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IN THE CHAIR: MR DANKERT
President
(The sitting was opened at 5 p.m.)
1. Resumption of the session
President. — I declare resumed the session of the

European Parliament adjourned on 13 April 1984.1

1 Approval of the minutes: See the minutes of this sitting.
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Mr Spencer (ED). — On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent. The Stuttgart Declaration says that the enlarged
Bureau of this Parliament will be consulted by the
governments before the appointment of the next Presi-
dent of the Commission. As the last meeting of the
enlarged Bureau is on Wednesday morning and such a
consultation is not on its agenda, will you make a
statement to the House as to whether Parliament’s
enlarged Bureau has been consulted on this appoint-
ment or give us an indication as to when you will
make such a statement?

President. — Mr Spencer, I can inform you that the
meeting on Wednesday is not the last meeting of the
enlarged Bureau: there is another scheduled for the
beginning of July. But as the beginning of July would
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be after the Fontainebleau Summit, and I do not
exclude the possibility — because that is more or less
the obligation — that the European Council will take
upon itself 2 discussion concerning the nomination of
the President of the Commission, I will discuss the
problem with the President of the European Council
when he is here. If the need arises, we shall have to
envisage the possibility of an additional meeting of the
enlarged Bureau to follow the consequences of that
Stuttgart Declaration.

Mr Cottrell, are you asking for the floor to speak on a
point of order?

Mr Cottrell (ED). — Mr President, if I might correct
you, I think it was you that had a point of order. I
thought you were going to make a proposition to the
House, and I would comment on that.

President. — Then I was wrong. I understood that you
wanted to make a statement concerning your report in
connection with the agenda. We cannot deal with that
subject in discussing the agenda because Rule 56
. applies and that means only two speakers. If you want
to say something, you must say it now.

Mr Cottrell (ED). — Forgive me for being difficult,
Mr President. You know I always try not to be diffi-
cult. I think you have to explain to the House what the
proposal is and I shall be very happy to comment on it.

President. — I cannot yet deal with the details of the
agenda, but I would say that the enlarged Bureau does
not propose any modification to the agenda in respect
of your report.

Mr Nord (L). — (NL). Mr President, at the April
part-session we decided to hold over the report by Mr

. Cottrell until May. It is therefore perfectly natural that
we should find this report among the items proposed
by the Bureau. However, it is questionable whether it
is reasonable to take this report, as it now stands,
during this part-session. We asked ourselves this ques-
tion in our group and came to a negative conclusion.
‘Why was that? There are in the report two particularly
important and fundamental issues. One is that the civil
liberties of a number of our citizens in Europe are
being threatened by the particular activities of parti-
cular groups and sects. But the report goes so far that
it raises a second point, namely, the fundamental free-
dom of worship for which Europeans have fought for
ages, many of whom died in the struggle.

Mr President, we feel that this report deals with such
important matters that it should possess a stature befit-
ting the importance of the subject and we consider
that this is not the case. Some of you perhaps will have
noticed that a committee of the second chamber of the

Dutch Parliament has just published a report on this
subject after a study of several years. This report is
much sounder and contains far more relevant informa-
tion than the report by Mr Cottrell. This could not be
otherwise, because of the limited time available — and
here I am not criticizing Mr Cottrell in any way -— but
we feel that the report as it now stands is wanting in
depth and can too readily give rise to misunderstand-
ings, especially if we now begin to vote on it in a hasty
manner.

For these reasons, Mr President, I should like to make
two proposals to the plenary. First, that we do not take
the report this week, but refer it back to the committee
from which it came. Second, that we ask our com-
mittee to study this whole matter once again, to hold
hearings with the groups — we have received a suffi-
cient amount of correspondence to know that there
are many people who are passionately interested in
this subject — and to submit to us in the autumn a

" report which is sufficiently sound, solid and detailed to

enable Parliament to vote on it en connaissance de
cause. That is the proposal that I make on behalf of my

group.

President. — I did not say that we are not yet discuss-
ing the agenda. This is in fact a sort of preliminary dis-
cussion. I have seen a number of hands raised from
various groups. I believe that, given some of the con-
troversial features surrounding this report, it would be
a good idea if, before the agenda is fixed, we could
give one speaker per group the opportunity to state his
views on Mr Nord’s proposal as a whole, in view of
the fact that it was already on the agenda last time. I
noticed that Mr Cottrell has also asked to speak, but
he will be doing so shortly in any case. I shall first call
Mr Hord and then Mr de la Maléne.

Mr Forth (ED). — On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent.

President. — Mr Forth, I said that under the normal
procedure, as set out in Rule 56, it is not possible to
have a wide-ranging debate on the agenda. You have
one speaker for and one speaker against. That is it.
This is a specific problem. I would deal with it outside
the normal rules for preparing the agenda, and so out-
side the application of Rule 56, in order to enable all
the political groups and’ not just one or two to pro-
nounce on the issue. Then we move on to the agenda
and proceed under Rule 56.

Mr de la Maléne (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, we
are faced here with a delicate problem. The com-
mittee, of which Mr Coutrell is the rapporteur, pre-
sents us with a contradictory resolution: we do not in
any way intend to restrict the freedom of conscience,
the free practice of religion or faith in the Community.
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This is something absolutely fundamental which is not
contested in any part of this Assembly.

On the other hand, we are witnessing the proliferation
in our Community of a number of sects which, shelter-
ing behind this fundamental principle, and in breach in
one way or another of our penal code, behave in a
way that we utterly deplore.

This is a contradiction. How is the problem to be
solved? The committee, by way of its rapporteur, pro-
poses a number of measures at European level. We
think that at the moment this is premature. We con-
demn those sects that are in breach of penal legisla-
tion, we condemn them with the greatest severity, and
we ask our national governments to apply the law, and
nothing but the law, and consequently we feel that
there should be a debate to draw the attention of our
States to this problem and request those States to
regulate them in accordance with their criminal legis-
lation. In short, we are in favour of a debate provided
that the question is not made the subject of European
legislation but that our own States’ legislation is
applied to these sects which, once again, we condemn.

Consequently, we shall vote for the debate, Mr Presi-
dent.

President. — I think we should avoid going into the
substance, because we are now having a preliminary
debare on whether or not later on we shall decide for
or against treating this subject.

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, you referred to the
rule in question, Rule 56, and I wonder if you could
tell this House, under Rule 56(1), whether in fact you
have received representation by at least 21 Members to
make a revision to the Cottrell report, because this
point has not come over clearly at this stage. If so, by
whom was the representation made?

President. — Mr Hord, I said in the first place that I
did not want as yet to open the discussion on the
agenda, where Rule 56 applies. As soon as we come to
the agenda — we are now having a preliminary debate
— you will be made aware that there is indeed one
political group asking for the deletion of this report
from the agenda for the reasons Mr Nord has indi-
cated.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Mr President, Mr Nord has
stated that his group would be making this request
later on. I found the procedure that you proposed a
very good one, because it gives each group an oppor-
tunity to state its position here and now, so that it does
not have to come back afterwards and invoke Rule 56.
Notwithstanding the high personal regard I have for
you, Mr Nord, I must say that what you have said
here does not seem to me to have anything at all to do

with this request. You said that the Cottrell motion
was not a good one and that it should therefore be
referred back to the committee and not debated here
at all. If you had said that we ought to discuss it at all
events and to consider the amendments and then
decide whether we were justified in coming to some
decision in the House on the report or whether we
ought to refer it back to committee, then I should have
agreed. However, Mr Nord, the fact that you rule out
any debate at all makes me think that the only reason
that the Liberal and Democratic Group intends to
table this request is that it is somehow afraid of this
debate.

(Applause)

I do not want to pronounce here and now on whether
Mr de la Maléne is right or not. There are differences
of opinion on the whole matter within our group also.
However, since each one of us has received between
100 and 200 letters, Parliament must tackle this whole
matter in a debate. After all, what have we done about
it in the last five years? My group will not ask for a
group whip on this question. It is a matter of consci-
ence, and each one of us is free to decide as he wishes.
My group feels that this matter should at all events be
debated during this part-session and that we should
then decide whether we vote on it or not. For this
reason we shall vote, when the time comes, against the
motion that it be referred back to committee.

(Applause)

Mr Fanti (COM), — (IT) I think that the proposal by
Mr Nord should be considered very carefully. I also
think you can take my word for it when I say that I am
certainly not the sort of person to be pressurized by
religious movements, whether genuine or self-styled. I
shall confine myself, therefore, to expressing a lay-
man’s point of view.

The Committee on Culture — and I am sorry that its
chairman is not with us right now — discussed this
matter at some length. As a member of the committee,
I took part in that discussion which was a very
thorough one, since we were faced with a severe den-
unciation of extremely serious and unacceptable activi-
ties, which should be brought to the attention of
Member States so that the current legislation may be
strictly applied.

That said, one cannot after denouncing and condemn-
ing such activities express judgments that threaten
freedom of religious faith, of expression and assembly;
on the contrary, these need to be protected. Herein
lies the ambiguity which runs throughout the report
and the resolution we are debating.

Without wishing to make too much of this, I think
that the problem should be looked at more deeply. I
know, for instance, that the Dutch Parliament has car-
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ried out an investigation into this question, the find-
ings of which are about to be made public. I think that
we too should go into the matter more deeply so as to
prevent mistakes being made in so delicate and impor-
tant an area as the liberty of every single person or

group.

Sir Fred Catherwood (ED). — Mr President, what we
are discussing here is whether or not we discuss a
committee report. I think it is absolutely intolerable
that we should receive thousands of letters and that,
because we receive thousands of letters and are under
pressure from a series of groups, this Parliament
should not discuss something that has come before it
in the ordinary way. We really must discuss it! We
cannot possibly be silenced by thousands of letters.
The last thing we want to do is to go out with the feel-
ing that this Parliament is not prepared to discuss what
comes in front of it.

I entirely accept Mr Nord’s point - this report does
go too wide. I think this report could be interpreted as
infringing on religious liberties. I would not myself
vote for this report as it stands. I think that’s the way
of dealing with Mr Fanti’s points. But the fact is that
this report does deal with three very important things.
It deals with raising money under false pretences, it
deals with holding citizens incommunicado so that
their families cannot get at them, and it involves the
protection of those under age. Those are three things
which we should certainly deal with. So we are having
a free vote on this and I imagine most of our group
will vote to limit the report, but I think we must dis-
cuss the report and we must be seen to deal with what
is a very serious and most distressing problem in our
Community.

Mr Barbi (PPE). — (IT) Mr President, in my Group
oo differing opinions have been expressed and con-
cerns voiced; it was, however, agreed by a majority
that this report should be debated in the Assembly. On
this subject we have been bombarded by letters and
visits of every sort, as if the committee had not already
discussed the subject in depth, as if this Parliament
were incapable of freely and responsibly discussing so
delicate a subject. .

I believe that the majority of those who have sought to
put pressure on us have not read the Cottrell report: if
they had, there would not have been so much concern
for freedom of religion — which we are the first to
defend — so much concern for freedom of thought —
which we are the first to supprt. I urge therefore that
Parliament hold an open debate on this topic.

Mr Skovmand (CDI). — (DA) Mr President, 1 sup-
port the proposal to postpone the Cottrell report, but
for a different reason than that put forward by Mr

" Nord, namely that this is a matter which does not con-
cern the EEC.

Mr Cottrell (ED), rapportenr. — Mr President, I shall
indeed try to be as brief as possible. However, having
been the custodian of this report now for some two
and three-quarter years with the four drafts through
which it has gone to reach this stage, with the near
unanimous support of the Committee on Youth, Cul-
ture, Education, Information and Sport and, I must
remind Mr Fanti, with the support of the Communist
Members on that committee, and with the unanimous
favourable opinion of the Legal Affairs Committee, it
would be astonishing if I did not recommend to this
House that we should vote on it.

Now it is awkward that this May part-session of the
European Parliament has come in the middle of an
election campaign. But that is all the more reason to be
seen by the people of Europe to be discharging our
responsibility and not running away from it. It is a fact
that most of us — all of you, I think — in this Cham-
ber have received more correspondence on this than
on many of the topics which we have dealt with in this
House. Is that not then a measure of the concern
which is felt by the people of this Community?

We spend a great deal of time talking about human
rights in the European Parliament, and that is right.
We concern ourselves greatly with human rights all
over the world. We will be debating the situation in
Central America this week, for example. But what
should matter more than the human rights of the peo-
ple of our own Community? That is what we are
addressing ourselves to now.

I say to those who have their doubts about this report
that it is no more than the work of a group of people
who have tried to get it right. It is for you to decide by
voting on the report and the amendments whether we
have got it right or not. If you do not like it, throw it
out. That is the way in which you discharge your res-
ponsibility.

The last thing I would want to see happen is this being
turned into a debate on religious freedom because it is
not about religious freedom, it is about human rights.
But since religion has been raised, I think it is impor-
tant to quote to the House the letter which I think has
been sent to all Members of this House by the Catho-
lic European Study and Information Centre. What it
says is terribly important:

‘MEP’s should ask themselves whether the drop-

ping or postponing of the Cottrell report at this

stage would not be a sign of moral capitulation on
the part of the European Parliament’.

I regret that that is the way it probably would be seen.
(Applause)

The journalists who are listening downstairs now to
this debate are waiting for us to take our decision to
get on with our job, to behave like parliamentarians
and to make up our minds and vote on this report.
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President. — The journalists will hear when we decide
whether or not to keep it on the agenda, which we will
do in a few minutes, I hope.

2. Tribute

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, our colleague,
Angelo Narducci, departed this life in Milan on
10 May 1984.

He was born on 17 August 1930 and had been director
of Avvenire since 1969. He also taught at the Social
Communications Institute of the Catholic University
of the Sacred Heart in Milan.

He was elected to the European Parliament in June
1979 and was a member of the Group of the European
People’s Party. He had been particularly active in the
work of the Committee on Development and Cooper-
ation and of the Consultative Assembly of the Con-
vention between the African, Caribbean and Pacific
States and the European Economic Community. He
was also a member of the Joint Committee of the Con-
sultative Assembly.

I should like to pay tribute to the courtesy, tact and
generosity of our departed colleague and to express
once again our deepest sympathy to his family. I
would ask the House to observe a minute’s silence in
memory of our dear departed colleague.

(The House stood and observed one minute’s silence)

3. Agenda

President — At its meeting of 11 April 1984 the
enlarged Bureau drew up the draft agenda which has
been distributed to the House.

At this morning’s meeting the chairman of the political
groups instructed me to propose to the House a num-
ber of amendments.

Tuesday:

— Mr Deschamps and nine other signatories have
asked, on behalf of the EPP Group, that the
report (Doc. 1-65/84) by Mr Galluzzi be with-
drawn from the agenda.

Mr Deschamps (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, every-
one in this Assembly knows that the UN does not
function satisfactorily and, more especially, in 2 man-

1 Petitions — Transfers of appropriations — Written declara-
tions (Rule 49): See Minutes.

ner befitting the importance of this international
assembly.

We are all-agreed then, I think, that care needs to be
taken over its proper functioning, that it needs to be
watched and changes made.

But, Mr President, there are in the UN, I believe, 160
member countries and the 10 member countries of this
Parliament are members of the UN. I feel it is there,
Mr President, that they should bring forward, within
their Assembly, the criticisms they have, what they
think ought to be improved. The European Parliament
is not the UN, even if sometimes there is a tendency
on the part of some to mix the two and give our
debates a style partaking a little too much of the UN.
Added to which we feel that, coming as it does today,
there are ulterior motives on the part of some behind
this proposal.

Mr President, is this a matter of pure chance? I would
like to think that, for some people, it is. But, if chance
it be, it is unfortunate that, whilst such criticism has
existed for a long time and, in any event, has been jus-
tified for a long time, this report should surface at the
precise moment when, within the UN, criticism is
being levelled by certain major countries at the func-
tioning of some of the UN institutions. Speaking
bluntly, is it a matter of chance that people want to
discuss this subject at the precise moment when the
United States and the United Kingdom are requesting
clarification of certain policies and certain controls
which, it appears, are not all that they might be at
Unesco.

Mr President, we are not saying that this Parliament
should not be able one day to discuss, as a parliament,
what an international Assembly such as the UN should
be, but we feel that this is not the right time and that
such haste, if we were to discuss the matter now,
would be interpreted in a one-sided and counterprod-
uctive way. That is why I say there are some people
who have ulterior motives.

We think then, Mr President, that in our own interest
and in the interests of the UN, it is better not to start a
discussion on this point now.

That is why we asked that discussion of this report be
rejected for the moment.

Mr Galluzzi (COM), rapporteur. — (IT} Mr Presi-
dent, I should like to point out that the decision to
draw up a report on the UN was taken by the Political
Affairs Committee of the European Parliament in Sep-
tember last year. Following that decision, the Political
Affairs Committee authorized me to visit the United
Nations Assembly in order to contact leaders of that
organization, on behalf of the same committee of
course, and to gather information for the report which
has since been discussed on more than one occasion,
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in different versions, by the Political Affairs Com-
mittee and approved by it.unanimously — that is, with
the sympathetic backing of all the political groups.

Honourable Members might like to know that there
are, I think, eight or nine amendments to the text pre-
sented to this Assembly, none of which seek to replace
‘or dispute any paragraph in the report.

I am bound to say, therefore, that I am amazed at Mr
Lenz’s proposal: if manoeuvre there be, it would
obviously be the work of the Political Affairs Com-
mittee, and so we are faced with two possibilities:
either Mr Lenz — and I don’t quite recall whether he
attended the committee’s meetings because he did not
speak — is a member of the Political Affairs Com-
mittee, in which case I am flabbergasted, or he is not a
member and his group should tell him so. I think it
would be absolutely ridiculous if the European Parlia-
ment, after placing on the agenda a report unani-
mously approved by its Political Affairs Committee,
were at this point to withdraw it without any explana-
tion. What manoeuvre can you be thinking of, Mr
Lenz? In the Political Affairs Committee all the groups
are represented and all the groups were in agreement.
Consequently, I request that the text’s inclusion in the
agenda be confirmed.

(Parliament agreed to the request that the report be with-
drawn)

President. — On the report (Doc. 1-47/84) by Mr
Coutrell, I feel that there is no need to go over all the
ground that has been covered just a few moments ago.
I would propose therefore that we vote immediately
on whether or not this report is to be withdrawn from
the agenda.

(Parliament rejected the request for withdrawal)

I have received from Mr Rumor and nine other signa-
tories a request that the report (Doc. 1-67/84) by Mr
Enright be withdrawn from the agenda.

Mr Klepsch (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, the Politi-
cal Affairs Committee, having discussed this entire
question, has instructed me by a large majority to urge
the House to refer the Enright report back to the com-
mittee responsible and to have it withdrawn from the
agenda. I should like very breifly to give the reasons
for this.

In the first place, it is the Political Affairs Committee
that is responsible for political statements and not the
Committee on Development and Cooperation, and the
Political Affairs Committee feels very strongly that it
should have delivered its opinion on the matter in
question. Much more serious, however, is an objection
that may be raised to the content of the report. We
feel that the situation has changed so drastically in the

meantime that if we were to debate and adopt this
report as it stands, it would turn out to be a kind of
anachronism in the light of the current state of play on
this question.

Mr Enright (S), rapporteur. — Mr President, this
report was adopted unanimously by the Committee on
Development and Cooperation. It concentrates com-
pletely on development issues and on what DG VIII
can do to assist Namibia towards its independence. It
wishes to take no other stand and does not do so. I
think that is important to realize. '

The Political Affairs Committee had an opportunity of
conveying its opinion to the Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation as far back as October. It has
not seen fit so to do, and therefore I find it rather odd
that they should comment in the way they did in a
rush. I understand from some of my friends that they
were confused that this issue was suddenly brought up.
I also find it odd that I was asked afterwards, because
at the time I was in the next committee room attending
a meeting of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation and could therefore have spoken to the
Political Affairs Committee.

Mr Klepsch has talked about dynamic changes that
have taken place, but I think that if he had been there
on the morning on which the Political Affairs Com-
mittee discussed this matter, he would have known
that we did indeed take these various changes into
account. For example, even in the resolution Hermann
ya Toivo, who is currently visiting Europe, I am
pleased to say, and is certainly interested in the posi-
tive and peaceful steps that we can take, is mentioned
and also his release. There has been time, I notice, for
Mr de la Maléne and Mr Luster to table a number of
amendments to the resolution.

I think it would be a great affront to the churches, not
only here but in Namibia, if we were to refuse to
debate this resolution. They are unanimously in agree- -
ment with it. The Committee on Development and
Cooperation, including, in fairness, members of Mr
Klepsch’s own political group, are unanimously in
favour of it. The Commission agrees wholeheartedly
with it and has been consulted at every stage. What is
more, the Member States were all consulted during
the compilation of this report and there is not one sin-
gle part of either the explanatory statement or the
resolution which is not unanimously agreed to by all
10 Member States. Therefore it would be a very ser-
ious step if we decided not to debate this issue. I think
it is important that we do so and I thank you for your
patience in dealing with this matter, Mr I?resident.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) On a point of ordér, Mr
President, Mr Klepsch has said that the Political
Affairs Committee takes the view that it is the com-
mittee responsible. I should like to know from you
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which committee is, in fact, legally and in virtue of
Parliament’s decision the actual committee responsi-
ble.

President. — Mr Arndt, the report was prepared by
the Committee on Development and Cooperation. No
objection was raised to that. I take it therefore that
that remains the position up to the present time.

Mr Klepsch (PPE). — (DE) I only said that the Polit-
ical Affairs Committee felt that certain parts of the
report did not fall within the competence of the Com-
mittee on Development and Cooperation and that it
had therefore gone beyond its terms of reference.

Mrs Ewing (DEP). — My point is quite simple, Mr
President. I wish to ask that Members be refreshed in
their minds as to the decision that was taken when this
report was postponed last time. As my recollection
goes, it was postponed and an assurance was given
that it would be discussed this time.

(Parliament rejected the request that the report be with-
drawn)

President. — The Group of the EPP requests that the
report (Doc. 1-248/84) by Mr Ghergo, which is
entered on the agenda as Item No 168, should be put
after Item No 171, the Squarcialupi report. This ques-
tion was discussed this morning and the chairmen of
the political groups were opposed to this request, since
if a rapporteur cannot be present when his report is
being debated, he may be replaced by the chairman of
the commitiee or any other member of his group.
However, since the request was tabled in accordance
with the Rules of Procedure, that is to say, pursuant to
Rule 56, I must put this request by the EPP Group to
the vote.

(Parliament rejected the request)

At the request of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation, the report (Doc. 1-218/84) by Mrs Dury
will be taken without debate and will therefore be
entered after the reports without debate scheduled for
the sitting of Thursday afternoon.

Wednesday:

— the EPP Group has asked for the inclusion of an
oral question with debate to the Commission on
the financial situation in the Community, and par-
ticularly on the Commission decision to set up a
special reserve of 800 m ECUs.

- Pursuant to Rule 42 of the Rules of Procedure, this
question will be included in the debate on the reports
concerning the financial situation in the Community
on the agenda for Wednesday morning.

At the request of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs, the report (Doc. 1-192/84) by Mr
Welsh will be entered after the Nyborg report on mar-
itime transport.

At the request of the Committee on Agriculture, I pro-
pose that the following reports be put at the end of
Wednesday’s agenda:

— the report (Doc. 1-236/84) by Mr Eyraud;
— the report (Doc. 1-60/84) by Mr Howell;
— the report (Doc. 1-61/84) by Mr Stella.

At the request of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation, the report (Doc. 1-212/84) by Mr
Pearce will be placed at the end of the agenda after the
agricultural reports already entered there.

(Parliament agreed to these requests)

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, could you enlighten
the House as to whether it is the intention for the
Howell report to be without debate or not?

President. — As far as things stand now, it is with
debate.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, would you clarify
the meaning of these words that you have just used,
‘As far as things stand’? The messages we have got
from the enlarged Bureau seem to raise some doubt as
to what will happen. I would like your assurance that
if, owing to the pressure of time, some of these reports
which are to be added are not in fact debated, there
will nevertheless be a vote on them at the appropriate
time. Can you give me that assurance?

President. — I merely wanted to say that I have no
information so far that it will be dealt with without
debate. That is why I said that, as far as I know, it will
be taken with debate.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, as regards my own
report on drought, I believe the wish of the Committee
on Development and Cooperation was that it should
be taken with debate if there is time. However, if this
proves impossible, then the Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation, I believe, would wish that it be
taken without debate. I hope that can be adopted as a
fall-back position if necessary.

President. — We shall have to consider that question
later on. At the moment we can only put it on the
agenda as an item with debate.

Mr G. Fuchs (S). — (FR) Mr President, my recollec-
tions are not quite those of Mr Pearce. I believe that
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whilst this report deals with humanitarian problems in
its consideration of drought, it also has a number of
political aspects for which reason, in my view, it would
be extremely regrettable if Parliament were to adopt it
without prior thorough discussion of the content of his
motion for a resolution.

President. — Mr Fuchs, there is a misunderstanding
here. Mr Pearce and you accept the proposal that this
report shoud be taken with debate. All that Mr Pearce
said was that if it became clear later on that there was
no longer any time to debate it, we would then have to
consider what ought to be done about it.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Mr President, you are pro-
posing that this report with debate should be put on
Wednesday’s agenda as the last item. At the moment
we have no objection to this, but I would already voice
the objections of my group to putting this report on
the agenda at all, if it turns out that there will be no
debate on it.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, I have just
heard that Mr Welsh’s report on a block exemption on
motor vehicle distribution and servicing agreements is
to come after Mr Nyborg’s report and is to be item
179 on the agenda. Would you please fix the deadline
for the tabling of amendments to this report, and in
such a way that we will have an opportunity to peruse
this report thoroughly once again?

President. — We shall come to that when we have
established the agenda.

I have received from Mr Martin and nine other signa-
tories a request, pursuant to Rule 56 of the Rules of
Procedure, that a debate on the wine sector be put on
the agenda of this part-session.

I must remind the House that during the April part-
session, that is to say, barely a month ago, we consid-
ered and voted on a report on the wine market.

This request by Mr Martin and others also asks that
the agenda should include a statement by the Commis-
sion on this matter. Before I give the floor to Mr Mar-
tin, I must ask the Commission if it can make such a
statement. If it cannot, I do not see how this item can
be put on the agenda and I must therefore ask Mr
Martin to withdraw his request and possibly to table a
motion for a resolution to be dealt with by urgent pro-
cedure and pursuant to Rule 48 of the Rules of Proce-
dure.

However, I should like to know first of all if the Com-
mission is in a position to make a statement on the
problems in the wine sector.

Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) Mr President, negotiations on this complex and
difficult problem are currently taking place in the
Council of Ministers. Discussion of the matter is well
under way, and in these circumstances the Commis-
sion does not think it would be useful to make any
statement at this point.

President. — The situation then is that the Commis-
sion cannot make this statement and does not consider
it advisable to go ahead with this debate.

Mr Chambeiron (COM). — (FR) Mr President, if we
were to take the ongoing character of situations as a
pretext for not taking decisions, we would never dis-
cuss anything in this Parliament.

I am amazed to hear — but perhaps Mr Contogeorgis
was misreading the Chair — that we are asking for a
Commission statement today; we are asking for a
statement on Wednesday, that is to say in forty-eight
hours. Armed with the intellectual material, as it were,
I think that forty-eight hours leaves enough time for
an answer to the question we are asking.

What is all this really about, Mr President? We have
set it out in the letter. In spite of more favourable cir-
cumstances in 1983, wine growers across the Com-
munity have not seen any real improvement in their
situation. I am not going to open a debate at this point
and talk about the inadequacies of existing arrange-
ments or their poor implementation, but we do know
that there has been a deliberate underestimation of
harvests in a number of States and that we are now
going to find ourselves faced with distilling operations
which were not provided for and which have entailed
very substantial budgetary expenditure.

We merely ask, because the matter is important and
the procedure we have suggested will not, we feel,
take up too much of the time of this Assembly, that we
be given a statement which would be followed by a
short debate.

I have not given up hope, Mr President, that after
hearing me, the Commission representative, who
thought he was being asked for an immediate answer,
will be able to give us an answer next Wednesday.

I therefore maintain, my request that this question be
placed on the agenda.

President. — Mr Chambeiron, you have requested a
debate on the basis of a statement by the Commission.

If I have understood Commissioner Contogeorgis cor-
rectly, the Commission does not feel that it can make
such a statement at all this week.

Is that so, Commissioner?

o vt e
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Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) Mr President, the Commission considers that it
would be inappropriate for it to make a statement on
the wine sector this week, given the circumstances.
You have, of course, indicated the procedure whereby
discussion could take place in the Commission. This is
a matter on which the Council will decide, however.

Let me say something, however, Mr President, in con-
nection with the first part of the honourable Member’s
comment. Parliament may of course debate matters
which are under discussion in the Council, but at this
point the Council negotiations on the wine sector are
at a very decisive stage and, in the Commission’s view,
any statement now would not be conducive to the best
possible outcome in this sector.

President. — I must therefore rule that we cannot have
a debate on a.statement by the Commission, because
the Commission only takes the floor at its own request
and it does not intend to do so.

I must therefore advise you, Mr Chambeiron, to have

recourse to urgent procedure and to invoke Rule 48 of '

the Rules of Procedure.

Mr Hord (ED). — You have just mentioned the point
I was going to raise. | would like to have a debate, and
it seems to me that if Mr Chambeiron wants to initiate
a debate, he can do so under Rule 48, as you have just
indicated.

President. — Thursday: Mr Barbi and twelve other sig-
natories have asked, on behalf of their group, that the
draft joint declaration by Parliament and the Commis-
sion on relations between the two institutions be put
on the agenda.

This question will be put before the enlarged Bureau
again at its meeting on Wednesday morning. If an
agreement is reached between the Commission and
Parliament, I would put the document before the
House, without debate, at the voting time on Thurs-
day afternoon.

With regard to the statements by the President-in-Off-
ice of the European Council and the President of the
Commission on the meeting of the European Council,
I propose that the debate be organized as follows:

— 1lam.tolpm.:

the address by the President of the Republic of France
and President-in-Office of the European Council, Mr
Frangois Mitterrand, followed by the statement by the
President of the Commission, Mr Thorn, and then the
chairmen of the political groups for a maximum of
10 minutes each, which will mean that the speeches of

the political group chairmen will conclude about
1 p.m.

— 3pm.:

Mr Cheysson, President-in-Office of the Council, wiil
reply to the morning’s speeches.

I have received from Mr Ansquer, on behalf of his
group, a request that the report (Doc. 1-209/84) by
Mr J. Moreau, which was to have been taken without
debate, should be either taken with debate or else
referred back to committee.

Mr Ansquer (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, I request
under Rule 34(2) of the Rules of Procedure that the J.
Moreau report be entered without debate or held over
to another part-session.

President. — Mr Ansquer, your request simply means
that the Moreau report is referred back to committee,
which means, in the special circumstances at present
obtaining, that your request effectively kills off this
report.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, it would not
be a good thing if this report were to be simply ‘bur-
ied’, because it is about very practical matters. The
Council of Ministers should settle practical questions
relating to crossborder traffic. For years now Parlia-
ment has been urging the Council to put some order
on these matters. Should we now remove this item
from our agenda, then we must not complain later on
if the Council of Ministers finds that it is not in a posi-
tion to harmonize certain taxes relating to crossborder
traffic. I should therefore like to ask you . . .

President. — . .. what you say certainly makes sense,
but Rule 34(2) is perfectly clear.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) A number of Members are
needed for this. Or can one Member make such a
request?

President. — The request is being made on behalf of a
group.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) But that is not a group. We
are only talking about three Members.

(Laugbhter)

(Parliament decided to refer the report back to com-

mittee)

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, I was not able to
follow precisely the dialogue between you and Mr
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Gautier, but the point I wanted to raise on a matter of
procedure concerned the suggestion that a resolution
dealing with relations between Parliament and the
Commission was to be presented to Parliament by the
Bureau without debate. Could you enlighten us as to
which rule stipulates that we should take it without
debate? Under Rule 34(1), as I understand it, only the
committee responsible may request procedure without
debate. It seems to me that there is no committee res-
ponsible in this case, so if the resolution is to be put to
the House, we must have a full debate. I would appre-
ciate your comments on that point.

President. — Mr Hord, we have a somewhat specific
problem. You will realize that we have to try, as an
enlarged Bureau, to get agreement with the Commis-
sion on the final text. That process is still going on. If
we achieve agreement, we will present that agreement
to Parliament. If Parliament disagrees with the agree-
ment, then you will have the possibility of asking for a
debate which will automatically mean, I think, referral
back to the Political Affairs Committee. But it is not
possible, I think, in this context to amend the report
because it would then be necessary to reopen negotia-
tions with the Commission. So, I think the procedure
in itself is fair and respects the rights of everybody.

Mt Forth (ED). — You may have answered my ques-
tion, Mr President, but you have just said that there
will be no possibility for amendment. In other words,
this House will be presented with a document and will
be asked to vote for or against it in its entirety without
any opportunity to discuss it. That does seem to be
pushing our procedures a little too far, Mr President.

President. — Mr Forth, that is not right. It concerns
an agreement — if the agreement is actually reached
— between Parliament and the Commission.

Mr Forth (ED). — No, between the Bureau and the
Commission!

President. — No, if you do not refer it back to the
committee, which would mean, in fact, that there is no
agreement. But, of course, the House cannot unilater-
ally amend the agreement without asking the Commis-
sion whether it accepts those amendments. That is
why, I think, in case of disagreement on the text,
referral back to the Political Affairs Committee is the
best way to negotiate a new solution, if the actual one
before us is considered unsatisfactory. I think there is
no other way to do it.

Mr Delorozoy (L). — (FR) Mr President, it does
indeed appear difficult to pursue any other course but
referral, since the Council’s proposal for a directive
runs absolutely counter to previous decisions of Par-
liament.

And I would point out that if this directive were
adopted, it would alter the present situation by re-
stricting the free movement of travellers. So let us
make haste slowly.

President. — Thank you, Mr Delorozoy.

(The President read out the requests by the Council for
urgent procedure)!

Mr Forth (ED). — I wonder if you could tell us, Mr
President, if each of the parliamentary committees has
given its agreement to the requests for urgency that
you have just read out or if, alternatively, the House
could have the courtesy of an explanation as to the
need for urgency. I think we have gone through this
before. To come to the House with a mere list of items
which are deemed to be urgent is surely not sufficient.
One would like to know why they are urgent. I would
be satisfied if the committees had given their agree-
ment; but if not, could we please have an explanation
from the Council as to why they have come to us with
these requests?

President. — Mr Forth, as I already indicated, in only
one case has the committee expressed an opinion of
this kind, namely, in the case of Mr de Courcy Ling’s
report. The Committee on Budgets, as indicated, is
deliberating this afternoon on the question and, I sup-
pose, will give its conclusions tomorrow morning. As
far as the two agricultural regulations are concerned,
the Committee on Agriculture has indicated that it
leaves it to the plenary to decide ‘yes’ or ‘no’. On
some new ones, I have no opinion as yet from the
Committee on Agriculture.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, you were a
little bit too quick for me. I have a document in my file
and I suspect that it is one of those that you read out.
It is about dried grapes. — Doc. COM(84) 251 final.
Is this problem also urgent or will it be dealt with this
time?

President. — As far as the Council is concerned, this is
regarded as requiring urgent procedure. We shall be
voting on it tomorrow morning.

(Parliament adopted the draft agenda thus amendedp

IN THE CHAIR: MR KLEPSCH

Vice-President

1 See Minutes.
2 Deadline for tabling amendments — Speaking time: see
Minutes.
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4. Votest

LENZ REPORT (DOC. 1-56/84 — CENTRAL
AMERICA)?

Mr Chambeiron (COM). — (FR) Mr President,
under Rule 71 of the Rules of Procedure I request that
you check whether a quorum is present before we vote
on the report by Mrs Lenz.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Point of order, Mr President. I
was trying to catch the President’s eye just before he
concluded the business on the agenda, and the fact
that there is a new occupant of the Chair makes what I
have to say rather difficult and embarrassing. I regret-
ted the view that came from the Political Affairs Com-
mittee 4 propos the Enright resolution. I regretted that

it should be said in the Chamber that one committee

could take the view that something should be deleted
from the agenda, simply because that committee had
not delivered the opinion on it which it had been
invited to do. It seemed like a wrong note on which to
end this Parliament.

President. — Mr Pearce, what you have just said has
nothing whatever to do with the Rules of Procedure.
If you wish to make a personal statement, you may do
that when the agenda has been completed.

I must ask Mr Chambeiron whether he is speaking on
behalf of ten Members or on behalf of his group.

(More than ten Members rose to support the request that
a quorum be established)

We have ten Members, so that is alright. Now I must
find out whether we have a quorum, which would not
seem to be the case.

Mr Pfennig (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, the meet-
ing of the Committee on Budgets began at 6 p.m.
Amongst other things it was to discuss two items that
are to be dealt with on this week’s agenda. I would
consider it fair thesefore that the members of the
Committee on Budgets should be given an opportunity
to suspend their meeting briefly in order to be here for
the establishment of the quorum.

President. — No, we cannot do that.

There are 73 Members present. This means that we do
not have a quorum for voting purposes. The report is
therefore referred back to the committee.

See Annex.
2 See Debates of 12 and 13 April 1984.

Mr Pearce (ED). — On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent, I should like to protest about the way you
treated me on the last point of order. You barely lis-
tened to what I had to say and you did not try to res-
train Members opposite from making so much noise
that I was unable to make myself heard. I give you
notice that I will be writing a letter of complaint to the
President of Parliament about what just happened. I
am very dissatisfied, and the fact that I was talking
about what you yourself were involved in earlier when
you were not in the Chair makes the matter worse.

5. Technical adaptation committees

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-205/84) by Mr Tyrrell, on behalf. of the Legal
Affairs Committee, on committees for the adaptation
of directives to technical and scientific progress.

Mr Tyrrell (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, for the last five years Parliament has
been learning to use the powers which have been
devolved to it by the Treaties. At the same time, the
Council and the Commission acting together have
contrived to arrogate to themselves powers which the
Treaty, in fact, bestows on Parliament. This has hap-
pened over quite a wide range of Community law,
when the Council has delegated its law-making pow-
ers to the Commission acting on the advice of some
committee.

The method used has varied. The report before the
House today deals with a particular class of com-
mittee, namely, the technical adaptation committees.
The way in which Parliament has been losing its
power has arisen in this way. The Commission makes
a proposal for legislation under some article of the
Treaty which requires consultation with Parliament —
usually Article 100 or 235. It provides that, once made,
the legislation may be amended by the Commission,
referring the proposed changes in the legislation to a
management committee. That committee is made up
of civil servants. If they veto the proposed change, the
matter goes to the Council to decide. If the manage-
ment committee agrees with the proposed changes or
takes no action, then the Commission can make the
changes in the legislation.

In that way Parliament is deprived of the powers of
consultation which the Treaty bestows upon it.

What is perhaps even more important, the public are
deprived of the opportunity to make representations
with regard to forthcoming legislation which may
affect them, and they have no opportunity to foresee
what kind of legislation may be coming that does
affect them.

’

Another evil of the current system is that the manage-
ment committee meets in secret. There are no pub-
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lished minutes. There is no published forewarning that
the management committee is considering a particular
proposal. Above all, the managment committee is the
Council in disguise. That is to say, it is the Council of
Ministers wearing another hat, answerable neither to
its national parliaments nor to the European Parlia-
ment. This system has been the subject of mounting
complaints in this Parliament in the last five years, but,
notwithstanding those complaints, the Commission
has continued to put forward proposals along these
lines. Indeed, there is one such proposal before this
House on Wednesday dealt with in the report by Mrs
Squarcialupi.

Our proposal is that instead of referring these changes
in legislation to management committees, the proposal
should be referred back to Parliament — as indeed it
ought to be under Article 100 — but with a truncated
parliamentary procedure, whereby Parliament under-
takes to deal with matters which are more than tech-
nical, if they are, in a limited period of time and then
the matter goes back direct to the Commission.

In our report, which was adopted unanimously by the
Legal Affairs Committee, we have called on the Com-
mission to produce a programme of legislation which
has already gone through the Community law-making
process over a period now of 15 years and to bring
these technical adaptation committee directives back
one by one to the next Parliament, which can start as
from June 1985 to review the powers that Parliament
has unwittingly permitted to be bestowed on the Com-
mission and its management committees.

Mr President, I think it is right that that we should say
at this stage that the Commission, while frequently
appearing to be a friend and ally of Parliament, has in
this instance shown itself to be just a lapdog of the
Council. It has removed the law-making power of Par-
liament in order to bestow it, apparently, on itself but,
in fact, upon the Council. This is not a matter which
can be tolerated if this Parliament is going to be the
democratic voice of the peoples of the Community.
For these reasons I regard this report as being an
important first step towards Parliament regaining
powers which should never have been taken from it.

Mr Janssen van Raay (PPE). — (NL) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, we must begin by thanking Mr
Collins for his motion for a resolution and Mr Tyrrell
for this important report. I will explain why it is so
important.

The European Parliament certainly does have powers.
The criticism that we do not have any powers is not in
fact correct. But we have little or none of one of the
most important powers known to all national parlia-
ments in the democratic countries: legislative power.
We must therefore be extremely diligent and active
when it comes to ensuring, in one way or another, that
we obtain new legislative powers — and in practice

this will come about through an institutional agree-
ment with the Commission — but we must be twice as
active when we are in danger of losing what little leg-
islative ‘influence’ we have — and I think it better to
use the word ‘influence’ than ‘power’. That is what has
happened here. I realize, of course, that the Tyrrell
report and the original resolution tabled by Mr Collins
concern secondary legislation. But we all know that in
almost all, if not all, the Member States secondary leg-
islation has in practice become so significant — every-
one here is familiar with all the various framework and
outline laws — that parliamentary influence has
become particularly important in this area too.

What the Tyrrell report is in fact proposing is that
Parliament should at least have the opportunity of
retrieving the influence it once had. This report is con-
sequently so important because it concerns one of the
essential powers of a parliament as one of the bodies
which adopt legisiation.

I therefore fully endorse the suggestions made in the
report, and I can assure you that the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group will be voting for the proposals it con-
tains. I would also make an urgent appeal to the Com-
mission — as you can see from the report, a kind of
dialogue has begun with the Commission, although
there is some confusion about this for the moment —
and point out that we very much want to play the role
we have played in the past and above all that we object
to important matters being cooked up in secret, out-
side Parliament’s control and out of sight of the
public, the press and everyone else. We therefore fully
endorse the Tyrrell report.

Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) Mr President, Parliament has frequently
expressed concern about the question of the commit-
tees for the technical adaptation of directives. The
matter came to the fore last year with the amendment
of Directive 70/220 on motor vehicle pollution and of
Directive 76/768 on cosmetic products. This year it
has come up again, amongst other cases, in connection
with the proposal for a directive on extraction solvents
in foodstuffs which is dealt with in the report of Mrs
Squarcialupi listed on tomorrow’s agenda.

Mr President, the reasons which’ led the Commission
not to agree with the request by Parliament for its opi-
nion to be sought as of right during this procedure still
hold good. Allow me to remind you of these reasons,
because the Commission still thinks there is more to be
said against than for the motion we are debating. The
procedure followed by the Commission was provided
for in a Council decision of 1969 aimed at simplifying
and speeding up the process of decision-making in the
Community which, as you are fully aware, can be
exceptionally drawn out. The consultation of Parlia-
ment, especially where this would delay decision-mak-
ing for 6 or 9 months, would run counter to this aim in
an area where the particularly rapid rate of technolog-
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ical advance in many cases necessitates the immediate
application in the Community of the latest technologi-
cal developments.

As their name implies the committees deal with the
adaptation of technical provisions, and this, by its very
nature, has to be done in collaboration with specialists
and suitably qualified scientific and technical experts.
Because of this technical aspect the Commission thinks
that Parliament, which exercises control in the politi-
cal sphere, is not suited to play a role in this sort of
work, in matters, that is, which are strictly technical
and scientific. The Commission believes that by agree-
ing to the active participation of Parliament in this
area of decision-making it would weaken the efforts it
is making, in absolute concurrence with Parliament, to
get the Council to delegate executive powers to the
Commission more frequently under Article 155 of the
Treaty. The Council will, of course, be not at all
encouraged to delegate powers to the Commission in
sectors where there is deemed to be a call for swift and
immediate actions if it sees the Commission accepting
a procedure which would lead to the decisions with
which it is charged being held up for several months.

Mr President, the Commission also wishes to draw
your attention to a new appraisal of the problem
which backs up what I reminded you of previously.
This concerns the process through which Parliament
seems to want the consultation procedure conducted.
The report of the Legal Affairs Committee on extrac-
tion solvents in foodstuffs, and the report on the same
subject, due for debate tomorrow, of the Committee
on the Environment, seek to make it incumbent on the
Commission, in cases where Parliament wishes to
amend the measures proposed, to submit the measures
as amended by Parliament to the Council and, in the
final analysis, to adopt the measures in their precisely
amended form.

Under these conditions, Mr President, the Commis-
sion has cause to wonder whether Parliament is here
seeking far greater powers than those conferred on it
by the Treaty, given that the Treaty stipulates that the
Commission should have untrammelled right of initia-
tive. In the light of this it seems to me even more diffi-
cult for us to construe the procedure proposed in the
motion for a resolution as more accurately reflecting
the institutional framework established by the Treaty.

To wind up, Mr President, I would like to say again
that the Commission fully understands and appreciates
Parliament’s wish to avoid having matters of political
consequence obtrude, through inadvertence, in mat-
ters which are ostensibly of a purely technical nature.
The Commission has undertaken, especially as regards
discussions concerning the directive on cosmetics, to
inform Parliament each time a particular technical
problem could lead to political difficulties or have pol-
itical repercussions. Furthermore, in cases where tech-
nical problems assume political significance and there
is no longer a case for using the technical adaptation

committee procedure the Commission could refrain
from using the simplified procedure and instead follow
the procedure provided for in Article 100, something it
did recently, moreover, in connection with motor
vehicle pollution in response to the written question by
Mr Tyrrell.

President. — The debate is closed.

Votet
6. Inland waterways

President. — The next item is the joint debate on

— the report (Doc. 1-105/84) by Mrs Veil, on behalf
of the Legal Affairs Committee, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-1239/83 — COM(83) 720 final) for a
directive on access to the occupation of carrier of
goods by waterway in national and international
transport and on the mutual recognition of diplo-
mas, certificates and other evidence of formal
qualifications for this occupation

— the report (Doc. 1-43/84) by Mr Albers, on behalf
of the Committee on Transport, on Community
measures to improve the situation in the inland
waterways sectors.

The following oral question with debate (Doc.
1-173/84) by Mr Albers and others, on behalf of the
Socialist Group, to the Commission will be included in
the debate:

Subject: Structural reform of the market in the
carriage of goods by inland waterway

1. What action has the Commission taken on the
resolution adopted by the European Parlia-
ment on possible measures to improve the
situation in the inland waterway sector??

2. Is it correct that market surveys of the inland
waterway sector have predicted a pessimistic
outlook with little hope of a recovery, as a
result inter alia of a declining market for the
transport of ores and building materials?

3. Does the Commission agree with the gloomy
forecasts that waiting times for inland ship-
pers and ‘empty journeys’ will increase as a
result of structural overcapacity combined
with the poor prospects for market recovery?

4.  What importance does the Commission attach
to the following proposals for improving the
situation in the inland waterway sector:

1 See Annex.
2 QOJC 140 of 5. 6. 1979, p. 169
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(a) proposal for a Council regulation con-
cerning access to the market for the car-
riage of goods by inland waterway,!

(b) proposal for a Council regulation amend-
ing Regulation (EEC) No 1191/69 of
26 June 1969 on action by the Member
States concerning the obligations inherent
in the concept of a public service in trans-
port by rail, road and inland waterway,?

(c) proposal for a Council regulation on the
harmonization of certain social provisions
relating to goods transport by inland wat-
erway,’

(d) proposal for a Council regulation (EEC)
concerning a system for observing the
markets for the carriage of goods by
road, rail and inland waterway between
the Member States,*

(e) proposal for a Council regulation (EEC)
on a system of reference tariffs for the
carriage of goods by inland waterway
between Member States,’

(f) proposal for a Council decision setting up
an information and consultation proce-
dure for relations and agreements with
third countries in the field of transport by
rail, road and inland waterway?¢

5. What action has the Commission taken on the
request in the resolution adopted by the
European Parliament on 9 July 1982 to grant
aid, within the framework of aid to transport
infrastructure projects, for the development
of the Community’s waterway network, as
well as to the Rhine-Main-Danube canal, the
Rhine-Rhéne link andthe Italian projects in
the inland waterways sector, and the improve-
ment of the inland waterway network in
Northern France?”

6. What are the Commission’s views on the
importance of developing the inland water-
way sector in the context of ;

— the promotion of combined transport to
relieve overcrowded roads,

— environmental protection,

1 Doc. COM(67) 720 final of 23.11. 1967 amended by
Doc. COM(69) 311 final of 25. 4. 1969

2 Doc. COM(72) 1516 final of 7.12. 1972 amended by
COM(80) 907 final of 9. 1. 1981 amended by COM(82)
106 final of 11. 3. 1982

3 COM(75) 465 final of 10.9. 1975, amended by COM(79)
363 final of 17.7. 1979

4+ COM(75) 490 final of 1. 10. 1975, amended by COM(80)
785 final of 5. 12. 1980

5 COM(75) 640 final of 10.12. 1975, amended by
COM(77) 116 final of 6. 4. 1977

6  COM(80) 809 final of 11. 12. 1980

7 0OJC2380f13.9. 1982, p. 102

— energy-saving,
— the year of the SMU,

in view of the proposals referred to above
which have not yet been concluded, and in
view of the undertaking given by the Com-
mission in an oral statement by Commissioner
Giolitti before the European Parliament on
11 May 1979 that a proposal would be sub-
mitted before the end of that year on the
structural reform of the market in the carriage
of goods by waterway?!

Mr Geurtsen (L), deputy rapporteur. — (NL) Mr
President, Mrs Veil has asked me to present her report .
for her. I do not think that I need take too long over
this, not because I consider the rules governing access
to occupations and the associated harmonization of
diplomas to be unimportant, but because what is being
proposed here for the transport of goods by inland
waterway, in line with what was done for road trans-
port in 1977, is really rather meagre. All that remains
of the original proposals put forward by the Commis-
sion in 1976 is the proficiency requirement. It is to be
left to the Member States to decide whether they wish
to impose additional requirements with respect to reli-
ability and financial viability.

In view of the almost catastrophic situation facing
inland waterway carriers, you will, of course, appre-
ciate that a meagre arrangement is better than none at
all. All the same, I am afraid that the arrangement pro-
posed will have no more than a marginal effect on the
reorganization that is so urgently needed in this trans:
port sector.

The main reason, Mr President, why the Commission
dropped its original proposals regarding probity and
financial standing was the opposition of various
national delegations. Although, like the Committee on
Transport, we do not object to this, there remains the
interesting general question of how convinced the
Commission itself is of the need for the proposals it
initially makes and what has to be done before a Com-
missioner draws the logical conclusion from the rejec-
tion of his proposals and resigns. I hope that the new
Parliament is able to define more clearly than has been
possible in the past the limits to what the Commission
or an individual Commissioner can and will do on its
or his own responsibility. I have the impression that
these limits are rather fluid at the moment, in fact too
fluid, and that is one reason why the Commission’s
position is weak.

Mr President, if I am right in thinking that the pro-
posed arrangement will do little to reduce the overca-
pacity in the inland waterway sector, it will be interest-
ing to hear from the Commission what it intends to do

1 Debates No 243, p. 272
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to ensure that this sector is reorganized as it should be.
But that lies outside my terms of reference, that is a
matter for the Committee on Transport. I leave it to
Mr Albers to comment on this, but I will first invite
you to approve the Commission’s proposals and the
amendment to it that has been tabled by the Legal
Affairs Committee.

Mr Albers (S), rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, in
the explanatory statement contained in my report on
Community measures to improve the situation in the
inland waterways sector I recall what Mr Kapteyn
wrote in 1961 in his report on problems connected
with the Community’s transport policy. I quote: ‘If the
European Economic Community is to live up to its
name, and if something is really to be done for the
freedom of transport in Europe, the acknowledged
aim of a common transport policy must be first to
ensure that common rules are applied in the foreseea-
ble future to the entire European waterway network.’

In the ensuing years of the 1960s and in the first half
of the 1970s the Commission put forward various pro-
posals in an attempt to establish a policy aimed at
establishing common rules for inland waterway ship-
ping. The limited speaking time I have does not allow
me to refer to all these proposals. They are listed in my
oral question 0-1/83, which is to be found in Doc.
173/84.

It should be noted that the Commission’s proposals
were not followed by a decision in the Council of
Ministers. This means that in over 20 years little of any
importance has been done at European level. In my
report on measures to improve the situation in the
inland waterways sector I cannot therefore avoid
being extremely critical not only of the Council but
unfortunately of the Commission too, because the
hopes aroused by the statement the Commission made
during Parliament’s last part-session before the first
direct elections in 1979 on the Fuchs report on possi-
ble measures to improve the situation in the inland
waterways sector have not been fulfilled in any way at
all.

The Commission said that it would submit a proposal
concerning the structuyal reorganization of the trans-
port of goods by waterway before the end of 1979.
Five years later all we have are two paltry, controver-
sial proposals from the Commission. The first, submit-
ted last October, concerns joint action by certain
Member States within the Central Commission for the
Navigation of the Rhine regarding measures to reduce
the structural overcapacity of the Rhine fleet. Parlia-
ment has not been consulted on this proposal. The
second proposal concerns access to the occupation of
operator in the national and international transport of
goods by inland waterway and the recognition of
diplomas. This proposal is a toned-down version of
previous proposals dating back to 1975 and 1976.
There can be little hope of this approach bringing any

major improvement in inland waterway shipping. The
years of consultations with the inland -waterway
organizations have obviously been wasted.

In the communication it forwarded to the Council in
the spring of 1983 entitled ‘Progress towards a Com-
mon Transport Policy’, the Commission calls for
coordinated scrapping, a reduction in government aids
for the building of new vessels and limited access to
the occupation and for more to be spent on infrastruc-
ture. This communication states that there is no need
at present for new measures regarding access to and
withdrawal from the market.

This statement ignores the views of inland waterway
operators and owners. The organizations that have
been consulted are left with the impression that the
Commission does not take them seriously. As for the
European Parliament, it must be said that nothing has
come of all the fine words used after the direct elec-
tions in 1979 about an alliance between the Commis-
sion and Parliament in the interests of European inte-
gration in inland waterway shipping. The European
Parliament seems to be powerless. The inland water-
way organizations feel betrayed. This is detrimental to
the European idea, because they had put their hope in
a European solution.

The sector has lost a great deal of ground to road
hauliers. Its profitability has shrunk, its debt burden
has increased, the surplus of carrying capacity
amounts to more than 1 m tonnes or, put another way,
more than 1000 vessels averaging 1 200 tonnes. The
working conditions in private, family inland waterway
transport firms and of employees have deteriorated
and are lagging well behind what is being done in
other sectors.

Things really cannot go on like this. The Commission
and Council should take the views of the inland water-
way organizations and of the European Parliament
seriously.

Inland waterway shipping has an important role to
play in an integrated common transport system. In the
interests of safety, the protection of the environment
and energy conservation, its share of the transport of |
goods must be increased. The fleet must be modern-
ized. New, advanced equipment must be installed on
the vessels, they must be converted so that they can
take more containers and become more involved in
combined transport operations, the waterway network
must be adjusted to new developments, and the state
of the network of principal waterways in Europe must
be improved with subsidies from the funds set aside for
infrastructure. A European policy of this kind must
not be confined to the Member States traditionally
involved in inland waterway shipping, such as the
Benelux countries, the Federal Republic and France,
but must also take in Italy, for example, where much
of the Po can be improved for navigational purposes
and where there is a demand for such shipping.
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In our development cooperation with third countries
we should find out what need there is for inland wat-
erway vessels withdrawn from service in Western
Europe. As part of a policy aimed at developing small
types of firm, we must find out how private operators
can be helped by the European funds and the Euro-
pean Investment Bank. Social and working conditions
in inland waterway shipping must be improved and
harmonized at European level. A policy of this kind,
aimed at integrating this sector of the transport indus-
try into a European transport system, goes far beyond
the existing framework of the Central Commission for
the Navigation of the Rhine as set out in the Conven-
tion of Mannheim. The Commission is urged to take
the initiative in developing such a policy in close con-
sultation with the inland waterway organizations. The
future of the European Community is also at stake in
this sector.

(Applause)

Mr Klinkenborg (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, I must first of all thank the rapporteur
on behalf of my group for the excellent work he has
put into this report. I myself have had an opportunity
of joining with him in discussions with some inland
waterway operators, and I know how thoroughly he
has gone about the task of drawing up this report and
what a realistic approach he has taken to the problems
involved. It is no accident that in the Committee on
Transport Willem Albers is regarded as one of our
experts on the problems of inland waterway transport.
It is a pity that he will be leaving us when this Parlia-
ment comes to the end of its term of office.

We have major problems in the inland waterways sec-
tor. We have excessive tonnage — we have known
that for a long time — we have too many problems as
between private carriers and large-scale shipping com-
panies and we have too many national regulations
which make it almost impossible to devise European
rules for inland waterway transport.

‘When you speak to the private carriers, you are speak-
ing directly to the market. If we want an expanded
market, we must realize that life must be made easier
for these private carriers, otherwise the market will be
destroyed. However, we can only protect these private
carriers by guaranteeing their continued survival in the
inland waterway transport sector.

This brings us already to the nub of the whole matter,
namely, how is a fleet to be scrapped and how is access
to the market to be regulated? The Commission steers
a wide course around this point, because it quite
clearly lacks the courage to face up to the fact that
access to the market is a vital component of market
management.

The private carriers in particular have to contend with
particularly serious difficulties in the Federal Republic

of Germany, because they are caught in a vice, so to
speak, between international conditions and German
legislation on inland waterways. It is not to be won-
dered at therefore that in the German national inland
waterway sector virtually no new vessels are being
built any more for the private carriers.

The Council and the Commission would be well
advised to take prompt and vigorous action once and
for all 1o bring about what they have been promising
us for so long now, namely, the creation of a Euro-
pean transport policy. The Albers report points out
that on top of all the problems with which we already
have to contend at the moment, a further problem is
already looming into view. When the Rhine-Main-
Danube Canal is finally completed, the fleets of the
Eastern bloc countries will be able to move into our
inland waterways. It is true that the Commission is
doing its utmost to prevent this happening. It is imper-
ative, it seems to me, that we should re-establish con-
tact with the Austrians with regard to the situation in
the Austrian inland waterway sector, and that we
should do this at Commission level. After all we must
not repeat all the mistakes that have already been
made elsewhere, only to come finally to the realization
that we cannot go on in this manner and that the situa-
tion has only been further exacerbated.

We shall vote for the report. It meets the demands of
the present situation. Anyone who wants to protect the
private carrier and who wants an expanded market in
the inland waterway transport sector can only vote in
favour of this report. We want an expanded market
and we want more private carriers. For this reason we
shall vote for the report.

Mr Janssen van Raay (PPE). — (NL) I should like to
begin, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, by remov-
ing an agonizing uncertainty from the mind of my
friend and colleague Mr Geurtsen. The Christian-
Democratic Group will be voting for Mrs Veil’s
report, but, like the previous speakers and Mr Geurt-
sen himself, with very little enthusiasm. This, of
course, has nothing to do with the two rapporteurs,
Mr Albers and Mrs Veil, but it has everything to do
with the extremely poor effort that has been put
before us.

I heard Mr Albers quoting something said in 1961 by
Mr Kapteyn, a former member of this Parliament, and
I assume that it was not the present member of the
Council of State in the Netherlands, but probably his
father who was referring to the major importance of
this matter. And when we realize that nothing of any
significance has happened in the meantime, I believe,
Mr President, I am right in saying for the umpteenth
time that this Parliament was right to initiate proceed-
ings against the Council of Ministers for its lack of
action particularly in the area of transport.

It is not only those who come from Rotterdam, as Mr
Klinkenborg said, but all those who know Rotterdam
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and how important inland waterway shipping is and
see the tragedy of so many ships lying idle who feel
bitter — and I turn once again to the Commission —
about the way in which this sector has always been
treated as the Cinderella of the transport industry. As
Mr Albers has said, those who work in this sector feel
they have been let down.

We shall therefore vote for the resolution solely
because we are starting absolutely from scratch and
hope that something may yet be done. As regards plac-
ing this sector on a par with road transport, it was high
time this was done, and very little is being done even
now. Two exceptions have been made. I am also a
deputy member of the Committee on Transport. I
agree in every way with the objections voiced by the
Legal Affairs Committee, of which I am a full mem-
ber, and I therefore endorse Mr Geurtsen’s criticism in
this respect. In the Committee on Transport we said
that in practice the proposals would make little differ-
ence, but we should at least do something.

The House and the Commissioner now in the Cham-
ber must regard my group’s vote for the resolution as
born of desperation, as it were, in the hope that it will
be construed as a stimulus for intensive action without
any further delay. ’

Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) Mr President, the Legal Affairs Committee and
the Committee on Transport are recommending that
the House approve the Commission’s proposal on
access to the occupation of carrier of goods without
amendment. This gives coherence to Parliament’s
efforts and continuity to what it is doing to bring
about a real improvement and the effective organ-
ization of this sector.

Mr President, on behalf of the Commission I would
like to make a point of thanking the draftsmen of the
reports of these two committees, Mrs Veil and Mr
Albers, for their excellent work on the subject and
especially for underlining and supporting the Commis-
sion’s purpose in making the proposal, namely, to
improve the qualifications of carriers so as to enhance
the quality of service offered and to bring the basic
provisions of the two sectors, waterway and road
transport, into line.

The draftsman of the Legal Affairs Committee report
notes that Parliament gave its approval, in 1976, to the
Commission’s former proposals. The present proposal,
unlike that of 1975, does not cover the occupation of
passenger carrier and omits the special conditions
relating to good repute and financial standing. This
has been done in order to avoid complicating the dis-
cussions at Council level with demands which are not
essential as far as inland waterway transport is con-
cerned. Their omission does not create a disparity
between these provisions and those which apply in the
road transport sector.

Mr President, sharing as I do the concern of the Legal
Affairs Committee and the Committee on Transport
regarding the need for harmonization of the two sec-
tors, I accept the additional recital referring to experi-
ence gained in the road transport sector.

With reference to Mr Albers’ report I would like to
say that, with regard to the situation in the inland wat-
erway sector, the Commission shares the anxieties
expressed in the report and motion for a resolution of
Mr Albers on behalf of the Committee on Transport
and in the oral question put down by Mr Albers, Mr
Klinkenborg and Mr Loo which is being jointly
debated today.

This report, the motion for a resolution and the oral
question make specific reference to your resolution on
the same subject of 11 May 1979 which found the
Commission in total agreement with Parliament. The
Commission has never omitted -— and it has made this
manifest on many occasions — to consult with car-
riers, users and experts in the Member States about its
various proposed measures. If the results of this activ-
ity by the Commission seem relatively insubstantial
from the point of view of formal measures and specific
proposals, there are many reasons for this, and exami-
nation of these would provoke major debate about the
state of the market and the problems involved. We
must have a clear understanding of the political diffi-
culties involved in every endeavour in the inland wat-
erways sector and of the special economic problems
which affect this sector. ’

The Commission outlined its programme for action in
this area in its communication to the Council of 9 Feb-
ruary 1983 entitled ‘Progress towards a Common
Transport Policy’, and Parliament is certainly aware of
the content of this, given that it will shortly be deliver-
ing an opinion on it. This document virtually answers
the oral question of Mr Albers, Mr Klinkenborg and
Mr Loo and contains the intentions of the Commis-
sion regarding the measures proposed in the new reso-
lution you are being asked to approve today.

In view of this, Mr President, I shall confine myself 1o
stating that in general terms the Commission favours
the reduction of cargo capacity but sees no reason for
changing the present regime governing access to the
occupation of carrier in the inland waterway transport
sector.

As regards overcapacity we plan and propose the with-
drawal of surplus cargo capacity on a harmonious
basis and we shall approve and support every move in
this direction. We shall consult with operators and
governments and keep up our efforts to improve the
situation in inland waterway transport.

Mr Klinkenborg raised a point which touches on our
relations with the Eastern bloc countries and the prob-
lems which could arise when the Rhine-Danube link is
established. On this I would like to say that measures
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to prevent unfair competition by the fleets of Eastern
bloc countries are being looked at, and that agencies

of the Commission are working with the Central °

Commission for the Navigation of the Rhine on the
implementation of Protocol No 2 of the Convention
of Mannheim. As soon as this work is completed a
proposal will be presented to the Council on the basis
of Article 75 of the Treaty, and Parliament will of
course be consulted in order to ensure that the mea-
sures taken are adequate.

Necessary measures formulated with specific reference
to trade with the Eastern bloc countries will also need
to take account of the link to be established between
. the Main canal and the Danube.

That is what I wished to say, Mr President, in answer
to some of the points made, and I would like once
more to pay tribute to the draftsmen of these two
resolutions.

President. — The debate is closed.

Vote!
7. Airports in the EEC

President. — The next item is the report (Doc. 1-63/
84) by Mr K.-H. Hoffmann, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Transport, on airport planning in the Euro-
pean Community.

Mr Klinkenborg (S), deputy rapporteur. — (DE) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, I have been sprung
from the bench for this report. Mr Hoffmann has
unfortunately been held up for business reasons and
cannot be with us here today. However, we have gone
into the report so thoroughly in the Committee on
Transport that we think it only reasonable that it
should be dealt with here in the House and not
referred back to the committee.

Mr Hoffmann has asked me therefore to present his
report, which I gladly do. We in the Committee on
Transport worked on this report for quite a long time.
Basically it tries to define the role that airports have to
play in transport policy and how we can eliminate
obstructions and restrictive factors in air traffic. The
second important point is that airports create substan-
tial employment and must at the same time provide a
service for our citizens. We must therefore provide the
conditions needed so that these two functions can be
adequately fulfilled.

Mr Hoffmann has informed me that he is in agree-
ment with the eight amendments that have been

1 See Annex.

tabled. I can be brief therefore and recommend this
House to vote for the report together with these
amendments.

(Applause)

Mr Key (S). — Mr President, the Socialist Group
welcomes this report. All we want to say about it is
that when we talk about airport policy we do not see it
in isolation: it is part of the air transport service that
we are trying to provide in this Community. We hoped
as a committee that we should be able to have a gen-
eral debate on air transport today which would
include all the other aspects. As it is, we must just look
tonight at the problems of airports, where they are and
what their future is within the Community.

Of course, an airport is almost the first essential, but it
is not enough just to run an air service to or from an
airport; we have to ensure that the infrastructure is
suitable and geared to meeting the needs of the sur-
rounding regions.

What I want to talk about is not the problems of inter-
national airports such as Heathrow, which has serious
environmental problems because of the number of air-
craft going in over the city and its suburbs, but to con-
sider the small regional airports which this Community
has been endeavouring to develop. I want to look at
one in particular. I only take it at random, not at all
for electoral reasons, and it is very near to my own
region of Bradford. It is one that could be a model
example of how this Community could help. With a
little money from the Regional Fund, we could ensure

. that some of the regional airports in this Community

were adequately equipped with runway facilities,
background and support services to enable regions
which are now deprived, regions outside the golden
triangle of Europe, to develop and be important.

But it is no use just providing a sophisticated airport
with attractive facilities for people to go and sit down
and have meals in. We also have to ensure that from
these regional airports we can actually fly to the other
regions of the Community. We have therefore to
change the policy within the Community of inter-
regional services, so that people can actually fly from a
small community in Yorkshire to Lille or even to
Frankfurt or Dilsseldorf or wherever we decide to go.
This will not only enable businessmen to keep in con-
tact with each other easily without having to go
through the major national airports and conurbations:
it will help to encourage tourism out of the main cities.
Anybody who visits a capital city today realizes that
millions of people go into cities and do not get out to
see the beautiful countryside that is to be found in all

our member countries.

Further, we can encourage cargo facilities into the
regions. That is very important. We are spending
enormous amounts of money at the European,
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national and local levels to encourage new industries
within our regions. Many of them are being developed
round regional airports: new technologies, new scien-
tific equipment can be based round an airport. We are
not talking about the transport of heavy machinery but
about sophisticated machinery which can actually be
loaded onto a plane and taken within a matter of min-
utes or hours into another area of regional develop-
ment. That can be very important.

We also look for the development, within the conur-
bation of an airport, of facilities which make life easier
for us as passengers. All of us today have travelled
here. We all know the difficulties of going through a
big airport. There can be difficulties in actually getting
into an airport, of deciding where you park your car.
That has to be looked at very seriously. We have to
look at the rail links with an airport. We have also to
consider the problems of getting people through the
system of safety and security checks. That must be part
of our Community policy, for we are talking about
people who, like us, travel every day, and people who
only travel once a year on their holidays. We must be
very careful how we treat the development of extra
terminals into airparts, how we deal with all the possi-
bilities that are available to us.

Basically, Mr President, our group welcomes this
report by Mr Hoffmann, even though we wished it
could be part of a package covering a whole new
Community air transport policy which would enable
the citizens of Europe to fly freely and easily through-
out the Community.

(Applause

Mr Veronesi (COM). — (IT) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, as Mr Klinkenborg observed in his
brief introduction, this document has been submitted
to us after a long time in committee. Whilst this is cer-
tainly due in part to the prolonged indisposition of Mr
Hoffmann, essentially it is attributable to a thorough
examination of all the problems connected with this
topic.

The report by Mr Hoffmann is a serious and compre-
hensive piece of work which makes use of objective
data and incorporates entirely acceptable proposals. It
is not easy to strike a balance between the need for
managerial and economic autonomy in the running of
airports and the equally important need of coordina-
tion within the framework of a policy characterized by
an improved service and hence, by a greater economic
impact in the Community. The two requirements are
not irreconcilable, as Mr Hoffmann’s report shows —
it gathers together in the resolution those points which
have to be worked on if these objects are to be
attained.

We agree with the proposals put forward and we shall
support them. We would point out, however, that

whilst we have not yet come to the end of the road,
whilst, that is, we have not yet worked out a final plan
for solving the questions at issue, nevertheless we have
started out on the right road.

Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) Mr President, the Commission’s memorandum
on a common transport policy includes reference to
airports and emphasizes their importance. In the view
of the Commission there is a need for a Community
policy on infrastructure projects. Among other things
this policy would take account of the efficiency of air-
ports and of the financial burdens involved. Airport
infrastructure projects need to be looked at therefore
in the light of the economic, legal and social problems
which exist, as well as from an environmental stand-
point.

Mr Hoffmann’s report is very realistic and useful in
this respect. The Commission would like to express its
thanks to him for drafting this report in which he
highlights the chief factors which would make for
improved airport infrastructures and proposes ways
whereby these infrastructures in the European Com-
munity can best be developed. As a first step the Com-
mission accepts the requests made in paragraphs 9-11
of Mr Hoffmann’s resolution in their entirety.

I would like to say a couple of things about small air-
ports, Mr President. Following a proposal by the
Commission last year the Council approved a directive
establishing inter-regional air routes. The aim was to
give a boost to the regions through the establishment
of regular inter-regional air links. In Mr Hoffmann’s
report various measures are proposed which are neces-
sary in order to give practical support to these small
airports, and the Commission agrees with these propo-
sals.

President. — The debate is closed.
Vote!

8. Commercial motor vebicles

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-204/84) by Mr Vandewiele, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Transport, on

the proposals from the Commission to the Council
(COM(84) 171 final — Doc. 1-130/84) for

I. a directive amending Directive 83/181/EEC
determining the scope of Article 14 (1) (d) of
Directive 77/388/EEC as regards exemption

1 See Annex.
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President

from value-added tax on the final importation
of certain goods;

II. a directive amending Directive 68/297/EEC
on the standardization of provisions regard-
ing the duty-free admission of fuel contained
in the fuel tanks of commercial motor vehi-
cles.

Mr Vandewiele (PPE), rapporteur. — (NL) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, the action taken by the
customs officials and lorry drivers in February brought
transfrontier transport within the Community o a
standstill in many places. This did a great deal of harm
to industry and the transport undertakings, as has been
repeatedly stated here.

These blockades, which are, of course, regrettable, did
have some success, notably in prompting an extraordi-
nary meeting of the Council of Transport Ministers,
which was devoted almost entirely to making trans-
frontier transport more flexible, the adoption of a
resolution by our Parliament, making many recom-
mendations for the easing of restrictions on intra-
Community transport, and finally the submission by
the Commission of specific proposals with the same
aim.

Mr President, my report must be seen in this context.
Ten years ago this Parliament called for what the
Commission is now proposing, the duty-free admis-
sion of all the fuel contained in the normal tanks of
commercial vehicles. Ladies and gentlemen, I emphas-
ize: all the fuel in these tanks. At present, 50 litres may
be transported across the Community’s internal fron-
tiers without the payment of VAT or excise duties.
Only a few countries have adopted a more flexible
attitude. Last year, after nine years of vacillation, the
Council at last said that this quantity would be
increased to 200 litres on 1 July. Ladies and gentle-
men, an arrangement of this kind means little or
nothing in practice. An arrangement of this kind is not
progress, since checks will still have to be made at
frontier-crossing points to see whether the tanks of
coaches and commercial vehicles contain more than
200 litres of fuel.

This is why Parliament called for what the Commis-
sion is now proposing as long ago as 1974: complete
exemption. We know why there has been this hesita-
tion. We know that certain authorities object to a gen-
eral exemption because of the relatively wide variation
in taxes on motor fuels. They are afraid that competi-
tion will be distorted and that traffic will be diverted to
the disadvantage of their sea ports.

The revenue from the tax levied on excess quantities
of fuel at frontiers bears no relation, in our view, to
the costs caused by such checks in terms of stoppages,
the immobilization of commercial vehicles, salaries
and so on. I would ask you to think back to the last
part-session, when we considered Mr von Wogau’s

and Mr Herman’s impressive reports, both of which
emphasized this aspect.

I will conclude, Mr President, by wishing the Com-
mission luck with this initiative.

The Commissioner responsible for transport and we of
the Committee on Transport, which unanimously
decided to approve the proposals as they stand, now
hope that the Council will reach an early agreement
on these proposals, which are bound to facilitate the
transfrontier transport of persons and goods in the
Community. We therefore urge the Council to act
quickly, and I hope Parliament will unanimously
approve the Commission’s proposal. There are no
amendments, Mr President, which indicates unanim-
ity, not only in the Committee on Transport but also
in Parliament as a whole.

Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) Mr President, the Commission, is in absolute
agreement with everything Mr Vandewiele has said,
and on behalf of the Commission I would like to thank
him for his report which is of help to us in pressing the
case for the proposal we have submitted to the Council
for the abolition of all restrictions on the amount of
fuel carried in commercial vehicles, subject, of course,
to this not exceeding the normal fuel tank capacity as
per manufacturers’ specifications.

As you know, the restrictions are to be eased from
1July and the duty-free amount increased to
200 litres. However, this will be implemented by only
two countries, France and Germany. At the last Coun-
cil meeting the Commission proposed the abolition of
all restrictions, because restrictions involve checks
which in turn involve delays. We proposed the aboli-
tion of this restriction in line with the aim of doing
away with all the formalities which exist. Unfortun-
ately our proposal has not yet been accepted, but we
hope that it will be accepted at the next meeting of the
Council and therefore the initiative taken by Parlia-
ment will be of very great help to us in achieving this
abolition.

Mr President, I would just like to make clear that the
easing of these restrictions and the abolition of all
these checks will apply only at internal Community
frontiers and not at frontier crossings between the
Community and third counctries. This with reference
to paragraph 6 of the resolution which could be taken
as meaning that the easing of restrictions will apply at
frontiers with non-Community countries.

President. — The debate is closed.

Vote!

(The sitting was closed at 7.30 p.m. P

1 See Annex.
2 Agenda for next sitting: see Minutes.
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ANNEX

Votes

The Report of Proceedings records in an annex the rapporteur’s position on the
various amendments as well as explanations of vote. For details of the voting the
reader is referred to the Minutes of the sitting.

LENZ REPORT (DOC. 1-56/84 — CENTRAL AMERICA): REFERRED BACK
TO COMMITTEE ~

TYRELL REPORT (DOC. 1-205/84 — TECHNICAL ADAPTATION
COMMITTEES): ADOPTED

VEIL REPORT (DOC. 1-105/84 — INLAND WATERWAYS): ADOPTED

ALBERS REPORT (DOC. 1-43/84 — INLAND WATERWAYS): ADOPTED

The rapporteur was:
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendment No 1.

HOFFMANN REPORT (DOC. 1-63/84 — AIRPORTS IN THE EEC):
ADOPTED

The rapporteur was:

— IN FAVOUR OF all the amendments.
Explanation of vote

Mr M. Martin (COM). — (FR) The French Members of the Communist and Allies
Group are well aware of the vital importance of air transport and airport infrastructures
for the orderly elaboration of a common transport policy. They will therefore vote in
favour of the motion for a resolution contained in Mr Hoffmann’s report.

Some months ago, when the report which I had the honour to draw up on transport
infrastructures was being considered, we drew attention to the argument advanced by cer-
tain major airports that their infrastructures benefited the Community and therefore justi-
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fied financial support from the Community’s financial instruments. The vast fund of
experience acquired by our countries in the construction and management of their airports
can certainly be pooled in a better effort at cooperation, particularly where it comes to
improving the various control formalities. We hope that this report, enriched as it is by
our amendments, will help to bring about this improved cooperation that we consider
necessary.

VANDEWIELE REPORT (DOC. 1-204/84 — COMMERCIAL MOTOR
VEHICLES): ADOPTED
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Mr Adamou; Mr ILsraél; Mr Chambeiron; Mrs
Hammerich; Mr Spencer; Mr Brendlund Nielsen;
Mr Croux; Mr Maller; Mrs Phlix; Mr Petersen;
My Chambeiron; Mr von der Vring; Mr Hahbn;
Mr G. Fuchs; Mr Pearce; Mr Denis; Mr Enright;
Mrs Hammerich; Mrs Le Roux; Mr Ephremidis;
Mrs Hammerich

Are there any comments?

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Mr President, the minutes of
yesterday’s sitting record on page 9 that Mr Pearce
requested that his report be put to the vote and that I
myself spoke on that matter. If this is to be a report
without debate, the Socialist Group will object, and I
would ask you to have this recorded in the minutes.

Mr Forth (ED). — Mr President, pages 11 and 12 of
the English text of the minutes gives, for each request
for urgency, a reason for the request. Now these rea-
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sons were not given to the House yesterday. Although
it is very laudable that they should appear in the min-
utes — and I welcome it — I fail to see how they can
be recorded in the minutes when they were not avail-
able to the House yesterday. That is my first point.

In this connection I therefore ask that, when the
requests for urgency are put to the vote — as they are
going to be this morning — the House should be given
properly the reasons for each request before it is put to
the vote. They are in the minutes of yesterday, where
they should not be, and I hope they will appear in
today’s minutes where they should be!

President. — Mr Forth, the reasons for urgency were
given yesterday and will also be given this morning for
each of the requests for urgent debate presented.

(Parliament approved the Minutes)!

2. Decision on urgency

PROPOSAL FROM THE COMMISSION TO
THE COUNCIL (DOC. 1-233/84 — COM(84) 254
FINAL ‘MEASURES TO COVER BUDGETARY
REQUIREMENTS IN 1984)

Lord Douro (ED). —— Mr President, I would like to
oppose urgency on this matter. Firstly, the Council
considered the Commission’s proposal some 10 days
ago and the press release which the Council issued
afterwards indicated that there was no sense of
urgency whatever on the part of the Council. Yet sub-
sequent to that press release, a request was made by
the Council to this House for urgency. The two are
not consistent.

Secondly, I believe it is premature to consider now this
proposal from the Commission. The Commission has
estimated the shortfall for this year, but much can hap-
pen between now and when they really need the
money in the autumn and I think it would be wrong
for Parliament to deliver its opinion so early in the
financial year when so much can change. We could
deal with this in July or even in September.

Thirdly, this is a very important matter of principle. It
is the first time that the Community appears to be
spending more than its income and I believe it wrong
that in the dying days of this Parliament, we should
deliver an opinion on something that will have such
far-reaching consequences. I believe it should be dealt
with by the new Parliament, and for those reasons I
believe we should oppose urgency.

U Documents received — Topical and wurgent debate
(announcement): see Minutes.

Mrs Scrivener (L). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, as budget rapporteur for 1984 it seems to
me to be rather awkward that we should find ourselves
in our present situation, that is to say, with insufficient
revenues or, to put it more precisely, excessive
expenditure and furthermore unable to tackle this
problem in the middle of the year. There is a certain
sense in which I understand perfectly the arguments
advanced by Lord Douro, but I do feel nevertheless
that it is our duty to solve this problem or, at any rate,
to blueprint some kind of solution, even if it is not the
solution that will be finally adopted. It is imperative
therefore that we consider this problem, and I myself
have spoken out in favour of having it put on the
agenda of this part-session as a matter to be dealt with
by urgent procedure.

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, with your permis-
sion I rise to call for a quorum under Rule 71(4), bear-
ing in mind that you are about to take a vote.

(More than ten Members rose to support Mr Hord’s
request — The President proceeded to ascertain whether
a guorum was present.)

President. — I note that we do not have a quorum.
The vote will be held over until the next sitting.

DE COURCY LING REPORT (DOC.1-217/84
— STRAWBERRIES)

Mr de Courcy Ling (ED), rapportewr. — Mr Presi-
dent, I am in favour of urgent procedure. It is reasona-
ble in view of the fact that we are talking about a
market between November 1984 and March 1985.

I would also like to give notice to the Commission that
we expect a full debate on this question and we expect
the Commission to take account of the amendments
contained in my report.

(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)

PROPOSAL FROM THE COMMISSION TO
THE COUNCIL (DOC. 1-276/84 — COM(84) 251
FINAL ‘DRIED GRAPES’)

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, I am against
this matter being dealt with by urgent procedure and I
should like briefly to give my reasons for this. What is
being put before us here is a downright scandal. One
year ago we discussed these matters. At that time, after
a very lively debate in the European Parliament, the
Commission explained that the measures for the distil-
lation of raisins, which it was then subsidizing to the
tune of 800 ECU per tonne, were to be confined to
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the harvest of 1981. Now the Commission puts a
document before us and says: “‘We have made a mis-
take. We need these measures also for raisins that are
in intervention for 1982, because 1983 was also a very
good harvest. If we were to apply intervention in the
normal way, the 1983 harvest would be interfered
with.’ In this way it is already preparing its arguments
for resorting to these measures again next year. It
wants to give away raisins in order to have them des-
troyed. That is what this proposal is all about, and for
that purpose the Commission needs 1300 ECU per
tonne, a total sum therefore of 30 m ECU.

The Council has now requested that this matter be
dealt with by urgent procedure, because the Com-
munity is supposed to be on the rocks. However, are
we now to decide on some urgent measure in this con-
nection, while at the same time the Commission has
the effrontery to submit to this House a document in
which it asks for 30 m ECU in order to destroy rais-
ins? The price is a big round zero. Just look at the
document for yourselves! Zero, it is giving them away!

For this reason I am against urgent procedure. The
Commission should submit a report to us setting out
the true situation in the raisin market. In the event,
however, that we should decide on urgent procedure,
which might also be possible, we should reject the
document and tell the Commission plainly that it must
do its work more intelligently and not come onto us
every year with measures of this kind for the syste-
matic destruction of stocks that obviously are not
being used.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

PROPOSALS FROM THE COMMISSION TO
THE COUNCIL (DOC. 1-281/84 — COM(84) 192
FINAL — AGRICULTURAL QUESTIONS
CONCERNING GREECE))

Mr Bournias (PPE). — (GR) Mr President, this item
is of particular importance to the agricultural economy
of my country, where cattle breeding is an important
sector. Because of this, I ask our colleagues to con-
sider the matter as urgent.

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, I wish to speak
against urgency on this. Too often the Commission
and the Council take this House for granted, and
whilst it may be an important matter — probably very
important to Greece — I know of no reason why it
should be urgent. We should be allowed to do our job
in the way we believe it should be done. Too often we
are forced at the last minute by one of the other insti-
tutions into promoting an urgent operation. I am not
at all convinced that this is called for here. I believe
that this is a matter which should be investigated in the
normal way by the relevant committees, so that this
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House can bring forward a considered and full opi-
nion for the benefit of the other institutions. On that
basis, I speak against urgency in this particular case.

(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)t

3. Human rights

President. — The next item is the report (Doc. 1-68/
84), by Lord Bethell, on behalf of the Political Affairs
Committee, on human rights in the world and the
Community’s policy on human rights for 1983-1984.

Lord Bethell (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, I am
very grateful to you and the other Bureau members for
giving this House the chance to have a second annual
report on human rights in the world. It indicates this
Parliament’s particular concern with the principles by
which our Community is guided and the need to pre-
serve human rights and fundamental freedoms in the
very large number of countries where they are being
violated. The fact that no fewer than 41 resolutions
have been adopted by this Parliament in the past year
on human rights indicates the particular concern of
this House on this complicated question. I very much
hope that the new Parliament will proceed with this
work and give the working group or subcommittee on
human rights the resources that it will need to carry on
with the work that we have tried to do these past five
years.

We believe that only the European Parliament can
effectively carry out the essentially undiplomatic and
tactless task of interfering in the internal affairs of
other countries in this respect. It is not something that
governmets or embassies can do very easily. It is up to
us as parliamentarians to continue with the annual
report that has become part of our schedule. It is also
important that, as a joint budgetary authority of the
Community, we should realize that we have consider-
able economic strength and muscle. It would be appro-
priate for us to bear this in mind in the negotiation of
treaties and the allocation of funds and loans to Third
World countries. We must be prejudiced in favour of
those countries that have a purer and cleaner human
rights record.

I do not wish to list the tremendous number of human
rights violations which have taken place in the past
year. This would demand a speech not of five minutes
but of five hours, and would demand a report not of
the modest length that you have before you but some-
thing along the lines of that put out by the State
Department recently — a book of some 2 000 pages.
This is the measure of the sad human rights situation
of the world today. However, I should like to mention

1 For the result of the vote on other requests for urgent proce-
dure: see Minutes.
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just a few cases which symbolize various categories of
human rights violation.

The European Parliament has more than once raised
the case of the Baha'i faith in Iran and the execution
of large numbers of members of that faith. We con-
tinue to support the human rights of the Baha’i reli-
gion in Iran as a symbol of those who suffer because
of their religion. '

We also wish to support the campaigns of Amnesty
International to abolish the use of torture against pol-
itical prisoners or, indeed, against any prisoner, and
also their campaign against disappearances and extra-
judicial executions.

Particularly appropriate today is the case of Mr Jer-
mak Lukjanow, a citizen of our Community who has
been for many months under sentence of death in the
Soviet Union. Also, of course, the case, which is men-
tioned in our report, of Mr and Mrs Sakharov who are
being harassed in the Soviet Union although they are
in bad health and quite elderly. There is also the case
of Mr Anatoly Shcharansky in the Soviet Union who
represents and symbolizes the plight of those Jewish
citizens in that country who wish to emigrate.

We must also bear in mind the case of Nelson Man-
dela in South Africa who symbolizes the plight of
many Africans who strive for greater freedom in South
Africa. Mr Mandela has already been in prison for
more than 20 years, and it is apparently the South
African Government’s intention to keep him in prison
for the rest of his natural life. I hope that the next Par-
liament will agitate and try to bring about the release
of Mr Mandela.

It is very difficult to find any glimpse of light in this
chronicle of sad events. I would, however, like to
mention the happy example of Argentina. In the past
year we have seen a great improvement in the human
rights record of Argentina, and it is a pleasure, in
introducing this report, to have a least some good
news.

However, all this is a task for the next Parliament: I
hope that the ministers will report to the House regu-
larly on the question of human rights. I give notice of
this through the Council representative and I hope
that he will communicate it to Mr Cheysson. I shall
also be raising it this evening in the colloquy with the
. President-in-Office of the Council and asking him to
report to the Political Affairs Committee. I am grateful
to all the Members of the House who have taken an
interest in human rights, and I leave it to the next Par-
liament to carry on the torch and continue the work
that we have tentatively begun.

Mrs Van den Heuvel (S). — (NL) Mr President,
although my group appreciates the report Lord Bethell
has submitted to us, I must say that it does not really

come up to Parliament’s usual standards. It ought to
have been possible, considering all the claims we make
with regard to human rights, for a sounder report to
be submitted. This has not been possible simply
because we have still not managed to obtain the staff
who are needed for the work that we of the Working
Group on Human Rights would so like to do. I find
this very disappointing.

Mr President, human rights must form part of the for-
eign policy pursued by any country and undeniably by
a group of countries like the Ten. It is therefore
regrettable that we have still not achieved what we
wanted to achieve, a regular report from the Presi-
dency to Parliament on respect for human rights in the
world. On behalf of my group I therefore endorse
what Lord Bethell says in the resolution, where he
urges the Presidency to submit a report before Sep-
tember 1984.

As regards the Sakharov affair, which is also discussed
at length in this report, we similarly wish to endorse
the protest against what is being done to Mr and Mrs
Sakharov in the Soviet Union. We Socialists are not
selective in our indignation. This contrasts, Mr Presi-
dent, with what happened the last time we discussed
the annual report on human rights in this Parliament.
On that occasion — and if I remember rightly, Lord
Bethell joined the majority — the passages which
refered to the situation in the Philippines, Malaysia,
Thailand and Taiwan were deleted from Parliament’s
resolution, even though the explanatory statement
made it clear that human rights were being violated in
those countries.

In the resolution, under the heading of ‘people who
have suffered for their efforts to establish human
rights and restore democratic freedoms’, the rappor-
teur refers not only to my personal friend Marianella
Garcia Villas but also o Benigno Aquino, the Philip-
pine opposition leader. This is, Mr President, perhaps
posthumous proof that we were right, but it is not
always pleasant to be right.

My group, as everyone knows, views with concern the
developments in far too many countries of the world,
and my colleague Mr Van Miert recently took the ini-
tiative by raising the question of human rights during
the negotiations on the new Lomé Convention. But we
are opposed to the granting of food aid being made
dependent on respect for human rights. People who
are hungry should be the last of suffer because of the
criminal policies pursued by their governments. We
have therefore tabled an amendment on this subject,
which I hope will have the rapporteur’s support.

One final remark: I feel Lord Bethell must be thanked
for the way in which he has drawn up, with the limited
facilities available to him, a report which can stand the
test of criticism. Parliament owes him a great deal of
respect for this.
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Mr Penders (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, the Euro-
pean Parliament has various functions. One of them is
to serve as a kind of platform where various views and
opinions come together and are then shaped into a
European opinion. Varying cultures meet here to give
shape to a jointly determined European culture. This
then forms the fertile soil for a policy aimed at prom-.
oting respect for and the enforcement of human rights
in the world.

In so saying, we would do well to remain modest in
view of the mistakes we have made and the opportuni-
ties we have missed in this area. We must bear in mind
that a careful analysis of the human rights situation in
the world should have priority over the expression of
an arrogant European feeling of superiority.

I am pleased that we are now discussing an annual
report on human rights for the second time. Compared
with its predecessor, the Israél report, the Bethell
report is a definite step forward. Nor could we have
expected much more. But I hope we have laid the
foundations for the development of a genuine Euro-
pean policy on human rights during the life of the next
Parliament.

I will pick out just one set of facts from the Bethell
report to demonstrate the desolate situation in the
world today: at the moment 20 wars are being waged,
people are being tortured and maltreated in 50 coun-
tries, 75 countries have political prisoners and there
are 16 million refugees, 14 million in the Third World
alone.

During the life of the next Parliament a greater effort
must be made to persuade the Commission, Council
and EPC Ministers to incorporate human rights issues
in the policy on development cooperation, in the com-
mercial policy and in the policy on political coopera-
tion. This is an enormous task, but it is the only way if
Europe is to achieve more where human rights are
concerned than the Member States acting individually.

I hope the attempts to include a human rights clause in
Lomé III succeed. The Lomé Parliament and the
European Parliament have argued long and hard over
this. In future the policy on arms exports will inevita-
bly be joined by a policy on human rights. Integration
is extrememly difficult, but highly necessary.

If the Commission decides in future that one Commis-
sioner should deal specifically with human rights prob-
lems, I believe it must be the President of the Commis-
sion who assumes this responsibility, because he is the
first to be affected when the Commission has difficul-
ties with European political cooperation.

I do not support the idea of setting up a separate com-
mittee on human rights in the new Parliament. It
would probably become an apology for a committee, a
committee where things could be quietly filed away. It
-is also completely immaterial whether human rights

are considered by a subcommittee or working party or
some other group: what is important is that enough
staff with the right qualifications should be available
and that all the political groups should participate in
its activities. In the last 12 months I feel that the
Socialist Group in particular has done far too little in
this respect.

My thanks once again to Lord Bethell.

Mr Spencer (ED). — Mr President, I want to con-
tinue what Lord Bethell referred to as the undiplom-
atic task of this Parliament. I want to draw attention to
the human rights record of a European State; a Euro-
pean State where, in the lifetime of most Members of
this Parliament, 7 million subjects were starved to
death. Seven million: more than died in the holocaust!
The State I refer to is the Ukraine. 21 May was desig-
nated by the US Congress as Ukraine Day of
Remembrance just so that, occasionally, the civilized
world would remember the 7 million people deliber-
ately starved to death by Stalin for the crime of declar-
ing that the Ukraine had a separate identity, a separate
culture and a separate history going back to the
eleventh century.

I hope, therefore, that Members will feel able to vote
for Amendment No 7 that just makes a passing refer-
ence to the Ukraine, in the catalogue of misery and
human disaster of which our century has been the wit-
ness. I hope, moreover, that they will feel that they can
add their names to the resolution under Rule 49,
standing in my name and that of Mr von Habsburg,
which draws attention to the continuing abuse of
human rights in the Ukraine; to the mysterious disap-
pearances and sudden deaths amongst Ukrainian
artists and popular song-writers; to the continuing
policy of Russification and the movement of the
Ukrainian people away from the Ukraine.

I endorse entirely the work that Lord Bethell has
done. I endorse the fact that his report refers to those
gallant Russians who maintain standards of human
decency and human rights in the Soviet Union. How
much more, therefore, do I ask for support for a
whole people whose very existence, whose very cause
is often forgotten by those of us who care passionately
about human rights in our Continent.

Mr Wurtz (COM). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, in March 1980 Georges Marchais pro-
posed, on behalf of our Group, that a committee of
inquiry on violations of human rights in the Com-
munity be set up in the European Assembly. This pro-
posal, as you know, was rejected.

This Parliament will have reached the end of its term
without having done anything in this field, and I
would remind the House that of the 78 resolutions on
these matters adopted by our Assembly over a three-
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year period 73 have been concerned with countries
outside the Community.

Does this mean that there have been no v1olatlons of
human rights in Europe?

I invite all those who share Lord Bethell’s inclination
to believe or make out that this is the case to spend a
little time reading the 40-page document tabled by the
Communist and Allies Group, in which details are
given of just some of the violations of human rights
committed since 1979 in each of the 10 countries of
the Community.

A reading of this document should be enough to con-
vince them that there really is a great deal to be done
in Europe in order to advance the cause of individual
and collective rights and freedoms. In the rapporteur’s
country, for instance, is there not a great deal to be
done when there are a million and a half children
working from the age of eleven; when Great Britain
has been maintaining a state of emergency in Northern
Ireland since 1973; when the hlgh security prison
blocks are being flllcd up with prisoners of conscience
- such as the 11 young men who died in the 1980
hunger strike — tried by special courts where there are
no juries; when that same country resorts to banish-
ment, torture and corporal punishment?

It did not escape my notice, by the way, during the
debate on Northern Ireland that Lord Bethell opposed
every single amendment mentioning violations of
human rights in that region.

To take an example from the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, only a few days ago, on 9 May, the postal
worker Hans Meister was dismissed under the terms
of a judgment applied for by the responsible minister
on the sole grounds that he was a communist and a
supporter of the peace movement, this after 25 years’
service.

Since 1972 six and a half million citizens of the Fed-
eral Republic have been subjected to so-called loyalty
screening. The former Nazis, on the other hand, are
treated rather differently: here a former Nazi sitting in
judgment over a Berufsverbot, there a Nazi released on

bail.

This is the same country that has no qualms about
deporting Turkish refugees back to their oppressors or
condoning the traffic in human lives in which some
two thousand women are sold by mail order every
year.

In Italy it is babies who are bought and resold, refu-
gees who are exploited.

In France 27 racist crimes have been committed during
the past 3 years. Recent months have seen a spate of
cases in which right-wing local authorities have
debarred individuals from jobs on account of the opi-
nions they hold.

I invite you, ladies and gentlemen, to study this long
catalogue of violence, segregation and humiliation in
the European Community. You will see how sorely in
need of freedom are millions of people living on terri-
tory which is directly within our remit.

I therefore put it to you: are you going to do some-
thing at last for the Europe of freedom? Are you going
to accept the Communist amendments and at last
decide to set up a committee of inquiry on the viola-
tion of human rights within the Community:

I would add one final point: I cannot help feeling that
there is a whiff of colonialism in the proposal to
include a so-called human rights clause in the Lomé
Convention, which would simply be a covert way of
inserting a political clause into an agreement whose
value lies in the fact that it is strictly concerned with
economic matters. | hope that these comments will be
taken on board.

Mr Haagerup (L). — (DA) Mr President, before I
begin to speak on Lord Bethell’s report, I should like
to say a couple of things about the procedure chosen
by certain Members in this chamber to hold up the
vote and the debate, respectively, on two reports
which had been discussed in the Political Affairs Com-
mittee.

To begin with, there was an initiative — which unfor-
tunately got a majority — to exclude the Galluzzi
report on the UN, without prior consultation with the
leadership of the Political Affairs Committee, and then
there was a move by Mr Galuzzi’s group — the Com-
munist Group — to request a declaration of decision-
making competence prior to the vote on the Lenz
report, which had been debated quite normally in the
Political Affairs Committee. I should like to express
my personal regret that the European Parliament
chose to follow these two unfortunate procedures
during its last part-session.

On Lord Bethell’s report I would point out that it
appears in a form different to that of previous occa-
sions; I think that Lord Bethell has given a convincing
explanation for this. The Committee did not have the
expertise or sufficient staff to produce a report as
comprehensive as I know the Working Group would
like to have produced on this major problem or more
correctly this major complex of problems.

My group nevertheless has a slight reservation in that
we are biting off more than we can chew: we are tak-
ing on more than we can really accomplish in practice
for, in presenting the very large number of violations
of human rights which regrettably occur in the world,
we must not forget the individual cases. I should like
to say that Lord Bethell and other members of the
Working Group concerned with the question have
managed in an exemplary manner to combine the gen-
eral review with consideration of individual human
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rights cases on which Parliament should be able to do
something.

I should like to conclude by saying on behalf of my
group that we consider the work of Lord Bethell here
to be an outstanding piece of work. He has set an
example both for the next Parliament and for other
parliamentarians in the treatment of human rights viol-
ations, and I would warmly recommend the adoption
of his report.

Mzt Israél (DEP). — (FR) So our Parliament is estab-
lishing a new tradition. Every year from now on it will
fall to us to make a conscientious examination of the
human rights situation in the world. This is a very
good thing, despite the imperfections in our work,
despite the obstacles to our efforts.

This is more than a theoretical task. I would remind
the House that the working group on human rights
attended the Madrid conference, where it met all dele-
gations, including those from countries in Eastern
Europe. I would remind you that the working group
on human rights has been to Pakistan, where it visited
Afghan refugee camps. I would remind you that it is
through no fault of the working group on human
rights that it has not been able to visit Chile, where
violations of human rights have unquestionably taken
place.

Mr President, progress has been made. I would point
out to our eminent colleague Mrs Simone Veil, who is
absent from the Chamber, that she was not quite right
a year ago when she described our report as an ‘inac-
curate catalogue’. Considerable progress has been
made since we drew attention to the violations that are
being perpetrated in all parts of the world. For inst-
ance, of the three African countries at which we
pointed the finger for serious violations of human
rights, one, Guinea, has re-established democracy.
The European Parliament cannot of course claim the
credit for this, but the mere fact that we drew our
Lomé Convention partners’ attention to the flagrant,
systematic and inadmissible violations perhaps counted
for something nevertheless. It is therefore unaccepta-
ble to describe our report as an ‘inaccurate catalogue’.

I should also like to remind the House that it was at
the instance of the general report on human rights that
the Council of Ministers authorized the Commission
. to introduce the subject of human rights into the next
.Lomé Convention, and I regret the attitude of Mr
Wurtz, who has just told us that it is not a good thing
to bring human rights into the Lomé Convention
because it is an economic convention. Then how do
you account for its inclusion of cultural matters, Mr
Wurtz? Why is there a joint assembly where we dis-
cuss not only economic cooperation but issues of
substance, such as the restoration of peace in Africa?
The only solution is to have a dialogue on human
rights.

Thirdly, Mr President, we have had the gratification
of securing a vote — in this very ACP/EEC Joint
Committee — in favour of a resolution calling for the
setting-up of an ACP/EEC working party on human
rights. This working party will provide a2 forum for
really thorough dialogue on human rights.

As we debate this most grave of issues, our thoughts
naturally go out to the Sakharovs, who are being sub-
jected to unacceptable constraints, incredible pres-
sures. When we ask what crimes they have committed,
we are at a loss. They have committed no crime
against communism, no crime against the socialist
order, no crime against freedom. They are honest
Soviet citizens who deserve to be treated as such by
the Soviet Union, but that is far from the case. It gives
great sadness to the whole world to see honest men
and an honest woman subjected to such incredible
pressures. The same applies to Mr Shcharansky, who
has committed the grave crime of campaigning both
on behalf of the Jews and in support of human rights,
a combination of causes which has brought the full
weight of Soviet fury down upon him. Lord Bethell,
whom I take this opportunity to thank, will remember
what the Soviet Ambassador said to us about Shchar-
ansky at the Madrid conference; he told us that this
man would be set free one day, that his lot would
improve when he ‘behaved’, in other words when he
recants his beliefs, when he denies what he stands for.
I conclude by saying that our thoughts really go out to
all those who are suffering and, in what are perhaps
my last words to this Parliament, that it is important
for each of us to understand that the sole objective of
the duty of conscience which each of us bears is free-
dom for everyone everywhere.

(Applause)

Mrs Théobald-Paoli (S). — (FR) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, in the record of this first European
Parliament to be elected by universal suffrage, its act-
ion in defence of human rights makes up for some
disappointment over the difficulties encountered by
efforts to develop common policies. Whenever free-
doms are under threat, whether it be the physical or
mental wellbeing of people that is in jeopardy, wher-
ever it may be in the world, this House is unanimous
in its defence of the victims, although there may some-
times be differences of emphasis among us in con-
demning affronts to human dignity. That what we
have to say on this subject has an impact is in no
doubt, as I should now like to demonstrate. '

Whenever I have spoken in this House in defence of,
human rights — on behalf of Jews in the USSR, of
Brazilians, of Iranians, Turks or citizens of South
Africa — I have received emotional thanks from the
victims or their families and embarrassed offers of
varyingly convincing explanations from those whose
crimes have been denounced. This proves that govern-
ments are not indifferent to the wishes expressed by
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the representatives of 270 million people in Europe,
people.traditionally devoted to justice and freedom, in
other words committed to the very principle of
democracy.

We therefore have real proof that Europe is a living
reality, an identity, a culture exerting influence in the
world. Europe’s collective conscience — that is the
role in which the European Parliament is cast in the
excellent report by Lord Bethell, chairman of our Pol-
itical Affairs Committee’s working group on human
rights. We owe him our thanks for this document,
which does credit to the House. Let us hope that this
action in favour of human rights will be taken up and
developed by the next Parliament.

(Applause)

Mr Bournias (PPE). — (GR) Mr President, when-
ever we debate matters relating to human rights — as
we already have very many times in this House — one
gets the impression that the governments in the free
world, the international organizations and even the
Church are bankrupt in the matter. In the three and a
half years that I have been sitting on these benches, I
have learned that the world today, as it approaches its
second millenium, has forgotten all about the horrors
of war, the inhumanity of the Nazis, and the frozen
Siberian wastelands of Stalin and his successors to this
day. It seems as if man today is pursued by a curse that
causes him to be indifferent to age-old principles for
which millions of our fellow-men shed their blood in
the two world wars of our century.

On the Political Affairs Committee, of which I am a
member, we have listened, in two lengthy sessions, one
in 1983 and the other last month, to representatives of
the international organisations for the protection of
human rights, who dramatized for us in the darkest
colours the tortures and degradations imposed by
authoritarian and totalitarian regimes upon innocent
people.

I shall not refer to specific cases, many of which were
mentioned by Lord Bethell. I will just recall that it is
now 10 years since Attila’s invasion of Cyprus, and
deplore the deathly hush surrounding the fate of the
approximately two thousand missing people of that
island, even after Lady Elles’ report and our resolution
of February 1983. Of what value, then, the interna-
tional organisations and the resolutions? What is the
point of the Pope’s crusades all over the world? What
good, indeed, is today’s debate, when the governments
of our peoples sacrifice man’s most sacred rights upon
the altar of dubious purposes and unacceptable calcu-
lations, as Lord Bethell’s report in fact admits?

Ladies and gentlemen, the report we are debating on
human rights during the year 1983-1984 recognizes
that since the time of the first report and our resolu-
tions of 17 May 1983, the situation has deteriorated.

For this reason, it proposes a number of measures con-
ceived by the working party, and calls upon the Com-
mission, by September 1984, to submit a written report
concerning the working party’s views. Of course the
measures proposed tend to restrict the evils in ques-
tion, and I therefore congratulate those who formu-
lated them, but I am afraid the new Parliament will do
no better than we did in the sector of human rights,
unless the silent majority among the peoplés of the
free world is aroused, and makes strong demands from
the governments for common and decisive measures,
independent of any political considerations and moti-
vated only by humanitarianism, ethics and justice.

(Applause from the centre and right)

Mr Segre (COM). — (IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, it is true — and it is in any event the view
of us Italian Communists — that, generally speaking,
human rights have not progressed in recent months;
on the contrary, this permanent challenge that man-
kind has accepted, or should accept, is not only mark-
ing time, but also shows very worrying characteristics
of complexity. We must be aware of this and take the
necessary action, both where individual cases are con-
cerned — and here we cannot omit a reference, at this
time, to the isolation in which the scientist Sakharov
and his wife are held — and as regards the more gen-
eral aspects of the problem. We must do this with
firmness and we must do it objectively, without politi-
cal short-sightedness, because when human rights
come under fire — whether it is in the East or in the
West, the North or South — it is mankind as a whole
that is hit and wounded.

The role that the European Parliament can play in this
regard is in consequence great, but only on condition
that every form of political short-sightedness is aban-
doned, and every cost-accounting type of approach, in
the face of a problem that requires a very different sort
of political and cultural handling.

This is the point that we Italian Communists emphas-
ized last year on the occasion of Lord Bethell’s annual
report, and which we feel it is even more necessary to
raise now. If ours is not to be just a voice crying in the
desert, then the Europe of the Ten must go forward
— as, alas! has not been the case during these last
12 months — building its own unity and defining its
own personality, as a factor of civil and social progress
and peace: and it must acquire the ability to work
strong-mindedly and consistently for a world free
from dramatic injustice or pressure, and from the
many unresolved problems that threaten to strangle it.

In reality, this world of ours is going from bad to
worse, at an increasingly rapid rate, 16 years away
from the year 2000, which in times gone by had
always been indicated as a kind of terminal point in
the evolution of mankind. We are in fact aware of liv-
ing on a volcano of contradictions and injustices that
are tearing us apart.
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Hunger takes its daily toll of the lives of thousands —
nay, tens of thousands — of men, women and chil-
dren, but nothing of any importance is done in the
world to fight it. On the contrary, next year —
according to American information of a few days ago
— the world, for the first time, will spend a thousand
billion dollars on arms: two hundred more than last
year, and four hundred more than barely three or four
years ago. Tension increases, and the absence of com-
munication between the great powers grows ever more
marked. In this dramatic crisis, which grips the whole
world and affects East-West and North-South rela-
tions as a whole, the barbarous conviction that the end
justifies the means seems to go on gaining ground.

How can we be surprised if, in this situation, human
rights are constantly violated? How can we be sur-
prised that that world free from fear, from constraints,
and from need — which 40 years ago was said to be
the necessary goal of a reorganized international
society, appears to be receding ever further? The chal-
lenges that face us are immense! Our parliament, Mr
President, has and will have in this connection a prime
role to play; and it can be equal to the task, if it can
truly express its awareness that peace, security, civil
and social progress, and human rights are all insepara-
ble. If the world progresses, it progresses in each of
these field: if it stands still, or goes backwards — as is
now, alas! the case — everything is in danger of being
lost.

Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). — (GR) Mr President, the
European Parliament and the European Communities
have a long-standing traditional involvement in the
fight for human rights, and I would like to stress the
importance of this fight, and to congratulate Lord
Bethell on his previous support and on his report today
on this most important subject.

Mr President, I would like to stress that we are not
. dealing just with matters of principle and consequence
for the cultural traditions of all Europe’s peoples. This
is also a matter that concerns our interests, and reflects
the face of Europe, of the European Community,
throughout the world. From this standpoint I think the
matter is of the greatest importance, and the European
Parliament which directly represents our peoples, must
make its position clear. That is why Lord Bethell’s
report is both timely and important.

Mr President, I would like to make three comments:

Firstly, it is essential that the recognition of violations
of human rights and political freedoms should be
objective, and should cover all the countries in the
Community and, indeed, in the whole world, wher-
ever they may be. Objectivity will lend force and cred-
ibility to all our endeavours, and this is of great politi-
cal significance. Mr President, I need hardly say how
sensitive we Greeks are concerning the violations that
have taken place and that still continue in Cyprus fol-

lowing the Turkish invasion of 1974 and its prolonged
aftermath of military occupation, with 2 000 missing
persons concerning whom there is even a special reso-
lution of the European Parliament, and with about
200 000 refugees. I also wish to stress the importance
of immediately establishing the principles and rules of
multi-party democracy, and of safeguarding political
freedoms. These principles are inconsistent with viola-
tions and inequalities in elections for our national par-
liaments and for the European Parliament, violations,
discriminations and inequalities that call into question
the validity of election results, in other words of the
true representation of our peoples.

My second comment is that the matter is clearly a pol-
itical one, and should be left to the European Parlia-
ment’s Political Affairs Committee and to the Presi-
dent of the Commission, because the policy in ques-
tion relates both to matters of external relations and to
the Lomé Treaties.

Mr President, my third comment is that a flexible and
evolutive policy should be pursued in certain countries
outside Europe. We must emphasize the protection of
human rights, and perhaps, for the moment, place less
importance on respect for political freedoms. This,
however, is a question of relative values, and should be
dealt with flexibly in conformity with the positions
adopted by the European Parliament and the Commis-
sion.

Mr President, I think it is 2 momentous subject that
we are debating at this last part-session in the present
session of our Parliament, and I would again like to
congratulate all those who have worked for it and
especially Lord Bethell.

(Applause)

Mrs Lenz (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentleman, Human rights are still being violated,
human dignity is trampled underfoot, obstacles are
still placed in the way of freedom of conscience. Polit-
ical pressures and wars are still driving vast numbers of
people from their homes, resulting in further floods of
refugees in dire need and yet more human right viola-
tions. Lord Bethell’s report gives only a few instances
of what it means to fight with one’s life for these fun-
damental freedoms, particularly in countries where
governments suppress any expression of opinion in
favour of these freedoms and view such opinions as
political rebellion, and where people dare to do this
under fear of death for themselves and their families.

At present the eyes of th world are turned on the fate
of the Sakharovs, and I should like particularly to
thank the Member States of the EC for demonstrating
so clearly how strongly we support this desire, this
demand, for human rights. I really admire the courage
of this prominent Russian couple in their steadfast def-
ence of their convictions; it takes more than physical
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courage to stand up, to go back to one’s own country
as the Filipino opposition leader Aquino did, in the
knowledge that the deadly trap would snap shut. If it
was so — I should like to say this to the previous
Socialist speaker — then let us say so clearly. It takes
more than physical courage steadily to defend free-
dom of conscience as the priests and nuns of the East-
ern bloc do, as did the Hungarian priest Geza Palfj,
who was tortured to death because he demanded that
Christmas Day, which is anchored in the Constitution,
be observed as a public holiday. Or the followers of
the Bah’ai faith in Iran who continue to pay with their
lives. It takes unshakeable conviction, the idea of free-
dom and the knowledge of faith to know that there is
an order which goes beyond the individual.

The European Parliament can only ask and demand
that the Governments of the Free World use all avail-
able means to create the conditions under which the
respect for human rights, which our continent has
learnt in such sorrow, can be observed. This is my
answer to the Communist speakers: for us the defence
of human rights knows no frontiers and anyone may
defend them.

(Applause)

As paragraph 4. says, condemnation and outrage are
not enough. The powerful position of governments
undoubtedly makes their disregard for human rights
appear more indictable than the risks run by those
people who believe that the only way to enforce their
political ideologies is by armed acts of resistance.
Nevertheless both ruthlessly fight out their quarrels on
the backs of people who want only to live in peace and
for whom the daily fight for survival is difficult
enough without conflicts. The Groups in the Parlia-
ment should do what they can to draw attention to
these dangers by taking a clear line in their political
debates and not using parliamentary tricks to set aside
uncomfortable truths and so prevent the warning from
getting through to those people who are already well
on their way to imposing new restraints and curtail-
ments of freedom. The bullet holes which I have seen
myself over the doorways of priests homes in Nicara-
gua, daubings on the walls of the homes of B B mem-
bers of trades unions, censorship and curbs on Press
and Church, even down to pastoral letters, are clear
warnings for us. In the case of the report on Central
America, which was taken off the agenda, it would
have told us to ‘check it at the source’ — principiis
obstat; it might then have been possible to take more
seriously the attitudes to the report of some of the
Groups in this House.

(Applause)

Mr Habsburg (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, I find it
important that once again in this its last session Parlia-
ment is concerned with the problem of human rights, a
problem which has been like a thread running all

through this Parliament. I should like to remember
here a man who has worked hard in the service of
human rights, our friend Gérard Isragl, and to tell him
how sorry we are he is leaving us. Human rights could
have done with his help for much longer!

(Applause)

The question of human rights is one which is of great
importance to us, because Europe, the continent of
freedom, must also be the continent of human rights,
for freedom and human rights are closely linked. We
must realise that freedom is not innate. It is the grea-
test achievement of our civilisation. Neither must we
forget that freedom is in greater danger today than at
many times in the past. Let us not forget that of the
154 member countries of UNO only 24 are free con-
stitutional States. The remainder are totalitarian, i.e.
Communist dictatorships, military dictatorships or sin-
gle party States.

We in Europe are the custodians of a great, perhaps
the greatest, treasure of mankind. We are the custodi-
ans of it at a time when it is the smallest minority in
the world. Let us not forget that! For this reason I
must welcome the fact that the question of freedom
continues to be included with human rights in the
Lomé Convention.

(Applause)

It is totally unacceptable for us to continue to use tax-
payers’ money, as the Commission has unfortunately
so often done, to support regimes which can survive
only by suppressing human rights.

In addition — and here I should like to address our
Communist colleagues once more — we must defend
the rights of Europeans, as my friend Mr Spencer has
said, of the Ukrainians, the Baltic nations, the Hun-
garians, Czechs, Slovaks and Poles who are deprived
of their human rights. On this point our Communist
colleagues could achieve a great deal from their mas-
ters, instead of trying to start a case here, which is not
the right place for it.

I should therefore like to thank the rapporteur Lord
Bethell for his report which we shall support enthu-
siastically. .

(Applause)

Mrs Spaak (NI). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, this is our last opportunity in the lifetime
of this Parliament to express our concern that funda-
mental freedoms and rights should be respected
throughout the world. The draft treaty establishing the
European Union adopted by  Parliament rightly
stresses this aspect.

I should like to make three observations.
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The EEC must lose no time in acceding to the Euro-
pean Convention for the Protection of Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms. The Commission’s 1979
memorandum was clear on this point; the ball is cur-
rently in the Council’s court, and I intend to put a
question on this subject to the Belgian Government,
which seems to be dragging its feet somewhat.

We must remain vigilant, even in Europe, even in the
Community, in view of the recent Amnesty Interna-
tional report drawing attention to cases of torture in
three Member States during 1980.

Thirdly, in the campaign for human rights, we must
take account of two realities. Nothing is more fragile
than the progress that has been achieved by dint of
great effort and much suffering. Each threat, each
violation must be exposed wherever it is found.

The subject of Lord Bethell’s report is respect for
human rights outside the Community. In this essential
part of the European Parliament’s work, we shall com-
mand authority only as long as we in the Community
are above all suspicion. That is not the case in my
country, Belgium. On the outskirts of Brussels, efforts
have been made to nullify the choices made by the
electorate exercising their right to universal suffrage,
and now, having refused the residents of these com-
munes the right to belong to the French-speaking
community in our country, attempts are being made to
deprive them of the right to nominate their representa-
tives on the communal councils by the device of stipu-
lating linguistic ability for which no provision is made
in the Constitution. There can be no justification for
making uncompromising demands on all other coun-
tries in the world to observe the principles on which
the Community is founded while at the same time pas-
sively tolerating breaches of those principles by one or
other of the Member States. This is something that the
next Parliament must not ignore.

Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, as you can
imagine the Commission has studied with great
interest the Political Committee’s report on human
rights in the world, and our common policy relative to
these rights. In exercising its powers and pursuing the
Community’s aims, the Commission has always res-
pected fundamental rights, particularly as laid down in
the national constitutions and in the European Agree-
ment on Human Rights, and always ensures their cor-
rect implementation. It uses every political and econo-
mic means at its command to promote and reinforce
respect for human rights within the framework of the
Treaties. )

So far as concerns the lack of progress towards the
development of a consistent common: policy on human
rights, the Commission is not in a position to comment
on this since such a policy should emerge from politi-
cal cooperation. Despite this, it is worth remembering

that interventions concerning human rights are often
more effective when carried out discreetly.

As for the call for the Foreign Ministers to submit a
written report to Parliament within the scope of politi-
cal cooperation, I would like to remind you that
during Council’s meeting in May 1983 the German
Presidency declined to undertake that responsibility.
Besides, the Commission is not empowered to take ini-
tiatives where political cooperation is concerned.

As for those points which the report mentions as wor-
thy of special attention, the Commission is already in a
position to lay down the main guidelines.

Firstly, on the initiative of its President, in January
1984, the Commission agreed to delegate the coordi-
nation of all its activities relating to human rights to'its
President at Commission level, and to the Secretariat
at the level of the General directorate.

Secondly, as for the linking of Community aid to a
minimum level of protection for human rights, the
Commission does not think that conditions should be
imposed upon its aid. This view is not a negative one;
on the contrary, it seeks to establish the best way of
acting in favour of man’s prosperity. Indeed, the Com-
munity is from time to time called upon to offer
humanitarian aid to countries in a state of tension or in
very delicate situations, such as internal conflicts that
might lead to serious violations of human rights. How-
ever, the Commission takes particular care to see that
the aid it provides really does get to the people who
need it, and to whom it is in any case granted, under
the best possible conditions and in the fairest way.

Thirdly, as for the proposal to embody matters related
to human rights in the development programmes, it
has already been stressed from the very beginning of
the talks between the Communities and. the ACP
countries that respect for human dignity, as defined in
the worldwide Declaration of Human Rights and in
the African Charter of Human Rights, for the prosper-
ity and development of the potential of human beings,
and esteem for the role of women, must be regarded
as aims that invest development with its true import-
ance and meaning. Talks between the two sides began
on that very basis.

After the Commission’s proposals and the talks with
the ACP countries, the Conference of ACP-EEC
Ministers, which took place on 3-5 May 1984 in Fiji,
and at which the Commission was represented by my
colleague Mr Pisani, took note that the EEC Presi-
dency communicated a written proposal to the ACP
countries on the matter in question, with a view to
examining it at the meeting in June.

As for the Community’s other external relations, the
Commission considers that in most cases the best way
for the authorities in the various countries involved to
recognize the importance of human rights and the
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strength of feeling within the Community regarding
this matter, is to continue laying stress on this point as
in the past, whenever opportunities arise during the
regular bilateral contacts at the political level.

Fourthly, I would like to mention that unfortunately
there is little prospect of increasing budgetary appro-
priations for programmes relating to human rights
within the Community.

Finally, as for the European Parliament’s call o be
kept informed regularly on the outcome of its resolu-
tions on human rights and on the Community’s other
activities in this connection, the Commission wishes to
stress that according to the present procedure, it
already informs Parliament about the outcome of
resolutions concerning various initiatives, and that
within this framework it will continue to do so for
anything concerning human rights as well, just as in
the case of other matters.

As for the Community’s other activities connected
with human rights, when these are not the subject of a
resolution for an initiative, they are covered by the
general report provided by the Treaty.

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

4, Agenda

President, — I have a proposal to make concerning
today’s agenda.

This morning at the opening of the sitting, Parliament
adopted urgency for four consultations concerning
respectively strawberries originating in ACP countries,
foot-and-mouth disease, three agricultural regulations
concerning Greece and dairy products.

As Parliament accepted the proposals, I proposed that
the four urgent debates be entered at the end of
tomorrow’s agenda. On reflection, and in view of the
distribution of work between the two night sittings, I
think it would be better to deal with these questions
this evening rather than tomorrow evening as there is a
danger that, if they are taken tomorrow evening, it
may not be possible to debate them for lack of time. I
therefore propose that we change the decision we took
earlier and enter the four consultations for which
urgency 'was adopted this morning, at the end of
today’s agenda, on the understanding that if they can-
not be taken this evening, they will obviously be car-
ried over to the end of tomorrow’s sitting.

Mr Dalsass (PPE). — (DE) Of course I agree, but 1
would like to ask how anyone who might wish to table

an amendment can do so? Are we still working in
accordance with the agenda? It ought still to be possi-
ble for anyone who wishes to express an opinion and
table amendments to do so.

President. — Yes, amendments may still be tabled.

(Parliament adopted the President’s proposal)

5. ‘New religious movements’ in the EEC

President. — The next item is the report (Doc. 1-47/
84) by Mr Couuell, on behalf of the Committee on
Youth, Culture, Education, Information and Sport, on
the activities of certain new religious movements in the
Community.

Mr Cottrell (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, it
seems particularly appropriate to me that the debate
on my report should follow that of my colleague, Lord
Bethell, dealing as he did with the wide field of human
rights.

Ladies and gentlemen, that is exactly the subject with
which my report is concerned. I was struck, listening
to that debate, by points which could well have been
made with regard to my own work. For instance, my
honourable colleague Mr Ouo von Habsburg said it
was intolerable that people suppressing human rights
should be subsidized by the taxpayer. Miss Spaak
spoke of the struggle for the protection of human
rights, and said that each and every infringement
should be confronted and opposed wherever it occurs.

That indeed is the purpose of the report which I now
present on behalf of the Committee on Youth, Cul-
ture, Education, Information and Sport and on the
preparation of which I have now spent two-and-a-half
years. Some people have represented this as an attack
by me personally, or perhaps even by the Parliament,
on religious freedom. It is, of course, nothing of the
kind. I draw the attention of the House to Article 9,
paragraph 2, of the European Convention on Human
Rights (1950), which says this:

Freedom to manifest one’s religion or beliefs shall
be subject only to such limitations as are pres-
cribed by law and are necessary in a democratie
society in the interests of public safety, for the
protection of public order, health or morals or for
the protection of the rights and’ freedoms of
others.

That is the context within which my report has been
drawn up.

It is not concerned with belief. Let me make that abso-
lutely clear. If we look at the movement which was
responsible for this report being drawn up in the first
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place, the Unification Church, it is my understanding
that the philosophy, the so-called divine principle,
states that Jesus Christ failed in his mission and that
the Reverend Sun Myung Moon, who has now failed
in his appeal in the United States on tax fraud charges,
had been handed this mission. If people want to
believe that, that is their affair and it has nothing to do
with me or Members of this Parliament. What we are
concerned with is the whole sorry chapter of human
misery which has resulted from the practices of certain
organizations. It is a miserable catalogue which I have
encountered this past two-and-a-half years.

It involves such revolting things as prostitution as a
lure for recruits and money, sexual abuse of children,
coercion, mind-bending, brain-washing, the exhorta-
tion of recruits of these movements, which have a hun-
ger for money and ever more recruits to break the law
at each and every opportunity.

Mr President, my report says nothing — despite the
thousands of letters which Members of this House
may have received — about the necessity for law or
legislation in this field. What we have proposed, which
I think is an elegant and correct approach, is a volun-
tary code. Those who represent my work as somehow
being restrictive on those who want to have a different
view from the rest of us have, I am afraid, completely
misunderstood the point of it. What we have said is
this. It is almost certain that this phenomenon, which
has now affected every Member State of the European
Community, is here to stay. Therefore, we must find
some way in which we can live with these movements
and persuade them to show the same tolerance
towards us as we show to them. That is why we have
proposed a voluntary code. This provides for perfectly
normal practices such as the right to leave 2 movement
unhindered, if you want to, always to have access to
your family and friends, to be given the right to
change your mind, to have proper medical treatment,
not to have your telephone calls or letters interrupted
— indeed, quite normal things which the rest of us in
a democratic society have come to respect.

If there are movements which find that they cannot
possibly accede to such a reasonable request, then I am
sure that society itself will make its own judgement. It
is important, I think, to understand that it is not a
question of religious freedom which lies before this
House today. I am grateful, indeed, for the support of
the Catholic European Study and information Centre,
which makes it absolutely plain that there is no doubt
whatever that the Cottrell report concerns nothing
more than a question of human rights.

(Applause)

Mr Beumer (PPE), chairman of the Committee on
Youth, Culture, Education, Information and Sport. —
(NL) Mr President, it is one of Parliament’s tasks to
react to the signals it receives fairly regularly of public

concern about certain social phenomena. That is what
happens in national parliaments, and it also happens
when problems of this kind arise.

This is also the background to the Cottrell report and
the resolution it contains on new religious movements,
on which we are concentrating today. It is a subject
that is already raising a great deal of dust. The parlia-
mentary committee has devoted a fair number of
meetings to the report, concerning itself principally
with the resolution at its more recent gatherings. This
was understandable, in view of the number and diver-
sity of these movements and because the problems are
not so easy to define and because they also had to be
considered in terms of whether certain proposals and
reactions would not conflict with constitutional law,
the freedom of religious belief, which cannot, of
course, be questioned as such and should be respected.
Not all the reactions reveal that this has been under-
stood.

Furthermore, the committee naturally felt that it did
not have the authority to judge religious views and
convictions. Nonetheless, it can be said that the com-
mittee modified its approach somewhat, which is
natural when problems of this kind are being studied.
Rather than setting itself up as a committee which
passes sentence on the complaints it receives, it tried to
establish criteria which new religious movements
should satisfy when recruiting new members, for
example. These criteria were essentially based on writ-
ten and oral complaints received from those directly
concerned. You will find a list of such complaints in
paragraph 2, and I would point out that the Legal
Affairs Committee approved the resolution in its pres-
ent form after lengthy discussions. Since it emerged,
Mr President, that these criteria already apply to one
or other new religious movements, the committee
decided at its last meeting to make further refine-
ments, as is evident from the joint amendments that
have been tabled with Mr Bocklet as the first signa-

tory.

Without wishing to anticipate the conclusions finally
drawn, we now place the emphasis on a request to the
Commission and, through it, to the Ministers of Jus-
tice and Foreign Affairs to ascertain what material is
available in the various countries. This might include
studies by parliamentary committee, research studies
and even judgments handed down by the courts,
which should then be examined to see what possibility
there is of a common approach being adopted. It may,
of course, turn out that the legislation and regulations
of the various Member States are quite capable of
keeping any recruitment practices that are less than
acceptable and problems connected with withdrawal
from such movements within reasonable limits.

Mr President, it seemed wise to me to give this brief
explanation of the nature and intention of the resolu-
tion and the way in which it came into being. The
amendments I have tabled are designed to emphasize
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the conditional nature of the statements we have
made. Final conclusions should only be drawn when
sufficient representative material is available. We are
now asking for this material, and once we have it, we
can and must draw fairly definitive conclusions. I feel
that the collection of further information should once
again include more detailed talks — hearings, for
example — with representatives of Churches, new reli-
gious movements, parents, people who have left such
movements and also representatives of parliamentary
committees so that we can obtain a balanced picture.

To conclude, Mr President, I should like to point out
that this would also comply with what we consider to
be a particularly good working method and one which
we should always try to adopt: leaving no stone
unturned to arrive at a fair, balanced and cautious
assessment. This is precisely what the Committee on
Youth, Culture, Education, Information and Sport
tried to do when drawing up this resolution.

Mr Schwencke (S). — (D) Ladies and gentlemen, for
as long as Europe has had an identity there have been
new religious movements. Even if most of the ones
which are known to us followed the paths of existing
religions, they were all original in that they questioned
tradition, at the very least altered it, wanted to revital-
ise it, and so reacted to contemporary spiritual and
intellectual challenges and, as a general rule, pointed
out new ways of truth and salvation to a more youth-
fully-minded generation. Francis of Assisi in the 13th
century and Martin Luther in the 16th were probably
the most famous figures in this European movement.
However much these two personalities were revered in
their time by their followers, and of course intra muros
were hated and persecuted by their enemies, they
nevertheless became heroes in our common European
religious and intellectual history. If we today failed to
acknowledge them and their traditions we should be
setting aside all the good of our common European
heritage. Their theme was charity as the embodiment
of the love of God. With hindsight and from the mod-
ern viewpoint it is impossible to describe their motiva-
tion as an irrational process. In our churches European
enlightenment, enlightened Christianity, has been
united with the Christian tradition.

Thus it can be said that the copula, the union of faith
and reason, or in evangelical terms of the Gospel and
the law, was never abandoned. The present-day,
so-called new religious movements want to know
nothing of what I consider to be good enlightened
European religious traditions. Even where these move-
ments are eclectic they are not ‘religious’ in the tradi-
tional sense. They have a cynical attitude, or no atti-
tude at all, to both traditional religion and the enligh-
tenment. At this point they renounce European enligh-
tenment through the ideological dualism of good
against evil in theory and in practice. In other words,
concepts such as enlightenment, individual, reason,
emancipation, the dignity of man, the rights of the

individual are denounced. What I referred to above as
charity — I could just as well have said the dignity of
man — the good European tradition, has recently in
the practices of the ‘new religions’ become perverted
into despisal of man.

These so-called new religions are destructive cults.
They promise happiness and bring dreadful misery.
Never before in my life as a member of Parliament —
my colleagues have had the same experience — have I
received so many letters with such terrible contents.

There is the example of the young German Hare
Krishna disciple who after a long search was even-
tually found in India by his relatives suffering from
terrible burns because the sect would not allow him to
receive medical treatment.

There is the twenty-year-old woman who fell into the
clutches of the so-called children of God and had to
earn money by prostitution while her two-year-old
son was begging in the streets.

There is the former student who joined the Bhagwan
and who, without any training and without insurance,
has to do dangerous work with a building team from
the sect. She has neither social insurance nor health
insurance, works more than twelve hours a day, lives
on a completely vegetarian diet and sleeps on the cold
floor of communal sleeping quarters.

There is a former medical student who was brain-
washed by the scientologists and who, after four years
with that sect, is about to be referred to a psychiatric’
hospital. '

There is the dental student who joined a transcenden-
tal meditation group, won over by the idea that tran-
scendental meditation promotes creativity; his parents’
bitter discovery: two suicide attempts as a result of this
therapy.

The Guyana affair in which there were several
hundred dead and which is familiar to us all was no
accident, it is the logical consequence of a situation
which the democratic countries have created by their
disregard of democractic principles. Those who kept
silent up till then also bear the guilt of Guyana. We,
the European Parliament, must not keep silent over
this inhuman treatment, these crimes, which occur
daily a hundred, a thousand, times over in the midst of
our society under cover of freedom of conscience.

(Applause)

Where is religion to be found in these sects? The latest
news from the USA: the leader of the Moon sect has
been sent to prison, not for an excess of piety, but
because he has been found guilty of tax evasion. The
same thing happens a few days later 1o the head guru
of the Moonies in France. And if one considers the
areas in which these sects operate — weapons, drugs
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and other things — then it has to be said that it is clear
enough and we must understand the signs. In the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, where there are repeated
complaints against the Moonies and other sects, the
Civil Chamber of the Federal Court of Justice in

Karlsruhe found as follows: “The so-called Unification
* Church of the Korean Sun Myung-Mun, also known
as the “Moonies’, was also found to have exposed peo-
ple to psychological terror during weekend seminars,
to proclaim a fascist system and to have driven young
people to suicide’ (DPA report).

I think this has something to tell us about the nature of

the so-called new religious movements.

In America a parliamentary inquiry, the ‘Frazer
Report’ made the following findings — I quote
briefly: “With the help of the Unification Church and
its numerous active organisations Moon wishes to gain
sufficient influence in America to be able to dictate
policy in important matters, to influence the legislature
and o enter electoral politics.” And one more quota-
tion, for those here in the House and those outside
who say that all this is harmless, some words of Moon
himself on the ‘necessity’ of a third world war, ‘Never-
theless there can be no doubt that there must be a final
world war, however it may be fought’ Quotation
from ‘Divine Principles’, second edition, 1973. All
Moonies repeatedly have to swear, ‘I will fight with
my life’.

Fight for that third world war, ladies and gentlemen?
Let us open our eyes at last and start to fight! We can-
not remain silent any longer, but must begin to fight as
Europeans for civil rights and human dignity, which
means, to fight for those in the so-called youth move-
ments who no longer have these rights.

The majority of the Socialist Group will support Mr
Cottrell’s motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR FRIEDRICH
Vice-President

Mr Bocklet (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, col-
leagues! Few reports in this Parliament — here I agree
with my colleague Mr Schwencke — have aroused as
much emotion and led to such fundamental disagree-
ment as the Cottrell Report has. It is very seldom that
the Members involved have seen as much suffering
and human misery as they have in the numerous letters
received in connection with this report on the effects
of what are called in German the ‘youth sects’.
Anyone who has read the despairing letters from par-
ents all over Europe knows that calls are being made

on us as the European Parliament. But neither would I
wish to conceal the fact that the lobby of the sects in
question is without equal in Europe. Compared with
them all the established groups are mere babes in arms.

What is involved in this report from our colleague Mr
Cottrell — whom I must thank for his report —? It
concerns a phenomenon which probably has its origins
in the loss of a sense of purpose and security in our
countries and which has given rise to a series of organ-
isations which claim to be religious organisations.
They do in fact carry out certain religious practices in
order to win people’s trust, but they then abuse that
trust with exploitation and oppression. Mr Cottrell
and Mr Schwencke have both given impressive exam-
ples and I shall not give any further details of indivi-
dual cases.

If an organisation of this type operates in this way in
only one country, the laws of that country will gener-

ally be adequate to dealing with infringements. Yester-

day for instance in my home city of Munich the scien-
tology sect was suspended on an extensive summons
on suspicion of fraud, duress and many other criminal
offences. We are not therefore just discussing pheno-
mena which exist only in the minds of a few people,
they are a very serious reality. I should like however to
add one thing — and here I differ with my colleague
Mr Schwencke — it is not for us to judge the dogma
and beliefs of these groups. That is not the role of pol-
itics and we must refrain from it. There can be no res-
triction of freedom of religion, it is subject to limita-
tion only when it infringes the law.

(Applause)

That is why it is immaterial to me what people believe.
What matters is that they do not infringe human rights
and oppress people under the protection of religious
freedom.

I may — as joint author of one of the amendments —
also say something about the title of this Report. As
we have seen the German term ‘Jugendsekte’ is liable
to misinterpretation for two reasons: firstly the people
involved are generally adults, not young people, and
secondly a ‘sect’ is a splinter group of an established
Church and the term implies a denigratory attitude to
new religious communtties. We do not intend either of
these, and it is not for us to be denigratory in our use
of terminology. For this reason — and I ask the Plen-
ary for its approval — we have tried to use a some-
what complicated circumlocution in the title of the
Report, namely, ‘on a common approach by the Mem-
ber States of the European Community towards var-
ious infringements of the law by new organizations

operating under the protection afforded to religious
bodies’.

I have perhaps one criticism to make at this point: I
read the comments of the British Council of Churches
with great interest. I was amazed to find that they
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were working with completely wrong texts. With
many opinions it frequently happens that people use
obsolete texts or texts which have been misleadingly
interpreted in order to be provocative. This is there-
fore the time to make certain things clear: we do not
want in any way to have any effect on religious feel-
ings and Man’s desire for realisation of consciousness,
nor to make them a matter for regulation by the State.
Neither will we act as the extended arm of the great
Christian Churches when they want to get rid of
unwelcome competitors.

(Applause)

Just as we are not the strong-arm boys of the lay
movement which in 1901 invoked human rights to
suppress religious orders in France. None of these
things concern us. Our aim is simply and solely to pro-
tect the individual who has faith in a religion from
having his faith shamelessly abused, whilst those who
abuse his faith are allowed to operate under cover of
religious freedom.

(Applause)

We are — Mr Beumer, the chairman of the Com-
mittee said so clearly — only at the beginning of the
debate, but hundreds of thousands of parents in
Europe have pinned their hopes on us. We may not
disappoint them. I therefore ask you to vote for this
Report as amended by the Committee.

(Applause)

Mr Simmonds (ED). — Mr President, I am not
speaking on behalf of my group. I am speaking as a
member of my group. There will be a completely free
vote within my group on this motion for a resolution,
as I believe there should be on all religious issues and
matters of conscience.

Mr Bocklet quite rightly in his remarks has identified
the fact that there are a number of texts available on
this report. He has drawn the attention of a number of
churches to the most recent text, but I have to say that
there is still further confusion on this issue. Almost
without precedent, I believe, in the life of this Parlia-
ment, we have an amendment which is in the name of
the rapporteur and members of virtually every group
of this Parliament and which actually seeks to change
the title of the report. So I do beg through you, Mr
President, all Members of this Parliament to pay parti-
cular attention to the amendments that have been
tabled. May I mention that the amendments that have
been tabled in my name and my name alone have been
withdrawn.

Quite rightly, there is very considerable concern on
this issue, but may I say that I believe that no Parlia-
ment should seek to interfere with the most basic of
human rights which is the freedom of religion. History

books are filled with the unfortunate results of those
who have tried to impose religion or indeed those who
have had to fight against such imposition. The amend-
ments today which stand in the name of the rappor-
teur and of the members of the Committee on Youth,
Culture, Education, Information and Sport from vir-
tually every group seek to confine our remarks to
those activities of some organizations who have bro-
ken the law. Those illegal activities have very little to
do with religion. This Parliament in its deliberations
has the additional difficulty of trying to find expres-
sion in seven different languages to cover the narrow
dividing line between not restricting genuine religious
freedom and, at the same time, ensuring that the
national laws of the Member States are upheld. I
believe that the very publicity given to this issue, whilst
we may not be able to contain those activities within
the laws of the Community immediately, is a_timely
warning to young people, particularly those who will
be travelling abroad as part of their studies, because
they will be most particularly the targets of movements
who seek to recruit them by less than desirable meth-
ods.

I am grateful for this opportunity to say a few words
in this debate to draw attention to one of the most
concerning issues that we as Members of this Parlia-
ment have had to deal with. Like Mr Schwencke, my
postbag has been larger on this issue than any other
topic in the last five years with one exception.

(Applause)

Mrs Cinciari‘Rodano (COM). — (IT) Mr President,
as Mr Fanti said yesterday, and as other members have
recalled, Mr Cottrell’s report was discussed at length
both in the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport and by the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee, whose opinion was sought.

The question is in fact an extremely delicate one. We
are dealing with two rights, both of which are in my
view inalienable.

On the one hand, there is freedom of association and
the right of everyone to manifest — not just believe —
and practise his or her own religious convictions. 1
think it is no coincidence that the Committee debated
at such length which term should be used — ‘new reli-
gious movements’, ‘so-called religious movements’,
‘sects’ or whatever — without its proving possible to
agree on a term. Even with the best intentions, in fact,
there is a danger of offending the principle of religious
freedom which in truth appears indivisible. We remain
of the opinion that the term adopted, ‘new religious
movements’, is both ambiguous and dangerous. What
is more, however, it is no coincidence that the amend-
ment outlined a short time ago by Mr Bocklet is so
complex and intricate: that, I believe, implicitly con-
firms our concern. It convinces us even further that it
is extremely difficult to define the scope of the prob-
lem clearly.
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On the other hand, we are faced with another right,
which is just as inalienable and fundamental: the right
that obliges us to defend our citizens, particularly the
young — and it is worse still where minors are con-
cerned — from practices capable of producing a state
of actual deprivation of freedom — because that is
what it is. It is a fact that some of the groups whose
activities have been investigated — for example the
so-called ‘Unification Church’® of the self-styled
‘Father’ Moon — commit inadmissible, intolerable
acts. From the documentation that each one of us has
received it is clear that such acts are akin to kidnap-
ping and subjection, which is undoubtedly difficult to
define legally, but which comprises elements of mater-
ial, physical and moral coercion. There are other cases
of incitement to prostitution and, regularly — and this
is the experience of all of us — to unauthorized beg-
ging. We have heard dramatic evidence from parents
who have lost their children — an intolerable state of
affairs. And there are also documents that justify the
suspicion that, beneath these pseudo-religious activi-
ties, there are others that are less well known, political
in nature, and bordering on subversion.

In addition, I would say that the campaign itself,
which was obviously organized — this collection of
letters sent to members of parliament, many of which
were in fact written by people whose good faith had
been corrupted by false information — tells us that we
are up against a reality of this kind.

But the real problem is not to punish these movements
or regulate them as such; it is to punish any crimes
that may be committed. And it is only when it can be
shown that the sole purpose of the association is to
commit acts that are punishable by law, that that asso-
ciation can be considered to have a criminal intent.

As it now stands — even if I have to recognize the
work done by the rapporteur — the resolution does
not appear to us adequate to the purpose for which it
is intended. It can be dangerous, because to speak of
religious movements is to generalize; at the same time
there is the risk that this generalization may be used to
the detriment of groups or associations that behave in
an entirely legal manner. And, moreover, the code of
behaviour does not show a sufficiently clear way for
Member States to take administrative, legal and penal
action to punish the crimes in question. We therefore
still consider that further examination of the question
in detail is necessary, and it is our view that, in the
form in which it now stands, the report is not accepta-

ble.

Mr Maher (L). — Mr President, I want to make it
clear that I am not necessarily speaking on behalf of
my group. I think this is a matter where every indivi-
dual has a point of view and where there ought to be
freedom for each individual parliamentarian to adopt
his own stance or take his own particular view. I do
not think it is a case where any of us in the various

-

groups should be dragooned into taking a particular
attitude on a subject so personal and so important.

I want to compliment Mr Cottrell on the preparation
of this report and I also want to compliment him on
this courage because I know that there are very few
questions that give rise to such emotion as the question
of religion, what exactly is religion, how religious
organizations should be conducted in the light of the
civil law, for instance, and so on. I must confess that in
recent weeks I have become increasingly suspicious
about the opposition to Mr Cottrell’s report because it
is very clear to me that the opposition is orchestrated.
It is hardly a coincidence that I should have received
so many letters and so many phone calls almost all in
the one direction. It is too much of a coincidence.
That is, in my view, a bad sign. On the other hand,
strangely enough, I have received, very little advice in
the opposite direction.

The basic point that Mr Cottrell is making is that there
should be a juridical basis for the operation of these
various religious groups and that certainly I would
support. I am aware in my own country of the most
distressing cases of young people who have become —
and I can hardly describe it in any other way — brain-
washed by certain organizations, who have been taken
over completely, who have been separated from their
parents and their brothers and sisters, not in a normal
separation as they would by geographical distance or
anything of that kind, but separated in the mind, in the
emotions, in the normal attachment to the family.

That is something completely repugnant to me. I come
from a country where, back in the past, there was a lot
of intolerance, a lot of force used even, to try to
change people’s attitudes towards religion. Iam proud
to say that, in my country, we stood up to that because
our belief was in a certain direction. We were not pre-
pared to be dictated to from the outside or by any
particular group, however powerful they may have
been.

But I think it is necessary that in particular some of
these new organizations that have appeared on the
scene should be examined to determine what exactly
their motivation is. I have a suspicion that it is not
exactly to do good. It is not to uplift mankind or to
improve living conditions or to better prepare people
for the next world but rather to make money, to exer-
cise power on behalf of a limited number of indivi-
duals. That we cannot accept. That I think we must be
opposed to as Christians because Christianity has the
very opposite aim. We are all familiar with what Christ
taught when he was on earth. I am not trying to argue
that the Christian churches today necessarily fulfil
what Christ himself said in those early days. I think we
need to go back to that but that is another question.

I think it is a bit unfortunate that a very important
report which was commissioned by the Dutch Parlia-
ment has not yet seen the light of day and that Mr
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Cottrell’s report has come in advance of that. As far as
I am aware from the information I have got, the Dutch
Parliament set out in a very objective and intensive
way to examine this question and to make a report on
it. I think it is unfortunate that we have not had the
opportunity to examine that report in advance of the
Cottrell report because I believe it is the only one of its
kind that is in preparation,

However, I believe that this Parliament should be very
clear in its approach to this question. I think we need
to give leadership to the people in Europe, to the ordi-
nary parent and to the young people in particular and
to warn them about the dangers of being taken over
and brainwashed by organizations who do not, at the
end of the day, have their best interests at heart.

(Applause)

Mr Nyborg (DEP). — (DA) Mr President, the Euro-
pean Community is a historical innovation in that we
do not have a common military establishment, we do
not have a common police force; it is left to the indivi-
dual nations themselves to maintain peace and order. I
think therefore that I have good grounds for saying
that the matter we are discussing here has nothing to
do with the Community. It is not 2 Community issue,
it is a national issue. But I realize that the subject is a
very delicate one for, whatever we decide here today,
we can be sure that it will be misused. If we reject the
Cottrell report, the sects have won the day, they will
have the laurels of victory in their hands. If we adopt
the Cottrell report, we shall have repudiated religious
freedom and shall thereby have made Europe a less
free place to live in. We are thus in a disturbing
dilemma.

Personally, I think — and I am not speaking here on
behalf of my group as such, for we have full freedom
to vote as we wish — that we should reject the Cottrell
report, but follow it up with a motion for a resolution
urging the national governments to keep a more
watchful eye on what is happening, how our young
people are being treated; to check whether human
rights are being infringed, whether people are being
brainwashed, whether they are being forced into uni-
formity, whether they are being held in isolation and
deprived of contact with the world outside. But these
are still national tasks, in which the concepts of crimi-
nal law obtaining in the various Member States must
be followed. We must also realize that these sects do
"not take the same form in all the countries. A sect may
appear in one form in France, in a completely different
form in Denmark, in a third form in Switzerland etc.
We cannot and we have no right to set up concrete,
general guidelines for how people can, may and must
behave. Some sects are decent according to our cri-
teria, and follow normal moral and religious precepts,
others are less reputable.

Point 3 of the Cottrell proposal calls for the setting up
of a control body under the Commission which would

have the task of investigating sects and individuals
throughout the world. Well, it is foolish to think that
that can be done with the economic resources avail-
able! But we should also bear in mind that it would be
an infringement of human rights, if we started to build
up a kind of card index of persons and movements —
for the ‘good’ ones would also be included. Otherwise
there is no point whatsoever in such an investigation.

I can therefore only repeat what I said at the start: I
think that it is the concern of the individual Member
States to act firmly where national provisions on
human rights are being violated.

Mr Skovmand (CDI). — (DA) Mr President, I do
not wish in this intervention to comment on whether
these new religious movements are so dangerous that
we should take action against them. In fact it is a mat-
ter which does not concern the European Community.
Each of the ten Member States of the Community has
the means — should it so wish — to proceed on its
own account against those religious movements which
it considers harmful to its citizens. But that of course
presupposes a public debate on the matter beforehand.
If in Denmark we implemented a proposal such as that
of Mr Cottrell, for example, we would have to look
very carefully at the ideas in the proposal to ensure
that they were in conformity with the Danish Consti-
tution and the traditions of spiritual freedom which we
have in our country. The Community does not have
such a constitution or such traditions of freedom. It
would therefore be a matter of serious concern if the
Community ever got powers to intervene among its
citizens in the way Mr Cottrell and many others in this
chamber clearly desire. Fortunately, the Community
does not have such powers. There is nothing in the
Treaty of Rome which authorizes the decisions which
Mr Cottrell wants taken. If a proposal of this kind is
ever put before the Council of Ministers, it will be met
with a Danish veto.

We in the People’s Movement against the EEC con-
sider it utterly pointless to spend time on proposals of
this kind, and we shall of course vote against it.

Mr Eisma (NI). — (NL) Mr President, we feel that
every adult should be free to live his life as he thinks
fit, provided that he does not harm others. Every adult
should also be free to make mistakes and to harm him-
self, provided he does not harm society. Every adult
should furthermore be free to give up his freedom if
that is what he wants. The new sects should therefore
be left alone. ’

However, the weaker members of society should be
protected. This applies to the economically weaker
and to the physically and mentally weaker members of
society. Society should ensure that they are not
exploited or swindled by the economically or physi-
cally and mentally stronger. For these reasons limits
should be imposed on certain practices of new sects.
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As you see, Mr President, this is not an easy matter.
We must either violate the principle of the freedom of
conscience, religion and association or act in solidarity
with the less privileged. In view of the examples the
rapporteur has given and the shabbiness of certain
practices, we are inclined to place greater emphasis on
the latter aspect, solidarity with the less privileged.
The rapporteur rightly refrains from attacking organi-
zations as such and focuses his attention on improper
practices. But do these new sects have a monopoly on
such practices? Until not so very long ago, for exam-
ple, new members of the Roman Catholic Church
were not permitted to speak to their family and friends
for a year. This conflicts with paragraph 2(c) of the
Cottrell report. In the same Church minors have
always been urged to join and train for the priesthood,
‘a solemn long-term commitment that will determine
the course of their lives’, something which para-
graph 2(a) of the Cottrell report would prohibit in the
case of new sects.

There are other religious organizations with other
customs that are prohibited by law in most Member
States, such as the amputation of limbs as a punish-
ment for theft, the genital mutilation of gitls, the flog-
ging of adulterous women and so forth. In short, what
is not allowed should be prohibited by law. This
should apply to all religious organizations, not only
the new ones. And it should, of course, apply equally
to non-religious organizations, although they are far
less guilty of such excesses.

This discrimination against new organizations as
opposed to old ones is apparent throughout the reso-
lution. Unfortunately, Mr Simmonds has withdrawn a
number of amendments designed to remove this discri-

mination. All that remains is amendment No 25 by Mr .

Sieglerschmidt, which calls for other religious commu-
nities to be made subject to the same criteria to those
laid down in paragraph 2. '

Mr President, it is to be hoped that Mr Coutrell will
endorse amendment No 25 in particular. For many
people this report will then be more acceptable than
the text as it now stands.

Mrs Viehoff (S). — (NL) Mr President, in view of all
the reactions to which this report has recently given
rise, Parliament should really be pleased about the
interest shown in its activities. But when I consider the
relevant letters and particularly those I have received
recently — although I would exclude some — from
people in the Netherlands, I cannot help feeling that
we have an organized campaign here: the same envel-
opes, the same machine for printing the addresses, the
same postmarks, even though the letter headings indi-
cated that the letters came from different parts of the
Netherlands. I must emphasize that I have nothing
against organized campaigns, but I am afraid that
most of the people who wrote letters had not studied
the resolution carefully but were reacting to newspa-

per reports. Newspaper reports are not always as care-
fully composed as they might be, as the following quo-
tation from one of the major Dutch dailies shows:
“The Council of Churches in the Netherlands is ser-
iously concerned about the violation of religious free-
dom and of human rights if the second policy docu-
ment before the European Parliament on the new
religious movements is not amended. The Council has
expressed its concern in a letter to the Second Cham-
ber’s Subcommittee on Sects. The text to which it
objects was drawn up by a Committee on Sport of the
European Communities.’

Three mistakes in so short a text. We do not draw up
policy documents, whether first, second or third ver-
sions. We do not have a Committee on Sport. It may
have been a mistake, but it may also have been a deli-
berate attempt to show that this strange Committee on
Sport also concerns itself with this kind of thing.
Either way, the article was certainly not carefully writ-
ten. If people react to this kind of thing, I consider it
rather weird to pass judgement on it. When work first
started on the Cottrell report, almost two years ago, I
received stacks of letters from very perturbed parents
throughout Europe. I said even then that parents who
are ardent members of the Catholic and Reformed
Churches are also extremely concerned and do not
take kindly to their children joining, let us say, a
Socialist youth movement. This is no reason for Par-
liament to intervene, but that is not the question
either. The Council of Churches is concerned about
religious freedom, with absolutely no justification in
my opinion. If we look at point B of the reSolution, we
see that it emphasizes very strongly that the freedom
of religion must not be violated. The basic issue has
been explained at length by Mr Schwencke. I will not
repeat what he said. I feel that we in this Parliament
must not only take account of a report that has been
drawn up in the Netherlands and will probably be
published today, however good it may be, but there
are other countries in the Community. I hope that the
Members of this Parliament will receive the report
from the Netherlands as soon as possible, but there is
no reason why we should not take a well-balanced
decision today. I certainly hope that the amendments
which have been tabled by a group of members of the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport will we adopted. I believe that, if those
amendments together with amendment No 25 by Mr
Sieglerschmidt is adopted, we shall have an excellent
resolution in which Parliament expresses its concern
about practices which, in my view, have nothing to do
with religion.

Mr Brok (PPE). — (DA) Mr President, colleagues,
in recent weeks we have experienced a disinformation
campaign on a grand scale. We have been swamped by
a centrally directed mailing campaign on the part of
the Moon sect, which in some cases, as we have been
told by certain sources, such as pastors in the Evangel-
ical Church, involved unauthorised use of letterheads
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in order to give the impression that the Moon sect is
supported by serious-minded people. Mr Skovmand, 1
find it quite unacceptable for you to hold forth here in
such a cold way about the rights of the EC, when we
are faced with such enormous suffering on the part of
many young people and their parents.

We have here an abuse of the idealism of young peo-
ple, of minors. We see the psychological terror which
is used by these new sects, and whereas in earlier times
slaves were driven to work with iron fetters, today it is
the psychological fetters of modern slavery which are
used to make certain people in these sects richer. It
involves the economic, the social, exploitation of peo-
ple, to the destruction of their personalities. People are
forced into prostitution. We should realise that reli-
gion is only the cover which is used by a few in order
to enrich themselves. Take for example the leader of
the Bhagwan sect who has said himself that he is able
to afford a Rolls Royce for every day of the year.

For this reason we have to make the whole thing econ-
omically unattractive for these sects. They are quite
unlike the Catholic orders, Mr Eisma, and this is cru-
cial, in that they use young people as willing workers
in discotheques, factories and small businesses, give
them only pocket money, and when they no longer
have any labour value they are thrown out so that the
State has to take over responsibility for them through
the social network, through the system of social ser-
vices and benefits. We should take preventative mea-
sures so that if these sects use people for their labour
they must also provide them with social insurance for
their lifetimes. If these costs are generated certain
things will become unattractive.

If it is clearly established that the practice of religion is
merely being used as a cover for businesses, then we
must ensure that the latter are not accorded any kind
of charitable status. ’

The whole thing is a monstrous trick. We should
advise virtually every tradesman to declare himself to
be a religious leader so that he need not pay any taxes
thereafter. These sects do this and surreptitiously gain
a competitive advantage over those who go about their
business in a responsible manner. I think that it should
thus be possible to deprive these supposed religions of
much that they find attractive.

Something must also be done about the crossing of
frontiers. We have often found that the German courts
for instance are unable to get anywhere because peo-
ple avoid legal summonses simply by crossing the bor-
der, so that even the court judgments which are possi-
ble and necessary cannot be enforced. This is why
cooperation within the European Community, the
_exchange of information, is necessary, in order to
prevent evasion of judicial pursuit by the trick of
crossing the frontier.

These sects are however also a consequence of social
problems. All the things I have mentioned so far are

simply a way of concealing the symptoms. The real
origins are to be found in our society and are compa-
rable to the problems of drug-taking and juvenile
alcoholism. This is the expression of young peoples’
escape from reality, from a reality which they see as a
cold society, as a functional, soulless bureaucracy.
They complain about the cynicism of politics, they see
themselves as glass beings in a computer age in which
they can no longer find any future for themselves
because of youth unemployment.

We must once again humanise society and State. We
must make the younger generation feel that it does not
have its back to the wall. It is primarily the Churches
which are being challenged here and they should per-
haps leave more room for emotion and not just pure
intellect. This raises the question of the family, of get-
ting to know one’s neighbours, of no longer speaking
to people who live nearby, and this is where clubs have
a part to play.

In his encyclical ‘Mater et Magistra’ Pope John XXII
wrote, “The individual is the origin, the goal and the
bearer of all social life and of his freedom’. I believe
that this must once more be our political and social
task. We must make it clear that people are more
important than things. If we succeed, we shall be in a
better position to tackle the causes of the situation of
the young generation and so humanise the position for
the citizens of Europe.

(Applause)

Sir Fred Catherwood (ED). — Mr President, the
heart of this report is about groups of people who tell
lies to raise money, tell lies to get other people to join
them, isolate those in their control from family and
friends, and threaten those who oppose them. So this
report has really nothing to do with religious freedom,
because no Jew, Christian, follower of Islam, Buddhist
or member of a house church or of a charismatic
movement would want to damage religious freedom
by invoking that very hard-won right — hard-won
over the years by our ancestors — in order to protect
that kind of practice. It is ridiculous to do that.

As a Christian, I think we have to distinguish very
strongly between religious freedom and the civil mis-
behaviour of such groups. Otherwise, those many
countries that want to suppress religious freedom will
say that if religious freedom means this kind of behav-
iour, then they are against it. Therefore, contrary to
the advice we have been given that this is an attack on
religious freedom which will encourage other coun-
tries to suppress religious freedom, if we let this go
unmarked and cover it with the protection of religious
freedom, we will do enormous damage to religious
freedom in those countries that want to suppress it.

(Applause)
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Therefore, in case there is any misapprehension, the
report has to be altered so that it does not say that it is
about new religious movements. There is an amend-
ment tabled to alter the title and there is an amend-
ment tabled to make this distinction much sharper
than it is. I hope those who agree with me will go
along with those amendments.

These are appalling groups. I was once president of a
group of 500 evangelical churches. I was approached
by people to give an interview for a magazine which
they told me, when I asked them, was simply a new
magazine set up by a group of people not associated
with anyone. I found out that it was the magazine of
the Unification Church. I found that out when my
church members were given the Unification Church
magazine and told that their president had written an
article in the magazine. When I protested on television
about this, a lot of people got in touch with me. They
were very frightened people who were threatened by
endless legal harassment. They had been warned that
if they told what they knew this rich church would sue
them and pursue them through the courts. These peo-
ple no longer seemed in control of themselves and
were too terrified to conduct a rational conversation. I
had meetings with people who were trembling from
some ghastly hidden fear. I had despairing letters from
parents who had lost their children, desperate to bring
them back again from what was, in fact, slavery.

We must bring the searchlight of public opinion onto
these fraudulent groups, warn our people and enable
them to protect themselves as free citizens by the rule
of civil law.

(Applause)

Mrs Scrivener (L). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, while we are grateful to Mr Cottrell for
the immense amount of work that he has put into this
report, we would have been happier, as we said yester-
day, if it could have been studied in greater detail. We
are aware that a number of churches have been dis-
turbed at this report, probably because certain things
were perhaps not fully explained to them, and it would
have been more satisfactory, in our view, if hearings
had been held and they had been given an opportunity
to put their views. This is what I mean when I say that
we would have been happier if we had been able to
study this report in greater detail. However, things
being what they are today, we must reaffirm the
strength of our commitment — which I am sure every
single one of us shares — to religious freedom, which
is absolutely fundamental in all our democracies and
must not be eroded in any way whatsoever. This is a
matter of deep concern to us.

At the same time, though, there seems just as great a
need for us to condemn the use of physical and psy-
chological pressure by certain organizations when
recruiting members or exploiting their work. From this

point of view, I am very happy with the amendments
that have been tabled, especially the amendment con-
cerned with the title of this report, for which we shall
of course be voting, since we consider it essential to
remove all ambiguity about what we are uying do do.

As for Parliament, it wants to see national laws afford-
ing individuals protection against the activities of these
organizations strengthened and applied, and at the
same time it wants to encourage an exchange of infor-
mation at Community level.

An amendment has also been tabled along these lines,
and we shall be voting for it in the hope that it will be
supported by a majority.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, those were the
few comments which I wished to make on this subject,
which has apparently caused a stir, although this was
no doubt a mistake since there has been more misun-
derstanding in this matter than we should have wished.

Mr Vandemeulebroucke (CDI). — (NL) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, I must begin by saying that
I am pleased this report was referred back to the com-
mittee and that a number of major adjustments have
been made. Mr Bocklet has made this very clear. A
distinction must be made between religion and the ina-
lienable right to religious freedom on the one hand
and the degrading and shameful practices adopted
under the cloak of religious movements or religious
organizations on the other. Sir Fred Catherwood has
also emphasized this very strongly, and Mr Schwencke
has given numerous examples of these shameful prac-
tices.

I fully agree to the change in the title. At some time in
history every religion was after all a new religious
movement or new religious organization. They were
often unpopular or at least controversial in the eyes of
the dominant system and the religion generally prac-
tised. The original accusation that new religious
organizations or movements corrupt the youth has
been made throughout history with clockwork regu-
larity. We need only think of Socrates, Christ, the
Cathars, Francis of Assisi and so on.

And yet we must stress, Mr President, that selective
restrictions cannot be imposed on religious freedom.
Who is to draw the line between Churches and sects?
On what basis are religious organizations to be
defined? In fact, an implicit distinction is made
between sects or cults on the one hand and the Church
on the other. Sociologically, it is difficult to make a
distinction, especially since the introduction of the
term ‘denomination’. What criteria are applied? Who
is to establish them? Who is to apply them? When does
a movement start to become religious? When can it be
called new? Are all movements which have begun since
the Second World War new, or is the word ‘new’ only
applicable from now on?
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It would have been difficult to include all these
thoughts in the original report. Consequently, the
amendments tabled by Mr Beumer on behalf of the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport are really designed to tone down the
original text. I do not for a moment doubt Mr Cot-
trell’s sincerity or his desire to put an end to these
shameful practices. I feel that the nuances we have
now introduced will bring us a step closer to what was
originally intended. But I am sorry that we now have
to approve this report, because no more than a provi-
sional report has been drawn up in the Dutch Parlia-
ment, for example. I would have preferred to see a
very thorough analysis, reconciling religious freedom,
individual freedom and above all human dignity.

I would also urge that a careful study be made of the
legislation in the various countries, and I also agree
with the important nuance to which Mr Nyborg has
referred: will a vote in favour here be interpreted as a
restriction of religious freedom, and will a vote against
not be regarded as a victory for the sects? At all
events, the nuance is now far clearer than it was ori-
ginally, and I think we have come a step nearer to our
objective.

Mr Secler (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, in the flood of letters with which we have been
inundated in recent weeks we have been urged to
intervene on behalf of freedom of religion and of con-
science. In fact, we must. For good reasons this Parlia-
ment has made the protection of human rights all over
the world its task. As the voice of the peoples of
Europe we have condemned violations of human
rights, no matter where in the world they occurred, we
have tried to help and we have fought, sometimes with
success, for justice and right. Freedom of conscience is
a human right, as is the free development of personal-
ity. These human rights are daily abused and violated
by many of the so-called new religious movements,
and not only by them. The guise of a religious move-
ment frequently conceals nothing more than inten-
tional personal economic enrichment. The search,
especially by young people, for personal resources, for
a sense of community and protection from the abrasive
reality of our everyday lives, of our world, is often
shamelessly abused. Physical freedom, and often psy-
chological freedom as well, is taken away from these
people. They are separated from their families. On
occasion they are used and exploited, I might almost
say like spiritual slaves.

Here we make an urgent appeal to the Member States
of the Community and to other States in the world to
use the criminal law to put an end to this activity.

Let it be said quite clearly yet again: new and genuine
religious movements deserve our full protection. I say
this as a practising Evangelical Christian. Christianity
once started as a new religious movement more than
2000 years ago, without at that time being able to

enjoy freedom of conscience or of religion and with-
out tax privileges such as charitable status and the like.
Tolerance towards those with different beliefs and the
freedom to believe what I want to believe are one of
the great achievements of the Free World, an achieve-
ment for which humanity has had 1o make enormous
sacrifices and which cannot yet be taken for granted
by everyone in the world.

The decisive criterion which characterises genuine new
religious movements and differentiates them from
pseudo-religious groups and movements is freedom of
conscience. That includes freedom from psychological
terror, the freedom to withdraw from a group of
believers at any time and the freedom to have family,
friends and a separate personality. Where this does not
exist there can be no question of freedom of consci-
ence, on the contrary, there is a glaring violation of
human rights. For that reason, and despite certain
weaknesses in the formulation, the report of our col-
league Mr Cottrell merits our approval.

(Applause)

Mr R. Jackson (ED). — Mr President, I rise as per-
haps the solitary voice to urge the House to reject the
Coutrell resolution. My fundamental objection to it is
that, even with its amendments, the resolution and the
report lack sensitivity to the depth and complexity of
the issues which are involved, and I do not think that
the European Parliament would do itself credit by
adopting it.

Let us take, for instance, the report’s philosophy on
the fundamental question of the relationship between
religious belief and what the rapporteur calls ’the secu-
lar consequences of belief’. We should not forget that
this has been one of the central issues in human civili-
zation — certainly in European civilization — but one
finds little recognition of its difficulty and ambiguity in
the resolution, in the report or, indeed, I must say, in
the debate today.

We see that the resolution states at recital B that “full
freedom of religion and opinion is a principle in the
Member States’ and that ‘the Community institutions
therefore have no right to judge the value of either
religious beliefs in general or individual religious prac-
tices’. The report emphasizes that ‘beliefs of a religious
nature are personal and beyond the realm of interven-
tion by systems of government’. But, at the same time,
let us be clear that the whole purpose of the Coutrell
report is to subject the practice of beliefs of a religious
nature to a system of government based on’ what the
resolution refers to as ‘human and civil rights’ and the
possibility that such practices ‘may be detrimental to
the position in society of those affected’.

Mr President, to be frank, this prompts the question
— which I hope will not be thought blasphemous —
the question of what could have been more detrimen-
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tal to their position in society than Jesus® call to the
apostles to follow him on the way of the Cross. In a
sentence, I believe that the fundamental error of the
Cottrell report is that it fails to consider the relevance
of our concepts of human and civil rights to those who
feel themselves to be living in the immediate presence
and the awe and majesty of God, or who feel them-
selves to be in some sense joined or united to or pos-
sessed by the divine essence.

It is only the fact that this question has not been prop-
erly addressed which can explain, I think, the insensi-
tivity with which the report condemns, with reference
to so-called new religious movements, practices which
are central to the whole of the Christian monastic
tradition, let alone the religious traditions of other civ-
ilizations. I refer in particular to paragraphs 2.6 and
2.7 of the explanatory statement which condemn the
renunciation of possessions, the undertaking of life-
long commitments, the submission of the personal will
to an absolute external authority, and the practice of
what the report calls ‘mind dependence’ behaviour
such as lack of sleep, control of diet ... and sublima-
tion of personality’. As I read these words, drawn from
the ‘pop’ psychology of the twentieth century, it
occurs to me that the rapporteur might have benefited
from a brief reading of the Rule of St Benedict or a
sojourn in a Trappist house.

Mr President, I am as puzzled and disturbed as any-
body by the rise in our societies of these so-called new
religious movements. But I am afraid that I cannot fol-
low the rapporteur, or other speakers in this debate, in
their confidence as to the way in which we should deal
with them. These beliefs, these practices, are as alien
to me as they are to other honourable Members. But
we should always remember the possible application to
this situation of St Paul’s description of Christianity as
“foolishness to the Greeks’.

Mr President, I am an adherent of the Church of Eng-
land. As this House approaches a vote on this difficult
matter, I think it would do well to abide by the words
of that great lady who was the real founder of the
English church. Queen Elizabeth I said, “We should
not make windows into men’s souls’. We would do
well to follow that advice today.

(Applause)

Mr Jakobsen (PPE). — (DA) Mr President, in the 11
years 1 have been 2 Member of this Parliament, I can
safely say that I have not burdened Parliament with
long speeches on all kinds of things; I therefore feel
called upon all the more strongly to make a protest
and give a warning in all seriousness against what we
are doing here.

I regard this matter as an unfortunate development at
a most unfortunate time, and I will explain that more
fully. It is unfortunate that it is precisely Mr Cottrell

who has put forward the proposal. I do not think that
Mr Cottrell has said or done much in this chamber
with I have not been 100% in agreement. If all the
work Mr Cottrell has done here had been used by him
in his own country, dealing with a government which
has a full majority, it would certainly have achieved
greater results. Mr Cotutrell belongs to a group of
which I was once very happy and honoured to be a
member. That group once had a slogan, which it has
evidently now set aside: harmonization yes, but not
for the sake of harmonization. Now they are going in
for the harmonization of countries and conditions
which are vastly different.

But now to the most regrettable aspect for us Danes. I
am the chairman of a party which is alone in Denmark
in advocating greater European unity, and we shall
have the greatest difficulty in explaining that Euro-
pean union is not limited to economies and defence
and a great many other important matters. No — in
the phrase used by Mr Jackson — we are about to
‘make windows into men’s souls’. I do not know pre-
cisely what the report meant, for it does not emerge
clearly; but I know precisely how public opinion will
see it. To that extent, we shall recruit adherents of
those who are opposed to European unity. That will
be the result if Parliament adopts what we have before
us today.

It is fortunate that my party has four members in the
Danish government. We shall have to do all we can to
ensure that that government opposes any further act-
ion on this matter in the Council of Ministers.

Mr Turner (ED). — Mr President, may I first answer
Mr Robert Jackson who directed all his criticisms to
the explanatory statement of this resolution. Now, we
are not debating the explanatory statements at all. We
are debating the resolutions themselves, and I agree
that the original resolutions, and, no doubt, the report
itself, are inept in many places and unacceptable. But
they have been totally redrafted by the amendments
which have been tabled and which, I hope, will be
accepted. There is no doubt that there is a serious
international problem here concerning abuses by some
of the so-called new religions, and I have no doubt
myself that they must be dealt with by the authorities
in the EEC and the national governments in the way
called for in the amendments to the resolution.

Two of the original paragraphs are unacceptable. One
is 2A, which actually seeks to prevent baptism and
confirmation in a new church and thus would have
prevented the start up of the early Christian church
2 000 years ago.

Paragraph 5 is also far too loose. But as I say, of all
the amendments put in — and there are 26 in all — 24
of them are acceptable to me, and I believe that if the
majority were adopted the resolutions themselves
would be wholly acceptable.
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The two I do not accept are numbers 24 and 25,
which, I think, unnecessarily apply the resolutions to
the established religions. Now, I have had letters from
Sikhs and other religious groups who are worried for
their own future. There is absolutely no obstacle in the
amended resolution in the way of any open or non-
secret religious body. We have also all had letters from
the British Council of Churches, concerning the free-
dom of religious belief. Again, in the amended para-
graphs there are no obstacles to this at all and I there-
fore hope, Mr President, that the Parliament will pass
by a large majority this report as totally rewritten, as it
were, by the 24 amendments which we have before us.
It is interesting that of all the amendments tabled, 24
of them are all wholly in accord with each other and
indicate that the Parliament as a whole, having seen
the original draft, has come to a reasonable conclu-
sion, if, indeed, it accepts these amendments.

Mr Kirk (ED). — (DA) Mr President, I feel that Mr
Cottrell, as rapporteur, has taken the least line of res-
istance. If we tried to implement what Mr Cottrell is
proposing to the Council of Ministers competent in
the matter, it would in reality mean that we would be
forced to register all religious movements, and in so
doing we should be starting to meddle in what for us
Danish conservatives is a vital principle: religious free-
dom.

I cannot therefore vote for the report before us,
because I think it has very dubious implications. It is of
course easy to compose a text, pass it on to the Coun-
cil of Ministers and ask them to try to look at the
problems raised in the report. But if in reality it means
we are to set about registering religious movements
and attempt to intervene in the right of the individual
to join various religious movements, then I fear we are
heading for George Orwell’s 1984, and we as conser-
vatives are very much against that.

I think it utterly deplorable that there are movements
which abuse what we uphold, religious freedom. But
this abuse must be combated with the same means as
we combat other violations of the law. Therefore, Mr
President, we readily join in calling upon the ministers
of justice to cooperate in action to counter all forms of
criminality. But we cannot support a measure which
singles out specific religious movements, and I must
therefore vote against the report in question.

Mr Cottrell (ED), rapporteur.— Mr President, first of
all I should like to thank the Members of this House
for a debate which, I think, has been conducted at a
very high level of interest, intelligence and participa-
tion and I think it is perhaps one of the most difficult
subjects which we have ever had to analyse together. I
thought that the contributions, without exception,
were quite outstanding.

What I would say to those Members who still retain
some doubts, and particularly to my colleague, Robert

Jackson, is that we are not — and I repeat this again
— analysing or attempting in the House o set our-
selves up as the thought police, which you will remem-
ber were a central element of George Orwell’s 1984.
We are not attempting to set up a thought police to
look into people’s minds and to control what they
believe. But we are faced with a social crisis of horren-
dous proportions which is increasing. One simply can-
not ignore the long chapter of human misery which
leads not ony to degradation but to death. I have to
remind you that this is not an exaggeration. In the
South American jungles 900 people, men, women and
children, once committed suicide together, at the
whim of a self-appointed guru. Now we would be
doing much for the people of Europe if we prevented
that ever happening here. We talk much in this House
about issues of human rights and as I said briefly yes- |
terday, this is human rights. It is the human rights of
our own people in this Community who have a right
to look to this Parliament as the European forum lay-
ing down the guidelines by which decency and democ-
racy can be conducted in the future.

(Applause)

Mr Pisani, Member of the Commission. — (FR) While
I have followed this debate with very great interest, I
have equally great misgivings about stating a view on a
matter which falls outside the Commission’s compet-
ence.

It is clear that this debate has not been about religion
or faith. Our Assemblies do themselves credit by not
debating those subjects. Nor has it been about reli-
gious freedom. Our countries do themselves credit by
safeguarding that freedom through their laws.

This debate has been about the acceptability of certain
practices engaged in, exalted, by various groups in the
name of religion.

The Commission’s feeling is that national legislation is
the proper means for dealing with these practices,
whether they infringe individual freedom or are used
by these associations for the purpose of obtaining
power or money.

As soon as the problem is seen in these terms, there is
nothing for it but to stress that competence for these
matters lies at national level. The Commission will
accordingly give all the support that it can to the
amendments urging the Member States — not the
Commission — to consult on this. If it is invited to
give support for one or other aspect of the study, it
will do so, but it reaffirms that a topic of such import-
ance is outside its own sphere of competence.

(Applause)

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

6. EEC-Namibia

President. — The next item is the report (Doc. 1-67/
84) by Mr Enright, on behalf of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation, on relations between
the EEC and Namibia.

Mr Enright (S), rapporteur. — Mr President, may I
begin by thanking most sincerely the Commission and
Commissioner Pisani in particular for the superb
cooperation I have had in preparing this report. In the
way of assistance nothing was too much trouble for
them and Mr Scott on the Commission staff was espe-
cially helpful. Secondly, I would like to thank, albeit in
their absence, the Council and particularly the presi-
dency. For various reasons going to South Africa was
a very difficult task to undertake. Therefore, it was
important that it be done under the umbrella of the
European Community. The French Presidency was
particularly helpful in South Africa and in Namibia
and I would like to place that on record too.

Finally, I should like to thank the committee itself for
the extreme patience that they showed towards me
throughout the compilation of this report. As a result,
we were able to adopt the report unanimously with
both of us giving a little here and there. I think the
result is quite satisfactory and with the Enright
amendments which are made at the suggestion of the
committee and on behalf of the committee I think the
report should be adopted.

I would like to put certain things in a proper frame-
work. First of all, it is quite clear that the Foreign
Ministers meeting in political cooperation and all the
member governments bilaterally assent to the follow-
ing principles. First of all, that no aid should go to
Namibia directly through the current administration
which it considers to be illegal. Secondly, that there
should be no linkage of any sort. I emphasize this in
view of some of the amendments that have been put
down and I would appeal to the proposers of those
amendments to withdraw them.

I should like to say something about apartheid in
Namibia itself because I was particularly asked by the
committee, and hence by this House, to examine what
the precise situation was since it is said that apartheid
no longer operates in Namibia. Now it is quite true
that at national level those laws have been repealed
which would apparently suggest apartheid. But in fact
at the second tier level of administration apartheid
exists very rigorously indeed right down to each and
every tribe so that, for example, the library in Wind-
hoek itself which used to be multi-racial under the old
laws is now for whites only and the education system,
the hospital system and the social services system are

equally divided. It is true — I saw it with my own eyes
and I talked to the white Namibians about it as well as
to the black Namibians.

What this means in effect is not only that apartheid
exists, but that there is going to be a considerable
problem of administration when independence does
come because it is a very inefficient way, practically, of
administering education in particular. To a large
extent this accounts for the amazing illiteracy rate that
exists among the blacks and also for the tremendous
disproportion between the literate whites as opposed
to the literate blacks. That is something which is
admitted by the white civil service itself. They certainly
did so in talks with us and they would very much pre-
fer to see education administered at a national level.
Such changes when independence comes are going to
be very costly to put into effect. They are going to be
very costly not because all white South African civil
servants will be leaving when independence comes —
it struck me that that was going to be very far from the
case. Indeed, some white civil servants — and at their
behest I changed part of the recommendation —
affirm that they would very much like to stay on, be it
under a government by the South West African Peo-
ple’s Organization or any other body. They did not
mind, they were merely hoping for the democratic
process to take place very soon.

Finally, the questions of SADCC and Lomé are men-
tioned specifically in the report because this report is
about development issues, it is not about solely politi-
cal issues though all development issues must include a
consideration of the politics of the place. It is certainly
very important indeed that at the time of indepen-
dence there should be a link up with SADCC. This
point was made to us not only by the South West Afri-
can People’s Organization and the internal parties
whom we met but also by the South African de facto
administration and that, indeed, I found interesting. It
is quite clear that all the parties will want to accede to
Lomé and so in particular we have asked the Commis-
sion if they will prepare a report to ensure the smooth
transition to independence and to membership of the
Lomé Convention.

(Applause)

Mr Vergeer (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, the EPP
Group believes the European Community has obliga-
tions to the people of Namibia, soon to be the ‘state of
Namibia’. I should like to elaborate on this in two
ways.

Firstly, we must abide by our position of principle, in
other words, press for Namibia’a independence and so
for the termination of its occupation, which will mean
the elimination of apartheid from the country. It is this
that is preventing the European Economic Community
from having official relations with Namibia.
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At.the same time, Mr President, we must realize that
the people of Namibia, black and white, have been
hard hit by the armed conflict, the continuing drought
and political uncertainty, which have resulted in the
country ‘drying up’ completely in economic terms.
The people of Namibia need our help now.

The motion for a resolution reflects these two ideas,
and we therefore largely agree with it, although we
have tabled amendments to specific sections. I should
like to thank the rapporteur, Mr Enright, most sin-
cerely for the work he has done and for his willingness
to seek some kind of consensus.

The South African Government seems increasingly
cooperative in its attitude towards Namibia’s indepen-
dence. How is this independence to be achieved? The
Security Council has indicated one way in its Resolu-
tion 435. The Western Contact Group has rightly
done everything it can to implement this resolution.
Let us hope that its efforts will soon be successful.

Mr President, the motion for a resolution refers to
independence in 1984. We feel that this goal must not
be allowed to conceal the fact that sound and tho-
rough preparations need to be made. The rebuilding
of existing political and administrative structures and
the organization of elections at national level will after
all take some time. It will be time well spent. If ade-
quate preparations are not made, independent Nami-
bia may well face major internal problems, with all the
external consequences that would entail. The Euro-

pean Community and its Member States might also .

offer other than financial services during this prepara-
tory period.

Mr President, the Community as such cannot and
must not establish formal and official relations with
Namibia before it becomes independent. But we feel
there are opportunities even now, before Namibia
achieves formal independence, to offer the people help
and support. My group very much wants these oppor-
tunities to be seized. We have taken initiatives on sev-
eral occasions to this end, and Parliament has also
adopted a resolution on this. We are pleased that the
motion for a resolution now makes practical proposals
along the same lines. They focus on training projects.
The aid the Community grants can be channelled
through the NGOs by joint financing means. We are
much in favour of this. I should also like to emphasize
the role played by the Churches in this. Mr President,
is the Commission prepared in principle to react posi-
tively to this proposal? My group would be very disap-
pointed if the answer was in the negative.

My group believes — without departing from its posi-
tion of principle on pre-independent Namibia — that
the European Community could offer investors some
kind of guarantee if they help to create jobs for the
black population. In addition to a guarantee of this
kind, thought might also be given to a code of conduct
like the code on investments in the Republic of South

Africa. It must be possible for a system of this type
ultimately to be incorporated in a more general system
of promoting and protecting investments within the
ACP-EEC framework.

Mr President, the repatriation and rehabilitation of
refugees and displaced persons will require a consider-
able effort before and after independence. The Com-
munity is already financially involved through the
humanitarian aid programme of the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees. I hope the Com-
mission will take up the rapporteur’s suggestion and
submit proposals for the financing of projects under
item 936 of the budget to enable refugees to fend for
themselves again. This is a chance to translate Mr
Dury’s report into action.

The next ACP-EEC Convention must be open to the
state of Namibia. I hope the present negotiators are
now looking into ways of complying with a request for
accession as quickly as possible. In the meantime we
call for Namibia to be treated as a partner under the
Lomé Convention as soon as possible. Aid can then be
channelled through the instruments for which the
Convention provides, and they must therefore be used
with this in mind.

Mr President, let us as a Parliament show that the
Namibian people can count on Europe as they head
for independence: on the one hand, by adopting a
resolute position with a view to their achieving
independence quickly and by peaceful means; on the
other, by granting practical aid even now. And, last
but not least, let us draw up a new Lomé Convention
that will be a sign of hope for the new Namibia.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR VANDEWIELE
Vice-President

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, we would congra-
tulate Mr Enright on the report that he has prepared
and thank him for having gone to considerable trouble
to obtain support, including that of other groups, in
the course of preparing it. We find it a balanced and
constructive report and its contents to be a matter with
which we are in substantial, although not quite total,
agreement. At all events we hope the report will go
through. We think it is important that this Parliament
should speak about this matter, and we are pleased to
compliment Mr Enright on what he has done.

It is important that Europe should be seen to be saying
something about the question of Namibia. It would be
wrong in the context of world politics if the solution
of the Namibian problem, if Namibia’s acquisition of
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independence, which we all want, were thought to be
wholly a matter that the United States had brought
about and that Europe was not interested. We are
interested, and we hope that the Community auth-
orities will take whatever steps are appropriate to
speed up the achievement of independence for Nami-

bia.

We note the progress that has been taking place in
recent times as regards Namibia itself and as regards
the situation in Southern Africa generally. I, too, have
visited Namibia relatively recently. There is a great
development of change there. There is, I believe, an
acceptance by South Africa that Namibia should be
independent. Bringing this about is merely a matter of
time, and I hope it is brought about without being
mixed up with other issues which are, frankly, irrele-
vant to the situation in that country.

I think that we, in Europe, should pay greater regard
to the changes of policy going on in South Africa.
Through a mixture of the carrot and the stick, through
a mixture of criticism and constructive support, the
ending of apartheid and the bringing about of peace
with prosperity for all people in that part of the world
have, I believe, been brought a little closer to us. I
think we should support these developments. We
should continue to maintain our view about apartheid
but where progress is being made — and I think pro-
gress is being made in the Namibian question — we
should congratulate all those concerned.

Mr President, I wanted to say a word about SWAPO.
It is past time that the West realized that SWAPO is
not the only voice of the people in Namibia. There are
many voices there, and SWAPO is beginning to look
like something of the past. The SWAPO people I have
met in neighbouring countries rather talk in past
terms. They are not, I believe, fully in touch with the
thoughts and aspirations of the people who now live in
Namibia. I think that we have to be prepared to deal
with all of the population there. I sincerely hope that
the military forces under SWAPO command accept
the new situation, the new deals that have been done
in Southern Africa, and do not upset the new peace
which is in the process of being achieved. I believe we
are on the way to peace, on the way to freedom and
on the way to an independent Namibia, and I am
_ happy that that is the case.

Mr President, I should like to conclude with one or
two remarks about the attempts made to have this item
put off the agenda. I thought it was shabby that the
Political Affairs Committee should try to remove this
item from the agenda simply because it had not been
able to produce a report — the report which it was
asked to produce. I think it is a bad way for this Par-
liament to come to an end with that sort of trickery
going on. I have to say, Mr President, that I hear
repeatedly a stand of thought which says that only
people from the Federal Republic of Germany should
pronounce on the question of Namibia. We, whether

we are Belgian, or French, or British, or anything else,
have an equal right. The idea that this is some back-
yard in which only one Member State can operate is
one that I wholeheartedly reject.

Our group is happy to support the main lines of Mr
Enright’s report.

(Applaus from the European Democratic Group)

Mr Haagerup (L). — Mr President, I should like to
take up the point raised by Mr Pearce. On behalf of
the Political Affairs Committee, I should like to
explain that it was not that the Political Affairs Com-
mittee did not like Mr Enright’s report. There was a
feeling in the Political Affairs Committee that the
latest political developments had not been included,
and that it was inappropriate that we should not be
able to address those latest political developments. In
fact, there was a vote — which resulted in a small
majority — taken on the basis of attendance of less
than 50% of the members. I do not think we should
make too big an issue out of this.

Having said that, and returning to my role as spokes-
man for my group, I wish to congratulate Mr Enright
on his report. I shall take the liberty of reminding him
and also Members of the House that the Liberal
Group took the initiative some years ago of going to
Angola and other frontline States in order to look into
the possibilities of bringing about a development that
could promote the independence of Namibia. I was a
member of a two-man team from my group, the other
being Mr Irmer who is our spokesman on African
affairs but who could not be present here today. Our
conclusions were very much in line with those con-
tained in Mr Enright’s report.

There is only one point on which I would take issue
with Mr Enright, and that is when he says that this is
purely a development report and not a political report.
As the political spokesman for my group, I do not see
how it is possible to draw a sharp line of demarcation
between development policies and political strategies.
My group is in broad agreement with the political
conclusions drawn by Mr Enright.

Therefore, I wish to offer Mr Enright our congratula-
tions and express our support for the conclusions he
has drawn. We will support his report and we will vote
for it. May I end by saying that I have heard rumours
— which I hope are unfounded - that Mr Enright’s
achievement in this Parliament as a very active Mem-
ber in the field of development has not been suffi-
ciently appreciated at home. I cannot believe that these
rumours are true. Though I belong to a different
group and do not always agree with Mr Enright’s
views, I wish to say that we are great admirers of his
work in this particular field.

(Applause)
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Mrs Ewing (DEP). — Mr President, first of all I must
say that on this occasion I am not speaking for my
group, which may not share my views. I am speaking
for myself.

I wish to thank Mr Enright for all the work he has
done, and to say how glad I am that this was not post-
poned again. I speak as a member of the Consultative
Assembly of the Lomé Convention and I would feel
very ashamed to face my friends again had we post-
poned this for a second time. The eyes of our 63 Lomé
partners in the Third World are on us, and it is good
that we are debatting this report. I hope it will be
adopted. I think it is fair, thorough, and seems to have
the support of most of the groups.

I hope that Mr Enright’s timetable of the events which
we hope will lead to independence is correct and that
the recent events — which I think Mr Enright did
cover — are not going to be some kind of false dawn.
If I might make one small point here, it is my view, as
a member of the delegation that visited Angola and
other frontline states, that the recent moves by South
Africa are not in any sense signs of South African
weakness but, on the contrary, signs of enormously
increased South African economic strength.

However, let us welcome what is happening and hope
that the timetable mentioned in the explanatory state-
ment will come about. Of all the things that unite the
Lomé Convention, the solidarity on the question of
Namibia remains central. Anyone attending Lomé
Convention meetings will immediately realize that. We
have almost been put on probation by our Lomé
friends. They say to us that fine words are not enough,
that they will judge us by our actions. If our airports
are sending planes full of people to do business with
South Africa every day of the week, they have to bal-
ance that against our condemnation of South Africa
and so on. That is why it is very important that this
report be adopted today. It will show that we do care.

For myself, I will end by saying that I hope that those
observers who came from Angola and expressed the
total determination of those people who have fought
for their independence for so long, will soon be sitting
as a full delegation with the rest of us.

Mr d’Ormesson (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, this
report comes at an inappropriate moment, and I find it
surprising that the Committee on Development and
Cooperation and its chairman should not have seen fit
to agree to the request from the Political Affairs Com-
mittee, supported by the votes of a substantial majority
of its mémbers, asking for this report to be submitted
to it for its opinion before being debated in plenary.

If I may say so to the chairman of this committee, one
can be in command of events only if one is in com-
mand of oneself. His direct intervention in this matter
to prevent reference to the Political Affairs Committee

certainly throws light on his attitude to an issue of the
highest political importance, in which what is at stake
is the difference between Namibia’s accession to
independence or its subjection to totalitarianism. If, as
I want to believe, the chairman of this committee and
the rapporteur himself share my hope to see Namibia
accede to true independence, 1 should like to make
three points.

First, if there is one absolute rule in politics, it is this:
never make uncalled-for interventions when negotia-
tions on peace and liberty are in progress at the high-
est level. This report is biased when it claims that
apartheid subsists in Namibia, whereas it has been
abolished-there and, although some after-effects still
unfortunately remain, it would have been appropriate
at the very least to acknowledge the efforts made to
abolish it.

Secondly, it omits the key fact that the 27 members of
the multipartite conference representing Namibia’s
internal political parties are henceforward taking part,
on a footing of equal rights and obligations, in the
negotiations for Namibia’s accession to independence,
the first conference on which was held from 11 to
14 May in Lusaka under the joint chairmanship of
President Kenneth Kaunda and Mr Van Nierkerk,
Administrator General of Namibia. This means that,
after six years of courageous and persevering efforts,
the policy of Namibia’s internal leaders, which has
been supported by Pretoria, has led to recognition of
their right to represent the Namibian people, a recog-
nition which the United Nations Council on Namibia,
in its culpable complacency, has hitherto granted only
to SWAPO, whose troops are trained, advised and
armed by the USSR.

What is more, the Heads of State of Gabon, Togo, the
Ivory Coast and Senegal have each in turn officially
received the 27 representatives of Namibia’s internal
parties.

Finally, this report makes no mention of the fact that
these representatives have adopted a declaration of
fundamental rights which is directly inspired by our
human rights, a declaration such as no African parlia-
ment has yet adopted. What is SWAPO waiting for,
Mr Rapporteur, before it in turn adopts this resolu-
tion?

Because it is incomplete and biased and does nothing
to advance the cause of peace, it will unfortunately be
impossible for me, Mr Rapporteur, to vote for your
report.

Mr Luster (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, a word of

appreciation for the rapporteur. It can be seen from his
report how hard he has tried to be objective. The thing
that we wish for Namibia is its independence. What
we do not want for Namibia is false independence. We
do not want dependence on South Africa to be
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exchanged for dependence vis-d-vis Angola, Cuba or
the Soviet Union. We do not want nine tribes to
exchange their present dependence for dependence on
the Ovambos. That is why caution is advised in the
interests of the people. We welcome the movement
which has been brought about in no small measure by
the intervention of the Zambian president Mr Kaunda
in the process of Namibian independence.

In this context, and this is a word of criticism, the rap-
porteur speaks of the so-called multi-party conference.
It would be even better if that were not in the text as
you do not speak of the so-called SWAPO. We have
contacts on both sides and I value the contacts on the
side of the Multi-party conference higher, because
they are trying to achieve independence without the
use of force. I wonder who is the greater obstacle to
independence at the moment, South Africa or
SWAPO. I suspect that since SWAPO allowed the
Lusaka Conference to fall apart it is they who are the
obstacle.

What pleases me about your report is that you say
with us that help is needed now. I say with Berthold
Brecht, ‘Food first and then the moral’. Independence
is fine and desirable but there is no need for people o
go hungry over it — therefore humanitarian aid at
once!

Mr Pisani, Member of the Commission. — (FR) The
European Economic Community and its Member
States have been engaged for a long time in positive
action aimed at Namibia’s accession to independence,
notably in the context of the deliberations of the
United Nations.

The report presented by Mr Enright on behalf of the
Committee on Development and Cooperation is con-
sistent with this approach and very useful in this res-
pect.

Mr Enright puts his suggestions under three headings,
and I should like to take these in turn, clarifying a few
points as necessary. In paragraphs 1 to 10 he deals
with the international status of Namibia and imple-
mentation of the United Nations plan. The Commis-
sion welcomes the recommendations made here, in
paragraphs 4 and 5 in particular, inviting the Com-
munity to declare its readiness to help to meet the con-
siderable needs of the United Nations Transitional
Assistance Group, especially in regard to the efficient
conduct of elections. In this context, the Commission
is giving the closest attention to the question of repa-
triation and resettlement of refugees returning to
Namibia during the transitional phase leading up to
elections.

In his second group of recommendations the rappor-
teur refers more specifically to relations between the
European Economic Community and Namibia, deal-
ing in the first place with the framework necessary for

the granting of aid prior to Namibian independence. It
is the view of the Commission and the Member States
in this connection that, for as long as the present situa-
tion prevails, direct governmental development aid to
Namibia is incompatible with international law and in
breach of the United Nations framework.

Our relations are State-to-State relations, so that it is
impossible for us to enter into relations with Namibia
on our customary basis until such time as it exists as a
State. However, having consulted the relevant United
Nations bodies, the Commission is looking at ways
and means of granting humanitarian aid to Namibia,
through co-financing with the European non-govern-
mental organizations which are working with the
Namibian Council of Churches and independent
groups active in the fields of education, training and
community development.

As regards aid to Namibian refugees — this is still
prior to independence — the Commission broadly
endorses paragraphs 21 and 22 and recognizes the
need to encourage refugee communities to have confi-
dence in themselves. It will be investigating ways in
which budgetary line 936 can be used to provide funds
to support specific programmes in this field. Under its
programme of cooperation with non-associated devel-
oping countries, the Commission is already providing
grants for a number of Namibians to enable them to
continue their vocational training in Europe, and it
will examine the scope for extending this programme.

Finally, Mr Enright’s text contains a section on the
relations set up or to be set up between the Com-
munity and an independent Namibia. In this connec-
tion, the Commission is naturally of the view that the
Community — in concert with its ACP partners, how-
ever — must envisage the prospect of political and
economic relations with an independent Namibia in
the context of the next EEC-ACP Convention. How-
ever, while it is right that this Convention should make
specific provision for the eventuality of accession by
an independent Namibia, the initiative for this should
come as much from the ACP countries. as from the
Community. But the Commission has made known
that it, for its part, would be favourably disposed
towards such an initiative. Obviously, though, any
final decision on accession to the Lomé Convention
would depend on the existence in Namibia of an inde-
pendent government and the submission by that
government itself of an application to accede to the
Convention. The Commission for its part is preparing
itself for this eventuality, studying economic and social
conditions in Namibia so that it will be in a position to
act without delay, just as it did when Zimbabwe itself
acceded to independence, with the Community fol-
lowing up with appropriate commitments.

In this context, the Commission fully appreciates the
vital economic importance of Walvis Bay to the
SADCC countries and to trade flows between the
Community and Namibia, as emphasized by the
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Security Council in Resolution 432. The importance
of SADCC and consultations on Namibia with the
international community is recognized by the Com-
mission, which has every intention of continuing to
develop its relations with southern Africa as a whole,
including Namibia.

The economic and social priorities in future relations
between the Community and independent Namibia
have been defined prudently, notably in para-
graphs 32, 33, 34 and 35 of the motion for a resolution
contained in this report, and in this context the Com-
mission intends to set up preparatory studies in order
to determine the priority areas, as I was just saying.

I repeat, however, that the context in which these stu-
dies are to be conducted will be that of southern
Africa as a whole, in view of the obvious facts of
economic interdependence.

You will forgive me for not commenting on the debate
that we have heard in the Chamber. With negotiations
in progress, it would be extremely dangerous for an
institution like the Commission of the European Com-
munities to express any view. However, it proposes to
lose no opportunity to encourage a process which the
Community supports and has consistently helped to
advance.

Mr Enright (S), rapporteur. — 1 do not specifically
wish, Mr President, to reply to Mr Pisani, for I am
most grateful to him for his comments, which I found
helpful and encouraging, and I am sure that the Com-
munity will play a dynamic and very important role in
the process of bringing Namibia to her independence.

I should like to reply to a few of the points that were
made. First of all, to that of Mr Vergeer, and this
really follows upon Mr Pisani’s last remark about
independence and its timing in 1984. The actual date
of independence is not for us to determine, and there-
fore the reason why that date is in is merely that it is in
the appropriate. United Nations resolution. I think it
should be left there for the parties to the present dis-
cussions to discuss thoroughly and absolutely.

Concern has been expressed that there might be inade-
quate preparation for independence, and I understand
these concerns. On the other hand, I think one must
also understand the concern of Namibians — black
and white, I underline that — that they have been
waiting eagerly for independence since 1918 — cer-
tainly since the Commission investigated the question
in 1964: that was 20 years ago, and still nothing has
happened. So I think they would feel a little cynical
about having inadequate time in which to prepare
themselves.

Aid to non-governmental organizations, clearly is
going well. Equally clearly, however, they could do
with considerably more assistance — that is to say, the

Namibia Council of Churches in particular at this
moment — and especially. I think, they could do with
assistance in setting up a bureaucracy. I am not
ashamed to say that. Bureaucracies can help in the
efficient administration of aid. Without an efficient
bureaucracy you do not get aid distributed efficiently.
I think that is one aspect which I would ask the Com-
mission to consider.

Investment guarantees, of course, are quite out of the
question at the moment, because none of the member
governments is prepared to give according to the
United Nations resolution any investment guarantees.
On the other hand, once independence does come it
would clearly be very useful to assist Namibia by giv-
ing investment guarantees, and I would accept that.

On the question of a code of conduct, I am somewhat
cynical about codes of conduct throughout the world,
not just in the case of large firms in South Africa, but
with regard to drugs, baby-food substitutes and so on.
We have seen regularly that they are not kept to. The
best evidence that one can see is that this or that firm
is now behaving very well indeed. I had the opportun-
ity to see the uranium mine, and I am bound to say
that as far as I could see, the Rossing company are
first class employers. Indeed, the mining conditions
there are considerably better than mining conditions in
Kent or in West Yorkshire, where I have seen the
mines working.

On the accession to Lomé, I accept completely what
Commissioner Pisani said about the legal difficulties at
the moment of including it, and I hope that the word-
ing, as we have it at the moment, encourages the
Community to take a positive attitude towards Lomé
without offending against any legal susceptibilities.

I thank Mr Pearce for his comments. He did say that
SWAPO was not the only voice. That I accept and,
indeed, we talked to some of the internal parties. But it
is equally clear that the South West African People’s
Organization has the very strong backing now of a
considerable part of the internal parties, including
those who previously belonged to the multi-party
Conference. Roughly half of SWANU, for example,
has clearly thrown its weight behind SWAPO in the
current negotiations. I think it is important to recog-
nize the very constructive part that Nora James is
playing. I found, within the internal parties, including
even Dirk Mudge who is a somewhat suspicious,
though very entertaining and attractive character, that
there is a relaxed acceptance of the possibility of
SWAPO rule. There is no awesome fear which I had
expected before I went there and which weuld, per-
haps, have been natural.

I thank Mr Haagerup for his very kind words and I
totally accept what he says about politics and develop-
men. Mrs Ewing made some very helpful comments,
in particular about the timetable and I hope she
accepts what I said about it, that it is a2 matter for the
negotiating parties to discuss and agree on.
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Although. I personally cannot recommend as rappor-
teur, Mr Luster’s, remarks about Kenneth Kaunda, I
personally accept that.one amendment of his which
talks about the helpful role that KK has played and is
playing. Of course, the current conference is also very

helpful.

If T could turn now to Mr d’Ormesson who com-
plained, first of all, about the lack of consultation of
the Political Affairs Committee. In fact it was con-
sulted way back in October, and that is very clearly
stated. He talks about there being no apartheid. That
is simply untrue. He does not even have to move out
of Windhoek to see it in operation. You can go to two
hospitals there and see it in operation. You can go to a
training college there, which is about to close down,
and see it in operation. It simply is ingrained in the
second-tier government system. It is there, whether we
like it or not. I accept that the pass-laws have been
removed, but this is of no great help.

Finally, on the question of the South West African
People’s Organization, because I did have extra speak-
ing time, I would just like to say this. They struck me
very forcibly as men of the Lutheran faith. That is very
clearly what motivates them in very many ways. To
suggest that they are dominated by Soviet Russia, or
indeed, that the Council of Churches is, is a simple
nonsense and to claim that is to push them into the
arms of people that we do not want them to consort
with. I think it therefore quite. wicked to suggest that
they will naturally be ‘red-dominated’. I do not believe
it. I believe that their commitment is a Christian one,
and I hope that this House will guard their Christian
commitment.

(Applause)

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

7. EEC-Malta

President. — The next item is the report (Doc. 1-59/
84) by Mrs Baduel Glorioso, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on External Economic Relations, on economic
and trade relations between the EEC and Malta.

Mrs Baduel Glorioso (COM), rapporteur. — (I7) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, I think that this is the
first time in the last five years that we are discussing
economic and trading relations and the financial pro-
tocal with Malta, which is an important Mediterra-
nean island — not only for Italy, because it is very
close to our coasts, but also because its strategic posi-
tion, its geopolitical situation, which enables it to sup-
ply the Mediterranean fleets, places it in a very much

stronger negotiating position than does its actual
economic and financial status.

In its emancipatory stage the island found itself in a
difficult economic situation, but it has succeeded in
regaining — somewhat courageously and progres-
sively — an economic position that is interesting. This
interesting economic position is strictly bound up with
Europe: just consider that over 72% of Maltese
exports go to the Community, and 73% of its imports
come from the Community. Therefore Malta’s option
— economically speaking — has always been the rela-
tionship with Europe: not always an easy relationship
— and I am not speaking about friendliness. I mean,
quite simply, not easy, because of mutual mistrust.

I do not know whether the fact that the new Labour
government decided immediately in 1971 on a position
of neutrality and non-alignment — which our coun-
tries support, particularly Italy, who is a guarantor —
may have upset, rather than helped, our relations.
Upset them, perhaps, because we should have pre-
ferred another choice; helped them, perhaps, because
we feared a third alternative. The fact remains that
there has been a lack of understanding that has contin-
ued to spread and grow, at the same time as trading
relations have intensified very greatly, so that Malta’s
demands have sometimes increased beyond the capa-
city of the Community to cope with them. The Com-
mission therefore asks Parliament today to help — and
we can do this through this resolution — to place
trading relations on a contractual footing. The first
trade protocol, which came into force in 1978, was
only renewed in its first stage — without ever passing
on to the second stage — for six months at a time
almost automatically, until the present paradoxical
situation has been reached in which the Community,
independently and unilaterally, decides what action to
take and what concessions to make in relation to
Malta’s requests. This also places the Community in a
somewhat uncomfortable position because, obviously,
the trading agreement between the EEC and Malta
must be negotiated in order to give the contracting
parties greater security.

And then with regard to the financial protocol the
story is even more interesting, because the first finan-
cial protocol of 1978 — which expired on 31 October
1983 — contained conditions that were quite favoura-
ble to Malta — namely, 26 million units of account,
which was proportional to what was agreed with the
other Mediterranean countries in the financial proto-
cols concluded with them. The first financial protocol
with Malta provided for the allocation of 26 million
ECU, 16 million being in the form of EIB loans, 5 mil-
lion in the form of special loans, and 5 million in the
form of grants or interest rebates. But of these 26 mil-
lion, Malta was able to use only 13 million, for the
reconstruction and modernization of the Port of Val-
letta. There was a very simple reason for this, of which
the Community was aware: namely, the existence of a
Maltese law forbidding the government to accept
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international loans with rates of interest higher than
3%. I think this is a law motivated by the determina-
tion to remain independent — financially as well —
vis-a-vis other countries, in view of the fact that very
generous loans are available because of the strategic
situation of Malta, not for any other reason regarding
its wealth above or below ground.

This law — which is an internal law that we cannot
interfere with, though we might possibly speed up its
modification - means that the special EEC loans can
be used, and the aid which has not to be repaid and
which is called ‘gifts’ are used, to pay the difference
between the interest on the real loans from the EIB —
10-11% — and the 3% that Malta is allowed to pay.

To give an example — a trifle boring, perhaps, — but
it is like offering someone a fine cake, in the know-
ledge that they can only pay for one slice. Isn’t it per-
haps better to offer them one slice of cake on a plate,
without all this grandness that is so typically European
— offering the cake and knowing that the other per-
son can only eat one slice of it, because he has not the
money to pay for the entire cake. And something of
the sort is happening in the case of Cyprus.

The new financial protocol, which has already been
approved by the Council of Ministers, has ignored the
proposals of the Commission, which was in favour of
establishing better relations with Malta and having
loyal, trusting negotiations, instead of this continuous
mistrust and, indeed, reciprocal spitefulness. The
Commission proposed a loan of 35 million units of
account, plus a special subsidy of 10 million, to put
right the past and help the future.

The Council of Ministers — or at least, some of the
Member States — did not see fit to grant these facili-
ties to Malta, and decided to reduce the loan to
28 million units of account, as well as cancelling the
subsidy of 10 million ECU.

At this point a kind of cold war, a cold war in minia-
ture, or rather an atmosphere of incomprehension, set
in. And that is what this resolution seeks to put right,
without proposing any conclusion, except that nego-
tiations should be reopened on the basis of the Com-
mission’s old proposal. It is therefore a proposal for
pre-negotiations, not one supporting the Council’s
proposal, nor one urging Malta to accept the Commis-
sion’s proposal. It simply asks both contracting parties
to sit down together round a table and start discus-
sions on this basis — that is, on the basis of the Com-
mission’s 1982 proposals.

Mr Rieger (S). — (DE) Mr President, on behalf of
the Socialist Group I should like to give our approval
to the Report on relations between the EC and Malta
which Mrs Baduel Glorioso has tabled on behalf of the
Committee on External Economic Relations. We con-
gratulate the rapporteur on the. strenuousness with

which she has advocated an improvement in relations
with Malta. The Socialist Group considers it important
that these relations should be as close and as good as
possible and we think that, particularly in view of the
overall political and "economic importance which
Malta has in the Mediterranean area, it is in the Com-
munity’s own interest to keep them so. I should like to
emphasize that we expressly support Malta’s role as a
neutral, independent and balancing factor in this
region.

The rapporteur went into this in detail and I too
should like to point out that the relationship did not
develop in the way that both sides had hoped. The
1970 Agreement of Association provides for the pro-
gressive abolition of barriers to trade in two stages. Up
till now we have not got as far as agreement on the
transition to the second stage. We hope and call upon
the Maltese Government to declare its readiness to
examine whether in future there might be more
favourable conditions for the start of negotiations.

We support the rapporteur in her hope that negotia-
tions on a new financial protocol be started as quickly
as possible. In addition to what has been said in the
Report I have tabled an amendment taking up the
Commission’s proposal of reinstatement of the aid for
1984, as well as the review of the total figure along the
lines of the Commission’s proposal. It is our opinion
that this gesture by the European Community will
create a basis for improving relations and we hope that
the impulse towards improvement will be transmitted
to the Council through this Report and through
today’s debate. This is all the more important as we
naturally see the shape of relations with Malta in the
context of the overall picture of the EC in the Medi-
terranean and, therefore, of the accession of Span and
Portugal as well.

Our aim is to help Malta in our own interest and the
prime aim of the Community for the future should be
to establish the best cooperation possible.

Mrs Lenz (PPE). — (DE) Mr President! Let me say
on behalf of my Group that by and large we are in
agreement with the section of this report which deals
with trade policy. Relations between the Community
and Malta have been depicted in a somewhat one-
sided way, first by the rapporteur and then — quite
understandably — by the Socialist Group. It is pre-
cisely when reference is made to the strategic import-
ance of the island and to the importance of the trade
policy of the European Community to Malta, that one
realizes that relations between the European Com-
munity and Malta require a climate of mutual trust
and that the blame should not simply be laid at the
door of the EC. Nevertheless Malta did at one time
consider an association and in the meantime has prac-
tically gone over from the prolongation of such an
association — at least with some hesitation — to other
negotiations.
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It is in this framework that the doubts of our Group
should be seen. Because of the importance of its stra-
tegic position the form of Malta’s overall policies is
also important. These policies which are so delicately
described as ‘rather disturbed relations’ are naturally
causing us serious concern at present. Even if we here
advocate the general principle that trade agreements
should not be tied to political clauses, and even though
it has already been said this morning in a different
context that no conditions should be attached to cer-
tain measures of aid, we should like to point out that
in the case of Malta, which is linked to us in a political
relationship in so many ways, dangers do exist. The
amendment proposed by our colleagues in the Group,
Mr van Aerssen and Mr Zarges, tries to include these
doubts at least in the formulation. We introduced the
amendment so that it does not look as though Malta
lies in some remote place with which the only relations
which exist are economic ones and do not include the
political relations whose present form is so unsatisfac-
tory to us.

Mr Spencer (ED). — I think I can be brief. My group
will support the van Aerssen amendment underlining
the importance of democratic constitutional principles.
We will also support the Baduel Glorioso report-as it
stands at the moment but not the amendments to it,
and we shall do so not because of the geopolitical
importance of the island of Malta but because of our
longstanding affection and respect for the people of
Malta. I have little respect, I must tell this House, for
the Government of Malta, but a great and undying
affection for the people of Malta, and for that reason,
my group will vote for this report.

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — Firstly,
may I congratulate Mrs Baduel Glorioso on her excel-
lent report on the EEC/Malta relations. The Commis-
sion fully shares the view Parliament has expressed in
the resolution: that it is important to develop and to
consolidate our economic and financial relations with
Malta. Indeed, the Commission’s proposal to the
Council at the end of 1982 were specifically designed
to achieve this objective.

On the basis of the Commission’s proposals the Coun-
cil last October adopted negotiating directives for a
new EEC/Malta financial protocol. These directives
were not as generous as the Commission would have
wished. Nevertheless, with a view to promoting the
development of the Maltese economy, the Community
has agreed to offer Malta a specially structured finan-
cial protocol which would enable all the funds to be
utilized under acceptable conditions. We have invited
the Maltese authorities to open negotiations, and we
hope they will soon agree to do so.

We have also, Mr President, invited the Maltese auth-
orities to open trade negotiations. Since 1 January
1981 our trade relations have been governed by auton-

omous measures and it is equally important to get our
trade arrangements back on a contractual footing.
Therefore for the first time since the entry into force
of our Association Agreement in April 1971 we have
neither contractual trade arrangements, nor a financial
protocol. This is in the view of the Commission a most
regrettable position. I am quite convinced that it is in
the interests of both Malta and the Community to get
round the negotiating table as soon as possible, and I
would hope that this debate and this resolution will
enable that to take place.

Mrs Baduel Glorioso (COM), rapporteur. — (FR) Mr
President, while I accept Amendment No 1 from the
Socialist Group and Amendment No 2 tabled by Mr
Papapietro on behalf of the Communist Group, I find
it difficult to agree to the amendment from the Chris-
tian-Democratic Group for the sole reason that we
have our doubts about the democratic foundations of
the State of Malta. I should therefore like this amend-
ment to be withdrawn if possible.

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

(The sitting was adjourned at 1 p.m. and resumed at
3pm.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN

Vice-President

8. Unemployment amongst women

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-170/84) by Mrs Salisch, on behalf of the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment, on: -~

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(COM(84) 74 final — Doc. 1-38/84) for a draft
resolution concerning action to combat unem-
ployment amongst women.

Also included in the debate is the oral question with
debate (Doc. 1-180/84) by Mr Glinne and Mrs Sal-
isch, on behalf of the Socialist Group, to the Commis-
sion:

Subject: Youth unemployment

On 28 April 1983, the European Parliament adopted
its programme for combatting youth unemployment.
On 13 October 1983, it delivered its opinion on the
draft resolution submitted by the Commission to the
Council, on employment promotion measures for



22.5. 84

Debates of the European Parliament

No 1-314/57

President

young people. The key elements in Parliament’s deci-
sions were its demands for integrated and guaranteed
training and employment programmes for all young
people between 16 and 24.

1. Can the Commission indicate how successful it
has been since then in following up Parliament’s
decisions with measures of its own to improve the
labour market situation for young people?

2. Can the Commission also state what progress it
has made in inducing the Council to adopt a
coordinated approach in combatting youth unem-

ployment?

3. Does the Commission consider that the Council’s
lack of action on the question of a general reduc-
tion in working time constitutes an obstacle in the
combat against youth unemployment?

4. Does the Commission have a list of special mea-
sures by individual Member States to create gen-
uine, additional and specialized training oppor-
tunities and jobs? Has it received initial reports
from the Member States on their practical experi-
ence with the measures they have adopted to help
young people and the results of those amend-
ments?

5. Does the Commission believe that the resources
earmarked in the current financial year for action
against youth unemployment are on a scale com-
mensurate with the problem?

6. Which special programmes to combat youth
unemployment does the Commission consider to
be most urgently needed and how does it propose
to finance them?

Mrs Salisch (S), rapporteur. — (DE) Ladies and gen-
tlemen, I am laying before Parliament today a report
on a problem on which there has already been a great
deal of discussion in this House. I interpret the opi-
nion as a sign to the Council of Ministers, as a signal
that it should put an end to an employment and
economic policy which, with the exception of solemn,
but non-binding, declarations, continues to discrimi-
nate against women.

What is one to think of a Dutch government which
creates the principle of head of the household, con-
trary to the Third Directive on equal treatment of
women in social security, and thereby clearly disad-
vantages women in the social security system? What is
one to think of a Belgian government which, contrary
to the Directive to which I have just referred, intro-
duces provisions relating to unemployment benefit,
90% of whose victims will be unemployed women?
What is one to think of 2 German Federal government
which reduces the maternity benefit for working
women, rediscovers motherhood and tries in this
underhand way to force women out of the labour
market in order to eliminate part of the unemployment
problem? What is one to think of governments which,

despite continually rising unemployment, steadfastly
refuse to adopt a joint, legally determined European
order on working hours leading to a fair redistribution
of labour for women and for men? Finally, is it not
scandalous for the Council of Ministers to dare to
leave a directive on voluntary part-time work, which
was carefully drafted by Parliament, untouched for
more than two years and then simply to instruct the
Commission to change the Directive back into a mere
resolution? :

I warn the Commission not to be evasive, I expect a
statement on this point from the Commissioner today.
I only hope that the Report will mean that this proce-
dure becomes so widely known that it mobilizes the
hundreds of thousands of women affected by it, who
would otherwise continue to be exploited in part-time
employment without the corresponding social insur-
ance.

These events have demonstrated to me how imperative
it is that we should revert to the principle of majority
decisions in the Council of Ministers, since otherwise
it will continue to be possible for individual countries
to boycott forward-looking measures — in this case
the countries concerned are Denmark, Great Britain
and, unfortunately, the Federal Republic of Germany.
The procedure involving the directive on part-time
work is presumptuous trickery and we cannot tolerate
this kind of thing. Politicians are acting as though they
are determined to give their blessing at European level
to the policies they are already pursuing in their own
countries against women and against employers. [
expect — I repeat once more — that the Commission
will make a statement to the European Parliament
about this scandalous procedure.

The French example in promoting female employment
is a welcome contrast to this. I think that the French
presidency has done great service here, both by its
efforts at European level and by the measures in sup-
port of women which it has taken in its own country,
especially as the measures being taken in France are
identical to the decisions taken by Parliament towards
improving the position of women in employment. The
European Parliament has adopted forward-looking
resolutions to protect women in employment and to
prevent women being relegated to the reserve and
driven out of the labour market.

The people most affected by unemployment, next to
women, are young people. It is not by chance, there-
fore, that you find on the agenda a relevant question
by the Socialist Group. We examined the question of
youth unemployment over a year ago during a much-
publicized special session of the European Parliament
on the theme of youth unemployment. Youth unem-
ployment and ways of combatting it were a focal point
of the special session in Brussels.

What has happened since then? We are asking the
Commission today for details of what it has done and
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how it has dealt with the Resolutions of the European
Parliament. The Commissioner, Mr Richards, was
somewhat annoyed when, on another occasion, I
accused the Commission of being a puppet of the
Council of Ministers because it did not have the cour-
age to make proposals that did any more than echo
what it expected to hear from the Council of Minis-
ters. On that occasion I said to the Commissioner,
‘Make this Parliament your partner. Fight with us to
push through measures which go further than any-
thing the Council has been prepared to accept so far.’

We would like you to tell us how things have pro-
gressed. What change has there been in the labour
market for young people? What change has there been
in the position of young people as regards training?
‘What has the Commission been able to achieve in the
Member States? We expect a precise answer from the
Commissioner on behalf of the Commission, and not
just a declaration of intent. A year is a long time for
young people who are waiting for employment or
training. Should it appear that the Commission has not
forcefully expressed to the Council of Ministers and in
the European Council the will of Parliament to com-
bat youth unemployment on a continuing basis within
the framework of a harmonized European package on
employment, this will be a decisive point for the
Socialist Group in its appraisal of the work of the
Commission and of the conclusions to be drawn from
it. Any laxity on the part of the Commission, including
the question of shortening working hours, would be
an offence and unforgiveable. I am sure that the Euro-
pean Parliament would find it unacceptable in view of
the 13 million unemployed, of which the majority are
women and young people.

(Applause)

Mrs Duport (S). — (FR) Mr President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, reading L’Expansion in the ‘plane this
morning, I learnt that all the indicators are improving,
with the sole exception of the unemployment figures.
In the two and a half years since I came into this Par-
liament, this is a problem which has exercised us a
great deal, one which has been the subject of much
effort on the part of the Commission as well as Hon-
ourable Members and the political groups, but in fact
no progress has been made. And those most severely
affected are of course women and young people. So
can there really be a solution at Community level? 1
believe that there can, but probably not by the means
conventionally envisaged: an increase in the Social
Fund. While I am convinced of the obvious need for
its appropriation to be increased, this Fund is thor-
oughly ill-suited to solving the problems of unemploy-
ment, which are of quite a different order. There is a
danger of a worsening of the unemployment situation
among women in particular because the idea that it
would be as well for women to return to being house-
wives is gaining wider and wider ‘currency; this is not
the case in France, where this idea has been opposed

most strenuously, especially by the Government, but it
is, apparently, in Parliament and in the political
groups. I have also heard this view aired at home,
during the election meetings that I have been holding,
and I find this very disturbing, because the question
put to me is this: what are your reasons for thinking
that women should work? I reply that we have never
obliged women to work. It is an irreversible and very
understandable trend: there can be no independence,
no freedom, without economic freedom, and women
are really determined to have this.

There can therefore be no question, in my view, of
telling women to go back to being housewives, so that
solutions have to be found.

A start could be made by reducing workmg time,
increasing investment, and dlsplaymg an imaginative
approach to the creation of jobs in all our communes,
jobs stemming from local initiative. The Commission
has made proposals along these lines, but how can we
get things moving, how can we mobilize the convic-
tion that will make for an improvement in the situa-
tion?

Rather than use the Social Fund for training, since its
resources are very inadequate, perhaps we could use
the Community as the means for spreading informa-
tion, for creating awareness. Material could be pro-
duced in the seven languages for use in the various
countries to get across the message that women want
to work, and under better conditions at that, that they
want a reduction in working time and effective appli-
cation of laws which, to take the example of those
recently passed in France, serve their interests well.
They have to be applied in practice if they are to do
any good. This is the most difficult part, as we well
known, it is a constant struggle. The Commission and
the Community could therefore perhaps mount a
consciousness-raising exercise on a much larger scale,
using modern audiovisual resources, to oppose this
current temptation to put pressure on women to revert
to being housewives. Parental leave, for instance,
which I think is going to be adopted by the Council, is
an excellent means of allowing women to work and
creating better conditions for the early education of
children, which is far more balanced from the view-
point of their mental and psychological wellbcing
when this role is assumed by both parents, elther in
succession or by turns.

Finally, I feel that we must show imagination and not
simply go on intoning this refrain complacently — I
am confident that the next Parliament will stop doing
this and really take this problem in hand — so that a
really energetic effort will be made to create awareness
among our peoples, working time is reduced and the
laws in this field are effectively applied, especially
those prohlbmng discrimination against women at
work and in recruitment by employers, as has been
done in France.
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Mrs Maij-Weggen (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, lad-
ies and gentlemen, this Parliament has discussed the
extent and gravity of unemployment on various occa-
sions in the past. It has always stressed that certain
groups are harder hit by unemployment than others.
They include young people, foreign workers, the han-
dicapped and above all women. Unemployment among
women, as the European statistics show, is almost half
as high again as among men. Two thirds of the young
people out of work are girls, one third boys.

We must therefore welcome the fact that the French
Presidency and specifically the Minister for the Condi-
tion of Women, Mrs Yvette Roudy, have called for
special action by the Council to reduce unemployment
among women. This complies with requests Parlia-
ment has made in the past, in its resolutions of January
and March of this year.

Before I say anything about the contents of these reso-
lutions and Mrs Salisch’s explanatory statement, I
should like to comment briefly on the cause of unem-
ployment among women.

In 1981 the report by the then ad hoc Committee on
the Rights of Women warned of the extreme vulnera-
bility of women in the labour market. This vulnerabil-
ity is due to three factors.

Some 80% of women work in about 20% of all poss-
ible occupations. These occupations are concentrated
on administration — we have millions of typists in
Europe — the social services, health care, education,
small and medium-sized firms — think of the millions
of shop assistants in Europe — and the textile and
food industries. Almost all of these sectors are under
considerable pressure at the moment. Automation is
being introduced into administration on a large scale,
at the expense of numerous jobs. In the social services
and in health care jobs are on the decrease because of
the limited resources available to the national auth-
orities. In education fewer jobs are available because
the number of children is declining. In small and
medium-sized firms turnover has dropped in recent
years, and many shop assistants have lost their jobs as
a result. And a large part of the textile industry has
been transferred to the developing countries. So you
can see that 80% of women work in the very sectors
of industry which are in considerable difficulty.

Secondly, many women work at low levels, in minor
part-time jobs, in temporary jobs or in cottage indus-
tries. All the statistics show that these are the areas in
which unemployment is most likely to occur.

Thirdly, many women interrupt their careers com-
pletely or partly for family reasons, a very understand-
able and legitimate consideration for women wanting
to devote some time to their families, but it is also a
major handicap for women when compared with men.

The question is whether the Council’s resolution as it
now stands provides a satisfactory solution to all these
problems.

One of the most important pieces of advice which
women and young women in particular should be
given is that they should stop setting their sights on a
limited number of occupations and opt for work that is
less traditionally done by women, particularly in the
economic and technological spheres. Many jobs will
be created in the new technology sector in the future.
If women fail to get their share of these jobs, their
situation will simply become even worse.

In addition, women must rise above the lower and
marginal types of occupation. There is everything to
be said for part-time work and temporary work. They
lubricate the labour market machine, but work of this
kind must not be allocated exclusively to women. It
must be distributed fairly among all categories. Men
should also do their share of this work.

A third aspect is that is that it should not just be the
mothers who interrupt their careers for family reasons.
My group believes that paid work and work in the
family should be shared more fairly between men and
women. Making more part-time jobs available for both
parents, particularly during an active period in the
family, may be a good solution here. We are therefore
in favour of a considerable increase in part-time work
provided that there is adequate social protection. In
this context, Commissioner Richard, we feel that a
directive would be far better than a recommendation.

Mr President, we are happy to say that these factors
are adequately covered by the Council’s resolution
and Mrs Salisch’s resolution.

One further comment to conclude. The Council’s
resolution again confirms that women have a right to a
place in the labour market, and I totally agree with
this. In some Member States, however, the tendency at
present is to cast doubt on this right and to discourage
women from taking their place in the labour market.
Such tactics are often wrapped up in extremely sophis-
ticated terms, with the result that women are often
confused and perplexed about their statutory rights.
Mr President, I have tabled an amendment which den-
ounces these tactics of discouraging women, and I
would be grateful if Members gave it their support.

Finally, Mr President, for the last five years the Euro-
pean Christian Democrats have supported every act-
ion, directive and resolution in favour of women in
this Parliament. Christian-Democratic women in
Europe have been able to count on the Christian-
Democratic Group in this Parliament. And women in
the Member States will be able to count on us again in
the coming five years. We must simply be prepared to
act in their interests. I hope women will place their
trust in us in the elections. I look forward to 14 June
with optimism.

Mrs Cinciari Rodano (COM), Chairman of the Com-
mittee of Inquiry into the Situation of Women in
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Europe. — (IT) Mr President there is no doubt that —
as is made clear also in the resolution of the Com-
mittee of Inquiry into the Situation of Women, which
this Parliament adopted in January last — the question
of the growing unemployment of women and girls in
the central problem. The figures — I am not going to
repeat them — speak for themselves. The number of
women on the labour market today is growing, whilst
female unemployment is growing faster than the num-
ber of women in jobs, and is also increasing faster than
male unemployment.

In Italy, the figures are even worse than the European
average: one woman in four today is unemployed, and
one girl in two cannot find work. Clearly, in these
conditions, it will be very difficult to achieve progress
with the application of Community directives and
regulations aimed at equality. The danger is that the
reverse will be the case, and that such directives and
regulations will be increasingly less applied, so that the
way that jobs are divided on the basis of sex will wor-
sen. We must also ask ourselves what will become of
the hundreds of thousands of girls today if for years to
come they cannot find work, cannot use their abilities
and the skills that they have acquired at school or
through vocational training — if, in a word, they have
no hope of self-fulfilment. This can only provoke an
abysmal return to antiquated, long-since abandoned
stereotypes, which will seriously harm the democratic
development of our entire Community.

We therefore value the initiative of the Commission of
the Community and that of Mr Roudy, who drew the
attention of the Council to these problems. Undoubt-
edly, this draft resolution of the Council is not very
much of a thing, compared with the gravity and dra-
matic nature of the problems involved. However, it is
something, and as such we value it. We should like,
Mr Commissioner, to ask you to do something for us:
in the text, it says ‘Considers that the following guide-
lines for action should be implemented...’ and
para 3.3 says ‘Measures should be taken.... We
should like to have a guarantee from the Commission
that this text will constitute a precise commitment for
Member States. In fact, if these few items remain
nothing more than good intentions, or simply repre-
sent something that the Council of Ministers is adopt-
ing with an eye to the imminence of voting day, the
women will certainly not be grateful to them, because
this will be valueless.

Secondly, we must take into account the fact that the
climate in Member States is not a favourable one. In
particular, I ask the Commission to be very much on
the alert and to insist, by accepting the amendments
presented to this effect, on having a real check on
equality of opportunity for jobs. As I said, the climate
is not favourable: in Italy, the introduction of recruit-
ment by nomination has seriously penalized — and the
figures confirm it — the number of jobs for women
and girls, even in those sectors where women repre-
sent two-thirds of the unemployed. Of the training

agreements concluded on the basis of the new law in
Italy, two-thirds are for boys and only one-third for
girls. A cateful watch is therefore necessary to ensure
that the principles of equality of opportunity are really
applied. It must also be remembered that the European
Social Fund can be used as an instrument to help
employment, not simply in general terms, but in order
to achieve some of the objectives here stated, in regard
to the employment of women.

Mrs Tove Nielsen (L). — (DA) Mr President, when
we discussed the report on the situation of women in
Europe here in Parliament a few months ago, the Lib-
eral Group tabled a number of amendments in order
to show how we thought we could make our contribu-
tion to an improvement in the present situation. The
ranks of the unemployed include many women and
many young people. It is a problem of the utmost
gravity for us all. We therefore said at the time that, in
order to dispose of this problem, we had to begin at
the beginning and concentrate our efforts on training.
This means ensuring through the system of education
and training that children of both sexes become
acquainted with different forms of education and
training. What in the past were regarded as traditional
girls’ subjects and traditional boys’ subjects are no lon-
ger relevant to the society of the future or to the
society of the present. It is therefore important that
boys and girls should learn the same things in their
schooling.

We also pointed out that it was of the utmost import-
ance that children should have both female and male
teachers from the start and throughout their progress
through the education system. There seems to be
agreement in the various Member States that there are
not enough women occupying key posts in the educa-
tion system, and we would like to contribute to a
development in which women do not just feel moti-
vated to get ahead in the education system, but also
have the opportunity to do so. Precisely as Liberals,
we must be the first to respect the individual, man or
woman, with the qualifications he or she has. In this
way we can play a part in creating a better society for
us all.

Mr President, I hope that what comes out of this
debate will be much more positive than what emerged
from the debate on the situation of women, for that
regrettably ended in a classical Marxist-Communist
discussion on the society of women, and that quite
simply will not help women at all. In our concern that
both men and women get the best possible advantage
from their situation, we of the Liberal Group want to
do our bit to ensure that everyday life for the family
and for the individual, man or woman, in working life
is as good as it can possibly be, and we would point
out that, as far as we can see, part-time work must be
a good thing for men as well as for women.

My final remark is that we Liberals do not believe in
the Socialist propaganda that shorter working hours
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will be a help 1o women. On the contrary, we think
that both men and women should have the best oppor-
tunities to receive the training which is necessary in
contemporary society. That is why we must adopt
technology. That is why we must take up the chal-
lenges, deal with them and join in creating a beuter life
for us all. That will in our opinion offer better possibil-
ities of employment, not just for men but also for
women, and that is in the best interests of society.

Ms Clwyd (S). — Mr President, first of all I would
like to congratulate my colleague, Mrs Salisch, on
what I think is an excellent report. It underlines many
of the points we have made in this Parliament over the
last five years. It certainly underlines the fact that the
two pressing problems which faced us five years ago
are still with us — rising unemployment and the fail-
ure to control the activities of the multinational com-
panies.

This is probably the last chance I shall have to speak in
this European Parliament, since I have now been
elected to the House of Commons, where I shall have
an opportunity, no doubt, on many occasions to tell
our Prime Minister precisely what she ought to be
doing to reduce unemployment in our own country.

The fact is, of course, that in this Parliament we have
failed to control the activities of the multinational
companies. I have an example now within my own
constituency where the Japanese Hitachi company has
just made over half the workforce redundant, and
two-thirds of that workforce are women. The infor-
mation and consultation procedure that this company
followed with its workforce went like this. The work-
force found out that they were being made redundant
on the same day that the company told the press. That
is why I think it extremely important that we get pro-
per legislation to control the activities of multinational
companies, so that they properly inform and consult
their workers. Quite clearly, this company and many
other companies like it are not doing anything of the
kind.

In fact, the workforce would have liked more time to
consult amongst themselves so as to come forward
with proposals for sharing the work in this particular
factory, because it is in an area of very high unemploy-
ment indeed. Cynon Valley in South Wales, where this
particular factory is situated, has an unemployment
rate of 19%, and the workers there would have liked
the opportunity to come forward with proposals to
share that work out in the factory. That opportunity
has not been given to them.

At the moment the factory is concluding a single-
union agreement within that factory — the first time
that any site outside a Greenfields site in the United
Kingdom has concluded a single-union, no-strike
agreement with a company. The workers, of course,
are expected to abide by the guiding principles of the

Hitachi management; ‘sincerity, pioneering spirit and
harmony’. The staff have for three years already been
without a wage increase. They are now to get a 7%
wage increase which will be given to all staff — a rela-
tively generous offer but without any negotiation
whatsoever.

Mr President, the management quoted high absentee-
ism as a problem in this factory but included in their
figure women on maternity leave and people on holi-
day. So that again is how a multinational company
sees the problem of absenteeism, and I think that that
is a particularly worrying factor as far as women are
concerned.

The other problem that may be facing workers at this
factory, Mr President, is that the normal principles of
redundancy in Britain, which are that the last in will be
the first out, are not going to be applied in this case.
This is not the first time that women have been treated
in this way in Britain in the last few years.

I urge this Parliament to support the resolution and
the report by Mrs Salisch.

Mrs Lenz (PPE). — (DE) Mr President! For the nth
time the European Parliament has taken up the urgent
question of unemployment amongst women and we
welcome the Commission’s intention of laying before
the Council a proposal in the form of a resolution,
although — and here I share my colleague’s opinion
— we would naturally have preferred more concrete
proposals. The Committee of Inquiry into the Situa-
tion of Women in Europe has tabled an opinion on
this, which supports the demand and puts in into con-
crete form.

In view of the urgency of the problem of unemploy-
ment as a whole, and of unemployment among women
and girls in particular, in February we welcomed in an
emergency resolution the conference of ministers in
Paris, which was to draw up proposals for solving this
problem and which now, as the Council, is to lay
down these proposals — if only in the form of a reso-
lution. We saw at the time that the proposals for solu-
tions were to disregard all taboos and that every kind
of arrangement of working hours was to be included
in the discussions. That includes flexible working
hours, i.e. new working arrangements, as well as part-
time work, and it is to this aspect that I shall confine
my remarks. We ask therefore — this is the object of
the amendment tabled by Mrs Maij-Weggen and
myself — that the relevant passages of the resolution
closing the procedure for consultation of the Euro-
pean Parliament on the draft Council resolution to
combat unemployment amongst women be incorpor-
ated in the draft resolution itself. We do think that the
more concrete sections of the resolution should be
included in the draft Council resolution.

We share the Socialist view only inasfar as — when it
criticizes the lack of readiness on the part of our gov-
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ernments to take a decision on the directive on part-
time work — we would very much have welcomed this
directive, perhaps not always in agreement with our
own governments, since it would primarily help
women in countries where part-time work is virtually
unknown, and for whom, if it is known, the insurance
position is much worse than it is for us who live in
countries where a whole series of measures have
already been taken. In the end it is not a question of
creating employment opportunities, but of giving
women and girls the opportunity to use work skills
which have often been acquired as a result of expen-
sive training, to continue to use this knowledge later in
combination with their family obligations so that they
will be able to return to full-time employment later on.

We are in favour of freedom of choice, we are in
favour of voluntary part-time work, but we are in
favour of part-time work as one possibility. If the sta-
tisticians are proved right and in the coming years
more jobs are available than there are skilled people to
fill them in the next generation, this can be seen as
another opportunity for women who are still able and
willing to work, even part-time. Part-time work pro-
vides an opportunity to do this and that is why we
should like to have these passages included.

(Applause)

Mr Adamou (COM). — (GR) Mr President, Mme
Salisch’s report paints a vivid sketch of the tragic situa-
tion created by unemployment among women. How-
ever, some of the measures proposed can bring no
solutions to this most acute problem of our Com-
munity. For example, the proposal for part-time
employment for women goes against the interests of
working women, because it facilitates their still greater
exploitation by securing yet more excess profit for
employers, for whom women have always been a
cheap pool of labour, a source of inhuman enrichment.
Part-time employment perpetuates the notion that the
wife’s earnings are a mere supplement to the family
budget. And despite protestations to the contrary, in a
capitalist situation women are not regarded as equal
members of society. The view is perpetuated that,
according to the familiar triptych, woman’s place is
with the children, in the kitchen and at church (Kin-
der, Kiiche, Kirche). We still hear the baseless argument
that the increase in juvenile crime is supposedly the
result of mothers” employment in productive industry,
whereas it is in fact exclusively the consequence of the
structure of capitalist society. Part-time work is a wea-
pon with which employers seek to strike at, weaken
and divide the trade-union movement, and conse-
quently the resistance and struggle of working people
against the avarice of the employers.

Mr President, let me say a few words about the situa-
tion of working women in my own country, Greece.
Though they make up only 31% of the workforce,
they account for 45% of the unemployed as a whole,

in fact numbering 157 000, and young women capable
of work account for 60% of the young unemployed.
Moreover, women’s unemployment lasts, on average,
much longer and they account for 62% of those who
remain unemployed for more than a year. In Greece
the system of domestic service results in women having
to work for 12 to 16 hours per day, for a wage even
lower than the stipulated minimum wage for an
8-hour day. Furthermore, domestics are not covered
by any insurance scheme.

In our view, general unemployment can only be met
by State investment in the public sector and by the
nationalization of basic industries, to create new jobs.
Measures should be instituted for the education and
specialization of Greek women, 90% of whom have
no special training. Training schools should be estab-
lished in sectors that employ women, and women
should specialize in the new production systems. The
age limit for retirement should be lowered to 55 for
women. The situation of motherhood should be pro-
tected, maternity leave of at least 16 weeks should be
safeguarded, and créches and kindergartens should be
established.

These, however, are measures that do not feature in-
the resolution by the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment. Yet, without them unemployment
among women, instead of decreasing, will assume
even greater dimensions as capitalism’s economic crisis
deepends day by day and the monopolies constantly
strive for greater excess profits.

Mrs Salisch (S), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President, I
find it unacceptable for my Greek colleague to take
from my report quotations which are not to be found
in the report. He has totally misinterpreted what I said
about unemployment amongst women. I must reject
this.

Mr Patterson (ED). — Mr President, may I congratu-
late Mrs Salisch on an excellent report which my
group in principle supports. I do not know what the
opposite of a maiden is, Mrs Clwyd, but I would also
like to congratulate Mrs Clwyd on the opposite of her
maiden speech in this House. I would like particularly
to congratulate her on her ingenuity in dragging the
multinationals into a debate on women’s unemploy-
ment. [ wish you well in another place, because that
was a speech which would go down very well in there.

Three very quick points on the Salisch report. First of
all the Social Fund. My group does support, and has
always supported, the idea that the Social Fund must
be expanded, not just for women but for men as well.
It is particularly important, however, in combating
women'’s unemployment. If I may also be allowed, Mrs
Clwyd, to make a political point: reading the Labour
manifesto for the European Community elections
which I am sure you had a hand in drafting, I noticed
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something which says that the British women have not
benefited fully from the Social Fund. Well now we
actually received 30% of the total Fund last year, both
men and women, and I would ask Commissioner
Richard to confirm that that 30% did not just go to
men, but that women in the United Kingdom bene-
fited as well.

Another point. I am also glad, Mrs Salisch, that you
do not fall for the idea that the 35-hour week can just
be imposed upon everybody without any reference to
costs, because I noticed — and here my group is very
much in accord — in point D you say that the preser-
vation of competitiveness is important. Finally, there is
one point which I would draw your attention to and
that is Amendment No 3 which seeks to amend the
Commission’s text. It is an addition and it says that
any adjustment in the social expenditure must be made
for the sole purpose of eliminating distortion and
waste, avoiding cuts in either public services or
employment in this sector. Now, this is obvious non-
sense, Mrs Salisch. You cannot say and pretend that
the Council is going to vote for a resolution which
says not merely that you should not cut services, but
that you cannot even cut employment in the social ser-
vices in order to make things more efficient. I do not
believe for a minute the Council will vote for that and
my group would be very much happier with your
report if you could withdraw that amendment because
otherwise it seems to be an excellent way of tackling
women’s unemployment.

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, if I may say so, I think this has been a useful and
comprehensive debate, though the fact that it is some-
what wide-ranging makes it difficult for me to answer
in detail all the questions that I have been asked, but I
will do my best.

It is obviously true that in an atmosphere of growing
concern about unemployment generally the Commis-
sion has taken a number of initiatives intended to con-
tribute to the evolution of a general strategy of the
Member States to fight against that unemployment. To
date, these initiatives include promoting employment
for young people — about which I will have a word to
say in 2 moment — the reduction and reorganization
of working time and the development of vocational
training policies.

Parallel with that, the Community’s commitment to
equal opportunities has also resulted in action at Com-
munity level, particularly by the adoption of the three
directives on equal pay, on equal treatment and on
equal treatment in social security, and also by the act-
ion programme on the promotion of equal opportuni-
ties for women, which was followed by a Council
resolution. That resolution emphasized the need to
intensify action at Community and national level in
order to implement positive measures to achieve equal
opportunities in practice. I take the point Mrs Salisch

makes that resolutions are one thing, action on the
ground, so to speak, is different.

The Commission is particularly concerned by the fact
that this difficult period is giving rise to a tendency,
especially in relation to social security, to cut back in
the area of equality of treatment between male and
female workers. In this connection, the Commission is
extremely concerned as to the correct implementation
of the social security directive due to be implemented
by the Member States before the end of this year.
Insofar as some honourable parliamentarians asked for
close monitoring by the Commission of what is going
on in the Member States in this field, I can certainly
give them the assurance that we are doing precisely
that.

Women’s unemployment in the Community was, as
the House knows, the subject of a communication
from the Commission last November to the Standing
Committee on Employment. This communication out-
lined the present situation, examined the reasons for
the high level of women’s unemployment, and set out
some possible steps that might be taken to alleviate the
problem.

Over the past ten years women’s unemployment has
increased steadily. It is difficult to use averages across
the Community to illustrate the problem, because
some Member States have much higher female unem-
ployment than others — Belgium, Italy, France and
Ireland, for example. The size of the problem becomes
clearer if one looks at the activity rates of men and
women in the Community. It is an average of 56.1%
for men and it is 31.2% for women, whereas unem-
ployment levels are roughly similar for both men and
women.

Women’s employment, when they have jobs, is charac-
terized, too, by a high concentration of women in cer-
tain specific activities and sectors. Coupled with the
restructuring of the economy that has taken place, this
has resulted recently in a substantial drop in employ-
ment in the sectors traditionally employing large num-
bers of women — for example, textiles, clothing,
leather or skins. At the same time, there has been a sig-
nificant increase in the numbers of women employed
in the public and in the service sectors, although in
general there has been an increase in low-paid jobs
which require relatively few skills.

The high proportion of women among the jobless
obviously has its origin in the types of jobs normally
undertaken by women. Other factors that have given
rise to the high levels of women’s unemployment
could, I suppose, be said to be an insufficiency of jobs
to meet the increasing demand for work by women,
inadequate skills and training on the part of women
who go into employment, further reinforced after
periods of unemployment, and there is an increasing
tendency, too, to offer part-time and temporary forms
of employment to women, with the accompanying
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lack of job security and, indeed, with a decline in their
status.

Following the discussions on this subject in the Stand-
ing Committee on Employment, sufficient importance
was attached to the need for action for that committee
to conclude that the subject should be discussed at
Council of Ministers level and that the Commission
should ensure that the right moves were made to ena-
ble the Council to propose an effective initiative. We
therefore sent a draft resolution concerning action to
combat unemployment amongst women to the Coun-
cil giving guidelines on appropriate measures in this

field.

Now the principles underlying any measures to be
promoted in this area can be clearly and quite quickly
stated. The principles are that men and women have
an equal right to work and to seek economic indepen-
dence, regardless of the economic situation, and that
measures to stimulate economic recovery should
include the extension of positive measures to correct
de facto inequalities.

Taking account of measures being developed at pres-
ent in the Member States, action is therefore recom-
mended in certain specific areas. First of all, job crea-
tion and recruitment. Young women in particular are
facing increasing difficulties in obtaining jobs and
should benefit from positive action to recruit young
women at all levels. Efforts should concentrate parti-
cularly on promoting women in the industries of the
future, especially in the high technology areas.

Secondly, education and training. Action needs to be
taken to improve women’s skills in general in order to
enable them to have a wider choice of jobs, particu-
larly in areas affected by the new technologies.

In this connection I was asked one or two questions
about the Social Fund, and I shall try and deal with
them. The Social Fund in our view can play an impor-
tant role in contributing to women’s training, particu-
larly in the areas for action outlined in the resolution.
The Commission considers that the new guidelines for
the Fund constitute a substantial and, indeed,
increased incentive for women’s projects, but it is up
to the Member States to respond to them. There is no
legal provision for refusing applications on the basis of
the proportion between the sexes. The Commission’s
approach to this question is based on inducements
rather than compulsion.

With regard to the point Mr Patterson raised, it is true
that the Social Fund is available for both men and
women. However, as he will know and the House will
know, there was a specific line in the budget designed
specifically for women’s measures’. In relation to that
amount of money that was in the budget, it was true
that the United Kingdom was not taking up a substan-
tial share of that money. However, the issue is now
somewhat academic, since in the new Social Fund

under the new guidelines the separate budget line for
women has disappeared — as I think it should have
done, since I proposed it — and therefore the whole
of the Fund is in theory now open.

The third area where action needs to be taken at
Member State level is on the collection of data. An
improvement in the availability of data on the situation
of women in the labour market would lead to a better
monitoring of progress in the desegregation of
employment and in the identifying of women’s unem-
ployment trends.

Fourthly, action needs to be taken in relation to infor-
mation campaigns. As was mentioned in the course of
this debate, a change in attitudes on the part of
employers and unemployed alike would be of immense
benefit to progress in achieving equality of opportun-
ity in general. One example from the United Kingdom
is the campaign held this year on Women in Science
and Engineering. I thought it was a good campaign,
and it is something which I hope could be followed in
other Member States of the Community.

Finally, I should like to stress the importance the
Commission attaches to finding solutions to the unem-
ployment problem in general, and to ensuring that
attention is paid to those categories of workers for
whom unemployment is disproportionately high. Our
commitment to equal opportunities must necessarily
include a commitment to action when we can see that
women in general and young girls in particular are
facing more than their fair share of unemployment.
We must hope that this Council resolution will contri-
bute positively to progress in the fight against women’s
unemployment.

I shall now turn to the second half of this debate,
although it has not received very much attention from
the floor. This is the oral question on youth unem-
ployment. The Socialist Group has tabled some very
fundamental questions about youth unemployment to
the Commission, and it is difficult here to give an ade-
quate response to each of those issues.

The Commission is deeply concerned about the lack of
progress in bringing down the level of youth unem-
ployment. The Council has adopted a resolution which
contains most of the ideas for action proposed by the
Commission and supported by Parliament. As yet, the
level of commitment by the Council and by Member
States is clearly inadequate. As the House knows, the
Council refused to include specific targets for action in
the resolution. The Commission is therefore trying to
monitor the implementation of the resolution and will
before the end of the year be holding a first discussion
on this with the Member States and on the results of
the supplementary and extra effort which they are
committed to make in this area.

One argument which we have heard in this debate is
that a breakthrough might be made if there were to be
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a more dynamic attitude towards the reduction and
reorganization of working time by and within Mem-
ber States. I can tell the House that opinion on this
issue is moving and I am optimistic that some progress
can be made on this subject at the Social Affairs Coun-
cil in June.

Massively increased resources for the Social Fund
would also, of course, make a significant difference to
the level of investment in youth training and of
employment in Member States. This is easily said but it
is simply not possible to envisage given the present
Community budgetary situation. I wish it were other-
wise but I fear it is not.

What I am most concerned about is that through fami-
liarity with the problem of youth unemployment, the
urgency of the problem will begin to disappear and
drop out of attention. I hope that the new Parliament
when it is elected will return to this question and will
insist on a more detailed debate before the end of the
year and I would hope that one might be in a position
to give some reaction from the Member States to the
terms of the resolution which they accepted.

Mrs Salisch (S), rapporteur. — (DE) With your per-
mission, Mr President, I should like to re-examine
what Mr Richard has just said. Firstly, the Commis-
sion has made no statement regarding my question on
the progress of Parliament’s directive on part-time
work. The directive does, however, affect women’s
employment. 1 therefore repeat my question to the
Commission: what is the present position? Is it correct
that the Council requested the Commission to with-
draw the directive and use the instrument of a mere
recommendation? What is the Commission’s attitude,
when does it expect to consult Parliament on the sub-
ject, what course will things take?

As for his treatment of the oral question, I say to the
Commissioner, Mr Richard, it is the same as ever. The
Commission does not give straightforward answers. It
was basically another wishy-washy statement. A year
has gone by and in principle nothing has happened.
That is how I read the Commissioner’s reply, and, as I
said just now, young people are waiting for something
to happen.

Apart from the reform of the Social Fund, nothing has
happened. The Commissioner obviously has no kind
of information on what has happened in the individual
Member States, or he does not think it important
enough to be reported to Parliament. How can he
hope to join us in the fight against youth unemploy-
ment if he does not even consider it necessary to
answer questions which have been precisely defined?

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, that, with great respect, is a ludicrous interven-
tion by Mrs Salisch — absolutely absurd! I have coop-

erated with Parliament solidly on this issue of unem-
ployment from the time I took up this job until today.
I am not prepared to accept from her, or indeed from
any other Member of this House, that the Commission
has been dilatory in listening to Parliament. I have lis-
tened to Parliament ad nawuseam on this subject. It
would be infinitely better if the efforts of some parlia-
mentarians were devoted to making their Member
States listen rather than continually sniping at people
who are actually trying to do something about the
problem!

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

Mr Enright (S). — Mr President, this is indeed a
point of order under Rule 63. I was considerably dis-
turbed to discover that some people who have come
over here to lobby on behalf of Afir Begum — and I
am not talking about the rights or wrongs of the case
— have been refused entry to the building. Now that,
I think, is quite disgraceful in principle, and I think
that every Member here would agree with me. I would
ask, since they arrive at half past four, that it be exam-
ined with urgency by the President’s Office or by the
Quaestors’ Office who, I understand, gave the parti-
cular decision as to why this should be. I can find no
justification for it whatsoever in any of the Rules of
Procedure.

Indeed it is true to say that a couple of sessions ago we
had people who were lobbying here on behalf of wine
interests who were inside and who were blocking the
staircase. These people had agreed that they would
hand out leaflets way down there by the flags. They
certainly would not be so aggressive as the farmers.
They would perhaps be not nearly so effective as the
large business interests that lobbied against that splen-
did measure that was put forward by the Commis-
sioner sitting there straight opposite not long ago on
behalf of worker participation in multinationals. Yet
these people seem to have been picked out and it looks
as if it is for political reasons. I can find no justifica-
tion for it and therefore I think that the Presidency
should examine it with urgency irrespective of the
rights and wrongs of the case.

President. — The presidency will contact the College
of Quaestors as soon as possible on this matter.

Mr Enright (S). — I am sorry, I am not trying to be
awkward, I just want to know at what time you will
tell us what the decision is because the people are
arriving at 4.30 p.m.

President. — Mr Enright, I shall be leaving the Chair
in a moment and I shall deal with the matter immedia-
tely.
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9. Security and social legislation

President. — The next item is the joint discussion of:

— the interim report (Doc. 1-45/84), by Mrs Maij-
Weggen, on behalf of the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment, on the Commission pub-
lication entitled ‘Social Security Problems’
(COM(82) 716 final),

— the report (Doc. 1-66/84) by Mr Calvez, on
behalf of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, on the harmonization of social
security legislation in the Member States.

Mrs Maij-Weggen (PPE), rapportewr. — (NL) Mr
President, the interest the European Community has
so far taken in social security in the Member States has
been selective. We are all familiar with the legislation
it has adopted on social security for migrant workers,
self-employed migrant workers, frontier workers,
part-time workers and temporary workers and on the
equal treatment of men and women. All these direc-
tives are chiefly aimed at improving the freedom of
movement of workers between the Member States and
removing all forms of discrimination against certain
groups of workers. I believe that these directives have
resulted in recent years or will result in the future in a
considerable improvement in the social security of mil-
lions of European citizens.

The document on social security which the Commis-
sion has now submitted to us and which we are debat-
ing today is, however, of a completely different
nature. The growing budgetary problems with which
the social security systems in almost all the Member
States are having to contend have increased the pres-
sure on the Community to come forward with sugges-
tions on the course which social security should fol-
low. The Commission document now before us con-
tains a number of suggestions of this kind. It is now
for Parliament to ascertain whether these suggestions
are relevant. The Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment has looked very closely at both the ana-
lysis of the problems and the suggestions made in the
Commission’s document. In so doing, we have come
across various fundamental problems.

Firstly, we thought that the analysis in the document
was too brief and far from complete. We feel that,
before relevant suggestions can be made to the Mem-
ber States, a number of basic factors must be clarified.
I will name three. Should the problems at present fac-
ing the social security systems be ascribed to the
economic crisis or to problems inherent in the systems
themselves or to a combination of the two? Secondly,
how is social security in the various Member States
organized and financed? Thirdly, what is the link
between the organization and financing of social
security and its efficiency?

Only when these fundamental questions have been
clarified is there any point in coming forward with
practical suggestions. We therefore call in our resolu-
tion for further research in these three areas.

We shall, however, comment on the suggestions the
Commission makes in its communication. They really
concern three main points: improving efficiency,
reducing costs in health care and reducing costs in the
care of the elderly. The last two sectors have been
selected because of all the various areas of social
security it is here that costs are rising fastest.

As regards improvements in efficiency, we feel there is
one absolute criterion. Social security must be geared
primarily w preventing European citizens from being
reduced to poverty. According to recent studies
30 million Europeans, including many old people,
many women and many handicapped people, are still
living in poverty. What is more, the percentage has
risen steeply in recent years. The Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment takes the view that maximum
efficiency in social security must above all be geared to
combating this poverty. We believe that the Member
States must be very careful about reducing various
forms of social security, especially where the poorest
of European citizens are the first to suffer.

The Commission’s suggestions for reducing the cost of
health care are in themselves useful. Every Member
State can learn something from them. What we miss is
any reference to prevention. Some 90% of the
resources for health care are spent on curing the sick
and about 10% on prevention. Shifting the emphasis
to prevention might result in major savings in the cura-
tive sphere and also preclude a great deal of human
suffering.

As regards the third point — reducing costs in the care
of the elderly — we feel great caution should be exer-
cised. Firstly, because the elderly already account for a
fairly large proportion of European citizens who live
below the poverty line. Secondly, because every gener-
ation has a moral duty to look after the elderly as best
it can. Cuts in the social protection of the elderly does
not therefore seem advisable to us.

We were also surprised to find the Commission’s
document paying so little attention to the growing cost
of unemployment benefits, which, according, to our
information, is rising just as steeply as the cost of
health care and the care of the elderly. These costs
have little to do with problems within the security sys-
tems. They are a direct consequence of the economic
crisis, and we therefore feel that the best way to com-
bat them is to combat the economic crisis.

So much for my comments as rapporteur. I will con-
clude with a few words on the Calvez report. We
approve this report, but we also say that, until there is
convergence in the organization and financing of
social security, caution should be exercised where the
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harmonization of social legislation is concerned. One
exception might perhaps be made. We might try to
introduce a minimum European standard for any
social security legislation. This might result in every-
one who needs social protection being guaranteed a
fixed basic benefit. It is the absence of this fixed basic
benefit in many Member States that leads to the pov-
erty from which 30 million citizens at present suffer.
Combating this poverty is one of the first tasks the
European Community’s social policy must undertake.
We have tabled an amendment seeking the inclusion
of this point in Mr Calvez’s resolution, and we hope
and expect that he will support this amendment.

IN THE CHAIR: MR NIKOLAOU

Vice-President

Mr Calvez (L), rapporteur.— (FR) Mr President, lad-
ies and gentlemen, the report on the harmonization of
social legislation in the Member States which it is my
privilege to present in this last part-session of the
European Parliament elected in June 1979 stems from
a question for oral answer with debate put to the
Commission of the European Communities back in
October 1979 by our colleagues Mr Pininfarina and
Mr Bangemann, to which our colleague Mr Peters had
attached a motion for a resolution with a request for
an early vote. Four years elapsed before the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment decided to
return to these matters. As you know, we do not set
our sights very high, given the complexities of this
problem and bearing in mind that economic and
monetary convergence is being held back by the Mem-
ber States’ policies and, when the inflation rate is four
times higher in some Member States than in others, it
is difficult to harmonize taxation and compulsory con-

tributions, and accordingly difficult to harmonize -

social policies.

As Mr Commissioner Richard was saying a few days
ago, Community social policy has an essential role,
not a secondary one, to play in meeting the challenge
of information technology. And is it not one of the
purposes of our debates to inform the European Par-
liament of the proposals brought forward by the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment, asking for
its support for them and commitment to a Community
action programme? There has been much talk in this
Chamber of harmonization of taxation, of technical
harmonization through the adoption of Community
standards. There has also been talk of the efforts made
in all fields with a view to approximation of Member
States’ policies and regulatory laws, to providing
European citizens with a framework for a more fulfill-
ing existence through legislation which is more com-
munautaire in character. Above all, however, let us not
forget that Article 117 of the Treaty of Rome calls for

working conditons and living standards to be
improved so that they can be harmonized as progress
is made.

We are aware that various factors, some historical,
some cultural and others stemming from the different
economic structures in each of the Member States
have made for differences, often very pronounced, in
their social laws. Disparities which seem excessive have
survived. And yet a drive to harmonize social legisla-
tion is absolutely necessary in order to defend the
European economy and to achieve equality of working
conditions for companies and workers in the Com-
munity.

With the crisis, unemployment has risen above 10% of
the labour force and reached the unprecedented level
of 15% in the worst affected towns in some regions.
The industrial landscape has been transformed by
enforced rationalization. Industrial giants have col-
lapsed, factories have closed and national businesses
have been taken over by our direct competitors from
the United States and Japan.

Let us remember the reports and resolutions on var-
ious aspects of social policy that Patliament has passed
by large majorities. No-one could claim that these
reports have helped to improve the employment situa-
tion! Nevertheless, the range of solutions proposed
should have been of interest to the Member States, the
employers and the workers who meet two or three
times a year in the Standing Committee on Employ-
ment and have been waiting forlornly for some sign on
the horizon of a fall in unemployment.

Community social policy is something that we must
define together, but it is often difficult to get a clear
understanding of the social situation in the Europe of
Ten. Admittedly, there have been expressions of good
intentions, there have been valuable declarations by
the Heads of State or Government, such as the one
issued at the Paris summit meeting in 1972, when the
Member States affirmed that they attached as much
importance to vigorous action in the social field as to
the achievement of the economic and monetary union.
So is harmonization of legislation a pipedream or a
realistic objective? It is no longer possible in today’s
world, ladies and gentlemen, to isolate Europe from
the international market, where the talk is of compan-
ies’ production costs, of declining efficiency, of the
erosion of purchasing power and rising unemploy-
ment.

Expansion of production should create the conditions
for combating unemployment and raising living stan-
dards, with the adoption of the measures that we have

.recommended, such as temporary and part-time work,

as long as they are accepted by all concerned and they
are approached with maximum flexibility.

Political speeches in this Chamber ought to display
great realism, ladies and gentlemen. We are con-
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fronted with the same challenges, the same key prob-
lems. In the social field, we cannot go our own ways.
Although it may not be possible to harmonize past
situations overnight, it should be possible to reach
joint decisions on social legislation for the future, for
which purpose we need accurate data on the current
situation. I would therefore be grateful if the Commis-
sion could each year devote a special item to the stage
of progress in the harmonization of social legislation
and social systems in its report on social developments.

Mr Patterson (ED). — I am going to confine my
remarks to Mrs Maij-Weggen’s report on social secur-
ity problems and my colleague will speak later on on
the Calvez report. The Maij-Weggen report is an
excellent one and is based on a very important Com-
mission document. As the rapporteur stated, social
security comes into the remit of the Community pri-
marily through freedom of movement, and I would
quote Mrs Maij-Weggen’s statement because it is an
important point, that as a result of Community legisla-
tion, social security has improved significantly for mil-
lions of Europeans over the years and will continue to
do so. We are often asked in this election campaign
what benefit has the Community been? I can think of
no better quotation than that for bringing home the
point.

But I make two reservations. First of all, those on the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions
will know that a very high proportion of the petitions
we get and, indeed, letters we get as Members, refer to
the failure of national ministries, to coordinate their
efforts on social security. We have people who are due
money from one country who have to wait months,
and sometimes years, before payment is made and this,
of course, really negates the idea of freedom of move-
ment and is something that needs improvement.
Secondly, there are two big gaps, as Commissioner
Richard will know very well: family benefits and
unemployment benefits, and I hope the Commissioner
will continue to work for the completion of the inter-
changeability of social security in those fields.

But the report is about other things, particularly about
the budgetary strains on social security systems. There
are two very important paragraphs in the Commission
document which I am going to quote — read into the
record, as they say in the United States — because
they consider them so important.

“The labour costs are higher in the Community than in
most other countries in the world. These disparities
are due not only to differences in wages but also to
differences in the level of social protection which are
financed by taxes and social security contributions fall-
ing in part on the employer. High labour costs may
have a critical effect on the competitiveness of under-
takings, especially in certain sectors vulnerable to the
competition of Third World countries, such as textiles,
clothing, footwear and shipbuilding. The potential

damaging effect on employment is self-evident.” We
have a paradox, do we not. The first paradox is, that
as we demand more and more social protection for
our workers, but the very cost of that social protection
is creating unemployment for those workers. It is a
paradox which I am glad the Commission is drawing
attention to. We have another paradox — the cost of
social security has gone up. Between 1970 and 1980
the cost of social security in the United Kingdom rose
by one-third, from 16% 10 21.4% and yet, as Mrs
Maij-Weggen points out, there are 30 million Euro-
peans below the poverty line. It is clear that our social
security systems are more expensive and yet they are
not curing the problem which they were designed to
solve. We know the causes; Mrs Maij-Weggen’s
report goes into them. The ageing population — 40%
of social security costs in the United Kingdom is due
to the cost of maintaining the elderly; progress in
medical techniques and a combination of the two,
again quoting, ‘an ageing population makes mare
demands on health services’.

I am very interested to see that the Commission points
to the health care as a particular area in which we need
more efficient use of resources. I point this out again
— Mrs Clwyd now having gone — in view of the fact
that the Labour Party is going on about the cost of the
health service and defence of the health service in their
manifesto, and yet the problem is getting better value
for money out of all our health services, which I am
glad to see the Commission has drawn attention to.

Now the Commission also offers a few trains of
thought. In fact it offers seven trains of thought and a
least three of them involve more expenditure, which is
perhaps another paradox. One I do agree with abso-
lutely, namely, that we must make the law and admin-
istration of social security clearer, particularly where
there are different national systems involved. I invite
Commissioner Richard, when he has time, to go
through all the petitions we have had on this subject
and he will discover that they are nearly all from peo-
ple who just do not understand the differences in
national legislation, in some cases not even the civil
servants up in Newcastle who in my country are sup-
posed to organize it.

Three important points from Mrs Maij-Weggen’s
report which I agree with. 95% of health expenditure
on cure — would it not be more effective if we spent it
on prevention? In the case of old people, it is not only
expensive but debilitating for them to be shuttled off
into old-people’s homes and so much more attention
must be given to care in the home by their own fami-
lies. Here we might have some research into such
things as automatic wardens, the sort of thing the
Commission can do very well by establishing best
practices.

A final point on Mrs Maij-Weggen’s report which she
did not mention herself. It is worth investigating not
only whether certain groups are being discriminated
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against but also whether certain groups are without
justification receiving favoured treatment in compari-
son with other groups. Mrs Maij-Weggen — no doubt
referring to her own country — talks about groups of
civil servants. That deserves looking at.

So, Mr President, no doubt we shall return to this sub-
ject when the discussions on the Commission docu-
ment are fully advanced. I note that the Commission
has no ambition to establish identical social security
systems in all Member States.

What we need is not identity of social security systems
but exchange of experience which I understand the
Commission is going for and converging conclusions.
Those would be most valuable.

Mr Frischmann (COM). — (FR) Mr President, it is
curious that the reports by our colleagues Mrs Maij-
Weggen and Mr Calvez on the problems of social
security and harmonization of social legislation in the
Community should have found their way onto the
agenda for the final part-session of this Parliament.
This gives the impression that they represent Parlia-
ment’s conclusion and final opinion on the social
policy initiatives of the Community institutions.

In the little time granted to us, rather than seek out the
points on which we can agree with what has been said
by Mrs Maij-Weggen and Mr Calvez, we wish to
stress that, for all his efforts, the rapporteur has had a
great deal of trouble in drawing up a significant list of
results achieved in the harmonization of social legisla-
tion, a field in which the Community’s responsibilities
are laid down in the Treaty.

The five general directives mentioned, which have
been adopted over the period of more than ten years
since January 1974, are not enough to create the illu-
sion that Europe can claim a credible record of action
on behalf of working people. These are texts whose
application has been severely distorted in practice, not
least in the case of road hauliers.

This lack of results, for instance on the restructuring
of working time, is particularly hard to bear at a time
when there are not far short of 13 million unemployed
in the Community. Is it not really significant that no
text having the binding force of law has been adopted
on the reduction of working time, even though the
Commission itself has said that this is an unavoidable
necessity? The great movement which is currently
gathering pace, whether you like it or not, among
German workers shows just how the austerity policies
around which a consensus was supposed to build up
among our peoples had led us up a blind alley. It is
really time that this legitimate demand was met.

On the more specific problem of social security sys-
tems, we cannot settle for manoeuvres aimed at recon-
ciling public opinion to the prospect of further sacrif-

ices. We are most certainly not unaware of the diffi-
culties being encountered currently in financing these
systems. At the same time, however, we are very con-
scious of the fact that the main cause of these difficul-
ties is the low level of revenues, which in turn stems
from the loss of growth and increase in unemploy-
ment.

Instead of austerity and sacrifices, therefore, we com-
mend positive action to stimulate job creation as the
key factor making for a return to balanced manage-
ment of these systems, to which we would add a
stronger emphasis on prevention rather than cure. We
therefore find it impossible to subscribe to the Com-
mission’s contention, with which the motion for a
resolution concurs, that health care costs are rising
excessively, except that we for our part would point to
the scandalous level of profits made by the monopolies
in the pharmaceutical industry.

In this connection, we issue a solemn warning to
anyone who might be minded to dismantle this most
precious of social inheritances, which working people
have campaigned and fought for a century to earn.
Anyone taking that idea into his head is likely to find
the workers, their unions and us unanimously aligned
against him. Let there be no mistake about that!

Without overlooking the many obstacles to be sur-
mounted, therefore, we believe that only real harmon-
ization of social legislation, at the highest level and on
a progressive basis, will gain Europe the popular com-
mitment which it so manifestly lacﬂs at present. This is
an objective which must be pursued with the workers
themselves, in the next Parliament also, with all due
vigilance and tenacity.

Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). — (GR) Mr President, I
would like to congratulate Mrs Maij-Weggen and Mr
Calvez, and to commend their reports because they
refer to matters connected both with the present func-
tions of the Community and with its future prospects.
As Mr Calvez points out, the harmonization of the
Community’s legislations is a matter that involves
equalization of the conditions of competition, but is
also a matter of creating a commonality of interests
between working people in all the Community’s coun-
tries. It is hardly necessary for me to stress how impor-
tant this is for convergence of the economic policies
and for progress towards the political unification of
Europe.

On that basis I would like to make the following brief
comments, which stem from the experience of my own
country. }T

My first comment is that the prablem of unemploy-
ment takes a rather individual form in Greece, and
that is precisely why in previous part-sessions I have
put forward ideas and proposal§ for a special pro-
gramme designed to deal in particular with the matter
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of youth unemployment in Greece, and proposals to
promote equal treatment of women and recognition of
the social contribution made by housewives.

My second comment is that there are very large differ-
ences in the conditions for granting pensions to Greek
working people. And I refer in particular to agricul-
tural workers, whose pensions are one quarter of the
minimum pension granted by the national institution
for social security (the IKA). This gives rise to a very
large problem. There is also another very large cate-
gory of pensioners in Greece, that of the TEBE pen-
sioners, i.e. professional craftsmen whose pension is
only three quarters of the minimum pension.

These differences in pensions, which also exist in Ire-
land though to much smaller extent, constitute a prob-
lem that is of interest to the Community as a whole.
The reform of pensions legislation is a matter that
interests all people in Greece, and more generally all
over the Community. I think, therefore, that there is a
good case for harmonization. Basically of course, the
responsibility rests with the Member States, but there
will have to be active participation by the Commission
and the European Parliament in integrating this har-
monization, and if necessary some participation by the
Social Fund so that, in the early stages of implementa-
tion of a reformed pensions system, some economic
assistance will be available to overcome the inevitable
problems.

The subject of harmonizing social policies, as treated
in the reports by Mrs Maij-Weggen and Mr Calvez, is
an important one that is linked to the functioning of
the Community as a whole, and I hope that Parliament
will vote in favour of them by a large majority, and so
deliver an important message to our peoples.

Mr Simpson (ED). — I am addressing my remarks to
Mr Calvez’s report and I should like to start off by
congratulating Mr Calvez on behalf of my group on
the work that has gone into the preparation of this
report.

The approximation of social legislation is an extremely
important and extremely wide subject, and it is per-
haps difficult to get together all the strands in a single
report. However, I think, and my group agrees, that
this is a subject which one must approach with a cer-
tain amount of care. In the old phrase there should be
no harmonization for harmonization’s sake. One must
be satisfied that real benefits accrue when steps are
taken at Community level.

‘The Community already has specific powers in certain
areas which are covered by this report. One of these is
social security, which my colleague, Mr Patterson, has
discussed. On that subject, I agree with the point made
by Mr Pearce, in his motion for a resolution annexed
to this report, that social security benefits should be
commensurate with the contributions made irrespec-

tive of the Member State of residence at the time the
person is claiming benefits. Secondly, the Community
has specific powers in the field of freedom of move-
ment. Thirdly, there is the European Social Fund, and
I am well aware of the benefits of the Social Fund.
Corby, in my own constituency, has received some
105 million from various European funding sources,
including the Social Fund. This has helped create
5000 jobs since the steel closure there in 1980.
Equally, the Community has specific powers in the
field of vocational training.

The Community needs a high level of employment,
but there are other policies which can help more if
they are concentrated on, namely, competition, the
internal market and economic and monetary affairs.
My group is not convinced of the need for certain pro-
posals that the Commission has brought forward,
namely, the shorter working week, temporary workers
and part-time workers’ provisions. We feel that these
will add unnecessarily to employers’ costs.

All in all, we feel that solutions at Community level
must be both practical and cost-effective. The British
approach is to build up from the ground, to make
small contributions at the start, launch small policies
and see them develop and build upwards. I hope that
that is the approach the Community and the Commis-

sion will continue to apply in the future.

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, can [ start off by congratulating both Mrs Maij-
Weggen and Mr Calvez on the quality and the excell-
ence of their reports? I think each of them is a valuable
contribution to the discussion of this particular subject.

I will begin with Mrs Maij-Weggen’s report. I think
there is a certain amount of misunderstanding about
the object of the memorandum itself. The idea was
not, frankly, to propose solutions but to open a
debate. I think the phrase Mr Patterson used was that
we should open up avenues for exploration. That is
certainly what it was all about. The debate is taking
place now on different levels, both at national level
and at Community level.

I think the report itself of Mrs Maij-Weggen points
out what it sees as some of the shortcomings of the
memorandum. The memorandum never set out to do
the things which the report reproaches it for failing to
do. It was not intended to be a comparative study of
national systems or a first step towards the harmoniza-
tion of systems; it was simply a debate to try and
explore common problems and see to what extent we
could profit collectively from each other’s experience
in dealing with those problems.

There was another reproach, that we have not
answered the question whether the problems are the
result of the economic crisis or whether there are
faults in the system itself. I think we do answer it to a
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certain extent, and our answer is that it is both. It is
not an either/or situation: the problems arise as a
result of the economic crisis and also because of faults
in the systems themselves. I do not think we are shirk-
ing the choice. That is the conclusion of our analysis.

The resolution requests the Commission to take a cer-
tain number of initiatives. Studies and actions will be
continued concerning social security financing, the
struggle against poverty, the cost of health care, eld-
erly people and equality of treatment, but the Com-
mission also has to take into account the wishes of the
Council, which, to put it neutrally, is cautious about
Community competence in some of these areas.

I want to make it clear, however, that we do not wish
to hide behind the Council’s reticence. The Commis-
sion itself is sceptical as regards some of the proposi-
tions in this report — for example, the forms of organ-
ization of social security. I think these depend on
national traditions and national choices, and variety
there is perfectly legitimate.

Nevertheless, the Commission does see its work in this
area expanding, and the subject will perhaps be ripe
for the submission of an action programme in the
course of next year. In the meantime, the Commission
will make the best use it can of its limited resources to
carry the debate forward in the priority areas which
have been identified.

I would now just say two brief words on the report by
Mr Calvez. The resolution requests the Commission to
undertake a fresh study of the scope for expanding the
process of harmonizing social systems and approxi-
mating legislation. Bearing in mind Article 117 of the
Treaty, the Commission can only say that it shares
wholeheartedly the underlying aim which is expressed,
but we do have doubts about the need for a study and
we have to be realistic, I think, about what can be
achieved in the short term.

I am not clear what a study would actually tell us. The
situation is, I am afraid, only too clear. There is a
reluctance on the part of the Council to adopt new
directives for the approximation of laws. There are
plenty of proposals for the approximation of laws in
the social field on the table already. There is Vredel-
ing, there is the part-time work proposal, there is the
temporary work proposal, there are several draft
directives concerning equal treatment for men and
women, and I have to say to the House that I cannot
be too optimistic about the chances of an early adop-
tion of any of them.

It is not my conclusion that the Commission should
accept passively the situation in the Council, still less,
give up making proposals for binding legislation. We
shall, of course, continue to work for the adoption of
the existing proposal; but I think we need to reflect
0o on the reasons for the Council’s reluctance and on
what we can do to change that attitude.

Firstly, there is perhaps the need to reappraise the
nature of some of our proposals. Should they be less
detailed and more of a broad framework or an ena-
bling piece of legislation? Should the aim in some
areas be to establish a barrier to prevent backsliding
from existing national standards, rtther than to har-
monize in the way which some people would see as
being too ambitious and upwards?

Secondly, there is probably also a need to establish a
clearer link between action and legislation itself. In
many cases, action — for example the exchanges of
information and experience or pilot projects — could
provide and perhaps should provide the essential
groundwork in the process of building a consensus
which would then eventually become enshrined in leg-
islation.

Thirdly, I think Member States seem to need reassur-
ance about the implementation of legislation once
adopted. The Commission is fully committed to fulfill-
ing its role as the guardian of the Treaties and of the
law, and will continue to do this in an even-handed
way. |

Finally, may I say that the Commission shares many of
the views in the report, for example, that there is a
need to ensure the increasing involvement of labour
and management in the economic and social decisions
of the Community and consequently in the actual pro-
cess of social harmonization, which is paragraph 14.
Moreover, the Commission is reassessing constantly its
strategy for achieving such aims and is in no way
claiming the right to sit back and |say, well, we have
done our bit, it is now up to other people. The fact
remains, however, that it is the Council, not the Com-
mission that Parliament has got to convince in many of
these areas.

(Applause)

President. — The debate is closed. |

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.!

10. Question Time

President. — The next item is the first part of Ques-
tion Time (Doc. 1-270/84). |

We shall begin with questions to the Council.

Question No 1, by Mrs Schleicher (H-744/83), for
whom Mr Alber is deputizing: |

Subject: The so-called ‘directives to restrict the
use of asbestos’

1 Topical and urgent debate (announthent of the list of sub-
Jjects to be included): see Minutes.
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On 23 April 1982 the European Parliament gave
its opinion on the Commission proposal for a
directive on the use of asbestos. The Commis-
sion’s original proposal laid down rules for the use
of blue and white asbestos.

Going on from this, the European Parliament,
acting on my proposal as rapporteur, called by a
large majority for an unambiguous symbol to be
put on all products containing asbestos. The Com-
mission took up this call in an amended proposal
for a directive.

The Council of Ministers was not able to reach
agreement on this proposal as a whole.

The Official Journal of the European Communi-
ties of 29 September 1983 contained a ‘skeleton
directive’ making it obligatory for all asbestos
products to be identified by a symbol and includ-
ing the rules governing blue asbestos. There are
still no rules for the use of white asbestos, despite
the fact that the European Parliament has also
made very specific proposals on them.

What is the present state of progress in the Coun-
cil’s deliberations, when is a regulation likely to be
adopted, and how will the European Parliament’s
recommendations be taken into consideration in
the deliberations in the Council of Ministers?

Mr Cheysson, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(FR) On 19 September 1983 the Council adopted
Directive 83/478/EEC concerning the labelling of
products containing asbestos and restrictions on the
marketing and use of chrocidolite or blue asbestos and
products containing it. Examination of the other ele-
ments of the Commission’s proposal, concerning the
banning, restrictions on the marketing and use of
other asbestos fibres such as chrysotile or white asbes-
tos, is being pursued actively at the technical level
within the Council.

It is not yet possible, in the present state of discussions
and having regard to the complexity of the subject, to
indicate possible future directions of work any more
than a date for their completion. On the other hand,
what I can tell the honourable gentlemen is that the
opinions issued by the European Parliament are taken
into consideration in the course of its work. Let me
give you an example. In adopting the directive of
19 September 1983, the Council gave emphasis to a
point to which your Assembly attaches importance. It
called upon the Commission to see about the establish-
ment of one or more uniform methods of control for
accurately assessing the fixing of asbestos fibres and to
present to it, where appropriate, a proposal.

Mr Alber (PPE). — (DE) Mr Cheysson, having just
said that you cannot set a deadline for the Council, I
should like to know whether the Council has set any
deadline at all for its work.

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) The complexity and scale of
the subject are such that the Council has not yet been
able to set a deadline.

Mr Johpson (ED). — While I and, I am sure, all the
Membeys of this House appreciate the very real effort
this Presidency has put into environmental questions,
is the President-in-Office aware that in one country of
the Community, namely, the United Kingdom, we
have alteady brought in or are bringing in regulations
to monitor and license asbestos in the workplace?
Could he assure us that he will use the office of Presi-
dent to push for the rapid adoption of these directives
throughout the Community?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) I can assure Members that we
shall adyocate that the Community adopt a position in
this matter. This subject is important in itself; further-
more, it has a genuine political significance in view of
the congern raised in many countries of the Com-
munity by the use of asbestos.

President. — Question No 2 has been withdrawn.

As the |author is absent, Question No3 will be
answered in writing.!

Mr SPCIJCCI‘ (ED). — On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent. Exactly the same thing happened last month.
Some of|us came to listen to the answers that were to
be given| to questions put down by our Greek col-
leagues. [Then suddenly with no warning the questions
were withdrawn from the agenda. I wrote to President
Dankert| and he assured me that in future an
announcement would be made from the Chair at the
beginning of Question Time as to which questions had
been withdrawn by their authors. Could you tell me
now if there are any more questions which have been
withdrawn by their authors?

. — No other questions have so far been
withdrawn by their authors.

Mrs Schleicher (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, my
agenda sgys: Questions to the Commission. But now it
is questions to the Council that are being taken. How
come that the agenda is wrong? My agenda says that
questions| to the Commission should now be taken.

— I have just been informed that there is a
the German version of the agenda, though
not in the|other versions.

1 See Annex II of 23. 5. 1984
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Mrs Schleicher (PPE). — (DE) My apologies. I was
going by my German agenda and so was not in the
Chamber in good time.

Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). — (GR) I am not very well
acquainted with the procedural details. However,
Question No 3 by Mr Papaefstratiou is an important
question of broad interest, and I would hope that pro-
cedural considerations would not prevent the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council from replying to it, so
that other Members may also comment on it. I for-
mally request that this question be taken, and I would
hope that my request will be complied with.

President. — Mr Pesmazoglou, the Rules of Proce-
dure which we are all required to observe do not make
any provision for an oral answer by the President-in-
Office of the Council if Mr Papaefstratiou or someone
deputizing for him are not present.

I am very sorry, but the Rules do not make any provi-
sion for this.

*
¥ ¥

Question No 4, by Miss Hooper (H-761/83/rev.):

Subject: Teaching of religion on the Greek Island
of Syra

It appears that more than 300 children of Greek
Catholic parents on the Greek Island of Syra
(Cyclades) are not permitted to receive instruction
in the Catholic faith in their schools even though
the Greek law, 4397/16/24.9.1929, requires a
state salaried teacher to be appointed for this pur-
pose. They have unsuccessfully petitioned the
Greek Government to this end.

Given that freedom of religion, including the reli-
gious formation of children as well as a frequently
stated commitment to freedom of education,
obtains in the European Community, will the
Council make representations to the Greek
Government to remedy this injustice?

Mr Cheysson, President-in-Office of the Council —
(FR) The Council must act within the limits of the
powers conferred upon it by the Treaties. Conse-
quently, it does not feel able to make representations
to the Greek Government, or to any other government
for that matter, in any matter to do with religious
instruction in schools.

Miss Hooper (ED). — I would draw particular atten-
tion to the references in the second paragraph of my
question to freedom of religion and to freedom of
education. I make no apology for raising the question
which affects a very specific and maybe unique case in

one Member State. It has been brought to my atten-
tion as a person interested in the creation of a truly
united Europe by the breaking down of all barriers
whether cultural, religious or in trade. This being so,
since the Minister’s reply on behalf of the French Pres-
idency is negative, can he not at least agree that this is
a matter which should be the subject of representa-
tions for an agreed ecumenical syllabus amongst the
Orthodox and Catholic Churches and, if so, how
should this development be encouraged?

Mr Cheysson. ~— (FR) However I might be tempted, I
dare not exceed the powers and rights of the presi-
dency.

President. — Mr Pesmazoglou, paragraph 10 of
Annex I of the Rules of Procedure reads as follows:

If neither the questioner nor his substitute is pres-
ent, the question shall be answered in writing by
the institution concerned, and published together
with the answer in the Report of Proceedings.

Paragraph 11 continues:

The same procedure shall be applied to questions
that remain unanswered for lack of time unless,
before Question Time is over, ‘t}e author with-
draws his question or asks that it be carried over
to the next Question Time.

Paragraph 9 stipulates:

A question may be answered only if the questioner
is present or has notified the President in writing
before Question Time begins, of the name of his
substitute.

The answer is therefore quite clear.

Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). — (FR) Mr President, I am
aware of those provisions. The question I am asking is
whether they are discretionary or mandatory and, in
the event that they are discretionary, I think I am enti-
tled to request that an answer be given to the question.

President. — The provisions are most certainly bind-
ing. I have just read out the relevant paragraphs.

.
As the authors are not present, Questions Nos 5 and 6
will be answered in writing.1

Question No 7, by Mr Hutton (H-589/83):

Subject: Reform of conciliation procedure

What action has the Council taken, and what act-
ion does it propose to take, to implement the reso-

1 See Annex II of 23. 5. 1984.
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lution adopted by Parliament on the conciliation
procedure based on the De Pasquale report (Doc.
1-984/83), in view of the fact that the Commis-
sion has already made proposals on this matter in
a Communication (COM(81) 816 final)?

Mr Cheysson, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(FR) Examination of the Commission’s proposals
regarding the conciliation procedure is continuing
within the Council in the light of the European Parli-
ment’s resolution of 14 December 1983 and having
regard to the position adopted by a delegation in res-
pect of paragraph 2.3.6. of the solemn Declaration.

Furthermore the Commission, by letter of 9 March
1984, has indicated that it considers acceptable, and I
quote: ‘most of the amendments proposed by the
European Parliament’. This point is included in the
agenda of the Committee of Permanent Representa-
tives for 30 May and the presidency has decided to
raise it at the Council meeting of 18 June.

Mr Hutton (ED). — While I thank the President-in-
Office for his answer and his recognition of Parlia-
ment’s resolution of last December, does the Presi-
dent-in-Office recall that at the January part-session
of this Parliament he himself said: ‘Progress can and
must be made in improving the conciliation procedure
while respecting the powers of each institution’.

Would the President-in-Office now say why the
Council has been so slow in taking so little action.

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) That part of the statement
which I had the honour to make before the European
Parliament in January constituted, both for the presi-
dency and for the delegation which is now in charge
of the presidency, a vital commitment. It is essential
that we improve the conciliation procedures. It is one
of the prerequisites for progress in the Community.

The President of the European Council himself will
address Members, the day after tomorrow and I take
the liberty, Mr President, of referring Parliament to
the remarks he will be making on this subject and
which will bear very explicitly thereon. Moreover, I
mentioned a moment ago that the presidency pledged
that it would see that the Commission’s proposals were
discussed since it was of course important to act in
compliance with the Treaties. The President under-
takes therefore to ensure examination of the Commis-
sion proposals as reviewed within COREPER at the
next meeting of the Council of Ministers scheduled for
18 June and I can assure Members, and in particular
Mr Hutton, that, on the presidency side, there will be
full support for the proposals now on the table. They
raise a problem for one of our government delega-
tions. I do not wish to conceal from this Assembly that
it is the kind of problem that it ought to be possible to
air in public, as, I repeat, improvements in relations

between the institutions is fundamental to progress in
the Community and hence to improvement in relations
with the elected representatives of the' European peo-
ple.

President. — Question No 8, by Mr Marshall (H-
679/83), for whom Mr Spencer is deputizing:

Subject: Use of reduced price butter in the food
manufacturing industries

On 6 October 1983 the Commission submitted to
the Council a scheme for extending the use of
educed price butter in the food manufacturing
industries. When does the Council envisage mak-
ing a decision on this proposal?

]

Mr Cheysson, President-in-QOffice of the Council. —
(FR) At its session from 26-31 March 1984, the
Coun¢il adopted the proposal for a regulation quoted
by the honourable gentleman. The arrangements in
force |up till then — that is, up to 31 March 1984 —
provided for the granting of aid for the use of butter
by certain categories of consumer and industry,
namely institutions and non-profit making organiza-
tions,)armies and analogous units of Member States as
well hs manufacturers of pastry products and ice
cream.

In view of the existence of sizable surpluses of dairy
products, the Commission proposed that the Council
extend the benefit of aids to cover the manufacture of
other|food products such as confectionery. This pro-
posal{ which formed part of the package of regulations
presented by way of decisions on agricultural prices
for the 1984/1985 marketing year, was adopted by the
Coungil at the end of March. The new arrangements
thus ¢xtend the benefit of aids to other food products,
a list |of which is to be drawn up on a proposal from
the Commission within the framework of the manage-
ment jcommittees and, of course, in accordance with
the ugual procedures of those committees.

Mr Spencer (ED). — I am sure our distinguished
guests would acknowledge that this is an important
matter given the dairy surplus situation and the oppor-
tunity that this extension provides to use some 8 000
tonnds extra of butter in one particular branch of the
confectionery industry itself. His answer does not
actually give us a date. His answer referred in general
terms to when the Commission got round to it in the
management committees. Is he saying that there is no
further impediment at Council level and that we must
direct our questioning only to the Commission?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) I think that my response on
behalf of the Council answers Mr Spencer’s question.
Whag I mean is that the decision has been taken. We
now know to exactly what it will apply, and to which
food | products and that the framework will be the
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management committees, in accordance with their
usual procedures and, of course, on a proposal from
the Commission. But the decision to extend aids to
other food products has been taken.

Mrs Ewing (DEP). — My question is very short and
simple. Does the other food include soup, because we
have very large manufacturers of that excellent com-
modity in my area?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) Unfortunately the final answer
to this question does not depend on the Council but,
first, on the Commission and then on the management
committee.

I therefore recommend to the honourable lady that
she inform the Commission, where it is not yet in pos-
session of the information, of the reasons for which
this measure, which, I repeat, has been adopted in
principle, should apply to those industries to which she
refers.

Mr Hord (ED). — Would the President-in-Office
not agree that the process which has been instituted
for this initiative is extremely slow? Whilst it is 2 move
in the right direction — 8 000 tonnes — we do have
930 000 tonnes at least of surplus butter in the Com-
munity. This is not only expensive in terms of the cost
of storage and also the interest charges, but the same
butter is deteriorating fast. Could the President-in-
Office indicate why the process is so slow, because for
public assimilation this is unacceptable and when is the
Council going to do something with the balance of
922 000 tonnes of butter which are in storage?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) I do not think there is a more
expeditious procedure than that of the management
committees acting on proposals from the Commission.
The management committees — and here I am draw-
ing on my memories as Commissioner — meet prac-
tically non-stop in the area of the common agricultural
policy. Their ability to make decisions is very substan-
tial, as we all know, since much of the work of manag-
ing the common agricultural policy is done by them
and, very often, Members are concerned at the speed
with which decisions are taken. I do not believe there-
fore that there is a more expeditious procedure than
the one that has been adopted.

The problem of dairy surpluses now in storage — milk
powder, butter, etc. — is quite a different matter,
which goes far beyond the terms of the present ques-
tion.

Whilst we are well aware that the problem is formida-
ble, it is not now getting any worse. The Community’s
ability to broach the most delicate, not to say the most
explosive subjects, has been demonstrated, but as you
well know, this problem will not be solved overnight,

if only because of the budgetary difficulties with which
I gather you are all acquainted.

Mrs Van Hemeldonck (S). — (NL) Does not the
President-in-Office of the Council consider it some-
what excessive, now that we have a|butter surplus of
nearly a million tonnes, that a gift should be made to a
‘luxury industry’ — confectionery —~ in the form of
cheap butter for its products, whilst the ordinary con-
sumer — and here I am thinking mainly of people who
have to live on a substitute income: the unemployed,
pensioners and the like — cannot this year look for-
ward to Christmas butter?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) The honourable lady will bear
with me when I say that, when I was a Member of this
Assembly, there was a good deal of unhappiness over
the fact that butter was being placed at the disposal of
customary consumers in rather special economic con-
ditions, to break the rules of the market economy and
to threaten the good health of our fellow European
citizens’ livers. I am therefore surprised that this com-
ment should now be made.

President. — Question No 9, by Mrs Van Hemel-
donck (H-86/84).1

Subject: Inspections and contrdls regarding the
transport of dangerous wastes within the
European Community

Meeting on 2 March 1984, the Council of the
Environment Ministers again took the view that
there was no need for a decision on the very
urgent problem of inspections and controls
regarding the transport of dangerous wastes
within the European Community.

Can the Council provide a detailed survey of the
problem areas? Has any progress been made? If
so, in what areas? Can the Council assure the
European Parliament that a final decision will
definitely be taken at the Council meeting next
June?

Mr Cheysson, President-in-QOffice o/l the Council. —
(FR) At its session of 1 March the Council made con-
siderable progress on this proposal. Nonetheless some
difficult problems remain to be solved, including the
definition of the rights and responsibilities of the
Member States exporting wastes and the special proce-
dures to be applied to wastes intended for recycling.

The Council has instructed the Committee of Perma-
nent Representatives to continue this work with a view
to arriving at an agreement, if possible even before the
Council session in June.

! Former oral question without debate (0-173/83), con-
verted into a question for Question Time.
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Mrs Van Hemeldonck (S). — (NL) That is a com-
pletely unsatisfactory answer. A year ago this Parlia-
ment adopted a draft regulation under the emergency
procedure. In the meantime a special committee of
inquiry has been set up in Parliament and its report
was tabled and debated at the last part-session. That
report simply confirmed the findings and recommen-
dations of the draft regulation of a year ago. It is just
not on, now that a couple of opinions have been
delivered by Parliament, now that an emergency pro-
cedure has been used, now that various tribunals in the
Community have pronounced, among other things, on
responsibility in the Seveso case, for the Council to go
on hesitating and fail to take a decision. We might
well ask ourselves if there are not some important and
powerful lobbies putting pressure on the Council.

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) The recent examples to which
the honourable lady refers show how great are the dif-
ficulties in this matter.

I would point out, for example, that one of the delega-
tions of the Member States would like to compel
producers of waste, except in special cases, to elimi-
nate waste in the country of origin.

Transpose this to the issue that has just been raised by
the honourable lady and you will at once see the impli-
cations.

I would also mention that discussions are taking place
and that a number of delegations are particularly sym-
pathetic, except in the case of certain wastes, for
example, non-ferrous metal, to general rules that
might be laid down for elimination. In other words, I
repeat, this is a particularly delicate matter in environ-
mental and economic terms but also, undoubtedly, in
polttical terms.

That the Community should experience some diffi-
culty in harmonizing its position, in arriving at com-
mon arrangements among countries which so far have
had singularly different arrangements, that it should
come up against entrenched customs, even in countries
that are particularly conscious of their environment —
once again, think of the example given by the honour-
able gentleman — all this should come as no surprise.
The important thing is that this important work should
be carried out responsibly.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Might I draw to the
attention of the President-in-Office a disturbing prob-
lem in this connection: toxic wastes can escape
intended controls by being declared trade goods. Can
the Council President tell me whether the Council will
ensure, or plans to ensure, that this will be made
impossible by an appropriate formulation?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) This is of course one of the
really important subjects. Once again, the recent

example referred to by the Member who intervened
just a moment ago shows just how much false state-
ments |can complicate decisions that have to be taken
to elinlinate dangerous wastes.

Mr Pyrvis (ED). — At Bonnybridge, in my part of
Scotland, there is a plant which is unique in Europe in
the scdle and type of waste that it disposes of. There is
therefore a lot of waste transported from all over
Europe to this place. The existence of this plant gives
rise to/many scares and worries among the population.
Could{I say to the President-in-Office that whatever
inspection systems and control systems are instituted,
they must be very open and public so that the public’s
worries are assuaged and not just the officials are con-
tent with the results? Could he ensure that there is
public| confidence in the way these controls and
inspections are carried out?

eysson. — (FR) The directive in preparation
s the transport of waste and not its treatment.

that the transport of waste is a subject that
disturbs the populations concerned. I was per-
interested in this issue when I was an industri-
alist. It is necessary then that those people should be
informed as adequately as possible of the conditions
laid down for transport and supervision before and
during transport.

President. — Question No 10, by Mrs Ewing (H-13/
84):

Subject: Spanish fisheries negotiations

ill the Council inform the Parliament of the
state of negotiations, in the fisheries sector, of
Spanish accession to the EEC?

Mr Cheysson, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(FR) This is indeed a very difficult question.

ds then proved necessary in order to go more
into the problems and embark upon the search

ing this supplementary information, of which
the Commission was in possession in early March, it
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augmented and deepened its analysis of the subject
with a view to progressing in the negotiations. In its
report to the Council in the second half of March it set
out the results of its thinking. The study was immedia-
tely taken up within the Council’s subordinate bodies
with a view to working out the Community position.
This position must be finalized very shortly with the
aim of commencing negotiations in this area at one of
the forthcoming sessions of the accession Conference,
and the presidency has no hesitation in telling Parlia-
ment that we should like this subject to be examined
substantively at the June session of the accession Con-
ference.

Mrs Ewing (DEP). — Will the President-in-Office go
a little further and tell us when the fishing industry
will be consulted, if it is consulted? It feels there is the
silence of the ostrich about a problem so vast as this
Armada two-and-a-half times the size of the UK fleet
and three-quarters that of the whole EEC fleet. Could
I not now appeal to the President-in-Office to follow
the line he himself adopted when he wore another dis-
tinguished hat as Development Commissioner, the line
that I have tried to follow for the last five years, that
we have a solution in that the Spanish fleet should sail
southwards to make a real partnership with our Lomé
friends in West Africa who are being raped by Russia,
Korea and Japan, who need the presence of 2 modern
fleet, who need know-how and training and who are
not getting it, and will he assure us that the idea he
himself followed will now be followed by the Council?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) The honourable lady has men-
tioned the ostrich, and I must say that it stands oddly
with the fish we are dealing with. Let us therefore get
this animal out of the way.

(Laugbhter)

It is vital that consultations should be opened with
those who have a direct responsibility, namely the fish-
ing industries. Mrs Ewing is perfectly right. These
consultations will take place, as they should, at inter-
governmental level, but I think that the Commission
will also hold consultations of this kind although it is
not able at the present time to give an answer.

As I said in the first sentence of my answer earlier on,
this is an extraordinarily difficult problem given the
size of the Spanish fleet and the comprehensive nature
of its operations. Mrs Ewing’s proposal therefore
deserves serious consideration.

I feel that in the progress that can now be seen in the
negotiations for a new convention with the 64 ACP
countries, the proposals that these have now made in
the area of fisheries are probably the most promising.
And in this connection, I thank Mrs Ewing for
expressing the Parliament’s support or, at any rate, its
interest in this matter.

In the previous negotiations which led to the Lomé
Conventions, there was great reticence by our partners
to discuss fishing problems in the context of our over-
all relations. It is very striking to note — and this is
part of the progress we have made — that this state of
affairs has now changed, and this is due, in part, I
think — and here I am quoting Mrs Ewing — to the
repeated violations they have suffered at the hands of
third countries. These countries are interested in nego-
tiating, in dealing more actively, more frequently and
more systematically with the Community, in the assur-
ance that it is in the framework of fixed-term fishing
agreements that they have the best chance of develop-
ing at home the corresponding industries, both at sea
and on land.

Now it so happens — Mrs Ewing was perfectly right
in pointing this out — that this coincides with our own
interest. It is already so before enlargement. It
becomes a necessity — this is not putting it too
strongly — after enlargement, given — and don’t let
us forget it — the doubling of the fishing fleet com-
pared with its present size which will result from
enlargement.

Mr Purvis (ED). — On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent, I am sure the President-in-Office of the Council
would like to withdraw his remarks calling for the
extermination of that beautiful bird the ostrich. The
nature-lovers of Europe would be appalled to think of
the French Foreign Minister demanding that step for
the Community.

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) 1 would never dream of attack-
ing that animal. I would fear its revenge. I merely
wanted it to be kept in its proper place which, you will
agree, is not at sea.

(Laugbhter)

Mr Provan (ED). — I think we are all grateful for the
very full statement that the President-in-Office has
given us this afternoon. It was extremely helpful, but I
am sure he is further aware that there are many prac-
tical fishermen in the Community who are extremely
worried by the thought of Spanish accession and the
potential reduction of the fisheries resource within the
Community; and further, by the dilution of the funds
that are presently available to the common fisheries
policy. Can he give us an assurance this afterncon that
he will drive the Commission into negotiating as hard
a deal as possible with the Spanish authorities, because
at the present time it appears that the Commission is
not taking sufficient action to look after the very frag-
ile fisheries policy that was agreed so recently?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) The Council is too sensible to
think that it can ‘drive the Commission’. That would
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be a hopeless undertaking and, in any case, absolutely
at variance with the Treaties.

However, I can assure you that the Council is per-
fectly well aware of the serious nature of this situation,
which may be summed up very simply as follows. The
Community’s fishing fleet will be doubled after
enlargement. The fish stocks available in Community
waters will not be likewise doubled. That is the prob-
lem.

Mr Van Miert (S). — (NL) There have been a num-
ber of particularly bitter clashes between French and
Spanish fishermen. In view of the delicate nature of
the subject, can the President-in-Office confirm that
steps are now being taken to make absolutely sure that
such incidents do not recur and so make negotiations
even more difficule?

President. — Allow me to point out, Mr Van Miert,
that Mr Cheysson is here as President-in-Office of the
Council of Ministers and not as Foreign Minister of
France.

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) I shall reply in my capacity as
President-in-Office of the Council of Ministers, since
in the measures it has been obliged to take in order to
prevent repeated irregularities committed by two
Spanish vessels — to be more precise, 92 irregularities
in four months — France has been acting in defence of
Community decisions. These are Community waters.

It was a matter of regret to us that all this matter had
10 go to such extreme limits, and I am happy to be able
to report to the European Parliament that since then
the cooperation we have been able to establish with
the Spanish Government in enforcing Community
rights in Community waters has enabled us, whenever
a delicate situation of this kind came to light, to alert
the Spanish authorities who would then themselves
oblige the vessels in question to withdraw from that
particular fishing area.

President. — Question No 11, by Mr Eisma (H-46/
84), for whom Mr Herman is deputizing:

Subject: European economic incentive policy

During the debate on economic recovery on
27 March 1984, I advocated a European invest-
ment programme of 15 000 million ECU a year on
average as worked out in the D’66’s European
economic incentive policy.

Has the Council already deliberated on such a
plan and does it intend to consider a programme
along the above lines, and to what extent are the
existing policy instruments being used to pursue
an incentive policy? -

Mr Cheysson, President-in-Office of the Foreign Minis-
ters. — (FR) The economic policy guidelines to be fol-
lowed|by each Member State were considered by the
Coungil last December on a proposal by the Commis-
sion and after having obtained the opinion of Parlia-
ment. The Council has come out in favour of a streng-
thening and consolidation of the economic recovery
that is pow getting off the ground in the Community.

Up to|now the Council has not been approached by
the Commission with an incentive programme of the
kind referred to by the honourable Member. How-
ever, like the Commission, all the Member States are
perfectly aware of the need to support this economic
recovery by every means in their power. Obviously
they share the concerns expressed and the aims out-
lined by the honourable Member.

For some years past the Community has been aug-
menting the resources, particularly the financial
resourdes, that it is able to mobilize in order to back
up these programmes for supporting the economy. I
think I\may claim that this is one of the vital new fac-
tors in|the life of the Community during these past
years. If you add up all the financing carried out under
the allgpices of the Community — by the European
Investment Bank, the NCI, Euratom and the Coal and
Steel Community — you will find that it comes to a
total of| 6 813 000 ECUs for these support programmes
in 1983, This is a substantial sum of money, and one of
which pur countries are too little aware. It should,
howevelr, be borne in mind, particularly as it represents
a substgntial increase as against 1982, when the corres-
ponding figure was a very impressive 5 300 000 ECUs.

During|all of this time the Community has been reso-
lutely throwing its weight behind a genuine European
recovery, outlining the general framework of new pol-
icies designed to enable us to tackle successfully the
challenges of the third industrial revolution, identify-
ing the main individual programmes and getting some
of them| off the ground right now, and all of this on a
Europedn scale. I am thinking, for example, of the
ESPRIT programme, the scope and importance of
which will not have escaped any of you.

Mr Eismha’s question reflects therefore very closely the
interest shown by the governments, right up to the
highest |levels, in the present economic revival of the
Europedqn Community, a revival which, as you know,
is making remarkable progress at the present time.

Mr He (PPE). — (FR) The plan to relaunch
the Eurppean Community, to which, I may say, Mr
Delors, who took part in the deliberations on it was
kind enough to give his approval, was addressed
directly |to the Council of Ministers. It included an
urgent recommendation that negotiations on the small
and medium-sized enterprises be resumed. We have
been informed by the press that this question was con-
sidered 3t an informal meeting of the Council of Min-
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isters. Could the President-in-Office of the Council
tell us what is the exact truth behind this press report
and what were the conclusions reached at this meet-
ine?
ing?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) 1 myself was invited to atwend
some of the meetings of the Finance Ministers and the
Governors of the Central Banks in Rambouillet ten
days ago. These meetings were, in fact, followed by a
meeting of the Group of Ten which, as you know,
brings together some of the Community’s Finance
Ministers together with their Swiss, Canadian and
American counterparts. All of these meetings voiced a
determination to shift the present economic recovery
in some countries onto a larger scale and into a
broader framework, and above all to impose some
order and stability on its main constituent elements.
The discussions at Rambouillet — and- this is some-
thing that my colleague, Jacques Delors, could give
you more information about than I can — brought to
light some divergent views on this whole matter. Some
felt that all the conditions are already fulfilled for this
economic recovery to move into a higher gear. Others,
Jacques Delors amongst them, felt that there are still
disturbing and fragile elements in this economic recov-
ery and point to certain anomalous economic factors
such as interest rates, excessively frequent fluctuations
in exchange rates and, finally, the budgetary deficits in
certain countries which foster the instability to which I
have referred.

President — We now turn to questions to the Foreign
Ministers.

Question No 21, by Sir Peter Vanneck (H-661/83):

Subject: Emergency arrangements to ensure tele-
communications in the Community

Have Member States made contingency arrange-
ments to ensure telecommunications links within
the European Community in the event of an
emergency, for example, in the event of Soviet
deployment of satellite jammers?

Mr Cheysson, President-in-Office of the foreign minis-
ters. — (FR) This question does not fall within the
terms of reference of European Political Cooperation.

Sir Peter Vanneck (ED). -—— Naturally I am disap-
pointed in the answer I have received, because there
are commercial considerations and priorities to be
taken into account should something of this nature
occur. I venture to suggest that there ought to be con-
tingency plans if diplomatic intercommunication were
required, if we had, for example, another Russian situ-
ation such as that in Afghanistan. Disappointed as I
am with this response from the French President-in-
Office, I can only hope that even the Irish will be able

to give me a more definite answer for something that I
think is of considerable importance to the Community.

Mr Cheysson. —— (FR) Having heard the honourable
Member, I would only say that I myself would be very
interested to hear the reply given by my Irish col-
league, that is, if he can give a reply within the frame-
work of political cooperation.

Mr Howell (ED). — I should like to congratulate my
colleague on asking that question. In view of the com-
ments that the Minister has made, would it be possible
for him to say who would be responsible if the Euro-
pean Economic Community and its institutions are not
responsible? Clearly, this is a matter to which the
heads of government, the ministers and so on of the
European Community must adjust themselves. If this
institution cannot address itself to the problem, which
institution in Europe can?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) I have never heard that the
Community had any direct responsibilities in regard to
defence and, as I say, I would be particularly inter-
ested to know if my Irish colleague will take a differ-
ent view.

President. — As the author is not present, Question
No 22 will be answered in writing.!

Question No 23, by Mr Plaskovitis (H-723/83):

Subject: Negative developments at the Stockholm
Conference

Following the recent negative developments at the
Stockholm Conference with regard to the resump-
tion of the Geneva nuclear arms limitation talks,
the Canadian Prime Minister, Pierre Elliott Tru-
deau, is planning to contact the leaders of Eastern
countries with a view to clearing the ground to
open up the dialogue between East and West in all
fields. To this end, he will visit Eastern European
countries, and in particular, the Soviet Union.

Can the Foreign Ministers meeting in political
cooperation state whether they have discussed the
possibility of taking an initiative to encourage the
resumption of the dialogue on nuclear arms
reduction?

Mr Cheysson, President-in-Office of the Foreign Minis-
ters. — (FR) The main negotiations in which the Ten
participate in the field of disarmament — they are
therefore the subject of consultations within the
framework of political cooperation — have to do with
the Stockholm Conference and the negotiation, within
the framework of the Geneva Disarmament Confer-

1 See Annex II of 23. 5. 84.
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ence, of an agreement prohibiting the production and
stockpiling of chemical weapons.

The European Disarmament Conference on measures
relating to security and disarmament in Europe, the
first stage of which is currently being held in Stock-
holm, was convoked on the basis of the mandate
agreed on at the Madrid meeting on the follow-up to
the CSCE in September 1983 and is not directly
related to the Geneva negotiations, since the latter
have to do with medium-range nuclear weapons or
strategic weapons. The discussions in Stockholm are
concerned with the adoption, on a strictly regional
basis, of a number of cooperation and security mea-
sures that are of military significance, binding from the
political point of view and endowed with adequate
control procedures intended to lessen the risks of con-
frontation in Europe. With this end in view, the West-
ern nations submitted a number of very concrete pro-
posals in January last, not one of which had any
reference to the nuclear domain. The Ten naturally
wish to see progress being made in the Stockholm dis-
cussions, so as to enable measures to be adopted that
will make it possible for the 35 participating States to
arrive at a clearer mutual understanding of their mili-
tary commitments from the Atlantic to the Urals.
These measures should enable us to pass on to a
second stage devoted to disarmament in the strict
sense of the word, but always in the field of conven-
tional arms. The establishment of some kind of bal-
ance in conventional weapons in Europe would boost
the efforts being made to control nuclear weapons.
There can be no doubt whatever of this. However, I
must insist that negotiations on nuclear weapons are
not the subject of any consultations among the Ten.

Mr Plaskovitis (S). — (GR) I thank the President of
the Council of Ministers for his answer, but I must
point out that the question was submitted a long time
ago and unfortunately, as we know, no notable pro-
gress has been achieved since the Stockholm Confer-
ence. On the contrary, the situation has been made
worse by the stance adopted by the Soviets and other
Eastern-block countries over participation in the
Olympic Games, and this deterioration nullifies the
negotiating efforts initiated in Stockholm. I therefore
repeat the question I put to the Minister regarding
whether there is any prospect that the Ministers of the
Ten might commence some fresh action or take up
some new initiative within the scope of political coop-
eration, to recreate an atmosphere of contact and
communication between the two superpowers, so that
the hopes raised by the Stockholm Conference may
not fade entirely. On this point, then, I would like a
more specific reply from the Minister, if possible.

Mr Cheysson. — In reply to the honourable Member I
would make two points. First of all, formal consulta-
tions between the Ten do not, I repeat, concern the
nuclear negotiations but only the European Disarma-

ment Conference. And, in this connection, the very
pessimistic conclusion drawn just a moment ago would
seem tg be possibly premature, maybe even mistaken.
We must not forget that, in spite of the crushing disap-
pointment they had to swallow at not being able to
prevent| the deployment of the Pershing missiles and
the announcement that the Cruise missiles were to be
d, the Eastern European countries, including
t amongst them, the Soviet Union, decided in
to be represented at the opening of the Stock-

that they could take a political decision of this kind
confirms our hope that they do attach real importance
to this|conference and that the tardiness with which
progress is being made in Stockholm since that time
stems from old habits and possibly also from short-
term pplitical tensions that are bound up to a great
extent with elections in certain countries of the world,
and particularly in one of the other giants.

The proposals submitted by the Soviet delegation, fol-
lowing] the reopening of the session of the European
Disarmjament Conference on 8 May, were certainly
not the kind that we expected, but these proposals do
exist and can be woven into the broader debate on this
whole matter. That is our impression, but it is also the
impresFion of the neutral and non-aligned nations
which, as you know, play a vital part in these pan-
European meetings, and we are very glad of that.

The second point that I would make in my reply con-
cerns [the nuclear negotiations which take place
between the US and the Soviet Union, as the honoura-
ble Mgmber has just remarked. In this case the Ten,
meetinlg in political cooperation, do not have any
direct | competence. However, that should not stop
them from speaking about it between themselves. They
do this every time they meet, and they will be doing so
again during the coming weekend when they meet for
a private seminar at the Abbaye de Sainte-Croix in
Salonide-Provence. Almost all the Foreign Ministers
feel that these negotiations on strategic nuclear wea-
pons hetween the Americans and the Soviet Union will
inevitably have to be resumed. There is no serious
reason why they should not be resumed. It is obvious
that bpth parties have an objective interest — indeed 1
might almost say a selfish interest — in resuming these
negotiations. We feel therefore that there is no need to
allow|ourselves to be excessively frightened by these
moments of tension and exchanges of notes, not
always of the most pleasant kind, between these two
superpowers. At any rate, each of the Ten separately
will do all that it can to encourage the resumption of
these |nuclear negotiations between the US and the
Soviet Union.

Mr Howell (ED). — I welcome the statement which
the Minister has just given us, but I would ask him to
open |his mind to the increasing difficulty that we
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Europeans are facing in disassociating NATO from
the EEC.

The Minister talks of the two nations involved in the
talks — the Soviet Union and the United States of
America — without really realizing that the territory
which those two countries are now deploying weapons
in and around is the territory of the European Com-
munity. Is there, therefore, any hope that the Euro-
pean Community, through its organization and insti-
tutions, including the Presidency of the Council of
Ministers, will take a lead, as requested by the author
of this question, in trying to resume talks between the
Soviet Union and the United States of America, and
further, will take an active part themselves? Does the
Minister see any hope that the Europe that we know,
the Europe that we are talking about with weapons
around us today, will itself have a say in how those
weapons are deployed and how we can move towards
multilateral disarmament of all nations around us?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) Europe, the Community, and
each of the members of the Community has a vital
interest in disarmament. Conventional disarmament is
extremely important. We must not forget that it was
imbalances in the area of conventional weapons that led
to the proliferation of nuclear weapons, if I may put
it that way. We must not forget either that the introd-
uction of chemical weapons would change this balance
of forces in a particularly dramatic way. In all these
areas the Ten are in a position to take up common
positions or joint. positions. For reasons of which you
are all aware, the same is not true in the nuclear field,
the status of the different members of the Community
being different in this regard. Since they cannot take
up a joint position in the matter of nuclear weapons,
the Ten are obviously badly placed to propose the
opening of negotiations in which they could on no
account take part.

Mr Israél (DEP). — (FR) I should like to pay my
humble tribute to the optimism displayed by the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council with regard to the new
policy being pursued by the Soviet Union. However,
would he agree to give us a slightly more searching
analysis of the hardening of attitudes that we observe
at the present time on the part of the Soviet Union and
would he tell us what he intends to do if he should be
accompanying the President of the Republic of France
to Moscow in the very near future?

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) The second part of the ques-
tion goes far beyond the terms of reference of the
Presidency. The President-in-Office of the Council
does not have to know what the Foreign Minister of
one of the Member States will do on the occasion of
the visit by his Head of State to Moscow, if and when
that visit takes place.

On the first part of the question, however, I should
like, with the permission of the honourable Member

and in the knowledge of our long-standing personal
friendship, to pick up one expression used by Mr
Israél. Are you sure, Mr Isragl, that there is a new
policy on the part of the Soviet Union? Are you not
struck, just as I myself am, by the continuity of that
policy? Are you not impressed by the way in which the
attitudes taken, the lines followed and the arguments
advanced by the Soviet Union are all of a piece,
notwithstanding the changes that have taken place at
the highest level in that great country?

It is true that the mode of expression and the timing of
pronouncements may change. For my part, however, I
am more struck by the continuity than by the discon-
tinuity of the policy pursued by the Soviet Union.

Mr Radoux (S). — (FR) Eleven years ago, in 1973, a
conference was opened in Vienna that had for its
objective limited disarmament between certain coun-
tries. In the context of this discussion would it be pos-
sible to ask what are the real feelings of the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council about the actions cur-
rently being undertaken and the results that may flow
from them, when one realizes that after eleven years
no result, I repeat, no result has yet been achieved in
Vienna. No doubt like most or indeed all of my col-
leagues, I am very happy with the French initiative,
because I believe that conventional weapons must be
assigned a very prominent place, not to put it any
more forcefully, within the context of weaponry in
general. I am therefore all the more disappointed and
anxious when I see absolutely no results coming from
the conference to which I have referred.

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) Mr Radoux has given a
remarkable example of continuity: something going
on for eleven years in Vienna! However, I must con-
fess that I am not qualified to comment on this matter,
and that for two reasons. I am not qualified as Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council of Ministers, since this
subject has never been discussed between the Ten.
Neither am I qualified to comment as French Foreign
Minister, because while I know where Vienna is, I
cannot know what is going on at a conference at
which my government is not represented.

President. — Question No 24, by Mr Van Miert (H-
54/84).1

Subject: Statutes for the staff of humanitarian
organizations

Regularly over the past few years there have been
incidents in which members of non-governmental
aid organizations have been killed or ill-treated or
taken hostage in the exercise of their humanitar-
ian tasks. Although these aid workers sent out by

t Former oral question without debate (0-159/83), con-
verted into a question for Question Time.
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NGOs are always strictly impartial and try to
alleviate distress wherever it is greatest, often in
very thankless conditions and crisis situations,
they still do not enjoy any legal protection.

1. What are the Foreign Ministers meeting in
political cooperation doing to ensure the early
release of the two Belgian members of ‘Artsen
zonder Grenzen’ Dr C. Delzenne and M.C.
Rouckens who were taken hostage by the
rebel army of Goukouni Oueddei in Chad on
24 January 1984 and have been held in captiv-
ity since then?

2. How much progress has been made on the
recognition of a special statute for the aid-
giving staff of humanitarian organizations, as
envisaged by the Ten in their reply to written
question No 562/83?!

3. Will the Foreign Ministers meeting in political
cooperation make every endeavour to ensure
that such a statute is introduced at an early
date, as urged by organizations such as ‘Art-
sen zonder Grenzen’?

Mr Cheysson, President-in-QOffice of the Foreign Minis-
ters. — (FR) This question reached us very late, due
to a number of unfortunate accidents, and hence my
reply will be unusually brief, at least my initial reply
will be. All I would say is that the two doctors belong-
ing to the Médecins sans frontiéres organization, to
which the honourable Member referred, were, as
everyone knows by now, set free in Tripoli on 2 April
1984. A Belgian parliamentary delegation was able to
take them in charge at that time.

Secondly, the question of drawing up a special statute
for the aid-giving staff of humanitarian organizations
has not been specifically considered as yet by the Ten
meeting in European political cooperation.

Mr Van Miert (S). — (NL) In spite of the fact that
since the question was first put, it has been possible to
free two doctors — who were, I might say, in a good
state of health — and even though in various quarters
efforts are still being made, the situation does of
course remain precarious for a good number of these
people, who are carrying, out an especially useful and
noble task, since they have no recognized status.

I believe therefore that action must be taken in this
connection as a matter of urgency and I am actually a
little disappointed at the fact that the Ten have still not
taken the opportunity to deal with so important an
issue in the matter of human rights, given that human
lives are at stake here and that people are genuinely
prepared to lay down their lives. I would appreciate it
if Mr Cheysson could tell us whether France, in the

1 QJ, C 280 of 17 October 1983, page 14.

last few| days of its presidency, intends to make an
increased effort to ensure that appropriate action is
genuinely taken.

Mr Cheysson. — (FR) The honourable Member will
be aware that this is an uncommonly difficult question.
At the present time — and there is no point in trying
to fudge this — the strength and the particular interest
of non-governmental organizations is the very fact
that they are non-governmental. This enables them to
bypass a certain number of administrative rules in their
approach to problems and to carry out their humani-
tarian vpcation without being branded with the mark
of nationalism, political interest or links with any
economjc or commercial interests.

As Mr Van Miert will be aware, I have worked in
these argas for many years and I am pround of what
the Comhmunity has been able to do to support these
non-governmental organizations. However, it has
been prompted to do so by its realization that the
diversity and the private or collective, but basically
non-governmental character of these organizations is
the vital element in their activities.

Must we let it be said that volunteers, people of good
will, all| those who are sufficiently dedicated to serve
one of |these organizations, are exposed to_danger
without| protection and without a statute? This would
be diffi¢ult to accept, but it is equally difficult to do

anythin‘t about it.

There is one organization that succeeds in a quite
remarkgble way in marrying the exceptional qualities
that emissaries of non-governmental organizations can
bring tg their work with the authority that can afford
them protection up to a certain point. I refer to the
Red Crpss, or, to be more precise, the International
Red Cross Committee.

The nationality of the heads of the International Com-
mittee +— as you know, they are all Swiss — contri-
butes tq this, while the exceptional work that has been
done and is still being done by all those that are sent
out by the International Red Cross Committee is also
a major|contributory factor.

Can the fruits of this experience be passed onto other
organizations? That may well be so. I feel, however,
that it is essential not to consider this problem within
an excessively legalistic framwork. This would mean
that all non-governmental organizations would be
subjected to constraints deriving from checks on their
political neutrality, their economic relations and the
origin of their funds, thus robbing them of a large part
of theirj independence and, if I may say so, of a vital
elemeny in their vigour, their neutrality and their
purely humanitarian commitment.

My answer to Mr Van Miert therefore would be as
follows, The problem is a very delicate one. For the
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moment it is being coped with in a pragmatic manner,
that is to say, any worker sent out by a non-govern-
mental organization is, as a passport-holder, automati-
cally protected by his country of origin if he gets into
any difficulty in a Third World country. He will also
be supported by his organization, and some of them
are not without a considerable measure of authority
and influence.

However, this is no solution in absolute terms. To tell
the truth, I doubt if it is possible to introduce an inter-
national legal statute without jeopardizing some of the
basic elements of the non-governmental organizations.

IN THE CHAIR: MR DANKERT
President

President. — The first part of Question Time is con-
cluded.!

I thank the President-in-Office of the Council for his
answers to our questions.

I would remind the House that at the beginning of the
sitting, Parliament adopted urgent procedure for four
consultations concerning, respectively, strawberries
originating in ACP countries, foot-and-mouth disease,
three agricultural regulations concerning Greece and
dairy products and scheduled the debate for tomorrow
evening. In order to ensure that the debates would not
be prevented from taking place for lack of time, Par-
liament accepted the President’s proposal that they be
entered this evening at the end of the agenda on the
understanding that if they could not be dealt with this
evening they would be carried over to the end of
tomorrow evening’s agenda.

11. Votes

*
* %

12. Equal treatment for men and women

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-214/84) by Mrs Maij-Weggen, on behalf of the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(COM(84) 57 final — Doc. 1-147/84) for a direc-
tive on the application of the principle of equal

1 See Annex II of 23. 5. 1984.
2 See Annex.

treatment for men and women in self-employed
occupations including agriculture and on protec-
tion during pregnancy and maternity.

Also included in the debate is the oral question with
debate (Doc. 1-178/84) by Mrs Cinciari Rodano, on
behalf of the Committee of inquiry on the situation of
women in Europe, to the Commission:

Subject: Action programme on the promotion of
equal opportunities for women

Can the Commission say through which channels
it obtained the information for drafting the
Interim Report on the action programme on the
promotion of equal opportunities for women
1982-1985 and what action it intends to take in
order to expedite the programme’s implementa-
tion?

Mrs Maij-Weggen (PPE), rapportewr. — (NL) Mr
President, the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, for whom I am acting as rapporteur, is
particularly pleased that this directive on equal treat-
ment for women in self-employed occupations has
been proposed.

We are pleased because it is the fifth new directive of
the seven announced in the 1982 programme of action
and because it concerns a group in which we take a
particular interest: women in self-employed occupa-
tions and above all women working in family busi-
nesses.

This is not a marginal group, but one that consists of
millions of European women who, especially when
they work in family businesses, are often not regis-
tered as gainfully active and frequently have many
problems. These problems are caused, for example, by
their not having an official professional status and thus
separate incomes, by the inadequacy of arrangements
regarding working hours, the fact that they have a
dual workload, poor social security provisions, the
absence of replacements, problems relating to voca-
tional training and also problems when they try to join
professional organizations.

I should like to say something about each of these
problems. Although a European survey shows that
women working in family businesses spend an average
of 45 hours a week in gainful activities, they do not
have a professional status in many Member States. As
a result, they cannot represent the business in dealings
with official bodies, they do not share in the profits of
the business in many cases and they frequently receive
no wage or salary. We are also talking about a group
which not only undertakes gainful activities but
usually has a considerable amount of work to do for
the family as well.

According to the survey I have just mentioned, many
of these women work ten or twelve hours a day, six to
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seven days a week. Where they do not have a formal
professional status, they frequently have no social pro-
tection. In many cases there are no arrangements for
protecting them during pregnancy and maternity, ill-
ness, invalidity and old age. Furthermore, women are
often excluded from the replacement services operat-
ing in some sectors even though replacement during
illness, advanced pregnancy and so on is so important
for this group, if only because of the dual workload
with which they frequently have to cope. Such
replacement is also needed when these women want to
undergo vocational training to improve their profes-
sional qualifications. The absence of a replacement
results in the absence of training, the danger then
being that these women will be condemned to do
unskilled work in their businesses for ever, despite
their abilities.

The last problem I should like to mention is the exclu-
sion of women who work in family businesses from
some professional organizations. This is not only a bad
thing for the women concerned but also for the pro-
fessional organizations since they are then deprived of
the contribution women can make and they are not
encouraged to do anything about the problems women
face.

The directive now before us tries to solve all these
problems. From the outset there have been two con-
cepts for giving this group of women some backing:
the concept of a specifically European professional
status, which some Member States already have, and
the concept of antidiscrimination. In the end, the
Commission opted for the second concept, and I feel
we must approve this. Women who work in family
businesses must be regarded as self-employed. In all
the Member States the self-employed have their own
legal status, and this legal status must be extended to
include women working in family businesses without
reservation. This directive can also liberate self-
employed businesswomen from unnecessary discrimi-
nation, such as that sometimes encountered when they
want credit.

Through this directive — and I now quote from the
resolution — women in self-employed occupations,
including women working in family businesses, will be
spared any form of direct or indirect discrimination on
grounds of sex, marital status and/or family circum-
stances and they will be given the right to a separate
income, separate treatment for tax purposes and separ-
ate treatment in the social security system, the right to
participate in all forms of education and training in
order to attain the necessary professional qualifica-
tions, the right to full participation in the system of
replacement services operating in some sectors, the
rigth to full participation in the work of specific pro-
fessional organizations and the same rights in the
event of pregnancy and maternity as those usually
accorded to female employees.

This will give self-employed women and women
working in family businesses all the rights enjoyed by

self-employed men plus, of course, the right to protec-
tion during pregnancy and maternity. The Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment believes that this
will not only help the women concerned but also give
enormous support to small and medium-sized busi-
nesses, in which very many of these women work and
often provide a fantastic service.

We hope that this will give fresh encouragement not
only to women but also to small and medium-sized
businesses to optimalize the running of these busi-
nesses pnd so help the economy of the European
Commynity. :

(Applayse)

IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN

Vice-President

Mrs Phlix (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, my group
very myich welcomes this proposal for a directive on
the principle of equal treatment of men and women in
self-employed occupations, including agriculture, and
on protection during pregnancy and maternity. Parlia-
ment and the Group of the European People’s Party in
particular have repeatedly called for something of this
kind in|the past.

Provid¢d that a few amendments are adopted, the
European People’s Party will approve the proposal for
a directive and the motion for a resolution. We parti-
cularly [stress the importance of the proposed measures
relating to the legal position of women working in
family businesses, the recognition of their professional
status and their claim to social security.

We fee| that the equal treatment of husband and wife
must ensure the continuity of the business where one
of them drops out, perhaps because of illness, death or
retirement. Thought must also be given to the position
of the two partners if their marriage runs into diffi-
culty or breaks down completely. We appreciate that
legislation cannot provide for each and every case, but
it must take account of situations that actually occur. I
do not|want to repeat what I said earlier, but where
human [relations are good, legal provisions are usually
superflyous.

As regards the organization of replacement services
where work is discontinued because of pregnancy,
invalidity and so on, we believe that services must be
organized in consultation with the representatives of
the groups concerned. The activities of self-employed
people |vary considerably, and these measures must
therefore be adjusted as effectively as possible to the
specifid nature of such activities and to actual needs.
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The drafting and particularly the application of this
directive will act as a major impulse for the develop-
ment of small independent undertakings. A very great
deal is expected of them in efforts to overcome the
present crisis. We can but welcome the start that is
being made on the implementation of the programme
of action that was established in 1983. We urge the
Council of Ministers to take a satisfactory decision
quickly.

Mr Tuckman (ED). — Mr President, Mrs Maij-Weg-
gen has said that this directive seeks to solve all these
problems. That, to me, it itself a problem because I
have come across very few magic wands in my time
and therefore I think we have to consider here what in
fact we can do.

This draft directive on equal treatment of women and
men is part of a range of proposals to ensure women’s
equality with men. Here we are asked to consider the
self-employed. They are, of course, in quite a different
position from those in a job where an employer pays
them. They could so easily fall into a kind of
no-man’s-land belonging neither to protected workers
nor to the entrepreneur at risk. The form of the direc-
tive and the individual paragraphs show how difficult
it is to find a reasonable form of protection which does
not stultify the enterprise, particularly if it is in the
early stages of commercial life.

Our Amendments Nos 28 and 29 in the name of Mr
Patterson are designed to exclude from the directive
all forms of work or cooperation where no legal rela-
tionship exists or where such legal relationships are
not intended. As in other pieces of legislation in favour
of women, the real problem lies in overcoming prejud-
ices which spread over our continent, if not the rest of
mankind, and also down the long corridor of history.

Woman is regarded as less than man and this non-fact
is then underpinned by laws which keep her in subjec-
tion and inferiority. In the United Kingdom my wife is
not entitled to sign her own tax return, while in the
Netherlands, I understand, a woman cannot be the
head of a partnership. In any event, she seems to
require her husband’s consent. Happily that is not so
in the Anglo-Saxon world where no one has suggested
that Mrs Thatcher required the consent of her hus-
band! I also notice that three EEC countries — Brit-
ain, the Netherlands and Denmark — have queens as
Head of State and none of them presumably require
the consent of their husbands, each of whom, inciden-
tally, is born abroad as far as his own country is con-
cerned.

But the proposed directive goes further than makes
sense. Where in Article 4 it asks for equal treatment
especially in respect of the establishment, fitting out or
expansion of a business, it steps into the private
domain of the risk-taking partners or of the initiating
family. This must be left to private arrangement.

Again, it ought not to be a matter of Euro-law to insist
that replacement services are available to women as
well as men. Apparently we are concerned here with
Dutch organizations which provide replacements for
farmers, doctors and the like during illness, holidays
and pregnancies. Hopefully, these are private commer-
cial arrangements where the fee depends on the num-
ber of people to be covered and their risk profile. If a
young firm can afford the insurance premiums to
cover the husband but not the wife, why not? You get
what you pay for. I would be appalled if such a service
were funded out of taxation.

Many of these cases are specific to a given country. I
am, in fact, doubtful about the extent to which Euro-
law should intrude into private concerns. There is a
limit to achievable fairness and each successive tranche
of fairness is at ever greater social, moral and financial
cost. Most people have to put up with some disadvan-
tage, being either shorter or taller, fairer or darker,
hairier or balder than they would wish. We should
modestly limit the areas in which we aim to legislate.
Much of the material before us really is a matter for
individual States rather than for Community legisla-
tion.

Mrs Cinciari Rodano (COM). — (IT) We are
delighted that the Commission of the Community has
prepared this directive, which this Parliament has
insistently called for, even quite recently with the vote
on the resolution presented by the Committee of
Inquiry into the Situation of Women.

We consider, however, that, for example, compared
with Italian legislation, this directive is somewhat res-
tricted in scope. Italian legislation in fact provides for
equal rights for women and, generally speaking, for all
the members of a family who work in a family con-
cern, whether from the legal standpoint, or that of
voting and standing for office within the trade associa-
tions and cooperatives, or from the standpoint of taxa-
tion, property and estate, and the right of succession.
None of which prevents such concerns — as I should
like to reassure Mr Tuckman — from being economi-
cally sound and efficient; on the contrary, the fact that
all the members of the family, and hence the women,
are by the same token active participants in the econo-
mic life of the business, is an advantage where the
activities of these businesses are concerned.

Now the directive refers, on the other hand, only to
either the self-employed woman worker or the spouse
of the male worker, which very much limits the scope
of the directive. For this reason I would invite the
members of this Assembly to approve Amendment
No 8 put forward by the Committee on Social Affairs,
which aims to ensure that the more favourable provi-
sions existing in Member States can remain in force.

On the other hand we consider that the part that refers
to the replacement services is very important and
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introduces a new approach, and we support the
amendment presented by Mrs Martin, on behalf of the
Committee of Inquiry into the Situation of Women,
which aims to extend the facilities for taking advan-
tage of the replacement services, which are also in this
particular instance not at present included in the direc-
tive.

With regard to the question of maternity benefits, it
seems to me that the way this is worded is rather gen-
eral, and that no reference is made, as should have
been the case, to self-employed women receiving at
least similar treatment to employed women. I think
that maternity, regardless of the nature of the worker’s
employment, should attract the same benefits, from
both the physical and economic points of view.

Even with these reservations, we consider that the
directive is very important. We only hope that the
Council will be quick to adopt it.

Mrs S. Martin (L). — (FR) Unlike my colleague Mr
Tuckman, I am delighted that, as it draws to the close
of its life, this Parliament should be considering the
proposal for a directive aimed at promoting equal
treatment of self-employed workers, since this propo-
sal responds to an aspiration which is deeply felt by
women working in self-employed occupations, an
aspiration which I have often had occasion to voice,
both in the committee of inquiry and in this Chamber.

I therefore feel directly involved in the proposals made
today by the Commission, especially since they coin-
cide largely with those of the committee of inquiry.

It is some years now since the Commission imple-
mented a series of directives aimed at promoting equal
treatment for men and women in regard to pay, access
to employment, vocational training and promotion,
and social security. However, by their very nature,
these directives — and I am thinking in particular of
those concerned with equal pay for men and women
— were in fact applicable to employed workers only.
The need therefore remained for a text covering
women having the status of self-employed workers,

thereby filling the gap left by the first.

This we now have in the Commission’s proposal for a
directive, and we should welcome it.

We should be delighted that the Commission has filled
this gap, thus demonstrating its concerned interest in a
category of workers of both sexes — farmers, crafts-
men, traders and many others besides — whose occu-
pations are of immense value at this time of high
unemployment and deserve to be recognized.

On the swrength of experience gained and work car-
ried out during the life of this Parliament, the Com-
mittee of Inquiry into the Situation of Women in
Europe has tabled a number of amendments. Some of

these have been accepted by the Committee on Social
Affairs, but nevertheless call for some explanation.

Article 8 of the proposal for a directive refers to
replacement services. The Committee of Inquiry into
the Situption of Women considers that access to such
services should not be confined to interruptions due to
pregnancy or maternity, but that a woman should also
be able to call on the services of a deputy or be entitled
to beneflits at such times as the difficult period follow-
ing the [death of her husband, or in order to attend
training|or retraining, discharge professional responsi-
bilities, or take a holiday.

These women, self-employed workers or wives of
self-employed workers, should be able to enjoy all
aspects of a normal working life. It is also necessary to
extend the provisions in force in the various Member
States op parental leave and leave for family reasons to
self-employed workers and their spouses.

Finally, one amendment which I consider to be essen-
tial has pot been adopted by the Committee on Social
Affairs.| This is Amendment No 10 inserting an
Article 7 bis recognizing the contribution made to
self-employed workers’ estates by their spouses, parti-
cularly for the purposes of estate duty. No mention is
iy the report of this point, which is of crucial
importance. The directive would be weakened by fail-
ure to ipcorporate it, although Member States would
still be free to make arrangements allowing a surviving
spouse to reap the benefit of his or her contribution to
a self-employed worker’s activity.

I hope that I can persuade the House that it is abso-
lutely essential for it to incorporate this point in the
directive. Above all I hope that this directive, having
been adopted by a large majority, will quickly be
applied in full in each of our Member States.

itting was adjowrned at 8. p.m. and resumed at

IN THE CHAIR: MR FRIEDRICH

Vice-President

dent, in the Community action programme on the
promotion of equal opportunities, the Commission
undertdok to draw up a Community legal instrument
to achi¢ve equal treatment for the self-employed and
for spouses of the self-employed by reinforcing indivi-
dual rights. This was an action which, as the House
will kngw, was strongly recommended to us by Parlia-
ment in| its 1981 resolution on the situation of women
in Europe and also in the resolution that it passed this
year. It has also been strongly advocated by COPA on

Mr Ri#md. Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
i
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behalf of the agricultural interests and, as somebody
said to me just before I came into the Chamber, this is
supposed to be ‘about Irish farmers’ wives’. I must say
that in the Commission’s innocence we had thought
that it went further than the Republic of Ireland.

In drawing up our draft directive, we were particularly
concerned by the fact that a great number of women,
the spouses of own-account operators in areas such as
farming or crafts, have no occupational status despite
the fact that they are often participating actively in the
family business. If such women are without a clearly
defined occupational status, it is difficult, if not impos-
sible, to identify their contribution to the family
incomes, and consequently their social security entitle-
ment is bound to be unclear. Even when they play a
full part in the family business, their status often
remains that of a housewife, defined, if at all, by
matrimonial rather than occupational or industrial law.

This proposal stresses the need to improve the oppor-
tunities as well for women in self-employed occupa-
tions to obtain vocational training, especially technical
and management training. It is also evident that
women, especially wives sharing in the running of a
business but working without a partnership agreement
or a contract of employment, are very largely absent
from the bodies representing the occupations in ques-
tion, even if the law grants them the right to partici-
pate, which is not always the case for wives sharing in
the running of a family business.

The Commission’s proposal would therefore require
Member States to ensure that both categories of
women — wives of the self-employed and self-
employed women themselves — should suffer the min-
imum professional disruption in the event of preg-
nancy and motherhood. Such rights should include the
right to use replacement services or to appropriate
social security coverage during pregnancy or matern-
ity leave.

With regard to a point made by Mr Tuckman, this
latest proposal by the Commission is set firmly in the
framework of the Community’s developing body of
equal-treatment law. Mr Tuckman used the phrase
‘Euro-law should not intervene’. I am bound to say
that the concept of Euro-law as opposed to other law
is one which I find difficult to understand, let alone to
accept. It seems to me that if this is a proper area in
which legislation should take place, then it is a proper
area in which legislation should take place: whether
that comes via the European institutions or via
national governments does not seem to me to matter a
great deal.

The principle of equal treatment for the various cate-
gories of self-employed women cannot be imple-
mented without changes in existing legislation and
practices in certain Member States or without addi-
tional measures as foreseen by Directive No 76/207
on equal treatment and access to employment and

Directive No 79/7 relating to statutory social security
schemes. While these directives do apply to the self-
employed as well as to employees, they do not fully
take account of some of the problems specific to the
self-employed. It is to meet these specific problems
that the Commission has proposed this latest measure.

The Social Affairs Committee of Parliament has pro-
posed a series of amendments to the directive. I have
few comments to make on them. Some of them are
clearly designed to clarify the text of the draft; others
have a broader scope. I must, however, say a few
words about one of the committee’s proposed amend-
ments concerning Article 7(a). Article 7 in the Com-
mission’s draft is deliberately broad. It gives entitle-
ment for the assisting spouse to receive due considera-
tion for his or her work either by a holding in the
increased asset value and a share in the profits or by
any other form of payment for the work performed.
The amendment proposed, if it is adopted, would limit
the freedom of choice of spouses in this respect. Cash
is not the only available form of payment, and some-
times it will be hard for the operator of the family
business to pay cash. The Commission believes, there-
fore, that spouses should have a free choice amongst
methods of payment for the work performed in the
family business. '

In conclusion, I would commend this directive to Par-
liament, as an instrument which Parliament itself has
requested and to which I hope Parliament will now
give a favourable response.

Finally, I am grateful for the report that Mrs Maij-
Wegen has produced. It is not often the Commission is
in a position in front of Parliament to get up and
thank a rapporteur of the Parliament for the kind
words that she has said about what the Commission
has tried to achieve in the past.

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

13. Fisheries

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-221/84) by Mr Battersby, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, on

the proposals from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-1553/83 — COM(84) 68 final) for

L a regulation on the conclusion of the Agreement
on fisheries between the European Economic
Community on the one hand and the Government
of Denmark and the Local Government of Green-
land on the other;

I1. a regulation on the conclusion of the Protocol
on the conditions relating to fishing between the
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European Economic Community on the one hand
and the Government of Denmark and the Local
Government of Greenland on the other; and

II1. a regulation laying down certain specific mea-
sures in connection with special arrangements on
fisheries applicable to Greenland.

Mr Battersby (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, the
ratification of the Greenland fisheries agreements can-
not take place without the opinion of Parliament. I
therefore ask this Parliament, as one of its final posi-
tive acts, to adopt this report unanimously. Then we
can start work on managing Greenlandic fisheries and
Greenland can begin to control its own waters.

Most of the ideas put forward in our opinion on
Greenlandic fisheries, Doc. 1-1394/83, have been
incorporated in the agreements. However, one or two
points recommended by us have been excluded, espe-
cially in the field of fisheries management. There is
one point of major principle which does worry us.
That is the problem of automatic renewal. I must point
out that there is no real commitment in the agreement
by either party to renewal after ten years. This is most
regrettable and therefore I wish to support Mr Helms’
two amendments which underline the two points I
have made, the point of fisheries management and the
point of automatic renewal.

I would also like to say in my opinion the price we are
paying to Greenland this time round as part of the
agreement, that is 26.5 m ECU per year, is very gener-
ous indeed to Greenland. However, the agreement
does preserve jobs for many years for the Community,
especially for the eighteen vessels operating out of
north-west German ports and the much smaller num-
ber operating out of Humberside. These distant water
freezer factory vessels have very few other areas to fish
in and it will ensure that this fleet is employed for
many years to come.

With these few words I would therefore like to recom-
mend the report to the House and hope that it is
adopted unanimously when we vote.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Socialist Group supports Mr Bat-
tersby’s report and Mr Helms’ amendment.

(Applause)

Mr Helms (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the previous speaker has been commenda-
bly brief at this late hour and I am almost tempted to
do the same and simply to refer you to Mr Battersby’s
excellent report. However, I feel that these important
problems merit a few words. Unfortunately, our col-
league from Greenland, Mr Finn Lynge, does not
seem to be present at what will be his last part-session,

because, much as we all regret it, the agreement by the
Council| of Ministers to Denmark’s request that
Greenland should be allowed to leave the Community
means that Greenland will cease to be a Member of
the Community as from 1 January 1985.

The opinion of the Political Affairs Committee
expresses the European Parliament’s misgivings about
this first, unique procedure and the fear that it might
have prejudicial effects. On behalf of my group I
would particularly like to stress that I hope this will
not be the case.

With the adoption of the report drawn up by Mr Jans-
sen van Raay on behalf of the Legal Affairs Committee
on 7 Jupe 1983, the European Parliament decided,
having regard to the wishes of the Home Rule
Government and the population of Greenland, as
expressed in a close referendum, to accept the formal
request by Denmark and the Home Rule Government,
with the proviso, however — as in the report of the
Legal Affairs Committee — that Greenland’s special
relationg with the Community are regulated in a man-
ner that is fair to both parties. In addition, should
Greenland be granted OCT status, the rights and obli-
gations pf both parties are to be permanently settled
by an a%’reement between Greenland and Denmark on
the one hand and the Community on the other.

On 13 February this year, prior to the Council agree-
ment, the European Parliament, in its report on the
Greenlandic fisheries, redefined its concrete demands
and the problems attaching to the agreement on
Greenland leavng the Community. Here I would refer
you to Mr Bautersby’s report. To be precise, Parlia-
ment demanded a minimum ten years for the fisheries
agreement, and an obligation to renew on both sides.
Secondly, should Greenland be accorded OCT status,
due account is to be taken of Community interests as
regards access, quotas and operating conditions for
fishing vessels. The same conditions should apply to
the development of Greenlandic joint ventures as for
all Mempber States. I am pleased to see that Mr Lynge
is now“JLrescnt. During the debate it was assumed that
we were all seeking a fair solution and that there
should be a reasonable guid pro quo to achieve a bal-
anced relationship in the long term.

It is our task to consider in this light the three Com-
mission proposals which form the basis of the Council
agreement. I would like to thank the rapporteur, Mr
Battersby, for his excellent report. These proposals
were scrutinized in detail by the subcommittee on
Fisheries and the Committee on Agriculture and, like
ious speaker, I can say that the EPP group
dly endorses this report.

e view of the rapporteur that many of Parlia-
ment’s ipitiatives and demands were taken over by the
Commission in the course of 1983 and we welcome
the fact] Commissioner Narjes, that, following deli-
berations and the debate last June, the Commission
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finally accepted many of the points made by Parlia-
ment. It is unfortunate that certain aspects were not
made plain enough during this difficult debate on fun-
damental principles. One major question is whether,
during the ratification procedure with the Danish and
Home Rule governments, the Commission can clarify
by 1 January 1985 that for all joint ventures estab-
lished in Greenland, the legal agreements between
Denmark and Greenland will exclude any discrimina-
tion against joint ventures in all Member States.

The Commission must ensure that this important mat-
ter is finally settled by 1. 1. 1985 and that legislation
has definitely been agreed by this date.

We expect that further consultations between the
Greenlandic Home Rule government and the Danish
Government will ensure that the Community fishing
industry has a fair share of any future increase in fish
supplies. I made this point during my discussions in
Greenland. For further information, I would refer you
to my amendments and ask for your support. The EPP
Group accepts the report and hopes that it will be pos-
sible to establish a long-term cooperative partnership
between Greenland and the Community. I would like
to thank our colleague, Finn Lynge, for helping our
committee throughout the discussions.

Mr Lynge (S). — (DA) Mr President, I shall try to be
brief. I have studied the report which is before us with
great pleasure and satisfaction, because for me it
represents the culmination of the work to which I have
contributed over the past five years. Greenland will be
leaving the Community in about six months’ time, and
I should like to say that it is to a large extent due to
Parliament’s largely exemplary treatment of the
Greenland question that we are leaving the Com-
munity with honour.

'

As far as this report is concerned, I am personally una-
ble to vote for the proposed resolution because it
refers to things which I spoke out strongly against in
the committee, for example that Parliament should
recommend the setting up of a joint committee which
would provide a means for continued harmonious
consultations between the two parties in the future. I
know that the Home Rule government in Greenland
and the National Assembly there do not favour the
setting up of such an ad hoc committee, because they
think that the existing arrangements, under which
consultations proceed between the Danish Foreign
Ministry and the Commission, with the Greenland
Home Rule Government appointing the members of
the Foreign Ministry delegation, are quite sufficient. I
cannot therefore vote for that. When it is also said that
Parliament is worried by the fact that the agreement,
when it runs out in 10 years’ time, does not contain
any provision for automatic renewal, I cannot vote to
endorse that concern either, since I am not worried by
it.

But that said, I should like to voice my great hope that
the House will adopt this motion with a handsome
majority, so that there will be no doubt that the Com-
munity gives its full backing to the excellent arrange-
ment we have reached between the Community and
Greenland. That is my hope, therefore, even though I
personally will abstain from voting for the reasons I
have stated.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission- — (DE) Mr
President, this is the first time in the history of the
Community that we have had to deal with problems
arising from a contraction of the Community. The
point at issue is Greenland’s secession, which we all
find very regrettable. However, our respect for the
right of self-determination leaves us no other choice.
What we now have to consider is the nature of future
cooperation between the Community and Greenland.
A fair solution has been found, which takes account
both of Greenland’s essential interests as far as the
exploitation of its fishing grounds are concerned and
the Community’s equally valid interest in maintaining
the balance of the common fisheries policy, which
includes access to Greenland’s waters.

I am pleased that the European Parliament agrees with
the Commission that the proposals as a whole offer a
viable basis for safeguarding the fisheries interests of
both parties and I would therefore, on behalf of the
Commission, like to thank the Committee on Agricul-
ture and in particular the rapporteur, Mr Battersby,
for his excellent report.

As long as the question of fisheries is regulated satis-
factorily, Greenland will maintain its right to free
access to the Community market and its right to
annual financial aid. This aid, on average, amounts to
roughly the total aid that Greenland has received in
recent years. For its part, the Community will be able
to maintain the joint fisheries policy. This includes
allowing Norway and the Faroes catch quotas on a
reciprocal basis in Greenlandic waters under existing
fisheries agreements.

The Commission is convinced that this interdepend-
ence of economic interests is the best guarantee for a
lasting agreement. Your report recommends a clause
in the fisheries agreement for automatic renewal after
the first five years and correctly points out that it is
impossible to specify catch quotas over a longer period
of time. It was mainly biological reasons which pre-
vented an agreement for a longer period. The ten
years’ terms — the protocol to the treaty on the other
hand is for an unlimited period — indicates that the
fisheries provisions will not be any less favourable after
the first five years than at the outset. The Commission
will bear in mind Mr Helms’ fears concerning the
transitional period.

In this context I should like to mention a further
important aspect: the regulation on specific measures
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that could be taken if Greenland failed to adhere to
the agreement. Of course, no-one would ever wish to
see these measures applied. I would draw particular
attention to the flexible nature of the agreement,
which demonstrates Greenland’s willingness to take
account of Community needs. We have practically first
refusal of all potential catches in future which exceed
the capacity of Greenland’s fishing fleet. Thus we are
not condemning our fishermen to the staws quo, nor,
as would otherwise be the case in waters belonging to
third countries, a gradual reduction of catches. They
can expect a fair share of future quota increases and
all the catches presently available which are not
reserved for Greenland.

Let me conclude by saying that, given the political
situation which confronted us, the agreement with
Greenland is generally satisfactory for the Community
and that with regard to Greenland’s dependence on
fisheries we can rest assured that we have treated our
future partner fairly.

(Applause)

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

14. Protection of forests

’

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-247/84) by Mr Ghergo, on behalf of the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council
(COM(83) 375 final — Doc. 1-601/83) for a
regulation (EEC) establishing a Community sys-
tem to provide forests in the Community with
increased protection against fire and acid rain.

The following oral question with debate (Doc.
1-859/83) by Mr Gautier and others to the Commis-
sion is included in the debate: '

Subject: Exhaust gases from motor vehicles

The protection of human health and of the envi-
ronment requires a swift and drastic reduction in
the adverse effects produced in those areas by
motor vehicles, particularly in air pollution. With
existing technology, emissions from motor vehi-
cles can be reduces substantially from the levels at
present obtaining in the Community, at a cost
which may be described as trivial.

The Commission is therefore asked:

1. What stage has been reached in the discus-
sions on draft directive 15/05 in the Working
Party on Air Pollution? In particular, will it be

able to complete its discussions by the time
scheduled (30. 6. 1983)? When is the report
likely to be submitted to Parliament, and
when is the directive intended to enter into
force?

2. |In connection with the findings of the Work-
ing Party on Air Pollution, whose remit cov-
ers all harmful substances in petrol, is it likely
that Council Directive 78/611/EEC of 29. 6.
1978 will at least be amended so that the max-
imum permitted lead content may be lower
than 0.15 g/1I?

3. | What prospects does the Commission see of
complying with the increasingly frequent calls
for the introduction of lead-free petrol, and
for the introduction in all the Community
Member States of exhaust gas limit values for
motor vehicles that are as strict as those which
have long been in force in the USA and
Japan?

4. | Does the Commission intend to alter the EEC
test cycle in order to bring the exhaust gas
testing provisions applicable in the Com-
munity into line with those of the USA?

Mr Ghergo (PPE), rapporteur. — (IT) Mr President,
ladies dnd gentlemen, the subject of ecology is receiv-
ing mare and more attention, and this is both as a
result of the natural process of growing cultural
maturity, and because of a realization of the magni-
tude of the risks hanging over our earth, which con-
cern our very survival.

Although opinions may differ as to the reversibility of
what ig happening, and the measures to be adopted, all
the experts and students of the sector agree at all
events jon two fundamental aspects: the gravity of the
threat that overshadows the quality of life and, in the
extreme, its very existence, and, at the same time, the
logicall awareness that the ecological catastrophe can
still be|avoided.

That Js the verdict of the most reliable reports,
amongst which 1 would like to mention the well-
known ‘2000 report’, drawn up by an American univ-
ersity |for the Federal Government of the United
States.

News pf the pollution of water, of the earth, or of the
atmosphere is, alas! an everyday occurrence, and it is
increasingly alarming also because the more frequent,
widespread' and dangerous the individual causes of
pollution become the greater is the risk of interaction
between them, and the consequent starting of an
increasingly accentuated process of degradation of the
envi ent and the quality of life.

Every|year an area of tropical forest that would cover
the United Kingdom is lost. According to estimates by
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an expert German government source {Forstverein)
about half of the conifer forests in the West German
Republic, equivalent to about two-and-a-half million
hectares, has already been devastated, or is seriously
threatened, by acid rain resulting from the condensa-
tion in the water vapour of the atmosphere of pollu-
tant agents coming from industrial waste.

In Italy, the loss to the forest heritage due also to the
frequency of fires (whether maliciously started or not)
is a source of great concern. According to the Minister
for the Coordination of Civil Defence, the damage, in
economic terms, caused by forest fires can be put at
around 1 500 thousand million lire for last year alone,
which is equivalent to around 1 100 million ECU. In
addition to the material damage, it is hard to put a
figure to the ecological damage.

Plants, as part of their physiological activity, absorb
carbon dioxide, retaining the carbon and releasing the
oxygen which enriches the atmosphere and is indis-
pensable to life: obviously, the depletion of the forests
has a harmful effect on the quality of the atmosphere.

In addition, the increase in carbon dioxide — both
because of the increased amount of industrial waste
and reduced absorption by the forests-produces what
is known as the ‘hot house effect’: it prevents the irra-
diation of the warm rays, causing a rise in the earth’s
temperature, and since for physical feasons this is
greater at the poles than at the equator, it can cause
the polar ice-caps to liquefy to a greater or lesser
degree, thereby raising the level of the seas.

This would in turn cause coastal regions to become
submerged, and it would destroy cities and inhabited
areas that are not situated very much above sea level.
These are not figments of science fiction, but facts
which, even if it is not certain, it is at least possible
may come to pass.

And anyway, partial, local ecological catastrophes
have already occurred on our planet. Only recently we
had the news that British researchers from the Univ-
ersity of Hull have cleared up one of the mysteries that
has absorbed so many scientists — the mystery regard-
ing the end of the civilization that flowered in the dis-
tant past on Easter Island, a minute fragment of the
Earth that emerged almost 4 000 kilometres from the
coast of Peru. This civilization was wiped out by an
ecological disaster resulting from the senseless defo-
restation carried out over the centuries by the inhabi-
tants of that Pacific island, which has today become a
desert. The British scientists have ascertained that
there were over 40 species of vegetation on the island,
some with tall trunks, as is proved by the discovery of
their pollens in deep-down layers of the earth. It was,
amongst other things, the trunks of those trees that
made it possible to transport the famous gigantic sta-
tues which, numbering over 600, are situated along the
coasts of the island, and which have been of such
interest to the scientists, as regards both their signific-
ance and their means of transportation.

But if the threat of ecological catastrophe is a concrete
one, it is also true that man, with the resources, know-
ledge and technology that he has available, is in a posi-
tion not only to avoid it, but also to change the envi-
ronment in which he lives and, indeed, the very face of
the planet. For example, it would be technically possi-
ble today to reclaim the great deserts of the Sahara
and Sinai, as well as the entire Arabian peninsula, and
make them fertile.

In other words, it all depends on man and his behav-
iour. There is nothing inevitable about the degradation
of the environment.

However, a convinced, combined effort is needed
from everyone individually, from public and private
institutions, both national and international, if ecolog-
ical reclamation is to go beyond the threshold of good
intentions and finally take on concrete form, and if the
words written in the last century by the French author,
Chateaubriand — “The trees precede man; the desert
follows him’ — are not to come true.

The measures proposed by the Commission are on
concrete lines, and are undoubtedly to be supported.
They follow what was approved about a year ago,
which aimed at the implementation of non-pollutant
or only slightly pollutant technology, and the protec-
tion of particularly sensitive natural zones. The new
Community measures have in the main the two follow-
ing aims:

(a) the strengthening of preventive measures;

(b) the adoption of firefighting measures.

The second of these objectives represents an innova-
tion in the operating techniques of the Community,
which had hitherto been concerned only with preven-
tion. The difference in the amount allocated to the
two objectives should be seen in this light. The Com-
mission shows itself well aware of the fact that, for it
to be effective, the fight against acid rain and its
effects requires very much more substantial resources.
It states in fact that, it not only intends to pursue the
steps taken against the emission of pollutants, but also
to take additional action with a special initiative
against acid rain and its effects. In fact in this connec-
tion the proposals have in view the acquisition of the
necessary elements to set up this special initiative. We
must agree with this, even if it appears very desirable,
here and now, to increase the funds allocated for this
purpose. We should also emphasize the need to have
adequately trained personnel available in sufficient
numbers, not least where monitoring the observance
of the protective regulations is concerned.

One really new point which is of genuine value is the
provision for the pooling of resources and equipment
by Member States, to which end there are very timely
proposals for standardization, without which the joint
usage of such resources and equipment would not
appear possible. This principle was moreover laid
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down in the resolution concerning reciprocal aid in
cases of grave catastrophe, which was recently
adopted by Parliament.

Finally, we agree that with regard to the proposed act-
ion, there should be a special line in Chapter 38 of the
budget for Community action for the protection of
forests against fires and acid rain.

I will conclude with one recommendation, namely,
that everything possible should be done to give forest
protection an extra-European dimension, in view of
the global character of the problems regarding ecolog-
ical equilibrium and the climatic system of the entire
globe.

Subject to all that, I ask Parliament to register its
approval of the proposals in question, and to adopt the
motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

Mr M. Martin (COM), drafisman of an opinion for the
Committee on Agriculture. — (FR) Mr President, the
35 million hectares of forest land in the Community
play an important economic role and are also vital to
the environment and agriculture. As was rightly
pointed out in the Gatto report adopted by the Euro-
pean Parliament last October, the development of our
forestry assets is now a top priority. Unfortunately,
efforts in this direction are often frustrated by various
devastating phenomena, such as forest fires and
atmospheric pollution. The resultant losses are very
substantial in economic terms and the damage caused
can create imbalances which have adverse effects on
the environment and agriculwre.

In order to raise profitability, therefore, it is necessary
to improve both management and protection against
these damaging phenomena. Amospheric pollution,
with its acid precipitations in the form of rain and
deposits, is responsible for the destruction of trees on a
massive scale, especially in the Federal Republic of
Germany but also throughout the rest of Europe. Act-
ion has already been launched to combat atmospheric
pollution but the problems involved — interactions
between pollutants, climate and soil — are so complex
that what has been done to date falls very far short of
what is required.

The European Parliament is alive to this situation and,
on 20 January 1984, adopted the Muntingh report
calling for the implementation of a major programme
of measures to combat air pollution. The proposal
from the Commission represents a contribution to
such a programme, one which is concerned specifically
with the Community’s forests, the aim being to mea-
sure the effects of damage and to gain a better know-
ledge of the mechanisms involved. Vast expanses of
forest are destroyed by fire each year: 120 000 hec-
tares in the EEC, representing a loss of 100 million

ECU. The scale of destruction is geatest in the south,
but the [more northerly regions are not unaffected.
Since 1979 large-scale programmes — involving reaf-
forestatipn, improvement of run-down forests, con-
struction of forest tracks etc. — have been undertaken
at Comrhunity level to improve prevention and protec-
tion against fire. They have yielded useful results but
all too often the efforts made to improve prevention
have come to nothing because of the complete lack or
inadequacy of fire-fighting facilities. Prevention and
fire-fighting must therefore go hand in hand, since
they are/complementary to each other.

Appreciating this point, the European Parliament
adopted| several resolution under its urgency proce-
dure in 1982 and 1983, calling for preventive measures
to be strengthened and complemented by firefighting
measures. Responding to the European Parliament’s
resolutions, the Commission is proposing finance of
15 million ECU a year over 5 years, with a Com-
munity contribution of 30%, 50% or 100% depend-
ing on the type of measure envisaged.

While one swallow does not make a summer, we have
good reason to welcome the proposals from the Com-
mission, which has largely taken account of the Euro-
pean Parliament’s recommendations. The measures
proposed are good overall and deserve our approval,
since they should provide a sound basis for strengthen-
ing and supplementing the Community measures
already|in hand. What is required now is a sense of
urgency so that these measures can be applied without
delay, making use of the five million ECU set aside in
the 1984 budget.

Before toncluding, I should like to make a few addi-
tional comments on the proposal from the Commis-
sion, on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture.

With regard to action to combat acid rain in our
forests, {the committee feels that it should be incorpor-
ated into the wider programme of measures against
atmospheric pollution. In order to stimulate produc-
tion and employment in the Community, I propose
that Cgmmunity aid for the purchase of fire-fighting
equipment and products should be on a higher scale in
the casq of equipment or products manufactured in the

nity.

with interest the emergency aid of 100 000
anted to Sicily after the terrible fires during
mer of 1983. This exception should become
the rule by extension of the procedure applicable in
the event of natural disasters to include forest fires.
Acid rajn and fire are the two main causes of damage
to our forests, but they are not the only ones, and I
therefore suggest to the Commission that it could
draw up an inventory of all types of damage caused to
forests to form the basis of a European register, so that
preparations could be made for the deployment of
appropriate resources to combat them. These com-
ments have been put into the form of amendments by
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the Committee on Agriculture, to accompany the
report by the Committee on the Environment.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, thank you for
your attention.

Mrs Seibel-Emmerling (S). — (DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the damage to forests in my
country and yours, the dying and dead trees in the
Fichtelgebirge, in the Nuremberg Reichswald, in the
Vosges and the area round Lyons — to name but a
few forests which may soon belong to the past — shows
how desperate the situation is. The harm done to
southern forests by fires which threaten the environ-
ment every year in the dry season is now being
matched by the devasting, irreparable damage caused
by acid rain. If we resign ourselves to the death of our
forests we are accepting the demise of nature and, ulti-
mately, of mankind, as is demonstrated, to quote but a
few examples, by the increase in cases of false croup,
cancer and the evergrowing number of allergic dis-
eases.

We have before us today a report which represents a
tiny step forward along the road of the many measures
that must be introduced without delay. I would like to
thank the rapporteur, Mr Ghergo, for recognizing the
problem of acid rain. This is by no means a matter of
course, but is part of the learning process that we —
the members of this Parliament — have gone through
together. Those of us who come from colder areas
have only experienced small-scale forest fires. We have
seen what happens in your country. The concept of
dying forests meant nothing to our colleagues in the
south, and there was no word for it in their languages.

The Community must now take urgent steps to meet
all the demands in the Muntingh report. The Member
States must take immediate measures to reduce air
pollution drastically as agreed by the Council at the
end of March. We must press for the implementation
of the regulation on large-scale incinerators, avoiding
the mistake made in my country of excluding existing
plant. This ruling has meant, for example, that the new
major power station in Buschhaus on the border to the
GDR with an annual output of 1250001t is allowed
not to desulphurize until 1988.

‘We must not delay the introduction of lead-free petrol
and the reduction of vehicle emissions. We must tackle
the tasks proposed in the directive as amended and
improved by the Committee on the Environment,
Public Health and Consumer Protection. This includes
a comprehensive monitoring programme which must
not be carried out in open country, because research
to date would indicate that the basic level of SO, pol-
lution in forests is five to seven times higher than in
open country. For example, according to readings
taken in the Fichtelgebirge, these figures are consider-
ably higher in foggy conditions. Studies should be
made of slopes and in valleys. This phenomenon must

be explored. Pilot projects must be set up — here I am
also thinking of projects such as the regional energy
saving programme in the Northern Upper Palatinate
— which also reduced air pollution. Special projects
can reduce primary energy requirement and as a result
pollution by 70% using combined power station heat-
ing, biogas and other similar systems. But this requires
specific funds for pilot projects. Those involved in this
project, which is only cited as an example, are hoping
for Community funds for this promising project which
has sadly been boycotted by the Bavarian Economic
Minister who is totally committed to nuclear energy.

We must promote this and similar projects. Time is
running out for our forests. The Council and the Gov-
ernments of the Member States must act now.

Mr Mertens (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I would like to take up what Mrs Seibel-
Emmerling has said. I too believe that action is long
overdue. This is why the European People’s Party wel-
comes the fact that the Commission has lost no time,
following Mr Gatto’s report on forestry, in drawing
up proposals which it believes will provide a measure
of control over the most serious damage to forests.

We support all these plans, even though we feel that it
will be very difficult to combat the dreadful scourge of
forest fires — particularly in the south — effectively
with a technically perfect system because we all know
that most forest fires are caused by thoughtlessness.
Our aim must therefore be a large-scale information
campaign through the European Community. As
Goethe put it in Hermann und Dorothea ‘thoughtless-
ness is unforgivable, but it is a human failing’.

The second point I would like to make is that I wel-
come the fact that the problems caused by acid rain
were discussed along with the question of forest fires.
I commend the Commission, but above all the distin-
guished rapporteur, Mr Ghergo, and the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection, for drawing attention to this problem. Mr
Ghergo also recommends that more funds should be
made available to create a comprehensive information
network within the European Community and above
all to promote coordinated research in this field, for
we are all facing the problem that research findings are
not sufficiently unambiguous.

And there is a further point which needs to be made
this evening: we, the members of the committee and
Parliament, thought that air pollution was the overrid-
ing problem. We were suddenly confronted in com-
mittee by the Socialist view that the regulation on
large-scale incinerators and the question of nitrogen
oxides ~— Mrs van Hemeldonck’s report — were not
so urgent after all, and this report was surprisingly
withdrawn. No explanation was given, to our aston-
ishment. We sincerely hope that we can re-establish a
common view, as the intention was to submit Parlia-
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ment’s opinion to the Council of Ministers by the end °

of June. What sort of Parliament are we if we cannot
do our homework properly, if we fail to formulate a
clear opinion quickly enough? I repeat: we deplore
this action. We have drawn up a substitute motion for
a resolution on lead-free petrol, so that some progress
can be made and we hope that this motion for a reso-
lution at least will gain general support.

But I must draw to a close: I am grateful to the Com-
missioner for listening to us this evening. Looking to
the future, all I can say is that what you have achieved
in difficult negotiations with your colleagues in the
Commission is not enough. The transitional periods
are too long. You may count on Parliament proposing
significant improvements and pushing them through.
This concludes what I wished to say on this subject
this evening.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, I would like to
refer to the oral question put by Mr Gautier, which
says that the various moves concerned with emissions
from motor vehicles could be carried out at a cost
which may be described as trivial.

I would like to tell the House something about those
costs. To achieve the standards of purity for motor-
vehicle emissions called for, a catalyst would be
required which would cost about 800 ECU per car.
For a small car, that would be an increase of 10%-
15% on the purchase price. To maintain the existing
standards of performance, or the performance stan-
dards of acceleration and speed used in the United
States and Japan, there would have to be a 20%
increase in the size of the engine of cars using
unleaded petrol. That is even taking into account that
there is a speed-limit in those countries of 100 kph.
That is part of the price to be paid for this measure. In
addition, there would be an 8% increase in the
amount of petrol consumed and a 5% increase in the
price of petrol at the pump.

It is interesting that in Germany at the present time
42% of the petrol sold is 92 octane leaded. It seems to
be the policy of the German Government to cut this
out, and I can only suppose that the purpose of this is
to suggest that when unleaded petrol, 92 octane, is
introduced, it will appear to be as cheap as present
petrol. This seems to me to be a game of deceit.

Indeed, the whole matter is far too mixed up with the
German election campaign for comfort. Both of the
parties in Germany — Germany is the country that is
leading this campaign — are trying to take votes from
the Green lobby, which is more and more influential in
that country. What we are seeing, I believe, is bids
from the various German political parties, particularly
the wwo big ones — the Christian Democrats and
Social Democrats — to take votes by rushing into this
ill-advised step which will cost far more than people
recognize. I urge the House to oppose it.

Mr Bucchini (COM). — (FR) Mr President, we have
not had|to wait until the summer for forest fires to
break opt, and thousands of hectares have already
been deyastated in various parts of France. Each year,
it is the southern regions which pay the heaviest toll:
in 1983 the southern regions of my country lost 50 000
hectares] 34 000 of these in Corsica.

Since 1979 national action in the Mediterranean
region has been supplemented by Community action,
including in particular a large number of forestry
investment projects which have had a favourable
impact dn forestry and agriculture, but have been con-
fined to| prevention, to the exclusion of fire-fighting
aspects.

Appreciating this complementarity between prevention
and firefighting, in 1982 and 1983 Parliament, at the
instigation of the Communists and Allies Group,
adopted| several resolutions on the organization of a
ing programme to strengthen and comple-

into effdct. This should make for improved protection
of forests against the risk of fire. Particularly welcome
are the priority given to training and the organization
of active cooperation between Member States with a
view to mutual assistance in fighting exceptional fires.

Here we have some good examples of European soli-
darity, 2 welcome contrast with the all too common
dismantling exercises which have been carried out in
some sectors of industry in the name of European
integration!

From this point of view, I am especially in favour of
the proposal from the Committee on Agriculture
according to which a higher rate of Community aid
should be granted on the acquisition of firefighting
equipment and products if they are manufactured in
the Community. This is a good way 1o encourage
production and employment in the Community.
Moreover, this principle could well be extended to
other sectors on which common policies have a bear-

ing.

Would jt not also be possible and desirable to adjust
aid in the light of the extent of efforts made by Mem-
ber States and the scale of the risks that they face?

Having made these comments, I approve the Commis-
sion’s proposals, which should be brought into effect
as quicklly as possible, using the 5 million ECU already
set aside in the 1984 budget.

In conclusion, I should like to say that I disagree with
the proposal made by the Committee on the Environ-
ment in|its paragraph 7, the effect of which would be
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that funding for fire-fighting would be reduced in
order to finance efforts to combat acid rain.

This is not to say that I am not in favour of energetic
action against acid rain, far from it, but it is not only
the forests that are affected by this problem. Such act-
ion should be part of a wider programme to combat
emissions causing atmospheric pollution, the cause of
acid rain and deposits.

Resources on a quite different scale need to be
deployed, as was stressed very rightly in the Muntingh
report which we adopted on 20 January 1984. Let us
stick to the specific area of forestry and work within
the appropriations proposed by the Commission. This
is the thrust of my amendment to paragraph 7 of the
Ghergo report, which I ask you to approve.

Mrs Scamaroni (DEP). — (FR) Every year thousands
of hectares of forest in Europe are destroyed by fires,
some of which are started deliberately. Be that as it
may, the consequences are disastrous and the situation
can only be made worse by an inadequate forestry
protection policy.

Various courses of action can be envisaged and
recommended, both for prevention and for fire-fight-
ing. Two examples in particular suggest themselves:
construction of roads to serve the dual purpose of car-
rying traffic and providing protection against fire,
coupled with clearance of tracks giving access to vul-
nerable areas and sources of water; clearance of
undergrowth to prevent fire reaching treetops. These
measures would facilitate access for fire-fighters and
increase the efficiency of their work while at the same
time improving the intrinsic fire-resistance of forests.

It should always be remembered, moreover, that there
is not just one type of forest, but many, and that fire-
fighting resources which may be appropriate for a for-
est in the north of Europe will not be right for one in
the south.

Hence the need for specific measures taking account
of the type and geographical location of each area of
forest.

Nevertheless, there are common lines of action to be
pursued, such as the use of the fleet of fire-fighting
aircraft which perform wonders for days on end under
the most dangerous conditions during the summer,
especially in our Mediterranean regions which suffer
severe fire damage every year.

As well as these aircraft, use must of course be made
of specialized fire-fighting forces.

Mention should be made, in conclusion, of the close
attention paid by the Commission to protection of our
European forests, which are part of the heritage of the
Community, and indeed of the world.

The creation of a budgetary line for these protective
and firefighting measures, which will be indispensable
during 1984, is also to be commended.

In the circumstances my Group will be voting in
favour of the excellent report by our colleague Mr
Ghergo. ,

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I would like to reply briefly to Mr Pearce
before I come to the main issue because his remarks
were not entirely accurate. Mr Pearce asserted that the
introduction of lead-free petrol and catalyst purifica-
tion of vehicle emissions would increase petrol con-
sumption by 20%. If he reads the Commission report
ERGA 1I, he would see that this figure is quite simply
wrong. Increased consumption depends on how high
the octane count of lead-free petrol is, and this
depends on the flow of energy at refinery level, which
is not necessarily for motor vehicles.

Secondly, Mr Pearce maintained that this whole mat-
ter was part of the German election campaign. You are
mistaken, Mr Pearce! It is not a question of whether
West Germany goes green because of the Environ-
mentalist party, but whether West Germany goes
brown because of its dying forests. You should take
these matters seriously and not accuse us of election-
eering in what is a serious business. Even if the British
Conservatives have not realized it, your forests could
start to die one day and you should be prepared.

(Applause from the left — Interruption)

Your political position doesn’t yet show that you do
so!

And now to our oral question: when it was submitted,
we were convinced that the European Community
needed to take urgent action. Mr Ghergo’s very
important report explicitly refers to norms and stan-
dardization. I can only hope that he does not mean the
standardization of dying forests and that we will still
have something left to standardize. Any monitoring
carried out should be designed to prevent damage to
the environment and not to establish that damage has
occurred. Sadly the damage is widespread, not only in
West Germany, but in other countries as well — even
in Great Britain: damage to buildings in Greece, and
in France. Almost two years ago this Parliament took
steps to introduce lead-free pewrol in the European
Community to reduce pollution from exhaust fumes.
Some governments, for example the former Socialist-
Liberal coalition in West Germany, made efforts to
encourage the Commission to improve the environ-
mental situation. Unfortunately, the Commission has
not made much progress in this field, and this was the
reason for our question.

If we look back over the last few weeks, we can see
that the Commission has been behaving like a mini-
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Council of Ministers, incapable of forward-looking
decisions and acting in purely national interests. Mr
Davignon allegedly represents French interests, Mr
Giolitti presumably speaks for Italy and Mr Narjes for
Germany. The Treaties state that the Commission
shall be an independent body and Mr Thorn never
tires of pointing this out. Mr Narjes, as the Commis-
sioner responsible for environmental policy, we judge
you by the statements the Commission has made to
Parliament on environmental policy, and in my view
the Commission’s legislation on emissions is scandal-
ous.

I assume that the Commission occasionally manages to
obtain some accurate information and that this
demonstrates relatively clearly that dying forests are
caused by what are known as the synergistic effects,
that is the combined effects, of sulphur dioxide, nitro-
gen oxides and photo-oxydants, i.e. hydrocarbons and
NO,.

If this is the case, Mr Narjes, then it is not enough to
submit a regulation on large-scale incinerators —
which we would also have liked to discuss this week,
Mr Mertens. The Commission must also make sub-
stantial progress on the question of vehicle emissions.
The present proposals are totally inadequate. Accord-
ing to the Commission’s press release — nothing has
yet appeared officially — something is to be done
some time in the next few years. Mr Narjes, some time
in the next ten years is too late. We expect the Com-
mission to achieve concrete results more quickly than
this.

The Commission is now proposing a two-stage plan,
Le. from 1989 or 1991 a first step towards reducing
vehicle emissions — Mr Narjes’ original proposal —
with the final goal being reached in 1995. I would like
to make it clear to Mr Narjes and the Commission
that this is bad environmental policy, since improved
technology is available to achieve this result. It is also
bad industrial policy, since you are forcing the indus-
try to adapt its designs to meet the specification of 6g
NO, in 1989 and then to start all over again for 1995.
Are you not expecting rather a lot of the entire auto-
mobile industry? I believe emission standards should
be drawn up once and for all, so that industry knows
where it is, instead of having to cope with something
new every year. Regulation ECE 15/4 comes into
force this autumn, then your proposals on the 6 grams
and from 1995 on something different again, about
which you are obviously not yet certain.

A similar situation applies to the introduction of lead-
free petrol, which is a prerequisite for speedy progress
in the Member States. It is scandalous that the Com-
mission does not intend to make this compulsory until
1989. It must be introduced sooner, so that the Mem-
ber States can introduce regulations on vehicle emis-
sions on the basis of lead-free petrol actually being on
offer and using tax incentives or whatever.

(Interruption by Mr Pearce)

... Yes,|we do have some time in the Socialist Group!
You cap ask your own group how much time you
have. I think I can speak for an additional few min-
utes, you should ask my own group leader. You can
ask him| tomorrow, then he will give you an answer.
Where i your group leader?

The last point I would like to make, Mr Narjes, does
not appear in the proposals at all: part of our question
was whether the Commission could not formulate a
sensible | recycling policy from the start? Unfortun-
ately, thie question of the metals required to coat emis-
sion catglysts . . .

(Interruption: . .. dependent on the Soviet Union and
South Africa)

... We|could reduce this dependence, which would
certainly be a sensible step in terms of foreign policy, if
the Commission were to provide for the recycling of
used catalysts. This is one of the shortcomings.

Mr Naijes, to summarize, I would like to say that we
at least [find the Commission proposals totally inade-
quate and believe that you bear the responsibility for
this and|should act accordingly.

(Applaue)

Mr Peatce (ED). — Mr President, obviously I respect
your judgment in presiding over the session. However,
if each |group is allowed so much time, you do not
have the power, Mr President, I submit, to change the
allocation of time.

Mr Gaytier had one and a half minutes of time which
was not permitted to him by the Rules. I think that
that mepns that you must deduct it from the time of
the Socialist Group either today or tomorrow.

I submit, Mr President, that it is not merely a question
of the power that you exercise, it is a question of the
Rules that you are entrusted to observe. I hope that
you will do that.

dent-in{Office for five years and this is the first May
in five years that you have spoken to me about this

Mr Hutton (ED). — Mr President, this is a messy
proposal, drafted in haste and liable to do more harm
than gopd. I doupt if it even has any legal validity. It
would be helpful to know if the Commission seriously
believes| that this measure will be eligible under

Article 43 and if it seriously believes that it can find
100 million ECU in Chapter 38 to fund it.



22.5.84

Debates of the European Parliament

No 1-314/97

Hutton

I would have very much preferred to see these two
unrelated themes of fire and acid rain dealt with quite
separately. In fact, I cannot see how you can tackle the
problems of acid rain in the forests at all. By the time it
gets there it is already too late. There is still no clear
evidence of the precise effects of atmospheric pollu-
tion on trees. There are a lot of opinions and a lot of
work is going on right now to find out, for example,
why age, altitude and species seem to be significant
and why the normally sensitive lichens in the forest are
unaffected.

I would not be happy to vote for the spending of con-
siderable sums of scarce money to do what is already
being done, particularly when there are much worse
Community-wide problems in forestry such as insects
and disease and serious local problems such as the
wind-blow we experience in the south of Scotland.
The Commission could usefully sort out standard cri-
teria for assessment of the work being done and the
exchange and use of data. It could do that effectively,
efficiently and cheaply from its own budget and not
from the very uncertain resources of the agriculture

funds.

Mr Cousté (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, the regula-
tion proposed by the Commission and approved by the
Committee on the Environment seems to our Group
to be along the right lines, and it has our support.

And since any opportunity for dialogue with the Com-
mission is always welcome, I should like to remind the
Commission that — Mr Ghergo referred to the pros-
pects for the year 2000, apropos of the report which
the United States produced a few weeks ago in
Ottawa — the signatures for the Geneva Convention
against atmospheric pollution have now been gathered
in.

With regard to the decisions taken in Ottawa, what I
am interested in, Mr Commissioner, is the degree of
consistency between the regulation which you are pro-
posing, and which we support, with the conclusions
adopted in Ottawa. My question is all the more perti-
nent, it would seem, in that on 1 March, if memory
serves, a Council of Ministers meeting on environmen-
tal problems adopted another directive aimed at limit-
ing atmospheric pollution, under which all new indus-
trial installations on European territory must comply
with the regulations on atmospheric pollution, espe-
cially that caused by sulphur dioxide.

In the Ghergo report, therefore, we have a document
which has already been overtaken by Council of Min-
isters decisions — if I have correctly understood the
chronology of this campaign against atmospheric pol-
lution — and I would add that my concern is all the
greater and my anxiety all the more justified in that
not only do we have these decisions to which I have
referred — Ottawa, the Geneva Convention, the deci-
sion of 1 March — but the European ministers respon-

sible for the environment are scheduled to meet on
28 June next to examine another directive, on fuel
installations.

In a word, Mr Commissioner, I see the approval that
we are giving to this report and the regulation, which I
have to agree makes for improved protection against
fires and acid rain, as marking a very considerable
effort which seems to reflect a new awareness. The
feature of this debate which I find most striking and
deserving of comment is the fact that, as Mrs Scama-
roni has just noted, we all share the same concerns,
wherever we sit in this Chamber. In short, we have
formed the Community of men and women who are
concerned at what is happening to our forests. Why is
this? Because the problem is not a national or local
problem but essentially international, with complex
phenomena affecting forest land in all our countries.

The drift of my conclusion, Mr President, is extremely
simple: I should like the Commission, which knows
that we have been concerned for weeks and months
and have approved a programme, to address itself 1o
the task of blending a series of initiatives taken at
national, regional, European and world level into an
overall scheme suited to the task of meeting the chal-
lenge confronting the present and future generations
and all those in Europe and elsewhere in the world
who are concerned about the quality of life.

Mr Linkohr (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the present discussion is both bizzare and
contradictory. On the one hand we are discussing a
proposal to protect forests from acid rain at a cost of
something in the order of 15 million UA, and on the
other hand we are discussing a Commission proposal
which by its very inadequacies will cause damage to
the very same forests costing millions. This is out of all
proportion! The Commission’s well-meaning propo-
sals to combat acid rain and other precipitation do not
exonerate them from the major errors they are cur-
rently committing.

I know that Mr Narjes is sincere in his efforts, and he
should really be excluded from criticism of the Com-
mission and its proposals; but the oral question is not
addressed to you, Mr Narjes, but to the whole of the
Commission, a procedure to which you rightly attach
importance. The Commission proposal concerns two
main areas: the question of lead — heavy metals dam-
age health — and nitrogen oxides, which are at least
one of the causes of acid rain and dying forests.

The Commission proposal evades both of these envi-
ronmental problems. It postpones any attempt to find
a solution, and in my opinion the deadline suggested
by the Commission for the introduction of lead-free
petrol is a slap in the face for millions of people in our
countries who are doing their best to ensure that the
forests survive, and for whom this whole question has
become an important aspect of their lives.
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The deadline you have suggested must be brought for-
ward and American emission regulations must. apply in
Europe. I am sure that when we discuss this matter on
Thursday in the urgent debate that has been
requested, the European Parliament will decide
accordingly. The worst aspect of this whole matter is
that it confirms the widely-held prejudice that the
European Community can only agree on an environ-
mental policy reduced to the lowest common denomi-
nator, i.e. the slowest sets the pace. I would therefore
ask the Commissioner in all seriousness: following this
capitulation on environmental policy, how can any
sort of lead be given in progressive environmental
policy? In my opinion, it has lost whatever credibility
it possessed. It has not represented European interests
but simply those of one or other Member State.

The Commission proposal is not only bad environ-
mental policy, it is also bad economic policy. We will
only be able to sell our cars on the world market in
future if they do not cause pollution. The successes of
Japanese industry clearly demonstrate that products
that safeguard the environment can be competitive.
Part of the reason for Japan’s lead in certain areas has
to do with the fact that they introduced ten years ago
environmental standards and regulations which the
Community is only now starting to discuss. The Com-
mission proposal therefore reflects a wholly mistaken
industrial policy. When the Commission justifies its
proposal by referring to the problems in the car indus-
try, I cannot but ask why the devasting economic
damage to forests is not mentioned. Why is the hor-
rendous damage caused by the poor quality of air in
Athens not included in the calculations, and why is
health not mentioned? We spend 10% of our gross
national product on health, i.e. in an attempt to make
good damage which is in part due to neglect of the
environment.

Prevention is better than cure: it makes sense on
economic grounds alone.

I believe that the Commission proposal will get us
nowhere; worse, it will put us back years and the
Commission is destroying the positive image that
many people still have of this Community. If the
turnout in European elections falls, this will be one of
the main reasons why.

One final sentence, Mr President. With all due respect
to Mr Narjes, this is the final straw as far as the Com-
mission is concerned, and if it was up to me I would
send all of them packing. I have had enough!

Mr Bombard (S). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I have listened with approval to what Mr
Ghergo was saying and to what our friends Mr Gau-
tier and Mr Linkohr were saying about the past and
the present situation, which is an absolute catastrophe.
But I should like to discuss something which has not
yet been mentioned, and this is the question of what is

to be dane now to ensure that what has happened too
I not happen again. The reason for the forest

, is that the hardwood forests have been

They are now doing the same thing, I discovered yes-
n the Moselle forests. They are destroying the
ecause conifers inevitably mean fire.

We must end these childish squabbles about who is
responsible for the past and turn our attention to the
tragedy! of the present state of atmospheric pollution. I
have been talking about this for fourteen years, Mr
President, but I did not know what form it would
take. Ithas taken the form of acid rain. It was abvious
that the SO, and NO; being put into the atmosphere
would pne day be dissolved by rain to give sulphuric
acid and nitric acid, to say nothing of the probable
combustion in the near future of polyvinylchloride,
which will give chlorine and hydrochloric acid.

Let us therefore set to work to remedy what has been
done so that there is no repetition, no more fires; let
us set bp effective fire-fighting systems, even if they
are costly. It always costs more to have a fire than to
prevent a fire. We must start “fireproofing’. And that
means |hardwoods. That is the solution. Let us plant
hardwoods. Let us plant holm oaks. Let us plant oaks
where they should grow.

buld reflect that the felling now taking place in
est of Compiégne was planned during the
Second Empire and the replanting programme cur-
rently |in progress dates back to Napoleon III. We
should be doing this in all the forests.

Let me be the first, I imagine, to tell you that on
6 May}, at Mont-Dauphin, the President of the French
Republic, Frangis Mitterrand, who will be among us
the day after tomorrow, announced the creation of a
‘European environmental area’.

Let us make the preparatory moves in the creation of
this ‘European environmental area’ by making real
provision for prevention, not by showing the pride of
the man who thought himself stronger than nature and
said ‘] have beaten it’, but in partnership with nature.

* 'We c4nnot beat nature, because we are part of it. We

must simply come to terms with nature, arrange a
‘remarriage’, so as to spare ourselves the appalling loss
e disappearance of the colour green from the

would first like to deal with Mr Ghergo’s and Mr
’s report and then the question on air pollution.
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For many years, Parliament has convincingly and per-
sistently pursued the question of damage to forests
from forest fires and polluted air. In accordance with
the undertakings given in the past, the Commission
submitted in 1983 a proposal for a regulation setting
out the principles and also provisions for the financing
of measures to increase the protection of forests
against fires and acid rain. This is principally an
economic, forestry policy initiative.

The difficult and time-consuming work by various
committees has been successful. The Commission
hopes to take definite action as soon as the Council
has reached a decision. We expect a Council decision
on this proposal in the near future, as the Council has
already expressed its approval of the proposals in prin-
ciple by adopting the Commission budget for 1984
which includes, at Parliament’s express wish, in
Article 388 Community action for the protection of
forests against fire and acid rain. I would like to take
this opportunity of thanking all the committees con-
cerned, and above all the two rapporteurs, Mr Ghergo
and Mr Martin, for their excellent work.

The Commission accepts Parliament’s proposed
motion for a resolution without reservations and
intends to adopt its recommendations. This also
applies to the proposed amendments; with regard to
Amendments Nos 1 to 7 we accept them in principle
but in some cases would prefer a different formulation.
We intend to pursue this section of today’s debate
without delay and in line with our overall strategy. In
reply to Mr Cousté: the directive of 1 March is, as it
were, the parent directive covering all pollution from
furnaces or large-scale plant. It goes somewhat further
than the outcome of the conference of the ‘like-
minded’ in Ottawa.

The regulation on large-scale industrial incinerators,
which is initially tabled for discussion, if not decision,
on 28 June, applied specifically to the reduction of
emissions from large plant, principally power stations.
Unfortunately, no decision can be taken on 28 June,
since, sadly, Parliament was not able to deliver its opi-
nion before the end of this legislative period. We may
therefore be forced to delay adoption until the end of
the year. However, the committee responsible has, I
am glad to say, given me every encouragement to
press forward with the matter in Council so that a start
can be made before Parliament’s opinion is available,
so that the groundwork for a decision will already
have been carried out.

With regard to the question of vehicle emissions, per-
haps I may be permitted to explain the Commission’s
decision which has come in for so much criticism. In
reply to question 1, I would remind you that the Com-
munity regulations on the limiting of harmful vehicle
emissions are laid down in Council Directive No 70/
220. This is the basic directive, which has subsequently
been amended several times, most recently on 16 June
1983 when ECE 1504 was implemented. The ERGA

working party on air pollution investigated the tech-
nical feasibility of further reducing vehicle emissions
and duly submitted its report at the end of last June.
At its meeting of 16 June 1983, the Council of Mini-
sters of the Environment instructed the Commission to
investigate the possibilities of reducing the lead con-
tent of petrol below the levels specified in Directive
78/611 with a view to eliminating lead from petrol
altogether. The European Council in Stuttgart also
adopted this aim. The Commission then issued this
second mandate to the working party. The concluding
report was also submitted on schedule at the end of
February 1984. Last week, after evaluating these two
ERGA reports, the Commission adopted the basic par-
ameters for a proposal for a Council directive on the
introduction of lead-free petrol and for a further
reduction in other harmful vehicle emissions.

The final version of the Commission proposals will be
adopted before the end of this month and can then be
presented to the Council and Parliament. A summary
of both ERGA reports will be distributed at the same
time. We hope to obtain a Council decision on both
proposals before the end of this year, and I would at
this point again urge Parliament to make the necessary
arrangements to enable it to deliver its opinion on
these Commission proposals as quickly as possible and
to finalize its opinion on individual points.

I would now like to reply to questions 2 and 4 and to
respond to the various remarks and criticism made in
the course of this debate. I would like to begin by
making one point clear: we are not merely concerned
with damage to forests. The Commission takes the
view that air pollution from various sources affects,
firstly, health and secondly, fauna, flora and surface
waters, as well as causing damage to buildings. We
have taken all this into account and are gradually
beginning to regret that this important discussion has
been confined exclusively to forests, as if once the
question of forests has been settled, nothing remains
to be done. This mistake would rebound on those who
are not willing to accept the fact of other damage, in
particular to health. Personnally, I am convinced that
the fact that we are not yet able to specify in detail the
damage to health is mainly due to the fact that we still
do not have enough objective data, although we
already have certain significant examples.

My second point concerns Mr Pearce’s remarks and
relates to an issue of principle. We have specified emis-
sion levels and have left it to industry, engineers and
scientists and competitive market forces to find the
best technical solution. It may be true that in the
United States and Japan, and recently in Australia and
Switzerland as well, i.e. wherever these problems have
been tackled earlier than in the Community, various
types of catalyst are currently regarded as the most
viable technical solution. With regard to these types of
catalyst, however, I would like to point out that your
figures do not correspond to our observations. In our
experience there is a large amount of leeway in the
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calculations for the actual hardware costs of catalysts,
to name but one example. The justification for these
extra charges may depend on a large number of fac-
tors, and in the end market forces will determine the
size of surcharge that is possible. In my view, at any
rate, it is unjustifiable to claim that we can expect car
prices generally to rise by 8%.

As regards your comments on an increase in energy
consumption, I would like to point out that there are
widely conflicting views on this. I can tell you the
names of British experts who would be able to confirm
that the increase in consumption would amount to a
maximum of 3-4%, and that for certain types there
would be no increase in consumption at all.

There is an important point here: even if there were a
short-term minor disruption in the downward trend of
overall energy consumption — specific consumption
— this does not mean that the general trend towards
lower consumption would be reversed by catalysts or
any other technical solution. This is crucial for our
overall strategy on energy policy. The reduction in
petrol consumption that we are aiming at will not be
threatened by the catalyst or whatever other solution
may be found, e.g. 2 combination of lean burn with an
oxydation catalyst.

Nor does the assertion that engine size would have to
be increased by 20% correspond with the Commis-
sion’s technical data. What we had to consider were
the costs to individual car manufacturers of changing
their engines over to a new technology, and the invest-
ment and time this would take.

I would now like to deal with the measures proposed
in detail. With regard to the lead content of petrol, the
Commission intends in its proposal to go beyond what
the proposer of the amendment suggests and to specify
that the complete elimination of lead should be com-
pulsory by 1989. At the same time, after this date, car
manufacturers will be obliged to equip new vehicles
such that they can use lead-free petrol. This regulation
will apply from 1991 at the latest to new vehicles that
have already been licensed. The directive will specifi-
cally authorize the Member States — I would like to
emphasize this — to make lead-free petrol available
before the deadline for the Community as a whole.

Given that a major proportion of existing vehicles are
already technically capable of using lead-free petrol —
at least a third of cars currently being sold could be
converted to lead-free petrol without delay — the
demand for lead-free petrol is likely to grow very
quickly. To encourage this, and also to avoid the mis-
fueling that ocurred in the United States, the Commis-
sion intends to urge the Member States to make lead-
free petrol available at a lower price than leaded
petrol.

As far as the car industry is concerned, it is important
in view of previous engine design and the design fea-

tures of the engines produced in Europe that the
Commission has assumed that two types of fuel, ie.
normal and super, will be retained and that we are
seeking o apply the appropriate standards throughout
the Community. Given the life of motor vehicles, there
will be {a relatively long transitional period during
which there will still be a demand for leaded petrol,
particularly for those vehicles which cannot be con-
verted. The Commission intends to propose that at
least from 1989 the currently permitted maximum lead
content|should be reduced from 0-4 g to 0-15 g per
licre.

So much for lead and if I have correctly understood
the various speakers, there is no fundamental disagree-
ment, sjtnply a difference of opinion on how quickly
we can achieve the transfer.

As far as the reduction of other vehicle emissions is
ed, the Commission intends to specify that by
e Community should require, in two stages,
itted levels of nitrogen oxide, hydrocarbons
on monoxides for all vehicles to comply with

ives, standardized throughout the Commumty,
to indyce industry and consumers to accept these.
Indeed, these first-stage values are likely to be such
that for vehicles over a certain size the introduction of
a threerway catalyst would offer the best solution,
even as|early as 1989. The Commission has — I repeat
— merely laid down the basic parameters, i.c. the lev-
els we wish to see at the source of emission, both for
possible anticipatory national measures and for Com-
munityswide standards. The choice of method has
been left entirely up to industry and the forces of com-
petition. The technical details of these basic parame-
ters, which have just been formulated, will be pub-
lished shortly — I hope before the end of the month
— and jwe also intend to indicate how we envisage the
adaptation of the ECE cycle of tests to European con-
ditions| However, I reserve the right to hold this back
until further scientific and technical discussions have
taken place. They are already being borne in mind,
however, and will have a part to play in the final adap-
tation of world standards to Europe.

All thif applies to motor vehicles with petrol engines.
Speciall proposals for motorbikes and diesel engines
will be [submitted later. As you know, the Commission
proposal is the outcome of protracted haggling in an
attempt to find a balanced compromise between envi-
ronmental, energy and industrial policies on which the
Council could reach a decision quickly.

This is|the only way to achieve reasonable results for
the whole of the European environment and safeguard
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the unity, not only of the Community’s internal mar-
ket, but also of the larger market of the Community
and the EFTA countries. I should, of course, have pre-
ferred to arrive at this result earlier, but the method
we have chosen is the correct one. The only outstand-
ing question is what the authorities will decide as far
as the time-scale is concerned.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, I believe it is
within the custom of our debates on such occasions
that one can put a factual question to the Commis-
sioner. If you permit me to do this, I would like to
refer to the Commissioner’s statement that the Com-
mission does not know what the risks to human health
from lead in petrol are. I would like to ask him
whether he is absolutely convinced that he is right to
take all the steps which he is proposing to take in the
light of facts which the Commission evidently is not in
possession of.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) Mr
President, thank you for the opportunity of correcting
an error. I did not say that we did not know what the
hazard to health was from the lead in petrol. I would
refer you 1o last year’s report by the Royal Commis-
sion in Great Britain, which goes into detail on this
matter.

Our uncertainty relates to the precise effects on health
caused by NO,, HC, SO, and the various synergistic
effects of these substances both as dry and wet depos-
its. No adequate tests have been carried out, but this is
no reason to follow your suggestion of neglecting this
matter for the next ten years until we have conclusive
scientific evidence.

I would like to come back to what I wanted to say in
reply earlier, particularly to Mr Hutton. Following the
international congress in Karlsruhe last year at which
450 scientists from 18 countries discussed the whole
problem of air pollution over three days, we and most
scientists are completely agreed that air pollution is a
major factor in all those types of damage mentioned,
not only in Germany but in the whole of Central
Europe, Scandinavia and a large part of Holland, Bel-
gium and France. There is similar damage in Canada
and the United States. The US government’s decision
to shelve this matter had to be reversed after only two
years. Negotiations between the United States and
Canada have advanced much further, because the evi-
dence that there is a direct connection between air
pollution and damage has become so clear that action
is called for.

It is precisely in the interests of a preventive environ-
mental policy, which I have always advocated, that we
should not waste a moment and should not — if I may
be blunt — put forward the lame excuse that we
should first wait 10 or 15 years until laboratory
research has demonstrably proved once and for all that

the formation of ozone and acid in the atmosphere
have an effect on the leaves and roots of trees, on
human health, on surface acidity and on the drastic
drop in the pH value of soils. We should not do this.
Our decisions, as the Commission has always emphas-
ized, should be for a preventive environmental policy.
In my opinion, and here I agree with most of the
speakers this evening, the damage to forests clearly
demonstrates that it is high time that we progress from
theory to practice, to prevent further damage.

(Applause)

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, at the close of
this debate I would like to make a personal comment
on a point of order. Following my speech, you were
criticized. On the basis of my four and a half years as a
member of this Parliament — I have frequently been
present when you have been in the chair — I would
like to state that from my point of view you have con-
ducted the debates fairly for all political parties with
remarkable calm, and always let the discussion take its
course when you felt this was necessary, or cut it short
when you were of the opinion it was important to
come to a conclusion. I would like to thank you per-
sonally — and I am sure that many of my colleagues
would wish to join me — for the way in which you
have, over the last four and a half to five years exer-
cised your duties as a Vice-President in this Parlia-
ment.

(Applause)

President. — Thank you very much, Mr Gautier. I
should like to answer the question Mr Pearce raised a
while ago. I would ask you to listen, Mr Pearce, the
President now has the floor. You made certain criti-
cisms concerning speaking time, but in the meantime I
have established — I would ask you to note this —
that at the time you made your criticism the Socialist
Group still had 27 minutes speaking time for this eve-
ning.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President, I would
like to ask the Commissioner a general question, fol-
lowing his remarks in reply to Mr Pearce’s criticism. I
am sure Mr Pearce would be surprised if I were to
throw rubbish into his garden and say: First prove it
does any harm!

Would you not agree, Commissioner, that given all
the difficulties of producing proof etc. that keep com-
ing up, it is time to force the polluters to first prove
that the harmful substances they produce do not cause
damage before they are permitted to dispose of them?

(Applause)

President. — Are there any further questions at this
point to the Commissioner?
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As that is not the case, I would ask Commissioner
Narjes to reply so that we can conclude this item on
the agenda.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) 1 will
put it in a nutshell. Obviously reversing the onus of
proof is nothing new in politics.

Sir Fred Wamer (ED). — I asked to put a question to
the Commissioner because I am really very surprised
to hear the Chair intervening in the substance of the
debate in this way. I have never heard this in this Par-
liament before. I find it extremely strange.

The question I actually want to put to the Commis-
sioner is: has he read the report of the Timber-grow-
ers’ Organization on the question of acid rain and
their own findings on this matter? If not, I would be
very happy to send it to him.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) We
have had any number of documents on forestry, but
have not yet received any reports from timber growers.
I should be grateful if you could let us have these.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, I regret to say that
I did not hear most of what you said when you were
responding to the question of points of order, because
there was some fault in the interpretation system. I
would in no way wish you to have the feeling that I
am being critical of yourself. What is difficult for
Members is that different occupants of your Chair
seem to conduct business in different ways. We have
repeatedly had this problem with Question Time,
when some occupants of your Chair take the rules to
mean one thing and other occupants of the Chair take
the rules to mean something else. If it were always the
case that Presidents used the same discretion that you
have exercised tonight to permit a useful debate, and
indeed a very valuable debate, with the Commissioner
on the point in question, that would be fine.

My concern as a backbencher of this group with no
rights and no office in my group is that I am limited in
the speaking time which is accorded to me. I am
limited by group to a certain number of minutes. It is
very difficult to accept in those circumstances that
other people can speak for a longer time than the time
accorded by my group.

I hope therefore you understand my concern and my
wish that all the occupants of your Chair should oper-
ate in the same way. I hope that in the new Parliament
we can, in fact, have a standard procedure which
accords to all the little: people in Parliament, like
myself, the same terms so that we all have the same
rights.

President. — Mr Pearce, I do not make any distinc-
tion between ‘little people’ and other members. Per-
haps you should have more confidence in your col-
leagues.

The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

15. Protection of dialysis patients

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-195/44) by Mr Ceravolo, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on the Environment, Public Health and Con-
sumer Protection, on

the|proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-617/83 — COM(83) 368 final) for a
dir¢ctive relating to the protection of dialysis
patients minimizing the exposure to aluminium.

Mrs Aquaraalupt (COM), deputy rapporteur. —
(IT) Mk President, I hope I shall waste very much less
of your|time than was wasted by the previous member,
who was more enamoured of words than facts.

I should like to acknowledge here to the Commission,
as Mr Ceravolo has already said in his report, that it
has acted quickly in regard to a recent scientific dis-
covery.

The discovery that concentrated aluminium, if present
when djalysis is taking place, can not only cause osteo-
malacia but also a progressive neurological syndrome
that is fatal, must commit the competent authorities in
Member States to coherent, uniform action to guaran-
tee the guality of the water used for this purpose.

About 50 000 people run the risks referred to in the
report ¢very year, and the estimated annual increase is
around| 10%. The problem is consequently one of
growing importance, and the need for its solution is
ever greater.

Directiye 80/788, which concerns the quality of water,
must first be completed, and then action must be taken
regarding the methods of dialysis used, and all the
sources of concentrated aluminium.

Steps should also be taken to impose checks and
require. guarantees for all the commercial products
used far renal dialysis.

I think| that the amendments that have been accepted
by the fapporteur and the Committee on the Environ-
ment and Public Health make it possible for Parlia-
ment tp act quickly, approving the draft directive as
soon a$ possible and thereby méeting the expectations
of patients undergoing dialysis — expectations which
are interpreted for the most part by this draft directive.
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Mrs Krouwel-Vlam (S). — (NL) Mr President, the
Commission’s proposal for a directive concerning the
protection of dialysis patients is very welcome. The
rapporteur, Mr Ceravolo, has drawn up an excellent
report that bears witness to extensive technical know-
ledge to which nothing need be added.

Dialysis for patients with kidney complaints is the
third best solution. The best solution is prevention,
and the second best a kidney transplant. Excellent
results have been achieved with kidney transplants,
and patients are most likely to have a better future
after an operation of this kind.

The big problem with transplants is the alarming shor-
tage of donors, as the Commission points out in its
explanatory memorandum. Parliament discussed
arrangements for transplants and the coordination of
organ banks during last year’s debate on the Del Duca
report. The Commission was happy to take over this
report and promised to put forward further proposals
in 1984. In view of the large number of dialysis
patients, which will have doubled to 120 000 in ten
years, it is high time the Community took action to
ensure better arrangements for transplants in the
Member States and to attract donors. Unless the Com-
munity takes suitable action, many kidney patients will
be condemned to death because the high costs
involved mean that, over a certain age, no one quali-
fies for long-term dialysis treatment. The cuts in
health services necessitate this ghastly practice.

Table 2 of the annex to the Commission’s proposal
reveals that the number of patients undergoing dialysis
treatment varies considerably from one Member State
to another. Ireland, for example, has 66 dialysis
patients per million inhabitants, Italy 238. That is
almost four times as many. How can these substantial
differences be explained? Was this also discussed at
the meetings of the national experts to which the
explanatory memorandum refers? Should there not be
a Community study of this aspect, and should possible
preventive measures not be included in a programme?
The cost of dialysis treatment has been very high for
several years. In addition, 10 to 40% of dialysis
patients are scarcely able to go on working. Social
costs are thus involved as well. A wransplant is a one-
time affair and costs far less than years of dialysis
treatment. The social costs are also far lower because
transplant patients are quite capable of going back to
work.

My group fully endorses this report and also approves
all the amendments since they improve and strengthen
the directive. I hope the Commissioner is prepared to
go along with my comments on a Community study,

preventive measures and arrangements for organ
transplants.

Mrs Schicicher (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen! Unfortunately, the rapporteur cannot
be here this evening and I would ask Mrs Squarcialupi
to inform him that our group also fully supports his
report.

What is the aim of this proposal for a directive?
Dialysis patients run the risk of absorbing too much
aluminium from the dialysis fluid. The reason for this
is the tap water used, which has different concentra-
tions of aluminium, depending on its origin. Too high
a concentration of aluminium is very dangerous for
dialysis patients, since it causes a neurological disease
which is ultimately fatal. There are also certain prac-
tical problems, as there is no standard method of ana-
lysing tap water.

We have criticized the Commission in other respects
but in this case I must say that it has done us all a great
service by taking up this matter. Parliament will lend
its full support. The Commission’s proposal confines
itself to the health aspect. But Parliament took the
view that this directive should also deal with manufac-
turing and marketing conditions for dialysis fluid and
dialysis concentrates. This is the reason behind the
large number of amendments submitted by our com-
mittee, which, at least in committee, were readily
accepted by the Commission, for which we are grate-

ful.

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, may I say right at the outset that the Commis-
sion regards this as an extemely valuable and useful
report. May I take up immediately the three points
that were raised in the course of this debate.

As far as a survey is concerned, there is already avail-
able through the European Dialysis and Transplant
Association a great deal of information. Indeed the
Commission has worked closely with that association
in producing the data upon which the Commission
based its original proposals. There is obviously a mass
of data, on, for example, the age of dialysis patients
and their distribution, which is available but which we
have not put in the report. But I must say to the House
that I do not really think that an additional survey will
add a great deal to the state of knowledge that we
have of this particular subject.

As far as preventive measures are concerned, I think
the honourable lady is absolutely right. If one can
prevent the causes of renal failure from arising in the
first place, then clearly that is the best way of trying to
deal with it. We are at the moment engaged in a cer-
tain amount of research to try and look at whether or
not exposure to solvents might indeed be partially the
cause of at least some forms of renal failure. It is an
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area which, I think, looks fairly hopeful as far as the
research prospects are concerned and I think it is one
which the Commission feels that it probably will be
worthwhile pursuing to see just what sort of results we
can actually get from it.

As far as transplants are concerned. I do not really
think I can take the matter very much further than I
have already taken it. The real problem with tran-
splants, frankly, is the availability of kidneys. I do not
think that there is much that the Commission can do
in the immediate future .to deal with that particular
and very difficult situation.

I suppose it is true to say, however, that the treatment
of patients suffering from renal failure has been one of
the most outstanding advances in medicine over the
past 20 years. Treatment by haemodialysis and for
some, indeed, treatment by transplant has altered the
prospects and the outlook for people suffering from
this disease from one of early death to one of a pros-
pect of survival, and useful survival, for many years.
Furthermore, these years now hold the likelihood of
being productive in both social and economic terms.

However, with long-term renal dialysis there can be
complications. One of these has recently been recog-
nized, that is the complication caused by the absorp-
tion of aluminium. It is a severe complication because
it leads to the development of a progressive neurologi-
cal disease which results in a total loss of indepen-
dence and indeed in death. Thus the benefits of treat-
ment are lost and the prospect is a frightening one.
Fortunately, now that the cause is known, treatment
and prevention is possible. Not only is it possible but
technically it is relatively easy and the cost is surely
acceptable. Certainly acceptable when compared and
considered relative to the total treatment costs or
indeed the costs of carling for a patient that develops
brain damage.

For these reasons I thought it would be appropriate to
seek to improve the protection of dialysis patients in
the Community by trying to establish common stan-
dards. An indirect consequence of this would, of
course, be to allow those on longterm dialysis more
opportunity to travel for social or professional pur-

poses.

I am therefore very pleased indeed to see that Parlia-
ment shares these concerns and I should like to publ-
icly thank the rapporteur and the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protection
for their report. The detailed nature of the amend-
ments is a clear indication of their interest in this mat-
ter and, indeed, of the level and extent of their sup-
port. The various amendments effectively reinforce the
Commission’s proposal by making the proposed limits
stricter, by making the time table shorter and by iden-
tifying the need for good manufacturing practice in
the labelling of dialysis materials and improved mar-
keting in the Community. I have no hesitation at all in

accepting the amendments and aecepting the need to
revise the Commission’s proposal accordingly.

Mr Presjdent, finally, I should like to thank Parlia-
ment for| a report that is indeed very favourable to the
Commission’s original proposal.

Presidcn#. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

16.  Oilspills at sea

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-193/84), by Mr Eisma, on behalf of the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection on :

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Dot. 1-890/83 — COM(83) 520 final) for a
direttive on the drawing up of contingency plans
to combat accidental oil spills at sea.

Mr Eisma (NI), rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President,

fore welcomes the Commission’s proposal. It points
out that|in some ways it duplicates the Helsinki and

of Parliament we must, of course, try to
necessary duplication, but the committee is
convinced that the directive proposed by the Commis-
sion is needed to fill certain gaps in the conventions I
have mentioned. These gaps concern, for example, the
Bay of Biscay and the Irish Sea, since they are not cov-
ered by fthe Helsinki or Barcelona Conventions or by
the Bonn Agreement.

But even international conventions do not enable sanc-
tions to be imposed. A directive adopted by the Euro-
pean Cgmmunity, by the Commission, and approved
by the Council would permit such action to be taken.
To ensure that countries which adhere strictly to the
Convention are not forced to undertake additional
work or to duplicate present efforts, the committee
has tabled amendments Nos3 and 4. I think that
Commissioner Narjes will also support these amend-
ments.

The Commission’s proposal refers only to the dis-
charge of hydrocarbons and makes no mention of the
dischar;e of other harmful substances, and as all the
international conventions I have mentioned cover
other harmful substances, the directive we are now
discussing should do the same. One of the modifica-
tions m‘%de during the recent review of the Bonn
Agreement was just such an extension to include other
harmful|substances.
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We understand from the discussion of the report in the
committee and the Commission’s response that it
agrees to the modification the committee has pro-
posed. This modification is covered by amendments
Nos 1 and 2 proposed by the committee. How impor-
tant this is is surely evident from the recent loss of
eighty drums of the toxic insecticide Dinosep in Dan-
ish waters. That was only a few months ago. The joint
fleets of the Netherlands and Denmark were unable to
find the drums until fishermen from the small Dutch
town of Urk brought up a few of them in their nets.
This was very risky for these fisherman, but they got
very little money out of it.

‘What the Commission’s proposal does not contain is
- more important than what it does contain. It makes no
mention of the financial consequences of disasters or
of the obligations and liability of those who cause pol-
lution.

It is not only the major disasters but also the many
minor cases of illegal discharging that cause a great
deal of damage. Little can be done to combat this, and
prevention is therefore important. This aspect is men-
tioned in the Commission’s proposal but not discussed
at length.

The motion for a resolution tabled by the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection contains a number of recommendations
which might reduce the frequency of this practice.
Facilities should be provided in ports for the storage
and cleaning of waste oil. The installation of such
facilities in the port of Rotterdam, for example, cost
50 m ECU. So they are not cheap. But the cost to ships
must be kept down as far as possible because otherwise
the temptation to discharge oil at sea in the traditional
manner — at night and in secret — will be too great.
On the other hand, the total cost to the whole of the
oil industry is estimated at no more than a few cents
per barrel, and the European citizen will undoubtedly
think that worthwhile to keep the sea clean.

It is also absolutely essential for surveillance to be far
more stringent than it is at present and for very high
fines to be imposed on those who break the law. This
must be coordinated at international level in such a
way that law-breakers can be prosecuted even when
they seek refuge in the port of another country. This
problem must be tackled as quickly as possible to make
the scandalous pollution of beaches and the enormous
toll among birds every year a thing of the past.

Mr Bombard (S). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, for many years now the record of oil pol-
lution of the sea has been quite appalling. I think that
the Torrey Canyon was the alarm signal but since then
the severity of the problem has been brought home
more and more forcibly by the many accidents that
have occurred, each more serious than the last as oil
tankers have become bigger.

It is now perfectly possible, with the MARPOL plan,
to prevent the spread of an oil slick around a tanker
which has met with an accident. In the Mediterranean,
for instance, where such pollution would be an ecol-
ogical catastrophe for the whole coast, this plan is now
operational so that booms could be set up around a
damaged ship to contain the slick and allow the oil to
be pumped away with minimum delay.

However, I should like to discuss a fact which is
generally unknown, namely that only 25% of the sea
pollution caused by hydrocarbons comes from ships
and accidents, and the remaining 75% from the land.
Each time that you have the oil in your car changed
and a company takes the old oil away to dispose of it
in some waterway or another, it ends up in the sea. -
Each time the oil tanks of large buildings or large fac-
tories are cleaned, the resultant emulsion ends up in
the sea. In these ways, 75% of the sea pollution caused
by hydrocarbons comes from the land.

It is therefore from the land that we can mount our
defences. Mr Eisma was absolutely right: it is the
inshore waters that we must protect, the waters where
fish breed and where we shall one day be able to
develop fish farms — as long, that is, as these waters
are free from hydrocarbons. Obviously, fish-farming is
impossible in sea which is polluted and allows no light
to penetrate.

Do not forget that a mere film of hydrocarbons on the
surface of the sea acts as a mirror and prevents the
sunlight from penetrating. There is only one solution:
to make offenders pay, with severe penalties on a
graduated scale. In 1964 I gave evidence to the French
Parliament’s commission des lois on protection of the
sea against pollution by hydrocarbons. In response to
talk of making the polluter pay, I said ‘beware, when
the polluter has paid, he takes the view that, because
he has paid, he has the right to pollute’. It is absolutely
necessary for fines to be on a graduated scale, so that

- those who offend repeatedly are punished with

increasing severity. But how is this to be done? By
applying a system of co-responsibility of all ships sail-
ing under the same flag, so that even if they are not of
the same nationality, ships carrying the same flag
would be liable to increasing penalties. In Canada, for
instance, the first ship — registered in Liberia, for inst-
ance — had to pay a fine of 10% of the value of its
cargo. The second ship sailing under the same flag,
even if not owned by the same company, had to pay
10 times the amount of the first fine. The third paid
100 times the first fine. For the past six years there has
been no third time with Liberian-registered ships.
There should therefore be graduated fines, an effective
campaign based on the combination of penalties and
monitoring. We are perfectly able to monitor sewage
waste, why not monitor those who make a trade out of
the waste from large factories or large buildings? And
why not recycle oil, as Mr Eisma was saying just now?
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Believe me, pollution always costs more than measures
to combat it. We just need to draw up workable rules
and then give no quarter to those who break them.

Mr Protopapadakis (PPE). — (GR) Mr President, on
the opportunity of this evening’s debate the European
Peoples Party expresses its interest in protecting the
sea from any kind of pollution. The seas and coasts are
a source of life for man, and should be preserved by all
possible means. We therefore welcome Mr. Eisma’s
report with satisfaction, and will support his proposed
resolution. What I would like to stress, to avoid
repeating what previous speakers have said, is that the
matter of protecting the seas'is not just a legal one, but
in large measure also a technical one because we lack
the technical means to monitor cases where spillage of
petroleum, oil or other harmful substances into the sea
takes place. The technical means nowadays available
to the competent authorities are meagre, and as a

result monitoring the cleanliness of the seas is very

costly and very difficult. Another technical matter is
that alternative solutions are not always available. For
example, when someone wishes to dispose of various
useless substances such as petroleum, oils and the like,
and when there is no other way to do so, then the
temptation to discharge them into the sea is very great.
I therefore think that we should devote greater atten-
tion to technical research, which will provide us with
better means for the supervision of our seas and
coasts, for the immediate pinpointing of every instance
involving harmful spillage, and for the provision of
alternative solutions for the disposal of harmful subst-
ances.

As a Greeck Member of Parliament I cannot refrain
from mentioning the vital importance of a clear sky
and clean seas for my country. We have kept our clear
sky — except in Athens, where the pollution is excep-
tional — and we must preserve our other asset, the
clean seas, not only in my country but along all the
Mediterranean coasts that extend for thousands of kil-
ometres.

For these reasons my group, and I personally, will sup-
port this resolution with great satisfaction.

Mr Calvez (L). — (FR) Mr President, accidental oil
spills at sea, to which the proposal for a directive on
contingency plans refers, have already been the subject
of international initiatives and conventions. This is not
the first time that we have discussed this subject. In my
view, however, the Commission’s proposal should be
extended to other dangerous substances, because the
sea should not be treated as a waste dump.

Cases in which oil tankers deliberately flush out their
tanks into the sea do admittedly occur, but they are
nevertheless relatively rare, since shipowners use
cleaning facilities at ports where they are located near
refineries and fines also have some deterrent effect,

although I agree with Mr Bombard that they should be
increas

The authorities have addressed themselves to this
problem, as witness the conventions and agreements
on protection of the marine environment and measures
to combat pollution of the sea.

I take this opportunity to thank our rapporteur, Mr
Eisma, [whose motion for a resolution was passed
unanimpusly by the Committee on the Environment.
With ypur leave, I should like to say a few words
drawing attention to the fact that some Member States
have already adopted various measures to combat pol-
lution of the coastline. We must avoid the mistake that
has been made too often of adding new constraints to
those already existing, since the superposition of Com-
munity| texts and national laws is not always a good
thing. This is why we support Amendment No. 3 to
the Commission’s proposal for a directive.

On the{ premise that prevention is better than cure, the
Liberall and Democratic Group is anxious to see closer
cooperption among the Commission, the European
Parliament and bodies specializing in the study of
coastal pollution.

sident, as you see, I have not exceeded my two

t. — Indeed, Mr Calvez, you did not exceed
your speaking time and you made an excellent speech.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) First
of all | would like to thank the members of the Com-
mittee| on the Environment, Public Health and Con-
sumer| Protection, and in particular Mr Eisma for his
excellent report on the Commission’s proposal. I wel-
come [the report’s conclusions and the amendments
seeking to extend the scope of the directive to include
hazardous substances other than hydrocarbons. This
amendment is fully in line with the Commission’s new
policy| and complements the decisions that have been
taken |elsewhere at international level, for example the
1960 Bonn agreement, which was amended in 1983, in
particplar to include the combating of pollution by
other hazardous substances.

The Commission is a signatory to the Barcelona agree-
ment pnd intends to sign the Bonn agreement in 1984,
which should avoid the danger of an unnecessary
repetition of the above-mentioned agreement in the
Community’s regulations. We want to avoid any
dupligation of effort. The Commission shares the com-
mitte¢’s views as expressed in the report and points out
that g specific recital is meant to rule out this danger,
which must, however, be unequivocal as regards the
obligation on the Member States. The Commission has
also lxotcd the comments on the efforts that must be
made in the Commission and as part of international
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conventions in the various areas of prevention, train-
ing and research. -

‘We will do our best to speed up this work, within the
limits of our staff, which, as you know, is not as large
as I would wish, and to keep Parliament regularly
informed.

"The Commission accepts the amendments, except

Nos 5, 6 and 7. Nos 5, 6 and 7 deal with the question
of special treatment for flags of convenience. In our
view, a general ruling is not currently justified. As Mr
Bombard’s example shows they are already subject to
strict controls in port and besides negotiations are
going on in UNCTAD with a view to tightening up
controls as far as other causes of damage by ships sail-
ing under these flags are concerned. We should wait
for the conclusion of these negotiations before we spe-
cify other measures for the ships sailing under these
flags and their owners and operators.

Mr Eisma (NI), rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I
should just like to ask Mr Narjes if the Commission is
willing to accept amendments Nos 1, 2, 3 and 4 and
rejects amendments Nos 5, 6 and 7. I should like this
to be clear before we take the vote shortly or tomor-
row.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) 1 spe-
cifically excluded the three amendments Nos 5, 6 and
7, which refer to the flags of convenience. I have
accepted Amendments No 8 and 9, presumably tabled
by Mr Seeler and Nos 1 to 4.

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

17. Foodstuffs

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-243/84) by Mrs Squarcialupi, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on the Environment, Public Health and Con-
sumer Protection, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-1111/83 — COM(83) 626 final) for a
directive on the approximation of the laws of the
Member States on extraction solvents used in the
production of foodstuffs and food ingredients.

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM), rapporteur. — (IT) Thank
you, Mr President, for allowing me the opportunity to
present this last message that the European Parliament
is sending to European consumers.

In five years which, for European consumers, have
been nothing much to write home about, five years

during which the Commission has not put forward
many proposals, Parliament has tried to interpret, by
moving resolutions and asking questions, the legiti-
mate concerns of European consumers, in the face of
galloping inflation but also in the face of an ever-
growing demand for health protection in relation to
consumer products, as well as a demand, which Parlia-
ment itself has very often made, for a different style of
consumption, a different way of interpreting the
requirements and the needs of European consumers.

This draft directive concerns solvents, the solvents that
the consumer does not see but which are contained in
the foodswuffs through which he takes his nourish-
ment. These solvents play a very important part in the
food industry, and it can therefore be appreciated why
the Commission has made a proposal of the kind that
we are discussing this evening. It is undoubtedly an
interesting proposal, even if we have to say that it is
not very inspiring, and is by no means the most that
could be done to protect the health of consumers as
well as their interests.

The Parliamentary Committee on Consumer Protec-
tion decided however to leave the Commission’s pro-
posal almost unchanged, showing special appreciation
in this way for the ‘good’ lists — the lists, that is, of
those solvents that can be used in the production of
our food products.

We have made reservations regarding the many dero-
gations. This directive, as is unfortunately the case
with all the directives presented to us recently, is full
of derogations. And this is an ugly sign, because
national considerations are given preference over the
interests of the Community, the Community dimen-
sion. This diminishes both the role of the Commission
and that of Parliament, which ought always to give
preference to Community solutions.

As I have said, we have been highly critical of all the
types of derogation — national derogations, tempor-
ary derogations — that this draft directive contains.
Taken as a whole, however, we have approved it, even
willingly, in the hope that it will be adopted as soon as
possible and not finish up like many other directives
that concern consumers, and that have lain for many
years now in the Council’s drawers.

As regards the amendments that will be put foward —
and which will be voted on tomorrow — as rapporteur
I obviously strongly recommend those that have been
adopted by an overwhelming majority of the com-
mittee. There are, however, a few amendments in the
name of Mr Schleicher, which the committee has
already rejected for precise reasons: these amendments
propose that in addition to the ‘good’ lists there
should be a ‘bad’ list, without taking into considera-
tion the fact that there are a whole series of products
that would not be on either the ‘good’ or the ‘bad’
lists. We consider that this might cause confusion, and
the executive Commission agreed with us. Another
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very delicate amendment refers to the resolution that
was adopted yesterday — Mr Tyrrell’s report — on
the committees for the adaptation of directives to
technical and scientific progress. As rapporteur, I can-
not express a favourable opinion because, in the Com-
mittee, this amendment, which was put forward by Mr
Tyrrell, was not discussed. For this reason I should
like the Committee, which was already very critical of
the amendment to article 8 that we put forward, to
give its views on this further amendment on which,
however — I repeat — as rapporteur I cannot express
a favourable opinion, and leave the decision to this
Assembly.

This, Mr President, in brief, is the report on solvents,
the last directive — as I said before — that the Euro-
pean Parliament has addressed to European consu-
mers, sending thereby a message of good intent, albeit
within the limits already stated.

Mr Turner (ED), deputy drafisman of an opinion for
the Legal Affairs Committee. — 1 am speaking on
behalf of Mr Tyrrell, who was draftsman of an opi-
nion for the Legal Affairs Committee. May I say
straightaway to Mrs Squarcialupi that her Amendment
No 8, which she has already proposed in her com-
mittee, is entirely acceptable to the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee and follows entirely their proposals. The prob-
lem is that there are regulatory committees set up by
the Commission and under directives. Here it is a
committee for adaptation to technology and scientific
progress set up under the original directive. It leads to
possible amendments to the original directive on tech-
nical grounds because of advances in technology and
also because there may be occasions when the Com-
mission actually decides it can apply stricter provisions
because of the advance of the economy of the EEC,
and for other reasons.

These committees are composed of officials of the 10
Member States. The Commission proposes amend-
ments to its original proposals to this committee and if
the committee approves of them, then the Commission
acts on that approval. If the committee takes no act-
ion, then again the Commission will act on its own
proposals. If the committee refuses to agree to what
the Commission did, then the matter is referred to the
Council of Ministers, and if they refuse to act, nothing
happens. If they take no action, the Commission acts
on its original proposals. This means that there is a
secret veto on behalf of all the 10 member govern-
ments. First of all, in the technical committee on tech-
nical and scientific progress and, secondly, in the
Council itself.

Only if the representatives of the 10 governments
agree does the Commission act. This means that the
Commission is the cat’s paw of the 10 governments.
Left out of the whole proceeding is Parliament. If Par-
liament has the right to be consulted, then it has not
been consulted. In certain cases it has the right, and

this occyrs when, for instance, in the original opinion
of Parligment it had not dealt with the matter which
subsequently comes up when the Commission pro-
poses aJn amendment to its original directive. In this
case the Treaty of Rome has been infringed. The
Legal Affairs Commitiee has brought this up on a
large nymber of occasions, notably last time on the
emissior} of gases from internal combustion engines
and only last night in connection with the report by
Mr Tyrrell on the matter in general. On each occasion
Parliament has voted and said quite clearly that it
requires| the right to comment and give its opinion on
the proposals for amendment of a directive by the
Commission, even though it is entitled a technical and
scientific progress amendment. We insist on this right.
I can sdy quite clearly on behalf of this Parliament,
which has almost reached the end of its term of office,
that when the Legal Affairs Committee is reconstituted
after the elections, we shall take this matter to the
Court, ynless the Council and the Commission agree
that Parliament has the right to be consulted when on
a subsequent amendment of an original proposal
somethipg is done which the original opinion of Par-
liament |did not cover. It is clearly contrary to the
Treaty of Rome that steps should be taken in such cir-
cumstarjces without a subsequent opinion of Parlia-
ment.

Mr Tymrell’s report adopted by Parliament last night

write an opinion on the matter. It should
thin three months from that date, provide an

iplupi’s Amendment No 8 to Article 8 does pre-
cisely that. So although she says she does not under-
stand the point, in fact she does understand it entirely
and hag already included it in her original proposals.
She hag only slightly changed the time-limits, and the
Legal Affairs Committee does not object to that at all.
So may I say to the rapporteur that she already has
incorparated in her report what the Legal Affairs
Commiftee requires.

In conclusion, if the Commission does not answer pos-
itively tp the question, where there is a proposal under
a directive for modification upon which Parliament
did not|originally give its opinion and the Commission
does not agree that Parliament should be consulted,
then they do not accept Amendment No 8 to Article 8
put forward by the rapporteur. In that case, I already
have the agreement of the rapporteur that she will not
vote through this report tomorrow but will defer it
under Rule 36 and the matter will be delayed. I know
the Commission will say that delay is an important
matter and is contrary to public interest. However, in
this case, They cannot possibly say that, because they
have already admitted, in putting forward their case
under Article 100, that there is no present barrier to
trade existing with national regulations on solvents.
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They are bringing forward this proposal to deal with a
potential problem: if national governments were to
bring forward different regulations on solvents, there
would then the barriers to trade. Therefore, there is no
reason to speed this matter up because of damage or
delay. I therefore propose to the House, and I know
the rapporteur agrees with this, that if the Commission
does not accept our proposals on consultation of Par-
liament in the manner set forth in Amendment No 8 to
Article 8, then we will not vote on it tomorrow. We
will delay it until the new Parliament, when we will
take the matter up again.

President. — Thank you, Mr Turner.

The President-in-Office was not in a position to
undertake everything you asked for, but perhaps the
Commissioner will take a position on it.

Mrs Secibel-Emmerling (S). — (DE) Mr President,
when people in the Community are asked what is most
urgent in Community politics one of the replies is that
the Common Market must provide safe foodstuffs
with no health risk. The citizens of the Community
have every right to safe foodstuffs. We must therefore

pay particular attention to anything that is added to
food.

The Commission has chosen the right way of dealing
with this sensitive topic. It has drawn up a list of food-
stuff additives, which, as far as we know, do not pres-
ent any risk to the consumer, ie. it has named the
solvents which can be added to foodstuffs.

My group are very grateful to Mrs Squarcialupi for
retaining this system, which we also consider the best.
The committee specifically confirmed this view. Par-
liament must vigorously oppose all attempts to reduce
consumer protection in the Community and increase
profits for industry, i.e. any attempts to change this list
of permitted additions into a list of banned additives.
We therefore ask you all to vote for the Commission
proposal and Mrs Squarcialupi’s report on behalf of
the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection and particularly to oppose
the concept of a list of banned additives as proposed
by Mrs Schleicher.

The other problem that Mr Turner referred to in his
very interesting speech is, of course, not simple. With-
out wishing in any way to detract from the quality of
his other arguments, I cannot agree with one of his
points, namely that this matter is not urgent. One
study classifies something like a third of the solvents
currently in use as hazardous. We must remedy this
situation by submitting this report as quickly as possi-
ble, and by drawing up the list of permitted additives. I
think that this matter is urgent and would particularly
ask the Commission to reconsider seriously whether
they cannot agree to Parliament’s demands, as formu-
lated by Mr Turner.

Mrs Schleicher (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen! The Commission’s proposed directive
on extraction solvents used in the production of food-
stuffs and foodstuff additives is supposed to solve a
major problem of health policy. In my opinion, this
proposal is totally irrelevant and ineffective. The
administrative work involved will be enormous and the
effect minimal.

Unfortunately, the discussions in committee were not
very extensive, since this subject is too complicated
and tried the patience of those unfamiliar with the
matter. The legislation is formulated in a manner that
is far too complicated for the problem to be solved. I
refer to the so-called method of lists of permitted
additives. Even if Mrs Seibel-Emmerling considers my
solution to be inappropriate, I am not in favour of a
list of permitted additives. What I would prefer are
lists of banned substances: if a substance represents a
health risk, then it should be banned. This is some-
thing that can be controlled on an individual basis. If a
system of lists of permitted additives is to be used, how
is each product to be analysed down to the last detail if
there are thousands of items on the list? In my opi-
nion, this defies control. Where health is concerned, a
list with clear prohibitions strikes me as a more prac-
tical solution than endless lists of permitted additives.
Particularly if, as you say, Mrs Seibel-Emmerling,
there are at present a number of hazardous substances
on the market, then in my opinion if these are not
completely safe, then they should be banned. These
enormous lists simply generate bureaucracy. I have no
objection to lists of permitted additives on file with a
supervisory authority which keeps them under review,
on the grounds that the substances have been investi-
gated once and up to now they have been proved safe.
But this is no reason for drawing up legislation with an
enormous appendix of umpteen thousand substances,
if the health authorities and the food control auth-
orities are not to have any real powers of control.

I tried to put this view in committee, but it did not
gain much support. I have submitted an amendment
and if this is not adopted, I shall not be able to vote for
this legislation.

Mr Nasjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) First
of all the Commission would like to congratulate the
rapporteur, Mrs Squarcialupi, on her comprehensive
report on the Commission proposal. She has not only
investigated the basis for the proposal thoroughly, she
has also considered the practical effects of its applica-
tion, a task which the debate has demonstrated is not
easy. However, the basically positive reactions of the
three parliamentary committees we consulted have
assured us that the Commission’s plans are feasible. In
many cases, the Commission also accepts the amend-
ments.

Extraction solvents form part of a special group of
foodstuff additives, which are in general known as
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technical aids and which, as far as is practically possi-
ble, are removed from the finished product, in contrast
to foodstuff contents.

In my opinion, many of the doubts regarding the prin-
ciple of lists of permitted extraction solvents is based
less on the fact that the regulation is held to be too
far-reaching — the maximum levels were established
in cooperation with the industry — than on a fear that
the Commission intends to regulate the use of all tech-
nical aids in the same way. There is no justification for
this in general. It is true that the Commission is in
favour of lists of permitted additives for foodstuff con-
tents, but it would decide on an individual basis for
other substances and it would depend on circum-
stances whether a system of lists of permitted subst-
ances were to be proposed, or a different system.

The Commission proposal also complies with a request
from the Council relating to cocoa and chocolate
products and coffee extracts. A general regulation on
solvents would eliminate the need for a number of
individual directives for the various sub-areas. I would
also like to emphasize that, in the light of the findings
of international studies into the safety of various sol-
vents in use in the Community, both the Commission
and the Member States would have failed in their duty
if they had not approached the problem both from the
aspect of consumer protection and of the elimination
of technical obstacles to trade. I am convinced that the
proposal does justice, both to consumer protection
and the free exchange of goods.

Before I reply to Mr Turner and comment on Amend-
ments Nos 7 and 11, which I will deal with at the end,
I would like to say that we accept Amendment No 1,
we reject No 2, Nos 3 and 4 are acceptable, we reject
No 5 and No 6 is acceptable, Nos7 and 11 will be
dealt with separately, No 8 is acceptable, regrettably
we cannot accept Nos9 and 10, and we also have
doubts on Nos 12, 13 and 14. No 15 may be accepta-
ble.

I would now like to deal with Nos 7 and 11 and Mr
Turner’s comments. The problem he raised, that my
colleague Mr Contogeorgis referred to on Monday in
his discussion of Mr Tyrell’s report, is of a fundamen-
tal nature that goes far beyond this proposal and is
tied up with consumer protection and the elimination
of borders. I must make it clear from the beginning
that I very much regret that I cannot agree and that I
freely admit that there are considerable problems in
relations between the Commission and the Council of
Ministers where committee work is concerned. We are
permanently on the defensive in our attempts to avoid
encroachments by the Council of Ministers. For this
reason, and for fear of creating a precedent which
would have wide-ranging consequences, I cannot
accept Amendment No 11. I emphasize No 11 as the
most far-reaching amendment on this matter. It blurs
the classical division of power between the executive
and the legislative — I would like to make myself
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quite clear — a concept that also applies to the inter-
pretation of the constitution of the Community. It
would lead to a confusion of responsibility. I reserve
the right to contest the matter between the European
Parliam¢nt and the Commission at the European
Court of Justice.

Mr Tyrgell’s proposal calls for more than an obliga-
tory ex gnte consultation of Parliament. It would grant
the Eurgpean Parliament a modified veto of the Com-
mission jn a purely executive matter, possibly even on
the basit‘lof chance majorities. The decision-making
process would be even longer, contrary to the Euro-
pean Pirliament’s demands for a European Com-
munity ¢apable of greater effectiveness. Further: since
the Commission would have more rights under
Article 100 in the legislative process than in the full
procedure, or even a committee process as suggested
by Mr |Tyrrell, the Commission would be forced

since we do not wish to incorporate any further ele-
ments which may endanger our position. I feel, Mr
President, that because of this problem we will have to
refer the whole matter to the next Parliament.

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM), rapporteur. — (IT) Mr
President, contrary to what Mr Turner has said, I wish
to say that I have no intention whatever of asking for
this report to be sent back to committee, since I
believe, on the contrary, that it must be adopted as
soon as possible. We hope on the other hand that the
other question, regarding scientific committees, will
follow the institutional procedure indicated.

Mr Tusmher (ED). — Mr President, one of the prob-
lems iy that everything the Commissioner said
appeared to relate to Amendment No 8, but he
accepted Amendment No 8. I do not know if it was a
mistake| of translation or not. I was referring to
Amendment No 8 and I would have thought all that
he said |in reply to me was that Amendment No 8 is
unacceptable to the Commission. In fact, the transla-
tion came through that No 8 was acceptable and
Nos7 and 11 were not. So, may I ask him in a
moment to make it clear that he is referring to Amend-
ment Nop 8?

Mr Nazjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) 1 was
referring to Article 8 and Amendments Nos 7 and 11
thereto. I commented on Amendment No 11, as it pro-
poses the most far-reaching amendment of Article 8. I
wish to make my position clear on this most far-reach-
ing am¢ndment, in order to clarify the legal problems
involved.
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President. — The debate is closed.
The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

I should like to thank Commissioner Dalsager for
remaining, but unfortunately there was not enough
time to speak on the report we are dealing with.

(The sitting was closed at 12 midnight)!

1 Agenda for next sitting: see Minutes.
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ANNEX

Votes

The Report of Proceedings records in an annex the rapporteur’s position on the
various amendments as well as explanations of vote. For details of the voting the
reader is referred to the Minutes of the sitting.

BETHELL REPORT (Doc. 1-68/84 — HUMAN RIGHTS): ADOPTED

The rapporteur spoke:
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 1,5 to 7, 10 to 12
— AGAINST Amendments Nos 2 to 4.

Explanations of vote

Mr Adamou (COM). — (GR) Jesuit monks are famed for their hypocrisy, and it seems as
if there are many Jesuits in this House. They were uncovered by what they had to say
about Lord Bethell’s report on human rights, a report that can be regarded as a monument
to Jesuitism and hypocrisy. They spread their anticommunist nets to fish for violations of
human rights in Socialist countries, and closed their eyes to the crimes being perpetrated
in front of their very noses.

They made no mention of who did away with Bobby Sands and his companions. Who is
spilling the blood of the Northern Irish patriots? Who implemented the Hitler-like Berufs-
verbot law in West Germany? How many Turkish and Kurdish patriots has Evren tor-
tured and murdered? How many Palestinian women and children were annihilated a few
days ago in Lebanon by the Zionists of Tel Aviv? They have not yet told us what hap-
pened to the 2000 Greek-Cypriot patriots who, ten years ago, disappeared under the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus, and above all they have told us nothing about the great crime
of trampling on the most humanitarian of rights, the right to work. The number of unem-
ployed in the Community has risen to 15 millions. Who is to blame? Someone said that the
present situation ensures freedom for his fellow-citizens. Indeed, it ensures that employers
retain the right to savage exploitation, and working people the right to remain unem-
ployed, poor and hungry.

We denounce all this, and will condemn the hyprocrisy of the Bethell report with our
vote,

Mr Israél (DEP). — (FR) In announcing that I shall be voting in favour of the Bethell
report, I should like to draw one of the items in this report to the attention of the House.

As you know, elections are always unpredictable. I therefore prefer to say something to
you now which I may not have an opportunity to say at a later date.

The ACP-EEC Joint Committee has decided to set up its own working party on human
rights; this is an extremely important development on which it was very difficult to secure
agreement in Brazzaville.

Our colleagues on the Joint Committee have agreed that in future they will discuss human
rights issues with the European Community. This is going to be an extremely delicate pro-
cess. There should be discussions on all matters that the European Parliament instructs us
to raise, but this will have to be done from the standpoint to which the ACP countries are
accustomed, in other words by directly recommending application of the fundamental
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rights, narﬁely the right to life, the right to physical integrity of the person, and the right
to a fair hearing before an independent tribunal.

I therefore beg members of the Committee on Development and Cooperation and those
who will be sitting on the next Joint Committee not to allow this idea to lapse but to use
all their energies to ensure that the ACP-EEC working party on human rights becomes
the first forum of political cooperation between the European Community and the Third
World.

Mr Chambeiron (COM), in writing. — (FR) During the debate this morning my friend
and colleague Mr Francis Wurtz drew attention to what we saw as the main defect in the
Bethell report, which was its partial — in both meanings of the word — approach to the
human rights issue, so partial that one could justifiably suggest that the rapporteur was
suffering from a political strabismus.

We had hoped that we could correct this distorted view with our two amendments calling
for something we have been urging for four years now, the setting-up of a committee on
inquiry on the violation of human rights within the Community itself. I note with regret
and concern that, apart from the Communist and Allies Group, ill the other groups voted
against our suggestion. On the other hand, it was considered desirable to strengthen the
Bethell report by adopting an amendment from Mr Israél designed to turn the human
rights issue into an unacceptable means of bringing pressure to bear in relations with the
ACP countries, which we find especially regrettable at a time when the negotiations on
renewel of the Lomé Convention are in progress.

Lord Bethell writes in his report that

the Members of the European Parliament (. . .) as elected representatives, can be con-
sidered to have a primary duty to speak out on behalf of individual victims (of viola-
tions of human rights).

We entirely agree. But when the victims are British or Irish, are we supposed to hold our
tongues?

Because we are always willing to discuss human rights and violations of them, wherever,
they occur, but are not prepared to do so in a blinkered, selective manner, we shall abstain
from voting on the Bethell report.

Mrs Hammerich (CDI), in writing. — (DA) The report seeks to give the Community —
and Parliament in particular — more tasks and greater powers with regard to intervention
on violations of human rights in other countries — not in the Community, of course. We
think that is a bad idea. The Community is too economically fixated and politically nar-
row to take such tasks upon itself. The ACP countries are known to be against the Com-
munity imposing demands on human rights as a condition for trade and aid. The hypo-
crisy is perhaps most clearly apparent in the Community’s relations with South Africa: on
the one hand, mild condemnations of apartheid and at best ineffective codes of conduct
and, on the other hand, the Community as the economic lifeline of the apartheid system.

Nor have I forgotten the scandalous treatment by Parliament’s Political Affairs Com-
mittee of the Turkish opposition and peace movement, which came a long way to take
part in the Turkey hearing in April. Suspicion was cast on many participants, and their
testimony was brought into doubt in an extemely embarrassing manner.

We feel that intergovernmental bodies, such as the UN, are much better fora for the dis-
cussion of human rights and we also value the contributions of non-governmental organi-
zations, such as Amnesty International, which do endeavour to pursue a line which is free
from party-political positions and economic considerations.

We do not approve of Parliament as a human rights tribunal and we cannot support the
Bethell report.
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Mr Spencer (ED), in writing. — I shall vote for this report because I believe that Parlia-
ment’s activities in the area of human rights have been useful and productive.

The voice of the people of Europe as expressed by this Parliament has been useful in rela-
tion to the Third World; it continues to be useful in Eastern Europe. We nominated Lech
Walesa for the Nobel Prize; we will continue to work for the release of political prisoners
in Poland.

I commend this report to all those in Europe who care about human decency.

COTTRELL REPORT (Doc. 1-47/84 — NEW RELIGIOUS MOVEMENTS IN
THE EEC): ADOPTED

The rapporteur spoke:
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 1, 14, 17, 19 o 22, 27, 30, 31, 33 to 35
— AGAINST Amendments Nos 13, 18, 23 and 24.

Explanations of vote

Mr Brendlund Nielsen (L). — (DA) After much deliberation, I will say that I can vote for
the Cottrell report, particularly after the amendments adopted to alter the title and certain
other aspects. It is essentially to secure individual freedom and religious freedom, which
must not be allowed to be impaired by an unacceptable abuse. Given the distribution of
powers between the institutions, I will also vote in favour, because it is the Council’s task
in the final instance. But it is right for us in Parliament to present a proposal, so that this
matter can be taken up in the individual countries as appropriate, but in cooperation. We
are confronted here with a kind of spiritual multinational organization which is able to
exploit situations in the modern world in an unacceptable way. I therefore feel that it is
also necessary to make an effort on a transnational basis to get these things under accepta-
ble control. I am also glad of the suggestion that it should be taken up by the Council of
Europe. I think that is the right place, as it is something which belongs within the purview
of human rights, and there the matter can be dealt with in a wider context. I would stress
that in the first instance I wish to associate myself with the defence of religious freedom,
and that is an essential reason why I will vote for this, which is a call to the governments
to control abuse in these matters.

Mr Croux (PPE). — (NL) The adoption of the amendments has resulted in such major
changes to this report and resolution that we shall vote for it. Firstly, there is now no
threat to the freedom of religion. Secondly, research is no longer recommended. Thirdly,
we cannot ignore the dreadful suffering that many families go through as a result of the
abuses we have been discussing. We shall therefore vote for the resolution.

Mr Moller (ED). — (DA) We, Kent Kirk and I, abstained in all previous votes on this
matter, because we feel that religious questions are not something with which a European
Parliament, whose task is to develop European cooperation, need concern itself. Now we
are coming to the final vote, and I must say that on this matter we have all received more
letters than on any other subject we have dealt with these past five years — perhaps with
the exception of seal pups and battery chickens. Even so I think that, seal pups and battery
chickens aside, it is a matter which affects most people because it concerns human beliefs
and conscience. Such depths of feeling are involved here that I make no protest over the
fact that we have taken it up, because Parliament has so decided, but I do protest against
any adoption of the motion, and I will vote against it. If anyone commits a criminal act in

’
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getting minors to sign undertakings they cannot honour, why then it must be the criminal
law and courts of the individual Member States that must act in these matters. It is not our
concern. We should try to refrain from intervening in religious affairs, because it is a
question of conscience for the citizens which is at issue.

Mrs Phlix (PPE). — (NL) In the light of the amendments that have been adopted, I shall
vote for this report, even though all my doubts have not been cleared up. I find it regretta-
ble that in this extremely delicate matter, which has been the cause of so much human
suffering, our Parliament did not make a more thorough investigation of all the facts
before submitting this motion for a resolution. We hope that following consideration of
this problem in our Parliament, for which after all the Member States must have a high
regard, the latter will be persuaded to listen to our appeal, to exchange information
amongst themselves and above all to bring their own penal provisions up to date. Only in
this way can much further suffering be avoided.

Mr Petersen (S). — (DA) Fifteen years ago, I was a psychological expert witness in a
lawsuit against the Church of Scientology and its psychological methods. They are and
they remain pseudoscientific and therefore dangerous. The dubious conduct of other new
religious movements has also been abundantly demonstrated. But that is not the point.
Any political organization, including the European Parliament, can only join with Mon-
tesquieu in saying, ‘I detest your opinion, but I would give my life for your right to hold
it’. Religious freedom is indivisible, for no-one can define the boundary between belief
and superstition. I must therefore vote against the motion, along with the other Danish
social democrats. Then there is the fact that the new religious movements have nothing to
do with the Treaty of Rome. People in my country will inevitably say that now the EEC
wants to harmonize religion too. All things considered, it is doubtful whether this initia-
tive will promote Parliament’s image. Mr President, as my last words to the European
Parliament, I should like to remind you of Goethe, a good European whose statue stands
just along the road from here in front of the University. One of his well known sayings
was: ‘It is in self-limitation that a master first shows himself’. My wish for the next Euro-
pean Parliament is that it will exercise more self-limitation than the present one and
refrain from becoming involved with issues such as these.

Mr Chambeiron (COM). — (FR) The Communist and Allies Group will abstain in the
. vote on the Cottrell report. We explained the reasons for our unease during yesterday’s
debate when it was decided to put this report on the agenda. I must stress that the amend-
ments which have been adopted today amply demonstrate that our anxiety about the con-
tent of this text was well founded. The text that has emerged from our deliberations is
beyond a shadow of a doubt infinitely better than the one that we found on our arrival.

The fact remains, however, that there are still grey areas in this text, and our concern that
a text should never be used against the spirit intended by its authors, against the interests
of the freedoms that we seek to defend, obliges us to abstain. I therefore have to say that
we shall not be taking part in the vote on the Cottrell report.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) I am also speaking on behalf of Mrs Seibel-Emmerling
and Mr Schmid. We would have liked to vote for this report because we support its basic
contention and should not like to create the impression that we are influenced by the pro-
paganda put about by sects which abuse their power. But in its present form, Paragraph 2,
which sets out the very commendable criteria for investigating, evaluating and assessing
the new organizations benefiting from the protection afforded to religious freedom is very
one-sided. All religious organizations must be equal before the law, before the legislature,
including our Parliament and in the eyes of the authorities. I welcome these criteria but
they must be applied universally.

And this is why I believe we should not embark on a major inquiry into religious move-
ments but should urge all religious bodies to accept a general code of conduct which many
accept already as a matter of course. No legislation can be drafted in relation to an inde-
finite quantity from which certain religious movements are excluded a priori. Given there-



No 1-314/116 Debates of the European Parliament 22.5.84

fore that this would reflect badly on us, I cannot unfortunately vote for the report and my
colleagues and I have no option but to abstain.

Mr Hahn (PPE), in writing. — (DE) 1 endorse the motion for a resolution contained in
the Cottrell report on the activities of certain new religious movements within the Euro-
pean Community. Notwithstanding the view which has been expressed in the European
Parliament and elsewhere that this represents an assault on religious convictions and the
freedom of religion, it is important to recognize that the motion for a resolution makes no
observations whatsoever on religious matters. Nor does it contain any value judgements
on any religious body. It simply comments on the practices of certain organizations which
curtail their members’ rights of liberty as guaranteed by the declaration of human rights
and violate the law. The practices of such organizations create serious problems for many
of the young people who have succumbed to them and also represent a burden on the
state and society which foot the bill when the members of these organizations, cut off
from the social welfare system, finally turn up suffering mental injury.

This motion for a resolution only seeks to reconcile religious freedom with the freedom of
the individual. It does not affect any religious community which stays within the law and
respects the individual liberties of its members which include, for example, the right 1o
renounce. The massive resistance to the demands set out in the motion for a resolution —
which are axiomatic in a democratic society — clearly shows that organizations exist
which are not prepared to respect personal freedom.

ENRIGHT REPORT (Doc. 1-67/84 — EEC-NAMIBIA): ADOPTED

The rapporteur spoke:
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 1 to 8 and 28;
— AGAINST Amendments Nos 9 to 17, 22, 24 to 27 and 29.

Explanations of vote

Mr G. Fuchs (S). — (FR) The negotiations which have been proceeding for years on
Namibia’s accession to independence and application of United Nations Resolution 435
have been heavily impregnated with the rankest hypocrisy. Is South Africa really willing to
agree to independence for this country, which many South African leaders look upon as
an adjunct essential to maintenance of the apartheid system? The United States claims to
be in favour of independence, but is it not making the prospect much less likely by insist-
ing on the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola as a prior condition and refusing to
bring the slightest pressure to bear on Pretoria? As for the Soviet Union, is there a real
desire, underneath all the rhetoric, for normalization of the situation in the region, which
would undoubtedly lead to a diminution of its influence? In the circumstances, the posi-
tions adopted by the European States and the Community are all the more important,
provided, of course, that they adhere unequivocally to international law and admit of no
indulgence towards any of the parties concerned, especially South Africa, whose inadmis-
sible apartheid policy appears to be supported by some Honourable Members, which I find
scandalous. Now that the amendments tabled by Mr Luster and Mr d’Ormesson have
been resoundingly defeated, I find that Mr Enright’s motion for a resolution is still in line
with the principles to which I have referred. I shall therefore be supporting it and invite
the House to adopt it by a massive majority. The influence of our European Community
in Africa and the Third World will be all the stronger for that.

(Applause from the left)

Mr Pearce (ED). — Together with my colleagues I have tried as hard as possible to agree
with Mr Enright in his report. I congratulate him on what he has done in an attempt to get
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everybody on board. But at the last moment we find this business of Walvis Bay coming
into the argument. Walvis Bay and its islands are not part of Namibia and they have not
been for any part of this century. I honestly believe that it is confusing the issue to drag
this matter into this debate. They were ceded to South Africa by treaty a long time ago. I
believe that the first thing to do is to get Namibia to be free and independent with a
society which gives equal rights to all of its citizens and at a later stage to talk about this. I
fear that Mr Enright has allowed a little bit of the traditional prejudice that we have seen
so often in this House against South Africa to come into this. I wish that had not hap-
pened.

I am happy to see that in Amendment No 6 he recognizes that six hundred million Euro-
pean currency units of South Africa aid go each year to Namibia. I hope that that point
goes home. I feel on balance, with great regret, that I have to abstain on this report,
although I congratulate Mr Enright on a great deal of what he has done.

Mr Denis (COM). — (FR) The situation in southern Africa is evolving rapidly. In the
view of the French Communists and Allies, only independence, sovereignty and an end to
the suffering caused to the Namibian people by the inherent injustice of the apartheid sys-
tem maintained by the regime in Pretoria can guarantee a return to peace in the region.
The unworthy advocates of apartheid in this House, such as Mr d’Ormesson, have just
been defeated, to my great delight. At this stage it is essential for the Community to reaf-
firm its total support for implementation of Security Council Resolution 435.

It is especially important for the Community to declare its support for a real international
drive towards this goal in that it has ties with most of the countries in southern Africa
under the Lomé Convention, the current renegotiation of which offers the opportunity for
the EEC to make provision for the possibility of political and economic relations with an
independent Namibia. As long as the present situation prevails, direct official development
aid to Namibia would be incompatible with international law and UN decisions. We
therefore consider that if the Community is to grant humanitarian aid, this should be
channelled through the NGOs, which are playing an invaluable role, as we have often had
occasion to remark.

I should like to express my appreciation of the excellent work that the rapporteur has
done and assure him that the French Communists and Allies will be voting in favour of his
report.

Mr Enright (S) rapporteur. — First of all, 1 feel that I should reply to the question
concerning Walvis Bay. In fact, the paragraph as I had it is deliberately placed in that posi-
tion as a result of consultations with the South African Embassy. So I do not think I can
be accused of rushing heedlessly into something there.

It is very clear in South Africa that there is a split between the military and the economic
people and also some of the white Namibians who will be remaining there who see Walvis
Bay ultimately as being very important indeed but, agreed, do not think that it should be a
linkage issue, and it is no part of this report to make it a linkage issue. This matter will be
taken up later.

I was very surprised indeed to see Mr d’Ormesson voting against Amendment No 8. Had
he consulted me, I would certainly have included the derogatory term ‘Bantu education’. 1
thought it was an altogether odd thing to do.

Finally, I would like to thank the members of the Committee on Development who have
kept good faith. We have negotiated long and hard. Their word has been given and
accepted and they have remained faithful to it. I am very grateful indeed to them and I
shall be voting for my resolution.

(Applause from the left)
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BADUEL GLORIOSO REPORT (Doc. 1-59/84 — EEC-MALTA): ADOPTED

The rapporteur spoke:
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 1 and 2;
— AGAINST Amendment No 3.

SALISCH REPORT (Doc. 1-170/84 — UNEMPLOYMENT AMONGST
WOMEN). ADOPTED

The rapporteur spoke:
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 1 to 6,9 to 13.

Explanations of vote

Mr Enright (S). — I shall be supporting this report most strongly. It counteracts the
vicious exploitation of female workers that is going on at this moment in the fields of
Kent.

(Laughter)

I call upon the Member for Kent East, who is currently there for a mere three weeks, to
make sure this does not continue to happen during the three weeks before I take over his
tenure of office. .

Mrs Hammerich (CDI), in writing. — (DA) Since 1974, the Commission has been send-
ing economic guidelines to the individual Member States. The guidelines which Denmark
has received — and in the last analysis has followed — have always been full of instruc-
tions to cut back public expenditure, in the social sector too.

Female unemployment in Denmark during our membership of the EEC has been 23 times
greater than it was before. This is due not only to the international economic crisis, since
countries which remained outside the EEC and stuck to EFTA, such as Norway, Sweden,
Austria and Switzerland, have been able to keep their rates of unemployment to less than
one-third that of Denmark.

We consider our EEC membership to be one of the causes of the deterioration in the
working and living conditions of women which has taken place. And we regard the Com-
mission’s proposals at best as papering over the cracks and at worst as hypocrisy.

We consider the Community to be a poor tool for the creation of equality between men
and women. Independent countries are in a much better position — in free international
cooperation — to work for an improvement in employment and social conditions.

We cannot therefore support either the Commission’s proposals or the report.

Mrs Le Roux (COM), in writing. — (FR) This report discusses measures which could be
adopted to combat unemployment among women. Its subject is excellent, as is its inten-
tion.

By contrast, the quality of the answers to the questions posed by this issue and the reme-
dies suggested is thoroughly disappointing. At a time when the 35-hour week s a live issue
everywhere in Europe, especially in the Federal Republic of Germany at this moment, this
motion for a resolution contains no proposals for reduction of working time on a suffi-
ciently significant scale to make a contribution to a reduction in unemployment.
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This omission is especially regrettable when the Cinciari Rodano resolution adopted in
January 1984 by the European Parliament called for a reduction of the working week for
women to 35 hours without loss of pay.

Moreover, the store set on the solution of temporary work in the motion for a resolution
does not square with the French Government’s findings on the status of women.

The French Government has often commented on the fact that more extensive recourse to
part-time employment would have the effect of devaluing women’s work and discriminat-
ing against them indirectly. The Communists agree with this view. Since our amendments
have not been adopted, the motion for a resolution from the Committee on Social Affairs
is still unsatisfactory and represents a considerable retrograde step compared with the
resolution adopted by the European Parliament on a motion from the Committee of
Inquiry into the Situation of Women in Europe. We shall therefore not be supporting it.

MAIJ-WEGGEN REPORT (Doc. 1-45/84 — SOCIAL SECURITY): ADOPTED

The rapporteur spoke:
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 4 (1st part) and 6;
— AGAINST Amendments Nos 4 (2nd part), 7 to 9 and 12.

Explanation of vote

Mr Ephremidis (COM) — (GR) The report by Mrs Maij-Weggen is characterised as
provisional by its author herself. For us, it is something worse still: it is superficial. Of
course this superficiality is hardly her fault, since she claims, and rightly so, that she did
not have enough facts and figures, in general concerning the subject she was dealing with,
but also of a comparative nature concerning how the matter is treated in each country
within the Community. Besides, she claims — and this is a fact — that even the Commis-
sion’s own documents concerning matters of social security are unclear and vague. How-
ever Mr President, what emerges clearly from this vagueness and lack of clarity is the
Commission’s intention to proceed with the sought-after convergence in limiting and cur-
tailing social and security provisions for working people, on the well known argument
that such provisions prevent the Community’s products from being competitive. This pret-
ence conceals the truth that it is the profits made by vested interests that make the Com-
munity’s products uncompetitive. Despite the fact that the report and the Commission’s
document show some attempt to improve matters, I would like to remind us all, Mr Presi-
dent, of the well-known saying ‘beware of Danaeans, even when bearing gifts’.

We Greek working people are very wary of the Community, and we well know what lies
behind some measures on behalf of working people. For this reason, we shall abstain from
voting.

CALVEZ REPORT (Doc. 1-66/84 — SOCIAL LEGISLATION): ADOPTED

The rapporteur spoke:
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 2 to 6, 10 and 11;
— AGAINST Amendments Nos 1,7 t0 9.
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Explanation of vote

Mrs Hammerich (CDI), in writing — (DA) The proposal recommends the harmoniza-
tion of the Member States’ social legislation. It appears that the primary intention is to
prevent distortions to competition, in other words the aim of the harmonization is first
and foremost to protect the profits of the producer.

In Denmark we are opposed to such harmonization, because we consider that social legis-
lation is a sovereign national prerogative.

All social progress — at all times and in all places — has been made by people fighting for
better conditions of existence, where they live and work. Also progress in the individual
countries has provided impetus and examples for people in other countries. We thus take a
positive view of international cooperation but not of compulsory uniformity and directives
which take away the initiative from the individual nations, thereby impeding social pro-
gress.

As an example of successful initiatives, the report mentions the provisions for equal treat-
ment of men and women. For your information I would inform you that Norway and
Sweden — independently of the EEC — have implemented provisions that are far more
progressive.

We cannot therefore support the proposal.
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IN THE CHAIR: MR MGLLER
Vicé-Presidmt

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

1. Approval of minutes

President. — The minutes of yesterday’s sitting have
been distributed. If there are no objections, I shall
consider them approved.

Mrs Viehoff (S). — (NL) Mr President, on page 20
of the minutes there is a list of motions for resolutions,
including one by Mrs Viehoff, Mr Albers and Mr
Glinne on the Iranian atom bomb, which is followed
by a second motion on the mission of seven Arab
countries. On page 31 there is an announcement for a
joint debate on the Gulf war. There is no mention of
the Iranian bomb here. I thought it was the same
motion. Is that a mistake?

President. — The question which Mrs Viehoff raises
concerns an objection to the list of topical and urgent
debates. You can raise your objections at three
o’clock. For the moment we are discussing only the
minutes.

Mrs Viehoff (S). — (NL) We are talking about the
approval of the minutes, Mr President, and I see that
the motion in question is not included in the joint
debate in the minutes. I thought that this matter
should be brought up at this point. If I do it this after-
noon, I shall be politely told that I failed to do it when
the minutes were being approved.

President. — Mrs Viehoff, if you do not agree with
the list as it stands in the minutes, you can say so at
three o’clock. This has nothing to do with the minutes.

Mrss Vichoff (S). — (NL) That is not the point, Mr
President. The point is that the nimutes do not list for
a joint debate on the Gulf war an urgent motion for a
resolution which was tabled in time. I think it should
be included in the joint debate. I am asking if there has
been a mistake in missing out this particular motion.
You have not answered my question. I just want to
know why the motion is not listed for the debate. I
cannot do anything this afternoon because then I have
to propose urgency. My request is simply to include a
particular motion in the joint debate. Obviously a mis-
take was made yesterday.

President. — Mrs Viehoff, the minutes cannot include
something which was not said yesterday, and the list in

the minutes on page 31 is the list the President read
out yesterday. If there are any amendments to it, they
must be submitted at three o’clock and then a vote will
be taken. We cannot do it any other way. We cannot
alter the list which the President has presented and
which has been included in these minutes.

(Parliament approved the minutes)!

2. Preliminary draft budget 1985 (Statement by the
Commission)

President. — The next item is the statement by the
Commission on the preliminary darft budget of the
Communities for the 1985 financial year.

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, this is the eighth time that I have pre-
sented in this Parliament, on the Commission’s behalf,
a preliminary draft budget of the European Communi-
ties for the forthcoming year. It is also, I anticipate,
the last occasion on which I shall be doing so.

The preparation of the Community’s budget has not,
alas, become any easier over the years. On this
occasion the Commission’s work took place against a
background of intense discussion in the Council and in
the European Parliament on the future development of
Community policies and of the Community’s financial
and budgetary regime. These discussion are, of course,
not yet over. However, the Commission has sought to
take account, to the maximum extent possible, both of
the decisions which have been taken and those which
seem to be in prospect. Of these decisions, one of the
most fundamental is, of course, that concerning an
increase in the own resources potentially available to
the Community. When I presented, at around this time
last year, the Commission’s preliminary draft budget
for the 1984 financial year, I observed that 1984
seemed likely to be the last year for which it would be
possible for the Commission to propose a valid-and
credible budget within the confines of the existing
own-resources ceiling. It is for this reason that the
Commission has consistently stressed the urgency of
early agreement on new arrangements for the financ-
ing of the Community, proposals for which have been
on the table since last May.

In the event, as a result of the decisions which were
taken in response to the Commission’s suggestions for
the reform of the common agricultural policy, supple-
mentary financial means over and above the 1% limit
of VAT will be required already in 1984, if the Com-
munity’s financial obligations relating to this budget
year are to be discharged within it. The Commission
has, as the House knows, presented a legislative pro-

1 Written declarations (Rule 49 of the Rules of Procedure): see
Minutes. .
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Tugendhat

posal designed to obtain these additional resources
and Parliament’s opinion on that proposal is eagerly
awaited.

As regards 1985, the Commission is presenting its pre-
liminary draft budget on the asumption that as a result
of decisions to be taken before the adoption of the
budget, own resources in excess of the current ceiling
will be made available to the Community in the course
of the budgetary year. The Commission has also had
in mind the aim, which has underlain recent discus-
sions in the Community, of achieving a significant
~revival of action at Community level in a number of
priority fields, while at the same time, ensuring that
Community expenditure represents the most cost-
effective use possible of the resources deployed.

The budget, which the Commission is presenting
today, therefore seeks to reflect a proper balance
between what is desirable in terms of the development
of the policies at Community level, and what is attain-
able in terms of the overall constraints on public
expenditure in the Community and the requirements
of sound budgetary discipline. The Commission has
also paid heed to the general objectives affirmed in
Parliament’s resolution on the guidelines for the budg-
etary policy of the Communities for 1985. The Com-
mission broadly shares Parliament’s view of the prior-
ity needs facing the Community and has sought to
reflect these priorities in its own choice of budgetary
options. In doing so, the Commission has, however,
had to take account of the need, in the first place, to
propose appropriations which will enable the Com-
munity’s existing commitments to be honoured.

These commitments arise not only in those expendi-
ture areas designated as compulsory in the technical
sense and which govern over two-thirds of the budget,
they also arise in the field of non-compulsory expendi-
ture. The technique of dissociated appropriations used
in many areas of such expenditure means that a signifi-
cant volume of payments will be required in 1985 sim-
ply in order to finance the commitments which have
been contracted in previous years’ budgetary exercises.
Against this background the Commission is presenting
the following principal expenditure proposals.

I deal first with EAGGF Guarantee. For EAGGF
Guarantee the Commission’s proposal is based on the
best technical estimate we can currently make for
expenditure requirements in 1985 on the basis of the
existing regulations and without assuming any adjust-
ment of these regulations in the context of the 1985
price decisions. This estimate amounts to 18 965 m
ECU. In addition, the Commission considers that a
special Community destocking programme is neces-
sary in view of the exceptionally high levels of stocks
of certain products, notably butter, skimmed milk
powder and beef. 350 million is proposed for this pro-
gramme. Total EAGGF Guarantee expenditure pro-
posed by the Commission thus amounts to 19 315 m
ECU. This figure needs to be compared with the

16 500 m ECU voted in the 1984 budget and the
18 631 m ECU which the Commission currently esti-
mates will actually be required for EAGGF Guarantee
in 1984. The Commission maintains its policy aim that
EAGGF Guarantee expenditure should, expressed as a
rolling three-year’s average, grow at a rate lower than
that of the Community’s own resource base. This aim
cannot as a result of the decisions taken by the Coun-
cil yet be fulfilled in relation to past years, but the rela-
tively modest increase of 3-7% proposed for 1985
appropriations in relation to actual 1984 expenditure
estimates would be consistent with such a guideline in
the future.

I now turn to non-compulsory expenditure. For non-
compulsory expenditure the Commission has borne in
mind that the maximum rate established under
Article 203, paragraph 9, of the Treaty is 8-5%.

The application of this maxmum rate to the base of
non-compulsory expenditure of 1984, excluding
expenditure on special measures in favour of the
United Kingdom and Germany, would result in a total
amount of 6 103 m ECU, of which about half would
be needed for commitments which the Community
will already have entered into before 1 January 1985
and which will have to be honoured in that year.

This important rate of commitments, already entered
into in the past, means that a limitation of payment
appropriations to no more than the maximum rate
would, on the assumption of a normal realtionship
between payments and commitments, leave room for
only a very limited allocation of new commitment
appropriations in 1985. The Commission does not
believe that it would be right in this way to amputate
the Community’s existing policies, or to abort its new
ones. In order to maintain a reasonable rhythm of
development in its existing policies and to allow scope
for the development of certain new actions and initia-
tives, a rate of increase somewhat in excess of the
maximum rate is, in the particular circumstances of
1985, justified. The Commission is therefore propos-
ing an overall increase of non-compulsory expenditure
amounting, in both payments and commitments, to
12-75%, that is to say, one-and-a-half times the maxi-
mum rate. This will allow the maintenance in real
terms of all the Community’s existing actions in the
structural and sectoral fields, together with the selec-
tive intensification of some of them in line with the
Commission’s policy proposals and priorities.

For both the Regional and Social Funds, the Commis-
sion proposes increases in commitment appropriations
designed to ensure the same level of activity in real
terms in 1985 as in 1984. In view of an estimated rate
of inflation in the Community of 5-1%, the amounts
in nominal terms in the 1984 budget have been
increased by this rate. This rate of increase falls short
of the Commission’s and Parliament’s long-term
policy objective in these fields, but a higher rate would
give rise to insuperable problems on payments given
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the Community’s overall budgetary situation. Even
this level of increase for commitments may make it
necessary to reduce the rate of advances paid under
the Social Fund in 1985. The Commission will, if and
when appropriate, make a proposal to this effect.

The proposed increases in appropriations for payments
are 16-3% for the Regional Fund and 12-8% for the
Social Fund.

Elsewhere, the Commission has given a particular
budgetary priority to research, the Mediterranean pro-
grammes and transport. This corresponds largely to
the priorities formulated by the Community’s other
institutions. In particular, they are consistent with the
draft conclusions of the European Council and with
the European Parliament’s guidelines for budgetary

policy.

In the field of research, the implementation of specific
actions follows the objectives and criteria set out in the
Community framework programme for 1984-87,
adopted in July 1983. Within such a framework, the
Council has now agreed to the Esprit programme. The
figures put forward in the preliminary draft budget
correspond to the financial information contained in
this programme. Appropriations for other research
activities have also been increased, taking into account
the need for budgetary discipline and according to the
priorities outlined by the Commission. The Commis-
sion has thus directly responded to the injunction in
point 8 of Parliament’s 1985 budgetary guidelines pro-
posal.

For the Mediterranean programmes, the Commission
proposes 160 m ECU in commitment appropriations
which would enable a substantial start to be made in
implementing concrete measures in this field in 1985.
In the field of development aid, and especially for the
fight against hunger in the world, the Commission’s
proposals envisage the adoption of programmes
involving the same quantities as those proposed in the
Commission’s preliminary draft budget for 1984. Simi-
larly, the allocation proposed for aid to non-associated
developing countries is of the same order of magni-
tude as proposed by the Commission last year.

The preliminary draft budget also includes a provision
already created by the European Parliament in the
1984 budget. This will enable the EDF to be intro-
duced into the budget when the current negotiations
have been concluded. The Commission reserves the
right to propose at a suitable time any adjustments that
may be required.

Mr President, I would now like to say a few words
‘about the correction of budgetary imbalances. Under
this heading, the preliminary draft budget contains no
provision for special expenditure measures of the kind
undertaken in previous years. The Commission
assumes. . .

Mr Christopher Jackson (ED). — Mr President, I am
rising to protest — and I apologize for interrupting
the Commissioner — at the filming activities going on
in the corner of the Chamber there which have
nothing whatsoever to do with the Commissioner’s
speech, and I would be grateful if you could use your
authority to cause the filming to cease.

(Applause)

President. — Mr Jackson, you should not interrupt a
Member of the Commission. If Members are being
inconvenienced by the filming, we must ask the televi-
sion team to go outside. If the filming is proving a dis-
traction, then it must be done outside or in the lunch
break — to that extent, the Members’ views should be
respected.

Mr Fergusson (ED). — Mr President, this Chamber is
being used as a studio. Look at it! The person being
photographed is also being interviewed. It cannot hap-
pen in a Parliamentary Chamber, especially when the
Commissioner is talking. Those people must go out
and you must order them out.

President. — I must ask both the cameraman and the
Member who is being filmed to leave the Chamber.

Mr Rogers (S). — Mr President, I find this absolutely
appalling. For the last five years, you have had Mem-
bers of this Parliament continually saying that the
press and television do not come here and report what
is happening, that it is a backwater Parliament, that
they do not get publicity. Yet suddenly the British
Conservatives get very touchy about this horrible
budget being presented, and so on.

President. — I must ask that the filming be done out-
side. If this means that television teams won’t come
here in future, then it can’t be helped. They are only
allowed to work in here on condition that they do not
inconvenience the Members.

Mrs Castle (S). — Mr President, I do wish to make a
very serious point of order. It is the normal practice
for cameras to be allowed into this debating Chamber.
I have sat here many a time blinded by the lights that
have been directed at Commissioner Tugendhat and I
have never complained, because I am glad that the
media do take an interest in what we do. So I think it
would be wrong for you to arbitrarily order a camera
out of this Chamber if 2 Member wishes to be filmed
against the background of an actual sitting of the
House. It happens all the time. Mr President, I beg
you not to amend the Rules unilaterally but to take a
note of the point of order and have it discussed in the
proper place.
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President. — Mrs Castle, when the Bureau gave per-
mission for television teams to come in here, it was on
condition that Members were not inconvenienced.
Now there are Members who feel that they are being
inconvenienced because there is an interview taking
place as well. Perhaps there are people here who want
to hear Mr Tugendhat and do not want to be dis-
tracted by TV cameras.

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, I noted with interest what Mrs Castle
said about being blinded, but I may say that I have
more often felt as if ] were a satellite in her firmament
rather than the other way about. S

(Laughter)

Mr President, I was going to say a few words about
budgetary imbalances. Indeed, I think I did say that
the preliminary draft budget contains no provision for
special expenditure measures of the kind undertaken
in previous years. The Commission assumes, in the
light of discussions on this subject currently under way
in the context of the Community’s future financing,
that any correction in respect of 1984, to be imple-
mented in 1985, will not affect the level of Community
expenditure. In so far as these procedures involve
modulation of Member States’ payments of VAT, the
Commission will present the appropriate proposals for
the rectification of the revenue provisions of the
budget ance the necessary legal base for such modula-
tion has been established.

The subject of financing is obviously an important one
this year. The total volume of expenditure proposed
by the Commission for 1985 amounts to 28 104 mil-
lion ECU in payment appropriations and 30 228 mil-
lion ECU in commitment appropriations. Taking
account of the estimates of the availability of customs
duties and agricultural levies as well as the miscella-
neous revenue, this level of expenditure will require a
VAT rate of 1-12%. The Commission assumes, as I
indicated at the outset of my remarks, that before the
adoption of the 1985 budget in December this year
agreement will have been reached in the Council on a
proposal allowing additional VAT revenues beyond
the present 1% ceiling to be called up.

The Commission also assumes that this new decision
on own resources will contain a specific clause provid-
ing for its entry into force on 1 October 1985 and for
the new regime to be applicable with effect from
1 January 1985. The Commission will, within the com-
ing weeks, present a proposal for the amendment of
the new own resources decision along these lines.
Thus, although for the first nine months of the year
the Commission will only be able to call up VAT on
the basis of a transitional rate of 1%, a definitive rate
of 1-12% applicable to the whole of the year will, if
the Commission’s budgetary proposals are accepted,
subsequently be established.

The Commission recognizes, however, that even
though the new decision by the Council on own
resources can be expected to have been taken before
the end of this year, the national parliamentary proce-
dures which will be required in order to achieve ratifi-
cation of this decision may not necessarily have been
completed. Until they have been completed, there is
no legal authority enabling the Commission to call up
VAT in excess of 1%. Nor would the budget auth-
ority, in adopting a budget geared to expenditure in
excess of 1%, have the legal certainty that, as required
by Article 199 of the Treaty, the revenue and expendi-
ture shown in the budget would be in balance. In the
Comnmission’s view it is essential that at the moment of
the adoption of a budget there exists an absolute and
unqualified assurance that revenues corresponding to
the proposed expenditure will in all circumstances be
available.

Given the inevitable uncertainty which is attached to
the completion or to the timing of the completion of
national parliamentary procedures, the Commission
does not think it would be proper for the budget auth-
ority to adopt a budget for 1985 geared to a VAT rate
of 1-12% without some additional safeguard.

The Commission is therefore proposing that the
Council should, before the adoption of the 1985
budget, adopt a decision whereby financial means will
automatically be made available by the Member States
to the Community to cover the amount required in
excess of a 1% rate of VAT, should, by any mis-
chance, one or more of the national ratification proce-
dures not be completed before 1 October 1985. The
Commission will within the coming weeks present to
Parliament and to the Council a draft legislative pro-
posal for such a decision. On the basis of this prelimi-
nary draft budget, the sum required will be 1 913 mil-
lion ECU.

In this way, Mr President, the Commission believes
that it will be possible for the budget authority, later
this year, to adopt a budget for 1985 which, while
reflecting a due regard for the restraint which the
Commission believes must be applied to all public
expenditure in the Community at the present time,
none the less will be of a sufficient scale overall to
allow the proper development of those policies and
actions to which all the institutions and governments
of the Community have committed themselves. It is on
this basis that I commend the Commission’s proposals
to this Parliament, and to the Council to which they
will be presented later today.

Before I sit down I should like to make one brief per-
sonal statement. I recalled at the beginning of my
remarks that this was the eighth budget that I had pre-
sented in this Parliament and that it would be my last.
Naturally, therefore, one’s mind goes back over the
carlier years and over the earlier occasions. I remem-
ber vividly that the rapporteur for the first budget was
Michael Shaw. I cannot remember all the rapporteurs
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thereafter — most of them, but not all — but there has
been one constant element in all our budgetary
debates and all our budgetary proceedings. There has
been one person whose contribution has always been
eagerly awaited, and it has set the tone of the debates
thereafter. I think the whole House knows that I refer
to Mr Lange, and I should like to take this opportun-

ity ...
(Applause)

...not only to congratulate him on all that he has
done for this Parliament and for the European Com-
munity during his many many years in this Parliament
— far more years than I have been coming here — but
also to offer him my best personal wishes for his
retirement.

(Applause)

President. — I should like to apologise to the Com-
missioner for the interruption.

And now, in accordance with Rule 40(2) of the Rules
of Procedure, you have the opportunity to put brief,
precise questions to the Commissioner concerning the
statement he has just made. You have a total of thirty
minutes.

Mr Langes (PPE). — (DE) Mr Tugendhat, did I
understand you to say that the Commission is intend-
ing to include in the 1985 budget a proposal for which
there will be insufficient funds, i.e. for which the
income will not cover the expenditure, with a state-
ment to the effect that own income will be increased in
1985 and the shortfall will be made good in that way?

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, the budgetary authority — i.e. Council
and Parliament —- cannot adopt a budget in which
there is not a balance between income and expendi-
ture. The budget authority must adopt on the basis of
a sufficiency of revenues. We have put forward a preli-
minary draft budget with a VAT rate 1-12%. In other
words, we have put forward a preliminary draft
budget which goes above the VAT ceiling.

Because we recognize that the budget authority can
only adopt a budget in which there is a balance
between income and expenditure, we are saying (a)
that we assume that the new own resources will be
made available in 1985 in order to provide the income,
but (b) as a safeguard in case they are not made avail-
able, the Council should commit itself to providing
additional resources. On the basis of an opinion from
Parliament, the Council will have to take this decision
before the budget is adopted, if of course, the Council
and Parliament decide to adopt a budget that goes
above the 1% ceiling. I am very much aware of the
fact that the proposals which the Commissions puts

forward in the preliminary draft budget are not always

those which are finally accepted.

To elucidate further, the Commission has a range of
responsibilities. It is not easy to meet all the responsi-
bilities that we have, but, as I said in my speech, we
believe that we have a responsibility to the Community
not to amputate existing policies nor to abort new pol-
icies. Therefore, we believe it is right to put forward
this proposal but necessary that the Council should
provide an absolute guarantee that income and
expenditure will be in balance.

Lord Douro (ED). — I have two questions. Firstly,
could the Commissioner tell us what proportion of the
preliminary draft budget for 1985 is represented by
agricultural expenditure? My second question is: how
can the Commissioner reassure those who are worried
about an increase in own resources for the Community
when the preliminary draft budget, as far as I can see,
is about 13% higher than the 1984 budget, and when
already in 1984 the Commission is finding itself with a
shortfall of approximately 2-5 billion ECU? None of
these figures seem to indicate that the Community is
able to control its expenditure, and I do wonder there-
fore how the Commissioner can reassure those Mem-
bers of this House and all national parliaments who
will have to approve an increase in resources that the
Community can control its expenditure.

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, the EAGGF Guarantee Section percen-
tage in the 1985 budget is 68 -7%. That compares with
68-3% in 1984 if one takes out of the 1984 budget the
special measures in relation to the United Kingdom
and Germany, which do not feature in the 1985
budget. So comparing like with like, there is an
increase from 68-3 to 68-7%.

As to Lord Douro’s second question, I have to point
out to him that the budget is in part a manifestation of
the Commission’s will and the Community’s will to
engage in new policies. One has only to read the state-
ments submitted by the British Government — I men-
tion it first because of Lord Douro’s nationality -— the
German, French, Italian, Belgian Governments to see
that all these governments appear to envisage a revival
of Community activities and an expansion of the
Community’s range of operations. In addition to being
a manifestation of the Commission’s will and the
Community’s will further to develop the Community,
the budget also represents the means by which we
carry into effect the decisions taken by Parliament and
by the Council in previous years. The budget has to
provide the means to carry into effect 'the policies
which have been voted by the duly constituted budget
authority.

I have ringing in my ears the criticisms made by Mem-
bers from all parts of the House alleging that we have
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not been vigorous enough in implementing Parlia-
ment’s decisions. I hope therefore that we will not be
criticized now from the other point view. I also
remember that Mr Robert Jackson, a distinguished
member of Lord Douro’s party and, indeed, of mine,
was recommending an increase of 100% or even
130% in the Social Fund during his period of rappor-
teurship.

President. — I should like to suggest that we take a
combined answer to the questions. I shall also ask the
Commissioner, despite the fact that this is his eighth
budget, to try, as the Bible says, to let his yea be yea
and his nay, nay, lest he fall into condemnation.

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, with reference to
Lord Douro’s first question concerning the proportion
of the budget being absorbed by agricultural expendi-
ture, would the Commission tell us what the propor-
tion of agricultural spending would be on the pres-
umption that the VAT ceiling was still maintained at
1%?

My main question is as follows. Clearly the Commis-
sioner is aware of the legal authority and responsibili-
ties of the Commission in proposing the preliminary
draft budget. However, it seems to me that, as part of
the exercise of conditioning the mind of Member
States’ Governments and other Community institu-
tions to fulfill their responsibility in the preliminary
draft budget, their proposals should include an annex
showing where the cuts would need to be made in
their proposals in order to conform with the existing
financial own resources of 1%. I would be interested
in the Commissioner’s observations on this point and
on whether he intends to show where the cuts would
need to be made in order to conform to the existing
levels of own resources.

Mrs Castle (S). — With regard to the percentage of
agricultural expenditure, has the Commissioner the
figures for 1982 and 1983? If so, could he give them to
us?

Secondly, since it is clear from what he said that agri-
cultural spending as a percentage of the budget is
going to rise still further next year, is it not clear that
some, at any rate, of the additional revenue he is ask-
ing for is to finance an expansion of the agricultural
budget and not exclusively the new policies, as
demanded in the Arndt report?

Mr Barbi (PPE). — (IT) Mr President, there are two
things I woutld like to ask. The first is this: does the
Commission’s draft budget for 1985 include cover for
the shortfall in the 1984 budget? You may have
already said that, Mr Tugendhat, when I was momen-
tarily inattentive, and if so I beg your pardon. My
second question is as follows: I was pleased to hear

that the ‘structural funds’ — the Social Fund and the
Regional Fund — are to be increased by 12% in 1985.
How does this fit in with the news that the Commis-
sion is intending to propose a special reserve of
800 million units of account, to be achieved through
reductions, with some of the appropriations coming
from these very funds?

Mr Fergusson (ED). — On a point of order, Mr
President, I wonder if we could have a compromise.
Perhaps the Commissioner could answer the questions
in batches of three. Then there would be some sort of
dialogue between us. Do you think we could have the
Commissioner now, then three more questions and the
Commissioner again, rather than the whole lot?

President. — Only two more members are down to
speak, and I think we should take them first.

Mr Seeler (S). — (DE) My question concerns the
revenue side of the 1985 budget. We must at present
work on the assumption, Mr Tugendhat, that we can
rely on a maximum of 1% of VAT as revenue. My
question, therefore, is what rate of economic growth
was taken as the basis for your calculations for the
coming year, since the amount which VAT represents,
and hence this 1%, depends very much on the growth
rate in the gross domestic products of the Ten Mem-
ber States?

Mr Lange (S), chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
— (DE) Mr President, I did not actually want to put a
question to the Commissioner but to thank him for his
kindness and also to thank this House for the kidness
it has shown me in this connection. Nevertheless, I
cannot bring myself to break with tradition.

The points made by the Commissioner sounded very
optimistic, and I can remember that it was exactly the
same when the preliminary draft budget for 1984 was
presented. However, it transpired at the second read-
ing that the figures were all over the shop and I am
afraid that your optimistic assumptions for 1985 will
be just as off beam. Presumably we will end up in the
same difficulties as in 1984, since I see — at least so
far — no signs that the Council is either willing or able
to keep within the financial limits to which the Com-
munity is subject. This applies particularly in the case
of the agricultural Council and here lies the danger,
Mr Tugendhat, i.e. that the Council will under no cir-
cumstances take account of your wish to keep its
hands off the other areas of policy if similar decisions
to those taken for the 1984/85 season are taken again
one day.

How far do you think you can rely, in this connection,
on being able to keep to your forecasts? I regard
Council guarantees as highly questionable. How do
you intend to gain this assurance?
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Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, I will, if I may, take the questions in the
order in which they were put, which means beginning
with Mr Hord.

I think he asked first of all what proportion agriculture
would be if the budget were confined to 1% and,
secondly, what cuts would be needed to keep within
the 1% ceiling and whether the Commission would be
making a proposal in that sense.

I cannot answer the first question, because, of course,
so much would depend on what decisions the Com-
mission, Council and Parliament took about the way
in which the limited resources should be made avail-
able. One could, for instance — I take this simply as
an illustrative example — stop all exports of agricul-
tural goods. We should then save a great deal of
money on export restitutions, naturally, but we should
be building up costs for future years. We could, as we
did last year, prolong the time which people have to
wait for certain advances. That would save money, but
it would build up expenditure in the future years. We
could suggest to the Council that despite the difficul-
ties they had in reaching decisions at the end of March
they take some more decisions and reduce the milk
threshold, for instance, still further. One could do var-
ious things in relation to a non-obligatory expenditure.
So much would depend on the decisions taken.

The Commission will not be producing the proposals
which Mr Hord suggested. As Mr Hord knows, it is
the Commission’s task to produce a preliminary draft
budget and the Parliament and the Council then
decide what the final budget should be. No doubt, the
Council and Parliament will make their own altera-
tions to our proposal in the light of what they regard
as the likely outcome of events on the revenue side. If
I might again refer to my experience, it is, in general,
that at the first reading of the budget cettain amend-
ments are made and at subsequent readings as well.

Mrs Castle asked what the equivalent figures for agri-
culture were for 1982 and 1983. I do not have them
with me: we will forward them to her. She also asked
whether she was right in assuming that new own
resources would be needed for agriculture as well as
for new policies. The Commission has always said that
it needs new own resources to maintain existing poli-
cies and to develop new ones. The maintenance of
existing policies refers, of course, to the common agri-
culture policy as well as to the structural funds.

Mr Barbi asked me whether the 1985 budget included
provision for meeting the 1984 deficit. The answer to
that is, no, it does not. Our proposal for meeting the
1984 deficit is contained in a specific proposal which is
to be debated in this House today or, more likely per-
haps, tomorrow on the basis of a report by Mrs Scrive-
ner.

He also asked me how I reconciled what I had said in
relation to the growth of the structural funds with

what he had read in the press about the reduction in
the structural funds and related matters. I would say to
Mr Barbi with all the force at my command that it is
very unwise to believe all that one reads in the newspa-
pers, and it is particularly important not to believe all
that one reads in newsletters as well.

(Laugbhter)

I will have more to say on that subject when we come
to the debate on budgetary discipline that Mr Lange
will be launching, where there is a question from Mr
Barbi himself, Mr Ligios, Mr Adonnino, Mr Diana
and Mr Barbagli.

Mr Seeler asked what assumption we were making
about the rate of increase in own resources during the
coming year. The figure works out at 3:2%. We are
anticipating increases in some and reductions in
others. I would emphasize that, looking as far ahead
as that, one cannot be absolutely precise. We do rely a
great deal, of course, on the estimations of Member -
States. Our record, as I have had occasion to point out
in the past, is statistically a good one, remaining within
a 2% margin of error which many economists and
statisticians in the Member States would be pleased to
attain. As I have given a precise figure, I think it is
important to mention the caveats as well.

Mr Lange asked whether I was not being a little over-
optimistic. I might reply by saying that, in the present
state of the Community, if the Commission is not
optimistic, I do not know who will be. I do think that
one of the duties of the Commission is to provide a
signpost indicating what should be done and where
the Community should go. A very great British politi-
cian called Rab Butler, who amongst the many offices
he held was Chancellor of the Exchequer, said that
politics is the art of the possible. I think that if politics
is the art of the possible, one of the duties of the Com-
mission is to try to bring things which are not at pres-
ent in the realm of the possible, first, into the realm of
the possible, then into the sphere of the probable. If
we work hard at that, we may even then transfer them
into the sphere of the actual. That is the spirit which
has inspired us in this operation.

(Applause)

President. — I should like to say, as, I think, Winston
Churchill said, that politics is the art of the possible,
but the impossible takes a little longer. As regards
time, you have exercised in full the art of both the pos-
sible and the impossible.

3. Preliminary estimate for Parliament for 1985

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-280/84), drawn up by Mr Pfennig on behalf of the
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Committee on Budgets, on the draft estimates of
revenue and expenditure of the European Parliament
for the 1985 financial year.

Mr Plennig (PPE), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the preliminary estimates for the
European Parliament for 1985 have turned out to be
extremely problematic. After 1984, when the estimates
for routine administrative expenditure — i.e. exclud-
ing the extra funds for the information campaign in
connection with the second direct elections — were
0-2% below the corresponding estimates for 1983,
there was obviously a sort of gap to be made up for
1985 and for this reason the Secretary General had
originally tabled a proposal for 261 million ECU for
the 1985 budget. In view of the deficit in the general
budget of the European Communities, the Committee
on Budgets right from the outset regarded this esti-
mate as unrealistic. It finally proved possible in coop-
eration with the Enlarged Bureau’s Working Party on
Budgets to submit a preliminary estimate representing
235-9 million ECU on the expenditure side and
228 million ECU on the revenue side. The expenditure
side included an extra 4 million ECU for the exten-
sions to the Parliament buildings in Strasbourg which
will be necessary with an eye to the accession of Spain
and Portugal and as a general reserve for the second
directly elected Parliament. In this way it proved pos-
sible to limit the increase in routine administrative
expenditure to a mere 5-2% compared with the cor-
responding estimates for 1984. At nominal value the
1985 preliminary estimate is, at 235:9 million ECU,
approximately 3- 1 million ECU lower than the corres-
ponding estimate for 1984 (239.1 million ECU), which
included, as I have already pointed out, the extra
funds for the information campaign.

Since there will also be an increase in revenue in 1985
as a result, for example, of the so called ‘special crisis
levy’ which is deducted from the salaries of our offi-
cials and will account for some 3 million ECU, the
European Parliament’s budget for 1985 will cost the
Community a mere 213-7 million ECU compared
with 219-8 million ECU in 1984, if the Assembly
adopts these figures. In other words, the proportion of
total Community expenditure accounted for by the
budget of the European Parliament will drop from
0-87% in 1984 o 0-75% in 1985 if this total expendi-
ture in fact corresponds to the forecast, i.e. 28 200 mil-
lion ECU. In this case, the Parliament will account for
0-75% of the total expenditure of the Community, i.e.
substantially less than 1%.

These figures demonstrate, I think, that in a time of
budgetary crisis in the Community and shortly before
the second elections to the European Parliament, this
Parliament can live up to its responsibilities vis-d-vis
the tax payers.

I have also for the first time asked the national parlia-
ments for information on the increases they expect in

their own budgets for 1985 and the answers I have
received so far, from five parliaments, have shown that
we are very much in line with the general wend. I
think this comparison is important, since in view of the
deficit in the Community’s total budget the national
parliaments will obviously in the course of this year
ask who is responsible for this deficit and why.

With this preliminary estimate, the European Parlia-
ment can, I think, count on being free from reproach,
whereas the Council of Ministers must be regarded as
bearing sole responsibility for the Community’s budg-
etary deficit.

In spite of this broadly speaking satisfactory develop-
ment in our budget, I will, as rapporteur for the years
1984 and 1985, make no secret of the fact that there is
some cause for concern and that some of the expendi-
ture estimates could have been tightened up a little.
This, however, would have required the enlarged
Bureau to take appropriate decisions in advance. I
have submitted to the enlarged Bureau a list of nine
main points on which, as I see it, it should take deci-
sions with a view to cutting down long-terms costs,
both for members, staff and meetings on the one hand
and for publications in the Official Journal on the
other. The enlarged Bureau should, I think, have
taken appropriate decisions by the first reading of the
budget in October at the latest. Particular considera-
tion should be given, I think, to staff costs and the
question of how many posts have become superfluous
as a result of the informatics programme and which it
should be possible to transform into the posts neces-
sary for the accession of Spain and Portugal.

The Committee on Budgets would therefore propose
not approving any new posts with a view to the acces-
sion, but rather to make the necessary preparations for
some of the currently vacant posts to be occupied by
Spaniards and Portuguese. The enlarged Bureau must
let us know how many posts in all the accession will
require and then create them on the basis of the exist-
ing vacant posts — perhaps by means of concentration
or regrouping. This could be done in time for the first
reading of the budget in October.

I might sum up my report as follows. The preliminary
estimates for 1985 are realistic. There is no money
available for extra wishes and the enlarged Bureau
must take various decisions with a view to coping with
costs in the long term.

I hope therefore that at the first reading in October
1984, this Parliament will make whatever corrections
are still necessary. I would therefore urge you on
behalf of the Committee on Budgets to support the
preliminary estimates and the motion for a resolution
without amendment.
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IN THE CHAIR: MR ESTGEN
Vice-President

Lord Douro (ED). — Mr President, I would like to
begin by congratulating Mr Pfennig on his work on
this matter. It is, I realise, customary to thank rappor-
teurs, but being the rapporteur of Parliament’s budget
is not an enviable task; it is very difficult and in his
case he has had to do it two years running, so I think
congratulations are more due than normal.

Mr President, Parliament does not have a reputation
for being a model of good management. I realise that
the President of Parliament, Mr Dankert, and succes-
sive rapporteurs of Parliament’s budget, have made
strenuous efforts to make the management of Parlia-
ment more efficient, but it is my impression that there
is still much to be done. I am not sure that we are con-
scious enough of the costs of this institution, and I am
not sure that we have been prepared enough to bring
in outside objective advice to help us rearrange our
management systems. I very much hope that in the
next Parliament, in the next five years, we will make
greater efforts to increase our efficiency and to
increase our cost-effectiveness.

The estimates which are now before us are, in my opi-
nion, still on the high side. As you know, they are a
compromise figure between the views of the Com-
mittee on Budgets and the views of the Bureau. It is
unfortinate that in that discussion between the Com-
mittee on Budgets and the Bureau, it is the Bureau
which is always asking for a higher figure and the
Committee on Budgets which is asking for a lower
figure. I wish that the Bureau would take a more res-
ponsible attitude towards the costs of this institution.

I should, Mr President, remind Members that this is
an occasion when we can change Parliament’s esti-
mates by a simple majority. When these estimates are
included in the draft budget which we will vote on in
October, qualified majorities are needed to amend the
figures. But today — or rather tomorrow when we
vote — we can change the figures by simple majorities.
Therefore this is the time that we should get it right.

Mr President, we have tabled a number of amend-
ments. They are all based on the excellent paper that
Mr Pfennig prepared for the enlarged Bureau and
which I am sorry to say, not enough notice was taken
of. Once again I congratulate Mr Pfennig because it
was a very good paper and it clearly showed ways in
which further savings could be made. We have tabled,
as I say, a number of amendments. Mr Pfennig points
out that there are too many delegations envisaged for
next year; they are too numerous. We still have the
problem of too many members of our staff travelling
with each delegation. Therefore we have sought to
delete certain estimates on those two lines.

Mt Pfennig also refers to the amount of rent which
the institution pays and he believes theré are savings

, possible in that area. Again, we have proposed a small

reduction in the rent.

Finally, Mr President, we have proposed deletion of
an allocation of 200 000 units of account for the Par-
liamentary Association. I was one of many Members
who supported this idea of a Parliamentary Associa-
tion — a club in Strasbourg — but I did not realize,
and it certainly would not have been my intention,
that any public money should be devoted to it. If there
is need and desire for a club it shluld be paid for by the
members of that club.

So, Mr President, in conclusion, what I would say is
that we are proposing certain small reductions in
expenditure. We believe they are possible to achieve.
There are always with Parliament’s budget considera-
ble requests for transfers during the year. It is no bad
thing that the administration should be forced, if they
feel it necessary, to come and request transfers and
justify greater expenditure on that particular line.
Therefore in the interests of budgetary discipline we
have tabled these amendments and we hope that they
will be supported by the House.

Mr Bonde (CDI). — (DA) Mr President, this House
takes advantage of every possible opportunity to
demand more budgetary powers for the European
Communities, but Mr Pfennig’s report has given us
new proof that Parliament cannot even control its own
spending. On average, each Member of the European
Parliament now costs 4 million kroner a year. The
practice that has been used hitherto whereby the
budget is a cheque book full of blank cheques, is still
continuing instead of expenditure being calculated as
it is, for example, in national finance bills, and as the
Committee on Budgets now and again demands from
the Commission. Every figure in the budget is pure
guesswork. The rapporteurs for Parliament’s budget
find it impossible to check the accuracy of the calcula-
tions because so little work on the budget is done here
in the House. If a Danish minister presented such a
hopeless budget in our Parliament, he would be forced
to resign. This is not the biased judgment of a fanatical
opponent of the European Communities. It was a
Danish auditor of public accounts who made this com-
ment when I once showed him the results of a few
months’ work as rapporteur for Parliament’s budget.

The European Parliament loses no opportunity to ask
people in the Member States to go in for wage res-
traint and make savings in the public sector. How can
such an appeal be consistent with Parliament’s own
spendthrift ways when it comes to fringe benefits? In
two days, a Member of the European Parliament
receives more than a Danish student has to live on for
a whole month under the Education Ministry’s ‘starva-

" tion grants’. In three days a Member receives as much

as a senior citizen has to live on for a whole month.
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For each flight from Copenhagen to Strasbourg he
makes a profit of over 3000 kroner, and for the
eighth, ninth or tenth time the Members of my party,
together with those of the Socialist Party, are tabling
amendments to the report on Parliament’s budget, in
which we urge that payments for travel allowances and
other expenditure should be withheld if they exceed
the amounts actually spent. We do not propose that
Members should travel by train rather than fly. We do
not even propose that they should travel second class
instead of first. We are merely proposing the simple
principle that travel allowances should correspond to
the money actually spent, and that a hidden, illegal
payment should not be made from the account which
is entered in the budget as a travel allowance. Is this
really so difficult to understand?

In view of the forthcoming European elections, we
hope, this time, to receive a few more than the usual
five votes for the proposal. We hope for a majority so
that we can go home to the election campaign and say
that, despite everything, we have had a little influence
during the five years we have spent here in Parliament.

Mr Nielsen (L). — (DA) Mr President, I should like
to protest at Mr Bonde’s quoting a Danish auditor of
public accounts without mentioning any names or giv-
ing any indication as to who he was. Anyone could
come along and make all kinds of assertions.

Mr Bonde (CDI). — (DA) The information has
already been given, but I will be pleased to repeat it: it
was Mr Bernhard Baunsgaard. He is often quoted at
home.

Mr Kirk (ED). — (DA) Mr President, I too should
like to thank our rapporteur, Mr Pfennig, for his
excellent speech on Parliament’s budget. I can fully
endorse what our rapporteur, Lord Douro, has just
said about the Conservative Group’s attitude towards
the budget, namely that we are quite prepared to have
a critical look at it and that we will try to make savings
wherever possible.

But I should like to devote the rest of my speaking
time, Mr President, to Mr Bonde. We have now heard
yet another of his speeches on Parliament’s budget and
on the European Communities’ budget as a whole. Mr
Bonde has criticized the way in which the money is
used — the way in which travel allowances are worked
out. I should like to remind the Members present of
the situation that developed shortly after the 1979
direct elections, when Mr Bonde, together with the
other three opponents of the European Communities,
fought a really hard battle here in Parliament to be
allowed to join with the Italian radicals to form a
Technical Coordination Group — a political group, in
order to get money out of Parliament, more money
for his Community work at home in Denmark. In five

years now, this group has not been capable of doing
any political work.

(Applause)

We have never seen this group do anything at all
which could be considered as political work, so it
seems that their only reason for acting as they did in
1979 was to squeeze money from Parliament’s coffers.
They succeeded, and I believe that the Members
should be aware of the duplicity with which the Com-
munist Member, Mr Bonde, behaves here in the Euro-
pean Parliament.

Another thing I should like to mention, Mr President,
is that Mr Meller and I proposed in 1980 or 1981 that
Members’ travel allowances should be paid as per
account rendered, according to the money actually
spent. At that time we could get no support from Mr
Bonde. What kind of duplicity is it, that in the time
leading up to the elections, he now makes that same
proposal? When we brought the matter up, Mr Bonde
did not emerge as one of those who were willing to
support and try to implement what we were agreed on.

We have also seen the kind of technique which Mr
Bonde invariably uses in his political work: comparing
Parliament’s expenditure with ‘starvation grants’ at
home in Denmark, when what we are discussing is not
the same thing at all. As Mr Pfennig said in his rappor-
teur’s speech, we have compared Parliament’s expend-
iture with the expenditure of other parliaments and we
discovered that the European Parliament does not
spend any more money than other parliaments in its
parliamentary work. That is the kind of comparison
that should be made, but instead we are seeing once
again the kind of Communist agitation which leads to
two completely different things being compared.

As I said in my introduction, we are very much against
the way in which Mr Bonde is treating this budget. At
one time he was the rapporteur for Parliament’s
budget, but he had to resign after being forced to real-
ize that he did not have the political strength or the
will to cooperate politically that he would have needed
to find savings in the budget.

Mr President, we are prepared to find these savings.
Our Group will work to make savings wherever possi-
ble and to ensure, at the same time, that Parliament
can function as an effective Parliament. That is the
balance that we desire. Mr Bonde only wants to sabo-
tage Parliament.

(Applause)

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, I would like to join
others in congratulating Mr Pfennig on very good job
of work he has done over the last two years. I would
particularly give him my appreciation of the work that
he has done in negotiating with Parliament’s Bureau.
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However, I think we can say once again that Parlia-
ment fails to do the basic job of estimating its expendi-
ture in what could be described as a cost-efficient way
because what we do historically is to compare not
actual expenditure of previous years but previous
budgets. I am one of those who has pressed for Parlia-
ment to concentrate on drawing up its budget for the
following year on the actual expenditure on each of
the budget lines. In this context, I think this House
ought to understand that we have a very substantial
and unhappy record of underspend. In the last four
years Parliament’s budget was underspent by 22%,
13%, 13% and 10%. There was an average 15%
underspend. Those of us who suggest that Parlia-
ment’s budget is too fat are sustained by the actuality
of the past four years and more.

So I do believe that there is much more to be done in
getting 2 more slim, more efficient budget for Parlia-
ment and I particularly encourage Members to support
Lord Douro’s amendment, which calls for an across-
the-board cut of 5 million ECU. This proposed cut is
only 2-5% of the total budget and when you compare
2-5% of the budget with an average of a 15% under-
spend in the last four years, I am sure you will agree
that that is a move that Parliament should make.

May I draw attention to areas which call for investiga-
tion by the new Parliament. Rents of buildings: I
believe we spend much too much money on rent.
When you realize that we spend 10 times as much
money on the IPE building as we do on the Palais de
’Europe and also provide substantial money for the
Luxembourg Chamber, I am sure Members will agree
that this does require urgent attention.

In conclusion, may I say that I hope that Members will
support the amendments put forward in Lord Douro’s
name and again I thank the rapporteur for his good
job of work.

Mr Bonde (CDI). — (DA) A correction, Mr Presi-
dent. We did in fact support the Conservative proposal
to limit overpayment of expenses by introducing the
principle that only expenditure actually paid could be
reimbursed, and we ourselves have made this proposal
every single time this question has cropped up in Par-
liament since 1979, so there has been ample opportun-
ity to get this principle carried through. I also signed,
for example, Mr van Miert’s proposal, which was simi-
lar in content.

Mr Kirk said that, compared with national parlia-
ments, the European Parliament was not expensive.
This is not the case. The national parliament in which
Mr Kirk sits costs only one fifth as much per member
as this Parliament costs. And if Mr Kirk is so annoyed
at members of my Party also getting money from Par-
liament, he will have an opportunity tomorrow, in any
case, to curtail this practice by voting for the motion
that from now on only expenditure actually incurred
can be paid out.

Mr Kirk (ED). — (DA) Mr President, I must insist
that Mr Bonde was unable to support our proposal
that travel allowances 'should be paid as per account
rendered, as reservations were expressed concerning
the proposal which had been tabled. I must also
emphasize that our rapporteur has shown in this con-
nection that the European Parliament’s expenditure is
below or on a par with that of five other national par-
liaments. I can tell you, for example, that the Euro-
pean Parliament expenditure is roughly half that of the
British House of Commons, so it does not help to
make a comparison, as Mr Bonde is always so keen on
doing, and say: Parliament in Denmark, which con-
sists of 179 Members, is cheaper than a parliament
consisting of 434 Members using 7 different lan-
guages. One of the things we Danes attach great
importance to is precisely the fact that we have the dif-
ferent languages, and that is one of the things we will
continue to support and which it is necessary to spend
money on. Therefore I stand by everything that I said
in my first speech.

President. — Mr Bonde, I really cannot let this discus-
sion continue. Since you both speak the same language
you have no need of interpreters I would therefore ask
you to come to some agreement outside this hemi-
cycle. We are not going to continue this debate in
public.

Mr Pfennig (PPE), rapporteur. — (DE) 1 have asked
to speak once more since I should like to go into a
point touched on by both the previous speakers, i.e.
Mr Bonde and Mr Hord. I have no wish to get
involved in Mr Bonde’s electioneering but I neverthe-
less think that one thing is not on, i.e. that someone
should make use of the Danish Parliament or the Dan-
ish Court of Auditors for the purpose of his argument
without quoting the relevant figures. I do not have
these figures in writing and I do not wish to go into
details. It is simply not acceptable, however, that
somebody should simply get up her and talk about
something without quoting any figures or telling
everyone else how he reached his conclusions.

Mr Bonde and Mr Hord both agreed that the budget-
ary estimates could not be properly verified or that
they were too high compared with actual expenditure,
I should like to say in this connection that several
years ago it was indeed difficult to verify this Parlia-
ment’s estimates of expenditure — and this was in fact
at a time when Mr Bonde was supposed provisionally
to be rapporteur. Now, however, we have developed a
system whereby the rapporteur and the Committee on
Budgets can verify the estimates for each individual
line and subheading and in which the breakdown of
the costs is shown. Consequently, Mr Hord, I can also
say that the figures you quoted are perfectly correct as
regards the difference compared with what is not
spent. Nevertheless, your string of figures has already
shown that the unspent proportion is becoming less
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from year to year. We will see in the case of 1984 that
the budgetary estimates are already fairly realistic, and
they will be even more so in the case of 1985. This is
all I wanted to say on the points made by the two
speakers.

President. — Your comment is noted, Mr Pfennig.

The debate is closed. The vote will be taken at 3.30
p-m. tOMOIrow.

4. Budget discipline and the future financing of the Com-
munity

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-247/84), drawn up by Mr Lange on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets, on questions of budgets dis-
cipline and the future financing of the Community.

The following oral question with debate (Doc.
1-306/84), tabled to the Commission by Mr Ligios
and others, is also included in the debate:

Subject: The Community’s financial situation: the Com-
mission’s decision to set up a special reserve of
800 million ECU

According to press reports, in particular in ‘La Lettre
Europeenne’, the Commission has decided to set up a
special reserve of 800 million ECU by means of budget
transfers, deferred payments and the cancellation of pre-
vious commitments which will not be renewed and hence
mainly at the expense of the structural funds (EAGGF
Guidance Section, Social Fund, etc.)

Can the Commission say:
— whether these reports are true;

— whether the Commission intends to use these funds
for compulsory expenditure, assuming that by the
end of the year the funds allocated under the
budget for such expenditure prove insufficient;

— whether it considers that such steps can be recon-
ciled with its institutional responsibilities towards
the budget authority, especially the European Par-
liament, in view of the fact that this would mean
using funds for non-compulsory expenditure and
for purposes other than those laid down, in respect
of which the European Parliament also has respon-
sibilities and special powers, without Parliament
having been given prior notification or having held
the necessary debates on the subject?

Mr Lange (S), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President, lad-
ies and gentlemen, this report puts us in a somewhat
curious situation since the three proposals — i.e. the
Commission proposal dating from the end of 1983 on
budgetary discipline, the Commission proposal on the
future financing of the Community and, finally, a new
proposal on the creation of own resources, also dating
from 1984 — have been submitted to the Council. We

are sure of this — otherwise we could not discuss the
question — and have therefore called on the Council
to consult Parliament on these proposals. It has not,
however, done so up to now.

This is somewhat curious and indeed suspicious on the
part of the Council in that it points, if I might perhaps
put it this way, towards deteriorating relations
between the Council and this Parliament — and this is
the reason underlying the phase ‘not having been con-
sulted by the Council, despite the request it submitted’
in the second indent, which is .quite unprecedented in
a Parliamentary report. This deterioration had already
been apparent in the communiqué of the European
Council held in Brussels in March this year, which
speaks quite flatly, as far as budgetary discipline is
concerned, of the supremacy of the Council which in
the case of non-compulsory expenditure too, would
like to determine for itself, without consulting Parlia-
ment, the room for manoeuvre which this Parliament
enjoys or does not enjoy.

The Council would therefore appear to be on the way
to depriving Parliament of its powers under the Treaty
and would basically like to restrict it to performing an
advisory function.

If we were to tolerate such actions on the part-of the
Council at the end of this Parliament’s lifetime, it
would mean that the next Parliament, which is to be
elected between 14 and 17 June and to hold its constit-
uent assembly on 24 July, would be in a worse position
than in 1979 and perhaps even worse than before the
agreément of 1975 or even the supplementary agree-
ment of 1970, since the budgetary and financtal pow-
ers of this Parliament were established step by step
between 1970 and 1975. In 1970 the Council had even
taken the additional decision that there should be no
limit to Parliament’s participation in work on legisla-
tion with financial implications.

So far the Council has done nothing to put this deci-
sion into practice. It is keeping Parliament out of
things. This started in 1977 when the gentlemen from
the various national governments who form the Coun-
cil — and I say ‘gentlemen’ quite deliberately since we
have never yet had a woman member of the Council of
Ministers — although there have of course been a few
female officials — nevertheless it was these gentlemen
who suddenly realized what they had in fact accorded
Parliament in the agreement of 1975 and that they
were no longer the only ones running the show, since
a budgetary authority has been in existence since
1970/75 which consists of Parliament and Council or,
to put it more politely, of Council and Parliament.
However, if the budgetary authority consists of these
two halves, this can only mean that sooner or later
they must both have equal rights as regards decisions
on the budget! Thus it simply cannot be that the
Council lays down the framework for a future budget
all by itself and Parliament has to be a good little boy
and follow the Council’s decision. This is not on. Par-
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liament must therefore — as provided for in the Com-
mission proposal — demand that both bodies must
decide on the basic framework that they must work in
in connection with the future budget. I must make it
quite clear that this Parliament has always been in
favour of budgetary discipline — otherwise we would
not have rejected the budget for 1980 — and that it
has always been the Council which has overstepped
the Community’s financial limits!

(Applause)

It has overstepped these limits in an area of which the
Council can always be relied on to take particular
care, i.e. agricultural policy. However, this Parliament
has repeatedly made it clear that it is under no circum-
stances prepared to let this. Community degenerate
into a mere agricultural Community. Quite the con-
trary — this Community must develop in all the var-
ious policy areas, since only by going further and
deeper in this way will it be able to cope with all the
external and internal obstacles to its development.
Only in this way will the Community be able to sur-
vive in the long term as an economic and political
force in the world and for this reason we must demand
that the Council regard this Parliament as an equal
partner in its dealings with it and wvice versa. There
must finally be an end to all this nonsense about com-
pulsory and non-compulsory expenditure! This then is
all contained in our motion for a resolution. But this is
not the end of it. It also states that we are in favour of
increasing own resources and that these increased own
resources should not be used to help the Community
degenerate into a mere agricultural Community, but
should be put to use in all the various other areas of
policy which will permit the Community to develop
into a full-scale political force and not merely remain
at a particular level at which it no longer carries any
weight. We must do away with the distinction between
compulsory and non-compulsory expenditure and find
a way — and there is a way to be found — whereby
the two halves of the budgetary authority can discuss
the extent and details of the budget.

As we have advocated on previous occasions, we
should lay down the budget for the next year in a joint
discussion at the beginning of each budgetary year and
we were prepared to make this decision, which would
have been binding on us in subsequent budgetary deli-
berations, at the beginning of the year.

(The President asked the speaker to conclude)

Mr President, I do not want to criticize you, but the
task before us and the phase we have reached in our
development may well be of vital importance to this
Parliament and its competency. I should like to draw
attention to this fact. Parliament must know exactly
what is going on. However, I have virtually reached
the end of what I wanted to say anyway, and will ury
to fall in with your request.

We are — I repeat — in favour of increasing own
resources. However, they should not be used to limit
the scope of the Community but rather to deepen and
extend it. We will soon have to deal with Spain and
Portugal and for this reason there must be appropriate
developments in all these areas of policy. As we called
for many years ago in connection with the second sup-
plementary agreement of 1975, we need a financial
forecast which is binding for the detailed planning of
budgetary years, but which must subsequently be sup-
plemented in the light of developments. However,
Council has so far always rejected this financial fore-
cast which the Commission has also called for in the
past.

However, this will only work if the Council and Par-
liament come to some agreement on future policy
requirements in cooperation with the Commission.
However, this also means that we must clear up the
question — and I say this particularly for the benefit
of the Member States -— of what the Community can
or must do on its own, what the Member States can do
on their on and what must be done by the two
together. The answers to the financial questions would
then become virtually self-evident.

We call on the Council and Commission to hold
three-cornered talks on the basis of the agreement of
30 June 1982 in order to draw up joint proposals for
solutions to these various questions — which are of
great significance for the existence and scope of this
Parliament — so that Parliament and the Council can,
as budgetary authority, guarantee the further develop-
ment of this Community, which will also guarantee
that our citizens and Member States can benefit from
the Community.

(Applause)

Mrs Nikolaou (S). — (GR) Mr President, the Com-
mission’s proposals at the Brussels summit last March
on the future financing of the Community and on
budget discipline call for a firm and clear statement of
position by the European Parliament. As regards the
budget procedure, we have repeatedly dealt with this
subject. When I say ‘we’ I mean mainly the Socialists,
but also all the other groups as well as the Committee
on Budgets. In fact, at the end of 1982, the Committee
on Budgets put forward proposals for a revision of the
Financial Regulation based on the fact that this Regu-
lation is out of date, does not meet the Community’s
new needs and is urgently in need of revision.

A typical example is the classificatin of expenditure as
either compulsory or non-compulsory. This distinction
has given us all a great deal of trouble. It has pre-
vented financial transparency and complicated rela-
tions between the European Parliament and the Coun-
cil of Ministers by artificially masking contradictions,
because there are contradictions. At the end of 1983
the Committee on Budgets made a new move to revise
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the Regulation and asked the Commission and the
Council, together with the President of the European
Parliament, to put forward certain proposals. But
instead of proposals for tackling the problem at its
roots, the only concrete proposal to come from the
Council sought to limit the European Parliament’s
rights and powers with regard to budgetary procedure.
Was this the problem? We feel that budget discipline
cannot be achieved if the Council, unilaterally and
without taking account of the political necessities,
excludes in advance any possibility of exceeding the
maximum rate of increase of non-compulsory expend-
iture. This would mean not only restricting Parlia-
ment’s scope — already limited, in any case — for
influencing the revision of the budget, but also violat-
ing the spirit of the Treaties. In this case it would
mean an infringement of Article 203(9) of the Treaty,
which stipulates that this rate may be exceeded if there
is agreement between the European Parliament and
the Council that the needs of the Community call for
it.

. But what does this demand of the Council actually
mean? If one examines Parliament’s priorities and the
way in which it has spread its margin over specific
headings all these years, it is clear that this decision by
the Council runs counter to the European Parliament’s
effort to restructure the budget within the already suf-
focatingly narrow limits by reinforcing the social and
regional policies and aid to the Third World. Thus,
instead of the Community ceasing to be simply a Cus-
toms union with only a common agricultural policy
and progressing to other policies, the Council of Min-
isters is anxious to tone down even these minor efforts
in the right direction. We are against such an over-
cautious attitude. The Socialist Group has repeatedly
called for a global and ambitious policy in conjunction
with an overall rise in own resources, which will ena-
ble the Community to meet successfully the challenge
of the moment.

As regards the Commission’s proposals for curbing
agricultural expenditure, the problem is not the statist-
ical connection between certain rates or the participa-
tion of the Finance Ministers in the debates on agricul-
tural prices, but . ..

President. — Mrs Nikolaou, I am sorry but I must
now be very hard on the Socialist Members as I was
very lenient with your rapporteur. I now call Mr Barbi.

Mr Barbi (PPE). — (IT) Mr President, may I begin
by telling the Council representatives that we find it
hard to tolerante this continual preaching and these
repeated warnings over budget discipline, that is the
need for the budget to be strict and severe.

‘We members are not to blame for the money wasted
and the shortfalls in the Community budget. More-
over, the Council has the last word on compulsory

expenditure, which is by far the greatest share of the
budget, and Parliament is confident that it has done its
duty right from the start in this respect. In December
1979 we rejected the 1980 budget, mainly in order to
draw attention to its structural imbalance, as it allo-
cated too much expenditure to agriculture and too lit-
tle to other Community policies of vital economic
importance which could help in combating unemploy-
ment. In 1980 a working party of the Committee on
Budgets drafted timely and clear proposals to increase
own resources and submitted them to Parliament for a
vote in Spring 1981, as we were convinced that we
could not reduce expenditure on the agricultural
policy without renationalizing it. That would have
entailed increasing expenditure on agruculture in our
individual national budgets, since we can hardly wish
to reduce farmers’ earnings, which have improved
considerably in the last few years precisely as a result
of the common agricultural policy. Another considera-
tion is that similar financial aid to American farmers
cost the Federal administration twice what the CAP
costs, although the number of American farmers is
considerably lower than in Europe.

Therefore, since it was unrealistic to reduce agricul-
tural expenditure, there had to be an increase in the
funds available for new policies to allow the Com-
munity to take up the technological challenge posed
then — and even more now — by Japan and the
United States, and which the individual Member
States are not capable of facing.

This was also the only proper way of working towards
a solution of the British problem, which stems pre-
cisely from the fact that Britain is not 2 major agricul-
tural producer and consequently does not benefit
greatly from the advantages of the CAP. On the other
hand, it has a mainly industrial and tertiary economy
and could benefit a good deal from new Community
policies in these sectors.

The Commission allowed over two years to pass
before taking our requests into account. The positive
short-term trend in the world market for some basic
agricultural products gave the illusion, and no more
than the illusion, that agricultural expenditure would
be curbed automatically or even reduced, and that
funds would thus become available for other policies
even under the 1% of VAT system.

Furthermore, not only did the Council show how
incapable it was of restructuring the budget — apart
from preaching about budget discipline — but it did
not even manage to come to any definite decision
regarding scientific research, technological innovation.
transport or energy, in spite of clear suggestions and
constant urging from Parliament. So with no pressure
arising from new expenditure, decisions on new
revenue could simply be put off. But now the problems
have caught up with us, and in the worst possible man-
ner. The financial requirements of the agricultural
policy have expanded considerably and there are still
no new Community policies.
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We have always made it clear, as at the time of the
vote on the Arndt report, and as Mr Lange, the Chair-
man of the Committee on Budgets, reiterated just
now, that we want new financial resources not in
order to finance old policies, but above all to launch
Community actions in new sectors. The Council
appears to be working towards increasing own
resources, particularly with an eye to the accession of
Spain and Portugal.

Now that the crunch has come, all of us, the Council,
the Commission and all groups in this House, must
face up to reality. The enlargement of the Community,
the CAP and the new policies all require new
resources, and there is no getting away from this. We
must face the facts: since we have to make good the
deficit in the 1984 budget, which stemmed from the
Council’s decisions on the agricultural policy, it thus
seems logical to us that rather than depend on loans,
we give thought to drawing advances on future
finance available in 1985, which must be decided
quickly if we want it.

We obviously prefer advances to the loans suggested
by the Commission or the other possible solutions put
forward by various colleagues, from my group as well.
Our main reason for prefering advances is that we do
not wish to abandon the own resources system. Loans
could turn out to be a disguised way of returning to a
type of national contributions scheme, whereas ad-
vances are closely linked to the own resources system
and have the effect of compelling even those who do
not want to admit it, that resources need to be ade-
quately increased. That is why I asked Mr Tugendhat
whether the 1985 budget included a provision for
meeting the 1984 deficit, because I think that is where
the deficit must be made good, and not by resorting to
any other means.

The thing we must really try and prevent is that some
stratagem is found to make good and conceal the 1984
deficit, which should be kept visible for everyone to
see. The Council, the governments and national par-
liaments have to realize that, with such limited
resources, the Community simply cannot function.
They must have the courage and political perspicacity
to choose between strengthening the Community fin-
ancially and institutionally and going back to a state of
national self-sufficiency and self-interest, narrow
national viewpoints and all their economical and polit-
ical consequences.

Let us also make it clear that we cannot stand by and
allow any attempt to be made to reduce or disguise
this deficit by cutting funds for the regional and social
policies or the very modest appropriations set aside for
what amounts to a bare start on Community policies in
the new sectors, funds for which we had to fight so
hard year after year in this Parliament. If the already
unfavourable balance between compulsory and non-
compulsory expenditure is altered, the very limited
powers of this Parliament would be further reduced,

but more importantly this would mean abandoning
even the first beginnings of Community actions which
we consider to be the only way of combating unem-
ployment through the economic recovery and
development of Europe.

Those, Mr President, are the general political reasons
why we support Mr Lange’s motion and the Scrivener
report. Mr Notenboom and Mr Langes will say more
about the economis, financial and budgetary details.

(Applause from the centre)

Mr Lange (S), rapporteur. — (DE) Ladies and gentle-
men, I must urge you not to get my report mixed up
with Mrs Scrivener’s as you will otherwise end up with
something of a hotchpotch.

One of these report concerns the total clarification of
the competency of this Parliament while Mrs Scrive-
ner’s report on the other hand says that we must come
to some clear agreement as to how, if at all, we can
cover budgetary requirements given the exhaustion of
own resources. These are two completely different
questions and I would be grateful, Mr President, if
you could keep this very much in mind while chairing
this discussion.

President. — I have nothing against a hotchpotch Mr
Lange, but I go along with you.

Lord Douroe (ED). — Mr President, it is appropriate
that Mr Lange should end his term as 2 Member of the
European Parliament and as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Budgets by presenting to us today such an
important report about — as he rightly says — the
budgetary powers of the European Parliament. We are
at a stage now where all the Community institutions
realize that the budgetary procedure could be
improved, and I would very much like to support the
sort of ideas that Mr Lange was referring to, which he
has expressed in his report, and which the Commission
also supports, namely, that at the beginning of a budg-
etary process there should be a joint agreement
between the institutions including the Parliament on
how the Community should spend its money and the
limits that it should place upon expenditure. That
seems to me absolutely essential in the present state of
the Community’s budgetary affairs and it is the sort of
idea which this group would like to support in every
possible way.

I also would like to support on behalf of our group the
proposal by Mr Lange in his report that the distinction
between compulsory and non-compulsory expenditure
should be eradicated. It has always been an artificial
distinction. It has led to the most complicated budget-
ary procedures with Parliament really only having
powers over non-compulsory expenditure and the
Council having the power over compulsory expendi-
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ture. That in itself has led to inter-institutional rivalry
- which was not necessary, and I think the Community
would be well-rid of this distinction. I hope that will
be not only supported by this House today, but
adopted by the other institutions as well and will lead
to a change in the Treaty.

Mr President, my group has only tabled one small
amendment to Mr Lange’s report. We believe that the
way the new resources are spent — which will proba-
bly be made available to the Community and from
what Mr Tugendhat said this morning, are urgently
required — was more precisely defined in Mr Arndt’s
report of last November. Therefore we favour that
wording and would like to introduce that as an
amendment to Mr Lange’s report which I hope he will
feel able to support as well. We think it is a good
report and we will support it.

Mrs Scrivener (L). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should first of all like to join my col-
leagues in thanking Mr Lange for his report on a sub-
ject which is most essential, and I would even go so far
as to say vital, for the life of the Community. I should
like to add that the Liberal Group naturally whole-
heartedly supports the report.

As in the past, we ourselves wholy approve the fact
that emphasis is put on budget discipline and agree
that this means that we must still aim to improve man-
agement. We also unreservedly second the view that
budget discipline should enable us to ensure that
expenditure committed is more effective at European
than at national level. But on the other hand we can-
not accept that budget discipline should be an excuse
for challenging decisions taken by the budget auth-

ority.

I will certainly not be the only one to have noticed
that, for some time now, several Member States have
wanted to disregard the powers of the European Par-
liament. There are times when things need to be said: I
find this attitude astonishing at a time when we are
preparing for the second elections by universal suf-
frage to the European Parliament and when these
same States claim to be resolutely in favour of contin-
uing the construction of Europe. We are admittedly
accustomed to such inconsistencies, but even so there
are times when it is advisable to point these things out.

As for the Commission, which is the subject of the oral
question, it has concluded that appropriations will not
be enough to cover the EAGGF Guarantee Section
and it has decided on its own authority to economize
in the non-compulsory expenditure section. All this is
rather irresponsible and in fact even infringes the
provisions of the Treaties. I think that by adopting the
report tabled by Mr Lange, Parliament will be giving
the Commission a solemn warning. To be honest, we
cannot understand the Commission’s attitude. Why
should the Commission regard the Parliament as it
does?

Mt President, I will conclude by reminding the House
that in our opinion Parliament cannot be blamed for
the Community’s financial position today, since we
have for a number of years continually drawn the
attention of the other Institutions to the dangers of
this happening. When we look back over the past we
can see that in 1979, for example, we rejected the 1980
budget. I have no compunction about saying so — it is
a sort of admission of guilt on my part — because the
Liberal Group opposed it. At that time we were
already faced with all the difficulties confronting us
today. The responsibility must lie with the Council,
which has been unable to overcome its differences,
and also with the Commission, which has hesitated so
often. So it is high time to react, for what the Com-
munity needs is close cooperation between the Institu-
tions and not a constant search, which is what is hap-
pening today, for ways of circumventing Parliament’s
budget powers.

Mr Eisma (NI). — (NL) I should really keep my
mouth shut since I cannot put it any better than Mr
Lange has already done. However, we fully agree that
steps must be taken to improve budgetary discipline if
the available resources are to be allocated efficiently.

Under a proper budgetary procedure, the budgetary
authorities should decide on measures of this kind
jointly. We are strongly opposed to the idea of the
Council one-sidedly imposing measures regarding
budgetary discipline and future financing without con-
sultation with the European Parliament, since this is in
conflict with the Council’s obligation to consult Par-
liament on questions of this kind. Indeed, the Coun-
ciP’s practice of restricting expenditure on the assump-
tion that the European Parliament will amend the
budget in fact constitutes an attack on the budgetary
powers of this Parliament and the same is true of the
recent internal procedure applied in the Council.
These practices mean that the European Parliament is
reduced to a second-class budgetary authority which
may be allowed to join in the game even though the
results are known in advance. We therefore whole-
heartedly support the motion for a resolution by the
Committee on Budgets in its rejection of this behav-
iour on the part of the Council.

We also support the proposal to abolish the distinction
between compulsory and non-compulsory expenditure
— indeed one of the main objectives of the new Euro-
pean Parliament should be to abolish this artificial dis-
tinction and hence bring about a more balanced divi-
sion of competency between the two halves of the
budgetary authority. Mr President, we all want a new
policy. This is quite clear and will necessitate increas-
ing own resources. Certainly, with an eye to the acces-
sion of Spain and Portugal, the Community’s share of
VAT should in our view, be increased to between
1-8% and 2%.

" Ishould like to conclude, Mr President, by saying that

we regard the motion for a resolution by the Com-
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mittee on Budgets as very important. We shall there-
fore give it our wholehearted support and I should like
to repeat, that I once more found what the rapporteur,
Mr Lange, had to say quite fascinating. We shall miss
him during the next period of office.

Mr Langes (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, both in the Committee on Budgets and
here in the plenary assembly the Christian Democrats
have not only always gone along with the basic ideas
put forward here today by the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Budgets, but, unlike certain Members of this
House, explicitly defended them. It is regrettable that
so few Members are present this morning, since we are
faced with the problem of defending the budgetary
rights which our predecessors fought for from 1970 to
1975. Thus we are by no means cheerfully extending
these budgetary rights — as implied in the Spinelli
report — but have reached a point where a very
curious inconsistency has come about in the political
arena. On the one hand we hear talk in various quart-
ers — including the election campaign — to the effect
that European Parliament must be given more rights
and legislative powers — and I am very much in
favour of this — while many representatives of the
Council say in the same breath that they want to res-
trict Parliament’s budgetary rights when the question
of Community financing comes up, since the proposals
by the Brussels Council — to the effect that the Coun-
cil of Ministers should, so to speak, fix a ceiling,
would obviously not only restrict the budgetary com-
petency of this Parliament but eliminate it completely
in several areas.

I regret, therefore, that so few Members are present,
since when we Members are asked in discussions
whether or not we in fact have anything to say in
Strasbourg, we have hitherto always proudly pointed
out that we have our budgetary powers and our right
of control. For this reason, when this Parliament
comes to vote on the report by Mr Langes it must take
it quite clear to the Council with a massive majority
that it could not tolerate its rights being restricted, and
it must make it clear to all the people of Europe that
so-called economy measures could be used by the
Council of Ministers as a pretext for attacking parlia-
mentary rights. This is why today’s debate is such a
serious matter. Mrs Scrivener’s report concerns the
question of how we are to bridge the budgetary gap.
We have made it clear in the Committee on Budgets
that, as the saying goes, whoever calls the tune must
pay the piper. Thus if the Council of Minister of Agri-
culture decides that something must be paid for and
that the necessary funds are not available, this same
Council or the Council of Minister of Finance must
obviously also ask the question of how it is to go about
it. The criticism I would make of the Commission is
that it has taken the responsibility for this problem
upon itself once more, whereas it should be first and
foremost a question for the Council to answer. What is
all this about loans with interest? Should we pay the

Council interest on its loans for something which the
Council itself wanted and put into practice, ie. the
legislation in the agricultural field? This is surely non-
sense both legally and politically, I should like to say
to the Commission that we can forget Article 235 in
this context since filling this gap would not be a matter
of exceptional expenditure but something which forms
a normal part of the work of this Parliament and the
Council. For this reason, Mr Lange, your report must
provide us with a solution which is acceptable within
the overall context of this Parliament’s policy. The
only form this solution can take is for us to say that
the own resources at our disposal are not sufficient so
we must use them as an advance for 1985. Then the
gap for 1985 and hence the pressure on the Council
will become still greater and the question will arise as
to when the 1% ceiling will be exceeded. This ques-
tion will thus come up once more in 1985 and we will
have to put pressure on the Council once more to find
a solution in collaboration with this Parliament. The
issues dealt with in the report by Mr Lange and Mrs
Scrivener are interrelated and we should consider
them in conjunction. We want a joint policy with the
Council and the Council must respect our rights which
were not, after all, handed to us on a plate because
there was no choice in the matter, but with a view to
building up a democratic Europe.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR JAQUET
Vice-President

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, in the light of what Mr Lange has said,
perhaps I should begin by emphasizing that it is my
intention to devote myself to the report on budgetary
discipline and future financing, in other words Mr
Lange’s motion for a resolution, and that it is not my
intention to deal with Mrs Scrivener’s report, about
which the Commission will have its say in due time
when the House debates it. I want to make it clear
that, as Mr Lange suggested, I am dealing with one
subject and not with both. In any case, the resolution
which Mr Lange has put before the House is quite suf-
ficiently important to receive a reply in its own right.

In the end-of-term spirit pervading the proceedings of
the House at the moment, it would be indelicate of me
to say too much to the effect that the resolution is
addressed largely to the Council and that the Council
is conspicuous largely by its absence. That is a point
which, perhaps, ought to be made, though I won’t go
into it any further than that, except to say that I think
it is a pity that the Presidency is not represented along
with the permanent staff — with great respect to the
permanent staff.
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I should like to comment briefly on what Mr Lange
said. It is important not only in its own right but
because it is, to some extent, going to be Mr Lange’s
testament. With a large part of his report the Commis-
sion can only express its full agreement. Indeed, in our
own communications on budgetary discipline we have
sought to reinforce many of the points to which Mr
Lange attaches importance. We too have stressed —
and I and my colleagues have argued this point at
length in the face of a not always receptive Council —
the need for close cooperation between all three insti-
tutions if the Community’s budget procedure is to
work effectively. We have also argued that optimum
use of the Community’s resources can only be assured
on the basis of clearly defined guidelines and priorities
to be determined by both — and I do repeat both —
arms of the budget authority. We have emphasized the
importance of multiannual financial planning in this
respect.

The Commission has also, as this House is aware, jus-
tified an increase in the Community’s share of VAT in
order to further development and consolidation of
Community policies in all areas. I answered a question
to that effect from Mrs Castle earlier. Indeed, we have
gone further and proposed a specific regime of guide-
lines for the growth of agricultural expenditure,
designed to ensure that in future such expenditure
increases at a rate less than that of the growth of the
Community’s own resources. It is perhaps surprising
therefore in the light of the Committee on Budget’s
past position on this issue that Mr Lange’s resolution
does not express support for such a guideline.

There is, however, one specific point in the resolution
where the Commission has adopted a different
approach. It is proposed in Mr Lange’s motion for a
resolution that the differentiation between compulsory
and non-compulsory expenditure should be aban-
doned. This would mean an amendment of the Treaty
of Rome. It is for this House to judge whether a revi-
sion of the Treaty in such a fundamental area would in
the present circumstances be desirable. We, for our
part, have not thought it wise or realistic to advocate
any such amendment. Instead we have been prepared
to seek a smoother operation of the budget procedure
on the basis of the existing provisions of the Treaty
and in full respect of the powers which both halves of
the budgetary authority already have.

Finally, since I see from the agenda that it has been
included in this debate, I should like to answer on the
Commission’s behalf the question raised by Mr Ligios
and others concerning the way in which the Commis-
sion is executing the 1984 budget. This is a point to
which I referred in answer to a question from Mr
Barbi. I regret that Mr Ligios is not here to hear the
reply which I promised him, but no doubt one of the
other members of his group who is here will be able to
convey to him what I am about to say. The question
refers to press reports for which the Commission is not
responsible and which deliberately seek to give a mis-

leading picture of the Commission’s intentions. The
true position concerning the 1984 budget, for whose
execution the Commission is solely responsible, is as
follows. Since the beginning of the year we in the
Commission have been conscious of the need for a
particularly prudent management of the 1984 budget,
given the virtual exhaustion of the Community’s own
resources. Since the early months of the year, we have
also been aware of the likelihood, in addition to a
potential overrun on EAGGF Guarantee expenditure,
of a certain shortfall in the Community’s revenues by
comparison with the budget forecast.

As a result, the Commission has taken certain precau-
tionary measures designed to control and monitor the
execution of the budget during the early part of the
year, pending the preparation of decisions for submis-
sion to the budgetary authority.

The Commission finalized its preparation of these
decisions on 17 April. Its proposals are set out in docu-
ment COM(84) 250 final and are now being examined
both by Parliament and Council. In that document,
the Commission indicated that it would be able, with-
out putting in peril any of the Community’s own poli-
cies or actions, to find management economies of the
order of 350 million ECU in its execution of the 1984
budget, particularly as a result of a more rigorous atti-
tude concerning the recommitment of cancelled cre-
dits and the carryover credits from last year.

This decision by the Commission replaces the regime
of precautionary measures which preceded it. The
management economies involved, full details of which
have been given both orally and in writing to the
budgetary authority, concern both compulsory, and
noncompulsory expenditure and both agricultural and
non-agricultural expenditure. They are designed to
cover part of an anticipated shortfall in the Com-
munity’s own resources. There is no question of their
being used in order to transfer credits from the non-
compulsory part of the budget to EAGGF Guarantee.

These are, Mr President, I repeat, the only specific
management economies which the Commission has
identified. None the less, we are, given the difficult
and uncertain budgetary situation this year, seeking to
manage the whole of our execution of the budget in a
general spirit of prudence and care: I do not believe
that in the Community’s current circumstances it
would be wise or responsible of the Commission to do
otherwise.

Mr President, as Mr Lange pointed out in his speech,
the House is unfortunately not very will attended this
morning. However, I hope, none the less, that what I
have said will be marked and noted by Members of all
political groups and that they will put this definitive
statement of the Commission’s actions in the forefront
of their minds rather than some of the rumours, alle-
gations and speculations that have gained currency in
recent weeks.
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Mr Lange, rapporteur. — (DE) I should like to begin
by making a remark on the procedure. It is true that
Mrs Scrivener’s report does not yet figure on the
agenda. However, it very clearly states our views on
what must be done to tackle the problem of exhaus-
tion of own resources. This is a question which must
be discussed separately and not in conjunction with
the report on budgetary discipline, sirice no written
opinion in the form of a resolution is otherwise before
the Council. Since we have to decide once more this
afternoon on the question of whether or not Mrs
Scrivener’s report is to be included on the agenda, I
would ask you all to do your bit to see that it is in fact
included so that we can deal with it separately and in
detail.

This is what I meant when I said that the two matters
were not so closely interrelated. It would be pointless
to take them together since even if we would thereby
have voiced our opinion on it, the Council does not
need to take any notice of things which are merely
recorded in the minutes and not explicitly addressed to
it.

As regards the question currently before us, I should
like to thank those Members who have said they will
support the motion for a resolution. However, this was
already clear from our discussions in the Committee
on Budgets. I should like to point out, by way of
explanation for the amendments we have tabled, that
all previous reports have been listed in our present
report, which means that Parliament’s old position is
entirely unaffected. It did not appear essential, but it
was the wish of the Committee on Budgets that all
these positions should be mentioned explicitly once
more in this report. Otherwise the central question of
this debate might well not have been the question of
whether Parliament’s position as described by the
Treaties has been maintained, which is the main point
we are discussing today. This is what our debate is
about, but not only this.

The point we make in paragraph 3 is, I think, com-
pletely logical. If the Council tries to restrict or even
abolish our competency, it is this Parliament’s down-
right duty to say that this is not at all what it has in
mind. This has nothing to do with realism or Realpoli-
tik or anything of that kind. It is simply showing the
Council what is really called for and for this reason we
also call for the application of the agreement of
30 June 1982.

Then we will see how far we can get together. Then
we will have to discuss these questions. We cannot ask
right at the outset whether it is advisable to wy and
introduce an amendment to the Treaty in the current
difficult political situation. There may be other ways
of coming to agreement on this matter. We have
already settled other questions in this way with the
three different institutions, i.e. the Council, Commis-
sion and Parliament. Why should it not be possible this
time too? I am optimistic on this point, since it would

appear to be a logical development. Since we had no
doubts about the fact that optimism has its place in
policy making, this should also be assessed accord-
ingly, and paragraph 7 is of decisive significance in this
connection. We will get together, discuss matters, try
to find a joint solution and then turn again to the bod-
ies responsible for making the decisions. This will lead
to a solution which is acceptable for all concerned
and, most important, this annual repetition of a totally
superfluous budgetary conflict will be avoided.

Parliament is constantly blamed for this and people
claim that it is merely trying to throw its weight about
or something like that. That is all nonsense. What Par-
liament is trying to do is to exercise its competency
and meet its responsibilities. Basically it is always the
Council which is to blame for these conflicts. We can
put an end to this state of affairs in this way and we
should both try to do so in a positive spirit. I some-
times get fed up hearing the expression ‘Realpolitik’
since many people use it as an excuse for leaving
everything as it is. I hope the Commission will be able
to take this step and discuss matters with us and with
the Council. Then we will see what comes of it.

It will still be possible for us to do this during the life
of this present Parliament so that the next Parliament,
which is to hold its constituent assembly on 24 July,
can inherit what we have achieved.

It strikes me as a little too highfalutin to refer to it as a
heritage, but I hope that the work and time which var-
ious people including myself have put into the
development of democratic institutions within the
Community will not come to nothing but will rather
be followed up. It will only be possible for us to build a
European Community if it is organized in a com-
pletely democratic manner. Otherwise it is a non-
starter.

(Applause)

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

Mr Sutra (S). — (FR) According to the agenda that
we have been given for this evening’s votes, we are
going to vote on the report by Mrs Scrivener. Mr Tug-
endhat has just told us that he would reply to the
report by Mr Lange. Are we scheduled to vote on
these two items or only on the report by Mrs Scrive-
ner?

Mr Lange (S), chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
— (DE) Mr Sutra, I said something earlier in connec-
tion with the Scrivener report. We shall be required to
decide at three o’clock whether the report is going to
be considered this afternoon, and I urge all the Mem-
bers to be here in the Chamber at three o’clock so that
this report can be placed on the agenda. I am also
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appealling to those who used the quorum rule yester-
day to keep this report off the agenda not to do so
again. I am asking everyone to be present so that we
have a quorum, since we have to deal with this Scrive-
ner report and let the Council know our views on this
matter. I think that answers Mr Sutra’s question, Mr
President.

President. — Thank you for answering the question,
Mr Lange. You made an appeal to those who were
present. I think it is much more important to appeal to
those who are absent.

5. Economic situation

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-210/84), drawn up by Sir Brandon Rhys Williams
on behalf of the Committee on Economic and Mone-

tary Affairs, on the

communication from the Commission to the Council on
the economic situation in the Community, in accordance
with Article 2 of the convergence decision of 18 Febru-
ary 1974 (COM(84) 108 final).

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams (ED), rapportesr. — Mr
President, it has been my good fortune to serve in the
past 11 years as a member of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. It was a particular
honour to be asked by my colleagues to act as rappor-
teur for the last of our series of reports in this Parlia-
ment on the economic situation in the Community. As
I am not standing in next month’s elections, this is the
last serious responsibility I shall undertake as an MEP.

When I joined the committee in January 1973, the
Bretton Woods Agreement setting up an economic
order for the free world had still not completely bro-
ken down. Many people believed that the discipline of
fixed exchange rates and the goodneighbour economic
policies adopted at the end of the war could be put
back in place. Two things made that hope a vain one:
the shock of the rises in energy prices in the following
years and the growing volume of fast-moving capital
shifting between the major financial centres of the free
world in search of short-term advantage. These factors
gave rise to the inflation of the national paper curren-
cies at different rates and created conditions both for
public-sector and private-sector decision-makers
which severely restricted confidence and the ability to
predict the future course of industrial, trading and
monetary conditions.

The free world has largely come to terms with the
return of high-cost energy, but we still have to tackle
the problems of unstable exchange rates and anomal-
ous monetary conditions in the financial centres of the
free world, including those within our own Com-
munity, which make it difficult to embark on econo-

mic and investment policies of the kind that would
enable us to make the most of our economic potential.

Before the breakdown of the Bretton Woods Agree-
ment, the common market was a triumphant success.
Now it is marking time. There are certainly some
hopeful signs, as the Commission points out in its
report. In the United States, in spite of the distortions
caused by the imbalance of the federal budget, there
have been some important forward moves towards
economic recovery. The continuing expansion of the
Pacific economies is one of the phenomenal, benign
developments of our century. In Europe, we stand to
gain from the improvement of economic conditions in
the two other time zones of the world’s economic
activity. There are some improvements to be noted in
economic conditions within the European Economic
Community too.

The tone of the text of the Commission’s report is,
however, too optimistic. The facts are made clearer in
the tables on the last page of it. Unemployment in
America and in Japan is now falling, but in our Com-
munity it is still slowly rising. World trade is increasing
in volume, but our share of it is falling. The proportion
of available resources we are devoting to research and
to investment is much oo small. The missing element
is confidence.

There are still too many factors inhibiting the revival
of the European economy. We should ask ourselves
why. It is not because our national economies are too
closely integrated or harmonized by the terms of the
Treaty. It is because our European economy is still
fragmented by barriers to the completely free move-
ment of goods and capital like tax differences and
exchange- and interest-rate uncertainties, resulting
from the persistence of independent nationalist direc-
tion of the circumstances in which European business
— public and private sector — still has to operate.

If we sincerely want the solutions to our economic dif-
ficulties, we shall find them in the Treaty. The answers
are to be found in this book. We know how to solve
our problems. The question is, have we the will? In
our democractic Community, can common sense
break through? I am confident that it can and that it
will, because it must.

Because we have not fully learned the lessons of the
period of economic nationalism which damaged our
economies so terribly 50 years ago, we are still repeat-
ing our mistakes. But we do not have to. My report is
strongly unionist in character, and in that, I believe, it
reflects the convictions held on all sides in the Com-
mittee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.

I shall not try to summarize the recommendations
which my committee has endorsed in my report,
although I trust that each will be thoroughly consid-
ered by the Council and by those responsible for
monetary policy in the various national and interna-
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tional institutions of the Community. I would like sim-
ply to end my speech by drawing attention to the para-
graph which closes my motion for a resolution: “The
European Parliament . . .

records its dissatisfaction with the low level of coopera-
tion between Member States in formulating their mone-
tary, economic and fiscal policies, but recognizes that in
many instances the governments of the Member States
are pursuing the commitments on which they were
elected; stresses the extent of the danger to the econo-
mic achievements of the Community of separatist and
protectionist trends, and trusts that the Community elec-
tors will continue to recognize the economic benefits to
be gained through the achievement of European union.

I trust that my report will win the approval of the
House.

(Applause)

Mr Papantoniou (S). — (GR) Mr President, I am
tempted to repeat some points from my speech on the
Herman report last March. In fact, the background is
still the same. The economic and social situation of the
Community remains grim, the basic points in the
report by Sir Brandon Rhys Williams are close to
those in the Herman report and, lastly, there seems no
hope of a real change in the economic policies of those
countries which are in a position to change them.

But on the other hand, it is becoming more and more
apparent every day that the continuation of the cur-
rent economic policy is leading to the prolongation of
mass unemployment, which sooner or later will put
our democratic institutions to the test. Three weeks
ago the Centre for European Policy Studies published
a remarkable paper by Professors Layard, Basevi,
Blanchard, Buiter and Dornbusch entitled “Europe —
the case for unsustainable growth’, which refers to the
economic impasses into which the continuation of the
current economic policy is leading and makes an
urgent appeal for a change of course.

I would warmly recommend Mr Ortoli, Mr Herman,
Mr von Bismarck and Sir Brandon Rhys Williams to
read this book very carefully in order to understand
how broad the scope actually is for a change in the
economic policy currently being pursued in the Com-
munity and for conducting an expansionist financial
policy in the two countries where there is such scope,
namely Germany and the United Kingdom. In fact,
the analysis of this book unreservedly supports the
views put forward by the Socialist Group during the
debate on the Herman report last March.

In particular, this analysis shows that the productive
resources, i.e. capital and labour, which are now avail-
able to the two Community countries I mentioned,
Germany and the United Kingdom, to which I would
also add the Netherlands, permit a much higher level
of demand, production and employment than that
which exists in the Community at present.

Another important point is that the existing structural
budgetary deficits, when adjusted to allow for the
effects of inflation and the recession, are positive, in
other words, they are actually surpluses, so that there
is considerable scope for pursuing an expansionist
financial policy, i.e. for boosting demand by lowering
taxes or increasing public expenditure.

Lastly, the coordinated application of financial policy
avoids ariy balance of payments risks. It is difficult, Mr
President, for people who are aware of economic facts
to deny these simple economic truths. When they do
$0, it is in order to cover up the fundamental ideologi-
cal shift which their espousal of monetarist dogma has
imposed on them. It is in fact the first time since the
war that the European Right denies that the State,
with the economic policy it pursues, is responsible for
economic activity and employment.

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams, as the rapporteur of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, is the
spokesman of this new spirit of the European Right. In
voting against the report by Sir Brandon Rhys Wil-
liams, the Socialist Group is issuing a message before
the elections. We Socialists, wherever and whenever
we are in power, side with the unemployed.

Mr von Bismarck (PPE). — (DE) Mr President,
before I begin I should like to make a remark for the
benfit of Mr Papantoniou. I would advise him to con-
tact the former chairman of our Committee, Mr
Jacques Delors, who is now the French Minister of
Finance, and ask him to explain the real facts so that-
the Socialists do not go on making gross errors. Ten
years ago, the Council decided in principle that the
Commission should draw up guidelines for the con-
vergence of the 10 economies making up the Com-
munity. It obviously did this because it realized in a
lucid moment that the European family of Ten in real-
ity had only a single joint future and that mistakes
made in any one country were always at the expense
of the other nine.

Now, 10 years later, the question arises as to why the
Commission, particularly in the last report which we
are debating here today, feels it has to be so easy on
the countries which have so far failed to follow up, or
at least to follow up adequately, its excellent recom-
mendations and hence failed to act in accordance with
the interests of their citizens. The main reason — i.c.
the real reason which they are keeping quiet about —
is clear: the Commissioners have frequently acted
more on the basis of national interests rather than
pan-European interests and criteria. Why should this
be? The answer is that, like politicians in general, they
are more afraid of incurring disapproval at home than
incurring the disapproval of this European Parliament
which was elected by 270 million people. If this should
continue in this area as in practically every other, I am
confident that it would encourage, indeed force, the
next Parliament to exercise its right to dismiss the
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Commission, which would make it clear once and for
all to everybody including the subsequent Commission
that the Commission’s authority derives from the Par-
liament and that the Parliament is the Commission’s
authority.

What, above all, must the new Parliament insist on in
the field of economic policy?

Firstly, the market economy laid down by the Treaties
is intended to be for the benefit of the citizens and
must remain so or, more precisely, must move more
and more in this direction, as Mr Lange has already
said.

Secondly, this market economy is defensible only if it
has positive social implications — indeed this is what
the parties to the Treaty had in mind. It must serve the
social interests and welfare in the broadest sense of all
concerned.

Thirdly, how can this be done? On the one hand lively
free competition is an essential feature of a market
economy since only with this principle of free compe-
tition as its taskmaster, so to speak, can the self-
interest of those involved in the market be pressed into
the service of the common good. Only in this way
does it lead to democratic freedom.

On the other hand, a socially-orientated market econ-
omy calls for stable currency and zero inflation if the
exploitation of the weak, who have their savings
locked away in a cupboard or in a savings bank, is to
be avoided. A socially-orientated market economy
requires a zero inflation rate if there are to be enough
jobs to be able to offer work to everyone who wishes
to work. Any degree of inflation is a threat to jobs —
indeed, it is the mother of unemployment. Inflation in
one country also affects the other nine, it militates
against mutual support and social interests and leads
to the exploitation of the weaker sections of the popu-
lation in the nine partner countries too. This is an area
in which we feel a particular need for clarity on the
part of the Commission. We need adequately specific
guidelines based on a sense of social responsibility for
the citizens of Europe.

A further prerequisite for a European market economy
which is in the social interests of all concerned is a
European currency — a common, stable and reliable
world-class currency controlled by a central autono-
mous authority and based primarily on the mainte-
nance of stability.

Finally, the cry of ‘me first’! and the nationalistic vetos
practiced by the Council have no place in a socially-
orientated and mutually beneficial market economy of
this kind. Anyone who continues to defend this prac-
tice is working against the general interests not only of
his own citizens but of the people of Europe as a
whole. There can be no such thing as going it alone in
future, since all the members of the European family

of Ten have to foot the bill regardless of where it is
actually presented. This is something they will have 1o
realize sooner or later.

Parliament, must, therefore, insist that in future deci-
sions are taken in a democratic manner and in accord-
ance with the majority wishes of the people, so that
our market economy may genuinely function in the
social interests of everyone alike. We in this Parlia-
ment have, with the Herman report which was based
on the general opinion by Ball and Albert, stated our
views as to what direction economic and social policy
should take in coming years. One of the points on
which the Commission will be judged in future is
whether and how it follows Parliament’s suggestions.

Videant consules.

Mr Bonaccini (COM). — (IT) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, this is the first time in the life of this
Parliament that we have had the opportunity of dis-
cussing the economic situation in the Community in
circumstances which are not constantly worsening but
allow us to glimpse a first few modest but sure signs of
recovery.

So even if we have not yet reached the turning point
we all hope for, the present situation is worth examin-
ing carefully. Naturally the data we have available are
provisional, so the report can only be conditional: the
next Parliament will carry out a more detailed exami-
nation. Nevertheless I believe that, as of now, there
are signs which encourage us to be slightly more for-
ward-looking and attentive to the possibilities which
might open up.

There is no doubt that company balance-sheets are
improving, and not only in Italy. It is also true that
productivity is tending to rise in national economies
and, I believe, generally throughout the Community.
Moreover, some Community measures are allowing
lost time to be made up. I am referring to the steps
taken in the last few days in respect of an intervention
programme in growth industries and advanced sectors,
and I think the Commission should be urged to pro-
ceed further in this direction.

Even public balance-sheets are tending to improve,
and something is being done about structural deficits.
Whether this is being done well or badly is another
matter, but at least it is being seen to.

From this point of view I must say that the Commis-
sion has done excellent work with the working docu-
ment submitted to us, because it draws our attention to
the main points very succinctly. One of these is unem-
ployment, which is on a par, so to speak, with the
external factors affecting the policy of economic
recovery. The Commission documents states on page 4
that some policies applied - by the United States that
is — threaten to jeopardize the growth capacity of the
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American economy and to encourage new protection-
ist presures, and further on it deals with the link with
problems in the Third World.

Our debate today follows on a series of international
meetings at which the problem was tackled without, I
would say, producing any appreciable results,
although progress is said to have been achieved behind
the scenes. If that is so, why not announce them pub-
licly, so that this climate of confidence to which Mr
Rhys Williams referred is really created in the world
economy as a whole? Until we know exactly what pro-
gress has been made, I can only say that serious prob-
lems remain, as the Commission’s report points out,
concerning the continuing great instability of
exchange rates and also the enormous influence still
exerted by the interest rates factor.

Up till now, Mr Rhys Williams, I have confined my
remarks to the Commission document because I
observe a certain disparity with your report. As I said
in committee, I am aware of a difference which makes
me appreciate the Commission’s efforts and disap-
prove of certain points which you have decided to
stress. For example, when presenting the overall situa-
tion, you emphasize what you term ‘anomalies’ and
continue to refer to them as such. More especially,
you do not mention certain aspects which this Parlia-
ment has dealt with, such as the short-term interven-
tion measures, which were conceived as a package of
measures to provide protection against inflationary
effects (which, Mr von Bismarck, none of us here
want) and at the same time to reinforce growth. No
emphasis is put on the need to keep on constantly re-
structuring our industries and accordingly persevering
with relevant measures. Nor is any account taken of
the special determined effort which the Committee
called for in connection with investment policy.

As a result we cannot approve your report, not on
account of any personal antipathy — there is none —
but because it falls far short of the commitments which
Parliament, like the Community, can and must make.

Mr Damseaux (L). — (FR) Mr President, Mr Com-
missioner, ladies and gentlemen, I should first of all
like to congratulate our colleague, Sir Brandon Rhys
Williams, on his report which, although difficult to
draw up, gives us a sound analysis-of recent economic
developments within the Community.

It is right to stress that the Commission’s revised fore-
cast for 1984 draws attention to a series of improve-
ments. Things are certainly moving, and moving in the
right direction.

But we must be very careful when considering these
favourable indicators, for Community performance is
still behind that of our industrialized partners. Thus
the United States and Japan will have double the
increase of 2% estimated for our gross domestic prod-

uct. The rapporteur’s recommendations for improving
the economy are therefore well-advised.

Only by observing budget discipline and by reducing
public sector deficits in the Member States with the
weakest economies can we return to a healthy situa-
tion.

Although we cannot fail to be pleased with any
improvement, however tiny, in the economic situation
of the Member States, they should beware of pursuing
a recovery at the expense of Community solidarity.

The interdependence of our economies implies that
there is a real recovery and naturally involves attempts
to achieve greater cooperation. This means that we
must continue to pursue the establishment of a real
internal market by demanding that protectionist
arrangements of any sort should be dismantled.

In the long run, the convergence of the economies of
the Member States and the strengthening of the Euro-
pean Monetary System are the mainstays of our
Economic Community.

I think that we should once again express our support
for the introduction of a convergence indicator or a
system of ‘warning lights’ which, like the divergence
indicator for currencies in the European Monetary
System, would make it the Council’s responsibility to
make recommendations to the Member States con-
cerned in order to bring about the greatest possible
degree of convergence between their economies.

The European Monetary System is the other means of
achieving progress. It is imperative that it should be
fully completed. In particular we should promote the
entry of the pound sterling into the system and
encourage the use of the ECU in both private and
institutional transactions.

The interdependence of our economies will ultimately
force all the States of the Community either to achieve
greater cooperation or else to decline in the case of
those which continue in error.

What Europe needs more than ever is the will to take
real decisions and for Parliament and the Commission
to work hand in hand to achieve this throughout the
future of the Community without postponing, as the
European Council has been doing from one summit to
the next, the implementation of the necessary policies.

Mr Lalor (DEP). — Mr President, I too would like to
thank Sir Brandon Rhys Williams for the very thor-
ough and accurate approach which he has adopted in
presenting his report on the economic situation in the
Community.

My group acknowledges the Commission’s assessment
of the present economic situation in Europe and the
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fact that certain areas of the economy are beginning to
show signs of improvement. However, we also agree
with Sir Brandon that in comparison with the US and
Japan, Europe is still faced with very serious economic
problems and, in particular, high unemployment rates.
We agree with the rapporteur’s call for industrial
reconstruction within the European economy. We cer-
tainly can no longer afford to invest in uneconomic
and wasteful projects. Our investment resources must
be channelled towards a greater production of goods
and services that we can sell competitively.

For peripheral regions such as Ireland we have to
invest in developing markets and creating a better dis-
tribution network so that our goods can compete more
favourably on the European market. This sort of
high-cost investment would have to be assisted by pro-
posals from the Commission and aided by the Euro-
pean Investment Bank. We also feel that the problems
of small and medium-sized firms are all the greater in
peripheral areas but their potential to provide employ-
ment and promote economic growth is more substan-
tial. EEC policies should be adjusted to meet the needs
of small and medium-sized enterprises in peripheral
regions.

Training programmes for young people must include
provisions for the new technologies. More companies
should be encouraged to participate in Esprit and
other research programmes. We have an obligation to
ensure that Community aid will continue to be made
available for increased support for basic science and its
application and for promoting joint research pro-
grammes in areas such as microelectronics and bio-
technology. :

School leavers must be given the opportunity to
acquire a skill to enable them to actually find a job. It
is therefore important for us to very carefully monitor
EEC-funded training programmes to ensure that they
are helping to create productive and satisfying
employment. The rapporteur calls on the Commission
to examine and promote viable proposals for infra-
structure investment projects, particylarly in energy
supply and transport facilities. My group endorses that
call and emphasizes the future role of natural
resources in the Irish economy. We need the support
of the European Community to develop our infras-
tructure in relation to oil exploration and the related
industries. I would like to point out that in Ireland, as
indeed in other Member States, spiralling wage costs
are having a dramatic effect on creating unemploy-
ment. My group feels that a national consensus is
needed between government, employers and employ-
ees if we are to succeed in tackling this problem.

In conclusion, I would like to draw this Parliament’s
attention to the fact that even the boldest policies to
strengthen the common market, to stimulate innova-
tion in investment and to regain growth do not offer
an immediate solution to the problem’ of absorbing
Europe’s present high rates of unemployment within a

reasonable time span. Any examination, therefore, of
solutions like work-sharing or the reduction of work-
ing hours will have to be done on a completely Euro-
pean level. Otherwise, independent policies would lead
to destabilization of the market and eventually worsen
the unemployment situation rather than improve it.

Mr Moreau (S), chairman of the Committee on Econo-
mic and Monetary Affairs. — (FR) Mr President, as we
reach the end of this Parliament we could indeed be
wondering why we should have another debate on the
economic situation. We, as the Committee on Econo-
mic and Monetary Affairs, insisted that this debate
should be held, and the Bureau of Parliament agreed,
for which we are very grateful.

As we reach the end of this Parliament I think it would
be useful if we were to assess the Community’s econo-
mic situation, even if our approach to certain questions
is slightly repetitious, and despite the fact that we
recently held a debate on the report by Mr Herman on
the Community’s economic recovery.

1 obviously agree with what Mr Papantoniou said as a
Socialist, but I would also like to say that I agree with
the broad outlines of the Commission document. The
economic situation of the Community is indeed
improving, but the problem facing each of us is know-
ing what commitments we can make for the future and
ultimately to what extent this recovery and this
improvement will be guaranteed. Unfortunately I do
not think that any of use can feel reassured because
the future depends on what happens in other areas of
the world. Recent international meetings, in particular
in the OECD, have shown that Europe must first rely
on itself before it can overcome its present difficulties.
The recovery, which is, as I have said, already visible
in certain countries, is therefore fragile and subject to
developments which do not depend only on us.

What is Europe’s basic problem? It is that of how to
guarantee lasting economic and social development.
This involves creating a climate to promote growth
and, in particular, investment. But we know that we
cannot create such a climate unless — and I would
stress this point — there is real agreement between the
various countries both on the analysis of the difficul-
ties and on the solutions to be applied.

I myself believe that there will be no substantial
improvement in the European economy or any new
dynamism unless all those involved in business and
industry can join in the recovery. This is a vital point.
If we forget this we will merely be producing some-
thing provisional, precarious and inadequately sus-
tained for the people of Europe.

At the heart of the problems is the question of the divi-
sion of labour and the compromise to be reached
between the gains in productivity provided by better
production organization and modernizing production,
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and how much of the gains in productivity is to be
ploughed back into investment and how much is to
enable jobs to be maintained and bring a marked
reduction in unemployment.

Some people will say that I have failed to grasp the
problem. On the contrary, I think that I have grasped
the very nub of the problem facing the Community
and of the problem of achieving recovery at Com-
munity level.

Everything that the Community can do in relation to
convergence — the European Monetary System,
developing the work of the European Investment Bank
or of the New Community Instrument and so on —
can only be really meaningful within the context men-
tioned earlier.

As we reach the end of this Parliament, I would like
Parliament’s position to be seen as an appeal to the
European Institutions and to the Member States to
take all the necessary steps to create a geniune internal
market and establish and implement a consistent trade

policy.

However, we are aware that the future of the Com-
munity depends on a certain macro-economic balance
being achieved, on joint action or cooperation in the
convergence of economic, budgetary, monetary and
financial policies, and also — and I would stress this
point — on action in the micro-economic field.

Common policies, in whatever form, must be introd-
uced for the research and development sectors and for
the industrial application of work carried out to enable
Europe to take up the crucial challenge to which I
referred, in other words to become once again an area
of development promotion while still remaining open
to the world. It only remains for us to hope that the
next European Council will take some steps towards
this and that it will be possible for the Community to
make a fresh start.

(The sitting was suspended at 1p.m. and resumed at
3pm )

IN THE CHAIR: MR VANDEWIELE
Vice-President

President. — As was announced from the Chair on
Monday, the first item on this afternoon’s agenda is
supposed to be the joint statement by Parliament and
the Commission on relations between the two institu-
tions.

(Parliament agreed to the proposal)

1 Agenda:sce Minutes.

The enlarged Bureau has asked me to propose to the
House the inclusion in tomorrow’s voting time of a
motion for a resolution setting up a special interim
committee on budgetary affairs. The document will be
distributed during the course of the day.

Pursuant to Rule 48 of the Rules of Procedure I have
received the following written objections . . .

Lady Elles (ED). — Mr President, I just wanted to
stop you before you read the next item on the agenda.
I understand that a decision was taken by the enlarged
Bureau that you should make a proposal concerning
the setting up of a temporary budgetary committee. I
would like to inform the House that I was not present
when that vote took place. It was not on the agenda
before the enlarged Bureau meeting took place and I
therefore strongly object to matters being slipped in
under ‘any other business’ which were not discussed

~ formally in that enlarged Bureau meeting. If any pro-

posal to deal with transfers — which I presume is the
purpose of this temporary committee — is made after
Parliament is dissolved, it should be left to the Com-
mittee on Budgets as a whole to whom the powers
have been delegated to take such decisions. I therefore
object to the proposal which is now being put by the
enlarged Bureau and demand that your proposal
should be replaced by a proposal that it should go to
the Committee on Budgets.

(Applause)

President. — I think you are juniping the gun, Lady
Elles. It will not be until tomorrow that we consider
the powers of the Committee on Budgets. The matter
has to be settled between the election and the first
meeting of the new Parliament. So you see, there is a
problem. Please look at the note which has been
placed in your pigeon-hole, Lady Elles. You will be
able to speak tomorrow.

Lady Elles (ED). — Mr President, thank you for your
explanation but, of course, I am referring to the pro-
posal that is going to be put to the House tomorrow.
Are we allowed to put an amendment to that proposal
and suggest that it should be the Committee on Budg-
ets that should deal with this matter and not indivi-
duals from the committee? As long as I get an assur-
ance from you, Mr President — and I know that it
will be upheld — that we can amend that proposal in
the lines that I suggested, I shall, of course, be con-
tented.

President. — Yes, you can table amendments to this
proposal.

Mrs Castle (S). — Mr President, what is the purpose
of this announcement at this present moment? Is it the
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intention to try to persuade Parliament not to vote for
urgent procedure on the Scrivener report and thus to
deny Parliament the chance of pronouncing on how
the alarming budget deficit for 1984 should be filled? I
find this announcement very, very sinister.

President. — You should be reassured if you read the
document that you received today. It is about Parlia-
ment’s budgetary responsibility beween the elections
of 17 June and the beginning of the new Parliament,
and Parliament has to take a decision on this. Read the
text and you will be reassured. It is not the intention to
do anything that does not meet with your approval.

I shall now call Mr Lange. He can clarify matters in
connection with Mrs Castle’s important question.

Mr Lange (S), chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
— (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the
expression which was used there is of course mislead-
ing. The Committee on Budgets and the Committee
on Budgetary Control have long had the powers that
Lady Elles would like to give to them. The essential
matter is that the transfers which have to be done hap-
pen within a certain time.

Since we are in the middle of the election campaign,
the Committee on Budgets and the Committee on
Budgetary Control got together to discuss how one
can get round the vote on the quorum. If there is no
quorum, Parliament cannot make a decision. That is
what it says in the Rules of Procedure. This means
that Parliament cannot express an opinion on any
plans of the Commission or of the Council that the
Commission is implementing. In certain circumstances
Parliament must be in a position to do something. This
is what we told the Bureau but I do not know yet what
the Bureau has done about it. I am also curious about
how the debate is going to be organized today or
tomorrow. Our idea was to have the chairmen of the
two committees, the President of Parliament, the rap-
porteurs for Sections 1, 2, 4 and 5 as well as the rap-
porteur for Section 6, and then to round things off so
that all the groups get their fair say. That was the idea.

We are not setting up anything new but just an interim
body that can keep Parliament functioning and is not
going to founder over the problem of the quorum. It
has been done for years. It was done before the elec-
tion of the first directly elected Parliament. There are
no risks. Wait and see — let’s think about the matter
and make up our minds tomorrow. But do not start
protesting right now!

(Applause)
President. — Ladies and gentlemen, just as Mr Lange

pointed out, I have also said that we shall have an
opportunity to debate the matter tomorrow. It is a

matter of an interim arrangement between the elec-
tions and the business of the new Parliament.

Mr Fellermaier (S). — (DE) Mr President, you have
mentioned a document. Can you tell us when we can
read this document? There is one criticism of the
Bureau that cannot be avoided. Since the date of the
elections was announced, we knew what the effect on
the budgetary procedure would be. Why is such a plan
being sprung on Parliament at the ‘eleventh hour, so
that an ad hoc decision can be taken tomorrow? Those
in charge should think about interim periods in good
time, since there is nothing new about this interim
period and the budget situation. The same thing hap-
pened in 1979. Why can’t something be proposed on
the basis of the 1979 arrangement, so that it can be
discussed by the groups and then given a fair debate
here? This thing is being pushed through and some
Members have the feeling that they are just being
trampled on by the Bureau.

6. Topical and urgent debate (objections)

President. — Pursuant to Rule 48(2), second subpara-
graph, I have received the following objections justi-
fied in writing to the list of subjects proposed for
tomorrow’s topical and urgent debate.

(The President read out the objections)!

I must remind the House that there will be no debate
on these objections.

Lady Elles (ED). — On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent, I asked that the resolution on Libya be put on
the list for Thursday morning, but I was content to
have it without debate, which you did not indicate
when you read out the list. This would mean that no
time would be wasted on the subject; it could be voted
on immediately.

President. — I note your question. The matter will be
considered by the Bureau.

Mrs Van den Heuvel (S). — (NL) Mr President, the
motion for a resolution on unemployment benefits in
Belgium which the Socialist Group wanted added to
the list can also be considered without debate. I do not
know if you have that in your document, but that is
what the Socialist Group actually wants.

President. — First we are going to vote on whether or
not to accept the proposal I made, but I nevertheless
take note of your kind statement.

1 See Minutes.
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Mrs Castle (S). — Mr President, if we can take Lady
Elles’ motion on Libya without debate, can we also
take my motion on the British Government’s determi-
nation to abolish local elections in the metropolitan
county areas next year without debate? It is equally
important, if not more so, because it attacks the very
heart of local democracy in Britain.

President. — A motion for a resolution cannot be
placed without debate on the list of items for a topical
and urgent debate. However, Members may waive
their right to speak.

Mrs Castle (S). — I will accept that Mr President. I
merely want a vote on my resolution about the aboli-
tion of local elections in Britain by the Conservative
Government.

Lady Elles (ED). — I merely wish to point out, Mr
President, that under Rule 48 of the Rules of Proce-
dure, requests to amend the list of topics for urgent
debate must be submitted in writing, before 3 p.m.
Mrs Castle’s request — which I well understand, since
she does not seem to be able to fight this fight in the
United Kingdom and has to bring it here — to have
the topic included on the urgency list for Thursday,
was not submitted in writing and cannot, under the
Rules of Procedure, be accepted now.

President. — Let us not get involved in a procedural
wrangle, ladies and gentlemen.!

7. Decision on urgency

SCRIVENER REPORT (Doc. 1-322/84
‘COVERING BUDGETARY REQUIREMENTS
IN 1984

(Parliament agreed to urgency)

Mr Arndt (S). — Mr President, after all the votes we
have just had — and I must congratulate you on the
way you kept order — I should be grateful if you
would once again read out what the House has
decided to place on the agenda for tomorrow’s topical
and urgent debate lasting two hours. We shall then be
able to prepare carefully for the debate.

President. — Your question will be answered right
away, Mr Arndt. I am grateful for your kind words

1 See Minutes for the votes on the objections.

and I am especially happy that I do not need to be in
the Chair for tomorrow’s sitting. I am counting on
your cooperation.

Mrs Elaine Kellett-Bowman (ED). — Mr President, I
tried to catch your eye earlier on because we wanted a
roll-call vote on Sir Fred Warner’s motion to give
cheap milk to pensioners against which all the British
socialists voted, and we would like that heartless fact
to be put on record in a roll-call vote. And I was trying
to catch your eye to ensure that we got a roll-call vote
to show the socialists up for the hypocrites they are.

Mr Enright (S). — May I join with Mr Arndt in con-
gratulating you on the splendid way that you have
conducted this discussion. That is why I have been so
patient in bringing up under rule 48(5) what I really
should have said at the beginning, which is, that I am
quite happy now to withdraw my request for urgency
on the motion to enable miners’ families to receive
subventions from the surplus food stocks of the Com-
munity and to say that I shall table it again at the July
part-session as the new Member for Kent East.

President. — Your statement is noted.

Mr Spicer (ED). — Mr President, may I join with all
those who congratulated you on the way in which you
have conducted what is almost the closing debate in
this House. But I think, sir, there may have been some
slight confusion about one vote, and it may be that
you would like to give those who voted against it an
opportunity to rectify their vote. Lady Elles put for-
ward the problem of the Libyan People’s Bureau. It
really related to the brutal and savage murder of WPC
Fletcher outside that bureau in London. Now, sit, I do
not believe that anyone in this House could possibly
have not voted in favour of Community action on
something like this. Maybe our socialist friends misun-
derstood. I wonder if you could just put that motion
again so that they could have an opportunity to think
and decide that they will join with us in condemning
what happened outside the Libyan People’s Bureau in
London.

President. — Mr Spicer, you are very kind, but it is
impossible for the President to repeat the vote.

Sir Fred Warner (ED). — I am a little bit late now, I
think, but I think it is always nice for people to know

what they have voted for, People often don’t, you
know!

What I have proposed in my motion for a resolution is
to make a small dent by making it possible for old age
pensioners to get a larger proportion of the milk.
Although Mrs Castle voted against it, I would like her
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to know that as one of our most distinguished old age
pensioners we hope she will benefit by this resolution.

(Laughter and applause)

Mrs Castle (S). — Mr President, I am always brief
and to the point! I want to ask you on a point of order
whether in future we are to be allowed explications de
vote at the end of urgency discussions because it is
intolerable that an argumentation for these motions
should be allowed after the vote when one is not
allowed before the vote.

Is it not a fact that we have two hours for urgencies
tomorrow? We therefore have to define the word
‘urgency’ very closely indeed. Any Conservative Mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture could have
moved a long time ago for the giving of milk to pen-
sioners! This is not the place to do it except for propa-
ganda purposes and the same with the other motions
to which reference has been made!

Therefore, may I ask you, Mr President, to deplore
this abuse of the Rules of the House and the political
behaviour by the Conservatives who are running
scared because they know they are going to lose so
many seats in the Euro elections!

(Applause from the left)

8. Question Time

President. — The next item is the second part of
Question Time

(Doc. 1-270/84).
We shall deal with the questions to the Commission.

I call Question No 34 by Mr Ephremidis (H-724/83/
rev.):

Subject: Commission statement on Cyprus

On 21 December 1983, the Commission made the fol-
lowing statement: ‘The Commission confirms that it
will diligently take the necessary measures to follow
up the Cypriot Government’s communication of
28 November 1983 with regard to the new certificates,
labels and signatures needed to establish the origin of
products coming from Cyprus.

From the date to be specified in the Commission’s
communication to the customs authorities of the
Member States, only goods accompanied by Republic
of Cyprus certificates will be able to benefit from the
preferential system of the association agreement.

Moreover, the Commission has announced that these
measures are to be implemented on 1 March 1984.’

Can the Commission state whether this is an official
and therefore binding statement? If not, what concrete
measures does it intend to take to put an end to the
irregular practice of importing products from the
occupied northern part of Cyprus which illegally calls
itself a “Turkish-Cypriot state’, a fact which the Coun-
cil and the European Parliament have condemned?

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — The text of
21 December 1983 was not an official declaration of
the Commission. Action was taken on 21 February
1984, when the Commission transmitted the new spe-
cimen custom stamps and signatures, notified by the
Cypriot authorities, to the customs authorities of the
Member States in accordance with the normal proce-
dures and in conformity with the regulations in force
concerning originating products. These measures took
effect on 1 March.

Mr Ephremidis (COM). — (GR) I listened to the
Commissioner’s reply, for which I thank him. How-
ever, I should like to ask a supplementary question, to
which I would ask him to give me a clear answer.

The Commissioner said that the Commission state-
ment in question was not official and, consequently,
not binding on the Member States. My supplementary
question is: Mr Commissioner, is there any other offi-
cial and binding Commission statement on this ques-
tion, and if not, how is the Commission implementing
the European Parliament’s decision on the non-recog-
nition of Denktash’s illegal state, and how is it con-
demning the proclamation of that State? There is
another similar resolution adopted by Parliament, as
well as statements by the governments of all the Mem-
ber States, which furthermore do not recognize this
state. I should like to ask whether the Commission’s
policy is different from all these?

Mr Richard. — The honourable gentleman asked a
fairly narrow question and, I hope, got a fairly precise
answer. The question that we were asked was whether
or not the statement of 21 December 1983 was or was
not an official and binding statement. I gave, I
thought, a precise answer to that.

As far as the position of the Commission is concerned,
of course we do not part company with other coun-
tries, nor do we part company from the position set
out in Article 5 of the Association Agreement between
Cyprus and the Community. I think it is very impor-
tant that that should be borne in mind when people are
considering this particular situation.

Under the terms of Article 5, there is a responsibility
to ensure that the rules governing trade do not give
rise to discrimination between nationals or companies
of Cyprus. That is the position of the Commission, it
has been the position of the Commission, it remains
the position of the Commission.
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Mr Marshall (ED). — Would it be a fair summary of
the Commissioner’s answer that the Commission will
be doing nothing in respect of trade following the dec-
laration of UDI? Would the Commission indicate
whether, following President Reagan’s financial initia-
tive of a fund for Cyprus of US$ 250 m, the Commis-
sion agrees that it is time to have a diplomatic initiative
to end the impasse in Cyprus which has now lasted for
nearly 10 years?

Mr Richard. — I think that is the most interesting
question that the honourable gentlemen has asked. If
he would be prepared to put down a question to that
effect, the Commission would be prepared to consider
it and give him a considered answer.

Mr Adamou (COM). — (GR) I would ask the Com-
missioner to tell us whether, following the illegal pro-
clamation of the Turkish-Cypriot State and its recog-
nition by the Government of Turkey, which is a coun-
try associated with the EEC, it is possible for further
progress to be made towards the Customs Union
between Cyprus and the EEC, and if so, on what con-
ditions. Should not the EEC perhaps first of all take a
decision condemning these illegal acts?

Mr Richard. — I think it is fair to say the situation is
somewhat ambiguous at present. I think it is also likely
to remain somewhat ambiguous until the Council
adopts a common position. In so far as the Commis-
sion’s position is concerned, I think I have made it
clear to the House today, and indeed the Commission
has done so on previous occasions. I do not think,
frankly, that there is very much I can add to what the
Commission has already said on this issue. As the hon-
ourable gentleman will know, it has been considered
by the Council of Ministers, and the honourable gen-
tleman will also know with what result it has been
considered.

President. — Since their authors are absent, Questions
Nos 35 and 36 will receive written replies.

I call Question No 37, by Mr Seeler (H-778/83):
Subject: The EEC-Pakistan Cooperation Agreement

Will the Commission report on the outcome of the
meeting, on 25 February 1984, of the Joint Commission
set up under the EEC-Pakistan Cooperation Agreement?

Mr Davignon, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(FR) The Joint Commission set up under the EEC-
Pakistan Cooperation Agreement met at Islamabad on
25 February and noted several points. On the one
hand there had been an increase in trade in both direc-
tions, although Pakistan was still lagging behind some-
what in its exports, and on the other hand there was a
wish to diversify Pakistani exports under the promo-

tion programme which the Community had organized.
The fields of energy, science, technology and indus-
trial cooperation were also covered. We jointly exam-
ined the results of the Community generalized system
of preferences applied in this area and noted an
increase in Pakistan’s industrial exports.

It was also noted that in the difficult field of textiles,
the bilateral agreement which had been concluded was
operating satisfactorily and the Community pro-
gramme of aid to Pakistan under the 1983 budget —
particularly, specific development projects — were dis-
cussed.

Finally, we called on the Council by means of a2 Com-
mission proposal, to give us a mandate to step up our
cooperation with Pakistan with a view to concluding a
new agreement which would be wider in scope than
the previous trade and economic cooperation agree-
ment which had expired in 1981. We hope the Council
will give us this mandate so that we can open negotia-
tions with Pakistan before the summer holidays.

Mr Seeler (S). — (DE) 1 should like to thank the
Commissioner for answering my question and for con-
firming what I had heard to the effect that the Com-
mission had asked for a mandate to work out a
broader cooperation agreement between Pakistan and
the European Community. However, I should also
like to ask whether the Commission has forgotten the
agreement requiring it to consult Parliament in a case
such as this before negotiations on an agreement of
this kind are initiated. Have you forgotten, further-
more, that in the case of India this Parliament was
adamant that a cooperation agreement of this kind
should be negotiated only when democracy had been
restored. In the case of Pakistan, we have received all
sorts of promises by the Pakistani President which
have not so far been kept.

Mr Davignon. — (FR) I can assure you, as far as the
first question is concerned, that the Commission has
not forgotten. Indeed we discussed the question of
how Parliament and its committees should be
informed at great length, and forwarded our proposal
to Parliament a fortnight ago, I think. The matter was
delayed a little owing to the technical problems which
translation involves and with which you are familiar.

Secondly, as regards the specific question of the gen-
eral conditions governing agreements between the
Community and third countries, we intend to return
to this question of human rights and the application of
this agreement to all interested parties in our future
discussions with the Council on our mandate and in
the talks we intend to hold with the parliamentary
committee on this mandate and the developments in
our negotiations.

This is a question which will need to be constantly
monitored and the Commission will keep a close eye
on it.
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Mr Israél (DEP). — (FR) Mr Davignon, a high-level
Commission official accompanied the delegation of
the European Parliament, which I had the honour of
heading, on a visit to Pakistan last February. Has this
official reported to you and have you decided to help
Pakistan considering the substantial efforts which that
country has made to take in almost three million
Afghan refugees?

Mr Davignon. — (FR) Obviously, if a Commission
official accompanies a delegation he draws up a
report. This is one of the basic rules for running an
organization. The report is subsequently studied by
the appropriate department. Thus, the discussions
which have taken place and the points arising from the
visit of the parliamentary delegation have indeed been
taken into account. More generally, as regards Pakis-
tan’s economic problem, account is obviously taken of
the particular circumstances and the particular stress
on the budget arising from the current situation. We
do not think that a general framework agreement on
cooperation with Pakistan is the proper context for
dealing with these specific questions, but rather that
they should be settled under Community action in the
context of aid by international organizations to refu-
gees. We have an on-going policy in this ares.

First, my reply to your question is ‘yes, but not in the
specific context of the wider bilateral agreement we
envisage’.

Mr Seligman (ED). — It is understood that Pakistan
is on the verge of producing an atom bomb. Was any
mention made of the non-proliferation treaty, and did
the Commissioner get any assurance from Pakistan
that they are seriously considering joining the non-
proliferation treaty, and also India for that matter? If
both of them could join, this would be major progress.

Mr Davignon. — (FR) We have had a meeting to
examine the contents of a cooperation agreement
strictly governed by the terms of reference of this
cooperation agreement. The non-proliferation treaty
does not fall within the Community’s competence, nor
is the nuclear field covered by the scope of the existing
agreement. These two questions have not been raised.

Mr Rieger (S). — (DE) I should like to return once
more to the Luns-Westerterp procedure. As we see it,
this is eminently an area on which the European Par-
liament should have its say and I should like to ask the
Commission whether it can give us its assurance here
today that it will take up negotiations with the Pakis-
tani authorities only after Parliament has issued its
opinion.

Mr Davignon. — (FR) Parliament has bee notified of
the agreement. The Commission shares the honoura-

ble Member’s view that the correct application of the
Luns-Westerterp procedure is one of our achievements
in the field of cooperation between the Commission
and Parliament.

However, I would hesitate slightly to give a positive
answer to his question since we are supposed to be dis-
cussing the matter in July, by which time Parliament
would have to have submitted its opinion, since we
cannot delay the opening of negotiations too long.
This is the point I wanted wo make whilst assuring
you that the Commission sets great store by the res-
pect of this procedure. We will have to see how soon
an opinion could be issued, since it must not come too
late if we are to avoid a conflict of interests between
the development of our cooperation with Pakistan on
the one hand and the specific problems you have
raised on the other. .

Mr Enright (S). — Mr President, on a point of order
under Rule 45. I am asking for a debate on that after-
wards because this morning we heard that we are
pressing very hard under Lomé for an agreement on
human rights in that particular Convention. I think
frankly that what the Commission has told us about
consultation with Parliament is not good enough and I
think we have to discuss it fully before agreement is
entered into. Therefore, I am asking as is our right for
a debate under Rule 45 after Question Time.

President. — I have taken due note of your request:
you will receive an answer at the end of Question.
Time.

I thought Mr Enright wanted to propose restricting
the number of supplementary questions. I should like
to make a proposal to that effect now.

Ladies and gentlemen, if you put six supplementary
questions in connection with every question, as in the
case of this very important question by Mr Seeler, this
will mean we have seven questions on every single
topic. Do not forget that there are still 40 questions to
be answered. I would propose, therefore, that from
now on we restrict the number of supplementary ques-
tions to two in each case so that we can make some
headway. Are there any objections.?

Mr Marshall (ED). — Mr President, I regard that
proposal as quite monstrous. We already have a rule in
this House which restricts members of this group to
one supplementary . . .

President. — I’m not a monster, Sir! I have no wish to
do anything monstrous. Fair enough, we will press on
and deal with 15 questions instead of 50. If that’s what
you want, that’s what yoe’ll get.
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Mr Davignon. — (FR) Mr Enright maintained just
now that the Commission had made no commitments.
I should like to correct this statement. The Commis-
sion has undertaken that no agreement would be con-
cluded with Pakistan before Parliament had issued its
opinion. I had simply, in reply to the previous question
concerning the start of the negotiations, pointed out at
the purely practical level that we would have to discuss
the problem with Parliament if it had not yet issued its
opinion by July. This is a purely practical question. If
the honourable Member takes this to mean that we
would sign the agreement without hearing Parlia-
ment’s opinion I must point out that this is not the case
and that I said just the opposite.

Mr Enright (S). — It is a withdrawal. I accept com-
pletely the Commission’s assurance and good faith and
I look forward to the future President of the Commis-
sion putting that before this House.

President. — You are a gentleman, Sir, thank you!

I call question No 38, by Mrs Ewing (H-11/84):
Subject: Road Equivalent Tariff.

In view of Parliament’s repeated demands for pilot pro-
jects on Road Equivalent Tariffs and in view of the
Commission’s failure to act on these to date, will the-
Commission state whether it has any intention of financ-
ing such programmes in the foreseeable future?

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) My
colleague, Mr Contogeorgis, said as long ago as last
October in answer to Mrs Ewings Question No 973/
83, that pilot studies on Road Equivalent Tariffs were
primarily a matter for the Member States. I can only
repeat that the Commission will not be in a position to
finance studies of this kind in the foreseeable future
nor has it so far received any results of pilot studies
carried out in the Member States.

Mrs Ewing (DEP). — Will the Commission accept
that to people who live on islands, including the 81
I represent, and the glorious islands of Greece and the
Mediterranean and elsewhere, the principle of road
equivalent tariff is one of the most vital election issues.
The Commission’s attitude to it will no doubt affect
the turnout in these islands.

Will the Commission confirm that they are still in
favour of the principle of road equivalent tariff? Per-
haps it may be difficult for the Commissioner, who is
replacing Commissioner Contogeorgis to answer this,
but why is it that in correspondence with me it was
indicated that there would be financing for pilot pro-
jects? I would really ask the Commission to take this
away and look at it again, because this is the best way
to prove that road equivalent tariff would actually help
peripheries, which is what this Community keeps tell-
ing us it is trying to do.

Mr Narjes. — (DE) The Commission is not denying
the basic point that Road Equivalent Tariffs could be
an appropriate instrument for correcting regional
imbalances. However, it feels that this is a problem for
the individual Member States concerned. As far as I
know, you accepted this basic stance in your corres-
pondence with Mr Contogeorgis and there is therefore
no reason for the Commission to take the matter up
again.

Whatever might be said about the principle of equiva-
lent tariffs — either from the point of view, of theory
or policy — the fact remains that the Commission will
not be in a position in the foreseeable future — if ever
— to subsidise current tariffs.

President. — I call Question No 39, by Sir Jack
Stewart-Clark (H-8/84):

Subject: Suggestion for a European Pensioners’
Identity Card

There are in all Member States certain conces-
stons granted to people of pensionable age. These
often take the form of cheaper travel and reduced
admission prices to places of entertainment for
example.

Similar concessions are offered to students and, as
proof of their status, every student from the coun-
try concerned can show an International Student
Identity Card and thus take advantage of the
reductions offered.

Pensioners, 'as far as I am aware, do not have such
a convenient and internationally recognised proof
of their entitlement and cannot, therefore, take
advantage of concessions offered when travelling
outside their own country. The problem is even
greater for pensioners resident in a different coun-
try from the one which pays them a pension.

Does the Commission not think that some form of
European Identity Card for Pensioners would be
an initiative well worth taking? It would help a
large number of individuals financially, with the
minimum of bureaucracy and with no cost save
that of printing the cards. Such an initiative would
also show the European Community in a sym-
pathetic light as a body seen to care for those citi-
zens within it who need help most.

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — May I say
that I think this is an excellent and useful suggestion.
It will mean that as far as the Commission is con-
cerned we will have to collect a fair amount of detailed
information about all the benefits available in Member
States for old people and pensioners and there would
then have to be negotiations between the relevant
authorities in the Member States, some of which may
indeed not be public bodies, to obtain the creation of
the card in question.
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If the honourable gentleman thought it sensible, I
would merely say to him that I think it is a useful
suggestion. I would like to look at it seriously and
come back to the House at a future date if he would
put another question down so that we may give him an
indication as to whether or not we think it is feasible.

Sir Jack Stewart-Clark (ED). — I would like to thank
the Commissioner for his very positive reply. On the
assumption that I am returned to the next Parliament,
I would certainly intend to table this not later than the
end of this year.

Mr Albers (S). — (NL) Could a card of this kind
serve to enable British pensioners to obtain free milk in
other Member States, as it would appear that these
people are feeling the pinch under the Thatcher
Government?

President. — Is that a question to the Commission?

Mr Richard. — It may indeed be a question to the
Commission, but it is a question which, with respect,
this Commissioner does not propose to answer.

Mr Balfe (S). — Since we can now confidently pred-
ict that there will be no Conservative. Members here
after the election, I welcome the Commissioner’s reply
and assure him that I will be happy to table a question.
Since we already have the precedent of the Interna-
tional Student Identity Card, would the Commissioner
not agree that it could be a much simpler process than
he seemed to be outlining?

Mr Richard. — The Student Card is not a direct pre-
cedent. I wish it were, because then, as the honourable
gentleman said, it would be simple to transfer the
mechanism. What I hoped I had done today was to
indicate that my mind is open and on the whole recep-
tive to the idea, but I really must be given the oppor-
tunity of looking at the practicalities of it. I should tell
the House — one obviously cannot tell lies in confi-
dence — that there are considerable doubts at the
functional level as to whether or not this is feasible. It
is in order to resolve some of those doubts that I think
I would like to have a look at it.

Mr Chanterie (PPE). — (NL) I should like to ask the
Commissioner whether, firstly, he can confirm that we
will indeed have a European passport by 1 January
1985? Secondly, would it not be useful to add certain
data to such a passport, and thirdly, is he not afraid
that we might encounter similar difficulties in connec-
tion with this proposal as we experienced in the case of
the European passport, where the British dragged out
the discussions on minor points, such as the size of the
document, for several years?

Mr Richard. — The only part of that three-part ques-
tion that is relevant to the subject under discussion is
the last one. ’

As far as ] am concerned, I would very much hope that
we would not have that sort of nonsensical discussion
if we were to introduce a pensioner’s card. As to the
future of the passport, I think that is another matter
which, no doubt, the Commission will be pleased to
answer when asked properly.

Mr Seligman (ED). — Many pensioners in my consti-
tuency are worried about a decline in the standard of
living. Is the Commission prepared to take on the
question of a harmonization of pension arrangements
in the Community, particularly in relation to index-
linking with the rate of inflation?

Mr Richard. — The short answer to that question is
‘No’.

President. — I call Question No 40, by Mr Gerokos-
topoulos (H-9/84):

Subject: Regulation (EEC) No 1196/81 on the
development of bee-keeping

The above regulation expires on 30 June 1984.
Since the aims of this regulation have still not
been achieved and many Community bee-keeping
organizations consider it a matter of vital import-
ance that it be extended, can the Commission state
what its intentions are with regard to extending
the regulation and what measures it has taken or
intends to take in this respect?

Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission. —
(DA) With Regulation No 1196/81, the Council
introduced a system of aid to bee-keepers for the three
production years between 1981 and 1984. This
arrangement comes to an end on 30 June 1984. The
Commission has not proposed extending the arrange-
ment but it is felt, however, that bee-keeping in the
Community could benefit from common arrangements
already in force or envisaged.

Firstly, there is the question of research into varratosis
in addition to the one-year ad hoc research programme
which is to be conducted pursuant to Article 2(a) of
the regulation in question, the Commission intends to
continue research into this bee disease under the five-
year programme for the coordination of agricultural
research. The bee-keepers and the European Com-
munity as a whole will, I think, benefit from this
research which will contribute towards wiping out this
disease which can have very serious consequences for
beekeepers.

Secondly, we will provide aid to producer associations
and federations of producer associations under Regu-
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lation No 1360 of 1978. This will include aid to bee-
keepers in Italy and Greece. Thirdly and finally, there
is Community financing of marketing projects which
come under specific programmes drawn up by the
Member States pursuant to Council Regulation No
355 of 1978 on common measures to improve the con-
ditions under which agricultural products are pro-
cessed and marketed.

Mr Gerokostopoulos (PPE). — (GR) The Commis-
sioner has, as usual, given an evasive answer. The
question was plain. Is the Commission of the opinion
that the Regulation which expires on 30 June should
be extended or renewed? And I would ask the Com-
missioner whether the measures which he referred to
and which have nothing to do with the Regulation
have been satisfactory, since the Regulation was
adopted and put into effect four years ago. Indeed, as
the Commissioner will be aware from the steps taken
by the COPA and the COGECA, these measures have
not had the expected results, which is why all beekee-
pers and bee-keeping organizations are calling for an
extension of the Regulation on the same terms as now

apply.

Mr Dalsager. — (DA) The Commission does not
think that the regulation we introduced four years ago
should be extended but rather that efforts should be
made in the various areas I have already mentioned.

Sir James Scott-Hopkins (ED). — I do not know
where the Commissioner has got his advice from, but
he is utterly wrong. Bee-keepers in the United King-
dom are very upset by the withdrawal of the aid which
has been given to them and are anticipating, bad times
in the coming winter if that aid is not renewed, as has
been asked, at the end of July. I hope he will reconsi-
der his decision, because it really is utterly wrong.

Mr Dalsager. — (DA) The honourable Member has
asked me to reconsider the situation, so naturally I
will. On the other hand, however, I would point out
that the Commission has been called on to reconsider
a whole series of aid arrangements in the agricultural
sector in the light of the economic situation in the
Community, and I would therefore point out to the
honourable Member that this is one of the questions
which the Commission has considered, since we think
that we can make better use of the funds available in
the way I described in my first answer.

President. — I call Question No 41, by Mr Balfe (H-
15/84):

Subject: New rules for the European Social Fund

Can the Commission give an assurance that the
new rules for the European Social Fund abolish
the previous deplorable practice of applying

weighting when projects were already under way,
and will the application of point 6.4 of the Com-
mission guidelines for the management of the
European Social Fund in the financial years 1984
to 1986 which appeared in the Official Journal of
10 January 1984 not entail such weighting?

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — In the
period 1981 to 1983 the Commission approved a total
of 11 applications for Social Fund aid from the South-
wark and Lambeth areas of London. These comprised
five applications in 1983, five in 1982 and one in 1981.
The amounts of Fund aid approved were 632 179
ECU in 1983, 645 315 ECU in 1982 and 20 724 ECU
in 1981. A total of just over 800 persons were assisted
over the three-year period. The schemes concerned
the training of women, both under and over 25, in
fields of work in which women are traditionally
under-represented, the training of disabled persons
and training in new technologies for both the unem-
ployed and the employees of small and medium-sized
firms.

In the period 1981 to 1983 the whole of London lay
outside the Social Fund’s priority regions. New rules
have been introduced for the Social Fund with effect
from 1 January 1984. Once again Southwark and,
indeed, the whole of London lies outside the Fund’s
priority regions, reflecting as that does the regional
designations of the United Kingdom Government.
However, under the guidelines for the management of
the Fund in the years 1984 to 1986, provision exists for
certain types of operation to be given priority regard-
less of the area in which they occur. These operations
are explicitly stated in the guidelines of the Fund and
concern, for example, training related to new technol-
ogies carried out in limited areas where the unemploy-
ment rate is exceptionally high in comparison with the
national average. Thus opportunities for Social Fund
aid for areas like Southwark may be found from
amongst these types of operation.

As far as the Regional Fund is concerned, this has
given no assistance at all to the London Borough of
Southwark. Inner city areas in London are ineligible
for the Regional Fund and no change in this situation
is foreseen at present.

I apologize for the length of this answer, but it is a
somewhat complicated issue dealing with three, or
perhaps even four, of the Funds of the Community. It
is perhaps right therefore that I should give the infor-
mation to the House.

As far as the Investment Bank is concerned, the EEC
Treaty sets out certain spheres of action for the Bank.
Most of the finance the Investment Bank provides
goes to investment in areas covered by national
regional aid schemes. South-east London has no
assisted area status. The honourable Member may
wish to bear in mind, however, that the EIB can also



No 1-314/156

Debates of the European Parliament

23.5.84

Richard

provide finance for investments of common interest to
several Member States or to the Community as a
whole — e.g. international communications or pro-
jects helping to meet Community energy requirements
— or for restructuring and modernizing industries,
essentially in sectors which are recognized as undergo-
ing severe structural problems. Viable projects under
these headings located in South-east London would be
eligible for EIB support.

In addtion and finally, the Bank handles, under Com-
munity mandate, the New Community Instrument
lending operations. The Council of Ministers deter-
mines the kinds of investments eligible for loans.
These currently include small and medium-scale enter-
prises wherever they are located. Several global loans
have been provided from NCI resources to financial
institutions in the UK, specifically to support small-
and medium-scale industrial enterprises in non-
assisted areas. Firms in South-East London could take
advantage of these facilities, and one in Southwark has
in fact done so.

Mr Balfe (S). — I thank the Commissioner for his
very thorough answer and for the commitments which
the Commission has given in previous years to projects
in this area and which are greatly appreciated.

I would also ask for his assurance that so long as suffi-
cient viable schemes can be put into operation in this
area — where unemployment has risen by 177% since
Mrs Thatcher came to power and where youth unem-
ployment has risen by over 300% in the same period
— the Commission will continue to offer the type of
assistance that it has up to now, while we await the
happy day when we can get rid of this Tory govern-
ment and go back to a policy of full employment.

Mr Richard. — I can give the honourable gentleman
and the House the assurance that if schemes which
qualify under the guidelines are submitted, they will be
dealt with in exactly the same way as schemes which
qualify under the guidelines from areas other than
Southwark.

Mr Price (ED). — The question tabled by Mr Balfe
asks about projects in the London Borough of South-
wark, and it says that the borough includes Green-
wich. Since Southwark does not include Greenwich,
does the Commissioner, like me, find it extraordinary
that a Member of this Parliament should not know the
basic facts of a constituency that he has purported to
represent for the last five years?

(Laughter)
Will he also — since Greenwich has been asked about

— provide the relevant details about that borough and
will he bear in mind the high unemployment in the

borough of Greenwich when future applications are
submitted from that borough?

President. — Mr Price, that is not a question

Mr Richard. — I think the Commission would be very
unwise to comment upon one Member of Parliament’s
perception of the knowledge of another Member of
Parliament. Therefore, if the honourable gentleman
will forgive me, I will not follow him down that specu-
lative path.

Mr Balfe (S). — I did not make the point when I
stood up for my supplementary question, but the way
the question was written was in fact a misprint.
Obviously, I do know what I represent, though the
carpet-bagging Mr Price, who has been hunting
England for a seat until he eventually ended up in
South-East London, clearly does have difficulty with

geography.

President. — I call Question No 42, by Mrs Duport
(H-30/84):

Subject: Projects in the London Borough of
Southwark

Can the Commission state how many projects and
to what value they have aided in the London Bor-
ough of Southwark (Lambeth, Lewisham and
Greenwich), What prospects can the Commission
offer for further aid in the forseeable future.

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — The appli-
cation of a weighted reduction coefficient to certain
applications for assistance which cannot be fully
financed is a necessity arising from the extent to which
the volume of eligible applications exceeds available
appropriations. The new rules adopted by the Council
and the Commission, principally concerning the sub-
mission of all applications for assistance by 21 October
of the year preceding the implementation of the opera-
tions, and the approval of all applications by 31 March
of the year in which the operations are to be imple-
mented, should help to reduce the inconvenience
caused to promoters by delayed approval and by
weighted reduction.

Mrs Duport (S). — (FR) I am not satisfied with Mr
Richard’s answer. When I joined this Parliament I was
approached by an organization which, because this
weighting system was introduced when its project was
already underway, was obliged to dismiss part of its
staff since it was counting on aid which it did not in
fact receive. As I pointed out in my question, the prov-
isions currently in force under point 6.4 of the guide-
lines mean that the same difficulties will continue.
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I have considered the question with Ministry officials
and we agreed that we would probably end up having
the same kind of difficulties. I do not know the answer
and I expect the Commissioner to consider ways of
speeding up the procedures for granting aid — which
should not be impossible — or only to grant aid to
projects which are sure to be put into practice. After
all, what is going on? A large number of applications
are submitted, including a number which are dropped
after having unfortunately been taken into account.
However, the weighting is calculated on the basis of
the applications taken into account but not followed
through. This is highly irregular and cannot be
allowed to continue since it constitutes an administra-
tive problem. I do not know the answer, but I should
think that the Commission officials would be capable
of solving such a simple problem.

Mr Richard. — There is no way at all in which we will
be able to avoid a weighted reduction procedure —
none at all. I give two figures. I am sorry but the hon-
ourable lady must accept this. Take 1984 for example,
the number of applications that we will get in will be
somewhere in the order of 4 billion units of account.
The number of available credits is somewhere in the
order of 1 billion 850 million units of account. There is
no way therefore in which one can avoid a weighted
reduction procedure other than by doing one of two
things neither of which, I think, would be acceptable
to this House. One is altering radically the list of
priorities for application, which is an exercise which
we have just been through in relation to the guidelines
of the Social Fund, and we have been through it in
very close consultation with this House and with the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment. The
other alternative is to do it on the basis of first come,
first served which I am bound to say, I think, would be
thoroughly unsatisfactory. Now what I have tried to
do is produce an administrative mechanism which
means that the likelihood of people being affected in
the way the honourable lady’s constituents were
affected is diminished. In other words, from now on,
we are in a situation, as I say, where applications will
have to come in by 21 October of the year before the
operation starts and we will approve those applications
by 31 March of the year in which the operations are to
be implemented. It is not a perfect system — I accept
that — but frankly there is no system that I can think
of which will avoid some of the difficulties that the
honourable lady has talked about.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Would the Commissioner say
whether the new rules for the European Social Fund
will make it easier for the Commission to indicate that
20% to 25% of the cost of the Youth Training
Scheme operated by the British authorities in fact
comes from that Fund; and will it make it easier for
the Commission to give figures for payments from the
European Social Fund through the Youth Training
Scheme in each country or borough of the United

Kingdom so that our citizens can see much more
clearly where European money is being spent on their

behalf?

Mr Richard. — One of the problems with Social Fund
money is that when it goes to Member States it tends
to become invisible. If one is dealing with local auth-
orities, municipal governments or regional authorities,
then it is much more visible and much more obvious.
But if you take the monies that the Commission put
into the Youth Training Scheme in the United King-
dom for example, it is basically a subvention to Her
Majesty’s Treasury.

Now, I wish that there were some way in which I
could make more visible and more obvious to the citi-
zens of the Community what we are actually trying to
do on their behalf, but I really do not think that I can
put up a plaque on the wall of the Manpower Services
Commission district region in Liverpool and say that
this is part-financed by money from the European
Social Fund. Regrettably, it is not like a dam or a piece
or motorway where you can see it and say that it has
been financed by the Regional Fund. It is much more
of a sort of a continuing contribution towards part of
the expenditure. But I am grateful to the honourable
gentleman for giving the figure that he did. I hope that
it will be noticed at least by those people who are at
present in a position to notice it.

Mr Clwyd (S). — A question I would like to put to
the Commissioner is this: would he not agree that not
only would it be more visible if the Social Fund were
used in the correct way in the United Kingdom, but
also that it would have more impact if it were truly
additional and not simply substituted for Treasury
money which would have had to be spent in any case
on those particular projects? Can he assure us that
despite the changes in the Social Fund — and he will
know that some of us in the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment were concerned about the
changes in the rules, because we felt that the margar-
ine would be spread more thinly throughout certain
countries and not concentrated on some of the disad-
vantaged regions as it has been in the past — certain
regions of the country such as the Cynon Valley will
continue to have a fair proportion of the Social Fund
despite the changes in the rules because of the high
percentage of unemployment in that particular area?

Mr Richard. — I think the honourable lady must do
the mathematics herself. She will know, because she
was a member of the committee, what the new guide-
lines are. She will know the way in which the Commis-
sion approaches the problem of priority areas. She will
know the extent to which we are bound by national
regional designations. In those circumstances, if the
applications come in, then obviously they will be dealt
with according to the guidelines in the way that the
Commission has set out, quite honestly, time and time
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again. I cannot give any undertaking that things in the
future will for ever remain exactly as they have been in
the past. Of course I could not give that undertaking,
and it would be very foolish to try to. On the other
hand, what I can say is that they will be dealt with by
the Commission in accordance with the guidelines. I
hope that administratively they will be dealt with
rather more expeditiously, perhaps, and with less diffi-
culty in the future than they have been in the past.

Now, on the first point that she makes on additionality
she will know that the Commission’s position is clear.
‘We think Social Fund money should be genuine addi-
tional money and that is an argument that we have had
with, I think, all the Member States from time to time.

Mr Gerokostopoulos (PPE). — (GR) I am not speak-
ing on the question but would like to raise a point of
order. I am afraid that in wishing to get through most
of the questions you are not adhering to the Rules of
Procedure as you should.

I asked to speak on a point of order when Mr Balfe’s
question was being discussed. I wanted to ask you
whether you, as one who always keeps to the Rules of
Procedure, do not think that it is inadmissible for
Question Time to be used as an occasion for argu-
ments between Members of two different parties, as
has happened in the present case and as habitually
happens between Labour and Conservative Members.
Their domestic problems can be settled in the House
of Commons or in the House of Lords, and not in the
European Parliament. If you think I am wrong, please
tell me.

President. — I have taken note of your kind sugges-
tions and I hope everyone will take heed of your
advice.

IN THE CHAIR: MR LALOR
Vice-President

Mr Chanterie (PPE). — (NL) Having heard what the
Commission has had to say I should nevertheless still
like to ask the following question. The whole point of
revising the European Social Fund was firstly to sim-
plify the procedures and secondly to improve the way
in which the money was allocated, particularly in
those areas where it was most needed according to the
priority criteria we have set out.

From the various points made by the Commissioner in
his answer it would appear to me that in fact nothing
has changed, in spite of the revision of the Fund. I
hope I am mistaken, but I should nonetheless like o

hear the Commissioner’s views on this point once
more.

Mr Richard. — I am sorry, but there is no mystery
about this. The. guidelines are there. The way in which

“the Commission hopes to concentrate its resources,

both in terms of the geographical areas that it wishes
to concentrate on, and, indeed, the sort of things that
it wishes to spend its money on, were, I had thought,
well known and clear. Broadly speaking, we have
undertaken — and the Council has expressed the legal
position — that 40% of the Social Fund will be spent
in the suprapriority regions — Ireland, Northern Ire-
land, Greece, the Mezzogiorno and the French Over-
seas Territory. The remainder of the Fund will be
spent in the rest of the Community. Now, obviously
we have to have some kind of geographical concentra-
tion otherwise the jam is spread too thin. To a large
extent we are bound, as I said earlier, by national
regional designations.

On the other hand, there are now some sectors, some -
things, some actions upon which in the future we hope
to be able to assist which are no longer subject to
regional designation. The sort of things are, for exam-
ple, actions to enable women to be trained in non-
traditional occupations. That is no longer subject to a
regional designation. Another example is action in the
new technologies to assist small and medium-sized
enterprises to use them and to make them more avail-
able. That again is no longer subject to regional desig-
nation. I will be happy to send the honourable gentle-
man a copy of the guidelines but I think, with respect,
it is all there and spelt out. I do hope that the new
Fund will, indeed, be simpler and administratively nea-
ter and more accessible than the old one was. But o
come back to the question, because we have strayed a
very long way from it, there is no way in which I can
control the fact that I am receiving applications for
Social Fund money which at the moment are running
at at least twice the amount of the money available in
the Fund to meet them.

President. — Mrs Duport, you have your hand up,
apparently for an additional supplementary question. I
cannot allow you to put an additional supplementary
question. Do you want to raise a point of order?

Mrs Duport (S). — (FR) I do not think my question
has been answered. I asked that funds should be com-
mitted to projects which are actually underway and
not to imaginary ones with the result that we end up in
the curious situation of financing dreams at the
expense of projects which are actually underway.

President. — I cannot allow a supplementary question.
However, it is a question of clearing up the reply
already given by the Commissioner. If he wishes to
clarify his answer, then we will hear him.
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Ms Clwyd (S). — On a point of order, Mr President
you should defend the right of Members to put
pointed questions to the Commissioner and you
should insist that he reply. It is no mistake that three
Members. . .

President. — I am protecting the rights of the other
Members of this House by enabling them to put ques-
tions.

Question No 43, by Mr Bord (H-43/84):
Subject: Restrictions on the free movement of persons.

Bearing in mind the provisions of the Charter of the
International Labour Organization, the applicability of
Article 48 of the EEC Treaty and Article 85 of the
Treaty which provides for free competition, what mea-
sures does the Commission intend to take in order to
counter the provisions laid down in some European
countries with the aim of limiting the free movement of
professional footballers within the EEC? More particu-
larly, is the Commission considering bringing a case
before the European Court of Justice?

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — The posi-
tion under Community law on this issue is quite clear.
Article 7(4) of EEC Regulation 1612/68 renders null
and void any provisions which lay down or authorize
conditions which discriminate against workers who
are Community nationals, particularly as to eligibility
for employment. Rules limiting the number of foreign
players who can play for a professional football club
without making a derogation for Community nation-
als fall into this category. The Commission does not
consider, however, that Community competition rules
— Articles 85 and 86 of the Treaty — are relevant in
this context.

As Mr Davignon told the House, in reply to a ques-
tion tabled by Mr Moreland in January 1983, the
Commission has conducted an enquiry in the 10 Mem-
ber States in order to discover what progress is being
made towards the elimination from the Football Asso-
ciation’s rules and regulations of such nationality
clauses. Progress made has not been satisfactory. The
Commission is now proceeding to make the necessary
contacts with the Member States and Football Asso-
ciations to ensure that rules and practices are changed
so that the principle of free movement is respected.
The Commission will, of course, use the means prov-
ided by Article 169 of the Treaty, if it has to, including
as a final step, bringing any persistent infringement
before the Court.

That being said, I would not agree with the implica-
tion in the text of the question that the nationality
clauses are designed to prevent free movement. They
may undoubtedly have that effect, and the Commis-
sion will certainly take steps to eliminate that effect.
However, their intention is rather to preserve a parti-
cular identity for clubs. It is this not unreasonable

preoccupation that makes the matter a sensitive one,
on which the Commission prefers to proceed by means
of persuasion.

Mr Bord (DEP). — (FR) I should like to thank the
Commissioner for his very lucid and interesting reply
and simply ask him to conduct this enquiry as quickly
as possible with a view to eliminating the problem I
have raised and thus permitting free movement among
this group of European citizens.

Mr Richard. — I can give the House the assurance
that we will carry it out with due expedition. How-
ever, it is a delicate and sensitive matter, where we
prefer to proceed by persuasion rather than coercion.

Mr Marshall (ED). — As the Member for Tottenham,
the pre-eminence of whose footballers will be con-
firmed in open competition this evening, can I ask the
Commissioner not to progress with undue speed and
to look at the impact of imported cricketers upon the
game of cricket in England where they had disastrous
effects? Can he ensure that football is not allowed to
go the same way?

(Laugbhter)

Mr Richard. -— As a rugby player I can only say that
this Commissioner never proceeds with undue speed.

Mr Herman (PPE). — (FR) As an Anderlecht sup-
porter, may I ask what means the Commission intends
to use, pursuant to Article 169, to put its recommenda-
tions into practice?

Mr Richard. — As I said a little earlier, we are in the
process of trying to resolve these difficulties over foot-
balling nationalities by a process of discussion and we
hope, in the end, persuasion and consensus. But it is a
slow process and it is a difficult process. We will pro-
ceed with all due deliberations but without undue
haste.

Mr Balfe (S). — Does the Commission accept that in
a number of sports, football being one, the way in
which contracts between the players and the clubs
concerned are drawn up could be said to limit the
availability and freedom of those players to move
around on the international market and is this not a
matter that we should be looking at in order to make
sure that people are not put in situations where they
contractually limit their freedom of movement under
the Treaty?

Mr Richard. — I think it is an interesting question and
I hope the honourable gentleman will be in a position
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to put a question down to that precise effect in the not
too distant future.

Mrs Lizin (S). — (FR) I should like to ask the British
Commissioner whether or not he regards it as equally
urgent to take urgent steps in connection with the
noisy, not to say disruptive, supporters of various Bri-
tish clubs. I am thinking of the performance they gave
in Belgium and which, it would appear, they are
intending to repeat at the next European Cup match.

Mr Richard. — I think it is high time that action was
taken against noisy supporters of all clubs who behave
like noisy supporters whether they behave that way in
Belgium or whether they behave that way in other
countries, whatever country they happen to come
from.

President. — Question No 44, by Mr C. Jackson (H-
17/84)1

Subject: Community agricultural expenditure

The Court of Auditors has reported in response to the
conclusions of the European Council of 18 June 1983.
The Court of Auditors pointed to shortcomings in inter-
nal control of the whole system of Community agricul-
tural expenditure, and noted that clearance of accounts
is currently taking five or six years.

What action is the Commission taking in respect of the
recommendations that national paying agencies should
be accredited by the Commission and should be directly
accountable to the Community, and that the national
and various Community controls should be integrated to
produce a more economical and more reliable system?

Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission. — (DA) In
his question, the honourable Member refers to the
report by the Court of Auditors which contains a
number of points which the Commission very much
appreciates. If I have understood him correctly, the
honourable Member thinks that changing the relations
between EAGGF Guarantee Section paying agencies
and the Commission and integrating the various
national and ‘Community control could improve the
situation as regards control of agricultural expenditure
and help make up the delay in the clearance of
accounts.

It should be borne in mind that the backlog has been
substantially reduced in that the accounts for 1978 and
1979 were cleared at the beginning of 1984. As the
Commission sees it, these two points are not automati-
cally related. EAGGF financing takes place via adv-
ances, centralized at Community level, to the paying
agencies. The actual payments and control thereof are
thus decentralized at national level and are the respon-

! Former oral question without debate (0-144/83), con-
verted into a question for Question Time.

sibility of the Member States. This decentralization,
which was laid down in Council Regulation No 729 of
1970, has certain advantages from the control point of
view, since the payment agencies are closer to the reci-
pients of the aid. If the payment agencies were to be
directly linked to the Commission and the control
measures integrated, this would call for a reorganiza-
tion of the various Community and Member State
bodies, since it would imply a strengthening of the
Community’s role. The Commission can understand
the appeal of such an approach, but is not convinced
that a reorganization of this kind would be possible
under existing conditions. The Commission has
decided to conduct an enquiry with a view to finding
suitable methods for monitoring the utilization of the
monthly advances more effectively and obtaining
information on the payments more swiftly.

As regards the integration of national and Community
control measures, there is on the one hand an internal
coordination procedure for Community control and,
on the other hand, an attempt is being made to
improve the application of the national control mea-
sures for expenditure financed by the EAGGF. The
Commission has started auditing work in the paying
agencies with a view to analysing the accounting and
control systems and thereby determining their reliabil-
ity. If appropriate, the Commission will make recom-
mendations for remedying any shortcomings which
may come to light. This auditing should also lead to
improved coordination in national and Community
control.

It should be pointed out that the Commission is in
favour of developing the joint system of technical
inspections involving both Community and Member
States officials together with inspection of actual
expenditure. An arrangement of this kind has been in
operation several years in the veterinary sector and a
similar arrangement was introduced in the beef sector
some months ago. These quality inspections may indi-
rectly have a positive effect on agricultural expendi-
ture.

Mr Christopher Jackson (ED). — If the translation of
the first question into Danish was perhaps not clear, 1
trust that my supplementary will be.

Does the Commission not agree that it is ludicrous to
take five years to clear up the accounts in the agricul-
tural area, and does it not agree that it is vital that all
agricultural aids should be seen to be fair as between
one country and the next and also that it would be to
the advantage of the Community if national aids also
wcn; to be more closely controlled by the Commission
itself?

Mr Dalsager. — (DA) If I have understood the three
questions correctly I can, I think, answer in the affirm-
ative since the Commission goes along with Mr Jack-
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son on these points. The question of clearance of
accounts is, after all, one with which the Commission
has had to contend for several years. We feel that we
have already improved the situation substantially and
that we will make further substantial improvements in
the near future. At any rate, we have made considera-
ble efforts in this area. The Commission made its deci-
sion on the clearance of accounts for 1976 and 1977
on 14 January 1983 and on 8 February 1984 for 1978
and 1979.

Thus, the observation made by the Court of Auditors
in the so-called Stuttgart report concerning a five- or
six-year delay in the clearance of accounts is fortun-
ately no longer relevant and we in the Commission
have made and will continue to make a major effort to
make up for the delay. Ultimately, however, it will not
be possible to reduce the time taken for the clearance
of accounts to less than one or two years since it inev-
itably takes a certain time for the work to be done and
for the Member States to submit information and sup-
porting documents to the Commission. However, we
have taken note of this problem and have made sub-
stantial efforts to reduce the time between the clear-
ance of the accounts and the auditing.

President. — As the authors are not present, Ques-
tions Nos 45 and 46 will be answered in writing.!

Question No 47, by Mrs Van Hemeldonck (H-35/
84)2

Subject: Hormone preparations

In a recent case in Belgium the problems of hormone
preparations were highlighted once again. Scientists
drew attention to the fact that hormone preparations
were carcinogenic. It was also stated that anyone using
these preparations was imposing serious risks on future
generations because all manner of abnormalities could
arise as a result of genetic changes. A uniform European
approach was advocated.

Is the Commission aware that the national provisions on
hormone preparations differ considerably? If so, what
proposals has the Commission drawn up on uniform
provisions in this area? What results have been achieved
to date?

Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission. — (DA) The
Commission fully realizes that national provisions on
the use of hormone preparations for fattening still dif-
fer considerably and feels that certain uniform regula-
tions should be drawn up in this area. We have already
made proposals which have led to the adoption, in
1981, of Council Directive 602 which basically bans
the use of all preparations containing oestrogen,
androgen or gestagen, or thyreostatic agents. These
proposals were accompanied by proposals regarding

1 See Annex II.
2 Former oral question without debate (0-167/83) con-
verted into a question for Question Time.

inspection. Unfortunately, the Council has been un- .
able to reach agreement on all our proposals and for
this reason we must continue our work, particularly as
regards the use of five particular substances for fatten-
ing. This is 2 complex issue and work has taken longer
than we expected. However, we have now finished
and the results — including our conclusions for pro-
posals — will soon be submitted to Parliament so that,
we hope, it will be possible to solve the problem very
swiftly.

Mrs Van Hemeldonck (S). — (NL) I should just like
to thank the Commissioner and I hope that these pro-
posals will indeed be submitted to Parliament in the
very near future.

Mr Bonde (CDI). — (DA) The newspaper ‘Notat’
reported yesterday that eggs from sources including
the German chain ‘Aldi’ containing residues of medi-
cines suspected of being carcinogenic were feared to
be in circulation in Denmark. I should therefore like
to ask the Commissioner for agriculture whether or
not he can confirm this and possibly tell us what he
intends to do to prevent the sale of eggs containing
residues of medicines?

Mr Dalsager. — (DA) I was not aware of the situation
described by Mr Bonde since I do not have such close
links with the newspaper he mentioned and have not
therefore had the opportunity to read the article in
question and at any rate I do not have a copy in front
of me at present. However, this is first and foremost a
matter for the Danish veterinary authorities, which
must conduct the investigations necessary to ascertain
whether these eggs in fact contain the substances in
question. It is not primarily the task of the Commis-
sioner for agriculture to conduct investigations of this
kind, but I obviously assume that the Danish veteri-
nary authorities are aware of the problem.

President. — Question No 48, by Mr Adamou (H-
784/83):

Subject: Statements by Mr Thorn on the establishment
of a ‘common defence policy’

The President of the Commission, Mr Gaston Thorn, is
reported by the press to have said that the time has come
to consider the question of a European defence policy
and that within two years there will be positive results.

Does the Commission consider that these statements are
consistent with the spirit and the letter of the Treaties,
which do not make any provision for 2 common defence
policy and, so long as the Commission is the guardian of
the Treaties, is it permissible for its President to make
such statements?

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) This Question refers to statements made by Mr
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Thorn last year during lectures in Munich and in Feb-
ruary of this year in Geneva concerning a European
defence policy. The President of the Commission
made it very clear on these occasions that he was stat-
ing his own personal opinion in his capacity as a politi-
cian and not as President of the Commission. The
Commission takes a view that its members, including
the President, have a right to voice their personal
views on political questions which do not fall within
the official scope of the Community. May I also point
out in this connection that Parliament has, in the past
and indeed very recently, discussed security questions
and demonstrated that the majority of this Assembly
regard 2 common European defence policy as impor-
tant for the future of Europe — and this is something
which I personally welcome.

Mr Adamou (COM). — (GR) I am grateful for the
reply, even though I fail to understand how someone
who is an official representative of a body can express
a personal opinion. I should like to ask whether the
EEC as an economic organization is being militarily
threatened by any other country and must conse-
quently organize its defence, and which country it is.

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) As I have just pointed out,
the President of the Commission was stating his own
personal views on these two occasions. I would prefer
not to state my personal opinion in this Assembly on
the point raised by the honourable Member.

President. — As the author is not present, Question
No 49 will be answered in writing.

- Question No 50, by Mrs Lizin (H-6/84):
Subject: Employmeri; in Wallonia

Can the Commission report on the situation with regard
to the authorization of employment zones in Wallonia
which were approved by the Belgian State by Royal
Decree of 13 September 19832 So far only the Flemish
region has been granted an authorization by the Euro-
pean Communities and no news has been received as
regards Wallonia.

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. — (NL) It
is tue that the Commission has so far only taken deci-
sions regarding two employment zones in Flanders
and it is also true that the Belgian Government had, at
an earlier stage, given notification concerning a num-
ber of employment zones in Wallonia, but these were
not eligible for approval by the Commission as the
proposals were in conflict with one of the principles
underlying the Commission’s decision making, i.e. that
a maximum of three zones in Wallonia could be
approved. Very recently, the Belgian Government has
submitted a new notification concerning employment
zones in Wallonia on which the Commission will
decide as soon as possible.

Mrs Lizin (S). — (FR) I must say that I found the
Commissioner’s reply very confusing and I do not
know whether this was the fault of the interpreters. I
hope I will be sent a copy of your answer. May I ask
when exactly you received the details from the Belgian
Government, whether you regard them as useful and
when you intend to adopt a position since, obviously,
employment zones are an interesting proposition if
you are the first in the queue. If you are the last, how-
ever, all the investments have already been drawn to
the other part of the country. You are sufficiently
familiar with Belgium to realize that we regard this as
a priority issue and for this reason I hope the Commis-
sion wastes no time in dealing with it.

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) I cannot at the moment tell
you the exact date of the second notification on the
part of the Belgian Government, but I think, off the
top of my head, that the most recent notification we
have received was submitted a few weeks ago.

I will make no bones about the fact that the Commis-
sion’s decision to approve the plan of the Belgian
Government to set up employment zones has come up
against considerable criticism in the Community. Var-
ious Member States have made it clear that they are by
no means pleased with this decision. Nor does the
Commission think that the setting up of zones of this
kind is the best way of promoting action in the field of
employment. After the plans had been adjusted, how-
ever, the Commission felt that it should not withhold
its cooperation as regards the establishment of these
zones, although it is giving careful consideration to
the question of whether the proposals by the Belgian
Government satisfy the criteria applied for the pur-
poses of decision making. This will take some time,
but I can assure the honourable Member that the deci-
sions regarding Wallonia too will be taken as quickly
as at all possible.

President. — Question Time is closed.!: 2

9. Action taken on the opinions of Parliament

President. — The next item is the statement by the
Commission on action taken on the opinions and reso-
lutions of the European Parliament.’

Mr Martin (COM). — (FR) On 13 April the Euro-
pean Parliament adopted the Committee on Agricul-
ture’s report on the wine market, a report which
revealed that the deteriorating situation of wine grow-
ers was to a large extent the result of inadequacies in

1 See Annex I
2 Deadline for tabling amendments: see Minutes.
3 See Annex IIIL
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Community legislation and its poor application. The
report also proposed a.whole series of improvements
which the Commission would be well advised to bear
in mind.

There was one measure proposed in the report which
could help improve matters without delay. I am refer-
ring to Article 15 and the special distillation measures.
Has the Commission at last made up its mind to put
this into operation?

Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission. — (DA) Mr
President, I can say in reply to Mr Martin that for
many reasons the Commission is not at the moment
prepared to make that proposal. At the meeting back
in April, when we discussed Mr Martin’s report, I
spoke on the Commission’s view of the situation in the
wine market. I can add that, since we last discussed the
problem, the situation has become even more confus-
ing and unclear, since it seems that the Commission,
which receives information from the Member States, is
continually being given new figures which make the
situation even more confused. Together with the heads
of the various departments in the Member States, we
are now trying to find out what the real situation is on
the wine market, since it would seem that more wine
keeps turning up, in excess of the figures which were
forecast, even though the harvest was a long time ago.
At the present time, therefore, 1 cannot give any fur-
ther information, except to say that the Commission,
together with the Member States, is investigating the
whole wine market situation. At the unofficial meeting
of agricultural Ministers which is to be held in France
in a few weeks’ time, the whole wine problem will be
tackled, as proposed by the French Presidency.

Mr Denis (COM). — (FR) My good friend, Mr Paul
Verges, asked the Commission to grant emergency aid
to Madagascar, the Comoros and Mayotte which had
been hit by cyclones.

We know that a first instalment of 300 000 ECU has
been sent. Can the Commission tell us if any other aid
has been given, how it has been shared out and to
what extent it meets the needs of the local authorities?

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission, —
(NL) The Commission has taken no other concrete
decisions at this time. Should the Commission decide
to make any more aid available to the stricken areas,
Parliament will be informed in writing.

10. Covering budgetary requirements in 1984

President. — The next item is the report (Doc. 1-
322/84), drawn up by Mrs Scrivener on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc. 1-
233/84 — COM(84) 250 final) for a regulation intro-
ducing measures to cover budgetary requirements in
1984 given the exhaustion of own resources.

Mrs Scrivener (L), rapporteur. — (FR) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, when we examined the 1984
budget, we were aware, as we pointed out at the time,
that it would mean major adjustments. However we
decided to pass the budget because we considered it
essential not 1o aggravate the crisis in the Community
and, to that end, to give the Community the resources
to opérate normally.

It is appropriate to recall these facts because it is pre-
cisely the normal operation of the Community which
is now at stake.

We now have an estimate of the adjustments forecast.
Further to the Council’s decision of 31 March 1984 on
the fixing of agricultural prices, the Commission has
drawn up an estimate of the financing requirements
for 1984. The Commission’s calculations reveal
requirements which exceed the present ceiling of own
resources by 2 700 million ECU. More than 2 100 mil-
lion ECU of these additional requirements are for
expenditure under the EAGGF Guarantee Section,
while the remainder is the result of a large shortfall in
own resources from the agricultural sector.

I shall not waste time in analysing the estimates which
Parliament will be examining as part of the next sup-
plementary and amending budget. Whatever the exact
figure for the requirements, one thing is now clear: in
1984 there will be a deficit in the Community budget
for the first time. Unless we find new resources, the
Community will not be able to fulfil its commitments!

Two things must be said. On the one hand, it is the
duty of the budget authority to provide the Com-
munity with the resources to enable it to operate nor-
mally. This responsibility is clearly stated in the Treaty
which lays down what measures should be adopted for
this purpose.

On the other hand, it is up to the Member States
which decided to increase agricultural expenditure to
ensure that the budget balances. It is the primary res-
ponsibility of the Member States which is the dominat-
ing factor in this matter.

The Commission is proposing two parallel ways of
dealing with the situation: strict management of
appropriations for the structural funds, and borrowing
from the Member States.

The first method does not seem acceptable to Parlia-
ment. It cannot accept that its decisions to increase
structural expenditure should be rendered ineffective
by management measures which pursue the opposite
objective. The Committee on Budgets did not find
resorting to borrowing to be a satisfactory solution
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either. Borrowing is contrary to the principle that the
budget should be in balance, as laid down in
Article 199 of the Treaty. Moreover it has never been
an element in Community resources either during the
period of national contributions or after the introduc-
tion of own resources in 1970. Nor is it a source of
finance which can be introduced on the basis of
Article 235 of the EEC Treaty, which clearly provides

_for the introduction of new policies where the Treaty
has not provided the necessary powers.

The Committee on Budgets therefore considers that
loans should be used solely for financing investment
expenditure which will generate wealth in the future.
Borrowing to finance expenditure in support of agri-
cultural markets does not seem compatible with sound
financial management. Furthermore, the Commission’s
suggestion to appeal to the cental banks — in other
words printing money — is a step which appears
equally questionable.

The Committee on Budgets considers that we must
rule out any payment of interest to the Member States.
We know that they have plenty of cash in the accounts
opened by the Commission with the national Treasur-
ies. These accounts, as we know, do not bring interest.
It is therefore only fair that any extraordinary aid
granted by the Member States to the Community
should likewise be non-interest-bearing.

For all these reasons the Committee on Budgets can-
not support the use of loans in the form proposed by
the Commission. The Committee is in favour of a
mechanism which will preserve the financial autonomy
of the Community. Since a link must be established
between requirements as they stand at present and the
new own resources to be introduced probably in 1986,
a sui generis system of advance payments from future
own resources appears to be the most appropriate
solution, although it must be said that there is no
really satisfactory solution.

These, ladies and gentlemen, are the reasons which led
the Committee on Budgets to amend the Commis-
sion’s proposals.

Some Members consider it premature to express an
opinion while the exact amount of the deficit is still
uncertain. This is exactly the attitude which has put
the Community in its present position. How can we
claim that there is no hurry when the coffers will be
empty in a few months? In our opinion this would be
forgetting that these are matters of principle to be
debated with the Council under the conciliation pro-
cedure and which will require the inclusion of the
necessary resources in the next supplementary and
amending budget.

Parliament will then be able to assert its views fully
when it votes on that budget, but it must still indicate
today — and this is why we considered the matter
urgent — what line it wishes to take.

Mrs Nikolaou (S). — (GR) Mr President, the Scrive-
ner report is one of the final chapters in the saga
which began in 1980 when the European Parliament
rejected the Community budget, thereby expressing its
political will to see a radical revision of Community
policy. This wish is still a dominant element in the
annual budget, in the message of the 30 May Man-
date, and in the proposal for the future financing of
the Community.

The further development of the Community means
new common policies, which in turn require adequate
resources. But instead of a global and generous policy
combined with an overall increase in Community
resources to enable such developments to take place,
the Community confines itself of fragmentary solu-
tions and stopgap measures. The Commission’s propo-
sals for covering the 1984 financial deficit are a blatant
example of this tactic. When we adopted the 1984
budget, we all knew that it did not correspond to real-
ity. But we adopted the budget in order to avoid the
consequences of another crisis. However, we made it
clear to the Council that financing extra agricultural
expenditure at the expense of the Regional and Social
Funds is something which we can on no account
accept.

We are totally opposed to the Commission’s proposal
o cover part of the deficit at the expense of the struc-
tural funds. The Socialist Group has repeatedly stated
that it does not accept that the Council’s political com-
promises should go against the priorities set by Parlia-
ment.

The majority of the Socialist Group agrees with the
view expressed in Mrs Scrivener’s report that recourse
to borrowing from the Member States is liable to
affect adversely the financial standing of the Com-
munity while still failing to provide a proper solution
to the deficit problem.

The majority of the Socialist Group is of the opinion
that the deficit should be covered by exceptional con-
tributions from the Member States. It does, however,
recognize the technical financial difficulties involved
in such a solution and considers that the most appro-
priate solution would be to have recourse to the sys-
tem of advance payments. But we would stress that
this solution also only puts off till later the problem of
the shortfall in the Community’s own resources. Thus
we are now using up part of the 1986 funds intended
for the development of new policies.

The Socialist Group will vote for the Scrivener report
and calls on the Council of Ministers to assume full
responsibility for the financial consequences of its pol-
itical decisions.

Now allow me to make one personal remark. Certain
measures will have to be taken so that the effects of
this additional burden on countries on the outskirts of
the Community which are already facing great finan-
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cial problems do not exceed their financial possibilities.

Mr Langes (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, I should
like to begin by expressing my sincere thanks to Mrs
Scrivener, who has undoubtedly packed a great deal of
arduous work into the past few weeks, and who has
presented the fruits of her labours with admirable clar-
ity here today. I wholeheartedly support her thinking
and proposals, and that goes for my group too.

I should like this afternoon to pick out just two points
which seem to me to be of pelitical importance. We
take the view that, by basing its borrowing on
Article 235 of the EEC Treaty, the Commission is
proceeding along a misguided and dangerous path,
given that the Article states that only unforeseen mea-
sures may be financed. Parliament surely cannot share
the view that the result of the Agricultural Council’s
decision — i.e. a shortfall of DM 6 000 million in the
1984 budget — was unforeseen; it was quite simply
the inevitable outcome of the Council’s decisions.

We must therefore find a solution in the Treaty, and
that solution can only be that the Council — which,
after all, is the budgetary authority, along with this
House — cannot simply enact legislation in the agri-
cultural sector, but must really ask itself first how it is
going to pay for the decisions it has taken. Basically,
there are only two options open to us. Either we must
expect the governments of the 10 Member States to
make a contribution in accordance with Article 200 of
the EEC Treaty, or advance payment must be forth-
coming from the own resources for 1985,

We believe the first option to be wrong. We think that
Parliament has invested enough effort in the system of
own responsibility and own resources. We do not want
additional contributions; what we want is for the
Community to accept its clear responsibility, which
can only be on the basis of prepayments from 1985
revenue. Our authority here is Article 203 (10),
Article 199 and Article 5 of the EEC Treaty, and we
call on the Council to join with us in adopting this
course. Of course, we realize that the 1985 shortfall
will be that much bigger — 10 to 15% bigger — but
we are of course prepared — and I would stress this
point on behalf of my group — to give some thought
to making savings and rethinking what could be done
about the budget — but only, ladies and gentlemen of
the Council and Commission, on the basis of a supple-
mentary budget. We shall take a look at the matter
item by item, and we shall certainly not accept any
attempt by the Commission to delete, say, 350 million
ECU from the Social Fund or the Regional Fund. Mrs
Scrivener was quite right in this respect. That is the
kind of thing we cannot support. After all, we cannot
simply start hacking around at a policy we ourselves
have helped to set up.

So we are quite prepared to think about how to make
savings, but only on the basis of a supplementary

budget, and that seems to me the right way wo go
about instituting the conciliation procedure. The
Council must realize that it cannot simply impose ceil-
ings in the Community, and thereby restrict the rights
of this House. We must.get together to see what we
must do, what expenditure is really essential, what we
are prepared to do and how we can then cooperate in
getting hold of the requisite own resources.

Parliament is prepared to make its good offices avail-
able, and we are quite sure that together — in other
words, by way of the conciliation procedure — we can
achieve our goal. I should like to thank Mrs Scrivener
once again for her report, which we shall certainly be
supporting by a large majority.

Lord Douro (ED). — Mr President, I have great sym-
pathy with Mrs Scrivener in trying to prepare a report
on this very difficult macter. It is the first time that the
Community finds itself without sufficient revenue to
cover its expenditure. However, I believe that it is far
too early in the year for Parliament to be in a position
to deliver an opinion on the Commission estimates of
what the shortfall will be. Often in the past the Com-
mission has found that its estimates — which, admit-
tedly, have to be made quite a long time in advance —
proved to be inaccurate. They can be thrown for all
sorts of different reasons. Certainly in the fifth month
of the financial year, it is very difficult to say with cer-
tainty whether the precise figure now estimated by the
Commission to be the 1984 shortfall is accurate,
Therefore, we believe it is premature for Parliament to
deliver its opinion.

However, the Committee on Budgets is making mat-
ters worse. At least the Commission in its proposal is
talking about a precise figure. The Committee on
Budgets’ amendment mentions no figure at all. The
Committee on Budgets’ amendment talks about ad-
vances. No figure is mentioned, and that is like giving
the Commission a blank cheque. That is a principle we
strongly object to. This is an important matter of prin-
ciple. It is the first time that the Community finds itself
in this position, and we believe that it should be the
new Parliament which delivers an opinion on this very
important matter.

Another point that concerns me very much is that in its
presentation on this proposal the Commission has
made little attempt to make economies in order to
cover the deficit. We know from last year’s experience
that there are economies that the Commission can
make. This year, faced with this probable deficit, the
Commission does not appear to have made the same
efforts to economize as they made last year. Certainly
we would hope that before the Community decides on
this extraordinary and unusual measure to cover the
deficit, the Commission will be required to make fur-
ther economies.

Last November Parliament agreed that the new
resources which might become inevitable for the Com-
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munity should be used for policies other than agricul-
ture. It will not have escaped the notice of Members,
however, that in this proposal the amount which the
Commission seeks to borrow is going towards cover-
ing only two matters — firstly, an overspend on agri-
culture and, secondly, a smaller revenue than antici-
pated. That goes directly .contrary to Parliament’s
resolution of last November, and therefore my group
has tabled an amendment which would allow the
Commission to borrow only the shortfall in revenue
and not the amount of the overspend in agricuiture.
We commend this amendment to the House.

Throughout the budgetary difficulties of the last year
the European Parliament has sought to keep maximum
pressure on the Council, so that it will make a lasting
and final decision on a future method of financing the
Community. One of the major problems about this
proposal is that it lets the Council and the Commission
off the hook. That is yet another reason why we
oppose this proposal.

Finally, there were members of the Committee on
Budgets who favoured so-called advances rather than
loans, because they imagined that advances would not
require approval in national parliaments. I have to tell
Members that whether they be advances or whether
they be loans, the approval of the House of Commons
will be required in the United Kingdom. Nobody
should be under any illusions on that point.

I very much hope, therefore, that Parliament will sup-
port our amendment. If it is rejected, my group will
unfortunately be unable to support Mrs Scrivener’s
resolution.

Mr Baillot (COM). — (FR) Mr President, it is now
certain that the resources in the 1984 budget will not
be adequate to cover our requirements. But are we yet
in a position to give an exact figure? Going on past
experience we should not rely on any figures given by
the Commission, which very often uses them to force
through certain policies. Yet again this whole business
is being used to mount an offensive against agriculture
which has already taken severe punishment under the
shoddy agreement of 31 March.

Furthermore there is nothing to help us assess the
amount of the shortfall of resources because of fluc-
tuations in the short-term economy and the situation
with regard to appropriation commitments.

We therefore find it premature to put forward figures.
It would be better to wait until we resume in Septem-
ber when we will have a clearer idea of how things
stand in the account books and on the benches, but on
the other hand, we should express an opinion on the
methods for covering the missing resources.

The Commission is proposing to contract loans from
the Member States to be repaid by increasing the rate

of VAT. The Committee on Budgets opposes this plan
for various legal and political reasons. We wholly
share its view, although we do not agree with its
assessment that farmers are to blame for the extra
expenditure.

There is no question of the Community stopping pay-
ments and of Member States having to fulfil their own
financial commitments under the arrangements, in
particular in the agricultural sector. To fill the gap in
the budget we are in favour of advance payments of
funds by the Member States on condition that such
payments are deducted-from the 1985 budget. This, in
our view, is essential in order to have a good grasp of
the budget at a time when discussions are just begin-
ning on the 1985 budget. We also consider, of course,
that the sums must be divided fairly between the var-
ious States.

This whole business is once again adding fuel to the
argument which is forever coming up in this chamber
that resources could be increased if we abolished all
exemptions from Community preference which cost
the Community budget more than 3 000 million ECU,
or around 20 000 million francs, every year, mainly to
the benefit of the United States.

On the other hand expenditure could be restricted by
better control of agricultural expenditure, adjusting it
to benefit small and medium-sized farms, and by a
clearer definition of the criteria for granting and using
structural appropriations. By 31 December 1984
scarcely more than 50% of the appropriations will
have been used in certain sectors. So something can be
done about this and economies can be made starting
this very year.

We will go on making this point in every budget
debate and we shall continue to do so for as long as is
necessary. -

Finally, I believe that our budget problems, which have
kept on resurfacing to poison the atmosphere in the
Community ever since the agreement of 30 May 1980,
could be partially resolved if the problem of the British
contribution could be solved once and for all, and the
only way of doing this is not to give in to Britain’s
never-ending blackmail.

Mr Louwes (L). — (NL) Mr President, on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group, I should like to
say that we whole heartedly share the views put for-
ward on behalf of the Committee on Budgets by Mrs
Scrivener, and I should like to take this opportunity to
pass on to her my group’s congratulations. For more
than a year now, she has been leading the Committee
and this House through the budgetary minefield in
this new and difficult situation. And let us not forget
that 1985 will follow the same pattern. Hats off to her!

My group is very concerned about a lot of things —
more than I can possibly discuss in the three minutes
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available to me. One of our major concerns is the atti-
tude of the European Democratic Group, or the Con-
servatives if you prefer. As far as this matter is con-
cerned, they appear to be on a collision course with
the European Parliament. The situation we had yester-
day morning, when one of the Conservatives raised
the quorum issue, is something I find utterly baffling. I
just do not understand the thinking behind that kind
of thing. I have here before me a press cutting dealing
with the Conservatives’ election manifesto in the
United Kingdom, which claims that one of their major
achievements has been to work out exactly how much
money they have got back from the Community kitty.
That kind of thing makes me cross and worried about
the position of this House and our ability to extricate
ourselves from our political and financial problems.

The European Democrats’ spokesman complained just
now that Mrs Scrivener’s motion for a resolution con-
tained no figures. I would have thought that he would
have known better. This is after all a motion for a
resolution, not a supplementary budget — that is
where you can expect to find figures.

Lord Douro went on to talk about an amendment
allowing the Commission to borrow enough to cover
the shortfall in revenue, but not allowing agricultural
over-expenditure to be financed by loans or prepay-
ments. What exactly is the view on the other side of
the Channel regarding commitments you have entered
into? That surely is a legitimate question. The Com-
munity has certain commitments, and nothing has
changed in that respect. Something is in the pipeline,
but for the time being, we must meet our obligations
and finance them. I can tell Lord Douro right here and
now that my group will not be voting for his amend-
ment.

A second major concern of ours has to do with the
Council of Ministers, which is partly responsible for
guaranteeing the future financing of the Community.
As far as I am concerned, the Council’s mills grind far
too slowly. It seems to me that the ministers’ actions
do not reflect the seriousness of the situation, and that
is something which worries me. There is one thing we
must make clear, and that is that no money must be
diverted from other policy sectors to fill the gap
caused by the ministers’ inability to reach decisions.
My group could not support any such attempt.

Mr President, I only wish I could share the optimism
shown by Mr Tugendhat this morning when he pre-
sented the 1985 budget.

Mrs Scamaroni (DEP). — (FR) The Group of Euro-
pean Progressive Democrats once again denounces the
budget submitted by the Commission of the Commu-
nities for 1985 as bogus. The Assembly has been
deceived. It has expressed its views on a budget which
contained from the very beginning the difficulties
which now face us. This is intolerable. We thus now

find ourselves forced to dream up solutions to ensure
that our income is in line with the expenditure author-
ized, arising solely from the application of the Treaty.

The EPD Group considers that under no circum-
stances can the Community afford either politically or
legally to cease payments.

That is why, of all the solution