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" This is the third time in three months that it has fallen to me to thank -
Monsieur Delmotte and his colleagues in the various interested committees
for a report on an important aspect of regional polic¥...

I note that he questions whether this particular implementing regulation
with its lists of regions was needed at this time...

A list of regions was inevitable from that moment in July when the
Commission formally turned its back on any concept of juste retour and
any proposal for national quotas rigidly fixed in advance. This compel~-
led the Commission to concentrate on Community-wide criteria to determine
the arceas eligible for help. In this approach we enjoyed throughout

the support of Parliament. But once we had committed ourselves to it,

it became necessary to translate the criteria into geographical terms
before the Council of Ministers could be ready to face up to the final
decision...,

! The Parliamentary Committee's sense of the need for more concentration
% and groator priorities is contained in three llnked propo als in the
report

- Tfirst, that there should be a more limited
number of areas than was proposed

- secondly that the qualifying regions themselves
should be classified according to the reciative
scverity of their under-development, and

~ thirdly that the operations of the Fund should
be confined to those countries unable to correot
their own regional inequalities with their own
unaided resources.

Perhaps I might comment briefly on each of these criticisms.
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”j?In evcry'ond'of'Our debates thia year I have pdinted out that the Com- -
omission's naps, although drawn in a-way that incorporates regional problems

',an COmmLSEV iR aY ﬂl]lﬂmcnt cn th- n11nc1rle
»nd prlOTlthSo tht’ia at issue is a Judgrment abOLt
oncent“atlon Qnd,pr“orltv we ought to TCthV(o"' ‘ :

T*he dégréc oi

- from cach -Member Statc; are not based on any concept of the juste retour and
do not lead to a situation, as - has sometlm been alleged, in- which: Member -
countries get back roughly what they put in. The population pattern which
emerges from-our ceriteria and which prov1dcs basic guidclines for the distri-
bution of the Fund does not: mean that we.are simply counting heads and that
~an Irish farmer . has been trented as if his problem was the same as that of
‘9a German farmer., ' ' ' I '

Because Ireland is the second smallest country of the Community percentages
arc misleading. In any case you cannot put a percentage in the bank and
it is better to talk in terms of hard casheeo.

The Commission's proposals do ensure, again in the words of the proposed
amendment, thet the Fund will be "concentrated on 2z limited number of
regions whose development is a priority", since two thirds of the Fund will
_be concentrated on one third of the Community's population.

Then, in addition, the Commission's proposals will ensure that higher rates
of "aid will be given to projeccts subtmitted for the Fund's assistance from
the areas of greatest need. The ceilings laid down by the Commission are,
-as the Parliament will remember, 15 % of the investment and BOA of national
aid, ‘whichever igs the lesser., Sincc in practice only the worst hit arecas

in the Community - I think in particular of the Mezzogiorno and of Ireland -
receive national rates of aid up to 30% and beyond, only these regions will
- be able to get a contribution around 15% of the investment value.

In addition again to that the list is only a list of cligible rcgions.
Whatever the sizc of the Fund there will be the need to select the pro-
jects in a way that gives priority to the worst off areas within the map

of eligible regions. To my mind the Community policy will at the end of the
day, stand or fall by the success whlch it has in this field...

I now turn to the third of the criticisms - that the Fund should be con-
fined to thosc Member States without the rcesources to correct their own
rcgional inequalities. I would like to cxplain the rcasons why the
Commission cannot accept this amendment.

I have onc practical objection but also a morec important fundamental objection
of principlc. On thc practical side, the cffect of this amendment woul be to
exclude one of the threce cateporics of regional problem, the problem of indus-
trial change in arcas of ageing industry, which was part of the Commission's
Summit mendatc.

But I have an ¢ven more fundamental objection to this proposal. I recog~
nise the good intentions bcehind it, but in practice it seems to me it
would turn out to work contary to the Community principles always sup-
ported by Parliament. It is in fact saying that as far as Regional Policy
is concerned within the Community, it should be a matter left to the

no/no



or State which is st

i ";1nd prospcrous cnough{to 100& after ltuCJIo On thls pr1n01p1u, wnat
Yiwe would vend: up-with is h:CommunltJ divided into the haves and hnvc—nmtgﬂ+,,
on Community divided thWbbn those ﬂountrles which were able tc deal with o -
dnternal regional problcms out of their own resources and a minority ol
'countrleb would dn ¢ffect be in receipt of charity from the;r,bettgr. S .
_Tfo7n01ghboursn The division of the Community into two groups of states
with this dengerous donor/recipient situation is wholly alien to every=

thing the Community stands for. There would be a permanent pressure
from the donors to reducc the size of the Fund and an overwhelming
interest in the major benefliciary states to sce the Fund increased.
This situation would be a permanent eroding elemsnt in Community soli-

darity. And it would be in contradiction to other Community policies.

lNobody suggests that in the field of the Community's Social Action pro—;

~gramme ‘that those member states which have the national resources to’

deal with their own social problems should be excluded from its operations.
It would be profoundly divisive to introfuce this concept at the birth
of an important new dlmcn81on to Community activity like Regional

,Poll("/'.,‘,o

The vital thing now is to get the Regional Development Fund set up and
operating according to the timctable laid down. There will be ample
room to refine and improve the gquality of its work once the political
decisions are taken.

I do not wish to pre~judge in any way the outcome of the Council's

deliberations. All I would like to say on the size of the Fwnd is this,
I am in no doubt from my visits to capitals an in particular my talks
with those in national ministries of finance that a list of recgions which
recognises the worst regional problems in every member state as being

a matter of Community concern is likely to produce the largest size of
Fund. More important than that, my experience of these discussions
makes me absolutely sure that it will also provide more at the end of
the day for those in the neediest regions...

I have every reason to believe that this is our last’debate on the
creation of tte.Fund. When we next debate these matters in 1974, we shall

‘be in a new situation and facing the problems of the fair and efficient

operation of an important new Community policye.s
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