) by Mr Cassidy, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and Indus-
trial Policy on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-198/84 — COM(84) 182 final) for a
directive amending Directive 69/169/EEC on the
harmonization of provisions laid down by law’
regulation or administrative action relating to
exemption from turnover tax and excise duty on
imports in international travel.!

Mr Cassidy (ED), rapporteur. — The report before
Parliament today in my name as rapporteur for the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and
Industrial Policy proposes to increase duty free allow-
ances for travellers from their present level of 45 ECU
to 150 ECU immediately. This represents an increase
of 333 % and will permit travellers to choose from a
wider range of goods in duty-free shops.

In recommending an increase, my report goes further
than the proposals put forward by the Commission.
They proposed an immediate increase from 45 ECU to
60 ECU, with subsequent increases on 1 January 1986
to 70 ECU and on 1 January 1987 to 80 ECU. Having
made enquiries of people concerned with duty-free
trade and taken advice, I came to the conclusion that it
would not be welcome either to the customs officials
of Member States or to operators of airlines, shipping
lines and duty-free shops if they had to revise their
printed material on 1 January every year from now
until 1988 merely 1o take account of a modest increase
in duty-free allowances of the order of 10 or of
5 ECU. I wok the view, and I think authorities in
Member States will take a similar view, that such a
procedure would be unnecessarily costly and cumber-
some and would cause confusion. It is for this reason
that I have proposed a large increase to 150 ECU.
Indeed, in the deliberations which took place in our
committee at its last meeting before Christmas, the
Commission officials who were present agreed, indi-
cating that they would, in any case, have been pre-
pared to accept 100 ECU. However, even at the level I
propose of 150 ECU the allowances are still lower
than that in respect of goods acquired tax and duty
paid, which was fixed at 210 ECU.

Many Members present in the previous Parliament will
recall that in a resolution of 14 December 1983 on the

! The oral question with debate (Doc. 2-1387/84), by Mr
Selva and others to the Commission on the rates of VAT
on shoes in Italy will be included in the debate.

.

proposed Seventh Directive, Parliament called on the
Commission to raise the intra-Community tax and
duty-free allowances 1o 210 ECU. As I speak today,
the Commission has yet to respond to Parliament’s
call.

In summary, therefore, Mr President, this proposal is
a way for Parliament to show that it is keen to do
something for the ordinary travelling citizen of the
Community, whether he travels by sea or by air,
within the Community or outside it. I hope, therefore,
that Parliament will agree that this threefold increase
in duty and tax-free allowances to travellers shall be
accepted.

One final point, Mr President. I must differentiate my
position as rapporteur in this matter from the position
of my own group. My own group was also in favour
of a substantial increase in the quantity allowances —
that is to say, the amounts of alcohol, wine and
wobacco which could be purchased duty free. But,
much to the regret of my group, the collective decision
of our committee was to take out those proposals for
increases in quantities. Nonetheless, my group is very
happy with the report as now amended and hopes,
therefore, that the Parliament will agree to pass it.

Mrs Van Hemeldonck (S). — (NL) Mr President, as
representatives of the citizens of Europe we must
always ask ourselves what is in the consumer’s best
interests. We might, of course, wonder what historical
logic there is in permitting travellers from third coun-
tries to import certain goods tax-free. Did they really
need to take a stock of provisions with them once
upon a ume? I can imagine Tacitus presenting himself
to the Germans and saying, ‘I’ve got my sandwiches in
this bag, and I’ve bought a few other things besides.’

The Commission’s proposal to increase the value to
60 ECU in 1985 and then, without further ado, to 70,
80 and 85 ECU by 1988 embodies a kind of inflation
meter, and we can surely have no objection to that.

The rapporteur proposes exemption up to 150 ECU
for adults and 50 ECU for children under 15. This
indicates a sudden increase in the provisions travellers
need. It would result in the tax-free allowance being
higher than that applying within the European Com-
munity, where we supposedly have or want to create a
harmonized internal market. This is certainly not very
logical. It does not make a great deal of sense from the
consumer’s point of view. Those who come from afar,
as the Flemish proverb goes, thus not only find it easy
to lie: they can also import goods — souvenirs and so
on — in considerable quantities.

However, various questions arise as regards the Mem-
ber State into which the goods are imported. For
example, to protect the health of their citizens, some
Member States have imposed serious restrictions on
such carcinogenic substances as tobacco and alcohol.
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To enable them to pursue a responsible social policy,
others levy a heavy tax on expensive luxury items.
Travellers who import these items — tax-free — are
thus at an advantage over residents in these countries,
and they naturally hurt the domestic trader. On the
other hand, certain domestic producers of luxury
goods do, of course, increase their turnover. It is
always nice to buy some perfume in France, some wine
in Italy, a jumper in the United Kingdom, but when
we see the goods on show in the shops on ships or at
airports that sell them tax-free or offer tax facilities,
we find that many of them are particularly expensive
products from other parts of the world.

Nor must we overlook the fact that the consumer also
consumes public services, including those provided at
airports, and that many airports can use the revenue
from tax-free business to reduce the airport tax that
travellers must pay.

To summarize, it is clear that we are dealing here with
something that has been in existence for some consi-
derable time and that Mr Cassidy is rightly trying to
tidy things up slightly in this area. Nonetheless, we are
not satisfied with this arrangement. We are still in the
position of falling between two stools. The New York
and Kyoto conventions must somehow be brought
into line with the practice in the Community, but I
urge that the European consumer’s interests be
regarded as the primary consideration.

Mr Beumer (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, we shall
support Mr Cassidy’s report and therefore the amend-
ments tabled by the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs and Industrial Policy, which seek to
simplify matters. We also agree that a distinction must
continue to be made between the standards applied in
intra-Community travel and the standards that apply
to imports from third countries, although we feel they
might be increased.

We shall also vote for the amendment that Mr Her-
man has tabled. Unlike the Commission, he maintains
that the standards applicable to imports from third
countries must not be regarded as the reference point
for the standards that apply to intra-Community
travel, since this would create a completely artificial
situation that would increase rather than alleviate
problems.

Mr President, we agree with the rapporteur that the
nature and extent of the increase in tax-free allow-
ances proposed by the Commission would create
unnecessary complications, make the system unneces-
sarily complex, and that the sums concerned are very
small. We therefore consider it right for there to be a
single increase and for it to be somewhat larger. I do
not think it would be very sensible or very pleasant for
indicators to have to be produced each and every year
to support increases in these allowances. That would
cause a great deal of fuss and bother, and travellers

would not know where they stood at any given
moment, and it would also impose an unnecessary
burden on the customs services.

To conclude, Mr President, we join with the rappor-
teur in urging that, as the report says, a start be made
without delay on negotiations on reciprocity and that
efforts in this respect be stepped up so that there may
eventually be an increase in transport in this sector.

Mr Fitzgerald (RDE). — Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I would like to thank the rapporteur, Mr
Cassidy, for the presentation of his report on tax
exemptions on imports in international travel.

However, I have one regret. He has not taken into
account particular and major problems which we have
in Ireland in relation to tax-free allowances for travell-
ers. I am not including in my comments operation of
airport duty-free shops. Such shops provide employ-
ment and are an important means of providing valua-
ble income for airports within the Community. In
addition, they also provide important export outlets
for Irish exporters. I hope that the Commission takes
this into account. For Ireland the overriding problem
is one of employment. With one in six Irish workers
now on the dole or over a quarter of a million people
out of work, the possibility of increasing this number
further cannot be contemplated.

I am quoting from the explanatory statement: ‘Any
proposed changes to the exemptions from turnover tax
and excise duty granted to persons entering the Com-
munity would automatically also determine the allow-
ances granted to persons travelling between Member
States.” So the explanatory statement argues. The pres-
ent VAT rates in Ireland are utterly counterproduc-
tive. Our 35% VAT rate — as compared with 15% in
Britain — allied to duty-free allowances for travellers
has resulted in massive cross-border smuggling with a
consequent loss of jobs and indeed loss of badly
needed revenue to the national exchequer. It is the
hard-pressed Irish taxpayer who has been asked to
foot the bill. Because of the more favourable VAT
rates operating on one side of the artificial border that
exists in the island of Ireland, a whole variety of goods
is being purchased at the expense of shops and towns
on the other side of this artificial border. It is a distor-
tion of trade, but one that can be set right. Jobs can be
saved.

Cross-border trading is costing the Irish exchequer
some 40 million pounds a year. The situation can be
reversed by introducing cuts in excise duty and lower-
ing VAT rates on a wide range of products. Such cuts
must be self-financing. Until the Irish Government
shows that it is willing to do something about reducing
the difference in VAT rates between Britain and Ire-
land, customs controls are inevitable. Until action is
taken, our reservations about Parliament’s amend-
ments cannot be altered.
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No government, particularly an Irish Government, can
afford to lose 40 million pounds. But this is exactly
what has happened because of the way it is operating
excise duties and VAT rates on cars. Despite a ruling
last December by the Commission that from 1 January
1985 the price of similar models of cars will not vary
by more than 12% from one EEC country to another,
car prices in Ireland still remain high. Duty and taxes
in Ireland effectively double the price. Excise duty and
VAT as a percentage of the retail price of cars was
29.2% in 1979 but 43.2% in 1983. The Irish Govern-
ment, by its excise duty and VAT policies, has wiped
out the importance of the company car which
accounted for 60% of annual car sales in Ireland, with
sales falling from a figure of 106 000 in 1981 to only
55 000 by 1984. It has done nothing to improve the
situation.

Mr Rogalla (S). — (DE) For more than four years [
have been calling for freedom of movement in the
internal market, i.e. since the days when the word
internal market was not yet acceptable in refined cir-
cles. So I would like to take this opportunity to wel-
come the new member of the Commission responsible
for this area, Vice-President Lord Cockfield, but at
the same time draw his attention to the difficulty of his
task. I would like to ask him to give priority to his own
judgement, his own experiences, when taking deci-
sions, and if possible throughout the four-year term;
for a tangle of creepers, of special interests and bur-
eaucrats of all kinds, not only in the Commission but
also in the Member States, will try to wind itself round
him and sap his strength of purpose.

As I have said in another context, we need a kind of
lord and master. I think Lord Cockfield is the right
man. [ wish him much success in his difficult task.

We are talking about taxes here, about VAT, and I do
not understand why the Commission proposal refers
to turnover tax. We are concerned with the special
customs and excise duties on alcohol and tobacco,
which as we know earn the states a great deal of
money although they never tire of pointing out that
the products damage the health of their citizens. We
must point to this paradox again and again. We must
stress the need for a strict distinction between the ter-
ritory inside and outside the Community, i.e. third
countries.

Vis @ vis third countries, we have nothing to give away
in the field of taxes and duties on high-tax goods. We
must insist on reciprocity and must insist on observ-
ance of the conventions of New York and Kyoto. The
situation on the internal market is quite different.
" There is no point in duty-free allowances there. We do
not need duty-free allowances between the Member
States, neither for presents we bring back for our
friends from Rome, Paris or Copenhagen, nor for
goods subject to high taxes.

We need a free internal market, especially for the con-
sumers and citizens. How can we justify the fact that
anyone today who has DM 100 m can transfer it by
telegraph to the USA in order to profit from the high
interest rates there, which means of course that this
money is being taken out of the Community economy
and cannot be used for investment any more, nor can
it even be taxed, while at the same time officials peer
into the pockets of a citizen travelling between Mem-
ber States and it is alleged that the wellbeing of the
Community budget or that of a Member State depends
on whether he is carrying two or three bottles of duti-
able alcohol? People throughout Europe must know
this, so that the Member States, encouraged by the
Commission, supported by our Parliament, will at last
abolish duty-free allowances as incompatible with the
internal market.

As a result, of course, we will no longer have so-called
duty-free shops in intra-Community travel, for that is
an infringement of the system that we no longer need.
But that does not mean the duty-free shops would dis-
appear, for they will still be necessary or have to be
tolerated for buying goods from third countries; but
these shops must adjust to the fact that the internal
market does not tolerate privileges for travellers going
by air, for instance, in comparison to those going by
sea or taking a trip on a butter boat. The internal mar-
ket programme for duty-free allowances is: get rid of
them!

The Socialist Group therefore endorses Mr Cassidy’s
report. It confines itself to supporting the Commission
as regards increasing the VAT ceiling for gifts brought
from third countries in an administratively simple way.
Increasing the duty-free allowances for high-tax goods
is not indicated, since there is no reciprocity.

Mr Selva (PPE). — (I7) Mr President, with regard to
the Cassidy report, by a happy chance the question
that I and others put to the Commission has been
included in the debate during a sitting at which the
new President of the Commission, Mr Delors, and the
President-in-Office of the Council of Ministers of the
European Community, Mr Andreouti, are making
their programme statements. And so, against the back-
ground of the picture that Delors has drawn for us for
the next 4 years of his presidency, we find one of those
small problems — which it occasionally falls to me to
draw attention to — one of those small things that
however effect the interests, the purses, and the daily
life of European citizens.

What is it about, the case that I have raised? We are
putting our finger on an anomaly regarding the VAT
rates — the value added tax on footwear in Italy. In
fact, whereas for all other items of dress the VAT rate
in Traly is 8%, for footwear it goes up to 18%. This is
a form of discrimination that penalizes the consumer.
It can of course easily be said that this is a question for
the Italians, but I shall endeavour to point out three
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aspects of the question that seem to me to be Euro-
pean in their scope — namely, harmonization of taxa-
tion, consumer protection, and the non-penalization
of a leading industrial sector that, in my country, does
not reduce employment, but on the contrary, and even
after technological innovation, increases it. It is a sec-
tor that has beaten the challenge of the industrial and
economic giants, the United States and Japan. Italian
footwear is in fact the showpiece of the world’s mar-
kets. This is due, if I might be allowed to go back in
history, to the revival on modern lines of the Venetian
craft tradition, with the shoemakers of Brenta, Padua
and Venice; and it is due also to the spirit of entrepre-
neurial initiative and application in regions such as
Lombardy, Emilia Romagna and the Marches. With
their products, which are the embodiment of quality
and taste — as, I think, members of this European
Parliament of all nationalities could testify — these
entrepreneurs are ambassadors for Europe all over the
world.

Why should we not, then, in the Community and in
each Member State, help the production of Italian
footwear to expand, which can come about through
internal consumption and exports outside the Com-
munity? It is the protection of the consumer that we
are after, when we call for this disparity in VAT rates
to be removed.

President Delors rightly referred to the need to guar-
antee the position of the European Community in the
field of advanced technology. Well, we shall succeed
in an even greater mobilization to our cause, more
-than has been achieved so far — businessmen, model
creators, and workers in the Italian and European
footwear sector — if we give them the feeling that
authority is not holding them back, but helping them
on. In a world that is experiencing far-reaching
changes, Europe is sometimes slow to accept these
challenges. But here we have an example — and I say
this again, with special emphasis — we have an exam-
ple of success.

One last observation, Mr President. It might seem
strange to some that the European Parliament, of all
bodies, should ask for a reduction in VAT, the very
sector of taxation to which the European Community
is looking, in the near future, for an increase in its own
resources. My answer to them — quite apart from the
fact that it is a small drop in the ocean — is the obser-
vation made by President Delors: an additional
10 ECU in the Community budget has a greater multi-
plying effect than 1 additional ECU in each country in
the Community. What I ask of Italy — and I myself
am Italian — is that it should forego an additional
ECU so that ten more can be produced by the enter-
prise, determination and capacity to penetrate world
markets that have been shown by Italian and European
shoemakers.

Mr President, I should like in conclusion to urge that
this small step be taken — a step which is one of those

that bring our citizens closer to Europe, and the insti-
tutions of the Community closer to our citizens.

(Applause)

Mr Fitzgerald (RDE). — Mr President, I will be very
brief in thanking Mr Cassidy, the rapporteur. I omit-
ted to congratulate and to wish the new Commissioner
well while I was on my feet. I do so now, Sir. I want to
wish the new Commissioner a happy and successful
term of office.

Lord Cockfield, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, may I first of all thank the honourable
Members of Parliament who have offered me their
best wishes. It is my firm intention to do everything I
can to ensure smooth working of the relations
between the Commission and Parliament, and I am
very glad indeed that this opportunity has occurred for
me to participate in a debate of considerable import-
ance.

We are discussing a report which is not only interest-
ing but forward looking. It was introduced by Mr Cas-
sidy in a speech which, if I may say so, was both
instructive and constructive. There were a number of
contributions made in the debate which went, perhaps,
a little bit beyond the Cassidy report, and I hope,
therefore, I may be forgiven for not commenting spe-
cifically on them but limiting myself to saying that I
have noted very carefully what has been said.

If I may now come to the substance of the report
itself; the proposal for an eighth directive on allow-
ances for travellers from third countries must be seen
as complementary to the proposed sixth directive on
allowances for intra-Community travellers. In both
cases a multi-annual programme of increases is pro-
posed; those increases being of similar proportions in
the case of the two directives.

Your Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
and Industrial Policy has, on the basis of the report
drawn up by Mr Cassidy, effectively proposed two
amendments to the Commission’s proposals. These are
to grant an increase in the third country allowance in
one step instead of granting it progressively over a
period of 4 years, and to bring the allowance up to
150 ECU instead of the 85 ECU proposed by the
Commission, and to 50 ECU for travellers. under
15 years of age.

I have taken due note of the very cogent arguments
advanced by Mr Cassidy on the phasing of the
increase in the allowance. He was supported on this
point by Mr Beumer, whose comments I have also
noted. I am very glad to say, therefore, that the Com-
mission is happy to accept the idea of an increase in
one step.
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The other main proposal, namely that the allowance
should be increased to 150 ECU, does however raise
considerable difficulties. It has throughout been Com-
munity policy that the levels of the third country and
intra-Community allowances should rise in parallel.
An increase in the third country allowance from the
present figures of 45 ECU to 150 ECU would repre-
sent an increase of well over 200%. In comparison, the
Council’s recent decision to increase the intra-Com-
munity allowance from 210 ECU to 280 ECU repre-
sents an increase of 33% only. Even the total increase
which the Commission proposed in the Sixth Directive
— from 210 to 400 ECU — represented an increase of
the order of some 90%. Such a disproportionate
increase as is proposed in Mr Cassidy’s report would
be contrary to the principle of Community preference
and would run counter to the efforts which have been
made to strengthen the internal market. It would result
in imports from third countries being favoured at the
expense of Community producers without any corres-
ponding gain for Community exports or Community
citizens.

Nevertheless, I am fully aware of the strong views
which have been expressed in the debate this morning.
I am very willing to give further consideration to the
matter in the light of what has been said. Unfortun-
ately, however, the prospect of securing agreement on
a higher figure at the present time is by no means cer-
tain. I was very impressed by what Mr Rogalla said. I
have great sympathy with his point of view. As he
probably knows, I started’ my own working life in the
customs service in the Surrey commercial docks in
London and many of these problems arising in this
field are familiar to me. His vision of a Community
completely free of internal barriers is one that we all
share. We all would wish to work towards that end,
but it is something that rests in the rather longer term
than the context of the report at present in front of us.

In these circumstances, I would think the wisest course
would be 10 proceed on the basis of the present draft
directive and pursue subsequently the question of
whether a further increase could be made. That is the
course I would recommend to Parliament. I therefore
urge you to approve this proposal so that we can
improve the present situation without delay.

May I comment on the specific point raised by Mr
Selva on the question of VAT on footwear in Italy.
Under the present state of harmonization of VAT leg-
islation, Member States retain exclusive responsibility
for fixing rates of VAT. The Commission has no
power to intervene in this particular area, except to
ensure that national legislation is in conformity with
Article 95 of the Treaty. The application in Italy of
different rates of VAT for footwear and clothing is
not contrary to these particular provisions. We do, of
course, welcome the steps recently taken or proposed
by the Italian Government to reduce the number of
VAT rates, but further progress in this particular area

rests with the Italian Government rather than with the
Commission.

May I perhaps be forgiven for making a personal com-
ment on this. My wife always wears Italian shoes, so
that I do have some sympathy with his point of view.

However, if I may now come back to the main ques-
tion of the Cassidy report, I would ask honourable
Members to agree 1o proceed on the basis that I have
suggested.

IN THE CHAIR: MR M@LLER
Vice-President

Mr Cassidy (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, I sim-
ply wanted to rise on a point of order. I believe I am
right in saying that this was Lord Cockfield’s first
speech as a Commissioner. I congratulate him on the
very clear and lucid maiden speech that he made and
also on his extremely conciliatory and constructive
reply to the proposals in our report. On behalf of the

House may I, through you, thank him for being so
helpful.

Mr Rogalla (S). — (DE) Mr President, I wanted to
ask your leave, after this maiden speech by Lord
Cockfield, to put one question to him, by way of
exception. I would like to ask him whether he is aware
that the Commission policy of a parallel rise in duty-
free allowances for imports from third countries and
for the internal market is the kind of creeper I must
earnestly warn him about. For here the opportunism of
the customs administrations is paramount, as is the
greed of the finance ministers who want to lose as lit-
tle money as possible by the reduction in duty-free
allowances.

Lord Cockfield, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, all I would say is that I have taken careful
note of the points made by Mr Rogalla.

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

5. Raising of capital

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
2-1342/84) by Mr Ingo Friedrich, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and
Industrial Policy, on

ens v g A
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the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 2-685/84 — COM(84) 403 final) for a
directive amending Directive 69/335/EEC con-
cerning indirect taxes on the raising of capital.

Mr L Friedrich (PPE), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr Presi-
dent, this report on indirect taxes deals with a tax that
is relatively unknown. It is payable when founding
undertakings. The report and the Commission propo-
sal call the whole business ‘indirect taxes on the raising
of capital’. That means that if a courageous Com-
munity citizen founds an undertaking now, the state
can oblige him — although the rules are relatively dif-
ferent in the various Community states — to pay
between half and one percent of the capital formed to
the state. I need not point out that such a tax naturally
does not encourage the raising of own capital and risk
capital and therefore the founding of companies, but
tends rather to impede and complicate it. So at present
we have not only a tax impeding the founding of new
companies within the European Community but also
different rules.

(Applause)

Now this report does not just confine itself to harmon-
izing these taxes — something we often have to do, of
course, and unfortunately often do in a way which the
ordinary people cannot understand because we want
to or have to go into too much detail about what is

harmonized in the European Community and how .

and why it is done. In this case, however, we can see a
positive trend, since we are concerned not with har-
monising these taxes but in fact with abolishing them.
It is extremely rare for a state body to propose abolish-
ing a tax. As a rule the reverse is true.

May I point out that in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, for example, a tax on sparkling wines was
introduced before the First World War to finance the
imperial navy for the attack on the United Kingdom.
Today we no longer need to equip an imperial navy.
Luckily those times are past; but we still have the tax
on sparkling wine in Germany and I fear we will still
have it a hundred years hence.

So we now propose abolishing this tax on the raising
of capital, for the trend towards reducing taxes is a
necessary and a just one. Only yesterday somebody
here brought up the notion of a planned economy
again, which made my hair stand on end. Anyone who
expects redistribution and the great state as the great
benefactor to resolve our difficulties is off on the
wrong track. All these redistributors and dreamers of a
planned economy forget that if the state takes some-
thing out of the people’s left pocket and then distri-
butes it again as a benefit, it goes through the adminis-
tration and the bureaucracy first, who hang on to at
least 50%. So if the state wants to give the citizen a
DM 100 benefit, it will have to collect DM 200 from
him to finance it.

(Unrest)

Unfortunately that is the truth, like it or not. Everyone
is talking about boosting the economy nowadays. The
economy cannot be boosted by means of taxes or
economic programmes, however, but by private initia-
tive, by many small and medium-sized undertakings,
and only by that means. That is why the call to abolish

_ this tax will serve and aid the small and medium-sized

undertakings and businessmen and contribute to creat-
ing new jobs. Anyone who is not quite blinded by
ideology must notice — and even the somewhat left-
wing tendencies in Europe should have the courage to
look in that direction — that in the United States mil-
lions of new jobs were created not by economic pro-
grammes but by many thousands of small and
medium-sized undertakings and by them alone! We
want to help encourage this. As regards tax distribu-
tion, we must also realise, and here I am turning to my
friends on my right: according to an analysis published
in Germany, the two hundred largest undertakings
paid 16 000 million a year in taxes.

(Interjection: ‘Flick?)

He paid taxes too! Enough I hope! That same year the
state paid out 18 000 million in subsidies to these two
hundred large undertakings, i.e. the large undertak-
ings receive more from the state than they pay in
taxes! The main financers of the state and society are
the small and medium-sized undertakings, which is
why we should promote them and help them. That is
why the committee decided by a large majority to call
for the abolition of this tax.

The report begins by stating that the committee wants
a reduction of the tax. Where a half percent tax is
required, it can and should be reduced to zero; where
one percent is required, to half a percent. So in those
countries which cannot bring themselves to accept
total abolition, the tax should be reduced. Secondly it
endorses the Commission proposal that those Com-
munity countries which are prepared to abolish this
tax totally may do so, indeed ought to do so.

The Committee refrained from naming a specific date,
such as 1 January 1988, for the abolition of the tax
because in one small country — there is no reason not
to name it, it is Luxembourg — the revenue from this
tax is disproportionately important. However, [ have
also heard from Luxembourg that this tax hinders the
founding of undertakings and that efforts are being
made in Luxembourg too to abolish it. The amend-
ments tabled to my report specify a date. As rappor-
teur for my committee I must say: I stand by the text
which the majority of this committee adopted and
which requests only that this tax should be abolished
in the near future throughout the European Com-
munity. In its proposal the Commission also refrained
from saying that this tax had to be abolished by 1 Jan-
uary 1988 or 1989.

There is a unanimous move towards the abolition of
this tax and I therefore ask the Assembly to endorse
the committee’s report.
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Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President, could
you not call the committee rapporteur? So far we have
only heard the rapporteur for the small and medium-
sized undertakings!

(Applause)

Mrs Van Hemeldonck (S). — (NL) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the Socialist Group has said
time and again that it believes there is only one Euro-
pean problem at the moment and that is unemploy-
ment. We examine every aspect of industrial, econo-
mic and fiscal policy to see what social effect it will
have. The directive now before us, like the next item
on the agenda — the directive on tax arrangements for
the carry-over of losses of undertakings, the subject of
Mr Abelin’s report — concerns the harmonization of
taxes on undertakings. Both are designed to make
things somewhat easier for undertakings. The directive
we are now disscussing is aimed at the progressive
abolition of the tax — of no more than 1% — levied
by some Member States on the raising of capital, in
other words, on the establishment of a company.

Until the end of 1984 the Belgian authorities also
imposed a time-limit in the case of limited liability
companies, which meant that the tax could be levied
on the same capital every 30 years. However, this
arrangement has been superseded by the new legista-
tion on trading companies. For Member States which
have levied this tax its abolition will, of course, signify
the loss of a major source of revenue without the
working population in those countries deriving any
economic or social benefit. Most other Member States
levy an annual property tax. But this tax is not being
harmonized because that would result in its introduc-
tion in Member States, including Belgium, which are
absolutely opposed to property taxes. Consequently, in
Member States which do not levy property taxes, this
directive will give rise to what is known as a mortmain.
While the assets of a natural person are liable to estate
duties once per generation, at the time of his death,
the assets of a legal person, once introduced into a
company, will never be taxed again. This concession to
undertakings will thus result in a reduction of public
revenue but will not be accompanied by a social policy
measure of any kind.

Two different methods are thus applied in the Euro-
pean Community: the collection of a 1% tax when the
capital 1s raised, possibly combined with a certain
time-limit on the company, and the collection of a
property tax. We are in favour of fiscal harmonization,
but why should it be aimed solely at improving the cli-
mate for undertakings? Why abolish tax on the raising
of capital without making the property tax the general
rule?

We Socialists will recommend the rejection of the
directive because it will deharmonize an area of Com-
munity law that is now harmonized.

Mr Mublen (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, although,
on the whole, I agree with the conclusions of Mr Ingo
Friedrich’s excellent report, I should like to make a
few comments and stress certain points.

Although I am in favour of completely abolishing the
tax on raising capital, I feel that we should be careful
not to act precipitiously. In fact, we should not lose
sight of the fact that there are other more serious res-
trictions on the free circulation of capital and that we
should begin by tackling these restrictions. It would be
a mistake to believe that free circulation of capital can
be brought about by tax harmonization measures such
as those which we are currently dealing with without
simultaneously making persistent efforts to bring
about the parallel elimination of the real barriers to
free circulation of capital which arise, for example, in
the area of exchange controls. In other words, we
must move forward simultaneously on both fronts. In
this context I should like to point out that these res-
trictions are a serious hindrance to the free circulation
of capital and that their abolition, together with the
authorization of the free use of the ECU in transac-
tions between individuals is a precondition for mone-
tary union. In any event it would, I feel, be premature
to fix here and now a date for completely abolishing
the tax on raising capital in all Community countries
without at the same time making commitments with
regard to a timetable for abolishing the more serious
restrictions on the free circulation of capital.

With regard to the tax on the raising of capital, it
should clearly not be forgotten that two countries, the
Netherlands and Luxembourg, still impose a 1% tax.
In view of the importance of company formation for
my own country, Luxembourg, and, in particular, the
relatively high rate of 1%, if the tax on the raising of
capital were to be abolished in the short-term, Luxem-
bourg would experience budgetary difficulties which
could not be offset by corresponding advantages in
real terms.

That is why I feel that we should move cautiously. I
should also like to draw attention to the lack of logic
of those who, on the one hand, criticise the Grand
Duchy of Luxembourg for maintaining a 1% tax on
the raising of capital and at the same time criticize it
for providing tax incentives to attract capital to Lux-
embourg itself.

These few comments, Mr President, should be borne
in mind when considering the text of this directive.
Therefore the Commission was wise to refrain from
fixing here and now a time limit for the definitive abo-
lition of this tax.

Mr Patterson (ED). — I begin by welcoming Mr
Friedrich’s report and his speech — more his speech
than his report, I may say — and also the proposal
made in the draft directive, while observing that both
the report and the draft directive suffer from a certain
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lack of courage. We are concerned here with amend-
ing a directive of 1969 which requires Member States
to impose a 1% tax on the raising of capital by com-
panies. Now what the Commission now thinks of this
tax is admirably expressed in paragraph 2 of their own
explanatory memorandum, where it felt ‘that there
was no longer any room for such a tax in a rational tax
system’. Quite! It goes on in the text of the directive to
say — and here Mrs Van Hemeldonck and the Social-
ist Group please note:

Whereas the economic effects of capital duty are
detrimental to the regrouping and development of
undertakings.

Whereas such effects are particularly harmful in
the present economic situation, in which there is a
paramount need for priority to be given to stimu-
lating investment.

In other words, Mrs Van Hemeldonck, this tax creates
unemployment, and I say, quite! So what is the Com-
mission’s conclusion? The best way of attaining these
objectives would be to abolish capital duty. Exactly!

The Commission correctly notes that this will cost
some money. The revenue effects in the United King-
dom, I understand, will be something in the order of
UKL 70 million per annum. But the Commission also
says, again correctly:

The objective of facilitating the contribution of
risk capital to firms must in the current economic
situation take precedence over that of maintaining
the tax revenue generated by capital duty, the
yield from which is, in any case, small in relation
to the total tax revenues.

Lord Cockfield, as a former employee of Her
Majesty’s Inland Revenue — I think I am right in say-
ing this — will appreciate all that.

So it is very clear to me that the Commission in its text
has made out the case and would like to abolish this
tax; but, unfortunately, it has lacked in some respects
the courage of its convictions. We are in a half-way
house, and here it has produced some problems. The
directive allows Member States to abolish this tax but
it does not make it mandatory, and this does not, in
my opinion, accord with the object of minimizing
obstacles to the development and functioning of the
capital market. Therefore, paragraph 5 of Mr Fried-
rich’s motion, which says that Parliament

points out that the flow of capital and the com-
mon market would be perceptibly disturbed if cer-
tain Member States were to abolish these taxes
while others retained a tax of 1%

is entirely borne out. We are after all, are we not, all in
favour of creating a common market in goods, ser-
vices, people and capital.

There is one further obstacle it has created — and
here I have some specific questions to put to the Com-

missioner. The draft directive nevertheless does pro-
pose certain mandatory exemptions, notably in para-
graph 6 of the text, and this might create certain
administrative problems. For example, it provides for
the exemption of those public services which pursue
cultural, charitable, relief or educational objectives. It
has been pointed out that, for example, in the United
Kingdom, not all cultural organizations are classified
as charities. The British Government, therefore, con-
cludes that it is doubtful whether the complication of
specific exemptions would be justified. I am very anx-
ious to hear from the Commissioner, therefore, how
he believes that the administrative problems of separat-
ing those areas where exemption is mandatory and
those areas where it is not, is to be solved.

My group believes that the Commission and, indeed,
the rapporteur in his speech, has made out the case for
abolishing this tax on economic grounds, on grounds
of the internal market and on administrative grounds.
In paragraph 6, the motion says that the Parliament is
‘in favour of abolishing indirect taxes on the raising of
capital in the near future’. My group is suspicious of
phrases like ‘in the near future’. The near future often
becomes the distant future. Indeed, that was Mr Fried-
rich’s own opinion when he presented the report. He
said, quite rightly, that there should be a target date of
1 January 1988. If you do not set targets in this busi-
ness, nothing ever gets done.

My group would like to put that target in. We say, let
us have that in the directive, let us have it in the report.
I appeal to Mr Friedrich, to Parliament and, indeed, to
the Commission and the Commissioner to have some
courage. Everybody agrees that this tax has got to go.
Let us get rid of it soon!

Mrs Tove Nielsen (L). — (DA) Mr President, the
Liberal Group is very happy to support the Friedrich
report. We think it very important that a real effort be
made now to get these taxes removed. We know how
necessary it is that there should be freedom of move-
ment across frontiers, not just for persons and services
but also for capital. And it does not yet exist. At just
this time, when we know how great is the need for
new thinking and for research into new technology,
for the development of new products, for ventures to
meet the competition on world markets, when we
know that we have such advances to catch up on, both
in the United States and in Japan, it is also necessary
to create real possibilities for the raising of risk-bear-
ing capital.

Much is said about the availability of risk-bearing cap-
ital, in the individual Member States too. In some
countries it is to be had, in others not. But the moment
the taxes are abolished and capital becomes free to
migrate across the Community’s internal frontiers, we
shall have taken a very important step towards a con-
ception and a realization of the Community as a large
unified common market, in which capital can be
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invested in those businesses which afford the best
prospects for the manufacture of products in which
there is a future.

May I say — and this is also for the ears of the social-
ists, who in my view have a very warped understand-
ing of what it means to secure the abolition of taxes on
capital and hence create good conditions for the injec-
tion of investment into firms and into jobs — that it is
precisely by this means that we can make a very sub-
stantial contribution to the process of working our-
selves out of the unhappy situation we are now In,
with far too many unemployed. We must indeed abol-
ish unemployment, which in turn means that we must
create new, durable jobs, and we cannot do that unless
we also create better conditions under which busi-
nesses can raise capital. Europe is full of dynamic peo-
ple who want to create something new, to make their
contribution to a better future for us all. Let us also
get away from the idea of capital which the socialists
always seek to present as something that is evil. There
is no-one in the world who can deny the need of our
businesses for risk-bearing capital. There is no-one
who could want to maintain unemployment; we all
want to abolish it. We must therefore also think of the
future of our businesses. It is in the interests of us all.
And there is every reason to devote so much discus-
sion to our small and medium-sized firms. Indeed it is
they which have the most to give us, it is they which
are flexible and are able to adjust to the demands
which the present and the future impose on us. We in
the Liberal Group therefore wholeheartedly support
the motion, but not the amendments.

Mr Graefe zu Baringdorf (ARC). — (DE) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, a phantom is walking this
Parliament, the phantom of capitalism as a socially and
ecologically useful system. The illusion of that old
German-speaking critic of Marx, Schumpeter, keeps
being resurrected and although in fact it has long since
died an inglorious death in the fires of two world
wars, the many great economic depressions, the misery
of civil wars and the dumb and desperate exploitation
of the third world, it is now being sold to the media of
the world, new rouge adorning its pale cheeks, as a
fresh and blooming young maiden.

If I am sounding a note of pathos here, that is because
I think people are trying again in this economic debate
to assert the strength of capitalism. When I look at Mr
Friedrich’s report, which aims at reducing indirect
taxes in order to boost the international accumulation
of capital even more, or at Mr Abelin’s report which
follows the same line and wants to extend the possibil-
ities of writing off or carrying forward losses, it is
clear just how they want to resolve the current world-
wide structural crisis of the post-war model of capital
markets. The taxes and duties taken from the wage-
earning and non-capitalist classes are to be used to
produce even more tax benefits, especially for capital-
ists operating on an international basis. That is sup-

posed to show us the way out of the crisis and lead
towards full employment and prosperity; but this
thoughtless and biassed assertion cannot stand up to
the most superficial examination!

This method of resolving the crisis will not work. The
capital only accumulates in the form of capital expend-
iture on extension (and not on rationalization, which
destroys rather than creates jobs) if new markets offer
hopes of new profits. But the new growth trends are
not yet perceptible — or pose a threat. The tax ben-
efits to improve capital profits only finance further
rationalization projects — if they do not flow into spe-
culation deals, i.e. are invested at all. So this only exac-
erbates the problems of mass unemployment and thus
of the new poverty and split in European society.

From my experience as a small farmer and farmers’
representative 1 know exactly how the instruments
suggested here work, such as the degressive writing
off of and tax reliefs on capital accumulation, which
have constantly been used in agro-industrial Europe as
levers to ruin all small self-employed businesses, and
how they further speed up the industrialization of
agriculture regardless of the ecological and social des-
truction they cause here and in the third world. It is
not the farmers, who have to live off the proceeds of
their own work, who are supported by these measures,
but those growth industries which bow to the profit
strategies of the agricultural machinery producers, the
chemical industries and the agricultural multinationals.

That this state of affairs cannot go on is surely clear
merely from a glance at the scandalous wine and milk
lakes, the butter and meat mountains in the Com-
munity, while the destruction of production for own
consumption is producing hunger and misery on an
ever greater scale in the third world.

Let us finally refuse the shameless demands of the cap-
ital holders for public financing of their profits! Let us
withdraw our support for their rationalization and
industrialization orgies, their adventures into uncon-
trolled centralist supertechnologies which threaten the
human race! Let us vote against the proposals put for-
ward here, even if they only represent small steps in
the direction I have indicated. For by not giving our
support we will help to spark off the necessary political
about-turn. I hope it is not too late for this.

Lord Cockfield, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, may I first of all express my appreciation of
Mr Friedrich’s clear and forceful exposition of his
report. May I also say how much I enjoyed his inter-
esting historical disquisition on the origins of parti-
cular taxes. If I may say so, the income tax in the
United Kingdom, which has served as the model of
income taxation throughout the world, was introd-
uced by William Pitt the Younger in the course of a
war in 1799, and for good or ill it remains with us
today!
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So far as the capital duty is concerned, it is a very
good omen that both Parliament and the Commission
take the same view. I am grateful to those honourable
Members who have supported the report. We both
wish to free businesses in the Community from this
particular tax which adds to the cost of investment.

May I say how much I agree with the points made by
Mrs Nielsen. There is a very clear link between invest-
ment, cost competitiveness, output and employment.

The relief of investment from this particular tax is a
measure, even if a small measure, which will ultimately
help both output and employment. I entirely agree
with the point made by Mrs Van Hemeldonck that
unemployment is the greatest problem that we face at
the present time. It is in that spirit that this particular
proposal has been put forward. The Commission’s
proposal goes as far as is possible in the direction of
abolishing the duty while respecting the acute concern
expressed by a small minority of Member States which
need to protect their revenues.

I therefore welcome Mr Friedrich’s positive report and
am grateful for the understanding he has shown of the
constraints which make the outright abolition of capi-
tal duty, however desirable, unattainable at least in the
short term. This was a point particularly stressed by
Mr Miihlen. I am very conscious of the difficulties to
which he refers. Nevertheless, we do believe that our
objective must ultimately be the abolition of this tax. I
assure honourable Members that the Commission will
keep the situation under review so that when the
moment is ripe, the process of abolition started by this
proposal can be completed.

May 1 refer specifically to the three amendments
tabled by Mr Patterson. I do not think it is realistic to
set a deadline for complete abolition in three years
from now. Any attempt to impose such a deadline on
unwilling States might well be counterproductive. I
therefore trust that, on the basis of the assurance that I
have given about our intentions in the longer term, Mr
Patterson will not press his amendments and that Par-
liament will support the report, which I do commend
to the House.

Mr Patterson (ED). — The Commissioner has
appealed to me to withdraw my amendments and if he
feels that will be helpful I gladly do so. I would, how-
ever, ask him whether he is able to reply to my specific
question about the mandatory exemptions, which are
causing problems. If there is not going to be outright
abolition what about the mandatory exemptions which
are going to cause administrative problems?

Lord Cockfield, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, I am conscious of these problems. They do
in fact exist at present because what we are doing is
making an optional exemption mandatory. The prob-

lem is, therefore, there already. Our objective, which
is supported by the report, was to move one step fur-
ther in the direction of abolition by making what were
optional exemptions now mandatory exemptions. I am
sure that that is a proposal that Mr Patterson would be
only too happy to support. I would be very willing to
look in more detail at the specific points he has raised
and if he would accept this, I shall write to him on
them.

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

6. Tax arrangments for undertakings

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
2-1340/84) by Mr Abelin, on behalf of the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs and Industrial
Policy, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 2-627/84 — COM(84) 404 final) for a
directive on the harmonization of the laws of
Member States relating to tax arrangements for
the carry-over of losses of undertakings.

Mrs Van Rooy (PPE), deputy rapporteur. — (NL) Mr
President, as the rapporteur, Mr Abelin, is ill, I shall
present the report he has drawn up on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and
Industrial Policy on the proposal for a directive relat-
ing to the carry-over of the losses of undertakings.

The harmonization of corporation tax is one of the
areas in which the Community has so far made little or
no progress. The Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs and Industrial Policy very much regrets
this because harmonization in this of all areas is con-
sidered very important both for legislation on compe-
tition and for economic integration. The lack of real
progress in this area in the last few years shows how
resolutely the Member States are hanging on to their
national fiscal systems. I would refer in this context to
the proposal put forward in 1975 for a directive on the
harmonization of systems of company taxation and
witholding taxes on dividends, which has still to be
approved by the Council. The committee welcomes
this directive precisely because so little progress has
been made. This proposal admittedly has nothing to
do with the harmonization of the basis of assessment
itself. In fact, it merely concerns the application of the
rules governing the staggered collection of company

taxes.

Nevertheless, the directive we are now discussing is
important for a number of reasons. Firstly, it will
remove some of the disparities in conditions of compe-
tition that now exist. At present there are major differ-
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ences among the various Member States as regards the
possibility of offsetting company losses against profits
made in previous or subsequent financial years. This
distorts competition among the Member States. Some
sectors of European industry are in a less favourable
position than others. This also has an effect, of course,
when it comes to attracting foreign investment. Mem-
ber States which permit only limited offsetting of prof-
its against losses incurred in other financial years are
at a disadvantage. This directive is thus to be wel-
comed if only because it will help to harmonize condi-
tions of competition.

Secondly, it will help to improve the profitability of
firms. This is in fact its most important objective, and
one which the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs and Industrial Policy endorses, although views
differ in the committee on the extent to which the
arrangement for offsetting losses should contribute to
the achievement of this objective. The proposed direc-
tive will go some way towards meeting the needs of
undertakings which are in considerable difficulty in
the present economic situation owing both to tough
international competition and to rapid technological
changes. It will help firms in temporary difficulty to
pull through.

As the carry-back arrangement in particular will have
the direct effect of strengthening the liquidity position
of firms, it will help to keep investment up 1o the
mark. Indirectly, the directive may therefore have a
favourable effect on employment.

The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
and Industrial Policy believes that the arrangement for
offsetting losses will also be particularly advantageous
for small and medium-sized undertakings. The com-
mittee welcomes the fact that this directive introduces
one of the measures advocated in the Community pro-
gramme of action established for the European Year
of Small and Medium-sized Untertakings.

Mr President, the Commission’s proposal provides for
unlimited carry-forward and for carry-back restricted
to two years. The majority of the committee members
agrees to the unlimited carry-forward arrangement but
would like to see the carry-back arrangement
extended to three years. They feel that in view of the
importance of the carry-back arrangement in practice
an extension to three years is necessary if there is to be
a real improvement in the fiscal climate for European
industry. Limiting it to two years would, moreover,
represent a step backwards for some European under-
takings. A minority of the committee members advo-
cates, for budgetary and other reasons, a carry-for-
ward arrangement limited to five years and a carry-
back arrangement limited to two years.

Mr President, a final point requiring attention is the
fight against fraud. Once this directive has been
adopted, care must be taken to prevent fraud. The
committee therefore feels that the 1977 directive on

mutual assistance between the competent authorities in
the Member States in the field of direct taxation must
also apply to this directive.

Before concluding this presentation, Mr President, I
should like to make it clear that the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs and Industrial Policy
has incorporated all the amendments proposed by the
Committee on Legal Affairs and Citizens’ Rights.
These amendments make the text of the directive
clearer and eliminate unnecessary vagueness.

That completes my presentation of this report on the
rapporteur’s behalf. I should now like to make a few
comments on the report on behalf of the Group of the
European People’s Party.

My group approves the report on the proposal for the
carry-over of the losses of undertakings not only
because it will make for more equal conditions of
competition in the European Community but above all
because of the favourable effects it will have on restor-
ing the profitability of European industry.

For most Member States the proposed arrangements
will be an improvement on the present situation.

It is absolutely essential for profitability to be restored
if there is to be a lasting improvement in investment,
which is, after all, the best way to increase employ-
ment. Even though European industry is now in a
slightly better position, the fact remains that its struc-
tural efficiency is still well below that of its leading
competitor, American industry.

In terms of easing the burden on industry, the direc-
tive will be a welcome complement to the reduction in
company taxation in various Member States. After all,
a reduction in company taxation benefits only com-
panies which make profits. The directive will also ena-
ble firms in the red to benefit from this easing of the
burden. The proposed arrangement is not only desira-
ble: it is also fair, since increasing the opportunities for
offsetting losses satisfies the basic premise of taxation,
the concept of lifetime profit, this being especially true
of the unlimited carry-forward arrangement.

Mr President, my group thus fully approves the aims
of this directive. This does not alter the fact that we
believe a number of improvements might be made.
This is particularly true of the number of years over
which carry-back is permitted. The Commission’s pro-
posal limits this to two years. We do not agree with
this because it would mean a step backwards rather
than forwards for part of European industry, since
some countries already permit complete or partial
carry-back for three years. My group therefore advo-
cates the extension of the carry-back arrangement to
three years.

We are not convinced by the Commission’s argument
that the carry-back arrangement must be restricted to
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two years for budgetary reasons. We must be realistic.
If the Commission wants to use the tax system to
improve the position of undertakings, then the price
must be paid. There will be budgetary implications or,
as we say in my country, ‘You cannot want all the frills
without the expense.” The Member States must accept
the consequences for their national budgets if they ser-
iously want to ease the burden on industry. Further-
more, this is completely in line with the policy which
the Commission itself advocates in its annual econo-
mic report on 1984-1985. In point 4 of this report the
Commission says that the pressure of taxation on
undertakings must be followed by a fairly strong
downward trend in the medium term. My group
endorses this policy and believes that the directive on
the carry-over of losses represents a practical step
towards its implementation.

Mr Metten (S). — (NL) Mr President, the report we
are now discussing allegedly concerns the harmoniza-
tion of legislation on the carry-over of losses of under-
takings. But if we compare the rapporteur’s proposals
with existing legislation in the Member States, we find
it also contains a hidden agenda.

If we consider the present situation as it concerns the
carry-back of losses, we find that six Member States
do not have any such arrangement, two permit carry-
back to the previous year, one to the previous two
years and one — although only since the beginning of
this year — to the previous three years. The rappor-
teur proposes the carry-back of losses to the previous
three years in all the Member States.

Let us now consider the present situation as regards
the carry-forward of losses. Seven Member States per-
mit losses to be carried forward to the subsequent five
years, one to the subsequent eight years and two for
an unlimived period. The rapporteur, like the Commis-
sion, proposes unlimited carry-forward of losses.

This adjustment of both carry-forward and carry-back
arrangements to the most favourable situation for
undertakings in any Member State would produce a
combination of tax facilities that does not at present
exist in a single Member State and thus be an improve-
ment even on the situation in my own country, which
fiscal experts regard as a virtual tax paradise.

I consider it misleading to present such a proposal for
the improvement of tax facilities for undertakings as
harmonization. And not only misleading: it is also an
unsecured cheque. Who is going to have to pay for the
effects these concessions have on the Member States’
budgets? I am afraid that the workers will be footing
the bill. Mr President, you will appreciate that the
Commission’s proposal and the even further-reaching
proposals made by the rapporteur are unacceptable to
the Socialist Group.

Mrs Fontaine (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, the Commission’s proposal for a direc-

tive on the tax arrangements for the carry-over of the
losses of undertakings was referred for an opinion to
the Committee on Legal Affairs and Citizens’ Rights
of the European Parliament, and I should like to com-
plement the views expressed by Mrs Van Rooy by
adding my congratulations to Mr Abelin on his excel-
lent report and offering a few brief comments.

Approximation of national taxation systems is essential
in order to enhance the competitiveness of European
businesses on world markets, to stimulate exports and
to restore fair and healthy competition.

The European Community has made some efforts
along these lines over the past several years, for inst-
ance in the field of corporation law, with a common
system of tax credits or approximation of rates. It is
earnestly to be hoped that these efforts will be intensi-
fied, since harmonization of tax arrangements would
undoubtedly be a major step towards the European
Union that we all want to see.

The report brought before our Parliament today for it
to examine and vote on is to be seen in the context of
this general process. And 1 fully approve both the
terms of Mr Abelin’s report and the proposals that it
contains.

At present, the carry-over of losses to subsequent
financial years is permitted, in various forms, in all the
Member States of the Community. One of the original
features of the report is the proposal for the general
introduction of rules allowing the carry-over of losses
to previous financial years, with an increase from the
previous two to the previous three years and no limit
for subsequent years. I am particularly taken with the
simplicity of this scheme, which in my view gives it
every chance of being efficient.

But on a more general level I should now like to make
a plea about something on which I have very strong
feelings. If, as I trust, Parliament approves this report
in its entirety, I hope that it will not then be left to
gather dust, as has regrettably happened too often in
the past. It really is most disappointing that so many
proposals for directives which could have brought pro-
gress for Europe, helping it to put the economic crisis
behind it more quickly by creating more favourable
conditions for increased investment by our industries,
should have been brought to nothing, for instance by
one or other Member State exercising the veto. The
abuse in this regard has been too obvious and too fre-
quent, and it is paralyzing Europe’s progress. To take
just one example, I am sorry that it has not yet proved
possible to secure the Council’s approval of the propo-
sals aimed at facilitating mergers between European
undertakings. This is another example of facilities
which would strengthen the ability of European indus-
try to compete with large undertakings from countries
outside the Community.

It is time to take the measure of what is really at stake.
When 100 many directives are alléwed to go by the
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board, despite having been carefully prepared by the
Commission and studied and approved by this Parlia-
ment, both the credibility of the Community institu-
tions and the dynamism of the European economy are
put in jeopardy. And that at a time when our countries
need to display both cohesion and an ability to adjust
rapidly in order to cope with international competi-
tion.

(Applause)

Mrs Oppenheim (ED). — (DA) It is of course diffi-
cult at this point in the debate to present many new
arguments and views which do not already flow from
the comments on the report on the draft directive and
from the observations made by previous speakers
during the course of the debate.

It has been mentioned I don’t know how many
hundreds of times during the debates of this part-
session that an important precondition for the imple-
mentation of the Treaty of Rome is the removal of
economic and technical barriers between the Member
States. And I believe that this view cannot be repeated
often enough. The Commission’s proposals constitute
a significant liberalization of the possibilities open to
firms of carrying over losses, for tax purposes, either
to previous revenue years or to future years. In the
opinion of my group, this proposal is extremely wel-
come and meets many of the criteria and wishes the
satisfaction of which will be beneficial to the business
life of the Community. Indeed the divergences in tax
rules from one Member State to another have often
proved to be so great that firms have been able to
secure a competitive advantage by speculating in dom-
iciling arrangements. It is an intolerable situation,
which this proposal may help to overcome.

For, without harmonization in the field of taxes and
duties, we shall never get free trade across the national
frontiers. As matters stand today, a great many situa-
tions are illusory, and progress is urgently needed.
But, as is also pointed out in the report from the Com-
mittee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and Indus-
trial Policy, this proposal is only one small corner of
the tax area as a whole. The new Commission is there-
fore urged to pursue its efforts in this direction as rap-
idly as possible. My group favours adoption of this
report, though we have one or two reservations and
we have pointed out some deficiencies with regard 1o
the arrangements for implementation.

But I can also say that the group favours fixing the
period for which losses can be carried back to three
years instead of the two years proposed by the Com-
mission. Since many Member States today already
have arrangements for the setting off of losses carried
back over a period of three years, it would be utterly
unreasonable for a draft directive such as this to
reduce the advantages they enjoy under their own law.

But for many countries — including Denmark — pre-
cisely this part of the proposal for the carry-back of
losses is an innovation which could be of benefit in a
great many situations. Indeed it could even mean sur-
vival for some firms. And here I think that our col-
leagues in the Socialist Group should realize that,
without some conditions which favour business, mak-
ing it possible for the wheels to keep turning and
hence promoting production and employment, it is of
no use whatsoever. There is no point in harmonizing
taxation measures in such a way that firms get less
favourable conditions than they enjoy at present.
There is also the need to strengthen European firms to
enable them to compete effectively with American and
Japanese firms, and this is an issue which has been
under discussion here in Parliament over recent
months. Without favourable conditions, the whole sys-
tem will grind to a standstill, and this proposal from
the Commission can contribute to an improvement in
the situation. It is not merely a useful tool; for some
firms it may be a lifeline, for example where it is not
possible to raise capital by any other means.

I recognize of course that the proposal might possibly
be misused in quite specific situations. But no proposal
can provide a 100% safeguard in all situations. I there-
fore feel that we must take on board the isolated risks
of abuse that may arise in certain situations.

Mrs Hoffmann (COM). — (FR) Mr President, it is a
complete misnomer to describe the proposal from the
Commission for a directive on the tax arrangements
for the carry-over of the losses of undertakings as a
harmonizing directive. As compared with the existing
tax arrangements in the various Member States, it is
more a case of obliging each of the Member States to
apply ultraliberal arrangements the effect of which
would be to emasculate corporation tax.

I would point out that the Communist Members of the
French National Assembly have recently shown their
resistance to a system allowing companies to offset
losses against previous years’ profits, thus establishing
a credit against corporation tax. Let it be said quite
frankly, the Commission’s proposal goes even further,
opening the door to all manner of abuse and fraud. It
allows companies to offset their losses against the
profits, whether distributed or not, of past or future
years, in the order that they choose.

At a time when workers are facing massive unemploy-
ment, cuts in their wages and their purchasing power,
and attacks on their trade-union rights, here is an
attempt to allow employers to make totally irresponsi-
ble use of an exorbitant privilege, the privilege of
avoiding tax. The Commission maintains that this will
release resources which companies will be able to use
to finance growth, but it is financial and speculative
growth which will be stimulated, not job-creating
investment.
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Mr Abelin himself feels obliged to admit that the loss
of this source of finance will have severe budgetary
consequences for several Member States. Again, the
matter of the transfer prices applied by multinational
companies as between their subsidiaries is quite simply
sidestepped. And yet the Commission is aware that, in
the absence of rules in this area, all sorts of fraud are
possible. This directive, in our view, is not only dan-
gerous but uncalled for. We shall be voting against it.

Mr Wolff (L). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, of all the fields where Community harmoniza-
tion is feasible and desirable, the economic sphere and
taxation recommend themselves particularly, as long
as the aim of such harmonization is not to increase the
formalities, delays and interference with which under-
takings in Europe have to contend but to foster or
indeed restore their dynamism. This is the proper con-
text in which to approach the Community-wide
approximation of the fiscal treatment of undertakings,
which cannot fail to have beneficial implications in
terms of investment and production costs, making for
fair competition by the creation of conditions which
are identical from one country to another.

The proposal for a directive on tax arrangements for
the carry-over of the losses of undertakings which we
are examining today falls into the general pattern of
fiscal and financial measures designed to encourage
investment. We can therefore only welcome this direc-
tive, which is most opportune. It is 2 measure which
many European undertakings, notably in France, have
been anxious to see introduced. However, it should be
made absolutely clear what is meant by fiscal results.
As you know, fiscal results are often very different
from trading results. The effects of such a Community
measure will be considerable, since it will go some way
towards enabling undertakings to replenish their
shareholders’ equity and those in difficulty o set
themselves on the path to recovery, using their own
resources. As well as making for healthier levels of
shareholders’ equity, reimbursement can give a fillip to
an investment-led recovery, thus reducing unemploy-
ment, and it can obviate the need for recourse to the
financial market, by way of borrowings or overdrafts,
thereby alleviating financial costs.

I turn now to the criticisms that have been made of
this measure. Those who are against the carry-over of
losses point to the reduction in budgetary revenue that
it would entail, which would be extremely high, they
say, although impossible to calculate. This must be
refuted. Apart from exceptions arising on account of
the particular circumstances of individual undertak-
ings, any reduction in fiscal revenue would in fact be
on paper only, not a real reduction. Where a carry-
over to previous years was applied to an undertaking
whose fortunes then took a turn for the better, its
effect would merely be to delay the collection of taxes,
since losses carried over to previous years could not be
offset against future profits. On the other hand, there

would be a real cost where an undertaking which had
been reimbursed for taxes from previous years then
failed one or two years later. The taxes reimbursed
would then be lost to the State. Measures could be
introduced to deal with such cases. However, it is
unquestionably better to adopt this system than to
offer subsidies, which would also be lost, or loan facil-
ities, even at subsidized rates, since, as was said earlier,
they would create an additional financial burden,
which is the last thing that an undertaking which is
already in difficulties needs.

The text as drafied by the Commission represents a
liberal, simple formula for applying a measure which is
already known in several Member States. We there-
fore found no need to make substantial changes to the
text, except on one point, where we have proposed
that it should be possible to offset losses against the
three preceding financial years rather than two, so as
to bring the text into line with the most favourable
conditions found in certain Member States. One of
our colleagues has referred to the differences between
Member States; I should simply like to mention that
he has forgotten one of the most important problems,
namely the application of deferred depreciation during
a loss-making period.

In conclusion, it is to be hoped that this directive will
be received as favourably by the Council as by Parlia-
ment, and that this will encourage the Commission to
bring forward further proposals for tax harmonization
soon, so as to create a favourable environment for
European undertakings and to stimulate their compe-
titiveness in a context of equality of treatment. The
Liberal and Democratic Group will be voting for this
text.

Mr Juppe (RDE). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the report presented to us by the Com-
mittee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and Indus-
trial Policy on tax arrangements for the carry-over of
the losses of undertakings deals with relatively tech-
nical matters. There is therefore a need, in my view, to
set it in a more general economic context, that of the
position of European undertakings relative to external
competition.

Among the factors accounting for Europe’s industrial
weakness, a much discussed topic, two are righty
given much prominence. The first of these is the
unduly low level of profitability among European
undertakings compared with their American or
Japanese competitors — the figures are well known.
This lack of profitability is reflected in a number of
problems, and in particular the limited capacity for
investment generated by retained earnings. The second
factor is the lack of a large market within which the
rules, on taxation in particular, are genuinely harmon-

~ized. There have been many speeches on these two

topics. Today we have an opportunity to make a start
on taking practical action to deal with them, limited
action admittedly, but important.
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What, then, is the present situation? In all Member
States of the Community, losses sustained in a given
year can be offset against the profits of subsequent
years, without time limit. However, it is only in three
Member States that losses can be offset against the
profits of preceding years, and then only subject 10
certain “restrictive conditions, notably limits on the
amount$ involved. Apart from the obvious distortion
of competition, this places certain undertakings under
a handicap, and those most severely affected are the
ones which innovate, which invest, those which are
developing or which have only recently been set up. In
view of the absolute priority that Member States
should be giving to job creation, and therefore to the

sound financial health of business undertakings, the

existing system must be reviewed.

How, in these circumstances, is the Commission’s pro-
posal for a directive to be judged? The Group of the
European Democratic Alliance considers this proposal
to be a step in the right direction. First, and this is so
obvious that I do not need to dwell upon the point,
because it represents progress towards harmonization
of tax arrangements in our various countries.
Secondly, because it avoids the pitfalls of complexity
and what I would call bureaucratic refinement, which
is dear to the hearts of so many of our tax experts. It
imposes no ceiling. It allows freedom to choose the
order in which losses can be offset, so that they can be
spread over both previous or subsequent years or over
subsequent years only. From this point of view, more-
over, the amendment proposed by the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs and Industrial Policy,
which raises the number of previous years against
which losses can be offset to three, seems a good idea
to us. Finally, the arrangements for applying this mea-
sure, which I do not propose to go into in detail, are
liberal in their inspiration.

It is true, as the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs and Industrial Policy points out, that such
a measure entails risks, of fraud and abuse in parti-
cular, but I personally know of no tax provisions
which are free of risks. It is simply a matter of taking
the necessary precautions.

It is also true that certain consequences of this propo-
sal will call for vigilant monitoring. I refer in particular
to the impact of the potential loss of revenue on Mem-
ber States’ budgets, precarious as they are. But we are
still not in favour of additional precautions and pro-
tective measures, even of a transitional nature.

The employment situation and, since they are indisso-
ciable one from the other, the situation of industry in
the Community are such that they demand a bold
approach. This is why our Group is minded to approve
the proposal for a directive, without attempting to
limit its scope or to complicate the machinery for
applying it. In fact, this is only boldness on a very
limited scale since — I am reaching my conclusion —
the text before us today represents only a tiny step in

the direction of harmonization and reduction of taxes
and social charges, towards which our Community
should be moving with much more resolution and
ambition.

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, I see
that all of a sudden the name of Commissioner Cock-
field has been added 1o the list of those down to speak,
before the debate is over and before various speakers,
amongst them myself as spokesman for the Commun-
ist Party of Greece, have had a chance to speak.

I do not think it is right that the Commissioner should
speak before all the views of this Parliament have been
heard. Therefore, even if it means continuing the
debate at this afternoon’s or tomorrow’s sitting I think
it would be proper if you. were, to stick to the usual

practice with the Commissioner speaking at the end of
the debate.

President. — Mr Alavanos, I would draw your atten-
tion to Rule 66(5) of the Rules of Procedure which
reads:

Members of the Commission and Council shall be
heard at their request.

Lord Cockfield has asked to speak now as he has
other engagements in the course of the day. I there-
fore call Lord Cockfield.

Lord Cockfield, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, may I first of all thank the rapporteur and
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
and Industrial Policy for their efficient and rapid work
in producing what can only be described as an admira-
ble report and to express my appreciation also to Mrs
Van Rooy for her very clear exposition of it.

In the present economic situation a first priority must
be 1o improve the fiscal environment for undertakings
and to increase their competitiveness and hence their
prospects for growth and the creation of employment.
These points were made very forcibly by Mrs Fon-
taine, Mr Wolff and other honourable Members.

The Commission’s proposal contains three main ele-
ments. First, provision for unlimited carrying forward
of losses. Second, an option to carry back losses over a
period of two years and, third, a facility for the under-
taking to choose the order of compensation of losses
with a view to maximizing its advantages.

May I thank the committee for the spirit of coopera-
tion which has made possible the withdrawal of most
of the amendments initially envisaged and which
would have limited severely the scope of our proposal.
The Commission is willing to accept the one amend-
ment of substance proposed by the commiuee and
explained in detail by Mrs Van Rooy and supported
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by a number of honourable Members. This amend-
ment provides for an extension from 2 to 3 years of
the period during which losses may be carried back.
We consider that there may be good reasons for a lim-
itation to 2 years as originally proposed, but the Com-
mission accepts the logic of your committee’s proposal
which is to integrate in a harmonized Community sys-
tem of loss compensation all the most favourable rules
existing in the different Member States. This, in prin-
ciple, is the answer to the point made by Mr Metten
and by Mrs Hoffmann.

With one exception, however, we do not think that
the proposed drafting amendments represent improve-
ments in our text. The exception relates to a point of
substance. Here we agree with the committee that the
drafting should be changed in the interests of clarity.
The Commission will therefore propose amending the
wording of the last part of Article 2 concerning the
treatment of foreign permanent establishments and
subsidiaries. The revised draft will make it perfectly
clear that Member States may exclude the losses of
foreign permanent establishments and subsidiaries
from the harmonized rules on loss compensation.

Mrs Van Rooy raised the point of the possibility of tax
avoidance. The same point was raised elsewhere in
Parliament. As a former Commissioner of inland
revenue may I say I am very conscious of considera-
tions of that kind, but I do assure her that the 1977
directive which provides for the exchange of informa-
tion between fiscal authorities does in fact apply to the
taxes covered by the present draft directive. I hope,
therefore, that with this assurance and with the
amendments that I have proposed — one of substance
and one in the interests of clarity — Parliament will
support the draft directive.

Mr Besse (S). — (FR) The Commissioner was refer-
ring just now in connection with the earlier report to
the need to go as far as possible. I am afraid that, with
this report, we are going too far, too fast. While it may
be necessary to grant fax facilities and adjustments for
business undertakings, there is no call to giftwrap
them, New Year or not.

The Commission’s proposal for a directive on the
carry-over of the losses of undertakings is intended as
a measure moving towards harmonization of the rules
governing the basis of corporation tax. The carry-over
of losses introduces an element of flexibility over time
into the arrangements for the collection of corporation
tax. This measure, admittedly, is likely to influence
undertakings’ capacity for investment and competitive-
ness. An undertaking can, of course, experience
short-term difficulties, or come under pressure of
competition on external markets, and in such circum-
stances the carry-over of losses may be justified. Simi-
larly, an innovative undertaking may experience the
fluctuations in fortunes often associated with innova-
tion.

In an earlier report on Community policy on invest-
ment presented by Mrs Desouches, the European Par-
liament suggested measures along these lines as part of
a range of taxation measures aimed at enhancing
undertakings’ capacity for investment from retained
earnings and their development. It is true that, given
the diversity of existing rules, this tax harmonization
measure makes for a more even spread of the burden
on undertakings and puts the conditions of competi-
tion on a fairer or more communautaire footing. It may
therefore prove to be a useful measure. The principle
that it embodies is likely to be conducive to the
development of small and medium-sized undertakings.

While we do not think that there is any justification
for serious disagreement on the principle, the arrange-
ments for the carry-over of losses, whether as set out
in the Commission’s proposal or as adjusted in Mr
Abelin’s report, raise several problems. The Commis-
sion has chosen to harmonize the rules for the carry-
over of losses on the ‘most liberal’ basis possible. To
this end, it has proposed unlimited carry-over of losses
to subsequent years, when such a facility exists only in
Ireland and the United Kingdom. The other Member
States of the Community, apart from the Netherlands,
generally apply a limit of five years, which is the same
as in Canada and Japan, while the limit is seven years
in the United States.

Secondly, the proposal allows losses to be offset
against the preceding two years, whereas this option is
available only in Ireland, the Federal Republic of Ger-
many and the Netherlands.

In his initial draft report, Mr Abelin, mindful of what
he considered to be the Commission’s excessive ambi-
tion, had proposed a limit of five years on the carry-
over to subsequent years and a transitional period for
carrying back losses to previous years.

During the course of examination of Mr Abelin’s draft
report in committee, these restrictive provisions were
rejected. Indeed, several amendments were adopted to
accentuate the already very liberal tone of the propo-
sal. We found this sudden attack of liberal fever coin-
ciding with the onset of winter a little surprising.

The risks presented by this text proposed 1o the Euro-
pean Parliament can be summed up as the risks of
excessive liberalism and a lack of realism.

Excessive liberalism, since provision for unlimited car-
rying forward of losses and an option to carry back
losses over a period of three years will have significant
budgetary implications for the Member States. Such
excessive liberalism may also defeat the economic
objective envisaged, which is to help undertakings
which are in difficulties but which are well managed,
not to offer unconditional and unlimited aid to under-
takings which are poorly managed or have no future
in their particular branch of industry.



No 2-321/104

Debates of the European Parliament

16.1. 85

Besse

Finally, excessively liberal application of the carry-
over option could lead to abuse. In this connection, I
would mention the scope for fraud available to multi-
national undertakings.

Consequently, in view of the budgetary implications,
the economic risks and the risks of fraud associated
with adoption of these arrangements, it would seem
sensible to adopt an attitude which, while open, would
be more restrictive, for instance by limiting the provi-
sion for carrying forward losses to a maximum of
three or five years, as proposed in the amendment
tabled by Mrs Van Hemeldonck, and reverting to the
Commission’s proposal of a limit of two years for the
carrying-back of losses, as the rapporteur initially pro-
posed.

Finally a lack of realism, since there is an obvious con-
tradiction between the Commission’s hope that the
directive will come into force on 1 January 1986 and
the decision to go for such liberal harmonization that
it will require very substantial legislative changes in all
Member States, except for the Netherlands and the
United Kingdom and to a lesser extent, Ireland and
the Federal Republic of Germany. I would remind the
House that it took Germany ten years to introduce
such arrangements, taking care to set up machinery to
ensure that harmonization could be introduced
smoothly.

The Commission’s proposal for a directive is perhaps
entirely justified as far as the principle is concerned,
but it is too liberal in the practical arrangements envis-
aged. This liberalism has been heightened by the
amendments made to Mr Abelin’s draft report. We are
now confronted with a text which goes too far, too
fast. This is why our Group will be voting against it.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN
President

President. — We shall now interrupt the debate to
hear Mr Andreotii’s statement on the Italian Presi-
dency.

7. Italian Presidency

President. — The next item is the statement by the
President-in-Office of the Council on the Italian Pres-
idency.

I welcome the President-in-Office of the Council, Mr
Andreotti, who has graciously come to the House to
explain the programme of the Italian Presidency.

(Applause)

Mr Andreotti, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the oppor-
tunity I now have as President-in-Office of the Coun-
cil, to set forth before this Parliament, in which I
remember having participated, the outlines of the pro-
gramme of work for the first six months of 1985 is not
intended to be solely a formal act, a rital perform-
ance, however important.

I should like you to know that the frame of mind in
which I appear before you is that of someone who,
having taken part from the benches of the Italian Par-
liament since the Constituent Assembly in major politi-
cal battles, has rooted in him the essence of the Parlia-
mentary function through the democratic development
of the institutions. And since the Community desired
by the founding fathers, which we still desire, is a
Community based on the principles of democracy in
which the voice of the people, of whom you are the
faithful interpreters, becomes a key fact, I consider I
should impress on you, at the beginning of my speech,
the need to give the dialogue between the Community
institutions and, in particular, the dialogue between
the European Parliament and the Council, substance
and consistency, qualities which are desirable for, and
well-suited to, bringing about real progress in the pol-
itical and economic integration of our continent.

Allow me to make a brief remark.

If we have succeeded in attaining and, may I add,
preserving unity, albeit to a still limited extent, within
a Community which is struggling to make progress but
which certainly does not lack a soul, we owe it to the
very fact, in my opinion fundamental, that this is a
Parliament directly elected by European citizens. We
are not therefore dealing with an artificial construc-
tion, with the result of summit alchemy, but with an
institution which is clearly popular in nature and
which is intended to give the work of the other institu-
tions envisaged by the Treaties of Rome a content
more in keeping with the needs and aspirations of the
peoples of our continent.

I should also like to address to the new Commission
and to its President, Jacques Delors, our sincerest
wishes for the success of his work. We are all aware of
Mr Delors’s worth and ability, and last Monday we
were able to appreciate the down-to-earth nature of
his programme address. The role of the Commission
as proposer is a vital one in the life of the Community,
one which we must all safeguard and enhance through
the development and strengthening of the plan for
union. Jacques Delors 100 had the opportunity and the
privilege of being part of your Parliament. It is a coin-
cidence shared by the President-in-Office and the
President of the Commission which has a very definite
significance.

In setting out for you the guidelines and the priority
areas for action in the six-monthly programme, I must
first of all refer to the international framework of
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which the European Community forms part and to the
economic and social reality of our ten countries.

We often hear of the “call for Europe’ and of the influ-
ence which a united Europe could have in helping to
initiate solutions to major international problems.
None of us in fact can deny that our continent is in a
position, through the culture it represents and also
throught the great strength of its economy, to exert a
trenchant influence on the course of events. But
notwithstanding the progress achieved to date, there is
a problem of political will, a will which is still too
often slow to reveal and establish itself, a will which
should be expressed in concrete terms, not indeed
through hegemonistic calculation but by giving inter-
national events a more balanced course, thereby avoid-
ing extreme positions.

If this political will for European union eventually pre-
vails, as we hope, we shall then be in a position jointly
to make a positive contribution to the cause of détente
and peace, a cause which seems to have been streng-
thened, which we can only be pleased about, by the
recent meeting in Geneva between the Americans and
the Soviets.

In consideration of the economic problems, there are
many signs that a general recovery is under way in our
countries. This is encouraging, but it must not prompt
us to disregard the grounds for concern or to refrain
from careful and ordered management of the present
delicate phase of industrial transition. In this regard,
we must pay special attention to the social aspects
stemming from the still necessary reconversion and
restructuring of the production systems of our ten
countries. .

I recall that on several occasions this Parliament has
stressed the seriousness of the distortions caused by
the failure to co-ordinate, between the Member States,
policies to promote and encourage technological inno-
vation, a failure which has led to serious tension on
the labour market.

I feel that we also have to learn from these recent
experiences, in order to strengthen the strong and
pressing commitment of the Presidency-in-office to
continue along the path of the political and economic
integration of our continent.

It is certainly not our wish to indulge in vain ambition;
instead, we want to move forward with our feet on the
ground, i.e. to move forward, not stay still, in the con-
viction that in the long term a policy of small steps for-
ward is much more productive than certain bombastic
initiatives intended more to fire people’s imagination
than to have a profound and constructive effect on the
realities of everyday life.

It seems to be that a concept of the Community as a
strong and open entity, in continuous evolution,
necessarily leads us to dwell in the first instance on the

problems of its present position, as the premise for a
subsequent examination of both the questions linked
to enlargement and of the relations which the Euro-
pean Community has with the other countries. It is on
these three problems that I intend to make my
remarks.

The Italian Presidency-in-office intends to commit
itself fully with a view to defining a strategy for
relaunching the Community’s institutions.

You were the first to point out in concrete and con-
structive form the limits of the Treaty of Rome with
regard to the prospects for an organic relaunch of the
integration process. You did so in the conviction that
reform has now become an essential requirement; a
reform which takes us forward, not backwards, unless
we want to wipe out all the results obtained up to now
and unless we prefer to reject integration and fall back
on a minimalist position, such as that represented by
the free-trade area.

However, this latter assumption is certainly not what
is wanted by the people of Europe, the ten Govern-
ments or this Parliament.

In approving the draft Treaty establishing the Euro-
pean Union, the Strasbourg Assembly has clearly indi-
cated the objective to be pursued in order to emerge
from the present crisis. The Governments of the Mem-
ber States, for their part, have understood the signific-
ance of this gesture of great political courage.

Would we have succeeded, without the European Par-
liament, in setting up a Committee with the very task
of putting forward suggestions to improve the func-
tioning of European co-operation in the Community
sector, in that of political co-operation or in other sec-
tors? I think it highly unlikely, and we must conse-
quently appreciate in all its significance the value of
this Parliamentary initiative, which did not merely
have the tone of an exhortive gesture, but is much
more in that it makes provision in concrete form and, I
should add, very realistically, for the solutions to be
adopted.

In exercising our Presidency-in-Office, we intand to
commit ourselves to the full in order to stimulate a
wide-ranging debate on the prospects of institutional
reform, which takes account of the draft Treaty voted
by the European Parliament as well as of the acquis
communautaires and the Solemn Declaration of Stutt-
gart.

We are convinced that the commitment, which seems
to be emerging clearly from the work of the Com-
mittee on Institutional Affairs to achieve significant
progress towards the reorganization of the Com-
munity, which ought to be characterized by clearer
forms of integration, represents a historical opportun-
ity which must not be wasted.
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Naturally the comparison with the difficulties we mea-
sure up to, so to speak, every day suggests caution to
us all: caution which is not, however, fear of what is
new, but awareness that the path which we still have to
take is long and fraught with difficulties, difficulties
which do not frighten us, but which instead strengthen
our will to seek patiently but firmly the most suitable
methods to bring together litle by little different
points of view, while creating at the same time condi-
tions for agreement and consequently progress on the
path to union.

For our part, no effort will be spared in seeking agree-
ment by June on a date for convening an inter-Gov-
ernmental Conference with the task of negotiating the
Treaty on European Union on the basis of the conclu-
sive suggestions to be provided by the Committee on
Institutional Affairs.

We shall work towards the definition of a mandate
which avoids any misunderstandings, and which is
therefore worded in sufficiently clear terms to sub-
sequent work not to become bogged down, as has
unfortunately happened in the past.

We wish to associate the European Parliament with
this task of formulation and preparation, welcoming
the hope expressed by this Parliament in its Resolution
on 14 December.

We are also aware of the fact that the conciliation pro-
cedure on the important acts of the Community ought
to be reviewed. Although the meeting which took
place last November between the Enlarged Bureau of
the Presidency of the European Parliament and the
Council did not lead to the results hoped for, this must
not be a reason for the Presidency-in-Office to refrain
from making further attempts to overcome the present
differences, in due recognition not only of the institu-
tional role of the European Parliament but also of the
action it has carried out in order to achieve the objec-
tive of union.

Allow me to mention in this context the other Com-
mittee also, set up by the European Council of Fontai-
nebleau, the Committee for a ‘People’s Europe’.

We intend to give the greatest possible impetus to its
work in the next six months, precisely because we are
convinced that a hypothesis for relaunching the Com-
munity must be accompanied by a strengthening of its
identity and of its credibility for European and inter-
national public opinion. -

The decision to set up this Committee was imposed by
the requirement, widely shared, to bring back the
European dimension to the level of the citizens who
live in Europe; to transfer the realities of the Com-
munity from abstract ideas, which all too often charac-
terize our way of debating the problems of Europe, to
a reality which is within everybody’s reach, and thus to
have a positive impact on the image of European soli-

darity, which particularly just recently has been
obscured by excessive and sometimes sterile controver-
sies between the Governments of the Member States.

However, for the Community to be able in the mean-
time to return to a situation of proper financial man-
agement and one in which commitments are planned
we must work as quickly as possible towards the
approval of the budget for 1985.

In this connection, I must make one thing clear
straightaway. We are all aware that, beyond the finan-
cial discussions, there are concerns of a different kind.
In particular those relating to a more correct position
on relations between the Community institutions.

The majority (and it is perhaps more correct to speak
of near-unanimity) established within this Parliament
on the budget problem is itself indicative of the current
state of unease, which could degenerate into an insti-
tutional crisis with serious consequences for the
development of Europe.

The Italian Presidency intends to make every possible
effort to find an early solution to the problem of the
new budget, which conforms both with the Com-
munity spirit as revealed by the discussions in this Par-
liament and with the agreements reached by the Euro-
pean Council at Fontainebleau.

The facts of the problem are well known and there is
therefore no need for me to dwell on them.

For our part, we shall strive to ensure that the princi-
ple of an annual budget, as demanded by this Parlia-
ment, is observed, possibly by anticipating by a couple
of months the entry into force of the decision on the
increase in the revenue from value-added tax. This
working hypothesis may come up against insurmount-
able difficulties. In that event, we shall consider alter-
native temporary measures, Community ones, as far as
possible. However, I consider it essential, in this
search for solutions acceptable to all, to take care, first
of all, to improve the political climate and to start a
dialogue between the institutions that will genuinely
profit the Community.

As to the arrangements for reimbursing the United
Kingdom, and given the various positions expressed by
the European Parliament and the Governments, I
would point out that we are not discussing the princi-
ple — and I shall quote here the Final Communiqué at
Fontainebleau — that ‘ultimately, the chief means for
resolving the problem of budget imbalances is expend-
iture policy’, in other words, the development of the
common policies.

It seems to me, however, that the compromise formula
drawn up at Fontainebleau (which allows Member
States with an excessive budget burden relative to their
prosperity to have their Community budget contribu-
tion adjusted) should be applied for the time being.
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I should like now, ladies and gentlemen, to speak for a
moment in my capacity as Italy’s Foreign Affairs Min-
ister. My Government fully shares the concern, felt by
all political groups in this Parliament, which lies at the
root of the decision to reject the draft budget for 1985.
I entirely appreciate that in this way the Parliament
wanted to express its disapproval of a trend which
appears to be establishing itself in the Community and
which appears to be aimed at circumscribing and limit-
ing the already restricted powers of this Parliament.

During our Presidency, we shall tackle the complex
problem of the budget without confining ourselves to
the search for purely technical solutions; we shall
endeavour to renew the relationship between the
European Parliament and the Council, and begin a
profitable and constructive dialogue in accordance
with the spirit of the Treaties.

It will be our task to carry out a patient process of per-
suasion to reconcile the positions of the two institu-
tions and thus achieve that budgetary peace which
both institutions have recently declared to be desirable.

The Italian Presidency will also take steps to ensure
that this Parliament is associated with the Council in
the task of determining the frame of reference for the
expenditure to be entered in the Community budget,
taking account of the financial resources available. I
am sure that the European Parliament and the Council
— which, as envisaged by the Treaty of Rome, have
authority in budgetary matters — are pursuing the
same objective, namely rationalizing expenditure and
avoiding any possible wastage, so as to make available,
by means of the necessary adjustments as well, the
resources to be devoted to developing the new poli-
cies.

Still on the question of the Community’s internal
development, I feel it important to spend some time
considering the positive trends in the Member States’
economies during 1984.

The results achieved by the Ten were essentially due
to the adoption of policies to stabilize and control the
money supply, but they were not sufficient to prevent
a further worsening in the employment situation. The
Commission expects the unemployment rate to con-
tinue rising in 1985 as well and to reach a level of
about 11.5% of the working population in Europe (a
total of some 12 million people); in this context, of
course, youth unemployment and long-term unem-
ployment will figure even more prominently.

In our view, unemployment is the central problem, to
be resolved, and it is at this problem that we believe
specific analyses and action should be directed on a
concerted basis by the Member States of the Com-
munity.

I must point out here that between 1973 and 1983 the
average annual increase in earnings was about the
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same in the United States and the European Com-
munity (about 2%); but while in the United States this
led to the creation of about 15 million new jobs (at a
rate of increase of 1.5% per annum), in Europe there
was a fall of about three and a half million.

The Italian Presidency therefore intends to ensure that
the central importance of the issue of employment is
the main criterion guiding the determination and
development of Community instruments and of initia-
tives that are not confined to the social sector but are
also — and primarily — of importance to the econo-
mic and the industrial-co-operation fields.

We also consider that the underlying requirement for
this approach to the problem is a strengthening of the
practical and productive dialogue with and between
the representatives of employers and workers in
Europe, to which we intend to give priority precisely
because we are convinced that it is an essential tool for
determining and implementing effective courses of
action.

There is another priority issue to which the Italian
Presidency intends to give its full attention. We must
seek to make more economic and competitive a num-
ber of activities whose expansion is considerably
limited at the present time by the continuing fragmen-
tation of national markets.

Significant progress towards greater integration of the
European market is all the more important in the pres-
ent situation, since the limited resources available will
make it very difficult to achieve at Community level all
the various types of industrial co-operation that might
be desirable.

In March 1984 this Parliament declared itself in favour
of a vigorous programme for strengthening the inter-
nal market, and in June the Commission itself submit-
ted an ambitious work programme which identified a
number of areas of action. I should like to remind you
of some of these in particular: the reduction of fron-
tier controls, the removal of technical obstacles to
trade, standardization at European level, the establish-
ment of a legal framework for co-operation between
undertakings, and the free movement of services and
€conomic operators.

In this context, it is necessary to make choices and to
develop further those subjects which are sufficiently
advanced to enable practical progress to be made, and
thus show the general public that there is a real politi-
cal desire to move towards a more intensive integra-
tion of the economies of the Member States.

As part of the action aimed at giving Europe a coher-
ent and coordinated economic strategy the Italian
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Presidency will give particular attention to the revival
of monetary and financial cooperation.

The primary task is to strengthen the convergence of
the Member States’ economic policies along the lines
indicated in a recent Commission report, inter alia by
strengthening mechanisms for surveillance by Com-
munity bodies.

It is also necessary to move gradually towards greater
liberalization of capital movements with the aim of
bringing about greater integration of the European
capital market, while being fully aware of the obstacles
that still exist in certain Member States.

Finally, public and private use of the ECU must be
encouraged.

These three courses of action form part of a broader
plan w develop the European Monetary System and
the process of financial integration.

We are also aware that in the near future we shall have
to confront certain essential problems still impeding
the achievement of progress in that direction: inclu-
sion of the pound sterling and later of the drachma in
the EMS exchange system, harmonization of fluctua-
tion margins, elimination of obstacles to the free
movement of the ECU on private markets and recog-
nition of the ECU’s status as a currency in all Member
States.

We believe it necessary to confirm the long-term joint
commitment to meet the industrial and technological
challenge of the future. With this in view, however,
the Community must give greater weight and import-
ance to new policies and, in particular, to those forms
of collaboration aimed at development of the technol-
ogically advanced sectors.

The Commission has already demonstrated on several
occasions its own intention of following such a path;
we hope it continues on that course and above all we
hope that the Member States too will display the
necessary willingness to confront a problem which I
consider essential to Europe’s very credibility, that of
the Community’s commitment to industrial and tech-
nological collaboration.

I have already mentioned the fact that the limit on the
budgetary resources available for 1985 will not make it
possible in the short term to initiate new programmes
in the field of industrial cooperation or the develop-
ment of new policies, It would therefore be naive or
fanciful to believe it possible in the first half of this
year to embark upon the definition of an organic
Community industrial policy and launch important
new sectoral programmes whose costs would have to
be borne by the Community budget.

Accordingly, we must develop Community action in
the complementary sectors and in sectors which pro-
vide support for the industrial cooperation policy. I
refer, in fact, to the consolidation of the internal mar-
ket, to the development of a legal framework which
will encourage collaboration between undertakings
and to the promotion of research and development.

There are also certain programmes in the field of new
technology already being studied by Community bod-
ies, which it will be necessary to continue studying in
detail during the Italian Presidency. Of these I should
like to mention in particular the cooperation pro-
gramme in the telecommunications sector, that in bio-
technology and, of course, all activities relating to
informatics and their applications.

As regards the common agricultural policy, the fixing
of prices and related market measures for the 1985-
1986 farming year will have to be carried out against
an extremely difficult financial background. The Ital-
ian Presidency is aware of the limitations arising from
the present budget situation and it intends to work in
close collaboration with the Commission to ensure
that Council decisions are adopted in a manner that is
acceptable both politically and socially.

We shall also try to ensure that the examination of the
common agricultural policy mechanisms already in
progress with a view to its gradual revision is carried
out as part of a fundamental process of rethinking
which takes account of the present limits on produc-
tion entailed by a policy of limiting expenditure, of the
economic and social implications of that policy and of
the prospects that may be opened up by new measures,
bearing in mind technological development, the struc-
wural improvements to be carried out, the qualitative
improvements to be sought and the changes that we
hope it will be possible to make to the present com-
mercial policy.

In the field of environmental protection we will, on
the basis of the guidelines issued by the European
Council meeting in Dublin, give a special impetus to
the continuation of the discussions in progress on sub-
jects of major importance, bearing in mind the need
for a joint commitment on the part of the Member
States to deal with a problem which has already grown
to supra-national proportions and which must be dealt
with by means, among other things, of the instruments
of international cooperation and also, of course, of
common action.

Two problems are of particular urgency: lead in petrol
and that of motorvehicle exhaust gases, on which
common rules at European level must be adopted at
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the earliest opportunity. Those rules must take
account of legitimate concern for the protection of the
environment from atmospheric pollution, not forget-
ting the cancer aspect, and the need to prevent the
proliferation of different national standards to the det-
riment of European market unity.

In the field of common transport policy too progress
must be made. The transport sector, almost completely
deadlocked, must be revitalized; in my opinion, its
importance for the integration process has not been
appreciated so far in practice.

We also feel that the problem of the increase in drug
abuse and its social, economic and above all human
implications now deserves greater attention at Com-
munity level as well.

We therefore believe it would be useful during our
Presidency to convene, possibly in an informal con-
text, a meeting of the Ministers responsible for drug
problems in Community countries for a detailed dis-
cussion of the matter.

This is an initiative to which the Italian Government
attaches particular importance because it aims at
bringing about more coherent and effective interna-
tional collaboration in the battle against the scourge of
drug abuse.

We shall auempt to increase the awareness of our
partners to this problem, convinced as they are, like
us, that the Europe that we want to build must take
ever greater account of the human and social aspects
of its problems.

I should now like to pass to matters related to the
enlargement of the Community and, in particular, to
those concerning the conclusion of the negotiations
for the accession of Spain and Portugal.

The outcome of the Dublin European Council, parti-
cularly as regards adjustment of the wine sector regu-
lations, in which Italy showed great flexibility and a
spirit of compromise, has certainly removed the most
serious obstacles which could have continued to hold
up the negotiations indefinitely.

It could be said that the discussions in Dublin paved
the way for balanced solutions to the other problems
still outstanding in the negotiations.

The remaining difficulties, which will have to be over-
come if the negotiations are to be completed by the
deadline, will require from both the Member States
and the applicant countries a great effort and a politi-
cal attitude capable of coming to terms with the essen-
tial points and leaving aside secondary and subsidiary
matters.

There is no doubt that for some Mediterranean agri-
cultural products the entry of Spain and Portugal

could cause surpluses as regards the Community mar-
ket’s capacity for absorption. For our part we will con-
tinue to make every effort, particularly while holding
the Presidency, to ensure that fair solutions are
adopted which will guarantee reasonable incomes for
Mediterranean producers.

Our general objective must be to keep a close watch,
at least in some sectors, on competing agricultural
products, while at the same time trying to make the
most sensible use of the posmbdmes of any new mar-
kets in a true spirit of cooperation.

During these six months we shall also have
approach another chapter of the negotiations which is
very important to the economic and social circles con-
cerned, both in the Member States and in the applicant
countries. This importance is reflected in the distance
which still separates the respective negotiating posi-
tions. I am referring to the fisheries sector. During our
Presidency we will do everything in our power to find
solutions which are acceptable to all the parties con-
cerned.

It seems to be that as the negotiations continue, parti-
cularly in the agricultural sector, account must be
taken, on the one hand, of the economic benefits
which North European products (of which there are
deficits in Spain and Portugal) will derive from the
opening of new markets and, on the other hand, of the
economic disadvantages which will inevitably result
for Mediterranean products. To alleviate some of
these disadvantages, at least partially, it will be neces-
sary to resort to appropriate temporary measures, such
as those contained in the Integrated Mediterranean
Programmes.

In fact, it seems to us fair that provision should be
made under these Programmes, on which the Euro-
pean Parliament has expressed a favourable Opinion,
for measures to compensate those regions of the Com-
munity which will have to bear the greatest burden of
the third enlargement of the Community.

It is certainly to be regretted that no decision has yet
been taken on the Commission’s proposals on the
Integrated Mediterranean Programmes, even though
the accession negotiations are now in the final stages.
It is therefore the duty of the Presidency to ensure that
this problem, the difficulty of which we fully appre-
ciate, does not remain outstanding much longer.

For all these reasons, the Italian Presidency will make
every possible effort to provide the right conditions for
the successful conclusion of the accession negotiations
during the early months of 1985.

We shall make a concerted effort to continue our ear-
lier endeavours of recent years to encourage the
enlargement of the Community to include the coun-
tries of the Iberian Peninsula, as part of a process to
recreate Europe’s historic dimensions, on the basis of
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which the Community can give the necessary impetus
for further progress towards more intensive and signi-
ficant forms of political and economic integration.

I would add that the enlargement of the Community
will lead to further consideration of its relations with
the Mediterranean countries.

I now wish to wurn to the Community’s external rela-
tions. The Community has now developed with the
rest of the world a vast and intricate complex of agree-
ments and arrangements. At the same time it has
strengthened its own role as an international economic
organization.

Many third countries are seeking cooperation with the
Community and this should encourage us to consider
more deeply both the political and the economic
opportunities involved.

It is in the Community’s interest to develop its external
relations. We must, however, initiate within the Com-
munity a discussion on creating a more positive image
for the Community, especially in the areas which most
directly concern it.

I am referring in particular to relations with the Medi-
. terranean countries, the ACP States and Latin
America and, more generally, to the North-South
Dialogue and the common commercial policy.

The Community is currently reconsidering its relations
with the Mediterranean countries, which are asking
for closer links with the Community. There is, how-
ever, some concern that the accession of Spain and
Portugal could have negative repercussions.

The lItalian Presidency considers that every effort
should be made 10 encourage the development of rela-
tions with those countries, by strengthening the dia-
logue and, above all, by commitments (including
financial commitments) to cooperation. Enlargement
could provide an appropriate opportunity to make
additions to the existing agreements, to reconcile the
interests of the Community’s present and future Mem-
ber States with those of the Mediterranean countries,
in both the medium and longer term.

As regards relations with the ACP States, which are an
essential aspect of the North-South relationship, I
must mention that the Italian Government made a
decisive contribution to the success of the recent Lomé
negotiations. We consider that it is particularly impor-
tant to launch the new Convention in a climate of
mutual trust which will pave the way for its success.

Regarding Latin America, you are aware of the
importance which the Community attaches to. streng-
thening its relations with Central America, with a view
to contributing to the stability and development of that
troubled area. This autitude on the part of the Com-
munity has already been demonstrated at the Minister-

v

ial meeting in San José, Costa Rica. The Presidency
intends to carry out the Community’s declared inten-
tions and encourage the launching of negotiations for
a framework agreement.

Relations with Latin America have not yet reached the
level which should be theirs by right in view of the
close historical, cultural and political connections
between us. We consider that the time has come to
reactivate the dialogue and give it a tangible content,
thus paving the way for a more vital relationship.

As regards the ASEAN countries, we shall continue to
reflect on ways of intensifying our relationships, possi-
bly by a Ministerial meeting on economic topics.

We believe that the Community should do everything
in its power to tackle the famine and the serious prob-
lems currently affecting various areas of Africa, in
particular, Ethiopia and the Sahel countries.

As the country holding the Presidency, it is our inten-
tion, consistent with humanitarian commitment which
the Italian Parliament has also called for on several
occasions, to do our utmost to give effect to the deci-
sions of the Dublin European Council which, as you
are aware, recognized the urgent need for Community
action in this field. Over and above the specific emer-
gency aspect, however, we shall need to undertake the
more wide-ranging task of ensuring better coordina-
tion of action between the Community, the Member
States and other donors, in order to increase the effec-
tiveness and step up the speed with which the emer-
gency aid measures are put into effect.

Community relations with the Community’s major
trading partners and other industrialized countries
represent a further area of interest to be followed
closely during the first half of 1985.

I should like to point out that our relations with the
United States are of central importance to the mainte-
nance and development of an open international
economic system. We intend to pursue the objective of
genuine cooperation in the interests of both sides, with
a view to finding a solution to existing trading prob-
lems. To this end, it may be useful to intensify both
dialogue and consultations so that we may be better
aware, and generate a better awareness, of our points
of view and their underlying motivation.

Together with the EFTA countries we can view with
satisfaction our achievement in establishing a free
trade area and we think it desirable that our relations
should be extended and deepened.

In the multilateral field there are prospects for a fur-
ther round of negotiations designed to strengthen the
framework of international trade. The Community
will, as in the past, support any firm measures which
will help to improve the multilateral system.
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The Italian Presidency will have to promote discus-
sions to identify the framework in which such negotia-
tions should take place — considerable importance
being given to the part which the emerging countries
propose playing — and also to define the objectives
which it is intended to achieve and, thereby, the issues
calling for negotiation.

To sum up, I do not think that I need waste words on
affirming the growing importance of political coopera-
tion among the Ten, a process on which — it can be
said — there is a general consensus and which this
Parliament approves and, indeed, rightly seeks to fos-
ter.

Italy will strive, therefore, to accomplish this side of its
presidential responsibilities also, particularly since, at a
time of change such as that which appears in many
respects to have returned to the international scene as
1985 begins, it is vital that Europe should employ
every means possible to make its presence felt, defend
its own interests and affirm its own ideals and princi-
ples.

For a long time now we have been faced with the
problem of ensuring more complete harmonization
between the two aspects of our work, the truly Com-
munity work and that under political cooperation. The
Italian Government has always striven in this direc-
tion, as is evident from the role played by us in the
negotiations leading to the Solemn Declaration of
Stuugart. In our view, as is well known, we ought
today to be in a position to proceed well beyond these
results.

At this point, I think it timely to set forth, albeit
briefly, the essentials of the main topics of interna-
tional policy.

First of all, I should like to mention East-West rela-
tions.

The meeting in Geneva over the last few days between
the American Secretary of State and the Soviet For-
eign Minister is a complex event which we shall have
to assess carefully and the follow-up to which will call
for considerable work on the part of all concerned;
however, as regards the overall issue of arms control
and disarmament, we must say that this event seems to
us as a positive sign. I make this point too following
the statement made to us in Rome, in the wake of the
Geneva meetings, by the American President’s Special
Adviser, Mr McFarlane, and further to those conver-
gent impressions which have filtered through to us
from the Government in Moscow.

During this new phase, the countries of the Com-
munity will be required to play a highly important
back-up role, in addition to tabling proposals and
examining in depth the fundamental interests which
Europe must assert on behalf of the West as a whole,

in order that peace and dialogue may be based on as
stable a balance as possible.

In this context, the importance of maintaining active
contact with both the Soviet Union and the other
Warsaw Pact countries should be emphasized. In
particular, we intend to continue to keep a close and
involved watch on internal events in Poland, which
remains very much a highly heterogeneous and lively
society among the countries of the Eastern bloc.

The CSCE pfocess continues to play a central part in
East-West relations, through the promotion of better
relations between the participating countries and the
full expression of the personalities of those countries’
citizens. The Ten will have to continue to press consis-
tently for the full implementation of all the arrange-
ments agreed on in Helsinki and Madrid by all partici-
pating States without exception.

At the Stockholm Conference on confidence-and-
security-building measures and disarmament in
Europe (CDE), after a whole year of procedural sha-
dow-boxing we are at last moving towards a point
where the arguments will be tackled in a substantive
manner. This is very important, particularly following
the Soviet-America meetings in Geneva.

The Ten will be called upon to make a consistent con-
tribution and to adopt common positions and initia-
tives within this Conference. Our intention is to strive
to achieve a simple incisive contribution towards a
negotiated agreement on specific measures, in order to
increase confidence and security in Europe, as well as
the reaffirmation of the pledge not to resort to force
or the threat of force, which Italy regards as a signifi-
cant political fact.

The Ten will, however, also need to work in other
debating and negotiating fora on arms control and dis-
armament if concrete progress is to be achieved.

With regard to the prospects for a negotiated solution
to the Arab-Israeli conflict, once the total stagnation
of peace moves pending the outcome of elections in
Israel and the United States have been overcome, pres-
sure on the parties involved can and must be stepped
up to foster at least the opening of talks and, thereby,
to help to relieve the present tension in the region.

In a complex and delicate context such as that of
today, the Ten need to act with caution but with per-
severance, by proposing realistic targets which do not
situate themselves over-ambitiously beyond the capa-
bilities of the European Community.

I had the opportunity in Amman in the last few days to
express these viewpoints not only from the Italian
angle but also on behalf of the Presidency, on the basis
of the Dublin document; I encountered the keen
expectation on the part of those with whom I spoke,
starting with King Hussein, that Europe would be

s
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ready to support any progress in the peace dialogue
and t capitalize upon any glimmer of hope which
might emerge.

The Ten can, moreover, boast a balanced and effective
common platform in the form of the Venice Declara-
tion and its subsequent updatings.

There is a precondition for transition from the present
revival, following a long period of stagnation, to a real
phase of activity; it is that the assured joining of ranks
around Jordan must provide a true platform for nego-
tiations between Jordan and the PLO, enabling Jordan
1o negotiate effectively on the occupied territories.
This obviously presupposes willingness in principle on
the Israeli side.

In the position of the new coalition government in
Israel we have detected welcome signs of greater
attention being paid to the problem of the Palestinians
in the occupied territories.

It is clear that any action by the Ten must be linked to
that of the United States, whose role is universally
acknowledged as being, certainly not exclusive, but of
prime importance to a solution of the Middle Eastern
dispute.

We also attribute great importance to the role of the
United Nations and to the commitment that has tradi-
tionally been shown by the Secretary-General. It is
well known that we wish to see the United Nations far
more involved in peace making or attempts at media-
tion in the Middle East; under the aegis of the UN
such initiatives would be guaranteed to be balanced
and should be acceptable all round.

Lastly, we cannot disregard the usefulness of suitable
contacts with the Soviet Union which, because of trad-
itional positions and the relationships that have been
built up in the Middle East, cannot be excluded from
any future overall settlement of the crisis. It is not par-
ticularly important to have a referendum for or against
the conference mooted. What is important is to find a
valid model acceptable to all sides.

Together with the Arab-Israeli conflict, the situation
in the Lebanon and the Iran-Iraq war with its reper-
cussions on the Gulf constitute an extremely complex
background fraught with dangers and tensions and
compounded by the undercurrents linking the three
crises.

The Ten have frequently stressed, most recently in
Dublin, the need for national reconciliation in
Lebanon and the restoration of the territorial integrity
and sovereignty of the State; in the same way, they
have offered their full support for offers by various
parties of mediation to bring an end to the war
between Iran and Iraq.

Another area to which the Italian Presidency intends
to pay attention is Latin America. There are three
directions which this action should, if possible, take.

First of all there is the continuation, broadening and
development of the political and economic dialogue
with the countries of Central America, begun success-
fully at the San José Conference in Costa Rica last
September, at which the Ten reiterated their full sup-
port for the peace attempts made in the region along
the lines indicated by the initiative of the Contadora
Group. We shall give close consideration to the possi-
bility that during the Italian Presidency a second con-
ference will be suggested in Rome, along the lines of
the first, subject to establishment of the level at which
it will be held.

Secondly, we shall continue our activities to promote
respect for human and civil rights: we welcome the
present trend towards the restoration of democratic
régimes, and towards forms of dialogue between
government and opposition, and hope that in this area
we shall be acting in a climate of gradual improve-
ment.

Lastly, we must continue to encourage the spread of
democracy in Latin America, particularly in Chile,
whose people pursue this aspiration so courageously.
The resumption of a genuine political dialogue in
Chile is vital to the re-establishment of freedom and
democracy.

With the forthcoming return of Brazil to a civilian
régime and the recent elections in Uruguay, democ-
racy is to be found almost everywhere in South
America. However, democracy requires political and
economic support, as the history of these regions and
present-day events show us that the threats to demo-
cratic régimes have not disappeared. Europe must give
its own support and assistance.

Another sector of constant concern to the Ten is
Africa.

In the case of Southern Africa, the Ten welcomed the
outlines of a solution to the serious political problems
of the region which emerged in the course of 1984.
The Lusaka Agreement between South Africa and
Angola on military disengagement in southern Angola
should, in particular, help to create a climate of mutual
trust, thus facilitating implementation of UN Security
Council Resolution 435 on the independence of
Namibia.

Equally, the Nkomati Agreement between South
Africa and Mozambique should bring greater political
stability to the region and help to bring about peace
within Mozambique’s own borders.

This does not mean, with regard to South Africa, that
the Ten are softening their firm condemnation of the
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apartheid system, on which a number of half-hearted
reforms have failed to make any significant impact.

There are more vast areas, such as the Horn of Africa,
where humanitarian problems are bound up with sev-
ers tensions and conflicts that must be borne in mind
when bringing pressure to bear on the parties con-
cerned to persevere in the difficult quest for dialogue
and political solutions, in accordance with the princi-
ples of both the United Nations and the Organization
of African Unity.

On the Asian scene, the situation in Afghanistan con-
tinues to be a serious international problem. The Ten
have on many occasions deplored the Soviet Union’s
unwillingness to make a positive contribution to a
solution of the Afghanistan problem on the basis of
successive UN Resolutions. The Soviet Union has, on
the contrary, stepped up its military activity, causing
further suffering and many civilian victims among the
Afghan population. The Ten condemn these actions
and continue to call for a just and lasting solution, as
advocated in the Declaration approved on 27 Decem-
ber last year on the occasion of the fifth anniversary of
the Soviet invasion.

Vietnam’s occupation of Kampuchea continues to
threaten the stability of South-East Asia.

We believe that any political solution to the problem
must be based on the total withdrawal of Vietnamese
troops, the right of the Kampuchean people to decide
freely on their own future, respect for Kampuchea’s
independence, neutrality and non-alignment and a
commitment by all States not to interfere in its internal
affairs. Under these conditions, we believe that a
peaceful solution can be found that will coincide with
the legitimate security concerns of all the States of the
region.

The Italian Presidency is committed to reinforcing the
Ten’s action in defence of human rights and against
terrorism. On the fundamental subject of human
rights, in addition to the traditional UN fora, special
attention must be paid to the Conference on Human
Rights to be held in Ottawa in April, which places this
aspect high on the agenda for the development of the
CSCE process.

With regard to terrorism, especially its new interna-
tional dimension, the Ten have stepped up exchanges
of views on measures to combat it, and have laid the
foundations of closer co-operation on the matter, with
particular reference to the abuse of diplomatic immun-
ity for terrorist purposes. We hope to step up this form
of co-operation further by more effective measures at
international level.

In the light of the complexity of the international
scene, the role that could usefully be played by a
united Europe in the interests of peace and progress
emerges clearly.

Because of its historical and culwral values, Europe is
called upon to exercise a balancing influence on the
international scene. The European Parliament, which
forms part of the overall pattern by virtue of the power
it derives from the popular vote, must be in a position
to play a central role and this must be reflected in its
rights of participation and its functions of control. We
have as our basis an exceptional wealth of political and
cultural experience which renders co-operation
between our various political forces productive and
which also enables this Parliament to carry on a lively
dialogue from differing positions. Experience has
shown quite clearly how important it is for differences
in outlook not to be levelled out but instead to be
examined side by side in the Community context and a
middle ground sought that takes account of all values
and responsibilities.

I should like to end my speech with Alcide De Gas-
peri’s call to us all to develop a sense of common res-
ponsibility. It is this sense of responsibility which ani-
mates our hopes in a better future and our conviction
that the path we have chosen is the right one.

In the speech he gave to the ECSC Assembly the day
he was elected President, Alcide De Gasperi stated
that the task to be accomplished was extremely diffi-
cult since 1t involved renewing and transforming age-
old habits and traditional interests. He concluded by

saying:

Therefore, we need the pressure of public opi-
nion, but the most reliable interpreter of public
opinion is this Assembly. It is, therefore, evident
that the parliamentary debates in the Assembly are
the best means of lending strength, authority and
direction to the executive body.

(Loud and prolonged applause)

President. — On behalf of the House I thank the
President-in-Office of the Council for his very wide-
ranging and detailed statement covering a large num-
ber of topics of concern to this House. Thank you, Mr
President.

(Loud applause)

The debate on the statement of the President-in-
Office of the Council of Ministers will begin this
afternoon at 3 p.m.

(The sitting was adjourned at 1 p.m. and was resumed at
3p.m.) ‘
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IN THE CHAIR: MRS CASSANMAGNAGO
CERRETTI

Vice-President

Mr Balfe (S). — Madam President, I rise briefly to
raise a point of order under Rule 20 of the Rules of
Procedure, which deals with the duties of the Quaes-
tors and says that they shall be responsible for admin-
istrative and financial matters. This week I received a
communication from them on the subject of posters
within this Parliament. I understand that the Council
of Europe has refused to implement this instruction
and there are pictures of oranges stuck around the
entrance to the Hemicycle. This is in no way a per-
sonal attack on Mr Simpson, but I would like the
Bureau to look into whether or not the Quaestors
have the power to issue regulations concerning this
building, which is, of course, the property of another
institution.

President. — Mr Balfe, as you are well aware, this is
not a matter for the House but for the Bureau. I shall
therefore note your comments and transmit them to
the Bureau.

8. Topical and urgent debate (objections)

President. — I have received under the second subpar-
agraph of Rule 48(2) of the Rules of Procedure the
following objections, presented in writing, together
with reasons, against the list of topics drawn up for the
topical and urgent debate tomorrow, 17 January 1985,

(The President read out the objections)!

I would remind the House that the vote on these
objections will be taken without debate.

After the vote on the objection of the European Demo-
cratic Group seeking to delete Point V (‘human rights’)
motion for a resolution by Mr Falconer and others on the
ban on free trade unions at the Cheltenbam Centre (Doc.
2-1392/84)

Mr Falconer (S). — Madam President, first of all I
would like some guidance from you as to what we are
voting on. Are we voting first of all for the European
Democrats’ objection, which I can understand because
they wish to oppose anything that even smells very
slightly of democracy, or are we voting for the Social-
ist Group’s proposal to put it higher on the list? As for
those cattle and beasts on the right, I would remind
