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SITTING OF MONDAY, 24 OCTOBER 1983
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4, Air transport — Second report (Doc. 1-454/
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Mr Moorbouse; Mr M. Martin; Mr

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 14 October 1983.!

2. Statement by the President on events in Lebanon

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, the dastardly
outrages in Beirut...

(All the Members rose)

strike primarily at France and the United States.
However, other European countries are also repre-
sented in Lebanon. It is true to say therefore that
Europe is particularly concerned at these events.

1 Approval of the minutes — Petitions — Authorization to
draw up reports — Referral to committee : See the Minutes
of this sitting.

5. Competition — Report (Doc 1-801/83) by
Mr Franz

Mr Franz; Mr Megaby; Mr Papantoniou;
Mr wvon Wogau; Mr Beazley; Mr
Leonardi ; Mrs Tove Nielsen ; Mr Ryan; Mr
Alavanos; Mr Contogeorgis (Commission) 11

Annex

Mr Seal; Mr Albers; Mr Welsh; Mr More-
land; Mr Wurtz . . . . .. ... ... .... 21

I feel that I am voicing the sentiments of this entire
House when I express first of all our profound sorrow
and sympathy to the families of the victims.

I firmly pledge the support of our Parliament for the
efforts being made by European countries to restore
peace in Lebanon.

The sacrifice of our fellow-Europeans will not have
been in vain if it helps to bring peace and liberty to
that sorely distressed part of the world. I would ask
the House to observe a minute’s silence in memory of
those young soldiers who gave their lives in the cause
of peace.

(The House observed a minute’s silence)

3. Agenda

President. — At its meeting of 12 October 1983 the
enlarged Bureau drew up the draft agenda which has
been distributed to you.

At this morning’s meeting the chairmen of the polit-
ical groups asked me to propose a number of amend-
ments to the House.

(The President read the amendments to the agendas
for Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday)?

2 See Minutes.
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President
Friday : general discussion on environmental protection. I

— since the President-in-Office of the Council is
unable to be present, the two oral questions to the
Council by Mr Johnson, on the protection of the
environment and economic development, and Mr
Gautier, on motor vehicle exhaust gases, are with-
drawn from the agenda. All the other questions,
which are addressed to the Commission, will
remain on the agenda.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, thank you for
the information you have just provided. Can you give
an assurance that the oral question on exhaust gases
will not only feature on the agenda of the next part-
session but will be scheduled for debate in the pres-
ence of the President-in-Office of the Council?
Secondly, I persist in my belief that the remaining
questions on the agenda, in the context of the joint
debate, are somewhat of a hotch-potch. I have never
believed environmental policy to be susceptible to
such treatment and I therefore feel that the questions
I have just referred to ought, rather, to be taken sepa-
rately, for 1 fail to see the connection between such
issues as the drought afflicting the Sahel region and
flags of convenience and such-like.

Mr Bangemann (L). — (DE) Mr President, we had
decided to give pride of place under this item on the
agenda to the question tabled by Mr Johnson and to
consider the remaining questions, including that on
flags of convenience, as dealing with individual
aspects of environmental protection. Mr Gautier has,
perhaps, overlooked the fact that his question deals
exclusively with environmental aspects. It is not my
fault that the questions tabled by Mr Johnson and Mr
Gautier to the Council have to be withdrawn in view
of the latter’s absence. Nevertheless I feel that the
colleagues who have tabled such questions are most
interested in keeping them on the agenda and I would
ask you therefore to leave it unchanged. I am not sure
that Mr Gautier’s proposed change has been moved in
the correct manner.

President. — Mr Johnson’s question is a kind of
umbrella question covering all the others, and since
that is being withdrawn, I think that there can no
longer be any question of a joint debate. I feel there-
fore that we can now take the various questions sepa-
rately.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE} Mr Bangemann has obvi-
ously not been paying sufficient attention to the
proceedings. I agree with your suggestions on the
procedure, Mr President, but I would also ask you to
carry forward my question, and that of Mr Johnson, to
the next part-session and to treat them separately on
that occasion. Community citizens have a special
interest in seeing legislation to control exhaust gases
being treated as a subject in its own right, rather than
one point among many in the overall context of a

have requested such a separation with a view to
enabling Parliament to provide the public with an
unambiguous stance on the issue.

President. — Whether this item can be put on the
agenda for the next part-session will depend on
whether the Council can be present or not. Further-
more, the November and December agendas are

already overloaded. However, we shall see what we can
do.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) I have a question
concerning Friday’s proceedings. Will the vote on
those reports on which the debate has been concluded
on Thursday be taken on Friday after the oral ques-
tions and the debates on them, or will it be taken
beforehand ?

President. — Mr von der Vring, the vote on reports
already dealt with will be taken first thing on Friday.
After that we continue with the other debates.

Mr Moller (ED). — (DA) Mr President, it is only 14
days since the enlarged Bureau drew up the draft
agenda, and representatives of the Council were
present who accepted these items. It seems very odd
to me therefore that now, on Monday, we are told that
the Council President cannot attend on Friday.
Anyone can, of course, be unavoidably detained, but
no reason whatsoever is given to explain why the
Council President cannot be here on Friday to answer
the oral question which has been on the agenda for a
fortnight.

President. — Mr Maoller, this was accepted with the
proviso that the President-in-Office of the Council
would be able to be present on that Friday. We had
good hopes that he would be, but he is not able at this
moment.

Mr Sherlock (ED). — Mr President, I must agree
with the observations made by Mr Gautier and Mr
Bangemann on this relegation yet again to a latterday
debate of two important environmental matters.
Important though the budget is, these matters touch
upon the lives of every citizen in this Community
every day. Had those who drew up the agenda and put
on it these two matters, both of which are referred to
the Council, cared to look at their diaries, they would
have seen that the 28th of this month, which is next
Friday, is one of the most important national holidays
in the Greek calendar. I think that just a little fore-
thought on the part of those who draw up the agendas
could save this sort of time-wasting nonsense.

Finally, I must agree with the observation by Mr
Gautier that it is time, if these matters are put off to
another part-session, that matters pertaining to the
environment should cease to be packed away in any
odd corner that is left in any small part of the agenda.
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President. — Mr Sherlock, I think that your remarks
are not fair. This is the first time that the enlarged
Bureau has proposed to the House that it deal with a
number of oral questions — not reports by commit-
tees — which have been trailing along on our long
list for a considerable period of time. Of course, we try
to combine the questions to the Commission with
questions to the Council. As for the holidays in
Greece, well, anyone who is President of the Council
these days will probably not have much holiday
anyway. That is really all that one can say about the
unavailability of the Council on Friday next.

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, in the light of the
information which has just been furnished by my
colleague Mr Sherlock — namely, that it is a Greek
public holiday on Friday — would there not be some
merit in transferring the business which we are
discussing from Friday to, say Thursday afternoon,
particularly now that Mrs Nielsen’s report is with-
drawn and, with the consent of the House, I would be
very happy for my own report to be taken on Friday
morning ? In this way we should get the business
done on Thursday and everybody would, I hope, be
satisfied, including the Greek representatives, who will
still be able to go on holiday on the Friday in ques-
tion.

President. — Mr Hord, you know that we have the
budgetary votes on Thursday. It is very difficult to
foresee their duration — they might be rather long —
and I think the GATT report will also take a consider-
able period of time. Moreover, a new report has been
added to the agenda on Argentinian refugees. So the
agenda on which we have already agreed without a
night sitting makes it highly improbable that we shall
be able to deal with those questions also on Thursday.

Mr Konstantinos Nikolaou (S). — (GR) Mr Presi-
dent, I would like to thank our two British colleagues
who mentioned the Greek national holiday. Neverthe-
less, let me say that the Greek Members of the Euro-
pean Parliament will be here on Friday until 1 p.m,
when their flight is due to leave. Thus, there is no
need to postpone the debate, but in any case I thank
our colleagues for their suggestion.

Mr Wurtz (COM). — (FR} Mr President, just a
remark on the Arndt report. We only received this
text on the day prior to the final date for the tabling
of amendments. I would therefore ask you if you
could possibly extend the deadline to tonight.

President. — Mr Wurtz, I accept what you say. I
propose therefore that the deadline for tabling amend-
ments to this report be fixed for 8 p.m. this evening.
The same will hold for the Scrivener and Pfennig
reports. The deadline for tabling amendments to the
new items entered on the agenda is fixed for 12 noon
tomorrow.

(Parliament adopted the draft agenda thus
amended)!

4. Air transport

President. — The next item is the second report
(Doc. 1-454/83/rev.) by Miss Forster, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc.1-740/81 — COM(81) 590 final) for a direc-
tive on tariffs for scheduled air transport between
Member States.?

Miss Forster (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, I do
not believe that this Community can afford to be
protectionist. The days when Europe was the rich
man’s table are gone. Those seeking jobs or trying to
run businesses which create jobs are faced with a
world in recession where people protect themselves
and their countries’ industries. They protect what they
have for fear that any opening up or liberalization will
look like weakness. I believe they are wrong. Those
who hide from reality grow weaker, not stronger.

The scheduled airlines are the same: they are ex-
tremely protectionist. They have too many large aero-
planes chasing too few passengers, because in an era
of rising costs and unemployment there are not
enough people who can afford to pay for the seats at
the prices they are now asking. So what do they do?
They protect themselves from anybody who might
offer lower prices and different services. They say they
have the divine right to run air services in Europe
their way, at their prices and to protect their jobs.

If God were a European, I am sure he would disagree,
because he has wings of his own and can get around
the place. From London to Athens, for example, he
would not pay £ 280 Club Class or £ 221 Eurobudget
— which you cannot even cancel if you are ill. And
neither, Mr President, would I. I went for £ 85 to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs in
June, which voted unanimously, with only three
abstentions, for the directive as amended by the
committee. It is now my duty as rapporteur to ask this
House to do the same and vote in favour of the direc-
tive.

I know I have support in some parts of this House,
and I will therefore address my remarks to those who
I know are against the report.

Who are these people from six different countries
who move almost identical amendments ? They are
uncannily alike. I am sure they are all charming

! Speaking time : see Minutes.
2 See also OJ Annex No 1-292 pp. 287-296 and p. 312, as
well as Debates of 4 July 1983, pp. 4 and S.
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and intelligent, but they do appear to be a trifle incon-
sistent. Mr Hoffmann and Mr Herman I would
normally expect to believe in free competition. Mr
Halligan, Mr Key and Mr Carossino and Mrs
Desouches — who are they representing with their
amendments ? Not the consumer, that is for sure,
despite their Socialist and Communist beliefs. They,
Mr President, are the airline group ganging up to
protect the flag-carrying State airlines. Their protec-
tionist line may be right in the short term — there
will be no disturbance, no changes and no redundan-
cies. But what about the situation in five or ten years’
time ? Are the flag-carriers going to be competitive
when flying outside Europe to third markets ? No, I
do not believe they will be. Passengers will choose
instead the People’s Express or a revamped Pan Am.
And what is happening inside Europe ? Is the develop-
ment and growth of European industries going to be
helped by airline tickets which are at an artificially
high level, thus putting an added burden on manufac-
turing industries which are doing their best to
compete with Japan and Far East low-cost producers ?
I am a Conservative and I believe in preserving the
best of the status quo: to this extent I sympathize
with some of the amendments ; but in the long term,
Mr President, I believe my committee is right and the
amendments are wrong.

Introducing a little competition on a route-by-route
basis, that is all we are asking for. We are not asking
for deregulation overnight. I am sure it would be good
for the airlines and good for the airline users.

Mr Hoffmann and his friends, I feel, have feet of clay;
they should try to fly a little higher, a little faster and
a hell of a lot cheaper.

(Applause)

Mrs Desouches (S). — (FR) Mr President, I shall not
go into the substance of this debate, as I feel that
everything, or just about everything, has already been
said, but I would like to comment on the procedural
aspects the House has witnessed with regard to this
report. 1 believe such a procedure provides a classic
example of the way in which Community procedures
can be deflected from their real objectives and Parlia-
ment assigned a useless and even ridiculous role.

The mechanics are quite straightforward : the Commis-
sion submits to Parliament for the latter’s opinion a
proposal for a directive ; once the Commission has
gone through the formal motions it can then proceed
to draw up its own text with a free hand. Since spring
we have known that the Commission was working on
new proposals and that, I quote, * it will be necessary
to alter certain points of the directive in order to take
account of the changed statutory and economic situa-
tion’. Notwithstanding, the Commission is still drag-
ging its feet and stubbornly refusing to allow Parlia-
ment to raise the issue of the changes envisaged. The
Commissioner responsible informed our Committee

on Economic and Monetary Affairs that ‘it need not
concern itself with the validity or otherwise of the
texts submitted to it’. In other words, we are there to
vote and not to ask questions, least of all intelligent
questions. I would add that such an attitude brings the
Parliament into disrepute in the eyes of the airlines
which understand, only too well, the Commission’s
game and will thus be emboldened to ignore a Parlia-
ment whose powers have so obviously been repudi-
ated. Some time ago we debated medium-range
projects. We are now confronted with an immediate
problem, one which concerns the real power of this
Parliament. You will, I trust, appreciate that my group
and I are not, under the circumstances, favourably
disposed towards this directive.

Finally, Mr President, with regard to Miss Forster’s
motion for a resolution I would point out.to my
colleagues that there is a page missing from the text
which has been distributed and that they have not got
therefore Articles 10, 11 and 12 which is, to say the
least, somewhat embarrassing.

President. — As far as the French version is
concerned, Mrs Desouches, you are quite right. As a
result of a technical error there is one page missing.

Mr Franz (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, my group, the Group of the European
People’s Party, shares Miss Forster’s regret that the
free market forces are being prevented from func-
tioning in the air traffic domain by national protec-
tionism and subsidies. It must be obvious to all that
this lack of competition is a fundamental flaw in
Community air transport. More efficient competition
in this sphere, however, presupposes that all market
participants operate under the same conditions.
Nationalized and semi-nationalized carriers, sheltered
as they are from the eventuality of bankruptcy, are
every bit as much out of place in this scheme of
things as monopolies, cartels and other concentrations
of market power. Although the domain of air traffic,
unlike that of other modes of transport, is not subject
to Community regulations on competition, we are
nevertheless fortunate in having a viable European air
transport system which assures scheduled air services
between the Member States of the European Com-
munity. However, the intricacies of a pricing policy,
difficult enough for the expert to come to grips with
and therefore well-nigh impossible for many users,
coupled with a lack of market transparency result in a
national market  compartmentalization  and,
consequently, considerable restrictions on competi-
tion. Equal opportunity for the competing airlines in
the air traffic sector has yet to become a reality. A
framework in which this can be achieved must first be
created before this sector can be exposed to free
competition. A transitional period will be called for. It
will take some time therefore for the conditions of
free competition which will ensure a user-oriented
market to be attained in this sector.

SN
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The exposure of the air traffic sector to a greater
degree of deregulation is, however, both necessary and
possible already, even if this has to proceed cautiously
in order to avoid damage. The safety, precision and
punctuality which have been characteristic of Euro-
pean air transport must be maintained. Hence the
need for compromise.

The Forster report, now before us, on the Commission
proposal to the Council for a directive on tariffs for
scheduled air transport between Member States
follows in the footsteps of the Schwartzenberg report
and represents an additional milestone on the way
towards the application of Community competition
rules to the air transport sector.

Community air transport needs more competition,
more transparency for the consumer and, con-
sequently, more deregulation. One can only subscribe
completely to Miss Forster’s contention that the
existing restrictions on the European market are one
of the chief reasons for excessively high air fares.
Fortunately European air space has been hitherto free
of barriers, but the achievement of a completely free
Community internal market would ensure a simplifica-
tion of the formalities and hence considerable cost
reductions. There is no reason why a Diisseldorf-Paris
flight should be any more complicated than one from
Disseldorf to Munich.

The exhaustive discussion of the Commission’s pro-
posal for a directive and the motion for a resolution in
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
has resulted in numerous substantial amendments and
improvements and has underlined the significance of
this proposal for Community air transport. The imple-
mentation of the directive throughout the Community
will lead to a more efficient tariff practice in Commu-
nity air transport as a result of increased competition.
The Group of the European People’s Party has tabled
several amendments and we look forward to their
adoption. Although my group does not subscribe
unconditionally to the Forster report, we would
nevertheless like to extend our thanks to the rappor-
teur for the unstinting effort she has put into it. Miss
Forster, we have not made things easy for you in the
committee stage nor, indeed, here in the plenary and
we should be grateful that you have not thrown in the
towel. A complex and sensitive area such as that repre-
sented by air transport cannot be changed with one
bold stroke. However, we agree with your contention
that this represents a step in the right direction.
Hence the PPE group is prepared to vote in favour of
the motion for a resolution provided our amendments
are incorporated.

Mr Moorhouse (ED). — Mr President, in our
opinion the rapporteur has done a great job. Her
thoroughgoing analysis and her thoroughly sensible
recommendations could go far to help develop a
common air transport policy for Europe. The time has

now come for the Council of Ministers to get to grips
with this vital issue and not to dilly-dally any longer.
They must show the people of Europe that they are
not merely the lackeys and the stooges of the national
air carriers.

Mr President, this proposal from the Commission
marks the third stage in the Community’s efforts to
bring air transport undertakings within the rules of
competition of the Rome Treaty and so liberalize
scheduled air services within the EEC and indeed in
Norway, Sweden, Spain and Portugal. We are abso-
lutely convinced that this is the only way to develop
still further the internal markets and bring down air
fares which are still far too high, notoriously so on
certain routes, not least in Scandinavia.

The first stage was the adoption by Parliament and
the Council of Ministers of the directive on inter-
regional air services, which takes effect on 1 October
1984. That will give air carriers the opportunity to
start up entirely new services at cost-related fares. That
is the crucial point — cost-related fares, not fares that
are a rip-off which only the bureaucrats and the busi-
nessmen can afford because they are not paying the
fares themselves. More than that, the new directive
will enable new air services to be opened up on
such routes as Aarhus to Hamburg, Manchester to
Toulouse, Liverpool to Antwerp, Copenhagen to Stras-
bourg, to name but a few.

But to bring the IATA air carriers and the men who
run them within the rules of competition of the
Community and to get agreement on this proposal on
air tariffs is a much tougher proposition than the
inter-regional air services draft directive ever was. We
know all too well, as do our colleagues in the Council
of Europe, that the IATA carriers, with one or two
honourable exceptions, are fighting a tough rearguard
action, a relentless campaign. They are determined,
ruthlessly determined, to resist Community legisla-
tion. We see ample evidence of this in the strenuous
efforts that the national air carriers are making here at
Strasbourg up to this very minute, and over lunch and
dinner, to win colleagues to their side. Let us therefore
make it abundantly clear that our prime duty — and I
appeal to my colleagues here — is to our constituents,
to our electorate, and not to that small exclusive
clique of powerful airline heads who seek to perpet-
uate their iron hold on the airways of Europe.

Mr President, was it not Abraham Lincoln who once
said, you can fool some of the people all the time, all
the people some of the time, but you cannot fool all
the people all the time! So it is with people and
airfares ! People can see perfectly well for themselves
how the newly-famous US airline People’s Express
can fly a person across the Atlantic from London to
Newark in the United States for no more than £ 99
single.

(Interruptions from the left)
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They do not like this, but this is a fact! £ 99 single,
3000 miles or so. Yet it costs as much as £ 255
economy fare to be flown from, say, Rome to Copen-
hagen.

Mr President, there is absolutely no doubt in my mind
that scheduled air fares on many European routes are
too high, absurdly so, and they could be significantly
reduced by airlines run on less extravagant lines and
operating more economical aircraft.

(Further interruptions from the left)

You do not like competition! We know that quite
well. Nor do you like cheap fares. That, of course, we
also know only too well. You should be here to repre-
sent the constituents of Europe and not the big airline
interests !

This directive will not be passed unless and until it is
agreed by the Council of Ministers. This is what we
have to work for. Alas, it is all too clear that despite
intense activity by the Commission, by the European
Parliament and by the Council of Europe, the Trans-
port Ministers, with maybe two or three honourable
exceptions, are not prepared or are too timid to inter-
fere in the affairs of their national airlines. Indeed, it
is not going too far to say certain national airlines act
as a state within a state ...

(Protests from the left)

. regarding themselves as out of reach of the law. I
will give you an example. The chairman of Lufthansa,
Mr Ruhnau, when he paid a visit to Strasbourg, was
frank enough to show that he did not appear to be
aware that the Community could conceivably affect
his freedom of action. He, like the USSR, does not
recognize the Community. Equally, Mr President, in
Denmark it is somewhat difficult to liberalize Scandi-
navian air transport policy because the official in
charge, Mr Halck, is also on the supervisory board of
SAS, and one does wonder whether such a situation is
legally or morally acceptable.

So, given these obstacles, it would seem that we are in
for a war of attrition. We may yet have to join my
honourable colleague, Lord Bethell, in his now
famous legal action to try and get a fair deal for air
travellers in Europe. How much better it would be if
airline heads could see sense and come to terms with
the political realities !

Mr President, failing an early solution, let the airline
heads not underrate our determination, both in this
Parliament and in the Council of Europe, to invoke
the Rome Treaty and thereby give air travellers greater
freedom of movement through lower air fares, a cause
for which all of us, and I make this final appeal to
my colleagues, should strive. We shall certainly be
supporting the report.

(Applause from the European Democratic Group)

Mr M. Martin (COM). — (FR) Mr President, at its
second reading in the Committee on Economic and

Monetary Affairs the revamped Forster report did not
strike us as noticeably different from the first version
which had evoked considerable criticism from my
group, the French Communists and Allies.

The amendments to the Commission text, whilst intro-
ducing a greater degree of coherence than had
prevailed in the wake of the previous vote, are either
purely cosmetic or, alternatively, tend to further shift
the thrust of the directive in what we consider to be
the wrong direction. Admittedly, some concessions
have been made in the presentation with a view to
rendering the text more attractive. Thus Article 3 no
longer refers to ‘costs’ but ‘overall costs’. The principle
of standardization of freight charges and equalization
of different airlines’ charges, while not being admitted
formally, would now appear to be tacitly recognized.
In the main, however, the amendments only lend
weight to our original point of view.

I shall give three examples. On the arbitration proce-
dure to be set in motion to resolve disputes, both the
wording of the directive as it currently stands and that
of the proposed amendments introduce an unbeliev-
able degree of bureaucracy. In the case of additional
state aid to airlines, one of the new amendments envis-
ages investing the Commission with power to ensure
that such aid is in conformity with Article 92 (3) of
the EEC Treaty.

Furthermore, consultations between airlines would be
subject to Commission supervision, and the Commis-
sion would be called upon to rule on the compati-
bility, or otherwise, of specific concerted practices
with the rules on competition laid down in Article 85
(1) of the EEC Treaty.

As to the motion for a resolution, it bears the obvious
hallmarks of the proponents of deregulation. The
objective of attaining a gradual liberalization owes a
lot to the incessant barrage of criticism which has
assailed national air carriers, which are subject to the
constraints that are incumbent upon a public service
and that are incompatible with the consideration of
transport as just another product.

Finally, convinced that the international agreement
concluded in 1967 provides a framework within
which price-fixing mechanisms can envolve, we do
not intend to emulate the authors of the motion for a
resolution in their desire to establish a Community
authority to oversee civil aviation. The de facto result
of such action would be the departure from IATA, a
framework eminently capable of responding to the
challenge of elaborating an improved civil aviation
tariff system.

For all of these reasons we shall be voting against the
proposal for a directive and the motion for a resolu-
tion.

(Applause from the Communist and Allies Group)
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Mr Nyborg (DEP). — (DA) Mr President, I should
like to say at the outset that, while I speak on behalf
of the European Progressive Democrats, some of the
views [ present will be my own.

I have spoken in this forum for the cause of liberalism
in the past, and I shall do so again today. The aim of
an air transport policy should be to benefit the
consumers to the maximum extent possible and at the
same time to ensure that the various air transport
undertakings in the Community operate under the
same competitive conditions. In this context we
should prevent the air transport undertakings from
limiting free competition, for example, by means of
pool arrangements. It is also the task of the Commis-
sion as the guardian of the Treaty. When we look at
the development of civil aviation in the world, we
have to agree that it is the private companies which
have been the driving force in the reduction of prices
to the advantage of the consumer. It is also the private
companies which have been most innovative in their
thinking. It was the private charter companies, for
example, which made a serious effort to provide air
transport for the man in the street. In Denmark we
have seen how entrepreneurs ready to take initiatives
organized charter flight traffic on systematic lines to
the advantage of sun-starved northerners and to the
advantage of the tourist industry in the south.

[ am one of those people who have followed Sir
Freddy Laker’s fight over the North Atlantic with
interest and enthusiasm, and I am one of those people
who are annoyed at the fact that it costs more to fly
from London to Copenhagen than to fly from London
to the USA. There is a need for new thinking and
greater flexibility in the air transport sector. This is
recognized in the more or less state-owned national
air transport undertakings. I note, for example, that
the SAS annual report for 1981-82 says on the subject
of fare conferences under IATA auspices that: ‘A
consequence of fare coordination is that international
fare setting is often characterized by rigidity and lack
of innovative thinking’. Let us have greater transpar-
ency in the fixing of fares. It is quite conceivable, for
example, that there are certain airports which impose
unreasonable landing and take-off charges.

I have proposed an ameridment to the motion for a
resolution in the Forster report which may seem exten-
sive in its scope, but I think we should make the
proper distinctions. If a state-owned company, for
reasons of national or regional policy, maintains an
otherwise uneconomic route from the centre of the
country to a remote area, its cost should not be a
charge against the price of a ticket on other routes,
international routes for example. If there are regional
or social reasons for the tariff policy, it should be
shown clearly in the accounts.

As T have said, there is a need for new thinking in air
transport. Down here on terra firma, we see discount
stores of all kinds prospering. Would not something
of the kind be conceivable in the air transport busi-
ness ? Why should young people on long journeys, for
example, not have the option of taking packed
lunches with them on the plane and save themselves
the cost of the meals provided ? We are quick to criti-
cize and compare European air fares with those in
America, and I must admit, Miss Forster, that there is
no direct comparison, but that is our own fault. If we
had made better progress in creating the European
internal market, we would have been able to secure
reductions in air fares on the internatinal routes
within the Community. Indeed, on some routes today
you might almost think that the waiting times for pass-
port and customs formalities in transit are longer than
the time actually spent in flight.

Let me conclude with the following observation : if
private companies are given more of a chance, we
shall undoubtedly see an increase in the number of
passengers travelling by air. We shall see people on
aeroplanes who previously never had the means to
avail themselves of this convenient and rapid mode of
transport, and an increase in passenger traffic will, all
things being equal, be to the advantage of the air trans-
port industry as a whole and hence to the consumers
as well.

Mr Key (S), draftsman of an opinion for the
Committee on Transport. — Mr President, as majority
members of the Committee on Transport and the
Socialist Group we listened with great interest to the
very pleasant and very polite words of Miss Forster. In
reality, however, her proposals are not as polite or as
pleasant as she makes out. She is, in fact, in favour of
deregulation. She is in favour of complete free compe-
tition. I think it was all summed up in the words of
her colleague and co-conspirator, Mr Moorhouse, who
stated very clearly that he was in favour of cost-related
fares and that he wished the whole of the air transport
industry to be brought within the crude rules of our
rules of competition. The proposals put forward by
Miss Forster would destroy the regional services of this
Community. Small regional airports whether in the
Highlands of Scotland or in areas like my own, like
Bradford, and other regional airports throughout the
whole of the Community, would be finished because
they would not be able to compete. The private
competitors will only go for the cream, and they will
take the cream and forget about everybody else.

Secondly, they are totally irrelevant to the policy
which transport should be pursuing, namely, pro-
viding a service for the individual consumer. You are
only interested in profit. There is such a thing in trans-
port as public service obligation. We are there to
provide a service for people, not something that some-
body can make a little bit of profit out of today and
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ignore tomorrow. We have seen too many examples of
people who have moved into industry — especially
into the transport industry — made their money very
quickly by providing a cheap service and then disap-
peared, letting the service rot, the consumer being left
with no resources available to him.

In reality what you want is to deny a transport service
to the consumer. That is what your proposal means. It
is intended to feather-bed certain individuals who
want to go in and take the cream. That is my answer
to you lot over there.

However, my real criticism and my real questions are
directed to the Commission. What I really want from
them today is a clear statement setting out the exact
status of the existing directive on air tariffs and how
this relates to the memorandum which they have told
us they will produce in November. I want it on four
specific points — how the directive will be related to
this memorandum, their attitude on country of origin,
their position on pricing and zones, and finally,
whether they will allow us, the Community and the
existing industry to continue with the multilateralism
which has been so successful in the past. Those are
the questions I want answered by the Commission.

Our group and the Committee on Transport have
tabled amendments against the directive and against
the resolution. We will support those all the way
down the line. But what we really want is for the
Commission to tell us today what they are proposing
to suggest in their memorandum in two or three
weeks’ time.

Mr K. H. Hoffmann (PPE). — (DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, in a resolution on Community
air transport adopted in 1981 the European Parlia-
ment set out clearly the preconditions necessary for
the liberalization of the air transport sector in the
Community. At that time some of the most crucial
conditions were the creation of a common currency, a
Community-wide uniform fuel tax and uniform
passenger customs clearance at Community borders.
Such conditions have not yet been met; this House
has pressed for their implementation time and again,
but the Council is still dragging its feet.

If we have not yet been deflected from our conviction
that a degree of deregulation is also necessary in the
air transport sector, it is largely due to our sharing the
beliefs of our worthy rapporteur Miss Forster and my
good friend James Moorhouse that something has to
be done for the flying public in the Community. Such
a commitment in the form of cheaper fares does not
mean, however, that we are prepared to throw out the
baby with the bathwater by eliminating those carriers
who not only fulfil their transport commitment in the
Community but at the same time manage to do so at
a profit, in the absence of the preconditions I have

outlined earlier. We are not prepared to have a hand
in such a practice.

I am aware of the effort Miss Forster has put into the
compilation of this report, but I feel that had she
displayed a greater readiness to compromise and a
greater sense of cooperation, it would have precluded
the resort to the array of amendments which have
been tabled, with the result that she could have
counted on the House adopting her report by the very
large majority enjoyed by the report on Community
air transport two years ago. To proceed in this way
does not appear to come easily to some of our British
colleagues. The fanaticism inherent in my good friend
Moorhouse’s approach — as evidenced in his incarna-
tion of the Archangel Michael, complete with flaming
sword in order to cast into outer darkness all who,
while calling for competition, wish to see this taking
place in an orderly fashion — shows just how easily
we can fall into the danger of losing sight of the
realistic stance the Community ought to adopt,
because we think that, like the United States, we have
a large integrated market.

We have, however, yet to achieve a common currency.
An air ticket in Great Britain is still priced and paid
for in pounds sterling, in the Federal Republic of
Germany in Deutschmarks, in France in French
francs and so on. This aspect alone is responsible for a
wealth of injustices and cost differentials whose elimi-
nation will require more than just the magic word
‘deregulation’. We must therefore set about creating a
judicious set of preconditions. Our group, the PPE,
feels its amendments, if adopted, will have done just
that. If we can work together to ensure their adoption,
I feel I would be in an position to guarantee Miss
Forster’s report the large majority she would then
have deserved.

(Applause)

Mr Bangemann (L). — (DE) Mr President, it is my
belief that some of the arguments advanced have
clouded, rather than clarified, this problem. To begin
with, no one can make competition a fetish. There are
conditions which have to be complied with. There are
certainly also public service factors that require the
regulation of certain aspects of competition. We in
the Liberal and Democratic Group do not in any way
consider the introduction of competition as some
kind of panacea. Nevertheless, the present situation is
characterized by a variety of problems which have
been skipped over by our colleague from Yorkshire in
raising the problem of regional air transport. In fixing
my gaze on the chairman of the Committee on Trans-
port, I have to say that there is not the shadow of a
doubt that the current practice favoured by the large
national carriers, both on tariffs and availability and
choice of destinations, has operated to the detriment
of precisely those small regional airports.
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Both for Scottish and a variety of other regional
airports it is worth pondering this. I can provide exam-
ples: in the Federal Republic a small airline
commenced flights between Miinster/Osnabriick and
Ziirich. No one showed an interest in providing such
a service, and neither of the two major airlines,
Lufthansa and Swissair, was prepared to include it
among its scheduled flights. The small airline in ques-
tion, however, had sufficient entrepreneurial courage
to see the opening for flights operated by the type of
light aircraft long ago abandoned by the major
airlines. Lo and behold, the service proved to be
viable. The airline’s authorization was, however, only
granted for one and a half years. When the service
turned out to be viable after all, the small airline’s
authorization was not renewed and Swissair jumped in
and ran the service for some time. Eventually it lost
interest and that was the end of that. That is the
problem ! That is why we must identify those argu-
ments which are justifiable and carry weight in the
transport sphere. We cannot simply say like the
Americans, ‘Now go off and compete nicely with one
another’ — to adapt a famous saying by a former Presi-
dent of the Federal Republic — and then sit back and
feel that all will be well. That is certainly not possible,
but I cannot, for all that, subscribe to threadbare
pretexts — and the monetary situation is, in my
opinion, one such pretext — for restricting competi-
tion.

In conclusion I should like to say that, in the light of
this debate and the amendments tabled, we should
take a good look at what should be permitted in the
way of competition, with a view to eliminating one
imbalance that obtains in the Community at present,
namely, that which affects the small, disadvantaged
regional airports. This must be remedied in an orderly
fashion if chaos is to be avoided. That is what I
perceive as the real debate, not competition at any
price or rules that exist only in the planners’ pipe-
dreams. If we could address ourselves to this real
debate, we could make a worthwhile contribution
towards an improved European air transport system.

(Applause)

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, we
accept that there is a problem for working people and
consumers in connection with high air tariffs.
However, we disagree with the central notion of the
Commission’s directive and the report of our
colleague Miss Forster, which, in the guise of concern
for the consumer, expresses the interests of the private
sector and attacks the national State airlines. We
believe that the problem of air tariffs, particularly for
our own country but more generally as well, cannot be
deait with by the economic criteria of the private
sector but by social and national criteria.

We believe that, for our country at least, the problem
of air tariffs can be met by rational organization of the

State airline. Among other things there must be parti-
cipation by the workers themselves. International
flight tariffs can still be defined within the framework
of IATA and in accordance with the principle of
unanimity. We disagree entirely with the attempt to
establish a Community authority in the sector of air
transport, and in good faith we would like to draw the
Greek Commissioner’s attention, in particular, to the
enormous dangers that this would create for Olympic
Airways, the Greek national airline : firstly, from the
possibility that Articles 85 and 86 of the Treaty might
be applied to air transport; secondly, from the
problems arising in the relationship between the State
and a national airline and thirdly, from the efforts
made to abide by the principles of competition even
in relation to flights to provincial airports.

For these reasons we shall vote against the Forster
report, but I would like the Commissioner to give a
great deal of thought to the problems that might be
created for Olympic Airways, our national airline.

IN THE CHAIR : MR ESTGEN
Vice-President

Mr O’'Donnell (PPE). — Mr President, at the outset
I wish to congratulate Miss Forster very sincerely on
the immense amount of work she has put into the
preparation of this report and also a previous report
over a long period of time.

When I spoke in this House in December 1982 on
her first report, I expressed regret that I could not find
it possible to support the report. On this occasion I
must say that despite the fact that there are some
significant changes and modifications in her report, 1
still am forced to vote against the report.

I must explain that I represent a small, peripheral
island country, vitally dependent on air links for trade,
commerce and tourism. The maintenance and safe-
guarding of these vital air links depends largely on our
own national carrier — Aer Lingus — operating
under the present structure. In fact, only this morning
[ learned of a decision by two British carriers
operating into Dublin to terminate their services, one
between Liverpool and Dublin, the other between
Leeds and Dublin, as from 1 November. Services
between Ireland and those very important UK centres
now depend on our own national carrier. Neverthe-
less, as I said, it is only fair that credit be given to
Miss Forster for the fact that she has improved consid-
erably some aspects of her original report. She has
made several significant changes to the document
which resulted from our debate at that time. Some of
these changes represent a move in the right direction,
and 1 sincerely congratulate her and her committee
on them. I am thinking particularly of the change to
the recital which removes the restrictive conditions
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relating to inter-airline consultation. Also to be
commended is the reference to direct operating costs
in Article 3 (1b). This change removes one of the
objections which we had to the Commission’s original
proposal.

However, we are concerned about other proposed
changes. I refer especially to Article 6 which deals
with disputes and arbitration. The suggestion from the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs is that
a fare over which two States are quarrelling should
come into force automatically in the absence of a deci-
sion by the proposed advisory committee. This provi-
sion, in my opinion, goes much too far. I must also
say that I am very unhappy with the whole matter of
enforced arbitration included in Article 6, whereby
either of the disputing States may force the other to
the arbitration table.

May I also express extreme dissatisfaction with one
unfortunate phrase in Article 3 which the Commis-
sion regards as the core of its proposal. I refer to a
requirement that fares be reasonably related to the
cost of a carrier, on the assumption that its principal
place of business is located in the State of origin of
the fare. This is an extremely cumbersome provision
and militates against the avowed intention of the
Commission to simplify and to speed up approval of
fares.

Finally, may I summarize what I said on the occasion
of the last debate. There is no apparent need for
Commission intervention in the fare-setting
machinery. Both Commission and European govern-
ments have declared that in general fares and costs are
in reasonable relationship. The present structure is, in
my opinion, flexible enough to cater for new fare
initiatives, while at the same time preserving the
control by government which is so essential to a
public service entity like air transport and also
preserving the rights of all Member States. I must
therefore vote against this report.

Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) I would first like to congratulate Miss Forster on
her excellent report and the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs on its amendments. In addition,
without this being considered contradictory, I would
also like to thank the Transport Committee and its
rapporteur Mr Key for their comments. The Commis-
sion’s two proposals, i.e. the one we are now debating
concerning air tariffs, submitted in the autumn of
1981, and the other on the timing of the application
of the competition rules to air transport, cover two
important aspects of the policy on air transport. In the
two years that have passed since the two proposals
were submitted they have been debated many times,
both in Parliament and in other bodies of the Commu-
nity. More particularly, a point was stressed that is also
contained in Miss Forster’s report. It is mentioned in
the resolution and the concluding comments that the
proposal for the regulation on air tariffs cannot stand

alone, but should be included in the broader frame-
work of a policy on air transport. The Commission
accepts that this view has its merits. Indeed, as is
known, we are drawing up a memorandum from the
Commission to the Council concerning policy in the
civil airways sector which will cover the basic subjects
touched upon by Miss Forster. This memorandum
will supplement a previous one from the Commission
in 1979 and will examine the problem of air tariffs
within the more general framework of the way in
which civil airlines function in Europe. The memo-
randum on which we are working has not yet been
completed, and the Commission will therefore take
Parliament’s views concerning the matters raised by
Mr Key into account when the memorandum is final-
ized. When the memorandum is submitted to the
Council, the Commission proposes to recommend
that the Council ask Parliament for its opinion, so
that Parliament may have the opportunity to express
its views — and this despite the fact that the Commis-
sion’s proposals will be based on Article 84 (2) of the
Treaty.

Now, what I have said does not mean that the
Commission is inclined to withdraw the proposed
regulation we are debating. However, the thoughts
inspired by this parliamentary debate have clarified
certain problems for the Commission, and we hope
that when our memorandum on air transport policy is
completed, as I hope it will be towards the end of this
year or the beginning of the next, we will be in a posi-
tion to include, perhaps in an appendix, amendments
to the proposed regulation in question. Many of these
amendments are sure to be based on amendments put
forward by Parliament, which, of course, I cannot
specify in detail now. In other cases we have become
aware that, by embodying the regulation on tariffs
within the broader framework recommended by Miss
Forster, we might come to view the matter in a
different light. I hope the House will understand that
in such cases we may not necessarily accept the
amendments exactly as they stand, but I assure you
that, one way or another, we shall embody their basic
thinking within the more general framework of this

policy.

Mr President, the subject of air tariffs is of great polit-
ical importance, and there are many sides to it. It is a
difficult and complex problem. However, as the
Commission’s President Mr Thorn said when
addressing Parliament at the beginning of this year,
when he was presenting the Commission’s schedule
of work, the Commission takes the view that progres-
sive liberalization of civil airways within the Commu-
nity will make an important contribution to its
internal cohesion, and. will be to the benefit of the
consumer. Our aim will be to achieve this without
foregoing the undoubted advantages which the
existing system has offered up to now. We shall
proceed step by step, avoiding sudden breaks. Parlia-
ment’s views on this will be most valuable, and 1 hope
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that we will be able to embody the spirit of this
debate as fully as possible in the memorandum we are

preparing.

President. — The debate is closed.

Vote!
5. Competition

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-801/83) by Mr Franz, on behalf of the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on the twelfth
report by the Commission of the European Communi-
ties on competition policy (Doc. 1-253/83).

Mr Franz (PPE), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, ‘in the field of commercial
policy the European Community is gradually losing
its liberal fig-leaf’. Such is the contention of the Swiss
Banking Corporation in its article ‘Protectionism —
the challenge of the Eighties’. I am convinced that
such a statement is an exaggeration. ‘Maintenance of
undistorted competition is one of the fundamental
principles of the free market economy on which the
Community is based; the Commission’s  task,
pursuant to the Treaties, is to secure its application.
These highly pertinent and most unambiguous
sentences mark the introduction to the Commission’s
twelfth report on competition policy. The eleventh
report continued to adhere to what is referred to, in an
aside, as ‘essentially’ a free market system. The adher-
ence to competition, a self-imposed commitment by
the Commission to the maintenance of undistorted
competition, is clearer than that of the preceding
Commission reports. The clarity and unambiguity of
the Commission statements should be supported fully.

The twelfth report’s condemnation of the way in
which the whole business of subsidies has got
completely out of hand is just as unambiguous as its
adherence to undistorted competition and the free
market system. Whereas last year the Commission
showed an open-minded attitude towards the practice
of state subsidies — albeit limited by the necessity of
preventing distortions to intra-Community trade —
the twelfth report on competition is very clear on this
point : only those subsidies which truly improve the
competitiveness of Community industry and contri-
bute towards the creation of permanent jobs were
approved of. Such a call cannot be sufficiently force-
fully underlined. The House has witnessed numerous
debates on the subject of subsidies which have given
rise to considerable trade distortion in the European
Community. Suffice it to reiterate that subsidies

1 See Annex.

have, in many cases, resulted in whole branches of
industry, which had been protected in whole or in
part against exposure to competition, being no longer
viable on the world market. In the past, subsidies have
impaired entrepreneurial decision-making ability,
performance and willingness to take risks — all of
them essential ingredients in the free market system.
They will continue to undermine entrepreneurial adap-
tability and market management mechanisms in the
future. We must join forces with the Commission in
taking firmer action than heretofore to put a stop to
the Community’s abuse of the subsidy system if we
wish to prevent whole sectors from becoming uncom-
petitive. Some subsidies are, of course, inevitable.
However, where this is the case, they must be
completely transparent and subject to strict time
limits. We ought not lose sight of the considerable
number of jobs in the Community that could not be
maintained even with the help of subsidies, in spite of
hopes that these subsidies would safeguard the jobs in
question. I am particularly heartened to see that we
are of one accord with the Commission on this point
too.

It is encouraging that the Commission has under-
lined, in much stronger terms than ever before, the
significance of the European Parliament and coopera-
tion with it, both on scope and content. There are
already tangible signs of this. Cooperation with the
European Parliament and its significance for competi-
tion policy are being emphasized in just such terms.
Whereas the eleventh report on competition
mentioned, almost condescendingly, that Parliament’s
recommendations were often very helpful, it is now
apparent that our annual debates on the Commis-
sion’s report on competition are given special signifi-
cance !

In the light of the persistent economic crisis, and its
effect on European integration, a sufficient degree of
competition is imperative. Only unrestricted and
undistorted competition can underwrite the full force
of the economy, provide a sufficient stimulus for tech-
nical and economic progress and, by harnessing the
individual constituents of the economic process,
provide it with optimal direction. The appropriate
Community competition policy must guarantee the
central role played by competition in the Community.
The focal point of the Community’s free market
system is freedom of economic activity within the
constraints dictated by competition and the legal
system. Competition is an instrument with which to
comply with the desires of the consumer in the
market-place. Furthermore, it is instrumental in
providing solutions to problem areas. In this category
we may put innovations such as the introduction of
new products, and new production and management
methods. As our colleague, Mr von Bismarck, has
repeatedly commented in this House, a free market
bereft of competition can never be truly social.
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I would now like to turn to Japan, a subject which has
also been dealt with in the present report. We in the
Community ought to spend less time bemoaning the
ill effects of Japanese competition and more in
focusing attention on the nature of the challenge
underlying it. There are at present more than one
hundred Japanese-owned factories in Europe, and the
European Community currently plays host to almost
50 000 Japanese citizens.

In addition to English and French, the Japanese study
Italian, Dutch, Danish, Greek and German. Some
3000 students are currently enrolled at Japanese
universities in Germanic studies as against some 200
students following Japanese studies at universities in
the Federal Republic. The disproportion is all too
obvious. Naturally we must continue to press for
greater access for Community goods to Japanese
markets. The conditions should be no different from
those prevailing on Community markets for Japanese
goods. We should and can do more in this respect.
We must have a stronger presence on Japanese
markets in many areas; this would involve going a
stage further than simply learning the Japanese
language. We must try to understand their mentality if
we wish to be more successful. It should be borne in
mind that Community exports still far outstrip those
of Japan. We continue to have a technological lead in
many areas. This can only be maintained if we resist
the temptation to restrict competition and instead
promote it. In this respect the occasional agreements
on self-restraint, often viewed as a panacea, cannot be
considered an alternative to free trade : by easing the
compulsion to innovate they could be inherently
dangerous. They can only be justified in exceptional
circumstances and for a limited duration with a view
to promoting competitiveness, and are as incapable of
replacing the innovative forces and the adaptability of
the Community economy as are state-managed and
promoted export drives. We must measure up to inter-
national competition, in particular to that of Japanese
industry, so that improved Community research and
development can contribute to eliminating a state of
affairs in which Community job losses have their
corollary in Japanese job creation.

This twelfth Commission report on competition has,
naturally, weaknesses and deficiencies. In com-
menting upon the Commission’s tenth and eleventh
competition reports Parliament urged the Commis-
sion to address itself, in the twelfth report, to restric-
tive practices on the internal market. Whereas the elev-
enth report simply ignored this request, the Commis-
sion has, in the latest report, gone some way to meet
Parliament’s desires. There are other areas in which
the Commission has not fully complied with Parlia-
ment’s wishes. Not all of the issues raised in the
respective parliamentary reports of Mr Beazley and Mr
Papantoniou on the Commission’s tenth and eleventh
competition reports have been taken up. To

summarize, however, it must be underlined that this
twelfth Commission report is clear and comprehen-
sive and demonstrates a more resolute commitment to
defend a competition based on the European Commu-
nity’s free market system and a greater determination
to uphold it for the good of the whole Community
than has hitherto been the case. For this we are very
grateful to the Commission, and in particular to Mr
Andriessen and Mr Caspari.

(Applause)

Mr Megahy (S), draftsman of an opinion for the
Legal Affairs Committee. — Mr President, the Legal
Affairs Committee has tabled ten amendments to this
report. I do not think that this necessarily reflects a
ground swell of discontent amongst members of the
Legal Affairs Committee. It reflects the fact that, unfor-
tunately, Parliament’s procedures were such that the
advice of the Legal Affairs Committee was received by
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
after it had prepared its report. So several of our
amendments are not unduly critical. I think some
seek to stiffen up considerably the wording of the
report by the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, and two or three take issue with points that
are made there.

May I just very quickly look at some of the major
amendments we seek to make. We start off by
welcoming the increased attention which the Commis-
sion is paying to procedural matters. There is no
doubt that in the last two or three years they have
paid considerable attention and that there have been
improvements. Nevertheless, we think that these
improvements should continue and that there is no
reason to be complacent. I think we expressed this in
the first of our amendments, Amendment No 2. '

In Amendment No 4 which is related to paragraph
25, we have come back to a subject that we have
dwelled on many times in the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee, namely, the scarcely diminishing backlog of
notifications and applications for negative clearance
and exemptions which the Legal Affairs Committee
considers constitutes a distortion of conditions of
competition within the Community. We feel that
recent moves by individuals and undertakings demon-
strate that the application of the rules is a matter for
very great concern within the Community. In fact, we
go on to point out in our Amendment No 5, where
we ask for a new paragraph 25(a), that there is
increasing emphasis within the Community on
dealing with competition matters in the national
courts. In relation to this we are saying that, first of
all, there ought to be a uniform standard of protection
for rights in national courts, otherwise one is going to
get a disparity of decisions made in various Commu-
nity countries, and we add to this that there ought to
be a procedure for compensating individuals which
could be implemented by the national courts.
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Amendment No 8, on paragraph 26, seeks to replace
the whole paragraph. I think that the text proposed in
this amendment by the Legal Affairs Committee is
much stronger than what the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs says. We first of all
emphasize the need to be able to comment in the
plenary session on these matters, because we do not
think it is sufficient for the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs or any other committee simply
to comment on such matters without it coming before
the plenary. However, we go on in the last of the
three paragraphs in that amendment to call on the
Commission to put forward a proposal to amend Regu-
lations Nos 1762 and 1965 so as to provide that the
implementing regulations may not be adopted or
amended without prior consultation of Parliament.
This is to respect the spirit of the Treaty, in particular,
Article 87. We feel that this restores to Parliament a
right which was originally there and was subsequently
taken away.

On the subject of comfort letters, again I think our
amendment is much’ stronger in tone than what is
being said by the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs. We call for certain specific measures to be
considered, ie. the possibility of provisional exemp-
tions or decisions of limited duration in time.

With regard to the fundamental principles of Commu-
nity law which require a fair hearing to be given in
proceedings, I think that the view of the Legal Affairs
Committee differs from that of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs and is concerned
primarily to see that the principles recently outlined
by the European Court of Justice in the pioneer case
are taken into account by the Commission. Following
the recent pioneer case, we are also calling in one of
our amendments for the Commission to make a full
statement on the access of undertakings under investi-
gation to the case file, in particular, where Commis-
sion inspectors’ reports are concerned.

'

On structural over-capacity, our amendment high-
lights two matters. We are concerned that there
should be strict compliance with the requirements of
Article 85 (3) and we are asking the Commission to
look at the possibility of block exemption regulation
and to see that it is given careful consideration in this
area.

I do not think the other amendments are matters of
any considerable substance. We do have an amend-
ment down asking the Commission to extend the
scope to other matters. However, I feel that, if
adopted, these amendments by the Legal Affairs
Committee would help to improve the report.

(Applause from the left)

Mr ‘Papantoniou (S). — (GR) Mr President, there is
general acceptance by all sides of this House of the
importance of a competition policy in . fulfilling the

Community’s aim to create conditions in the
Common Market that will protect the consumer
against exploitation by monopolies and cartels, and
promote an effective distribution of productive
resources within the Community’s economy.

It is also accepted that the competition policy plays a
critical part in present-day conditions of organiza-
tional adaptation and in major changes in the relevant
price structures, in the patterns of demand, in tech-
nology and in the international economic situation of
the last decade. However, Mr President, it is also quite
plain that the distribution of the cost of organizational
adaptation among various regions, social groups and
sectors of production in the Community is unequal.
Implementation of the regulations governing a free
market makes a much more severe impact on areas
that are lagging in development, on weaker social
groups, and on those production sectors particularly
exposed to international competition. These differ-
ences and inequalities are not sufficiently taken into
account in the Commission’s implementation of the
competition policy, and this inadequacy is not
pointed out in the Franz report. That is one basic
reason why the Socialist Group does not agree with
the report.

Another reason is that the report does not acknow-
ledge the special problems posed by multinational
companies in the implementation of regulations
regarding competition. As you know, multinational
companies spread their activities worldwide, and this
means that they control a very considerable fraction of
the productive resources. This poses special problems
in implementing a competition policy, which are also
connected with conflicting legislations. These
problems are not recognized by the Commission in
implementing the regulations, nor mentioned in the
Franz report.

An important aspect of these problems is the well-
known one of the overcharging and undercharging by
multinational enterprises, which has assumed enor-
mous dimensions in recent years. This too is ignored
by the Franz report.

The report also contains two paragraphs, numbers 47
and 49, which refer to nationalization in an entirely
unacceptable way. Specifically, it is claimed that
nationalization goes against the spirit of the Treaty of
Rome. We are obviously opposed to this point of
view, and I am sure the Commission agrees with us.

Finally, the Franz report adopts an unreasonably strict
attitude in connection with State aid. To be sure, we
agree that State aid that serves exclusively national
aims should be scrutinized by the Commission.
However, where the aid is consistent with Community
aims, it should not be discouraged, but on the
contrary encouraged because it promotes the integra-
tion of the Community and helps to overcome the
economic crisis. Subsidies for technological research
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and regional development are consistent with the
spirit of the Treaty of Rome and with the Commu-
nity’s aims and must consequently be encouraged and
not regarded as of declining importance, as Mr Franz
would have it.

I must also point out that the convergence of
economies within the Community is indeed one of
the Community’s aims, and therefore that subsidies
which serve it, i.e. that promote the development of
regions within the Community that are lagging,
should be examined by the Commission in a positive
spirit ; this too is ignored by the Franz report.

For all these reasons the Socialist Group will vote
against the report. However, if the amendments I have
put forward seeking the omission of the more extreme
and unacceptable points in the report are accepted,
then the Socialist Group will abstain.

(Applause from the left)

Mr von Wogau (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, in contrast to the previous speaker 1
can inform the House of my group’s unequivocal
support for Mr Franz’s excellent’ report. The reason ?
We believe that no other institution is as well-suited
as the market to ensuring that consumer demand is
met by the appropriate producer supply. The precondi-
tion for the market’s ability to fulfil its social objective
is Community enforcement of the rules of the free
market system. The area of competition affords the
Community one of its most crucial opportunities of
exerting influence on our economic system. The
annual Commission report on competition provides
an occasion to evaluate the extent to which this oppor-
tunity has been used.

To begin with, one has to recognize that the Commis-
sion, in enforcing the competition rules, has had more
success with individual firms than with the Member
States. Initiatives which seek to reverse this trend
should have the full support of this House. We ought
to ask ourselves whether a fundamental paradox of
Community competition policy resides in the promo-
tion and tolerance of behaviour in specific economic
sectors which incur heavy penalties in others.

Let us take the steel industry as an example. It is
accepted practice that steel producers collectively set
quotas with the Commission as active overseer; if,
however, a few craftsmen get together with a view to
dividing up the market along similar lines, they will
incur heavy fines. One has to question the moral
stance of a State which requires its citizens to adhere
to a specific code of behaviour from which it absolves
itself.

(Applause)

I believe the lesson to be drawn from this is that,
precisely in the steel sector, we should endeavour to
return to a situation of unrestricted competition, that
the prevailing trade distortions in this sector should

be finally removed. Take the most recent suggestions
emanating from the Federal Republic of Germany to
restore customs posts at its frontiers to prevent steel
imports from other Community Member States, or the
suggestion that redundant steel workers be retrained
as customs officers so that they in their turn can
prevent imports of steel from other Member States —
and just such a suggestion can be found in the report
of the steel experts of the Federal Republic. One can
hardly imagine what kind of mind would be capable
of conjuring up such ideas. This demonstrates the
absurdities and perversions which have been brought
about by derogations from the competition rules in
the Community. Such a state of affairs must be
redressed without further ado. And action undertaken
by the Commission with a view to reinstating the
Community competition rules in the steel sector can
count on our full support.

A second bad example which we have decried time
and again is that of state aids to nationalized indus-
tries. When the state uses public tax revenue — of
which a good deal has been contributed by small and
medium-sized enterprises — to subsidize large under-
takings, and I would remind Mr Papantoniou that
such large nationalized undertakings are, simultane-
ously, multinationals which are thus subsidized by
small enterprises so that they can sell at prices which
squeeze the latter out of the market, then we are
dealing here with a further example of inherently
contradictory Community competition policy.

This Parliament has repeatedly pressed for transpar-
ency in this area. We have urged that Member States
be obliged to provide details of the extent to which
their nationalized industries have been subsidized, and
we are heartened that the obstacles which have hereto-
fore impeded the attainment of this objective have
now been removed by the Court of Justice of the
European Communities. We trust that the thirteenth
Commission report on competition will provide an
occasion for us to ascertain full details of the extent to
which the basic rules of the European Community are
being violated, as well as the extent of the subsidies
accorded to nationalized enterprises from taxpayers’
contributions.

Yet another area characterized by Member State trans-
gressions is that of public procurement. Should, for
example, a commune in Bavaria decide to build a new
school, it is obliged, under Community legislation, to
publish Community-wide an open invitation to
tender. When, however, the Member State authorities
who are the most important purchasers of advanced
technology — witness Post Office purchases in the
electronics field — issue invitations to tender, it is
done on a purely national basis. Thus each large
Member State has its own principal supplier, the
authorities in the Federal Republic calling upon the
services of German suppliers and those in France and

ra
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the United Kingdom on French and British suppliers
respectively. A quite unique and solitary exception is
the case of the Federal Republic of Germany, which
manages to allocate 5 % of its total public procure-
ment to non-German suppliers, but I believe this fails
to do justice to the demands of the market.

Our two experts, Professor Michel Albert and Prof-
essor Jim Ball, have come up with what I consider a
very significant calculation when examining the
government procurement sector. Community indus-
trial production is geared towards small national
markets and is thus unable to benefit from the
economies of scale which accrue from mass produc-
tion. This makes European Community products
about 10 % dearer and is responsible for annual
excess costs of 40 000 million ECU. Such a sum could
be put to better use in alleviating Community social
and economic problems rather than squandering it
through unnecessary protectionism.

A further critical area to which the Commission’s
twelfth annual report on competition addresses itself
is that of the transfer of technology. This provides us
with an opportunity to fundamentally revise Commu-
nity policy on patents and licensing. For quite some
time we have been discussing the Commission’s regu-
lation liberalizing licensing arrangements. I would
point out that such rules are of crucial importance for
competition policy and, more particularly, for policy
oriented towards innovative technologies. Today the
area of technology is characterized by very lengthy
development and starting up periods. The develop-
ment of a new product often takes seven to nine years.
A further two or three years is invariably necessary
before the product has obtained the various authoriza-
tions which will enable it to be marketed throughout
the ten Member States of the Community.

Patents, however, expire after 18 years. No sooner,
therefore, has a product achieved a breakthrough on
the market, and the concomitant profits begun to
materialize, than the revenue from licensing agree-
ments will have almost come to an end. Existing
patent rules operate strongly to the detriment of small
undertakings which do not have wide distribution of
their products through subsidiary companies and for
which revenue from patent and know-how agreements
is one of the few possibilities of making their inven-
tion internationally lucrative.

We expect to see the new liberalizing regulation
submitted also to our Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs in the near future. We ought to insist
that competition rules in this sphere be so framed as
to meet the requirements of the future. It is always
regrettable to have to remark how in the area of
competition policy the economic principles first have
to be cast in the form of legal provisions and then
interpreted by the legal experts, even though in many
areas these legal provisions have in the meantime

been overtaken by the economic reality. I feel that
one of the principles of Community competition
policy and one of our preoccupations must be to
match the legal provisions to the actual underlying
problems. We must not squander and forfeit future
opportunities through rules which we ourselves have
drawn up.

I shall now turn my attention to the question of indus-
trial concentration in the European Community. 1
have to admit that product development costs are so
astronomical in certain branches such as the aviation
and aerospace industries as to render mergers and
cooperation agreements unavoidable. However, I feel 1
must warn against considering mergers as a panacea
for restoring competitiveness in this area, for bigness
is not always an advantage. It inevitably leads to an
increase in bureaucracy, and firms are no exception,
and it must therefore often be seen as a brake.

Many of the real innovations within the Community
are not the work of these mammoth concerns but
rather of the small and medium-sized undertakings, of
inventors who, hitting upon an idea, set up their own
businesses, managed to tap venture capital, developed
their idea and brought it on to their respective
markets. Undertakings such as these in particular
require a competition policy which will afford them
unrestricted access to our internal market, Communi-
ty-wide. Community competition policy must not be
allowed to foster mergers ad infinitum so that we end
up with just one mammoth European concern with its
inherent intolerable bureaucracy. Instead the guiding
principle and the main preoccupation of our competi-
tion policy should consist of opening up the extensive
Community internal market and affording access also
for the small and medium-sized undertakings.

(Applause from the centre)

Mr Beazley (ED). — Mr President, my group
considers that the Franz report on the Commission’s
twelfth report on competition policy deserves the
thanks of this House for its definite, clear and forceful
statement of the responsibilities of competition policy
and the lines it must follow to play its part in the
formation of a fully-fledged internal market. However,
of special importance is what Mr Franz’s report says
about the relation between competition policy and the
competitiveness of the Community’s trade on an inter-’
national basis and in the international market. This
report will, therefore, receive the full support of this

group.

Furthermore, the strengthening relationship between
DG 1V of the Commission and this Parliament and its
various committees gives confidence that the Commu-
nity’s competition policy may be developed as a posi-
tive instrument to assist in the creation of a common
market and in strengthening the Community’s
economy by a sensitive appreciation of the needs of
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both these internal and external markets rather than
purely as a policing authority to cope with contraven-
tions. Of course, the relationship between Parliament
and DG 1V still has a very long way to go before it
can fulfil its potentiality.

The scope and presentation of the Commission’s
competition report is steadily improving, and it is
becoming an increasingly helpful report. However, it
is disappointing that Mr Franz had to write his para-
graph 51 pointing out the number of cases where pre-
vious reports by this House have apparently received
little or no attention from the Commission. This
default must be corrected at the first opportunity if
mutual confidence is to increase.

Secondly, I consider it important that the Commis-
sion and the Council should pay due attention and
give proper support to Parliament’s claim to play an
appropriate part in competition policy. This House is
indisputably the representative of the people of the
Community in all its aspects. How can this House
properly carry out its representative role if it has no
formal position in matters so directly affecting the
public and commerce and industry as did the renewal
of Regulation No 67/67 ? Why should the responsible
committee have to write an own-initiative report
under Rule 47 in order to express its views ? [ submit
that the participation of Parliament in clarifying issues
and pointing out the need for the regulation to be
based on principles very materially helped the
Commission to extract itself from the maze into
which it had strayed in the renewal of Regulation No
67/67.

Likewise, I submit that the same will be the case with
the proposals on selective distribution. Once more we
have had to use the only instrument available to us, a
resolution leading to an own-initiative report, in order
to have a vehicle to intervene on behalf of the people
whom we represent on this important proposal.

It is within the powers of the Council, on a proposal
from the Commission, to set this matter right. And I
believe that Parliament has earned this right and will
continue to justify the confidence which it asks the
Council and Commission to extend to it.

Next I would like to draw the Commission’s attention
to what I believe is a serious gap in its organization —
that is, a means of evaluating in advance the likely
consequences of its proposals. As the competition
Commissioner well knows from a presentation at the
London Conference on competition policy, which
many representatives of this Parliament and the
Commission attended, the United States anti-trust
authorities benefit from the work of a sizeable group
of practical economists whose responsibility it is to
prepare this pre-legislative economic investigation and
evaluation process — a group, furthermore, that turns
over at regular intervals to keep its approach fresh and
actual.

I am confident that the benefits which such an addi-
tion would provide to DG IV would not only receive
the support of this House but also ensure much
greater confidence on the part of trade and industry in
the proposals of DG IV.

Finally, I would like to suggest that the Commission
should take care in evaluating the extent to which
competition policy on its own can assist in creating
the common market and the competitivity needed by
the Community to be successful in international trade.
In many of its measures the creation of the common
market is the basis of its proposals, but it often works
on too narrow a front. We all know the extent to
which national interests restrict the scope of the
common market and hold back the speed at which it
can be created. I suggest that Directorate-General IV
must widen its horizons. It must have a greater appre-
ciation of the urgency with which the Community
needs a real common market. It must concert its
efforts throughout all the directorates-general of the
Commission. Not only must it be more effective and
quicker in eliminating State aids, but it must be more
aware of the need to break down the obstructions to a
common market for services and must evaluate where
the common market is weakened by the fiscal and
financial policies of Member States.

Lastly, may I say in regard to the creation of a
common market that I do wish that we could hear
more often ringing out from the bathroom of the
Commissioner the word Eureka. He has a bigger job
to do and less time in which to do it than he may
imagine, and this House will support him if it gives
him its trust.

Mr Leonardi (COM).— (I7) Mr President, the role
assigned to competition in the EEC Treaty is an ancil-
lary one : in Article 3 it is considered as one means —
amongst others — of achieving the general develop-
ment objectives set out in Article 2. It is not so for the
Commission, which, in the twelfth report, singles out
competition as being alone capable of ensuring a
definitive optimal allocation of resources. Competition
is thus imparted an absolute value, a view with which
we are in strong. disagreement.

After years of progress, this Community in the present
extremely difficult situation is in danger of regression
because, instead of going ahead with common policies
— which should, among other things, define the
scope and function of competition — we are now
assigning to competition a decisive role and some
kind of absolute, universal, ideological value —
contrary to the historic realities of our existing
systems. These are, let me remind you, mixed-
economy systems, with built-in provision for public
intervention and respect for values other than those of
the forces of competition.
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Mr Franz is falling into the same trap. Let me just
refer to a few passages of his resolution. Paragraph 22
calls for acceptance of Japanese competition : in the
present conditions we should, instead, make it our
first duty to equip our industries to meet, on an equal
footing, the competition of a country that is
thoroughly, structurally, protectionist. Japan should
first of all allow European firms to enter its market ;
instead it simply concentrates on conquering our
markets. Paragraph 36 approves the criteria adopted
for the acceptance of restrictive agreements : yet these
are essentially based on the firms’ performance, rather
than taking account of overall Community interests.
Similarly, paragraph 40 expresses concern over enlarge-
ment of the Community, particularly as regards the
possibility of applying the rules of competition to the
new member countries: no thought is given to the
aids necessary to bring their economies closer to the
level of the developed countries. Finally, paragraph 49
deals with nationalization. Although reluctantly, the
rapporteur accepts this, mainly because in most cases
it concerns enterprises faced with bankruptcy and
saved by state intervention : but he makes no mention
of the need for measures to enable these enterprises to
participate in fair competition both within and
outside the Common Market.

We believe, Mr President, that no universal principles
— whether they be of competition or nationalization
— will get us out of our present difficulties. What we
need is comprehensive and specific policies that can
command a broad democratic consensus. Policies that
are consonant with the mixed economies in which we
live and which today are in a state of crisis.

Mrs Tove Nielsen (L). — (DA) Mr President, 25
years after the establishment of the Community, we
have to recognize that the internal market does not
function as it was always intended it should. We have
eliminated the external tariff barriers, but a whole
range of internal problems have unfortunately arisen.
We have acquired a whole series of technical barriers
to trade, as they are known. They might also be
termed a form of protectionism, indeed a form of
nationalism. All this, whether it be technical barriers
to trade, increasing nationalism or protectionism, is in
direct conflict with the spirit and letter of the Treaty
of Rome. We must therefore make an effort to achieve
the functioning of the internal market and the
removal of these technical barriers to trade. It is easy
to look for an explanation in the economic situation
in which our Member States find themselves in these
years. After all, everything is so much easier in a
period of economic upturn. We are currently in a
period of economic decline, but when we enter into
binding cooperation such as precisely that arising
from membership of the European Community, all
the Member States — hence also their governments
— must learn that we cannot be protective towards

our own nations, towards our own national business
interests, and forget that we are involved in binding co-
operation. This means that we are a unit which must
be built upon, that we have to localize enterprises
geographically where they are best placed to produce
competitive goods. Different operations must be sited
in different regions on purely geographical considera-
tions.

Instead what is unfortunately being done is, on the
one hand, to create these technical barriers to trade
and, on the other hand, in certain quarters to give
national aid to firms in order to keep them alive artifi-
cially, perhaps on the pretext of preserving jobs —
that is understandable. In a period with such an
incredibly high level of unemployment as we have in
these years — 12-14 million out of work in the
Community — of course we have to do everything in
our power to safeguard existing jobs and to create new
ones. But we shall not do it by giving national aid and
by artificially keeping alive certain firms for which
there is no future in any case. This is an artificial form
of support, which will only be of help for a limited
period to the firms that receive it.

At the same time, companies which have a good
chance of prospering and which have shown imagina-
tion and creativity in manufacturing products that can
be sold, experience detriment commensurate with the
state aid which is given to the firms which are not
viable, and that is very serious. It is finally down to
the internal market, and if that is disrupted and condi-
tions of competition are such that we are no longer
able as a unit to meet the challenge of competition on
the world market at large, we shall get into really
serious economic difficulties.

It is time to change our tactics. It is good that the
Commission realizes barriers to trade must be dealt
with. The twelfth report which we have before us
shows that very little has actually been done. But this
point is emphasized very clearly by the rapporteur,
and of course we in the Liberal Group will back the
Franz report, as we did in the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. It is a very sensible
document, since it stresses free competition, which of
course must be the vehicle that will carry Europe
forward to create a better future for us all.

But there is still plenty to do, and for that reason we
think it excellent that a matter of such importance as
the small and medium-sized enterprises should be
tackled. The report makes it quite clear that the
Commission must play its part is promoting the right
conditions and investment possibilities for the small
and medium-sized enterprises and in stimulating their
readiness to invest.

I have already said that we must be competitive on
the world market at large, but when we think of the
challenges we face, both from the Americans and the
Japanese, we must concede that at the present time
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Europe has fallen behind in the race. We must learn
to meet the challenges, we must strive to apply new
technology, so that we can compete on the world
market at large. There is therefore something to be
achieved, and we must be clear about one thing: we
cannot achieve it unless we do something about
training, unless in Europe we have people who are
"qualified to do the jobs which are needed to meet the
challenges we are facing. Otherwise, we may as well
pack up and go home. In all seriousness, I do not
believe that those people of socialist persuasion who
think they have the answer to unemployment will
miss the chance of doing something about employ-
ment. For if they do miss it, nothing will happen,
which is why it is a good thing that we have voca-
tional training in the Treaty of Rome as an area in
which something can be done. We must get to grips
with it.

I shall conclude, Mr President, by saying that an error
has crept into Amendment No 1, at least in the
Danish text, which was tabled by one of my
colleagues and myself from the Liberal Group. It
concerns paragraph 40, under which we are anxious to
adopt a positive attitude towards the development
which will take place when Portugal and Spain join
the Community. We feel that the manner in which it
is expressed in the original text of the Franz report,
with fears of this and fears of that, is too negative a
way of tackling the problems. Qur proposal therefore
states that we ‘consider that the difficulties arising as a
consequence of the enlargement of the Community
should be’ — and the word here should be ‘leselige’,
i.e. ‘capable of solution’. Unfortunately the exact oppo-
site appears. We do, of course, think that the
problems, the difficulties we may be faced with on
enlargement, are problems which have to be solved. I
would ask that this amendment be understood in this
light, and not as it appears in the Danish text.

Mr President, we are happy with the Franz report, and
we will give it our full backing. I hape we shall soon
be a little more representative than we are at present,
for it is an important field. Quite simply the future of
Europe depends on the internal market being able to
function, for it is only on the basis of an internal
market which functions adequately that we can meet
the major challenges facing us. We can tackle them if
we only have the will to do so.

President. — Mrs Nielsen, I think that only the
Danish text is incorrect.

Mr Ryan (PPE). — Mr President, the special aids
which Ireland gives to encourage manufacturing indus-
tries are well known and accepted. Because of
Ireland’s acute rate of structural unemployment, even
before the current recession, its relatively high depen-
dence on agriculture and the rapid rate of expansion
of its population, with the birth rate more than double

the death rate, our European partners generously
agreed that Ireland might continue to grant facilities
to encourage the development of industry.

We are grateful to our Euroepan colleagues for that
concession. But we have recently come to doubt their
sincerity, certainly the sincerity of some of them who
have expressed support for Ireland byt have outbid
Ireland in the attractions offered to industry. Lately a
number of new industries which were about to be esta-
blished in Ireland switched at the last moment to
other European countries, because Ireland’s richer
European competitors offered more attractive and
costly aids. As a result nearly 17 industries and. 4 000
jobs were lost to Ireland, and Ireland is after all, apart
from Greece, the poorest member of the Community,
and with Belgium the one with the highest rate of
unemployment. This is a situation of which any
decent European ought to be ashamed.

I would like to translate those small figures into the
larger European dimension. As far as the Federal
Republic of Germany, Italy, France and Great Britain
are concerned, the loss of 4 000 jobs to Ireland would
means proportionately 80 000 to 100 000 jobs lost in
their countries. The Commission and the Council of
Ministers will really have to take urgent and effective
action to stop the racket of competitive bidding for
industrial investment at the expense of poorer
Member States. This is not an issue for interminable
debate and negotiation. The Treaty of Rome enshrines
the principle of improving the living standards of all
Europeans so that all may enjoy equal and improved
living standards. The practice of a rich European
country outbidding a poorer one flies in the face of
that goal and must therefore be stopped forthwith.

The Commission’s proposal for a superlevy on milk
production would create a problem 20 times more
severe for the Irish economy than the impact that the
budget refund has on the British economy. We are
sympathetic to the British in their problem. But if to
the despondency created by the milk proposals is
added alarm at the failure of the Commission and the
Council of Ministers to stamp out unfair bidding for
industry, the dream in Ireland of European unity will
become a nightmare.

The cure to the scourge of unemployment in Europe
will not be found by beggar-my-neighbour policies. If
we try to export our problems to others, they will retal-
iate. The only effective way to give European industry
the uplift it needs is to agree on European-wide coop-
eration so that Europe may enjoy the economies of
scale and modernization being implemented in the
United States and in Japan.

The area of greatest abuse is probably the public
sector, in particular public sérvice purchases. As a
consequence of government-arranged protectionism
to favour native industries, the US and Japanese inves-
tors are tempted to set up industries in those countries
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which fail to respect their European Community obli-
gations. France and the UK particularly are gaining
investment by breaking the rules. The Commission
fails to act. What a way to say you are serving a
Community ! In Ireland 40 % of manufacturing is
related to exports. Much of it is in those areas where
there is most protectionism, for instance, telecommu-
nications, electronics, healthcare products, machine
tools, engineering and a wide range of consumer
products. It is high time the Commission took drastic
action to stamp out all the covert protectionism in the
European Community.

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, we
would like to thank our colleague Mr Franz for his
excellent report, which he has presented just a few
months before the elections for the European Parlia-
ment. With his report Mr Franz absolves us of the
need to voice matters that the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs itself recognises and
that, if we ourselves had said it, would have attracted
accusations of exaggeration or of kow-towing to the
European Economic Community. As for the matter of
competition, among the many statistics that could be
mentioned on the basis of Greece’s experience I shall
refer only to one: that Greece’s trade deficit in the
two years since our accession, 1981 and 1982, reached
297 billion drachmas, ie. roughly three times what
the Community’s budgets have granted to Greece. Of
course, the consequences of such a trade deficit are
well known, both for the state of industry and for
employment in our country. Moreover, this is
happening during the transitional period and not
under the frenzied competition envisaged by Mr
Franz.

The situation of competition as it is developing in the
EEC today has two basic consequences for our
country :

Firstly, it essentially compels Greece to abandon a
policy of economic and especially industrial develop-
ment, which is very important for our country.

Secondly, it essentially compels our country to
abandon a path of social and economic change. This
second consequence is perhaps the more important
one, especially at a time when conclusions are being
drawn about the two years that have passed since the
change of government in our country.

I would like to stress certain points in the Franz
report : Firstly, the report maintains that State aid
should not amount to a State protectionism that is no
help in solving the present economic difficulties. Else-
where it speaks of the transparence of public
subsidies, etc. In essence this report shows that within
the framework of the EEC Regulations, of the laws
that govern the European Communities, it is impos-
sible to pursue a national programme, which cannot
but be based on powerful participation by the public
sector in a development policy. There is, of course, an

exception, the well-known exception accepted by all
conservative governments in contravention of their
ideology. As Mr Franz himself says, State subsidies are
only permitted when there is a deliberate policy of
economic motivation for the restructuring or reorgani-
zation of industries. In other words, subsidies are only
acceptable when they benefit large capital interests.
Secondly, the Franz report opens the way to privatiza-
tion and strikes at the development of the public
sector in a very real way. Characteristically, it
mentions the danger of the centralizing effect of
nationalization, and that subsidizing public enterprises
would be at the cost of competition in the private
economy. Thirdly, it mutliplies the ways in which the
European Economic Community can intervene to
control competition. Fourthly, it essentially prohibits
nationalization.

In the light of all this, Mr President, we shall vote
againt the Franz report.

Mr Contogeorgis, Member of the Commission. —
(GR) Mr President, before 1 begin I would like to
inform you that my colleague Mr Andriessen, who is
responsible for matters relating to competition, has
suddenly been taken ill, and I am sorry that he cannot
be here this evening for the debate on the Commis-
sion’s 12th report on competition.

Mr President, the agenda gives us a picture of the
variety of subjects generally covered by the competi-
tion policy. The utility and purpose of the annual
reports on competition is that once a year all these
subjects are brought together to form an overall
picture of the situation. Consequently, Parliament’s
resolutions concerning these reports have twofold
significance for the Commission. Firstly, they bring to
the surface Parliament’s reactions to our general
policy of competition, which is a very useful finger on
the pulse for the Commission. Secondly, they refer to
the report itself, its quality and its content, and this
makes it possible for us to effect improvements in
later reports. Thus, we are very glad that the 12th
report is being debated already, so that we can make a
start on the preparation of the 13th report while
bearing your comments in mind. This year the debate
on the 12th report is taking place much earlier than
last year.

From the resolutions of previous years it is apparent
that the Commission’s basic policy agrees with Parlia-
ment’s most fundamental wishes. It is a policy that
continually harmonises with the existing situation,
and a dynamic policy that adapts to changing circum-
stances while not departing from the principles laid
down in the Treaty, ie. those of a market economy.

Our proposals on the control of centralization, which
is a matter of such great importance nowadays, are
proof of our efforts to adapt to the present-day situa-
tion. Besides, Mr President, this year is characterized
by intense activity in the area of decreeing regulations
concerning competition. The new regulations on
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distribution and sales agreements have come into
force, a draft regulation on distribution in the automo-
bile sector has been published to allow the opportu-
nity for comment, and discussions on the draft regula-
tion concerning exploitation licences have started
again. In the sector of aid, our policy requires
continual adaptation to the existing situation.

The increases in State aid gave rise to powerful inter-
vention by the Commission, which was intended to
penalize the mentality of many companies concerning
aid and to avoid a ‘beggar-my-neighbour’ policy
between the Member States as a result of State aid.

Mr President, the Commission is pleased with the
positive spirit of the motion for a resolution, not only
in relation to our policy but also as regards the quality
and content of our report. The importance of Parlia-
ment’s good opinion is obvious, but the report has
also had favourable reactions from other non-parlia-
mentary readers. As my colleague Mr Andriessen
mentioned to the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs, the competition report is a ‘best seller’
among the Commission’s publications. It is perhaps
the most sought-after document.

We do not intend to rest on our laurels ; this year too
we are trying to effect any improvements that we can.

The report concentrates into a single paragraph, para-
graph 50, the most important points of criticism and
allows us to consider some of these in greater detail.

Mr President, I can assure the House that the Commis-
sion takes careful note of these criticisms. In connec-
tion with some of them we can find solutions in the
immediate future, which will satisfy Parliament. In
other cases, however, we may encounter greater diffi-
culty. At any rate, Mr President, rest assured that the
competition report to be drawn up next year will
demonstrate the progress made in this area. Parlia-
ment’s comments and criticism are welcomed by the
Commission and will be taken into account.

President. — The debate is closed.

Vote?

(The sitting was closed at 8 p.m.)?

1 See Annex.

2 Deadline for tabling motions for resolutions to wind up
the debate on the oral question on the suspension of
payments from the EAGGF — Agenda for next sitting;
See Minutes.
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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.

SECOND FORSTER REPORT
(DOC. 1-454/83/rev. — AIR TRANSPORT): ADOPTED
The rapporteur was :

— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 1 to 13, 15, 23 and 46;

— AGAINST Amendments Nos 14, 16 to 22, 24, 26 to 32, 34 to 45, 47, 48, 53 to 55 and
57.

Explanations of vote

Mr Seal (S). — It was very interesting to hear Miss Forster, with her fine rhetoric and
grand ideas, talking about efficiency and savings for passengers. But all that is a smoke-
screen. It is a smoke-screen because she supports the kind of typical Tory dogma which
wants free enterprise and the survival of the fittest. None of the Tories, when they spoke,
mentioned Mrs Thatcher’s former friend that she used to put forward as an example. I
mean good old Freddy Laker, that supporter of free enterprise. He too said he wanted the
chance to help passengers. He too said he wanted the chance to help taxpayers, but in the
eventuality the only person he helped was himself. If Miss Forster’s ideas go through,
then regional airports like Cardiff, East Midlands, Liverpool and Bradford-Leeds in my
own area will eventually disappear.

Miss Forster talked in such a fine style about her ideas on theology. She said God had
wings. If this goes through, He will need wings if He is going to visit Bradford because
there will be no aeroplanes flying there.

Mr Albers (S). — (NL) I regret to have to part company with my group on this matter.
have painstakingly analyzed the proposal for a directive and accompanying motion for a
resolution and I have concluded that the Commission recommendations afford the possi-
bility of reconciling tariffs with the services provided while preserving the all-important
interlining system. I also welcome the decision not to determine fares exclusively on an
airline cost basis but to take account also of the direct costs of the firms, the characteris-
tics of the route and subsidies granted to frontier regions. I find it quite natural that the
tariffs be subject to approval by the Member States, but I also consider arbitration particu-
larly necessary. I deeply regret that the Commission’s role has been completely eclipsed
as a result of the adoption of the Herman amendment. I was especially keen to see the
Commission being assigned a role.

I believe I can say that this directive will strengthen the influence of air transport users
while respecting the working environment and working conditions, as well as safe-
guarding the provision of services and safety. These are the reasons for my decision to
support the directive and the accompanying resolution.

(Applause)
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Mr Welsh (ED). — I really rise merely to draw Members’ attention to the quite ludicrous
rubbish spoken by Mr Key. Mr Key affects to be the spokesman for small regional
airports and the spokesman for consumers. Well, I have a small regional airport in my
constituency. It is called Blackpool and you are very welcome to come for your holidays
there, Mr Key, if you so wish. But the fact is that Blackpool airport, which is municipally
owned, has been frustrated at every turn by that cartelized nationalized industry, British
Airways, which does its best to stop airlines flying in and out of Blackpool in order to
protect its own interests elsewhere.

Then Mr Key said he spoke for consumers. If anybody thinks that consumers are served
by the extortionate fares charged by those nationalized cartelized airlines, 1 can only say
to Mr Key, as the Duke of Wellington once said, ‘If you believe that, my friend, you
would believe anything.’

(Applause from the European Democratic Group)

Mr Moreland (ED). — If my colleague, Mr Welsh, feels that he needs to answer Mr Key,
I shall answer Mr Seal. However, I have an easier job, because I suspect that every time Mr
Seal speaks, it means that most of the House rallies to the cause opposite to him. We are
naturally disappointed that this resolution does not go as far as we would like and we are
forced to abstain because of that. There is a clear need in Europe for a more competitive
airline system and for a cheaper airline system related to cost.

I will tell you why the group opposite is against that. They are opposed to it for two
reasons. The first is that they do not regard this as anything but a threat to State control.
They know that the system in Europe is a criticism of State ownership and control. The
second reason they are opposed to the proposals is this. They, of course, bleat very often
about the needs of the wotking class and what they should do. However, when it comes
to the real needs of the working class — like making their travel cheaper — they are of
course against it. That is typical of the Socialists.

I shall abstain. I regret I cannot vote for the resolution but at least I regard it as a step in
the right direction.

FRANZ REPORT (DOC. 1-801/83 — COMPETITION): ADOPTED
The rapporteur was :

— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 1 to 3, 7, 13 and 18;
— AGAINST Amendments Nos 4 to 6, 8 to 12, 14 to 17, 19 and 20.

Explanation of vote

Mr Wurtz (COM). in writing. — (FR) The French Communist and Allies Party does
not deny the need for a competition policy. When they vote against the Franz report,
they will be doing so for three specific reasons :

— firstly, because the report considers the enlargement of the Community to include
Spain and Portugal as a foregone conclusion

— secondly, because it supports the Commission’s policy of dismantling the steel
industry, and

— finally, because it claims to be opposed to the principle of nationalization.

These are all measures which we cannot accept. It is this that leads us to vote against the
Franz report.
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IN THE CHAIR : MR DANKERT
President

(The sitting opened at 9 am.)!

1. Control of concentrations

President. — The next item is the report by Mr von
Bismarck, on behalf of the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs (Doc. 1-807/83), on

the amended proposal from the Commission to
the Council (Doc. 1-946/81 — COM(81)773 final)
for a regulation on the control of concentrations
between undertakings.

Mr von Bismarck (PPE), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, yesterday we
discussed competition and by a very large majority
adopted a report in which the Commission showed far
more clearly than it has in the past that it fully apprec-
iates that without competition there is no competitive-
ness and that it is primarily competition which leads
to competitiveness. We heard various Members refer
to the serious obstacles to be overcome before we
reach the stage in a common European market where
we have competition that makes this market really
social. But today we have to discuss a subject which
adds a very important dimension to the implementa-
tion of yesterday’s decision.

We all know that, if competition were completely
free, we should have a liberal market economy, that a
few large entities would emerge to crush their neigh-
bours and not do what they should do: ensure
optimal supply to the citizen. We know that we here
must ensure — and there is no time to lose — that
the elephants do not grow so large that they quite acci-
dently tread on the mice with their gigantic feet and
destroy what we really want — a social market
economy. The Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs therefore very much welcomes the
Commission’s second attempt — it made the first as
long ago as 1973 — to propose that the Council adopt
a regulation that permits the exercise of preventive
control of concentrations.

This preventive control is designed to ensure that,

concentrations that obstruct the market, that disrupt
the market and the exchange of suppliers’ and
consumers’ interests do not take place.

The Commission’s first proposal was rejected by the
Council, and not by just one but by all the Member
States, each having its own interests, which is under-
standable. But this Parliament should now give the
Commission every support by adopting a joint

! For approval of the Minutes and documents received, see
the Minutes of Proceedings of this sitting.

position with it to make it morally impossible, in the
eyes of our citizens, our constituents, for the Council
to avoid taking the step that needs to be taken, the
introduction of transfrontier controls to add to the
effective controls over concentrations which we have
in many countries.

If we look at the Commission’s very carefully
prepared document and ask ourselves why the first
proposal failed, a question that must surely arise is:
Do the political leaders of the Member States know
enough about the market, about competition? Do
they know that, without competition, a market
economy cannot be social, whatever other social
action may be taken ? Without competition it cannot
be social because the suppliers are not then forced to
comply with the wishes of the consumers. Do the poli-
ticians in the Member States know this ? I doubt it.
This Parliament is at present principally an opinion-
forming body, and together with the Commission, it
should urge the Council, as unanimously as possible,
to take this step, which is in fact a small one. What
we are discussing now has several facets, which I will
name so that we all have an impression of how essen-
tial this is.

Firstly, transfrontier competition. The plan is that
transfrontier concentrations should also be controlled
from now on. The controls will apply where one of
the companies involved in a concentration has its
registered office in the Community. If we look at the
details, the real problem was to minimize the Coun-
cil’s objections and make it easier for it to believe that
it is doing something that will benefit all the Member
States, even those who have their doubts.

A few words on the details. The first point is turnover.
Turnover, which can be seen in balance-sheets and
publications, is what triggers off action. It can be esta-
blished fairly objectively. But the question was what
the level should be. At first, 200m ECU was consid-
ered appropriate, then 500m ECU, and we finally
agreed on 750m ECU. Why ? Because we believe that
this transfrontier control is something new which will
pose new problems for the Commission, and we
should avoid overtaxing the Commission. We shall
overcome all kinds of objections from the Member
States if we raise the amount t3 this level for a limited
period, say 5 or 10 years. Hundreds of cases will have
to be dealt with even if we raise it to this level.

The committee took a long time over this and also
discussed it with the various authorities in the
Member States and came to the conclusion that 750m
ECU is an appropriate figure to begin with. I ask all
those Members who believe we should go back and
think again to remember the enormous task we are
imposing on the Commission. It cannot cope with it
overnight. This is a very complicated field as we know
from our own countries. We should be doing the
Commission a disservice if we landed it with an enor-
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mous number of problems, and we should also jeopar-
dize confidence in the Commission, because
companies would say that the Commission cannot
cope, it all takes far too long, it takes the wrong deci-
sions. We should be jeopardizing what we want:
competition and control. I therefore ask Mr Caborn in
particular to appreciate that I cannot support his
amendment, in which he calls for the reinstatement of
200m ECU, because, if that is adopted, we shall not
get anything accepted and it will take another ten
years before we are perhaps able to convince a future
Council.

Secondly, there must be legal certainty. It must be
known who is responsible for what. To this end, I ask
the Commission in paragraph 6 of the motion for a
resolution to add something to its proposal. It is not
absolutely clear what the national control authorities
are to do if the Commission does not intervene. There
must be a ruling so that anyone who heads a company
knows what happens if the Commission does inter-
vene and what happens if it does not. It must be clear,
in other words, which is the competent authority.
Everyone must know what to expect, because other-
wise the whole thing will adversely affect our ability to
compete with the rest of the world.

Thirdly, we felt it right to consider the whole of the
Community market. However, it is equally important
to protect substantial parts of the market. As agricul-
ture stands today, it cannot be denied that Greece and
Ireland, for example, are still completely separate
markets, as Portugal will be. We must also consider
substantial parts of the market and bring them into
the regulation, otherwise we shall do harm to indi-
vidual markets and not give them the benefit of the
control of concentrations.

This third point is particularly important and specifi-
cally concerns Article 19. We agree with the Legal
Affairs Committee, which has done some very impor-
tant work, for which I thank it most sincerely on
behalf of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs. As Mr Vetter has reported, the Legal Affairs
Committee has considered various examples,
including the idea of ‘substantial parts of the market’,
and in this respect in particular — Article 19 — our
two committees agree. Article 19 says that the Council
may intervene again at any time and the Commission,
once it has decided, must first establish whether the
Council agrees.

I must tell the Commission’s representative that we
do not share this view. We believe that two authorities
must be competent for cartels — the Commission and
the Court of Justice, and no one else. If we involve
politicians at national level, we well know the pressure
that is brought to bear on them, as in the case of
subsidies, and we consider it important for the
Commission to be accountable to the Court of Justice

and not to Council members delegated by the
national parliaments, who cannot champion a cause as
a whole but must vote in such a way that they retain
their positions. Our view on this is quite clear and
unshakable. Nor do we want things to remain as the
committee agreed. I was outvoted in committee, but
an amendment will be tabled — I say this on my own
behalf — and I would be happy if you could again
make a correction, so that it i1s completely clear that
the decision is always taken by the Commission.

As regards legal certainty, there is a question of detail :
the two criteria of turnover and market share. This is
also a controversial point. It is impossible to tell
straight away from newspaper articles and reports
what a firm’s market share is. Further investigations
have to be made before this question can really be
answered. I therefore call on those Members who may
have plans in this respect to drop them. It is clear that
turnover is the applicability criterion, but the market
share as the assessment criterion is not considered
until it comes to taking action. Otherwise, there
would be many errors of judgement.

I should like to take take this opportunity to say the
following — on your behalf, I trust — and I would
ask the gentlemen of the Council to bear this in
mind : when we have acted together, debated the
matter thoroughly beforehand, adopted and submitted
a text, the Commission should get out of the habit of
changing, little by little, what Parliament has said. We
shall then gradually become what we should be : the
legislature. Every time the Commission changes our
texts, it offends against Europe’s elementary interest in
having a Parliament which represents the ordinary
citizen, makes laws and governs. We have discussed
the matter very carefully with your superiors, and I
take this opportunity to call on you to set an example
and allow Parliament to decide, whether you like it or
not.

This is a basic problem for our Community, and the
Commission would be well advised to join with us in
ensuring that there are as many such instances as
possible during the next parliamentary term and to
adopt texts with us. Let the Council then try to tackle
us both. As long as it divides us, it will have not diffi-
culty. If we stand together, it will have trouble. Let us
stand together.

(Applause)

Mr Vetter (S), draftsman of the opinion of the Legal
Affairs Committee. — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Legal Affairs Committee expressed its
views on the original proposal in two paragraphs and
communicated them to the committee responsible,
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs,
orally and in writing. I must point out that we were at
that time taking stock of the situation on the basis of
the documents then available, and that what I say now
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should in no way be regarded as a final opinion on
the motion tabled by Mr von Bismarck, because we
were considering the original proposal.

In the first paragraph of the opinion we very largely
agree with the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs when we say that the control of certain
concentrations having a Community dimension is a
desirable element of competition policy. The second
paragraph was the result of discussing innumerable
amendments that were also available to our committee
and can simply be put down to the age and nature of
the original proposals we were considering.

After a lengthy discussion of the many amendments,
we reached the conclusion that this was not the right
way to treat the matter. We therefore proposed to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs that
the Commission should withdraw these proposals and
draft fresh ones after a thorough scrutiny of the topic.
This, then, was the position of the Legal Affairs
Committee at that time.

If I might be permitted a personal comment, I have
looked at the paper on which we have to vote and 1
intend to join in the discussion on it. Had the Legal
Affairs Committee considered this paper, it would
undoubtedly have endorsed it. I say this entirely on
my behalf, since the Legal Affairs Committee was not
asked to assess this paper.

(Applause)

Mr Caborn (S). — Mr President, may I first of all,
like Mr von Bismarck, welcome the Commission’s
initiative in putting this once again before Parliament.
Let us hope we can get some movement into it this
time. It is 10 years ago since they introduced the first
document on the question of merger control. I think
it is unfortunate that we deal with matters like this in
a rather piecemeal way. It was, in fact, in 1981 in my
report on the multinational corporations that we tried
to turn attention to having a businesslike approach to
the question of a legal framework in which multina-
tional corporations should be operating, and indeed
the larger national companies as well.

We have moved a little way down that road. We have
had the Vredeling proposals, which took up a fair
amount of time in this Parliament. It was indeed a
document discussed widely within the Community.
The second area was transfer pricing, and, unfortu-
nately, we have done nothing about that. Now, thirdly,
we have merger control, and I am glad to see this
before Parliament today.

There are two points | would like to raise on the docu-
ment itself. First of all, I wish to say to the Commis-
sion that I cannot understand why they have allowed
the sliding to take place. As Mr von Bismarck has
already remarked, in 1973 certain figures were incor-
porated in their recommendations to the Council, but
now those have been changed. I cannot understand
why the Commission have shifted from 200 miltion
units of account, particularly in Article 1(2), to the 500

units of account now recommended. Unfortunately,
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
have now made that 750 million units of account. I
am trying to restore the position as it was in 1973. 1
believe that position ought to be allowed. I would also
remind Parliament that consultations took place at
that time and the figures that were embodied in that
recommendation to the Council were, in fact,
approved by Parliament. I therefore reject the argu-
ment put forward by Mr von Bismarck this morning
that 750 million units of account is an operational
figure. I believe 200 million units of account will be
an operational figure that can quite clearly be coped
with by the Commission.

I now turn to what I think is a glaring example of
Commission from the recommendations both of the
Commission and of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs’ report presented by Mr von
Bismarck — namely, the question of workers inside
the companies that would be merged. We had a long
discussion on ‘Vredeling, in which many people
made statements on how they would like to see
workers involved in the organization and running of
companies. There were certain legal restrictions that
had to be considered, and, in fact, in the view of the
Socialist Group, the Vredeling proposals were watered
down to an unacceptable extent.

But here we have an opportunity to determine,
without any problems of confidentiality or leaking of
secrets, where the workers could be consulted. That is
why I hope that in their response this morning the
Commission will take on board Amendments Nos 19,
22 and 24, where consultations can take place with
the workforce, and in particular No 19, where we are
asking that the conditions under which workers are
operating at the time of the merger should be safe-
guarded, treated as part of the investigation by the
Commission before any sanction is allowed in regard
to that merger. This is an extremely important matter,
and if you take on board the points that have been
made by Mr von Bismarck this morning on the ques-
tion of the social economy then surely the workers
and their representatives must be an integral part of
that. You talk about competition and profitability. The
one omission in this document is the main ingredient
of industry — the workers. Here we have no reference
to that at all

I conclude on a slightly lighter note. I think Mr von
Bismarck does for transparency of multinationals and
workers” rights in this report what Mr Bangemann
does for hang-gliding.

Mr Blumenfeld (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, the
EPP Group, on whose behalf I speak, welcomes not
only the Commission’s second proposal, which has
been under discussion for some years, but also, and in
particular, the clarity of the report that has been
submitted by Mr von Bismarck on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. We
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shall vote for this report unless its face is fundamen-
tally changed as a result of amendments, but I do not
think this will be the case.

It is undoubtedly true — and I endorse what Mr von
Bismarck said at the beginning of his statement as
rapporteur — that it is very important for the various
aspects of competition to be settled and also for an
appropriate arrangement to be found for the control
of concentrations. The question which the committee
faced and which the rapporteur has again put, or at
least implied, is also, of course, whether the proposed
controls on concentrations are likely to ensure practi-
cability and the rapid completion of procedures,
because this is very important, an essential factor : the
undertakings concerned and the economy as a whole
must have the benefit of legal certainty. One of the
most important basic requirements and principles for
the functioning and further development of the Euro-
pean Community is in fact the legal certainty in
which we work, and we must therefore without any
doubt welcome the rapporteur’s unequivocal state-
ment in this context that only two bodies can decide
on the applicability and assessment criteria and on the
regulation : the Commission and the Court of Justice.

I should like to go back to the question of legal
certainty regarding the standards applied and the
predictability of the various stages of the procedure
and also the period of three months within which the
Commission, or the relevant authority, must take
action to determine whether there is cause for inter-
vention. All this must be clearly set out in the provi-
sions and terms of reference, and duplication must
certainly be avoided. We cannot have a European as
well as a national level of responsibility. This must be
made absolutely clear.

Articles 85 and 86 of the EEC Treaty are, of course,
sufficiently explicit on the obligations and rights in
respect of the maintenance of competition, with
account taken of existing structures, but the effective
means of taking action to prevent concentrations of
undertakings likely to restrict or even preclude compe-
tition, so clearly described by the rapporteur in the
explanatory statement and his presentation of the
report, do not exist at- present.

Mr Caborn has gone a little further by mentioning a
point which is undoubtedly important, the compati-
bility of employees’ interests in multinational or
major concentrations with the appropriate criteria for
starting proceedings. We also beﬁeve that 200 million
is far too small a figure for starting a very difficult
procedure, and we therefore approve the limit of 750
million proposed by the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs. You referred to the workers.
This question will have to be dealt with in the Vred-
eling directive, as it has come to be known. We do
not want to overload this proposal, but we should bear
this point in mind. It is a matter that should be

covered by another directive that the House has
discussed and will be discussing again and incorpor-
ated in appropriate regulation.

The control of concentrations and this report can and
will assume very great importance if this question is
approached with caution, with care and in the realiza-
tion that experience has to be gained. It would
certainly not be wise of us, of Parliament, to try to esta-
blish the various criteria. That is the Commission’s
task. What is important is that we should say to the
Commission and to the Court of Justice — to
everyone concerned, in fact — that we must bear
competition and the competitiveness of European
undertakings throughout the world in mind. Deci-
sions cannot be taken ex cathedra here. Instead, we
must together ensure that our economy and our under-
takings are ready for the future and therefore able to
stand up to world-wide competition.

Mr Hopper (ED). — Mr President, my group will
support Mr von Bismarck’s motion for a resolution,
partly to show support for a colleague and partly to
show support for competition policy in the Commu-
nity. I personally would like to express some doubts
about the proposed regulation, and I should like to do
so on three grounds.

The first is the ground of clarity. Mr Blumenfeld has
said that the regulation is clear. There is one impor-
tant respect in which I find it to be exceedingly
unclear. I am referring to the r6le of dominant posi-
tion. The present competition law of the European
Community is based upon Articles 85 and 86. They
are concise. They have been subject to frequent judi-
cial interpretation and the basic principle is very clear.
Dominant position is not illegal. The abuse of domi-
nant position is illegal. Now I do not find that the
new regulation is at all clear upon this point. Let me
read part of its opening sentence: Any transaction
which has the ... effect of bringing about a concentra-
tion between undertakings ... whereby they acquire
.. .. the power to hinder effective competition ... is
incompatible with the common market ... It would
appear to me that this sentence attacks dominant posi-
tion itself. Is the Commission telling us that hence-
forth dominant position is illegal ? is it telling us, on
the other hand, that existing dominant positions are
legal but that new dominant positions created by
merger are illegal ? I find the proposed regulation on
this point to be unclear on an extremely fundamental
matter.

I have a second reservation about the regulation. It
seems to me to call into question the right of indi-
vidual redress. Since the common market was formed
and, in particular, since the Van Gend & Loos case in
1962, the law of the European Community has been
made by the judges of the European Community and
it has been made in answer to private suits. Hundreds
of these suits have been brought by individuals, by
companies and by other bodies.
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I am concerned that the possibility of private action
which exists today under Regulation 17/62 procedures
will be swept away, and I am even more concerned at
Mr Herman’s amendment, which says very specifi-
cally :

Recommends that the right to take up a case, and,
in particular, to commence proceedings under
Article 6, should be reserved solely to the Commis-
sion.

My third doubt concerning this regulation relates to
Article 1 (2) which lays down the criteria to be used
by the Commission when deciding whether to bring
an action. These seem to me quite inadequate and I
would like to suggest to the Commissioner that there
are six criteria which he should bear in mind.

The first and most important is the existence of entry
barriers, such as, for example, the need to advertise
exeedingly heavily or the need to obtain government
approval in order to start business. The second crit-
erion is the degree of product standardization which
can influence the ease of entry. The third criterion is
the state of the buyer’s side of the market, not to be
overlooked. The fourth is the history of antitrust regu-
lation in that particular market and the extent to
which it has been successful. The fifth, something that
is frequently overlooked, is the attitude of national
governments. A company may indeed have a relatively
small part of a market, but if it enjoys the full support
of its national government it may aproach a monopo-
litic position. Sixth is a criterion on the other side, a
criterion that may be held to be favourable to a
merger, namely the consequences of that merger for
efficiency. After all, economies of scale do exist.

I strongly support the views which Mr Beazley
expressed yesterday on the need for the Commission
to possess an adequate staff of economists. If it is to
use these criteria effectively, it must have trained staff
capable of using them.

It is my opinion that the Commission should not
proceed with this regulation but that it should draw
up and publish a list of guidelines describing the
criteria which they intend to use. This is not an idea
that I have invented. It is one borrowed directly from
the United States, where the Justice Department
publishes the so-called Baxter Rules. The Baxter Rules
present major attractions. One is that if the Commis-
sion is to draw up such a group of rules it will be
obliged to codify its own behaviour. Indeed, the rules
will constitute 2 body of doctrine which will be useful
to everyone who is involved. Secondly, the rules will
introduce predictability. At present, under our existing
rules, it is very difficult for a businessman to know
whether a merger will be subject to investigation.
Thirdly, it will relieve the Commission staff of the
tedious work of recording proposed mergers. Those
which fall outside the rules need not be reported.

Finally, the existence of such rules will relieve the
courts of a mass of work. In the United States, since
the introduction of these rules there has been a very
significant decline in litigation.

May I say in conclusion, Mr President, that the publi-
cation of a body of rules of this nature would be of
infintely greater value than the proposed regulation.

Mr Bonaccini (COM). — (I7) Mr President, Mr von
Bismarck is right to place the debate within the frame-
work of competition policy. He claims that the debate
complements that policy. I should like to ask him,
does it complement or contradict it ? For there are
grounds for a strong suspicion that what we are
discussing here may lead to contravention of that
policy, and we wonder whether the emphasis that was
being placed on competition policy and the way its
virtues were being extolled here last night and this
morning, as a kind of historic necessity, are not a
prelude to legitimizing dominant positions.

What are the controls about ? They are, in fact, about
exemptions from prohibitions. This is the whole spirit
both of the regulation and of Mr von Bismarck’s
speech — exemptions from prohibitions. So while, in
words, we are fending off these giants, in fact we are
allowing them to ensconce themselves in our
economies and turn our markets into oligopolistic
markets. Once that happens, we can say goodbye to
competition and much good will all our hand-
wringing do us!

I cannot, therefore, subscribe to Mr Blumenfeld’s
thesis, for instance, that the regulations should not go
into details. If they don’t go into details, the result will
certainly be the one I have just described.

Both Mt von Bismarck and Mr Franz were trying to
equate the economic and the social aspect, implying
that by implementing competition policy we should
somehow at the same time be realizing the highest
social aims of this Parliament.

Let me say that in my country only the extra-parlia-
mentary movements propound anything of the sort:
they claim that anything in the social sphere automati-
cally has economic implications. Here it is being said
that everything to do with economics has social impli-
cations.

We prefer, on the other hand, to deal with the subject
in hand realistically, regarding it as one of the occa-
sions when we must stand up in defence of competi-
tiveness. You may therefore expect us not only to
oppose mergers, but also to adopt a more realistic
approach which takes account of the social aspects
and the possible consequences of such mergers. Thus,
for instance, we shall support the arguments and the
draft amendments submitted by Mr Caborn, and this
is why we consider the figure of 750 million as too
high. It would be much more reasonable to keep to
the terms laid down in the Commission regulation.
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Mr Damseaux (L). — (FR) Mr President, I should
like to confirm the Liberal and Democratic Group’s
position in the vote on this report that was taken in
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.

We feel it is essential to find a way out of this
impasse, so the Commission can intervene, on an «
priori basis, in take-overs or mergers that could affect
trade between the Member States.

We are aware that concentrations may be desirable
and sometimes even necessary in many sectors of the
economy to ensure that structures are competitive and
efficient and so we should take care to establish a
control system that poses no threat to the improve-
ment of the competitive position of European firms
on the world market, but which can, at the same time,
be applied whenever the process of concentration is
likely to create monopolies that are incompatible with
a market economy.

Mr Bismarck’s proposed amendments strike a balance
between these two imperatives.

Three points in the report seem to me to be essential
in this connexion.

The competitive position on the international market
has to be taken into consideration when fixing both
the procedures and the criteria for appraisal of concen-
trations.

The European market is also part of the international
market, so the development of international trade has
to be taken into account if, in each case, an appraisal
is to be made of the foreseeable drawbacks of concen-
tration as compared to any advantages that would
result as far as the competitiveness of the European
economy on the international market is concerned.

My second point has to do with the criteria for
deciding whether concentrations are compatible with
the common market.

The first criterion — an overall, world turnover in
excess of 750 million ECU — seems to me to be a
reasonable figure. The control would therefore only
effect some 423 firms, so the Commission would be
able to get its initial experience by looking at a small
number of cases and the Member States would be able
to adapt their legislation.

However, I should like to support Mr Delorozoy’s
amendment about commercial undertakings. Turnover
is not always a decisive criterion of the economic
power of firms of this sort, nor of their competition
and, in addition to this, their turnover is determined
by completely different capital gains, particularly if it
is derived from consumer goods in which there is a
very high turnover.

So I propose that the threshold for the commercial
sector be fixed at 1 250 million ECU.

As to the second criterion, 20 % of the market, this
should indubitably apply not just to the whole of the
Community market, but also to a substantial part of it
if the idea is to avoid considerably restricting the
desired effects of the rules on competition.

Lastly, I should like to insist on the importance of the
cumulative nature of these two criteria.

My third and last remark has to do with the control
procedure itself. It is vital for the control to be organ-
ized in such a way as to enable the Commission to
bring out the Community aspects, so that the competi-
tion and the action that protect it are no longer subser-
vient to national interests.

We must at all costs avoid a dual control. That would
be both a heavy administrative burden for the firms
concerned and a risk of contradictory decisions being
taken — and a source of uncertainty, therefore.

So the regulation has clearly to define the powers of
the Community and the national authorities and
make the Commission exclusively responsible for
raising the issue and for intervention.

Mr Deleau (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen — some excellent things have been said in
this debate, but I should still like to add one or two
comments.

On behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats, 1 have to say that we share the view that
better competitiveness of the firms of all the countries
of the Community is a fundamental means of over-
coming the economic problems facing Europe as a
whole. This competitiveness is currently working in
an internal market that we are anxious to make more
transparent and more of an incentive. From this point
of view, we cannot but be satisfied with the beneficial
effects of the common competition policy which has
proved to be very daring over the years, both as
regards attacks on restrictive practices and the condem-
nation of dominant positions and positive encourage-
ment for the development of new industries.

A further step in the competition policy — as we
were reminded just now and as I should like to
remind you yet again — was made in 1973 when pro-
posals for regulations on the control of concentrations
between undertakings were adopted. What the
Commission wanted to do at that stage was endow the
Community with an instrument that would control
the effects of certain concentrations — and I say
certain — that represented a threat to competition.
This proposal arrived on thé Council table with a posi-
tive opinion from the European Parliament, but the
Member States were strongly opposed to it.
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The Commission is back before us today with another
project, the main lines of which we have approved in
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, in
the first-class report by Mr Bismarck — and I think
we should congratulate him for providing us with a
text that has served as a basis for a discussion as inter-
esting as the one we have been having since this
morning.

Without wishing to start a fresh debate on the controv-
ersies — there are many of them and they have been
raised in the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs we wish to insist on the need for a rapid,
realistic conclusion and to point out that the obstacles
and differences of opinion are not such that they
cannot be overcome. We hope, in particular, that the
Council and its experts will take account of the Euro-
pean Parliament’s compromise position and of the
fact that an a priori control no doubt has fewer draw-
backs than an a posteriori one. We should also like to
remind you that the problem of the coherence of
Community and national measures is not particular to
the competition policy and can be dealt with.

It is particularly desirable and particularly necessary
for positions to converge on the possibility of Commu-
nity control and national control in parallel, in view of
the fact that very important social and material inter-
ests are involved. This is why we approve of the initial
position of the Commission, which intended to assoc-
iate the Council more closely in the projected proce-
dure. At all events, the priority aim should be to seek
a clear division of power between the Commission
and the Member States so as to exclude, of course, any
possiblity of dual control, particularly in the case of
transfrontier concentrations, but also in general,
thereby avoiding any conflict of powers which would
be prejudicial to the economic development of
Europe.

As for the keys to the new proposal for a regulation,
which deal with the criteria for determining how far
concentrations are compatible with the operation of
the common market — I should like to say that the
750 million ECU criterion introduced by the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs seems,
undoubtedly, reasonable. I do not share the opinion of
Messrs Caborn and Bonaccini on this point.

As to the criterion for intervention in respect of the
share of the Community market, that is to say more
than 50 %, we also feel this is practicable. And I
should like to add, like Mr Damseaux, that I approve
of the Delorozoy amendment on commercial under-
takings.

However, clarification is called for when it comes to
cases where the Commission can still authorize a
concentration if it achieves one of the Community’s

priority aims. This does not seem to be to be really
clear and the point should no doubt be elucidated. 1
draw the rapporteur’s attention to this.

Those, Mr President, are the thoughts provoked by the
Commission proposal and the report by Mr Bismarck
— that we shall be voting for provided it is not
profoundly changed by amendments, while urging the
Council to act at last on this dossier, a fundamental
one in our eyes, for the future of the Community’s
firms, whose prosperity conditions social progress.

Mr Albers (S). — (NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, there is no disputing that fair and free
competition is central to the European Community.
Fair and free competition has also given rise to rules
which must be used to protect social conditions. What
we are discussing therefore is a basic problem. It can
be said that concentrations have increased precisely
because this European Community exists. There is no
denying that. It is therefore logical that means should
be sought at the level of this European Community to
exercise control in this sphere, because concentrations
may be a threat to competition. But if in 1983, the
year of small and medium-sized undertakings, we
remember that the very existence of small undertak-
ings may be threatened by these concentrations, that
jobs can be lost, it is clear that employment is a factor
to be considered. Consumers, too, have an interest in
ensuring that concentrations are subject to controls.

It was in 1973 that the Commission proposed that
concentrations should be controlled. Until 1973, the
European Community had been a purely economic
community, but about that time it was proposed that
this economic community should also become a
social community. I recall the social action
programme that emerged at about this time. We must
therefore consider the development of these proposals
from this angle too.

It is, of course, very sad that even now, ten years later,
no decisions have yet been taken by the Council of
Ministers. And what do we see happening now ? The
Commission’s original proposals have to be adjusted
to take account of the comments the Ministers of the
various Member States have made. In fact, the
Commission has changed its proposal for the worse.
And during the discussions in our Parliament, during
the discussions in the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs, we find the view expressed in
various quarters that it has not been changed enough
for the worse : the limits should be higher, the market
share larger, turnover higher — in fact, control over
concentrations should be relaxed rather than streng-
thened. 1 happen to think that at this time of
economic tension, of economic decline, there must be
more control over concentrations.



25. 10. 83

Debates of the European Parliament

No 1-305/3t

Albers

Mr President, a game is still being played with firms
and with people. Firms are being closed down, even
where it is not necessary, and the workers feel power-
less. The workers are asking what the European
Community can do to give them their rights, what the
European Community can do about achieving the
economic democracy which, along with parliamentary
democracy, is so necessary. It is therefore a good thing
that some of the amendments, which have been
tabled take acount of the position of the workers. Neil
Kinnock, the new leader of the British Labour Party,
has said that his party will be adopting a different atti-
tude towards the European Community. One of the
most important things he said was that, in his
opinion, it was at the level of the European Commu-
nity that something could be done about this
economic democracy.

Let us therefore consider the proposals before us from
this angle and let us also assess the amendments that
have been tabled in the same way. Let us ensure that
the proposals do not result in a relaxation of the
control of concentrations. let us instead try to streng-
then these controls.

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, 1 am
afraid that the motion for a resolution and the explana-
tory statement both smack more of the free competi-
tion of Bismarck’s time than of the present-day state-
monopoly capitalism and dominance by the huge
multi-nationals. As regards the motion’s practical
significance, I think it is even more lacking than the
Commission’s proposal for a regulation, and this is
highlighted in the recommendation that the applica-
bility criterion for the control of concentrations
should be raised. The practical significance of the
control of concentrations is also substantially dimin-
ished by the introduction of clearly subjective criteria
such as evaluation of the part played by these under-
takings in the Community’s ability to compete with
other economic and political forces. On this reck-
oning, with all these limitations, I think that the pro-
posal for a regulation is more of a — one could say —
demagogic proclamation, or a means of resolving
certain problems between the various monopoly
undertakings, than an instrument for exerting anti-
monopoly control.

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Mr President, for two reasons it is with some
sadness that [ rise to speak on this motion. One is
that my colleague, Frans Andriessen, is unable to be
here and would very much wish to have spoken on
behalf of the Commission on this subject, to which I
know he attaches particular importance. So do I, and
in that respect I am glad to be filling in for him. The
other reason for sadness, of course, is the point which
has been raised by a number of speakers from Mr von

Bismarck onwards, namely, that we are talking about
something which has now been on the stocks of the
Community for a very long time indeed.

I am accustomed in the field of insurance to dealing
with subjects which make rather slow progress, but
even by the standards of insurance competition
appears to be a very slow subject indeed. Obviously,
no blame attaches either to Parliament or to the
Economic and Social Committee, both of which
produced opinions on the draft regulation as long ago
as 1974 — nine years ago. In the Council of course,
as Mr von Bismarck pointed out, the matter has been
held up, not because one country or another mounted
a particularly strong rearguard action but because of
the disagreements and the disinclination of a number
of Council members over quite a wide area.

The question therefore arises, as we come back to this
subject in a plenary sitting so long after the matter
was initially put onto the Community’s agenda, as to
whether the proposal is still a relevant one, whether
our philosophy ought to be revised, whether the
approach which we adopted then remains valid now.
Our response to that question is quite clear. We think
that our philosophy is as relevant now as it was then,
and we think that the approach which was valid then
is valid now. In that respect, I must say that I was very
pleased to receive the approbation not only of the
mover of this resolution, Mr von Bismarck, but also, I
think it is fair to say, of the great majority of the other
speakers, even those who were speaking in opposition
to Mr von Bismarck himself like, for instance, Mr
Caborn. He was not arguing about the principle, he
was arguing about whether we were going far enough.

In 1983, an instrument such as the one we are talking
about is, we think, more important than ever before I
would like to explain a little of the Commission’s
reasoning. Our present policy towards administering
the competition rules is not only to apply them defen-
sively, which is what one might have supposed from
Mr Caborn’s criticisms, but also to apply them dynami-
cally. To do so, we need to have a means of
controlling the structures within given industries.
While our policy is sympathetic towards, for example,
forms of cooperation in the small and medium-sized
sector, we feel that we must also be able to intervene
in structural changes, involving large firms where
these may have damaging consequences.

I entirely accept the point that Mr Hopper made
about the distinction between dominant position on
the one hand and the abuse of dominant position on
the other. It is an important distinction that he made.
But is does not alter the fact — indeed, I think it rein-
forces the point I am about to make — that the
Commission needs to be able to intervene in struc-
tural changes involving big firms where these may
have damaging consequences.
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The resaon why I want to draw attention to this point
is that studies have indicated in recent years that the
degree of concentration has remained fairly constant
in a number of large industries for some time. There-
fore, what one sees is a situation in which many indus-
tries are organized in a very oligopolistic fashion with
a small number of large companies very dominant on
the market. In general, I think it is fair to say that a
fairly intense degree of competition usually exists
between those very lange firms. But if you have a very
small number of very large firms, then it follows, I
think, that any degree of concentration could — and I
use the word ‘could’, not ‘would’ or ‘will' — endanger
their competition. As we take that view, and as we feel
that even a limited degree of competition in certain
industries - could have those effects, we think it is
important that we should be in a position to examine
all the possible dangers that might arise from amalga-
mations and mergers.

That is the background to our reasoning. The back-
ground to this particular proposal is, I think, well
known to some Members of the House, but perhaps
less well known to others. As I mentioned before, our
1973 draft was at the time approved by Parliament
and the Economic and Social Committee, and the
problems arose in the Council. At the end of 1981,
the Commission submitted a revised proposal. The
basic principles of the first draft remain the same, but
the new version took into account a number of impor-
tant political stumbling-blocks that had emerged in
the preceding discussions.

The changes are roughly as follows : greater emphasis
is given to the fact that the Community control is
mainly aimed at mergers on a Community-wide scale,
We have tried to involve the Member States to a
greater extent in the decision-making though without,
I hasten to add, diminishing the Commission’s inde-
pendent powers.

That brings me to the proposal on today’s agenda and
Parliament’s reaction to it. ] am pleased that the draft
resolution now to be voted on approves the principles
of our proposal. Indeed, one might say that the draft
resolution actually extends the principles of our pro-
posal, and Mr von Bismarck in fact made that point in
his initial remarks. It is suggested that account be
taken not only of competition at European level, but
also at world level. This idea is only acceptable insofar
as there is no question of back-door protectionism. I
am sure that both Mr von Bismarck and Mr Blumen-
feld, who spoke in support of him, would agree with
that. In other words, as long as the European market
is really open to competition from outside, then this
competition could be taken into account in appraising
the consequences of a merger.

In the preamble, Mr President, it is stressed that the
responsibility for this area lies with the Commission.

We agree wholeheartedly with that and, incidentally,
never had any intention of yielding that responsibility.
None the less, we are grateful to Parliament for having
made this point so clear.

I shall not go into the detailed proposals for amend-
ments to the text of the regulation itself, though I will
explain in a moment which we are accepting and
which we have doubts about. I would, however, like to
make a general remark. The resolution proposes that
the threshold for application of the regulation be
raised from 500 to 750 m ECU to give the Commis-
sion an opportunity to gain experience during this
initial stage with a small number of cases. We are
grateful for the concern and have no objection in prin-
ciple to it. In fact, the sums involved are so big that
raising the threshold will not greatly change matters
and, in any event, the addition of a market share cri-
terion would be a means of catching extreme cases.

Mr President, I would just say a word, before I close,
on our attitude to specific amendments so that when
it comes to the vote there can be no doubt where we
stand.

First of all, there is a large group of amendments
which the Commission takes great pleasure, I may
say, in agreeing with. These are Amendments Nos 6
to 15, which have been tabled by the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. This category also
includes Amendment No 17, tabled by Mr Herman.

Then there is a group of amendments which the
Commission thinks should be opposed. This group
includes the following: Nos 1 and 2, tabled by Mr
Delorozoy, concerning the introduction of a separate
turnover threshold for commercial undertakings. We
think that could be confusing and quite impractical to
apply, in particular considering the legal uncertainty it
would create for businesses. It could also be discrimin-
atory in respect of certain undertakings in gauging
both the production and the sale of consumer goods.

Another group which we are not disposed to accept
comprises Amendments 18 to 24, tabled by Mr
Caborn. These amendments tend to introduce consid-
erably lower threshold levels which would extend the
control of concentration far beyond what is necessary
for maintaining an efficient competition policy and,
indeed, far beyond, we think, the aims of the Treaty.
Some of these amendments would, I think, also intro-
duce a participation on the part of the employees’
representatives in a way which would not be suitable
in the proposed decision-making process under the
new regulation. That, as 1 think Mr Blumenfeld
pointed out, is a subject which is more appropriately
dealt with under another heading which is also before
the House.

Lastly, there is Amendment No 16, also tabled by Mr
Herman. On this I would like to say that the Commis-
sion does not wish to oppose it. It is, however, unrea-
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listic to think that the decision-making process can be
conducted without some involvement on the part of
the Member States.

Mr President, I hope I have made the Commission’s
position clear on the substance, and I hope that what
I have said on the amendments will facilitate arrange-
ments when it comes to the vote.

President. — The debate is closed. !

IN THE CHAIR : MR JAQUET

Vice-President

2. Financing of the Community

President. — The next item is the report by Mr
Armndt, on behalf of the Committee on Budgets (Doc.
1-856/83), on

the communication from the Commission to the
Council (Doc. 1-375/83-COM (83) 270 final) on
the future financing of the Community, em-
bodying a proposal for a Council decision on the
Community’s system of own resources.

Mr Arndt (S), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the report on the future
financing of the European Community is — it can be
said with complete justification — one of the most
important that this directly elected Parliament will
ever have to consider and decide on. We have deliv-
ered our opinion on future financing on several occa-
sions, particularly in connection with the mandate of
30 May 1980. Unfortunately, Parliament’s opinions
have not led the Council and Commission to take
decisions in good time. It cannot therefore be said
that either the Council or the Commission has done
its duty. On the contrary, the present situation is due
to the delay in implementing the guidelines laid
down in the 30 May mandate, for which the Council
and Commission are to blame.

The situation is worse than many will admit. Both the
second supplementary budget for 1983 and the draft
1984 budget prove that we have reached the upper
limit of the European Community’s resources. We
also hear from the Commission that not even the
second supplementary budget will be enough to cover
this year's galloping agricultural expenditure. Various
administrative measures will probably have to be
taken to defer certain payments until the 1984 budget
is in force. On top of this, the agricultural spending
for which the 1984 budget provides even now leaves
little room for additional decisions on the 1984-85
agricultural year, let alone any further movement in
world market prices. The time when we and others
suffered under the illusion that everything would
somehow turn out all right is finally over. The rapid
increases in the production of surpluses and the

1 For the vote, see Annex.

sharp drop in world market prices leave us no alterna-
tive but to take tough and drastic measures. Those
who are not prepared for this and try to gloss over or
conceal this situation are in fact the ones who, as they
themselves say, are destroying the only integrated
common European policy, the agricultural policy.

Even the hope that, by raising the value-added tax
rate, more of our own resources can be made available,
thus enabling clear-cut decisions to be avoided, has
been dashed. Because of the ratification procedure
that must be followed in ten national parliaments, the
Community will not have more resources of its own
until 1987 at the earliest and probably not until 1988.
We shall have to get by with the available resources
for the next three to four financial years — and in
view of the constant prevarication on the part of the
Council, the Commission and quite a few Members of
this House, that is in fact a good thing. In other
words, we need the reforms and restructuring of the
budget now. We cannot put them off any longer.

I should therefore like to single out ten essential
points of the proposal put forward by the Committee
on Budgets.

1. We believe that the situation must be regarded
as unacceptable for a Member State when its
economic efficiency, compared with that of the other
Member States, is out of all proportion with the rela-
tionship between the burden it has to bear and the
recognizable benefits it derives by comparison with
the burden borne and benefits derived by all the
Member States. To put this in simple terms, a Member
State whose economic efficiency is below the average
but which is exposed to an above-average burden and,
in addition to this, derives below-average benefits
from the European Community is in an unacceptable
situation. We are, of course, all aware that this assess-
ment must not be made solely in accounting terms.

2. In this connection, we again emphasize that the
present method of calculating what is known as the
net contribution is not only absoutely inadequate but
also conflicts with the real purpose and substance of
the European Community.

This prompts us to remind the Council that the Euro-
pean Parliament cannot accept any calculation of the
rates of contribution by the Member States which is
based on the repayments to the Member States from
the European Community’s resources. In other words,
any model proposed by a Member State for the upper
limit that is is based on these repayments is diametri-
cally opposed to the idea of European unification.
Repayments by the European Community depend on
European needs. When we assist projects under the
social or regional policy, it is not because they are
German, French or Italian. We assist these projects
because they are European projects designed to
benefit the citizens of Europe and specifically those
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who are most dependent on our help. Any model that
runs counter to this is rejected by this Parliament.

(Applause)

3. Paragraph 24 of the motion for a resolution again
emphasizes the close link between the decisions to
increase the proportion of value-added tax going to
the Community and the structural causes of the
production of agricultural surpluses.

Anyone who does not recognize or refuses to acknow-
ledge this close link is helping to prevent an increase
in the proportion of value-added tax going to the
Community and so to destroy the European Commu-
nity’s common agricultural policy. I might add that
both the Bundestag in the Federal Republic and the
House of Commons in Britain have made it quite
clear that steps must be taken to curb agricultural
spending before they take a decision to raise the VAT
rate.

4. In the circumstances I have described, the annual
increase in agricultural expenditure may not be
greater than the growth of the European Community’s
revenue. This is the unavoidable framework within
which we must operate. But this applies not only to us
but also to the Council of Ministers. Any decision
taken by the Council — regardless of which Council
— must therefore be linked to the budget and may
not depart from it unless agreement is reached with
the budgetary authority, and thus with the European
Parliament. Anyone in this House who, for example,
rates the price decisions taken by the Council of Agri-
culture Ministers higher than the budget is, of course,
undermining the rights of this Parliament.

(Applause)

5. All this means that the Commission’s proposals
concerning agricultural expenditure — whatever objec-
tive view may be taken of these proposals — represent
the least that must be done, at least as they concern
the financial aspects.

6. With these provisions the Committee on Budgets
supports the increase in the proportion of value-added
tax paid to the Community proposed by the Commis-
sion.

7. In paragraph 32, we also advocate that these
resources be primarily used for the policies proposed
by this Parliament on a number of occasions. I will
list these policies once again, as the Committee on
Budgets has done in paragraph 17 of the motion for a
resolution : the fight against unemployment, the
economic crisis and hunger in the world ; a long-term
structural policy which assists the poor regions of
Burope ; and Portugal’s and Spain’s accession to the
Community. It must also be pointed out, however,
that the majority of the Committee on Budgets
consider it unhelpful and superfluous to discuss the
Commission’s proposal that the national parliaments
should not be consulted on a future increase in the
maximum rate of value-added tax. The discussion of

this proposal would result in some national parlia-
ments rejecting the whole of the proposal for an
increase in the maximum rate of value-added tax.

8. In line with Parliament’s present unequivocal atti-
tude, the Committee on Budgets proposes that the
differences in per capita incomes and the economic
efficiency of the Member States should be considered
not only in the variable part of value-added tax but in
value-added tax as a whole.

9. The Committee on Budgets also agrees to the vari-
able VAT rate, but would like the only reference quan-
tity to be those common agricultural markets in
which there are structural surpluses. This might make
it easier for us to solve the problem that is the greatest
threat to the whole agricultural market, the problem
of structural surpluses.

10. The Committee on Budgets explicity points out
that these problems must not be solved at the expense
of the economically weaker nations. It therefore
expressly states that special arrangements are needed
for Member States whose economic efficiency is well
below the average for the European Community but
whose agriculture accounts for an above-average share
of the economy as a whole.

In this connection, I should like to make it quite clear
that not only the agricultural policy but also the
regional policy is in urgent need of reform. It is high
time we ensured that regional policy resources go to
the regions of Europe where the standards are well
below those in other areas and that Regional Pund
resources are riot used to bring about financial adjust-
ments in favour of stronger or less hard-hit countries.

(Applause)

That concludes what I have to say about the resolu-
tion. We have reached the point in Parliament where
there are no more ‘ifs’ and ‘buts’. Anyone who now
continues to delay, anyone who now tries to gloss over
the situation, anyone who now tries to save structural
surpluses will be destroying the common agricultural
policy and the European Community. I hope that we
all realize how serious the situation is.

(Applause)

Mr Frith (PPE), draftsman of the opinion of the
Committee on Agriculture — (DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, I have the honour to present
the opinion of the Committee on Agriculture on the
Arndt report. It goes without saying that the
Committee on Agriculture has a strong, a vital interest
in this report. That was also clear from the rappor-
teur’s statement. For reasons which I will discuss in a
moment, we of the Committee on Agriculture have
come down in favour of an increase in resources, as
proposed by the Commission, because we believe that
this increase is unavoidable if new policies are to be
established — something we very much welcome —
if the Community is to be enlarged — as again
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became clear in Luxembourg only last week — and if
the principles of the common agricultural policy, that
is to say, the market, financial solidarity and Commu-
nity preference, are to be upheld, and no one has yet
questioned these principles.

I listened to the rapporteur of the Committee on
Budgets very attentively and largely share his view
that the agricultural policy is going through a difficult
phase and that changes and adjustments are needed.
Changes to the agricultural policy without it
collapsing will clearly not be accomplished, as many
here probably think and as the Committee on
Budgets perhaps imagines, with millions and millions
being saved to provide the resources needed to do
what I was saying just now. According to the Commis-
sion’s proposal, the savings will be in the order of DM
10 000m to 20 000m, which would probably be too
much for the common agricultural policy to stand,
especially if it is to be changed in such a way that the
regions in particular need of assistance do not suffer.

There is a second aspect I should like to stress. We
agree that the increas¢ in resources should be deter-
mined by reference to an agricultural criterion,
whatever form it may take, but, like the previous
speaker, we firmly believe that the financially weaker
countries, where agricultural products account for a
larger proportion of the national product, must not
suffer as a result. To put it another way, people are
naturally annoyed — particularly in my country —
when countries with a very good social structure, with
very high income levels, with a well structured,
smoothly functioning economy become net recipients
because of agricultural repayments, although, as you
know, I have no liking for the phrase ‘net recipient’.

In this critical situation, the Committee on Agricul-
ture welcomes the idea which the Commission has
repeatedly proposed in the past and has again raised
in this connection, of trying to regulate imports of oils
and fats in compliance with GATT as a possible
means of raising additional revenue, at least while
restrictions are imposed on the Community’s agricul-
tural producers, especially as we can expect it to take
several years, as the rapporteur has said, for this pro-
posal from the Commission to be implemented.

In view of the limited speaking time I have, I will
conclude by saying that the Committee on Agricul-
ture has proposed that transitional measures should be
introduced if it takes too long for this to be achieved,
because we cannot go on living with the sword of
Damocles over our heads for ever. It is unacceptable
that we should be paralysed, that the agricultural
policy cannot be changed or reshaped, because
changes need not necessarily be cheaper. Nor do I
believe that we can introduce other policies if we tie
ourselves down to this one per cent. I hope that you
will bear these objections and proposals from the
Committee on Agriculture in mind when you come to
make your decision.

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Mr President, may I begin by congratulating Mr
Arndt both on the vigour of his speech and on the
wisdom of much of what he said. I hope very much
that the words which he had to say about the diffi-
culties of choice and the consequences of choice will
be listened to by a great many people in this House.

Today’s debate marks an important step in the process
of obtaining new resources for the Community, of
updating the Community’s financing system and of
restoring the impetus of the Community’s further
development. Both Parliament and the Commission
have made known their views about the need for new
own resources on a number of occasions in recent
years, but the first formal step in the present legisla-
tive process was in February this year, when the
Commission presented its Green Paper on the future
financing of the Community and when President
Thorn gave the Commission’s programme speech in
this House. The Green Paper was intended to canvass
opinions prior to the presentation of formal proposals.
In the light of the opinions received, notably in Parlia-
ment’s own interim resolution of 13 April, the
Commission’s formal legislative proposal was
submitted on 4 May. It is this proposal on which Parli-
ament’s own formal opinion is now required.

The Commission has made it clear that its approach
to the Community’s present malaise has three major
components. First, the strengthening of existing
Community policies in order to tackle the problems
we face in common, such as unemployment and
industrial decline, and the introduction of new ones,
such as research, new technologies, energy, where the
economies and benefits of a coordinated European
effort are, we believe, evident. Secondly, reform of the
common agricultural policy in order to remove struc-
tural surpluses and by stringent management to limit
future growth of agricultural spending to a level less
than the growth in own resources. Thirdly, an increase
in the Community’s own resources themselves, in the
first place via a raising of the VAT ceiling to 1.4 %
but with a provision for subsequent increases by
means of joint decisions of Parliament and Council.
This increase would be coupled with a transitional
correction on the receipt side of the budget in the
form of a modulation of part of the Community’s
VAT revenues until such time as the present prepon-
derance of agricultural expenditure in the budget is
offset by the development of new policies.

The present debate is concerned primarily with the
third element in this approach, namely, the ‘own
resources’ and financing dossier. I would remind the
House, however, that the Commission has also
presented in proper legislative form proposals on the
other two elements — namely, the strengthening of
the existing Community policies and the develop-
ment of new ones and the reform of the common agri-
cultural policy.
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Today’s debate therefore has a historic dimension, and
I think it is important that we should all be aware of
that. It is the first occasion on which a directly-elected
Parliament will deliver a formal opinion, as the Treaty
requires, on a proposal to increase the Community’s
own resources. It is also, of course, an issue of immed-
iate practical urgency. In the present state of the
Community’s finances, early agreement on our future
course is absolutely vital.

It would not be appropriate to the occasion, Mr Presi-
dent, for the Commission to review each and every
paragraph of the draft resolution in detail. I should
prefer to look at the resolution as a whole within the
wider context in which it has quite properly been set.

It is clear that there is a large measure of agreement
between the resolution and the Commission’s own
policies, both on the objectives and on the means to
achieve them. As regards the objectives, we agree on
the urgent need for a solution within the budgetary
framework to the problems of budgetary imbalances
and to the creation of new own resources, on the
reform and strict control of the common agricultural
policy, on the priority to be given to launching new
policies, particularly in the sectors of industrial
renewal, research and new technologies, on devoting
more resources to combating unemployment and to
the development of the poorer regions. Finally, we
agree on the need to include Spain and Portugal
within these policies. All these questions are inextri-
cably linked to the Commission’s proposals. Agricul-
tural reform, quite apart from its own merits, has
become an essential element in any budgetary agree-
ment, and none of the other issues can be resolved
without additional funds.

As regards the means, I am pleased to note that the
resolution acknowledges, in paragraph 23, that the
Commission modified its thinking in certain respects
following the presentation of its Green Paper and, in
paragraph 30, that our proposals concerning the rate
of increase in the VAT percentage are considered to
be satisfactory. Moreover, the resolution accepts in
principle our proposals for a modulation of part of the
VAT rate to finance a proportion of the budget so
long as EAGGF (Guarantee) expenditure exceeds
33 % of total budgetary expenditure (that is in para-
graph 38).

There are, however, a number of points on which we
differ. It is right that I should draw the attention of
the House to them. Some of these differences are
essentially technical. For our part, we anticipate great
difficulty in quantifying, for the purpose of calculating
net contributions — and here I quote — both the
‘financial and economic advantages and the real
burdens of membership’ (paragraph 18). The concep-
tual problems alone are such that argument over defi-
nitions could go on for a long time. In any event, the
purpose of such a calculation is not clear. I might add

that if we were to undertake such an exercicse, one
result would be, I think, that the Member States would
vie with each other to show how badly they did out of
the Community. That, too, would be a counter-produc-
tive result of that exercise.

The Commission does not agree either with the pro-

posal — nor with Parliament’s comments to that
effect — advocating the use of the net contribution
concept in connection with the Community’s future
financing. Also, in the realm of statistics and forecasts,
I fear that a financial plan for 1986 to 1990 (paragraph
31) would be subject to very large margins of error, so
large indeed that it could prove a counter-productive
exercise.

Some other differences between us are, I think, quite
minor. OQur aim in proposing replacement of the fixed
10 % collection by a more flexible formula was to try
to reflect true collection costs. At this stage we simply
do not know whether the substitution of 5 % or 10 %
as the ceiling for any refund would be the most appro-
priate figure. The Commission would prefer to leave
the precise percentage open for the time being.

There are also some significant differences. First,
although the resolution accepts both the principle of
modulating part of VAT and two of the three
correcting factors proposed, it seeks to replace the key
of Member States’ shares in agricultural production
subject to a market organization by shares in products
in agricultural surplus (paragraph 39). An initial diffi-
culty with this concept is that the lawyers,-and
perhaps also the national parliaments, will require
some definition of the term ‘structural surplus’ before
incorporating it in a major treaty decision. Although
the Commission sympathizes with the aim of seeking
to identify those sectors of agriculture which present
particularly serious problems, it seems likely, I think,
to prove too sophisticated a concept to apply in prac-
tice.

Secondly, the resolution would extend the use of the
other two correcting factors — GDP per head and
shares in net operating surplus — to the remainder of
the VAT (paragraph 37), that is to say, to that part of
VAT which, under the Commission’s proposals, would
finance the remainder of the budget after all other
reveniues, including the revenue for modulated VAT
covering part of EAGGF (Guarantee) expenditure, had
been taken into account.

It is perhaps ungracious of the Commission, having
proposed a modulation of part of VAT, to express
reservations on the extension of modulation to the
whole. Nevertheless, I would stress that our proposals
merely modulate a part of VAT and only for so long
as EAGGF (Guarantee) spending exceeds 33 % of the
budget. This temporary and partial modulation would
leave the basic VAT mechanism intact. The resolu-
tion, on the other hand, would extend modulation to
the whole of VAT and on a permanent basis. We feel
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this goes too far, and we are by no means clear that
the overall result would be to assist us with resolving
the Community’s budgetary problems.

I must also comment on the proposed rejection of a
Community procedure for controlling future increases
in the VAT ceiling (paragraph 33).

The Community procedure included in our proposals
would constitute an important transfer of powers from
national parliaments to the Community as a whole,
and to the European Parliament in particular. That is
one of the points which I think the Parliament ought
to bear in mind.

As long ago as 1973, the Commission proposed Treaty
amendments to increase Parliament’s powers in this
crucial area. For its own part, Parliament has in the
past consistently sought, understandably, to exercise
its existing powers to the full, and, of course, where
possible, to extend them. The Spinelli resolution is
only one example of this process. I can only, there-
fore, express surprise that Parliament itself seems
disposed to renounce an interest in this area.

I must also draw the attention of the House to the fact
that the rejection of Community control over future
increases in the VAT ceiling has the effect of merely
substituting a 1-4 % ceiling for the present 1 %. A
VAT rate of 0-4 % currently yields some 6 billion
ECU. The implication of this figure is clear: if the
VAT ceiling is retained, if the new ceiling is set at
1-4 % and we then embark on the new policies which
Parliament and the Commission both envisage, the
Community will be obliged to repeat the long and
uncertain Article 201 procedure in the not too distant
future. In the Commission’s view, therefore, so small
an increase in the VAT ceiling would impose serious
constraints on achieving the objectives on which we
are, Mr President, so largely agreed.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR : MR ESTGEN
Vice-President

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE)} Mr President, the
Socialist Group approves the report drawn up by Mr
Arndt, to whom we should like to express our appreci-
ation and thanks for the trouble he has taken. We
approve the report of the Committee on Budgets,
although we have one reservation, which I will discuss
in a moment.

I will begin, Mr President, by making one thing clear
about the present financial crisis in the Community.
This budgetary crisis clearly reveals the deficiencies of
our Community, but it was not this that prompted the
present debate. The enlargement of the Community’s
financial basis is not intended as a means of financing
the common agricultural policy, and we have abso-
lutely no intention of assuming when we take this

decision today and tomorrow that the worst of this
reform is now behind us.

The rearrangement of the financing of the Commu-
nity has two aspects, on which this Parliament has
often expressed its views and is very largely agreed.

Firstly, the Community’s irresponsibly small budget
must be increased if its policies are to be extended to
include the tasks it should be performing, to take in
new common policies to fight unemployment, the
economic crisis and hunger in the world, a common
industrial, technology and research policy, a long-term
structural policy, including an agricultural structural
policy geared to specific regions, not the least impor-
tant aspect of which may be that it will relieve the
burden on the guarantee policy, and, of course, the
financing of all the costs associated with the accession
of Spain and Portugal. In other words, what we are
concerned with here is not an increase in public
spending but with a redistribution of public finances
and a suitable redistribution of tasks between the
Community and its Member States.

The second aspect is just as important as the first,
perhaps even more important: adjusting the sharing
of burdens and benefits among the Member States and
regions of the Community. A degree of solidarity and
justice among the members of the Community must
be achieved, because, without it, fruitful cooperation is
unthinkable in the long run.

Setting objective standards to ensure fair distribution
is always and everywhere a problem, and the Commis-
sion and the Committee on Budgets, with its
proposed amendments, have naturally had difficulties
in this respect. But such proposals must be seen
simply as a pragmatic approach, not as dogma. Nor
has the last word been said on this subject. As always
with the problem of fairness, we must start by elimi-
nating particularly glaring injustices, because it just
happens to be easier to define injustice than justice.
And we begin with two aspects we consider intoler-
able : on the one hand, the unequal distribution of
burdens and benefits, so clearly revealed by the British
problem; on the other, the growing discrepancy
between wealthy and poor regions, which is partly the
result of the Community’s policy in the past, the
common market, the excessive emphasis our common
agricultural policy places on the North and the all too
modest resources with which the Community’s struc-
tural fund is endowed. I do not need to reiterate what
has been said here on this subject in numerous
debates, but some of the statements by national
governments on, or their objections to, this aspect of
the Commission’s proposals do call for comment on
th principles concerned.

I am referring to such terms as juste retour, net contri-
bution and — in the German case — new net contri-
bution. I should like to meet the man who is capable
of measuring the benefits in ECU the various Member
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States derive from the common market. The differ-
ences are, of course, plain to see, but the Federal
German Government would have serious difficulty if
asked to say what contribution to the Community
budget it considered appropriate in return for the
Community’s open frontiers. The calculation of net
contributions, even in rectified form, may well reveal
gross injustices, but it cannot be regarded as a
standard for the fair distribution of benefits and
burdens in the Community. The idea of juste retour
is retrograde, and that is why people also say retour
back before the Community. The future of the
Community, however, requires a forward-looking
financial reform, the financing of common policies to
the joint benefit of all, policies that are so formulated
that everyone feels that on the whole he is being
treated fairly.

The Commission's proposals now before us deal of
necessity with only half of the problem — the reform
of the revenue side of the budget. They will increase
the scope for the budgetary policy in the next few
years. They do not therefore permit a general and
conclusive assessment of the solutions to the distribu-
tion problem. We are forced to make adjustments
because the expected volume of expenditure will not
be sufficient in the medium term to ensure an appro-
priate redistribution of expenditure. An adjustment of
the revenue side, however, will only affect distribution
among the Member States. Redistribution to benefit
the poorer regions of the Community can only be
achieved through expenditure. In particular, this will
also entail — we must remind the relevant quarters of
this later — the reform of the regional policy, which
is still outstanding. The inclusion proposed by the
Committee on Budgets of shares of the structural agri-
cultural surpluses as a criterion for the allocation of a
proportion of VAT contributions is designed to facili-
tate the solution of the outstanding agricultural
problems. We do not see this proposal as dogma
either. When this adjustment is made, however, we
must insist on the exclusion of poor Member States
where agriculture is a major employer.

I will conclude with two comments on the likelihood
of the Commission’s proposals being ratified. I do not
think Commissioner Tugendhat heard Mr Arndt
correctly. What the Commission proposes in Article 3
(6) as regards the fundamental amendment of the
Community’s constitution is completely in line with
our aims. This Parliament is, of course, in favour of
the Community’s organs deciding autonomously on
the volume of the Community’s revenue in the future.
But to link the ratification of an increase in the VAT
rate in the present procedure to a constitutional
amendment of this kind is, as the Commissioner very
well knows, to condemn the whole thing to failure.
That is why we want Article 3 (6) removed. When this
is all over and done with, the Commission can come
back with a new proposal on this subject, and it will
then have our support.

Secondly, whether this proposal from the Commission
is approved by the German Bundestag and the House
of Commons will largely depend on its being made
clear for what the additional revenue may not be used.
The Commission has unfortunately failed to clarify
this question, as has the Committee on Budgets. The
vast majority of the German public consider it unac-
ceptable that increased allocations of funds to the
Community should be used to finance agricultural
surpluses. This problem must be solved with agricul-
tural resources. If this solution is successful, the 1 %
limit will not restrict the future agricultural policy.
We have consequently tabled two amendments, one
to the report and one to the Commission’s proposal,
and to avoid any misunderstandings, these amend-
ments make it clear that the cost of enlargements and
the cost of new structural programmes, even in the
area governed by the agricultural policy, will, of
course, be financed from the new revenue. That
should make our amendments acceptable.

We Socialists endorse these proposals provided that
these guarantees are set out in the texts. Without
guarantees regarding the use made of the new
revenue, the Commission’s proposals will not be
approved, in the Federal Republic of Germany at
least, especially in the year of the European elections.
Those who refuse to support these two amendments
will be endangering the ratification of the whole pro-
posal. I therefore urge the House to approve these
amendments.

(Applause)

Mr Notenboom (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, Parlia-
ment has to deliver its opinion on the Commission’s
proposals on the future financing of the Community.
My group will cooperate in this and has a great deal of
respect for the extensive work Mr Arndt has so far
done on the subject. Much has already been said, and
at the stage we have reached today, I shall be able to
explain only a few of our ideas in the five minutes
that have been allocated to me.

The Commission’s proposals are detailed and clearly
designed to give rise to the least opposition, the least
pain in each of the Member States, which are busily
working out which nuances and aspects will be of
greatest advantage to them, what each can get out of
the Community for itself. But, Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, in the final analysis technique can
never fill the gap if there is no Community spirit or
political will. As regards the principle of the juste
retour, which still has an effect on all this, I must
point out that I fully endorse what Mr von der Vring
has just said on behalf of his group.

The remedy must be adapted to suit the seriousness of
the disease. We cannot afford to be too sensitive at
this stage, because the disease is deep-rooted. The
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ceiling on our resources must be raised. The Member
States are right to want to impose strict conditions on
an increase. That is what I want too.

The cost of the agricultural policy must be reduced, it
must be kept within limits, it must stop being open-
ended, without limits, but the common agricultural
policy must continue to be the strong European
mortar that holds the Member States together. New
policies must be seen as replacement policies, so that
they relieve or do not further increase the burden on
national budgets. It is essential that this view be taken,
as the Arndt report roughly, but not always explicitly,
says. Mr von der Vring has just referred to the redis-
tribution of public expenditure’. I share this view. It
could also be called ‘replacement policy’. Redistribu-
tion means Europeanization, but without its imposing
an additional burden on public spending.

The Arndt report also says — explicitly this time —
that the legal nature of our own resources, for which
there has been such a struggle, must remain intact.
On it will depend both the financial autonomy of the
European Community vis-d-vis the Member States
and the powers of this Parliament. I consider it a very
serious question, Mr Commissioner, whether all the
VAT keys used in your proposals encroach upon what
are most definitely the Community’s own resources. I
think that they do and that there are experts in your
legal services who think the same. The Arndt report is
therefore slightly contradictory. The rapporteur need
not worry : my group will certainly be taking a posi-
tive attitude, but if the keys are approved and are then
described in greater detail — not just a key for agricul-
ture but one for agricultural surpluses as well — they
will begin to encroach even further on the strictly
legal nature of our resources. The Community will
then have even greater difficulty with the Court of
Justice if a Member State ever complains about the
money it is expected to pay, and it will be in a weak
position if the nature of own resources, so strong at
present, is changed, and there is something of this in
the proposals. As I see it, the agricultural key certainly
affects the nature of these resources. I am not saying
that my group will vote against this report. I do not
know yet but the question is also whether it will help
to curb or simply legitimate surplus production. These
Member States can after all say : we are paying for it.
We must give this some careful thought.

Finally — there is a great deal more to say, but I have
almost reached the end of my time — I personally
believe it is short-sighted to reduce the costs the
Member States receive in compensation for collecting
old own resources from 10 to 5. I proposed this once,
three years ago, together with Mr Aigner. But after
careful consideration and after what has happened in
the Member States, I have to say: be careful. If we
deprive the Member States of an interest in a small
part of these Community resources, there is a danger

that they will be less prudent in their collection and
control activities and give precedence to their own
national resources over the collection of the Commu-
nity’s resources.

These are still outstanding issues, Mr President. I am
not saying that my group will vote against all of them,
but there are still many questions awaiting answers in
this connection. We must take a decision this week.
We shall do what we can, and we cannot be too sensi-
tive about it. But it is a great pity that in the quandary
in which we find ourselves, in view of the impasse we
face, we have to use the rough-and-ready methods that
have been proposed here in some cases.

Lord Douro (ED). — Mr President, my group very
much welcomes the Arndt resolution, and we would
like particularly to congratulate Mr Arndt. I know it is
customary to give congratulations to the rapporteur,
but I think that in this instance those congratulations
are particularly well deserved. In a comparatively short
time Mr Arndt has prepared an excellent report on a
very complex subject of great significance to the
Community, fundamental to the continued existence
of the Community. We think that he has done an
excellent job.

It is, of course a matter of great urgency. We are all
aware that the Community’s own resources are now
exhausted. We are not the only institution of the
Community which is now debating this important
matter. I think it very appropriate that Parliament
should now, at the end of October, give a clear
opinion on this matter, as it is important, in the last
five or six weeks in the run-up to the important Euro-
pean Council meeting in Athens on December 6, that
Parliament’s opinion should be known and should be
considered by the Council and others concerned.

Some years ago, certain Member States, including my
own, were implacably opposed to any increase in the
Community’s own resources. There has, however,
been a significant shift in the attitude of, for example,
the United Kingdom. Now there is an awareness that
on certain conditions an increase in these resources
would be appropriate and acceptable. The most impor-
tant condition of all is that the cost of the surpluses
generated by the common agricultural policy should
be controlled.

Now I realize that Mr Friih, who unfortunately is no
longer here, and other members of the Committee on
Agriculture view any talk of this sort as an attack on
the CAP, as an attack on farmers. That is completely
erroneous. I am a farmer myself, and it is undoubtedly
true that unless we can alter the way that the struc-
tural surpluses are generated and the cost of storing
and disposing of them, the CAP will become so
unpopular with the rest of the public who are not
farmers that a much greater attack on it will become
inevitable in the future.
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We are not talking about cutting agricultural expendi-
ture. Mr Friih talked about cutting billions of ECU
from the agricultural budget.

That is not what we are talking about. We are talking
about controlling, curtailing the increase in agricul-
tural expenditure. That is an important part of the
Arndt resolution — that agricultural expenditure
should increase at a slower rate than the Community’s
own resources as they are at present calculated. That is
a fundamental clause in this resolution, and I hope it
will be generally accepted by the House.

The other main condition, at least for members of my
group, is that a long-term restructuring of the Commu-
nity’s finances should enable us to avoid unacceptable
situations arising in the future for any particular
Member State. I can assure this House that no British
Member of the European Parliament has enjoyed the
agonizing deliberations that we have gone through
every year on these ad hoc repayments to Britain.
Nobody in Britain wants that to continue. That is
what everybody must understand, but we must have a
fair long-term solution which avoids the necessity of
these repayments to Britain before any increase in the
Community’s own resources can be contemplated. We
do recognize that, as Mr Arndt has very clearly
expressed in his resolution and as he said in his
speech, the question of what each Member State gets
out of the Community and what it puts in is not just a
financial calculation ; there are things other than the
financial considerations which should be taken into
account, and we do support the wording of paragraph
8. Mr Notenboom talked about juste retour. We do
not talk about juste retour, what we talk about is
justice. All we want is a fair deal, and we do not want
this matter to have to be considered every year, as it
now is.

We accept that if these conditions are met, an
increase in the Community’s own resources is desir-
able in order to develop new Community policies and,
what is very important, to allow for the accession of
Spain and Portugal.- Indeed, this debate on the
Community’s future financing is absolutely crucial to
the negotiations with Spain and Portugal. Only a clear
and firm decision on the future financing of the
Community can, in fact, clear the way for the Iberian
countries to join us in a Community of twelve.

So, Mr President, we support the Arndt resolution in
its present form. We shall be voting against most of
the amendments. We hope that the present wording
will be preserved. If the present wording, or some of
it, is not preserved and if some of the important para-
graphs of the Arndt motion for a resolution are
amended, then, of course, we shall have to reconsider
our position. But we hope the present wording will
survive. We hope other groups will ensure that it does
survive, and I very much hope that the present Arndt
motion for a resolution, as we are considering it this

morning, will be carried tomorrow afternoon with an
overwhelming majority.

Mr Baillot (COM). — (FR) Mr President, the
financing of the Community is of considerable impor-
tance because it very largely conditions the pursuit of
European integration. But if we are to provide any
lasting solutions, we still have to have an exact, un-
biased analysis of the situation.

On 21 April 1970, balance was established between
the Member States in respect of the definition of finan-
cial and budget rulings. The system worked for 10
years. With the agreement of 30 May 1980, Great
Britain upset the balance and led the Community into
permanent renegotiation of its contribution, thereby
flouting the principle of financial solidarity. In 1982,
the system of financial compensation was even
extended to the Federal Republic.

In recent years, the British contribution has eclipsed
the overall problem of resources and the implementa-
tion of new common policies. We should not be led
into hasty and disorganized decisions by the urgency
of the situation. Depletion of own resources should
not become a means whereby the Commission and
Parliament can exert pressure to boost their powers to
the detriment of the Council and the national parlia-
ments. This, alas, is what I fear will happen, bearing
in mind the way the proposals are at the moment.
This is why the French communists and allies will not
accept the Commission’s proposal to deprive the
national parliaments of their constitutional powers if
VAT is increased, by 0.5 % at a time, beyond the
1.4 %.

In the same way, we cannot accept the VAT ceiling
being removed or the tax being modulated according
to the importance of agriculture. This would mean
that France, for example, would be particularly heavily
penalized, although it was a net contributor to the
Community budget in 1982. As we see it, it is out of
the question to talk about an unacceptable situation in
budget terms alone. Everything has to be put in the
balance of European construction — the advantages,
of course, but the financial, economic and social risks
as well. The Federal Republic, for example, has been
getting the benefit of the monetary compensatory
amounts for years and it has a trade surplus, compared
to all the other countries of the EEC, of 10000
million ECU, which is five times its net contribution.
Is this permanent trade deficit not an unacceptable
situation for the other countries ?

Mr Arndt’s report has the merit of not limiting Euro-
pean construction to budget transfers. But as we see it,
it has the serious danger of intensifying the offensive
against the farmers. So it is wrong to say that the
budget imbalance is the result of agricultural support
measures. The proof of this is that EAGGF expendi-
ture was dropped from 75% to. 65% of the budget in
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only a few years. As discussions and proposals now
stand, I get the idea that we are passing over some
important questions — the vital need to bring order
to the Community’s finances, for example. If agricul-
ture is to take off again on new, healthier and more
realistic foundations, then it should not be saved from
this rationalization, as we have already said in this
House on a number of occasions. We think that this
rationalization has to be done along the right lines,
that is to say via a rebalance that is to the benefit of
small and medium-sized businesses and of certain
productions, such as our Mediterranean productions,
which have so far been passed over.

Lastly, it has to be admitted that Parliament enjoys
itself voting credits and creating new budget lines. But
every other year, these credits are under-used, often by
more than 40 %, or they are only used as means of
making transfers between the States by false common
policies, so-called structural ones. I should like to ask
whether, with the resources we now have, we cannot
gear the budget to more constructive aims such as
economic recovery, the shorter working week the
strengthening of the commercial policy to deter pres-
sure from America and encouragement for industrial
cooperation.

Furthermore — and we have the proof of this, figures,
here — it is possible to find new resources at once, in
particular by doing away with the monetary compensa-
tory amounts and making full use of the system of
Community preference. This measure alone would
bring in something like 3 500 million ECU p.a. to the
budget — almost a quarter of the budget of the
EAGGF!

Those are the remarks and proposals we wanted to
make.

Mr Rossi (L). — (FR) Mr President, do I need to say
that today’s debate is a fundamental one because it in
fact involves saying just what sort of Community we
want in the coming years — a Community of stagna-
tion and, therefore, of regression in the short term,
something founded on the lowest common denomi-
nator, or a dynamic Europe that holds out hope for
us?

Faced with such an important choice, how can we fail
to think deeply ? Our responsibility as European politi-
cians forces us to pose the problem of Community
financing in terms of objective questions and to
provide equally objective answers to them.

The Community which at the outset introduced the
common agricultural policy, which has done and is
still doing undeniable good, has gradually wanted to
extend its scope. But for the moment, income has not
kept pace with this — although it has to be said that
there has been no sign of the national governments’
political will to introduce new policies, not because of
a shortage of credits (that the Parliament would not
have hesitated to vote), but because our States lack any
European ardour.

This is the basic problem facing us at the moment.
Other factors also have to be taken into consideration,
it is true, but — and we make no attempt to hide this
— they are only subsidiary factors. I am thinking here
in particular of the efforts that need to be made to
achieve better management of the common agricul-
tural policy. We believe that it has become necessary
to adapt this policy and if we fail to accept this, we
will run the risk of dismantling it. But let us be
realisticc. How is it possible to believe that this
measure alone will provide the extra resources the
Community now needs ?

Those, Mr President, are the reasons why the Liberal
and Democratic Group has tabled a series of amend-
ments to the Arndt report. We really do have the
impression that the document has not taken every-
thing properly into consideration. By putting the
accent almost exclusively on the common agricultural
policy and considering it responsible for all our
problems, not only is it not assessing the facts objec-
tively, but — and this is even more dangerous — it is
likely to generate a reaction, a radical one. So we
think that our amendments will pave the way for a
concensus in this House and that they will avoid
sterile confrontation between those who are somewhat
artificially labelled as the partisans or the adversaries
of the common agricultural policy, when what we
have here is a Community policy, a policy that exists,
and although we may have differing opinions as to the
way that policy is managed, we should all be in agree-
ment as to the principles behind it.

Our group, as you know, agrees with the principles
outlined by the Commission to a very large extent and
particularly when we insist on the fact, in amendment
No 5, that VAT will have to be raised if European
construction is to be furthered.

We also support the Commission in amendment No
7, in which we wish to re-establish the parameters it
laid down for calculation of the variable rate of VAT.

Those, Mr President, are our principal amendments,
although of course we shall be explaining the rest in
the course of tomorrow’s sitting. Let me sum up. We
say yes to better management of the common agricul-
tural policy, but we say no to it being condemned, yes
to a relaunching of the construction of Europe, but no
to any relaunching that is founded on the ashes of the
common agricultural policy. Europe’s fresh start
means fresh resources. That is the message.

Our Parliament owes it to itself to cut across today’s
debate — which probably is, as Mr Arndt said, one of
the most important it has held.

(Applause)

Mr de la Maléne (DEP). — (FR) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen. Today we have taken up a
debate we held last spring, but the situation is more
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serious than it was before because I think the
Committee on Budget’s report that Mr Arndt, our
colleague from the Socialist Group, has presented to
us is, in a way, a more radical version of a Commis-
sion text we have already turned down.

So I should like to make clear, right from the start,
that we can give no support to the Commission’s prop-
osals and even less to the proposals of Mr Arndt. We
are not in favour of either the spirit or the letter of
them.

The Committee on Budgets tells us that, as far as
expenditure is concerned, the CAP upsets the budget.
We disagree with this version of the facts. The CAP
does not upset the budget, as it precedes it. So there is
no call for surprise that the agricultural policy that has
been financed through the budget constitutes a consid-
erable part of it.

However, as I have already had the honour of saying,
there may be a lack of balance in the way the costs are
distributed. That is a different thing altogether. It is a
mistake to confuse a lack of balance in the budget
with a lack of balance of the costs — which may well
need investigation, we agree. As a result, we are unable
to go along with the Committee on Budgets when it
says that the lack of balance in the budget has to be
reduced by a cut in agricultural spending.

The rapporteur goes further than the Commission
proposals when it comes to income, as he completely
modulates VAT and has it based on agricultural indica-
tors. There again, we cannot go along with him. We
do not want the agricultural policy to be renational-
ized on the basis of income, perhaps pending the day
when it is renationalized on the basis of expenditure.

So we are totally against any modulation of VAT in
the light of agricultural indicators. We are not against
it being modulated in the light of wealth, which,
perhaps, would alter the distribution of costs within
the Community. But we do not want to attack the
only common policy we have. We do not want the
common agricultural policy to be partly renationalized
on the basis of income. So we are against this formula.
But we are in favour of an increase in VAT that is
calculated in the light of the wealth of the Member
States. All we have to do is define the criteria.

As to expenditure, we are not, of course, hostile to the
idea of making an effort to cut agricultural spending
— provided the aim is not a solely financial one. We
are not, of course, in favour of the development of the
milk factories that are burgeoning all over northern
Europe. We think that this is deviating from the
common agricultural policy and has to be stopped.
This is not agriculture. It is industry — and industry
with imported products too !

That, Mr President, is what I wanted once more to say
in this debate. We shall not go along with the rappor-
teur. We shall follow the Committee on Agriculture
and we shall table amendments. Our ultimate posi-

tion, naturally, will depend on the fate of the amend-
ments of the Committee on Agriculture, of our
colleagues and of the people in our group.

Mr Eisma (NI). — (NL) Mr President, this Parlia-
ment must not resign itself to undesirable develop-
ments, not even when they are described as unavoid-
able by the Commission, the Council and some
Member States. This is also true of the various propo-
sals concerning the future financing of the Commu-
nity.

Some of these proposals include aspects which, had
they been put forward two years ago, for example,
would have made the hair of any right-minded Euro-
pean stand on end. ‘Reasonable compensation’ is one
such aspect. In the proposals made by a number of
Member States, but in the Commission’s proposals
too, this element is included by means of indicators of
agricultural production, as if it was the most natural
thing in the world and an inevitable factor in the
future financing of the Community.

Mr President, we still believe that the principle of reas-
onable compensation must be rejected. Lord Douro
has criticized Mr Notenboom for mentioning the idea
of juste retour here. I have the feeling that Lord
Douro himself is thinking of the juste retour while
claiming he is only talking about justice. What's in a
word ? The point at issue is the background to the
proposals, which are still very heavily biased towards
reasonable compensation. It conflicts with the spirit of
the Treaty, questions the principle of the Commu-
nity’s own resources and makes transfers outside the
Community budget necessary. I completely agree with
Mr von der Vring and Mr Notenboom that the idea of
the juste retour must be rejected.

Of course, we also realize that a solution must now be
found to the financial problems; but in our view it
can only be found as part of a global arrangement, in
which money does not flow in two direction. We
therefore agree to the incorporation of an additional
welfare indicator in the form of gross domestic
product per capita as the basis for the Member States’
VAT payments. I stress that this must be an addi-
tional welfare indicator, because VAT is in itself an
indicator of this kind.

D’66 supports the idea of increasing Community
resources by raising the 1 % ceiling on VAT, but only
if it is ensured that these additional resources do not
again disappear into the bottomless pit of farm prices.
And it is not enough simply to say that ‘agricultural
expenditure must no longer rise faster than our own
resources’.

No, Mr President, Guarantee expenditure must be
reduced with a purposeful agricultural policy based on
self-sufficiency. This means that the system as such,
the whole of the Community’s market and price
policy in the agricultural sector, must be revised. We
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therefore believe there is a very great need for every
farm that produces a surplus to be charged a high
superlevy. Without this fundamental choice the finan-
cial problems will be solved by passing them on to
agricultural incomes, and that would be a bad thing.

Apart from the Commission’s proposal, various plans
have been put forward by individual Member States,
all convinced, of course, that their plan will benefit
the Community most. The European conviction in
which these various plans are cloaked is so touching
that we can only keep back our tears with difficulty.
What is striking is that the author of each of these
plans would come off best if it were implemented.
Member States which have not themselves come
forward with plans adopt the same criterion in
backing one of the authors. None of these proposals,
whether they have been made by the British, the
Danes or the French, offer an adquate or a funda-
mental solution to the problem of the future
financing of the Community.

The nationalistic behaviour in the Council can hardly
be called edifying. Council meetings are degenerating
into haggling sessions, each out for his own good,
without any vision of the future of the Community.

Mr President, you will appreciate that, despite my crit-
ical attitude, we shall be supporting the report by Mr
Arndt.

Mrs Castle (S). — Mr President, I too would like to
congratulate my good fellow-member of the Socialist
Group, Mr Arndt, on a brilliantly vigorous speech
today and also on a considerable amount of his report
on which I can support him wholeheartedly, as far as
the first two sections are concerned.

In those sections we have a more devastating analysis
of what is wrong with the European Community than
I have hitherto read in our past four years of member-
ship of this Parliament. Let us stop a moment and
think about what those two sections reveal. Despite all
the talk in the past four years about the need to get a
better balance in our budgetary expenditure between
agriculture, industry, new technology, regional develop-
ment, we are not progressing; we are going back-
wards. That is not a piece of anti-Common Market
propaganda : it comes from a report of the Committee
on Budgets which is very communautaire. But these
are the realities. Agriculture’s share of the budget, far
from being reduced, is going up. The report makes it
clear. In 1982, agriculture took 56.2 of the budget; in
1983 it took 61.4 and it is estimated in the Council
draft that it will take 66.4 in 1984. So it is clear that
none of the basic problems we have all been talking
about have begun to be solved.

As the motion for a resolution now in front of us says,
the sharp increase in agricultural spending has meant
drastic cuts in the fields of social and regional policy.
It points out also — again I am quoting the report —
that since the entry into force of the Treaty of Rome,

the gap between the richer and poorer regions in our
Community has been growing wider. It stresses how
much we need more resources to combat unemploy-
ment, the economic crisis and hunger in the world. It
goes on to say that that means drastic cuts in
spending on the marketing, storage and destruction of
the growing agricultural surpluses. Mr President, I
could not put it better myself.

But the budget in front of us this session is not doing
anything to deal with those problems, is it ?

We know, for example, that in real terms, even if the
Committee on Budget’s amendment goes through, we
shall be spending less this year on the Social Fund
than we did last year. It is a retreat, a decline, all the
time. So it really is absurd for the Committee on
Budgets to propose putting only 5% of agricultural
expenditure in reserve while at the same time advo-
cating that the whole of the British rebate for 1983
should be put in reserve, only to be released, presu-
mably, if the Athens Summit produces results. What
results is not specified. I tell you, Mr President, this
Parliament never gets specific about the results it
hopes to see from the Athens Summit: it can only
agree on generalities that sound good and on general
blame of the Council and the Commission when this
Parliament votes time and time again for the old,
stale, destructive policies.

Now, really, to put in the budget the statement that
the British rebate should go into reserve until the rest
of us have managed to reform something, is to
penalize the British people with a vengeance for the
failure of the Community to reform itself. Does
anybody seriously believe that putting the British
rebate in Chapter 100 is going to bring any pressure
on the Council of Ministers ? I shall tell you how to
bring pressure on the Council of Ministers : put 50 %
of the agricultural spending in Chapter 100 and see
what happens then! You might begin to get same
reforms, for, of course, we know — and Mr Friih’s
speech has made it absolutely clear — the farmers’
lobby in this Parliament is not going to yield an inch
on reforms. So we are whistling in the wind if we say
that when they do we shall let the British get their
rebate. Indeed, the Committee on Agriculture is
constitutionally incapable of voting for anything
concrete, as we saw at the last committee meeting,
when some of us tried to get the committee to vote on
specific options for the reform of agricultural policy.
They refused and said they preferred to rely on
general principles. So we in the British Labour Group
will oppose the proposal to put the British rebate in
reserve.

You know, Mr President, it is absurd even to be
contemplating an increase in the Community’s own
resources at the present time. You know you do not
give more money to an unreconstructed delinquent.
That is what this Community is.
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Here we come up against a major inconsistency in the
Arndt report. And why ? Because of the second half :
we in the British Labour Group cannot vote for it. I
am astonished that Lord Douro — apparently on
behalf of the Conservative Group — says that he can
support the Arndt report. We cannot, because we
think the second half does not follow logically from
the first. One minute the report complains that it
cannot discern any clear strategy by the Council of
Ministers for solving the main problems of the
Community. No clear strategy, it says, wringing its
hands. But the next minute it announces that it
considers the Commission’s proposals for an increase
in VAT yield to be satisfactory and merely calls for an
assurance that the additional money will be spent on
new policies. But that is a non sequitur, particularly in
the light of that brillant speech made by my
colleague, Mr Arndt, in which he said that only harsh
and drastic measures within the existing resources can
really give us the reforms we need. He warned us, very
rightly, that voting more money is not going to solve
the problem of the British contribution or the
problem of the future financing of the Community. It
is going to take years and years, even if we have more
resources, for it to have any effect on Britain’s situa-
tion.

So I am sorry, we cannot vote for the Arndt report. It
does not provide the right answer to Britain’s problem
— a problem, incidentally, which is spelt out perfectly
in paragraph 8 of the report. I am sick of hearing
people in this Parliament saying they do not believe
in juste retour, etc. What they mean is they are out to
get as much for their country as they possibly can. But
I admire paragraph 8 because it puts it in a entirely
different context. It deals with unacceptable situations
for Member States, situations which, it has been
declared time and again, we cannot tolerate. It defines
an unacceptable situation as this : a blatant mismatch
between the burdens and discernible advantage to a
member of membership of the Community. That is
Britain’s complaint. There is a blatant mismatch
between the benefits and the disadvantages to Britain
of community membership. That is what the vast
majority of the British people say and believe and will
go on saying. It has got to be faced — not in the
never-never land of some future reform, but here and
now.

So we reject the complicated formulae for adjusting
VAT yield to try and deal with this mismatch in
complicated ways which will keep one Summit after
another arguing for years and years. We do not like
this pathetic clinging to the concept of own resources.
That should not be the basis on which contributions
are made, The VAT yield is irrelevant to the economic
situation and ability to pay of a Member State. What is
worse is that as long as it is there as the basis of calcu-
lation for financing, there will be increasing pressure

to harmonize VAT policy. We had it in the last Arndt
report, calling for the harmonization of VAT policy
throughout the Community. I repeat and I will go on
repeating that that inevitably means — unless it is
challenged and resisted —that before very long in
Britain we shall be paying Value Added Tax on food.
Only Britain and Ireland, of all the Member States, are
at present allowed not to tax food.

The British Labour Group believes that financial
reform should be based on two simple principles.
First, there should be financial contributions based on
ability to pay — just as with our own domestic
income tax. Secondly, we must have a determination
to see that the expenditure within the existing budget
and existing resources is distributed more equally
among the various activities. That is why, with all
recognition of the work my colleague. Mr Arndt, has
done, we in the British Labour Group shall vote
against his report.

Mr Simonnet (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, we have
two reports here — one from the Committee on
Budgets and one from the Committee on Agriculture
— on a Commission proposal to alter the financing of
the Community and I should like to say that, as soon
as we read them, we find ourselves in a paradoxical
situation. I would not go so far as to say that things
have been turned upside down, but that we do have, at
all events, a quite staggering example of role reversal
here. Let me explain.

As soon as we were elected by direct universal
suffrage, we realized that the Community could not
do all it should because it did not have enough
resources. And the Committee on Budgets — and I
congratulate it for this — took the initiative and
called a small sub-committee, chaired by Mr Spinelli
(with, in particular, Mr Barbi), to look into the
Community’s own resources. And this sub-committee
said there was only one answer — go beyond the 1 %
ceiling. That was what the Committee on Budgets
suggested. There was only one concern and that was
to increase income, so naturally this conflicted with
what the Council and the Member States wanted and
they aid : ‘No, not at all. Our position is the opposite
of that. They said there was no need to increase
income for the Community. What had to be done was
cut spending. And these two contrasting ideas have
been with us for years. The idea of the Committee on
Budgets that resources have to be incréased and the
idea of the Council that spending has to be cut.

And now here we have the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities presenting us with a draft along
Parliament’s lines — which is to say the Commission
is proposing to increase income in three stages. No
doubt you are saying that the Committee on Budgets
has got what it wanted at last and it will be congratu-
lating the Commission, approving its plan and calling
on the House to follow suit. But you are wrong.
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Having got what it wanted from the Commission, the
Committee on Budgets now takes up the Council’s
position. It says that we only envisage one 0.4% stage
for the increase and we are grudging about accepting
that. But it says nothing — that is what Article 33
says — about the next stage. The Commission of the
European Communities proposes doubling VAT —
but we wish to have nothing to do with this. Not at
all. We want it to be much less. But expenditure, well,
we are going to do something about that. And, taking
the Council’s position, the Committee on Budgets
says that, basically, what we have to do is cut spending
and in a report of about 30 paragraphs, there are 20 or
so on cutting spending and barely 10 on increasing
income.

It's upside down, I tell you. The Committee on
Budgets has adopted a report which says the opposite
of everything it has said so far.

Mr Arndt (S). — (FR) No.... it’s the same thing...

Mr Simonnet (PPE). — (FR) Fortunately, with the
Committee on Budgets taking such a frequent hand
in agriculture, for once the Committee on Agriculture
has taken a hand in finances. And it has made a very
good job of it. It has given details of all the proposals

and done so far better than the Committee on,

Budgets — and it has reached conclusions that are
more in keeping with what Parliament has always
said.

That is the paradox we have facing us today. The ideas
of the Committee on Budgets have been abandoned.
It is not accepting a big increase in Community
financing that it called for before and that the
Commission of the European Communities is now
suggesting. But it is, on the other hand, doing what
the Council does and saying that, basically, everything
will be all right if we cut our spending. But what sort
of influence do you think we will have on the Council
of Athens with a position of that sort ? Once we have
said amen to the Council proposal, when the Council
has to choose between the Commission, that suggests
increasing revenue, and the European Parliament, that
suggests we should simply cut down on our spending,
it will come down in favour of Parliament, that other
branch of the budgetary authority. We will thus have
lost a claim we have always wanted — an increase

beyond the 1% VAT.

That is the paradox. So it will be clear to you that I
cannot accept the Arndt report and that, if it is not
profoundly changed by amendments, we will vote
against it as it destroys everything we have tried to do
over the past four years. If, on the other hand, Parlia-
ment agrees to the Committee on Agriculture’s
amendments and if it accepts a certain number of
points of view in the name of which the amendments
were tabled by various Members, including me, then

we hope that, this time, the report on the financing of
the Community will be accepted.

[ shall now give you one or two examples to show that
everything I have said is in fact in the resolution. Take
paragraph 33. As I told you, the Commission proposes
three stages — a 0.4% stage, by inter-state procedure,
and two further 0.4% stages, but this time by Commu-
nity procedure. I shall be coming back to this. What
does the Committee on Budgets have to say about
this? It thinks it is pointless and superfluous, as
things stand, to discuss the organization of the proce-
dure to be used for further increases in the VAT
ceiling. In other words, we have to be happy with the
inter-state procedure, the most cumbersome and diffi-
cult procedure, which gives no powers to this Parlia-
ment. The 10 parliaments and the 10 governments are
going to be presented with a draft agreement for ratifi-
cation and that’s all. And in four or five years’ time,
we will have to start the same procedure, that takes
years and years, all over again. And it will only take
the Danish Folketing to say no, as it did for the
common fisheries policy, and the Community will get
no extra own resources at all.

But what the Commission is saying is this. Initially,
we shall use the inter-state procedure. We cannot do
otherwise because the 1970 agreement has to be
changed, but we shall not just plan for a first stage of
0.4%. We shall also provide — this is the most impor-
tant thing and it is what the Committee on Budgets is
refusing to entertain — for a Community spending
increase procedure instead of an inter-State one. Natur-
ally the Commission is taking every precaution — a
unanimous vote in the Council and a qualified
majority in the House —and revenue will not be
increased on impulse. So, to conclude, if, contrary to
the proposals of the Committee on Budgets, this
House goes along with the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities, then the increase in revenue will
be decided not by an inter-state act over which we
have no control, but by a Community act in which
Parliament has the fullest powers.

This is what is at stake. It is vital. The Arndt report
may mean a big step backwards if we adopt it as it
stands, but it could mean a big step forwards if we go
along with the Committee on Agriculture. There is no
need for me to tell you what our choice is and I hope
this House will come down in favour of increasing
own resources, of increasing its budgetary powers and
of developing the Community.

Mr Price (ED). — Mr President, I think what is quite
clear from the Arndt report, and from this debate, is
that we have a topsy-turvy budgetary system at the
moment. That system means that only two out of ten
Member States make any significant net contribution
to the budget. One of those two States is one of the
poorest of the Community, and if we have the acces-
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sion of Spain and Portugal, we shall have a third net
contributor amongst the very poorest. Most of the
budget is spent on one single policy and, worse still,
almost half our entire budget goes on agricultural
products which we do not need and do not want.

Now that to me is quite clearly a topsy-turvy budge-
tary system and one which the Arndt resolution sets
out to deal with. It deals with problems of imbalances.
Of course it would be far easier if we were starting at
the beginning, without an existing system, to sit down
and devise a system which was the best of all possible.
But we are not in that situation. We have an existing
budgetary system which has to be adapted, and that is
a great deal more difficult than starting with a clean
sheet. But the Arndt report does try to tackle it. It
tackles the imbalance between the richer and the
poorer Member States, the imbalance between agricul-
ture and other policies, and the imbalance between
the essentials and the wastage. The Arndt resolution
tries to tackle these problems comprehensively,
because we all know that what we have been bede-
villed with in recent years is ad boc solutions year by
year which have been a source of division to this
Community and have prevented us tackling effectively
the world economic recession and bringing our
Community round to taking the measures that it
might have taken to realize its possibilities in that
direction. So, we have to find a system which avoids
these annual haggles, which is not a source of division
to the Community but which is a basis of unity. That
is what we need.

On the issue of the richer and the poorer Member
States, the Commission proposal modulated only the
top slice of VAT. The Arndt proposal goes a lot
further in modulating the basis. I believe that that is
very important for avoiding these annual disputes,
because if all you modulate is the top slice you throw
the burden redressing the imbalances on to the expen-
diture side of the budget. By its nature, the expendi-
ture side is subject to annual decisions in the budget.
That means that each year there will be a dispute over
it. If you can throw a larger part of the responsibility
for redressing the richer-poorer imbalance onto the
revenue side of the budget by an automatic
mechanism, then so long as that mechanism remains
in place you do not have the dispute. That, for me, is
why it is important to modulate the basic rate of VAT,
not merely the top tranche of it.

With regard to the imbalance between agriculture and
other policies, I look at paragraph 24, and in parti-
cular the last part of it. Let me quote : ‘In the absence
of clear decisions designed to contain the growth in
expenditure in the Gurantee Section and in particular
to end — I repeat, ‘end’ — ‘structural agricultural
surpluses, an increase in the percentage of value-
added tax will not be feasible’. I believe that contains
a realistic precondition to raising the VAT ceiling. It
is realistic because otherwise we should simply main-

tain the existing imbalance between agricultural and
other spending. That imbalance must be redressed,
and this is an essential precondition for achieving our
object.

It is also essential, however, in order to get the
increase through the national parliaments. Mr von der
Vring in his speech earlier drew attention to what the
Bundestag or the House of Commons, or indeed
several of the other national parliaments, would be
likely to approve. It is quite clear that without that
precondition there is no hope of any increase in the
VAT ceiling. It is, therefore, very important.

At this point I refer to what Mrs Castle said. I find it
curious that, having set out very clearly and very
eloquently what her conditions are, she has not gone
on to do her colleague Mr Arndt the favour of reading
carefully what is in his resolution. The precondition is
there ; it is entrenched there. And if she looks further
she will find it also referred to in recital A; she will
find it in paragraph 13 and paragraph 17. All these
references are there in the report as well as a very
clear statement in paragraph 24. We, on this side,
could not, in any circumstances, support an increase
in the VAT ceiling if we thought that what was going
to happen was simply to pour it down the drain on
surpluses of agricultural production that the Commu-
nity does not need and does not want.

The third condition relating to the imbalance between
essentials and wastage is, we feel, also addressed. The
Committee on Budget’s suggestion, of focusing atten-
tion on the Member States’ share of agricultural
surpluses, rather than on just their share of produc-
tion, also helps to focus on this point. But that, I
believe, is less important, a point of detail in the
modulation, as to whether you base your calculations
on the share of agricultural production as a whole or
the share of the surplus. That is a point of detail.
What is important is to get some control over that
sector. If Member States take a real interest, for the
first time, in trying to contain agricultural spending
because they will have to pay a larger proportion of it,
that is a way of starting to redress the situation which
Commissioner Tugendhat has compared many times
to a shared-costs meal in which everyone orders the
most expensive dish because he does not have to pay.
By entrenching in the modulation of VAT that they
now have to assume a larger proportion of the bill, we
shall get motivation as well as mere repetition of the
requirement that the imbalance must be redressed.

If we look at the Arndt resolution as it stands — and I
say ‘as it stands’ because it is very important that it is
not destroyed by amendment — we shall find that it
offers the Community the hope that most of us have
been looking for in our work in this Parliament
during the past four years — the hope that we can
develop the Community ; that it will have sufficient
resources to put behind the policies that we have been
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calling for in resolution after resolution in this House
for four years. But we shall not achieve those extra
resources unless we are realistic in the way we pass the
resolution ; unless we realize that preconditions are
essential. In response to what Mr Simonnet said
earlier about the amount of attention devoted to the
expenditure side, I believe that those guarantees are a
very essential part of the resolution, and that is why so
much attention has been devoted to them.

It is a resolution which has balance, and I hope this
House will not seek in its amendments to destroy that
balance.

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, we note
certain positive elements in the Arndt report, such as
its concern with the budgetary contribution and the
more general economic strength of each member
country, and with wider benefits and burdens, but we
believe that these elements are of secondary impor-
tance in relation to the dominant theme of the
budget, which is that of increasing the contributions
of Member States along with the attack on agricultural
spending.

Thus the main problem for our country, Greece, is to
determine the outcome in its case of the increase in
the Community’s financing. There are some,
belonging to the democratic forces, who until a little
while ago were underlining the negative consequences
of our country’s accession to the EEC but who are
now thinking along the following lines: if the
revenue of the Community is increased, then our
receipts from the Community budget will also
increase, since we are already a net beneficiary. We do
not share their line of thinking, much less their opti-
mism.

In the first place, even if it is not disputable that our
country’s receipts will increase as a result of this altera-
tion in the financing of the Community, the degree to
which this increase will be genuine is very much open
to dispute. One thing is certain : Greece’s contribution
to the Community will rise while, in relative terms at
least, we move towards a reduction in agricultural
spending, bearing in mind that 60 % of the net
receipts of Greece from the Community budget are
covered by the EAGGF (Guarantee Section).

We believe, however, that this increase will come at a
heavy price, since it is one of the elements in the
economic integration of the Community, the
consequences of which are particularly negative for
our country. So we cannot assume that the increase in
financing will lead to a redistribution of resources in
favour of the less wealthy countries, since it is a
known fact — as shown in the Arndt report — that
the alteration in the system of financing is connected
with the Mandate of 30 May, which derives from the
problem of the German contribution as well. We do
have a redistribution of resources, that is, but not to
the benefit of countries like Greece.

Another problem is that even if there is an increase in
receipts from the Community budget, these resources
will not be disbursable without conditions. They will
not go into our national budget for the purpose of
financing projects according to a national develop-
ment plan. They will have to be spent as the Commu-
nity sees fit and in accordance with its objectives, and
this will have the effect of increasing reliance,
reducing our capacity for national planning, and so
on.

I would like to pose the following question. What
benefit is there for us in getting a few more appropria-
tions, a few more ECU, for unemployment, when it is
our very membership of the EEC, and, even more so,
the development of integration which are causing the
immense problem of unemployment in our country ?

The Communist Party of Greece is opposed to
increasing the Community finances under these terms
and will vote against the Arndt report.

Mr Delatte (L). — (FR) Mr President, Honorable
Members, the report which our colleague, Mr Arndt,
has written on the future financing of the Community
is an opportunity for deeper reflection on the need to
see how to improve the Community budget. The Euro-
pean Parliament’s budgetary powers are considerable.
It takes and adopts, through the authority of its presi-
dent, the decisions on expenditure. But there can be
no expenditure without revenue and, on this subject,
Parliament can only make suggestions. This, more-
over, is what we find in the proposals to increase the
ceiling on the VAT contributions to the Community
budget — which seems to me to be quite essential, as
Mr Simonnet also said just now.

Another source of revenue may occur if customs
duties on ECSC products are integrated into the
Community’s own resources. Mr Arndt said as much.
But I am surprised that he did not keep the Commis-
sion’s proposals to create new resources via the tax on
vegetable oils and fats. This would be in line with
GATT rules in that the European producers are taxed
on a coresponsibility basis.

If we are to encourage the development of Europe, we
must have the means of doing so. And cutting agricul-
tural spending, as the Arndt report suggests, in order
to implement other policies is merely robbing Peter
to pay Paul. If it is possible to make savings by cutting
the cost of disposing of certain surpluses, then it
would be a good idea to continue with the attempt to
encourage the development of crops of which there is
a shortage. I do not feel it would be reasonable to
envisage cutting the agricultural budget.

I should like to remind you that increasing the Euro-
pean budget does not mean increasing the burden of
taxation or para-taxation. The idea is to transfer part
of the national budgets to Europe with a view to
better coordination of operations.
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Just now, my colleague Mr Rossi gave the position of
the Liberal Group on the Arndt report and I should
like to make some general remarks on agriculture.
First of all, things should be seen in the right light.
Look at the share of the budget that goes on agricul-
tural spending and you can see there was a 12% drop
between 1979 and 1984. That is clear from the figures
the Commission itself gives. But in paragraph 3 of his
report, Mr Arndt quotes percentages, comparing good
years for the EAGGF with less good years and this
gives a quite alarming and unfair picture because, as I
say, the EAGGF’s share of the general budget dropped
from 73.8% in 1979 to 61.8% in 1984.

This is encouraging and far less apocalyptic than the
rapporteur, with his statement that the EAGGF share
has gone from 56% to 66%, would have us imagine.

Just now, Mrs Castle insisted on these figures too. As
far as I am concerned, it is wrong to point to agricul-
ture all the time, saying that it spends too much, is
not competitive and so on, when the CAP — and why
should we not say as much ? — has been the corner-
stone of the functioning of the Community so far.
There is a need to revise the way the common agricul-
tural policy works, that I realize, but let us not forget
that it was set up at a time when we were running at a
deficit, which is no longer the case today. Thanks to
the spectacular development of agriculiure, not only
do the Europeans have guaranteed food supplies, but
we are exploiting a natural productive potential of
which Europe has great need. And the modernization
of agriculture, I should like to add, of agricultural tech-
nology and of the food and agricultural industry has
meant a livelihood for many people, as 22% of the
working population of Europe earns its living in the
sector, if you include the activities around it. So please
can we stop this criticism. There is nothing construc-
tive about it and it does not help us find any valid
solutions. If we carry on looking at nothing other than
the budget and only aiming at cutting agricultural
production, then we shall clearly lose our place on the
market to our competitors — who are not frightened
to subsidize their agriculture to a far greater extent
than Europe subsidizes its.

By aiming particularly at agriculture through the
budget, the Arndt report poses the problem badly. If
we really do want to find an answer to the question of
the common agricultural policy, then we have to see
how to establish concertation between the various
food exporting countries. I know that our partners
across the Atlantic have economic problems of their
own to cope with, particularly agricultural problems.

But Europe’s trade deficit in food and agricultural
products with the USA, which is somewhere around $
7 000 000 000, means we have to keep up the develop-
ment of our agricultural potential.

And the political question has to be posed, over and
above any consideration of the budget question.

Europe cannot go on importing, on an unlimited and
tax-free basis, products that generate surpluses of
products exported with help from the budget. That is
the real problem and I fail to believe that the one or
two countriés in the world with a surplus — there are
not that many of them — cannot find a solution —
through dialogue, of course, and concertation and, ulti-
mately, contractualization. That, Mr President, is all I
had to say. Let us not forget that the future financing
of the Community will mean an increase in the
resources of the budget if we want — as we should —
to set up our second-generation Europe.

Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). — (GR) Mr President, both
in the light of the immediate problems and in rela-
tion to the more distant perspectives of the European
Community, this debate is truly historic. A positive
outcome from the debate and the vote tomorrow will
be an expression of our peoples’ resolve to move
towards European unification.

First of all, I want to stress the very great importance
of the report Mr Arndt has drafted on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets. I also want to day that the
aims and principles underlying this report are fully in
step with the Commission’s own proposal. I say this
by way of indicating the positive nature of our debate
today. In addition, I want to say that notwithstanding
the substantial differences of view which have been
expressed in some quarters there does exist a mature
appreciation of the decisions which need to be taken,
and the varying strands of opinion are, I think, knit-
ting together. Notable in this respect was the state-
ment by Lord Douro on behalf of the European
Democrats that an increase in the resources of the
European Community is appropriate and necessary.

I think it is essential that the final resolution be given
comprehensive approval by the widest possible cross-
section of Parliament at tomorrow’s vote, and naturally
this is what I am hoping for. It would be a very posi-
tive piece of news for the Community, and for our
peoples.

Mr President, after these initial observations 1 would
like to make some more detailed comments. First of
all, although Mr Arndt is right in observing that the
advantages and burdens of membership for each
country should not be assessed-~on net contribution
alone, I do not think — and on this I agree with Mr
Tugendhat — that these can be quantified. It
happens, for example, that countries which pay in
more to the Community budget than they receive
sometimes have other substantial advantages, and
here, more precisely, I am speaking of the Federal
Republic of Germany. Moreover, as far as the coun-
tries which receive more than they pay in are
concerned, I should say that there are adverse effects
in these countries which cannot be quantified in strict
financial terms.
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My second comment is that in all the detailed work
on the decisions involved we can use the mean per
capita income of the Community as a whole as a
basis for calculation. Despite its shortcomings, this is
an important indicator, and different rates of value-
added tax payable into the Community budget can be
assessed solely on the differences in per capita
income. Hence Mr Arndt’s proposals on this point are
very apt and of great importance. I think we should
adopt them and that the VAT coefficient should be
lower for those countries whose per capita incomes
are below the mean for the Community.

My third comment has to do with the common agri-
cultural policy. We need to be clear about the
following points in particular. First, there is no
condemnation of the common agricultural policy,
rather a confirmation of its importance and of the
need to persevere with it, and likewise with the system
of Community preference in agricultural products.

Secondly, we must succeed in cutting back on expen-
diture on products which are permanently in surplus.
This is essential, and in effect it means a reform of the
common agricultural poliy.

Thirdly, the variable VAT scale must not be calculated
on the basis of Member States’ receipts from the
EAGGF, and on this I agree with what Mr de la
Maléne said a short while ago.

Fourthly, the countries with low per capita incomes,
the economically weaker countries that is, all the
peripheral countries and more precisely Ireland and
the Mediterranean countries — and this I underline
because Greece is one of them — have relatively large
agricultural sectors. Hence in these countries, but
more generally as well, it is essential that we move
ahead with restructuring the agricultural sector. To
this end, spending on agricultural restructuring must
be kept at a high level and increased if we wish to
succeed in putting our agricultural policy on a sound
footing.

Fifthly, in these peripheral countries, and particularly
in the Mediterranean countries, the size of farm hold-
ings is commonly small, Special measures are there-
fore required to support small producers and those
farming difficult terrain such as mountainous regions
and the islands. With these modifications, we shall be
able to reduce substantially our overall spending on
agriculture.

Finally, I disagree totally with paragraph 33 of the
Arndt report, but I do agree with the proposals of the
Commission as referred to a little earlier by our
colleague, Mr Simonnet. We need to look to the
future, and our resolution should envisage further
increases above a VAT ceiling of 1.4%, along with a
procedure for implementing them. The powers of the
national parliaments have to be reduced and those of
the European Parliament increased. We must allow

for these steps so as to give our resolution greater
conviction and force in future developments within
the European Community.

Mr Saby (S). — (FR) President, on the eve of the

‘Athens summit, the European Parliament’s debate on

the future financing of the Community is of rather
exceptional importance.

As Mr Tugendhat, the Commissioner, underlined,
dealing with the future financing of the Community
is already displaying a political desire to unblock the
current situation and courageously prepare the
Community’s future. And it is also recognizing the
links and the ties between the common agricultural
policy and its reform, the enlargement of the Commu-
nity to include Spain and Portugal, the British contri-
bution and the new policies — such as the European
industrial and research community — that we need,
that are possible and that we have to develop.

We thank Mr Arndt for having been so kind as to
take a certain number of amendments we proposed
into account. We find that his report contains some
very positive points. It is true that it is essential to
raise VAT today and that it cannot be done in just any
conditions and for just any reason. And the extra
funds for new policies are also a necessity — but there
again, the policies have to be agreed to by the Ten
and they have to be defined.

However, the report also contains a number of points
we are unable to accept. We think the situation has to
be analyzed better and that no mistakes should be
made as to the target. So, the motion of budget imbal-
ance, for example, which is attributed to excessive agri-
cultural spending, I think has to be relativized. Since
1973, in fact, VAT vyield has dropped considerably
because of the crisis and a deceleration in consump-
tion in the Community. Mr Arndt’s report fails to take
this into account.

The costs curve, including agricultural spending, has
increased at the same rate as the annual average
Community rate of inflation, while annual income
from VAT has dropped, relatively, at the same rate as
the drop in growth of internal consumption in the
Community. This is clear in a longer term and more
realistic view of the situation.

I should also like to insist on the artificially narrow
view of the CAP versus the other policies. It is impos-
sible to reason in narrow terms of the budget without
setting trends in that budget against its economic,
social and historical background.

We have to improve the management of the CAP,
certainly, and fight against the machinery that leads to
surplus production, the compensatory amounts. And
we also have to ensure that the common agricultural
policy takes account of the Mediterranean products,
that vital complement to agricultural unity in the
Community.
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But we do not think that putting a ceiling on agricul-
tural spending, without distinction, is a positive
answer.

Account also has to be taken of the international envi-
ronment in which the Community defines its policies
and its agriculture. Just now, a previous speaker
referred to the problems facing the European farmers
and to the facilities provided for farmers in third coun-
tries, particularly the USA. There the problem is not
treated with the same balance and the same emphasis
and I think some of our colleagues have too restrictive
a view and fail to see the problem in the international
context.

Lastly, the idea of Community preference has to be
broadened. This is vital today, as far as both the
common agricultural policy and the other policies are
concerned. 1 should like to tell some of our
colleagues, who are always talking about the
consumers, that they should not forget that the
consumers should also be the producers in the
Community, in both agriculture and industry, and
that dealing with all the citizens of the Community in
terms of consumers alone is masking an important
part of the economic equilibrium of that Community.
The consumers are also producers, after all. They have
to be involved in the process of production in Europe
and in the world.

The future financing of the Community has to iron
out this notion of fair returns, the idea that is based
on nationalistic feelings, is sterile and would, in the
long run, have a bad effect on the Community. This,
of course, means the problem of the British contribu-
tion and so on. We have to get to the stage where we
can deal with this in terms of the budget policy and
of Community policy alone.

Then harmonization is called for as far as VAT is
concerned. It is not right that the system should not
be applied in Great Britain and certain other coun-
tries.

Those, then, are the things that make it difficult for us
to accept the report as it stands — although it does
contain some positive features. It is difficult for us,
because this narrow-minded condemnation of the
common agricultural policy is not realistic and
should, as I have said, be seen in its proper context.
And it is also very difficult because the technical
details of VAT — one of my colleagues will be
speaking on this later and saying exactly what these
points are — as they are set out in the report seem to
us to be a complicated solution which does not take
any account of the real criteria that should be used to
assess a country’s debts and the gradual improvement
in its wealth. These, I think, are important elements.

We have tabled a certain number of amendments
which partly agree with those of the Committee on
Agriculture and we maintain that this report is an

important step for Parliament before the Athens
summit. I think we have to be coherent and not
reflect on the problem in isolation or look at the
Community’s problems through the wrong end of the
telescope. Parliament should not set itself against the
common agricultural policy — even if reforms are
called for. It should remember the reality of the agri-
cultural policy, the need to reform it and to consider
the other problems facing the community.

That is why we shall not be voting for the Arndt
report unless our amendments, which clarify it and
really endow it with the dimensions it needs for the
future of the Community, are adopted by the plenary
sitting.

3. Welcome

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, I have the plea-
sure of welcoming, on behalf of the European Parlia-
ment, the bureau of the delegation from the Portu-
guese Assembly to the Joint Committee European
Parliament-Assembly of the Republic of Portugal.

The chairman, Mr Rui Mateus, and his colleagues,
who have taken their seats in the official gallery, are
engaged, together with our own colleagues on the
Joint Committee, in preparations for the next
meeting of this committee, which is of especial impor-
tance with regard to the progress of negotiations on
Portugal’s accession to the Community.

I wish our Portuguese colleagues a pleasant and
fruitful visit to the European Parliament.

(Applause)

4. Financing of the Community (contd)

President. — We now resume the debate on the
Arndt report.

Mrs Nikolaou (S). — Mr President, it is the specific
make-up of the resources payable into the Commu-
nity budget and the ideas governing the common agri-
cultural policy which lie at the heart of the problem
of balancing the budget and which have led us to the
present impasse.

While expenditure has gone on rising steeply, the
increase in revenues has been limited by factors
inherent in the system and by the upper ceiling. With
the reduction of protection for Community-produced
industrial products, the level of customs duties as a
percentage of total revenue has fallen from 55% in
1974 to a projected 31% in 1984, while the in-pay-
ments from agricultural levies will have fallen from
16% in 1977 to 12% in 1984. VAT has become the
main source of the Community’s revenue and now
accounts for around 60 %. Ever since 1980, Parlia-
ment has been warning about the danger of resources
becoming exhausted. The reality we face today does
not permit much latitude in the quest for a solution.
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The impasse can be removed either by radical institu-
tional change designed to put a brake on the trend
towards rapidly rising expenditure or by an increase in
revenues.

Parliament very rightly views these as two facets of a
single problem and does not separate them. On the
revenue side, raising the VAT ceiling offers without a
doubt the most accommodating solution. The point at
issue, however, is the size of the increase, together
with the decision-taking procedure for its implementa-
tion. The increase could perhaps be higher than the
0.4% which the Commission has proposed and Parlia-
ment has accepted. However, as far as the decision-
taking procedure is concerned, this should remain the
prerogative of the national parliaments, since the
transfer of resources from national to Community
level is a purely political decision.

As regards the distribution of the tax burden among
the different Member States, this must be sharply
modulated so that the budget can function as an
instrument for redistributing income from the richer
areas of the Community to the poorer ones. This
element has been neglected until now, with the result
that unacceptable solutions have arisen for certain
Member States. In contrast with what has obtained
hitherto, the Arndt report deals boldly with the
problem of modulation, and this is one of its most
significant points. However, if the principle of modula-
tion is to take its place as a part of the Community’s
financial machinery, the parameters used will have to
be both transparent and functional in application and
take account of each Member State’s tax-paying
capacity and of the benefits it receives from member-
ship. The national economies’ net operating surplus
indicator would therefore, in our view, be difficult to
apply and might have adverse repercussions on the
countries with a high percentage of self-employed
persons, as, for instance, the less developed countries
of the Community. On the other hand, a compound
indicator capable of registering both differences in per
capita income and the benefits and disadvantages
ensuing from intra-Community trade would be more
in tune with the requirements I have listed.

As I have said, increasing the Community’s resources
entails the transfer of funds from national to Commu-
nity level. The elected European Parliament, which
expresses the will of the European taxpayer, has the
obligation to ensure that the Community’s resources
are used as expeditiously as possible and to check
constantly that they are being properly managed. We
therefore approve of the way the Arndt report links
the expenditure side. In contrast to what has been the
case previously, expenditure must be closely tied to
the level and rate of the partners’ development. It is
generally accepted that the way the budget has oper-
ated so far has chiefly benefited the wealthy countries
of the Community.

The Arndt report sees the preponderance of price-
support measures for agricultural products, which have

led to the creation of large structural surpluses, as the
main cause of the worsening budgetary imbalance. It
should be stressed, however, that the surpluses are the
symptom rather than the cause of our current diffi-
culties. It is the philosophy behind the common agri-
cultural policy which is the root of the problem, that
is. The undifferentiated implementation of regulations
amongst objectively unequal partners, the demotion of
the structural policy and the opting for a guarantees
policy, the shielding of the better-off partners rather
than the less-favoured partners against foreign compe-
tition, these have led to the situation where a large
part of agricultural production is aimed not at the
market but at profiting from the guarantees offered
under the common agricultural policy. The problem
of the structural surpluses will not be solved by
imposing penalties but by revising the CAP.

As regards the call, in section II of the Arndt resolu-
tion, for additional resources for the development of
new policies, for combating unemployment, coping
with enlargement and a long-term structural policy to
assist the poorer regions of Europe, we view this as a
contribution to the restructuring of the Community
budget which Parliament has long been calling for.

Mr President, as those of us who belong the PASOK
see it, consolidation of the principle of modulation on
the revenue side and relating expenditure to ‘the pros-
perity levels of the Member States should figure
among the principal aims of those who hold visions
of a different and socially fair Europe, where develop-
ment will be balanced.

Mr Woltjer (S). — (NL) Mr President, it is a rare
occurrence for me publicly to oppose a number of
points raised by the group ; but I feel I have to do so
this time, and not because the rapporteur has not
drawn up a good report. Quite the contrary, and I
should like to make that quite clear. I do so because 1
believe Parliament is about to make a serious mistake.

The Commission is in fact proposing a modulation in
the VAT arrangement if agricultural expenditure rises
above 33 %. The Commission then gives three
criteria for this modulation. One of these criteria is
the Member States’ share of total agricultural produc-
tion. Mr President, it is this modulation that I categori-
cally oppose, and reference is made to it in the report.
It is in fact based on the assumption that the present
agricultural policy will remain as it is. It is tantamount
to giving up and saying there is no other way. I
express myself in this way because I feel that during
the debate we had on the British contribution Parlia-
ment always made it abundantly clear that it only
wanted temporary solutions. It has always made it
clear — and this will again be a major issue in the
forthcoming debate on the budget — that we do not
want juste retour and that the Community must have
a policy of its own.
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What I like about the report — and it therefore has
my full approval in this respect — is that it states
explicitly that the present agricultural policy must be
changed, particularly as regards structural surpluses.
Surplus production is unacceptable, as I believe I have
said here several times before. Nor can I be accused of
trying to defend the surpluses produced under the
present agricultural policy by a roundabout route. I
oppose the modulation because, as Mr Notenboom
has also said, it is tantamount to our saying, unwitt-
ingly, that the common agricultural policy should
remain as it is.

There is an urgent need for an increase in our own
resources. An increase in the overproduction of agri-
cultural products is unacceptable. This view is also
clearly stated in the report, and I want to emphasize
its validity. But, I repeat, the acceptance, even tempor-
arily, of a modulation in revenue without a change in
policy will not get the Community any further. It will
further undermine financial solidarity in the Commu-
nity and that, as I have said before, is why I oppose it.

Secondly, I see from the report that we do not really
need to discuss an increase in VAT above the 1.4%
mark at the moment. I do not uiderstand this argu-
ment. The rapporteur says that it would not be oppor-
tune at the moment, that it would in fact be unrea-
listic and that we must not therefore discuss it. He
says that we must first see if we can obtain this 1.4%
and if the Member States’ parliaments would agree. I
feel it is for the national parliaments to say whether or
not they will agree to a further increase in our
resources, but that we of the European Parliament,
especially if we are given greater powers with regard to
the further increase in these resources, can find
enough arguments in the Commission’s document to
ensure that this point is retained. I am therefore in
favour of an amendment to delete this point from the
amendments to the motion for a resolution or to the
Commission’s proposal for a Council decision and of
our not discussing it further for the time being. We
must certainly not make the mistake of rejecting so
important a matter for Parliament, because that would
in fact result in a further restriction of our powers.

Mr President, those were the points I wanted to make.
I have made it clear which aspects of the report I
agree with and which I disagree with. I have tabled
amendments to the points I disagree with, and I hope
that Parliament will approve them. I have also said
that, in certain respects, these amendments do not
comply with the views of my group. I have made it
clear what my objections are, and I hope that Parlia-
ment takes a satisfactory decision tomorrow.

Mr Arndt (S), rapporteur. — (DE) 1 should just like
to say a few words. Mr Simonnet claims that the
Committee on Budgets and Parliament have changed
their position. I would ask Mr Simmonet to take
another careful look at the Spinelli resolution, on

which this resolution is in fact based. It says that Parli-
ament will not approve an increase in ‘own resources’
unless surplus production in the agricultural sector is
first brought under control. And this has been the
position Parliament has adopted in every decision it
has taken on budgets since 1980. Mr Simmonet is
therefore mistaken in this respect. The Committee on
Budgets has always been consistent in the position it
has adopted since 1979. Parliament has departed from
this position from time to time, when the agricultural
price decisions were taken, for example, but the
Committee on Budgets has maintained this position
at all times.

Mr Lalumiére (S). — (FR) Mr President, after the
two interim reports which Mr Arndt presented, the

Committee on Budgets adopted the final report on 11
October 1983.

This report contains, first of all proposals to raise VAT
from 1% to 1.4% Second, it rejects all proposals to
introduce a new decision-making procedure for
raising VAT. Third, it considers that any increase in
own resources is linked to a reform of the CAP.
Fourth, it says that extra funds should be earmarked
for new policies and last, it makes technical proposals
on the formula for correcting VAT in respect of agri-
cultural spending. In this particular case, three indica-
tors are provided — each Member State’s share of agri-
cultural production, its share of the Community’s net
surplus and per capita GDP. This fifth element goes a
long way to explaining why it is the agricultural coun-
tries, essentially, that will be profoundly affected by
VAT, since, with this machinery, the tax will be
greater than the normal VAT. Those are the main
things in the Arndt report.

Obviously, there are certain number of things that still
have to be made more explicit. The Arndt report,
which has in fact set out all the own resources that
could be found in the Community, does put the grea-
test emphasis on VAT, on the famous 1% ceiling, and
the future financing of the Community is looked at
from the point of view of VAT. Only we must be clear
about this. It has to be realized that our European
VAT has not yet been harmonized in all the countries.

There is a huge difference, for example, between VAT
in England and VAT in Germany and there is a very
important sector that has not been covered, agricul-
tural production, which, in most of the countries, is
subject to systems that are indeed VAT systems but
not real VAT,

So, here we have a problem that has not been investi-
gated for a number of years, practically speaking since
the sixth directive. and we have, as a result, a VAT
that is not identical in all the countries of Europe.

I should add that each Member States takes special
care with its VAT, because it is an element of the
economic policy, and so VAT differs considerably
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from one country of Europe to another. It will obvi-
usly be very difficult gradually to achieve similar rates
of VAT in all the countries and it has to be clear that
the process will take some time.

What we need, to a very large extent, is to take up this
VAT problem — and a previous speaker said so just
now — for it is obvious that VAT yielded more before
1970 than it has done since. And many States have
found themselves with deficits, in many cases because
VAT no longer covered the requirements of the offi-
cial state budget. So, there is a very delicate question
here and it has to be admitted that, in the Arndt
report, the matter of a VAT increase as an additional
resource will crop up later. The section of the report
that says that there will be no special procedure for
for any later increases in own resources is rather like
slamming a door, as each country is going to want the
increase in own resources to be a gradual business.
The Member States will agree to an increase from 1%
to 1.4% and they will perhaps agree then to granting
new own resources. But they will move gradually. It is
perhaps a mistake to refuse the idea of a procedure for
later on. It would perhaps have been a good idea to
provide a system that would work and enable the
Community to obtain new own resources. They could
well be smaller than the 1% but they would enable it
to cover the future financing that guarantees the
future of our Community and, above all, the essential
role it could play at European level in the economy
and in all the new common policies to be imple-
mented.

Mr O’Mahony (S). — Mr President, this motion for a
resolution represents in general terms, a balanced
approach to solving the present financial crisis in the
Community. It represents a further, important evolu-
tion of Parliament’s consistent attempts to make the
Community’s institutions face the need for adequate
funding and for a more balanced distribution of
resources between economic sectors and regions.

May 1 say, too, in my opening remarks, that the
Council of Ministers must be condemned in the
strongest possible terms for its continuing failure to
devise solutions to the Community’s financial
problems. It has been clear for more than a year now
that Community expenditure would reach the limit of
its own resources in late 1983 or in early 1984, yet
there is still no sign of a Council agreement on the
way forward. In this connection, I must add that I
have met no Member of this Parliament who believes
that a solution will be found in Athens either, despite
the clear urgency of the matter.

I would like to make a number of general comments
on Mr Arndt’s motion for a resolution. It must be
clear to all of us that the European Community will
only survive in the long term if it confronts the real
problems which affect the daily lives of its peoples.

The realities facing the people of the Community
today are falling living standards, rising unemploy-
ment and general economic crisis. If the Community
is not seen to be able to act on these problems coher-
ently, then it will be seen by our peoples to have
failed and it will no longer have their confidence. The
result will inevitably be a growth in isolationism, with
all the disastrous consequences that will entail in both
economic and political terms.

Two sets of actions are required to correct the present
drift. In the first instance, it is imperative that the
Member governments should agree on a common
strategy for economic recovery outside the Commu-
nity budget. This Parliament must therefore again
demand some agreement by the Member States on
their fiscal, monetary and investment programmes for
the medium term as a means of restimulating growth
and production.

With regard to the Community’s own budget, I
believe strongly in the need to increase the Commu-
nity’s revenue. We urgently need to fund new policies
for industry, employment, transport, energy and in the
social sector, all of which have been repeatedly argued
for by this Parliament. Even if agricultural expenditure
had not risen so rapidly this year, we should still, in
my view, have needed to increase the 1% VAT ceiling
to finance new policies in the areas I have mentioned
on the scale which is now required.

I also share the view contained in the motion that
greater priority must be given in future to the poorer
regions of the Community. Let us face the reality that
the Community’s regional policy has failed up to now
and that the gap in prosperity between the richer and
poorer regions has significantly increased since the
Treaty of Rome came into force. That is a travesty of
the intentions of this Parliament, and it is a situation
which must be redressed by radically restructuring
Community expenditure in favour of the poorer
Member States and regions as a matter of priority.

Let us face the fact that a free market in goods and
services benefits the stronger economies of the
Community and exploits the weaker Member States
unless it is accompanied by appreciable measures of
regional distribution, and this is clearly not the case at
present.

Throughout the motion for a resolution, the problems
of increasing agricultural expenditure and the Commu-
nity’s financial crisis are linked. We must proceed
with some caution here, and I am pleased that Mr
Arndt has accepted some of the amendments which I
suggested in the Committee on Budgets in this regard,
particularly in paragraph 40.

It is understandable that Parliament’s attention should
focus at a time of financial crisis on the problems of
undisposable agricultural surpluses. Nevertheless, we
must not look at the problem of surpluses in a global
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way. We must first ask why these massive surpluses
are being created, and where. In answering these ques-
tions, we can conclude that measures to eliminate posi-
tive MCAs, to stop cereal substitute imports, to tax
overproduction in industrialized farms and to operate
Community preference in surplus products offer the
best solutions in financial terms and in terms of
Community solidarity.

Above all, we must not attempt to treat poor Member
States, like my own, which have low agricultural
production levels and which depend heavily on agri-
culture for economic survival, as we would treat
Member States in which agriculture constitutes an
insignificant proportion of the GNP,

It is imperative, therefore, that measures to deal with
agricultural surpluses, necessary though these are,
must discriminate in favour of agriculture-based
economies like my own. The implementation of a
global measure, such as the supplementary (Super)
levy proposed by the Commission, would constitute
the destruction of Community solidarity so far as
Ireland is concerned.

Having said that, I believe that the Arndt motion goes
quite a long way towards understanding the need to
distinguish between economies which are heavily
dependent on agriculture and those which are not,
and, in general I believe that what the motion sugg-
ests are things which must be done.

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

(The sitting was suspended at 1.05 p.m. and resumed
at 3 pm)

5. EAGGF

President. — The next item is the oral question with
debate (Doc. 1-934/83) by Mr Marck and Mr Clinton,
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s Party
(Christian-Democratic Group), and Mr Bangemann,
on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group, to the
Commission :

Subject : Decision by the Commission to extend
suspension of advance payments and other restric-
tive measures under the guarantee fund until the
end of 1983

For what reason has the Commission considered it
necessary 1o continue suspending advance
payments under the EAGGF (Guarantee Section),
probably until 31 December 1983 ?

I inform you that the Commission will reply at the
end of the debate and not immediately following the
question, because, owing to fog at Strasbourg airport,
the President of the Commission, Mr Thorn, has not
yet arrived. He is expected at any moment.

Mr Hord (ED). — Mr President, I find your proposal
rather strange, since there seems little point in

colleagues’ putting forward questions or observations
on this subject if the respondent is not going to be
here. I recognize that it is sometimes difficult for
people to be at a particular place at a given time, and
that Mr Thorn has been held up by the fog, but surely
the Agriculture Commissioner should be present: he
could perhaps sit in and at least deal with those ques-
tions which are being put to him whilst Mr Thorn is
absent.

President. — Mr Hord, the Commissioner Mr
Tugendhat is present, and I will ask him to reply to
you directly.

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Mr President, in response to Mr Hord’s point, both
President Thorn and Mr Dalsager are in fact at this
moment on their way here. They are, I am informed,
somewhere between the airport and Parliament. They
would have been here earlier but for the fact that
there has been fog both in Brussels and in Strasbourg.
Therefore, their departure was delayed for unavoidable
reasons. The Commission therefore felt that the best
thing to do — which is indeed what we did — was to
inform the parliamentary authorities of what had
happened in order that Parliament could determine
its own procedures.

I quite understand the point that Mr Hord has made.
I am, of course, able to listen to the debate and to pass
on what is said to my colleagues. Alternatively of
course, Parliament can wait until my colleagues arrive.
But there is no disrespect to the House. It is entirely
the result of weather conditions both here and in Brus-
sels.

President. — Mr Hord, I think this explanation has
satisfied you. Moreover, the Bureau has just been
informed that the plane has already landed and that
Mr Thorn is on his way here. Please let us drop these
points of order, because they add nothing at this junc-
ture.

Mr Marck (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, if it is true
that the President of the Commission and Commis-
sioner Dalsager are still on their way, I would prefer to
wait and go on with the rest of the agenda until they
arrive.

President. — I am afraid that is not possible. We
only have one hour. Would you therefore please take
the floor ?

Mr Marck (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, if there is
no alternative, then I will begin, although I find it
very regrettable that the Commissioner responsible is
not present for so important a matter. This is the
second time this has happened: we had the same
experience last time.

I listened carefully to the answers to the questions put
to the President of the Commission on 13 October,
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and I have made a special point of reading them
through again. And I must say I admire the way in
which the President of the Commission covered up
for the blunders that had been made by the Members
of the Commission and also the fair attitude he
adopted at that time. I do not therefore want to revert
to these questions, although I regret the Commission’s
unfortunate approach and the improvisation, not to
say desperation, of the Commission’s statements,
which aroused a great deal of distrust at a time when
Parliament sorely needed a strong, united and resolute
Commission.

All I intend to do today, therefore, is ask a few factual
questions with a view to obtaining answers which will
give us a better purchase and more confidence and
help to avoid further confusion.

My first question concerns the figures quoted by the
Commission. The Commission’s press release of 19
October states that expenditure under the Guarantee
Section of the EAGGF amounted to 1 340 m ECU per
month from January to September and that 2 396m
ECU was available for November and December. This
lines up with the figures we obtained in the
Committee on Budgetary Control as long ago as
September — I repeat : as long ago as September. In
the meantime, supplementary budget No 2 has been
approved, which has prevented possible bankruptcy.
The same Commission press release stated that
1300m ECU had been set aside for November,
although previous statements, including one to the
Council, had said that 1 600m ECU would be needed
for November, leaving only 750m ECU for December.
I should like to know which are the correct figures,
with account taken of the fact that less EAGGF expen-
diture is usually required in December.

My second question is this: if the situation was
already tense when the request for advances was made,
why this tremendous panic ? Were there no other
resources with which to overcome this tense situa-
tion ? If the deficit to be made up amounts to 300m
to 500m ECU, were there no alternatives? For
example, could the Member States not have been
requested to pay the amounts due in December until
the EAGGF funds made available in the form of
monthly advances were exhausted ? At the very worst,
this would have meant stopping payments for four-
teen days — and that at the end of the year — and
would have caused less disturbance in the markets. Or
are we to believe the wicked tongues that claim this
spectacle was merely designed to bring pressure to
bear on the Council of Ministers in anticipation of the
summit meeting in Athens?

Thirdly, what happens if EAGGF expenditure stays
below the financial resources of the EAGGF at the
end of the 1983 financial year ? Will this not impose
an annoying burden on the 1984 budget?

Fourthly, why has the Commission not informed
either the Council or Parliament that, come what may,

the temporary 10-day suspension must be extended
until the end of 1983 if it is to have any financial
effect ?

Fifthly and lastly, although the farmers themselves
have not been directly affected by the measures that
have been taken, the export-oriented processing
industry certainly has. The competitiveness of our
export trade and of the processing industry has come
under heavy pressure, and there is a feeling of uncer-
tainty about the agricultural policy, that is being
pursued. Has the Commission made a proper calcula-
tion of the risks inherent in this policy ?

I hope, Mr Commissioner, to receive an objective and
unequivocal answer which will restore the confidence
that has been shaken. When times are hard, the
Commission and Parliament must form a united front
in a spirit of confidence and convinced that the most
reasonable solution has been chosen.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) On behalf of my group 1
should like to say that, in our view, the Commission
of the European Community bears full responsibility
for the implementation of the European Community’s
budget. It is therefore responsible for the decision it
has taken, and it should retain this responsibility. Two
weeks ago, we approved a supplementary budget
which provided an additional 1 700m ECU for expen-
diture in the agricultural sector. If the Commission
feels that, despite the additional funds approved by
Parliament, it cannot meet this year’s financial obliga-
tions, it has a duty to implement the budget in such a
way that the Community is not completely devoid of
funds at the end of the year. I should like to say quite
clearly that, whatever our views on the Commission’s
decision, the Commission is an organ that has its own
political responsibility.

Secondly, many people are now criticizing the
Commission for its decision to suspend advance
payments. The same people would probably criticize
the Commission in December if it said : “The coffers
are now empty. Parliament should stop being so
hypocritical and say : ‘The Commission has a duty to
abide by the budgetary powers specified by Parliament
and the Council’

The third point I should like to raise is more in the
nature of a question to the Commission. We are
concerned that, by suspending advance payments, the
Commission will in effect be carrying about 400m
ECU in payments forward to the 1984 financial year. I
should therefore like to ask the Commission whether
or not it has made provision in its draft 1984 budget
for the additional payments that it is carrying forward
from 1983 to 1984. In other words, if Parliament
approves the 1984 budget at the first reading
tomorrow and, in so doing, comes very close to the
1% VAT limit, can it be sure that expenditure will
not exceed this 1% VAT limit as a result of the
payment commitments being transferred to 1984 ?
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Fourthly, the suspension of advance payments has
undoubtedly given rise to various problems, and I
should like to hear the Commission’s views on the
fact that countries or exporters in countries with a
high rate of inflation will be particularly hard hit if
they have to wait two or three months for payment.
Does the Commission intend to take any compensa-
tory measures in this connection ?

Fifthly, we agree with the Commission’s decision
temporarily to suspend certain advance payments —
the 80% down-payment for exports. This may impede
the Community’s export policy somewhat, but it will
not bring it to a complete halt, and I therefore
consider this emergency measure by and large to be
the right course of action.

Sixthly, I should like to ask the Commission how it
went about this measure. Although it had announced
the suspension of advance payments, it obviously did
not take the actual decision until later, with the result
that, in the meantime, many people who know some-
thing about the agricultural policy, far from dragging
their heels, cashed in by stocking up their warehouses
and exporting goods. Can the Commission say what
happened between the announcement and the actual
introduction of the suspension of advance payments ?

Finally, I turn to the authors of the question, the
Liberals and Christian Democrats. I find the way they
have acted very hypocritical. For three or four years,
the Liberals and Christian Democrats have been
standing up and saying : “There are no problems with
the agricultural policy. We have enough money. We
need not worry about approving an increase in prices
by 14% or 8% or whatever it may be.” For years we
Socialists have been saying that things cannot go on
as they are. At some stage we shall not have any more
money. And now we have reached the stage where we
have no more money, and the Commission is doing
the right thing and saying: “‘We do not have enough
money, and we must now see how we can get by with
these limited financial resources.” Now the same Chris-
tian Democrats, the ones who have been blocking
every proposal for reforms for three years, are standing
there and lamenting the fact that the Commission is
doing its duty as an independent body. I call that
hypocrisy. They should have thought about this in the
last few years. Even in April of this year, when Parlia-
ment debated agricultural prices, you still had time to
change your minds. What did you do? You rejected
everything, and now you are surprised that we are
facing this financial disaster. I am very much looking
forward to hearing how you intend to explain this
inconsistency to the European public and the electors.

President. — Thank you, Mr Gautier. I note that you
have a particular liking for the word scheinbeilig. But
that you are perfectly entitled to.

Mr Barbi (PPE). — (1) 1 entirely agree with your
remark, Mr President.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) I hope it can be translated
into the other languages. My apologies to the interpre-
ters.

Mr Clinton (PPE). — Mr President, I too regret the
absence of President Thorn, but I am glad to see that
Commissioner Dalsager has arrived.

On behalf of my group, I wish to make it perfectly
clear at the outset that we do not underestimate the
problems facing every institution of this Community
at the present time. I want to assure the Commis-
sioners present that we are not here to create addi-
tional difficulties. We have put down this oral ques-
tion for debate because we are concerned. Indeed, a
large number of the people who sent us here to repre-
sent them are now seriously concerned. All sorts of
rumours and speculations are circulating and we —
the directly-elected Members of this Parliament —
must be able to supply answers, reliable answers. We
— unlike the Members of the Commission — have to
meet these people face to face. In recent weeks their
confidence has been totally eroded, and we are
expected to be able to reassure them. How can we reas-
sure them when statements and counterstatements are
issuing from the Commission in rapid succession and
at the highest level ? As a result, nobody seems to
know from week to week where we are going.

Less than two weeks ago, we had an assurance from
no less a person than President Thorn himself — and
this was emphasized in the course of the same discus-
sion by Commissioner Dalsager — that the suspen-
sion of advances on EAGGF (Guarantee) payments
was a two-week operation and that there was no cause
for alarm. Last week, that is to say, just a week later,
another statement issued from the Commission to the
effect that this suspension would be continued indefi-
nitely but not longer than the end of the present year.
The first assurance has not proved correct, and I hope
the second one will. If this goes beyond the present
year, certainly it is going to do serious damage.

When I returned home late in the evening, having
listened to President Thorn’s first assurance, I drove
about sixty miles down the country from Dublin to
meet about 300 farmers and traders who quite
genuinely felt that the end had come and that the
Community was no longer able to meet its commit-
ments. I immediately put them at ease when I said
that I had come straight from this Parliament, where I
had been given a categorical undertaking from the
President of the Commission that this was a two-week
suspension and that after that everything would return
to normal. I did this because I accepted what was said
then and because I felt we had an experienced
Commissioner in charge of the budget who had also
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quite recently given us assurances that his sums were
working out right. I certainly do not feel that I could
face these people again and say, with any confidence,
that I had heard anything from the Commission that I
would be prepared to take a stand on.

This indecision is doing immense damage to the
Community. The Commission should be in no doubt
about that. When President Thorn replies to this
discussion — if indeed he is here, and I thought when
I saw Commissioner Dalsager that he should be here
— could he tell us, if it is not too much to expect to
know, with only two months left of this year, where
exactly we stand ; what exactly our commitments are ;
whether we have sufficient money left in the budget
to meet these commitments ; how much we have left
in reserve chapters; what appropriations are left over
in other sectors, and whether these appropriations can
be transferred to enable us to carry on our business in
accordance with normal procedures ?

We cannot all be budget experts. That must be
acknowledged. However, we fully appreciate the fact
that next year’s budget has been prepared under the
shadow of exhaustion of own our resources. Neverthe-
less, I think the Commission should bear in mind
that we have large stocks in intervention stores.
Should these stocks not be moving faster? Are we
deliberately slowing down exports in order to have
money left over at the end of the year ? Will this not
cost the Community much more in the long run?
The Commission should never forget that one of its
very important responsibilities is efficient marketing
management. A stop-go policy does not work in
marketing. When we have gained a footing in a
market we must hold it, and we can only do this if we
are totally reliable in the delivery of our customers’
needs.

I wish also to say to the Commissioner that a lot of
the sheep in the Community are produced by small
farmers in the poorer areas. Can we not find sufficient
money to pay at least the smaller farmers, or have
they to wait until next year to be paid ? If this is so, in
my view it is the essence of bad management, espe-
cially when we are dealing with a product that is in
deficit. I have had several complaints about this and I
feel the complaints are justified. If I appear to be over-
critical I apologize, but it will perhaps help the Presi-
dent of the Commission to understand if I remind
him that I represent a country that this year exported
45 % of its beef and 60 % of its live cattle to other
countries. What might be a fairly small problem for
large cartels and export businesses, for Ireland could
mean the loss of valuable market outlets.

(Applause)

Mr Curry (ED). — Mr President, Mr Provan will
speak for my group. I wish to make one or two
personal comments. You mentioned the fog, Mr Presi-
dent, and it seems to me that in this whole affair there
has been a great deal more fog inside the building
than there has been outside.

The original proposal made by the Commissioner for
Agriculture was for the suspension of certain
payments until the end of the year. The Commission
then revised that to a suspension for ten days. The
implication of that revision was to say, ‘look, the crisis
is not as grave as you thought; there is a matter of
house-keeping, there is a question of cash-flow, but do
not be panicked into thinking that it is the end of the
world’. Yet, at the very time that decision was being
taken to limit the suspension to ten days, it was quite
clear that everybody in the Commission realized that
it would have to be continued to the end of the year.
That is either malicious or it is naive ; in any case, it is
extremely bad management and bad politics, because
it creates a sensation of drift — of not taking deci-
sions. The executive rdle of the Commission is one we
all appreciate, but the executive rble is to take deci-
sions and to take decisions quickly, decisively and in
good time, and that is what we have not had. The
Commission has been put in the position of the
young lady who proclaims that she is not pregnant,
she is only partially pregnant. And it is extremely diffi-
cult to sustain a condition of partial pregnancy for
more than a very short period of time.

So the method of work is unsatisfactory. How much
money has been deferred to next year? When will
that money be spent? What happens if we were to
find ourselves working on twelfths next year as a
result of problems with the budget ? Can we have, as
soon as possible in November when the advances for
November are known, a statement updating us as to
the payment and financial situation ? What are the
contingency plans for next year if we should find
ourselves in a similar position next year ?

Finally, the choice of measures that have been taken:
are we likely to see those come round and round
again, or will there be an attempt to spread the load,
as it were, so that the people involved in trade, upon
whom, after all, the producer depends for long-term
markets, are not necessarily going to find these
markets jeopardized by what we are told permanently
is a series of improvised and temporary measures ?

So, Mr President, we do not doubt the rdle of the
Commission or its ability to take that rdle, but we are
very, very concerned about its methods: the
maximum of uncertainty, the minimum of decision.

(Applause)

Mr Vitale (COM). — (IT) Mr President, whatever the
budgetary considerations, understandable though they
may be, which have led to the decision on the suspen-
sion of the EAGGF payments, one thing is certain : its
suddenness has caused an upheaval in the market. Mr
Curry has already referred to it. The news that is
reaching me from Italy is rather alarming. For
instance, wine-growers are holding back on bringing
their crops for distillation; oil merchants have
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stopped purchases, because they are not sure if they
will be getting consumption aids — this is happening
just as a bumper crop is about to be gathered. The
tobacco industry has formally announced its intention
of suspending purchases from the farmers. These are
facts, and I could quote many more.

My impression is that, whether by accident or design,
a picture has been presented of a Community on the
brink of bankruptcy, with incertitude piled upon
doubt. Is the Commission aware of the financial cost
of the present market stagnation ? Does it realize that,
whatever the budgetary considerations which — I say
again — may justify it, it has undermined confidence
far beyond the period of two or three months envis-
aged and the sectors directly concerned ? There are
only two ways about it: either the Commission had
failed to foresee the consequences, and that would be
very serious ; or it bas foreseen them and what we are
witnessing is pressure being exerted on Parliament
and on the Member States — and that is more serious
still.

It is my opinion, Mr President, that notwithstanding
the budgetary problems, which we should all bear in
mind, it is now the Commission’s duty to act swiftly
to remedy the situation, to dispel this anxiety among
the public and reassure it as quickly as possible that it
means to honour its commitments. I think, Mr
Dalsager — and I am addressing myself to you,
because it is your unconsidered statements that have
provoked this anxiety — that this is the least that the
Commission can do to recover its own and the
Community’s credibility. For it has undoubtedly been
shaken, causing serious damage in our markets.

Mr Delatte (L). — (FR) Mr President, Honorable
Members, this discussion reveals the need for perma-
nent consultation between the Commission, the
Council and Parliament. The subject is an important
one. I, for one, regret that Mr Thorn has been unable
to attend, although I see that one plane has already
landed, as Mr Dalsager is with us. Perhaps Mr Thorn
will be here in a minute, in which case I should like
him to reply himself, as it was he who replied at our
last part session to questions on this subject. In my
speech of 13 October, I said that the Commission
statements had upset people. This decision was later
aggravated by the successive positions adopted by the
Commission.

What happened ? There were discussions about the
budget. Everyone is saying that the problems are such
that the Community will soon be unable to finance
anything. The decision to suspend refunds for a fort-
night was taken. Questions were asked. And my
colleague Mr Maher put this question to the Commis-
sion and its President, Gaston Thorn : ‘“Will other deci-
sions be taken after the prescribed 10 days ?” We got a
guarantee that no other decisions would be taken —
but today we are faced with a fast accompli and a deci-

sion has been taken to suspend refunds until the end
of the year. I think that shows a complete lack of
respect for this House and I object to it.

It is a matter of simple advances on refunds, it is true,
but when the Commission tells us that this has no
effect on the operators’ activity or on the producers’
income, I maintain it is wrong because the additional
costs that occur because the refunds are not paid are a
heavy burden on all these producers and the perturba-
tion of the markets that is going to occur will make
the situation worse.

There will be speculation, let us have no illusion
about that, and I think it is a good idea for the
Commission to be careful about this and, at all events,
to avoid sudden decisions being taken without consul-
tation.

That, Mr President, is the heart of the matter. The agri-
cultural policy has to be altered. The question is an
urgent one, but any changes must be made serenely.
They must not involve attacking the common agricul-
tural policy every time we have a sitting — as we did
this morning with the Arndt report. I think it is
important to see the problem as it really is and I
thank Mr Thorn for coming to join us because I
should like him to answer this difficult question, as he
did last time.

I should like to add that the producing countries with
agricultural surpluses are in a very small minority on
this earth. Everyone helps their agriculture and
everyone is worried about their farmers’ incomes. So
this is not a budget problem. It is a political problem
which it is important to study as a whole so that
everyone can benefit. Lastly, I should like to tell Mr
Gautier that he has no lessons to teach us here on the
right. He said that the right had squandered and led
us to squander Community funds. The Community
has not so far squandered any funds on agriculture
and, in any case, it has no debts. Unfortunately, in my
country, where we have a socialist government, it has
taken the socialists only two years to empty the
coffers. And not only that. They have contracted the
sort of debts for France that the country has never
known. So Mr Gautier has nothing to say.

Mr President, I should like the Commission to be
convinced of the need to develop agriculture and
maintain the CAP. This is something that is in the
interests of all Europeans. I strongly hope that the
CAP will be examined in a careful and positive
manner and, above all, that there can be consultation
so as to avoid the sort of misunderstanding we have
already experienced.

(Applause from the right)

Mr Gautier (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, Honorable
Members, we might well think that this was a play-
house if we did not know that we were in an
extremely serious situation. There is a play, in several
acts, going on at the moment.
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Act one: At the end of September, Mr Tugendhat
honours the European Parliament’s Committee on
Agriculture with his presence and announces, unequiv-
ocally, that there are no budget problems attached to
covering agricultural spending for the rest of 1983. He
even says that if the European Parliament fails to
adopt the supplementary budget for 1983 during the
first October part-session, it would have to do so
during the following part-session at the latest, as the
Commission cannot ensure payments after that
without the supplementary budget. So the farmers are
calm and reassured.

Act two : Ten days later, Mr Dalsager tells the press in
Athens that there is no more money, only insolvency
and bankruptey The President of the Commission
categorically denies the statements and publicly de-
nounces the commissioner. Things get clearer. The
following day, Mr Thorn announces that his colleague
in charge of agriculture is right.

There is no point in saying then that the farmers no

longer know which way — I nearly said to which
commissioner — to turn, as they are more than
worried.

The day after, the Commission is harmonious once
more. Here, in Strasbourg, we witness the embarrassed
but harmonious finalization of things by the Commis-
sion.

Act three: The Official Journal of 12 October
contains the regulation suspending payments of
advances on export refunds for all products and
various aids and subsidies for 10 days. The curtain
comes down and there is no applause.

Act four: A week later, the European Commission
again examines the financial situation of the
Guarantee Section of the EAGGF and, on the basis of
the available figures — try and understand this if you
can — extends ‘the economic measures already
announced until the end of the year and introduces
three new measures. The Commission tells us that
there has been an unusually high number of applica-
tion for advances on refunds over the past week and
this has forced it to change its position for the nth
time. If the Commission, that great European agricul-
tural broker, is unable to realize that the panic it has
created has led exporters to rush to the Community’s
coffers, then it clearly fails to understand anything
about business at all.

So has not the time come at last for us to seriously
envisage setting up the European export agency our
group has been calling for for years, one that would be
associated to all the parties involved (which would
understand the world of business) for, visibly, bureau-
cracy and trade do not go well together ?

What would the Commission’s real aim be in an enter-
prise of this kind ? A calculated deliberate move on
the part of the Commission to put pressure on the
Council of Ministers? Or simply a settling of

accounts ? If it were, it would be totally unacceptable
to our group. Although the Commission claims the
opposite, we are tempted to believe it.

(Applause from the right)

Mr Provan (ED). — Mr President, it is easy to iden-
tify the ends that we want to achieve, but it is not
always easy to identify the means by which to achieve
them. Very often in this Parliament we finish up in
total disagreement.

For a number of years now we have condoned the
increase in prices granted every year by the Council,
very often in advance of what the Commission had
suggested, for the benefit of the agricultural industry.
We in the European Parliament have been well
warned of the likely consequences of demands for too
high an increase in prices. Some time the bubble had
to burst. The industry, however, has been thrown into
confusion by the recent decisions of the Commission.
This year milk production is expected to increase yet
again by 3.5 % whilst in a Scottish market this week,
because of the confusion that there is at the present
time, in-calf beef heifers dropped by £ 80 a head, a
very substantial figure for those farmers selling
animals. Oil-seed rape is £ 12 a tonne down and
wheat is £ 8 a tonne down, all coming nearer the inter-
vention price and so threatening to cause further
expenditure to the Community.

What has the Commission in fact achieved by its
cuts in advance payments? They will, I gather, be
saving £ Sm in interest on intervention stocks. Yet it
is the poor pig and poultry industry that has really
been sided out and told that it cannot get any skim-
med-milk milk powder for its feed. supplies. At
present, this must be one of the agricultural sectors
suffering the greatest hardship.

Mr President, these are matters affecting some indi-
vidual sectors of the industry. Looking at the situation
as a whole, we find we are now half-way between Stutt-
gart and Athens and we have achieved very little.
What we require is confidence. Look at the younger
people up in the gallery today. Should they be sitting
there watching the confusion in Europe being
brought about by the Commission? No, we must
send them home with confidence that we in the Euro-
pean Parliament and the Commission will manage the
industry better and make certain that the common
agricultural policy comes out of this trouble stronger
than it was before. We can only do that if we actually
establish budgetary control over agricultural policy.

Mr M. Martin (COM). — (FR) Mr President, 1
should like to start by telling Mr Delatte, who seems
to have forgotten, that in 1982, with the left in power,
France’s agricultural revenue went up for the first time
since 1974. Farmers’ incomes dropped constantly
when the right was in power.

(Applause from the left)
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Having said that, I should like to point out that on
Tuesday of the last part-session we reacted at the
announcement that some advance payments would be
suspended. After several hours of wavering, when
confirmation followed denial and denial confirmation,
the Commission officially decided to suspend
advances for 10 days on 12 October. My first remark
is that this hesitation was to the considerable benefit
of the speculators. It would be interesting if the
Commission could tell us just how much went into
speculation. There is talk of more than 50 000 000
ECU on 11 October alone. “‘Who is talking about spec-
ulation ? Mr Thorn asked us a couple of weeks ago.
Would you, Mr President of the Commission, dare to
ask the same question again today ? A few days after
Mr Thorn spoke to the House, there was a further
contribution when the Commission announced that
payments would be suspended until further notice
and issued a series of restrictive management
measures alongside. Many sectors of production are
concerned with this — milk, wine, tobacco, olive oil,
colza, sunflower and so on. The Commission claims
to be short of funds to meet commitments to the end
of the year.

My second remark is this. Is not this in contradiction
with its own commitments and the assurances it gave
us recently ? The adoption of supplementary budget
No 2 for 1983 was intended to give the Commission
enough money within the time it had mentioned. I
should like here to quote Mr Thorn himself who, at
the last part-session, said we had shut up shop for 10
days to give us the time to investigate the problems. It
was 10 days yesterday and it is until further notice
today. Beware, gentlemen of the Commission, of
trying to investigate problems in this way. You could
well come unstuck. What cacophony and — on this 1
shall end — what incoherence ! So has the economic
or the agricultural situation changed ? No. Were the
calculations wrong ? If they were, then the fact has to
be admitted. But isn’t it really a case of the Commis-
sion pursuing political pressure — not to say black-
mail — to get its proposals on reforming the common
agricultural policy rubber-stamped ?

(Applause from the left)

Mr Kirk (ED). — (DA) Mr President, I must say that
the Commission is behaving like a board adminis-
tering a bankrupt estate, and I will repeat it, so that
Commissioner Dalsager is in no doubt on the matter :
I do not consider the Community to be a bankrupt
estate. But I find the Commission is administering the
Community in the same way as a bankrupt estate
would be administered, and with the same effect
among the populations of the Community. The
people who are dependent on the common agricul-
tural policy and the payments made under it have lost
confidence in the Communities. They should not lack
confidence in the Communities, it is only in the

Commission’s management of the Communities that
they should have no confidence. I should like to say
the following: Parliament should really draw the
consequences from the loss of confidence which is
taking root. We should draw the consequences and
hold the vote of no confidence in the Commission,
which we are entitled to do on behalf of the 270
million citizens we represent in the Community.

Mr Thorn, President of the Commission. — (FR) Mr
President, I shall leave it to my colleague, Mr
Dalsager, to give a detailed answer to your various
arguments. I myself would like to look at the problem
as a whole.

It is incredibly easy in a minute, or even thirty
seconds, to throw mud without offering any proof. It
only takes a couple of seconds to charge us with bank-
ruptcy and mismanagement and more. There is no
need for any thought, no need for any justification
even. But it might be a good idea for this House too
not just to hear what it wants to hear, but to see things
as they really are.

So I shall try, out of deference to this House and,
above all, to those who did not have the opportunity
to listen to me last time, to outline what happened
last month.

I do not see where the Commission went wrong. I
think that any MP who is au fait with the problems
of agriculture knows that there has been a cost explo-
sion this year for reasons that have nothing to do with
the way the Commission is managed. We were faced
with a cost explosion that the Commission had been
predicting for two years. If our proposals had been
followed and not other people’s, we would not be in
this situation now. What did I tell Parliament last
month ? At the last part-session, I told this House that
I regretted that we had to suspend the advances in a
somewhat untimely manner — that was a little
mistake if we are talking about mistakes — as it is our
duty to get to the end of the year with the means at
our disposal. I am afraid that — as your reaction in
fact showed today — by intervening as we did, we
gave the impression that we were being Machiavellian
and trying to put pressure on the Council that was
meeting at that stage or even on Parliament which, at
the same time, was discussing our budget. I regret
that. I would have rather not have had to take that
decision at that time.

You know how the Commission works, if you will let
me add this. The Commission is a corporate body and
I wanted as much of that body as possible to shoulder
a responsibility of this sort. But some people were in
Strasbourg at the time, others were in Athens and
others were at home. And some were in Brussels. I felt
that a decision of this order should not be taken on
trust and by written procedure. Which is why 1 regret
that the decision was taken inopportunely and left
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itself open to criticism — which you did not hesitate
to give. When we wanted to postpone the decision
and take it calmly a week later, we realized that,
because it had been announced — as you, Mr Martin,
said — there was speculation. So we closed for 10 days
so we would be able to take the decisions in full know-
ledge of the facts.

So we, on the Commission, met to decide what
measures we ought to take and we thought that, objec-
tively, these measures — which had perhaps been
taken on the wrong day and in the wrong circum-
stances — ought to be continued. We take responsi-
bility for this.

I said that I regretted that they were introduced the
day you were discussing the budget here and we were
in Athens. That is why we thought we might post-
pone them. But that was out of the question because
speculation had already started — so we extended the
decision. So there was no real speculation to the
Community’s detriment as the tills were closed and
the measures maintained. And that is why we shall
maintain the measures as long as is necessary.

You asked me about the confidence of the farmers,
but we are honouring all our commitments.

Let us look things in the face. I think the idea here, in
this House, is to reassure the farmers rather than upset
them. So what is wrong ? ‘Are we meeting our obliga-
tions ? Certainly we are, because these are advances on
operations which will practically all take place next
year. That basically, ladies and gentlemen, is a system
of prefinancing and not just at 80% either. At 100%.
Doesn’t the House feel that the most important thing
in the present budgetary conditions is to honour our
commitments and not grant prefinancing to people
who are expecting a change in the rates at the end of
the year and are trying to take cover and make a
profit? Do you think that it is right, really, to
condemn our behaviour? Did we not act properly
when we saw the danger and closed the tills ? The one
thing I regret is that this all happened at the time of
your part-session and the Athens Council. Since then,
the Commission has taken the relevant steps, in the
interests of the Community, and no-one in this
House, Mr President, should regret them. All our
commitments to the producers will be honoured.

Why did the other operators — the economic oper-
ators and the businessmen and the transporters —
suddenly ask for more advances than were usual for
the season and more than they normally applied for
in other years? Because some of them thought it
would be better to get the money now and have the
benefit of the operation several months before actually
carrying it out. I do not feel this should be Parlia-
ment’s prime concern and it is certainly not the
Commission’s.

Now, Mr President, for the details. My colleague Mr
Dalsager will, I feel, provide them more skilfully by
far than I could, but I thank you for being so good as
to give me your attention.

(Applause)

Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission, — (DA)
Mr President, I would repeat that the short-term finan-
cial situation continues to be tight, despite the adop-
tion of supplementary budget No 2 for 1983, under
which a further 1761 million ECU are made available
to the EAGGF (Guarantee Section). The amount
remaining for November and December is 2396
million ECU. The Member States asked the Commis-
sion for 1731 million ECU for November, i. e.a much
larger amount than the monthly disbursements at the
start of the year, which averaged 1337 million ECU
over the first 9 months of the year. Faced with applica-
tions for advances of such a volume, the Commission
considers it necessary to extend the temporary suspen-
sion of advances, so that disbursements can be kept
within the limit of available resources. The Commis-
sion has, moreover, decided to pay an advance of 1308
million ECU for November 1983, which broadly
corresponds to the average amount of monthly disbur-
sements since the start of the year. As applications
from the Member States have obviously increased as a
result of the present budgetary situation, the amount
of advances for November should be sufficient to
cover the actual payment requirements of the Member
States.

This leaves 1088 million ECU for December. The
Commission will therefore follow the development in
the financial situation for the EAGGF (Guarantee
Section) very closely and has already made supplemen-
tary arrangements to avoid exceeding the appropria-
tions. In addition to the arrangements already
mentioned, that is, the suspension of advances under
the market regulation system and the limitation of
advances to Member States for November to 1308
million ECU, the Commission has taken the
following decisions: amendment of Commission
Regulation 380/78 in order to avoid difficulties with
regard to the end-of-year estimate of public interven-
tion expenditure, reduction of the rate of interest for
the financing of stocks from 9 % to 8 %, reduction in
the sale of skimmed-milk powder for animal feed in
November 1983 and, finally, the abolition of restitu-
tions for the export of mackerel.

I would stress again that there is no legal obligation to
pay advances which the Commission has temporarily
suspended. The advance payments are a facility which
we make use of before the transaction to which they
relate has been concluded and all the formalities to
obtain a restitution or an amount of aid are duly
completed. This suspension thus does not in any way
prejudice the entitlements of the recipients to support
from the EAGGF (Guarantee Section), provided the
customary proof is furnished that the transaction quali-
fying for reimbursement has been finally concluded.
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I would further point out that the suspension is
temporary : it is scheduled to last until the end of
1983 at the latest. If the Commission ascertains in the
immediate future that disbursements are below the
present estimate and that it is financially possible to
lift the suspension before the end of the year we shall
lift the suspension.

Some Members of Parliament have asked why we
chose this procedure in particular and wish to know
what the financial consequences will be. Let me say
that the Commission has chosen this arrangement
because it is not prejudicial either to the market
support mechanisms or to the entitlements embodied
in the Community rules. This measure consists in the
temporary suspension of a means of easing cash-flow
problems for certain recipients of EAGGF aid. The
payments will thus be delayed for a few weeks. The
Commission estimates the total of advances to recipi-
ents whose payments will be delayed at between 200
million and 250 million ECU, which represents
approximately 1.5% of the total of appropriations for
1983 of 15848 million ECU.

IN THE CHAIR : LADY ELLES
Vice-President

President. — The debate is closed.

I have received a motion for a resolution tabled by Mr
Pranchere and others (Doc. 1-941/83) to wind up the
debate on this oral question. The vote on whether to
proceed to an early vote will be held at the next
voting-time.

Mr Gautier (S). — Madam President, I think the
Commissioner’s reply is very disappointing. I think a
lot of people here posed some very concrete questions
to the Commission. For example, what happens to the
payment in 1984 if the Commission transfers the
payments to the next budgetary year? Can the
Commission stay within the 1% ceiling or not? 1
should like to have an answer from the Commission
on that, otherwise the debate is completely useless.

President. — 1 am sorry to disappoint you, Mr
Gautier, but I understand that yesterday Parliament
decided that this debate should take precisely one
hour and that hour has now elapsed. So, regretfully, I
must follow the wishes of this House and carry on
with the next item. Perhaps you could put some ques-
tions to the Commissioner at some other time, but I
must act in accordance with the wishes of this House
which were voted on yesterday.

Mr Gautier (S). — Just a formal point, Madam Presi-
dent. The Parliament decided to have a one-hour
debate, so the Parliament confined itself to three-quar-
ters of an hour and the Commission had a quarter-of-
an-hour’s time to answer. It should be fairly simple

for the Commission to answer the concrete questions
within a quarter of an hour.

President. — I am sorry, Mr Gautier, 1 understand
that the decision was that the whole debate, including
all participants, would take one hour, and I really
cannot depart from the decision of this House. If at
some later stage you wish to put questions to the
Commissioner, I am sure that this can be arranged,
but I cannot, at this stage today, allow this to happen.
As it is, we have now a very heavy item, which is, of
course, the presentation of the budget.

6. Budget for 1984

President. — The next item comprises the following
reports tabled on behalf of the Committee on
Budgets :

— by Mrs Scrivener, on Section III: Commission
(Doc. 1-900/83);

— by Mr Pfennig, on Section I: Parliament (Doc.
1-895/83);

— by Mr Pfennig, on Section II; Council (Doc.
1-896/83);

— by Mr Pfennig, on Annex I to Section II;
Economic and Social Committee (Doc. 1-897/83) ;

— by Mr Pfennig, on Section IV: Court of Justice
(Doc. 1-898/83); and

— by Mr Pfennig, on Section V: Court of Auditors
(Doc. 1-899/83)

of the draft general budget of the European Communi-
ties for the financial year 1984 (Doc. 1-800/83).

Mrs Scrivener (L), rapporteur. — (FR) Madam Presi-
dent, Mr President of the Council, ladies and
gentlemen, Article 203 of the Treaty invests in the
Parliament responsibility for amending and modifying
the draft budget presented by the Council for its first
reading.

As rapporteur on the budget of the Communities for
1984 I have the task of presenting to you the deci-
sions that the Committee on Budgets is proposing to
the House, to form the basis of a constructive contribu-
tion by the Parliament to the budgetary dialogue.

Before discussing these decisions in detail, I should
like to outline the analyses and political intentions
underlying our proposals.

As you will remember, Parliament, responding to an
initiative from the Committee on Budgets, adopted a
set of budgetary policy guidelines for 1984 in March
this year. The Committee on Budgets was concerned
at the time to set the Community’s budgetary policy
in the context of the economic and social environ-
ment. Economic crisis remains the predominant
feature. Despite the real signs of recovery that are
being seen in the United States and to a lesser degree
in some Community countries, the economic forecasts
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that we are seeing from the Commission or the
OECD indicate that the growth rate in prospect will
not be sufficient to bring down the level of unemploy-
ment during 1984,

The budget of the Communities, we know, is not
large enough to have a decisive impact on the situa-
tion. Nevertheless, the Committee on Budgets found
that it would be possible, by judicious use of the
modest means available to Parliament, to make some
significant contributions to the task of dealing with
what has to be called the economic decline of the
Community.

Parliament’s task is all the more difficult in that the
Community is currently suffering an identity crisis as
well as a financial crisis.

Europe is going through a deep identity crisis, the
main contributory factor being the lack of political
will on the part of Member States to carry on with the
process of building the Community. Europe has lost
all momentum. Having established its agricultural
policy during the 1960s, and then its own resources
and a parliamentary form of institutional system
during the 1970s, it is now marking time.

Many problems have been clearly identified, for
instance in the context of the mandate of 30 May
1980. The institutions of the Community are finding
it totally impossible to find solutions which would be
lasting and would not lead to destruction of the
Community. The diagnosis is clear : the Community’s
decision-making process is conducive to deadlocks ;
the Commission’s role — particularly as an executive
and administrative body — has declined, while that of
the Council and the bodies attached to it has grown.

As for the Council, its behaviour is becoming more
like that of an intergovernmental organization, in
which everything has to be negotiated, rather than
that of an arm of the Community. Consequently,
conflicts between vested interests often override soli-
darity. Europe’s identity crisis has brought on a finan-
cial crisis. The budget obliges us to face up to the
facts.

The figures reflect the harsh reality. The draft budget
presented by the Council for 1984 is smaller, in terms
of payment appropriations, than the 1983 budget. We
should not therefore blind ourselves to the truth with
talk of stagnation: the Community is taking a step
back. With the exhaustion of available resources and
the Member States’ reluctance to make the effort
needed to create new resources, we have been put in a
position in which not only is it extremely difficult to
draw up a responsible budget for 1984 but we run a
real risk of insolvency.

Member States see this as further justification for
holding back on a more extensive transfer of
financing from the national to the Community level,
even where this would bring improved efficiency. The
rise in expenditure on agriculture has simply exacer-
bated the situation: with EAGGF expenditure

accounting for an increasing proportion of the whole,
the development of all other policies is compromised,
so that some of them are disappearing and others are
at risk of being renationalized.

This imbalance has led to the development of situa-
tions which are unacceptable in the eyes of certain
Member States, which believe that they are not
deriving sufficient benefit from Community expendi-
ture. This is not an imaginary problem. The situation
is therefore very grave. All the institutions of the
Community are now aware of this. The positions
taken up by the European Council in Stuttgart, the
Parliament’s budget guidelines for 1984, and the preli-
minary draft budget presented by the Commission all
evince a determined will to put an end to the process
of dissolution.

In Stuttgart, the Community Heads of State or Govern-
ment clearly demonstrated their intention of orga-
nizing a general review of the Community’s financial
problems. They set a time limit, laid down a proce-
dure, and decided that the method to be followed was
to make a ‘global’ examination of all aspects of the
budget dossier. The aim was not merely to arrest the
process of dissolution but to create the conditions for
a Community revival. No aspect of the dossier would
be given precedence over the others : creation of new
own resources, implementation of new policies,
improvement of budgetary discipline, and control of
agricultural spending are so many objectives to be
pursued in parallel with one another.

This general review by the Heads of Government has
meant that it has been possible to use a broader
canvas for the 1984 budget, so that it can become a
decisive stage in the Community’s efforts to put its
finances on a sound footing and express its policies
through its budget. This is how the guidelines voted
by Parliament in March 1983 should be understood.
In confirming the priorities of combating unemploy-
ment and combating hunger in the world, Parliament
has shown that it wants the budget to be used as the
means whereby the Community makes its contribu-
tion in support of the Member States’ efforts to deal
with the economic crisis.

In broad terms, the preliminary draft budget
presented by the Commission expressed the same
aims.

It gave prominence to action against unemployment
and hunger, but the Commission also sought to
improve the structure and balance of Community
finances, notably through the allocation of increased
resources for new policies. The main emphasis was on
strengthening  the  productive  apparatus  and
promoting new projects in selected sectors: energy,
new technology, innovation, research, transport. The
Commission also proposed action to improve the
quality of life, for instance through protection of the
environment. The contribution that it envisaged to
efforts to combat youth unemployment was focused
on training.
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The Commission was also concerned to promote a
better balance in Community finances by trying to
keep the rate of growth in agricultural spending below
that of growth in own resources. All these aims met
with Parliament’s support, and the delegation which
went to the conciliation procedure with the Council
on 23 July 1983 made plain that it was in favour of
the proportions proposed by the Commission. The
amendments that the Committee on Budgets is
commending to you today will therefore come as no
surprise to the Council. These amendments are in fact
exactly consistent with our guidelines and the conclu-
sions that we have drawn from the decisions taken in
Stuttgart.

You will therefore imagine our reaction, Mr President
of the Council, when we saw the draft budget
prepared by your institution. We are aware of the pres-
sures on the Member States and on the Community in
this time of economic crisis, and we too are in favour
of stricter budgetary control. Moreover, our Parliament
has, I believe, set an example in its tighter manage-
ment of staffing. It attaches great importance to good
management and budgetary efficiency, and it was to
this end that it set up its Committee on Budgetary
Control, which has done excellent work in conjunc-
tion with the Court of Auditors, as is generally
acknowledged. However, budgetary control should not
be destructive, it should not be an obstacle to progress
in development of the Community.

We accept the Council’s concern not to prejudge the
decisions to be taken by the European Council in
Athens. Nevertheless, the opposite extreme —
behaving as though no follow-up to Stuttgart were
called for — does not appear to be the right approach.
Instead, the Committee on Budgets is proposing that
we get on with preparing the ground for the decisions
to be taken on 6 December.

Following a detailed discussion, the Committee on
Budgets decided to opt for the revenue forecasts
drawn up by the Council in preference to those
proposed by the Commission.

It felt that these relatively pessimistic forecasts offered
an adequate guarantee that the necessary balance
between revenue and expenditure could be main-
tained. Hence its commendation to Parliament of
adherence to the 1% VAT ceiling, which it sees as the
application of a necessary constraint in these times of
economic restriction and a demonstration of Parlia-
ment’s willingness to play its part in the exercise of
strict budgetary control. It of course made its own task
harder by accepting this self-discipline.

A few words now on implementation of the guide-
lines. Parliament finds itself in a particularly difficult
position. It has chosen to give priority during 1984, as
in 1983, to action against unemployment and against
hunger in the world. The financial circumstances of
the Community, which is faced with exhaustion of

available resources, allow scope for only very limited
development of expenditure. The Committee on
Budgets therefore had to be very disciplined in exer-
cising its freedom of initiative. It apportioned the avail-
able funds among the various policies according to
the contribution that each could make to attainment
of the targets set.

Four main areas of activity were singled out, and
funds allocated to them according to the following
distribution. For social policy, the committee voted
149 million ECU, with a very substantial proportion
earmarked for youth employment. For action in the
economic sector, it voted 122 million ECU, two-thirds
of this amount being allocated to energy policy; I
draw your attention to the emphasis here on the
industry and internal market sectors. For regional
policy, it voted 120 million ECU, priority being given
in this case to those regions which are less prosperous
than the average for the Community. Finally, for coop-
eration and development, it voted 127.5 million ECU,
with 46 million ECU allocated to the programme to
combat hunger in the world and 52.9 million ECU to
food aid.

Difficult choices had to be made within each of these
areas. The Committee on Budgets received invaluable
assistance from the specialized committees, which
kept their demands within reasonable bounds and
showed an awareness of the need for compromise
which I take this opportunity to acknowledge. We
were therefore able to overcome many of the diffi-
culties and, given the framework of the priorities that
had been adopted, to accomodate many of the propo-
sals submitted to us by Parliament’s committees.

This brings me to the restructuring of expenditure. A
better balance in the apportionment of expenditure to
the various sectors is in fact a prerequisite for any
lasting solutions to the problems confronting the
Community, whether of a financial or a political
order. As Parliament has affirmed on countless occa-
sions, the proper approach to solving these problems
is to adopt a dual course combining the control of
agricultural spending with the development of those
policies which have become known as the new poli-
cies (energy, research, industrial policy, transport).
This is the only way to eliminate the unacceptable
situations which are currently eroding the cohesion of
the Community. This approach was reaffirmed in the
guidelines voted on 9 March 1983, and the Com-
mittee on Budgets has adhered fo it in adopting an
initiative which constitutes a coherent, indissociable
whole, although consisting of three parts : first, place-
ment in reserve of a significant proportion of the
appropriations for agriculture ; secondly, similar treat-
ment of the appropriations specifically intended for
the United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of
Germany ; finally, resolute action to launch new poli-
cies in the Community.
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On the agricultural reserve: the Council had itself
placed in reserve 250 million ECU of the 16.5 billion
ECU total appropriation proposed by the Commis-
sion ; in doing so, moreover, it was following the lead
given by the Parliament in connection with the
budget for 1983.

The Committee on Budgets decided that this reserve
should be more substantial and accordingly raised it
to 825 million ECU, or 5% of the total appropriation.
This reserve is designed to ensure that the figure of
16.5 billion ECU stemming from the decisions on
farm prices for 1984/1985 can be incorporated in the
total budget and to encourage the Commission to
administer these funds even more tightly. However,
the essential point that I should particularly like to
emphasize is that this reserve should be seen as a clear
signal to the European Council in Athens that we
expect the long overdue decision on the measures
needed to adapt the common agricultural policy. That
is the essential purpose.

(Applause)

On the reserve set aside for the United Kingdom and
the Federal Republic of Germany: the European
Council in Stuttgart granted a net refund of 750
million ECU to the United Kingdom in the context
of its adoption of the declaration on the future
financing of the Community. The Council accord-
ingly entered an appropriation of 1202 million ECU
for policies to be pursued in both the United
Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany. The
European Parliament has no intention of challenging
the volume of such appropriations. However, it does
mean to exercise its rights as joint repository, with the
Council, of budgetary authority.

Consequently, the Committee on Budgets decided in
favour of the following arrangements, which corre-
spond broadly with those adopted for 1982 and 1983.
The first stage is to classify all these appropriations as
non-compulsory expenditure. The items classed by
the Council as compulsory expenditure are in fact
concerned with new developments : special measures
to promote employment, specific transport infrastruc-
ture projects, whose classification will have to be
defined in consultations between the Council and the
Parliament when the legal basis becomes known, in
accordance with the terms of the inter-institutional
agreement of 30 jJune 1982. The next stage will be
reallocation of this expenditure on lines corre-
sponding to Community policies, already established
or yet to be defined, which fit in with Parliament’s
priorities. Finally, these appropriations are to be trans-
ferred to Chapter 100 pending the results expected of
the Athens summit, in the same way as the agricul-
tural reserve. It was appreciated that it was quite essen-
tial for Parliament’s decisions to command the widest
possible majority in the House. Clearly, therefore, the
agricultural reserve and the United Kingdom reserve
are to be taken together, and the decisions in Athens

are expected to take account of this connection
between them.

On development of new policies : the European Parlia-
ment cannot, assuredly, resign itself to the prospect of
a stagnating Community. If the Community loses the
dynamism from which it has derived its success and
ability to attract new members, it will wither and die.
Hence the special need for it to develop new lines of
action. We considered it particularly important that
there should be a major effort on the industrial side,
where progress will have a decisive influence in
creating jobs for the future. The Committee on
Budgets accordingly approved a number of provisions
for the promotion of a European industrial policy. A
commitment appropriation of 1210 million ECU has
been entered on the corresponding lines of the
budget, and should provide the means for develop-
ment of various forms of practical action on a signifi-
cant scale.

These lines of action received unanimous support
from the representatives of the political groups, and
tomorrow afternoon’s meeting of the Committee on
Budgets will see the final adoption of the wording for
the compromise remarks. At all events, there is no
doubt that Parliament will expect clear positions on
all the matters raised in Stuttgart to emerge from the
European Council in Athens. In addition, Parliament
will be responding to the overall results of the Euro-
pean Council in Athens in a manner which does not
discriminate against any Member State. These are
matters on which there is already agreement among
the coordinators of the political groups.

In conclusion, Madam President, Mr President of the
Council, ladies and gentlemen, I appeal most earn-
estly to the House in reiterating the absolute necessity
of adhering to the 1% ceiling. In doing so, I am
asking for a responsible attitude, but we also expect
the Council to be equally mindful of its responsibili-
ties when examining the draft budget that we will be
submitting to it.

We have achieved a consensus in Parliament which
for the first time, it seems to me, strikes a proper
balance between the various dossiers on Europe’s
agenda : agriculture, certain Member States’ contribu-
tions, budgetary balance. These dossiers are manifestly
interrelated. If we can maintain this interrelationship,
we shall perhaps, as I sincerely hope, create the condi-
tions for further progress in the construction of
Europe.

(Applause)

Mr Pfennig (PPE), rapporteur.— (DE) Madam Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, may I add a general
remark to what my co-rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, has
just said, and then comment specifically on the
reports on the budgets of Parliament, the Council, the
Economic and Social Committee, the Court of Justice
and the Court of Auditors for which I am responsible.
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With expenditure totalling 254 thousand million
ECU in 1984, the Community’s entire revenue is
being appropriated in a draft budget for the first time.
If Parliament adopts the proposals of the Committee
on Budgets it will be going right up to the limit of
our financial resources — but no further. In 1984, the
European Community’s expenditure still won’t exceed
its revenue, unlike our Member States, whose national
budgets always contain higher spending than revenue
estimates. Taken as a whale, Member States’ annual
excess expenditure alone far exceeds the total spend-
ing of the European Community. This ought to be
borne in mind in reviewing the Community budget in
order to put things into proportion.

If Parliament decides to appropriate the total 1984
revenue for expenditure, this is for two reasons:

Firstly, agricultural spending has gone up again from
60% of the budget in 1982 to nearly 70%, because
the national ministers have been unable to agree on
agricultural reforms. This only leaves financial scope
for the Community’s other policies — e.g. reducing
unemployment, social, regional, energy and research
policies, and food aid — provided the remaining 30%
is utilized to the full. That is what the Committee on
Budgets has done and hopes you will accept.

The second reason why we have exhausted this 30%
is that it is high time new Community policies —
such as the transport and communications policy
envisaged in the Rome Treaties, a comprehensive
Community research policy, a long-term structural
policy for industrial innovation and Community
markets, and a Mediterranean programme with special
reference to the accession of Spain and Portugal —
were introduced.

The increases proposed by Parliament for this
spending are very modest, but the declarations of
commitment for the following years express our inten-
tions.

Like my colleague Mr Arndt this morning, I would
like to point out that since my 1980 report on the
future of the budget and the Community’s financial
system, Parliament’s approach has been that:

a) it is time tasks were divided up between the
Community and Member States, the Community
only being responsible for tasks which it can
perform more effectively and/or cheaply than all
the Member States together ;

b) the Community budget should provide funds for
these tasks, lessening the demands on Member
States’ national budgets ; and

¢) Member States and the Community should make
efforts to economize in all sectors of the Commu-
nity budget. This principle is reflected in the 1984
draft budget, even though we are going to the limit
of our financial resources.

May I cite three points by way of illustration. Mrs
Scrivener has proposed on behalf of the Committee
on Budgets to allocate 1200 million ECU for repay-
ments to the UK and the Federal Republic of
Germany to the reserve. She has also proposed appro-
priating a total of some 750 million ECU for agricul-
tural spending to the reserve. These proposals repre-
sent an admonition to the Council to spend Commu-
nity funds more carefully and more wisely in future
and to introduce the long-overdue reforms for expen-
diture and revenue. Thirdly, the administrative
budgets I have processed for Parliament, the Council,
the Court of Justice, the Court of Auditors and the
Economic and Social Committee include some very
substantial savings.

These five institutions will recruit virtually no new
staff. Altogether five new positions are proposed, three
for the Court of Justcie and two for the Economic and
Social Committee. These positions relate to productive
functions and not purely administrative ones. The cost
of these appointments will be met by a reduction in
expense on other items in 1984. Might I also remind
this House that excluding information material for the
1984 elections this draft budget is actually 0.2% less
than the 1983 draft budget.

The Council and Parliament jointly propose an
average increase in the expenditure of these five insti-
tutions of just under 5%, i.e., from 404814778 ECU
to 425585075 ECU. This is the lowest growth-rate for
years. If Parliament adopts the recommendations of
the Committee on Budgets, it will be saving even
more than the Council, our 1984 spending estimate
for Parliament being 22800 ECU less than that for the
Council. While not a large sum it is nevertheless valid
proof of Parliament’s determination to cut its adminis-
trative costs even further than those of the Council of
Ministers. I trust these three examples have convinced
you that we have been anything but reckless in
earmarking every penny of revenue for expenditure in
1984.

I would like to comment on the budgets of Parlia-
ment, the Council, the Economic and Social
Committee and the Courts of Justice and Auditors as
follows. All five institutions are to adopt a modified
expenditure scheme which has been included in the
amendments and which provides for a more detailed
breakdown of budgetary items and remarks. The
object of this is to make budgets more transparent and
easier to compare while preventing funds from being
misspent, which all the institutions — even the
Council — have been guilty of at some time or other.

No changes are envisaged in Parliarqcnt’s budget as
against the preliminary draft. The chairmen of the
political groups requested some new positions, but
these were rejected by the Committee on Budgets.
The Committee on Budgets asks for your permission
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to elaborate some proposals regarding the reorganiza-
tion of our administration, in addition to those of the
Presidency, by the second reading of the budget. You
will recall that the House decided when the prelimi-
nary draft was being debated that for our parliamen-
tary administration to function efficiently Members
ought to have the use of over 20% of its staff’s
services.

With regard to the Council’'s budget, may I merely
refer you to the explanatory statement to the relevant
resolution. The Committee on Budgets thinks that if
the Council were to apply its own principles it, too,
could cut down a little more on costs. The Committee
on Budgets proposes the same expenditure estimate
for the Economic and Social Committee as the
Council does. We do, however, want to increase
revenue by 13000 ECU. For changes in establishment
plans may I refer you to the amendments. The addi-
tional costs will be balanced by cuts in other items, so
that there will be no change in overall outlay.

The same goes by implication for the budget of the
Court of justice. No changes are proposed for the
Court of Auditors establishment plan in 1984, the
Court having voluntarily foregone any changes in the
interests of economy. As I mentioned just now, by
restructuring some expenses we have even been able
to cut the total by 22800 ECU as against the Council’s
estimate.

I would therefore like to ask you to vote in favour of
the amendments recommended by the Committee on
Budgets and myself. Only these can guarantee that the
policy of stringency advocated by the Committee on
Budgets is actually applied to administrative expendi-
ture.

(Applause. Mr Alavanos asks for the floor)

President. — I understand, Mr Alavanos, that you
have a point of order. However, if your point of order
is not in accordance with the Rules of Procedure, I
shall have to ask you to cease immediately, or would
you like to withdraw your point of order now ?

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Madam President, I
realize that I am interrupting the debate, and I appre-
ciate that this matter has nothing to do with the
budget. However, it is extremely serious. I refer to the
American invasion of Grenada. We cannot stay silent
about this affair, particularly when there is a question
involved for the Commission of the European
Communities. Namely that ...

President. — [ am sorry, Mr Alavanos, I warned you
that if you were not in accordance with the Rules of
- Procedure of this House, I could not give you the
floor.

Mr Georgiadis, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(GR) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I am
particularly happy to be representing the Council here

today in the debate on the 1984 budget. The role of
the European Parliament in the budgetary ratification
process is laid down in the Treaties. This role is an
important one and is respected by the other arm of
the budgetary authority.

In this spirit, the Council has studied the report
drafted on behalf of the Committee on Budgets by
your rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, and will also take
careful account of the final decisions Parliament
arrives at on completing the debate. The representa-
tive of the Council is present at this debate for a twin
purpose. Firstly, to elucidate the motives which influ-
enced the Council when drawing up the draft which
you are scrutinizing and, secondly, to glean from the
debate your own conclusions and positions so that the
Council can look into them thoroughly when it
embarks on the second reading.

The Council is, of course, aware of the European
Parliament’s enduring views concerning the priorities
which it thinks ought to be incorporated in the
budget. If the Council has been unable to adhere to
all these priorities, this is because over and beyond the
legitimate yardsticks it has had to face harsh reality.
The draft budget established by the Council thus

bears the mark of realism.

This realism obliged the Council to have regard to
three constraints in drawing up the draft. For one
thing, the process of negotiation aimed at the reform
of the common policies, at finding new resources for
the Community and at giving it a new direction has
not yet been completed. Because of this, the Council
has had to make its decisions exclusively on the basis
of existing regulations and arrangements. The second
constraint consists in the fact — which you yourselves
have asserted — that the Community’s resources are
exhausted, and this imposes a need for prudence and
restraint in financial policy. The third constraint is
linked with the international economic recession,
which is a limiting factor on the revenue side of the
Community budget. '

Of course, in a debate such as this one cannot neglect
to stress the limitations of the budget in relation to
the needs it has to cover, as well as the fact that it
does not take account of all of the repercussions
arising from Community integration. As is known, it
leaves out all the consequences of the trade policy,
and it is precisely this which places a value on the
redistributive role it ought to have. Nonetheless, it is
certain that some policies will be more effectively
unified by the budget, though it is doubtful whether
the sought-after balance of expenditure is achieved in
this budget.

Everyone in the Community speaks about a restruc-
turing of the budget to make it more effective and to
give it a better balance. However, the dilemma
confronting all of us is: restructuring, to the detri-
ment of which sector and in favour of which sector?
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Personally I believe that this dilemma would disap-
pear if the Community were soon to arrive at a deci-
sion to increase the resources of the budget, some-
thing which would not put the existing and tried poli-
cies at risk, and which would also serve to make
resources available for the new policies which the
Community stands in need of in order to promote its
competitiveness at the international level. With such
an end in sight it ought also to be our object to cut
back on the growth of certain items of expenditure.
However, the present rigidity of the revenue side and
of the greater part of the expenditure side has
prevented the Council from drafting a more balanced
budget.

Ladies and gentlemen, now that I have made these
introductory remarks, allow me to touch on certain
central features of the budget under your scrutiny. I
shall not cite figures, because you already know these
from the presentation and from the documents which
have been made available to you. I shall just draw
attention to certain of the Council’s motives and to
certain assumptions which are pertinent to your
debate today.

Firstly, we recognize that this is a difficult budget,
with the quantitative magnitudes almost unchanged.
Secondly, we note with satisfaction that you accept the
Council’s prudent and cautious assessment of revenue.
Thirdly, we note your assertion concerning the need
to stay within the confines of the existing ceiling on
our own resources.

As regards the appropriations for agriculture in parti-
cular, we consider that the Commission’s assessments
constitute a sober forecast of the expenditure levels
which will be necessary for the common agricultural
policy in 1984, and so the Council has left these
credits unchanged. The Council has put 250 million
ECU into Chapter 100 with a view to encouraging the
Commission to exercise greater stringency in the
management of these credits. The proposal in the
Scrivener report to place 850 million ECU in Chapter
100 is made in anticipation of the outcome of the
Athens summit, but it is not reconcilable with the
motives which led the Council to put 250 million
ECU in Chapter 100.

Concerning the amounts which have been set aside to
cover refunds to the United Kingdom and Germany,
the Council has acted on the basis of the political deci-
sion taken at Strasbourg. This arrangement does not,
of course, prejudge the lasting and long-term settle-
ment of the problem, which is being discussed
currently in the framework of the wider negotiations.
In classifying these appropriations the Council opted
for the classification which has been used in the past,
and this will be considered during the consultations
between the institutions. On this point, I would like
to call it to your attention that placing these amounts
in Chapter 100, as proposed, would complicate

matters in respect of a decision which has already
been taken and would not improve the climate of the
current negotiations. On the contrary, it would
perhaps sour things. The argument based on the
absence of regulations does not validate this proposal ;
in view of that the Council intends to institute the
necessary regulations as soon as possible.

As regards other appropriations for combating unem-
ployment, reducing regional disparities, developing
new policies, aid to the developing countries, and like-
wise food aid, I must stress the genuine inability of
the Council to make available the funds which would
in all likelihood be necessary for these policies.

I turn now to your proposal for a substantial increase
in the appropriations for covering obligations which
have been undertaken in the sectors I have just
mentioned. To the extent that it would not be covered
by existing and guaranteed financial resources, such
an increase would be hazardous and would create
problems in financial planning.

Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, with these
general remarks I believe I have dealt with the main
motives of the Council and the more important issues
open for discussion. The Council awaits your final
decisions and will study them with interest. It will do
everything possible, within the existing provisions and
the balance between the institutions, to see that the
budgetary procedure is completed with a minimum of
friction and in such a way as to permit the Commu-
nity to function smoothly at this difficult time.

We believe that if the budget moves along in this way
the Athens summit will be freed from distraction
when it examines the major options which must be
embraced if the Community’s problems are to be over-
come and its future course made easier.

(Applause)

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Madam President, I listened with great care both to
Mrs Scrivener’s speech and to the President-in-Office
of the Council. I shall just say a word on the Presi-
dent’s speech. I hope very much that the final few
phrases that he uttered will indeed represent the spirit
with which the Council conducts its activities during
the latter part of the year. What he said about
compromise and taking into account the views of the
other arm of the budgetary authority seemed, if I may
say so, to be exactly the right tone, and I hope that
the Council, in general, will operate on that basis
during the final months of the year. If it does so, I
think our chances of bringing this budgetary process
to a satisfactory conclusion before the end of the
Greek Presidency will be very much enhanced.

When I presented the Commission’s preliminary draft
budget for 1984 to this House in May of this year, I
drew attention to the extent to which the Commission
had taken account of Parliament’s guidelines. By
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contrast, the Council, when establishing its draft
budget in July, imposed severe cuts for many items of
non-compulsory expenditure, not only in relation to
payment appropriations, where the pressure of
resource availability in the short term is particularly
acute, as the President-in-Office of the Council
pointed out, but also, of course, in relation to commit-
ment appropriations. At the end of their Budget
Council meeting, I specifically protested against the
arbitrary fashion in which some of these cuts in
commitment appropriations had been imposed. I
want to draw attention to that. It was not only the
scale to which I objected. It was the very arbitrary way
in which some of the cuts had been made that I
found unacceptable.

I am therefore particularly pleased that Parliament’s
Committee on Budgets, in its work and in the recom-
mendations it is putting to this House, has shared that
concern. Mrs Scrivener's proposals constitute a
balanced and well-thought-out package. The
Committee on Budgets, which has an extremely diffi-
cult task in confronting the demands, requirements,
hopes and aspirations of all the various committees
that go to make up this House, has, I believe, exer-
cised a serious choice of priorities, both as regards
payment appropriations, where the remaining margin
of the Community’s own resources imposes a parti-
cular limitation, and also as regards commitment
appropriations, where it is reasonable to take a longer-
term view. If the Commission itself had been asked to
do a similar exercise of adjusting its aspirations to the
constraints of the Community budgetary situation, we
would, I think — I always hesitate, of course, to speak
on behalf of my colleagues in these matters — prob-
ably have come up with very similar results.

For payments, the Committee on Budgets proposes
the full use of the 556 million ECU of remaining
resources for 1984 within the 1% ceiling, in accor-
dance with the priorities set out in Parliament’s own
guidelines resolution. For commitments, the Com-
mittee on Budgets proposes more substantial
increases. This is in line with the political declarations
of all three major institutions — Patliament, Council
and the Commission itself — to give a new impetus
to the development of Community policies, in parti-
cular in the fields of energy, research and innovation.
Just as the Commission protested against the arbitrary
cuts imposed by the Council, so too we welcome the
proposed restoration by Mrs Scrivener and the
Committee on Budgets. Without significant commit-
ment appropriations for non-agricultural policies, the
objective of restructuring the Community budget
would recede more and more into a distant future.
Moreover, without these increases, the aim that addi-
tional Community resources should be used for the
development of non-agricultural policies and not
merely for coping with the growing costs of agricul-
tural surplus production would be in danger of losing
its credibility.

I think I should also comment upon the risks which
surround the 1984 budget. The European Parliament
is being called upon to vote on a budget which, if
adopted, would use up all the Community’s own avail-
able resources. In the Green Paper on future
financing, as well as in our specific formal proposals
in this field, the Commission has drawn attention to
the inconveniences and risks which flow from having
to manage the Community’s policies in the shadow of
the exhaustion of its own resources. Now, of course,
we are living in this shadow. I think nobody can deny
that this is a serious situation and one which has to be
of great concern to us all.

During the nearly seven years of my time as Budget
Commissioner, there has been on average at least one
supplementary budget per year. The reasons for this
are well known.

For revenues, as well as agricultural expenditure, the
budget is based on working hypotheses which are
outside the Community’s control. In particular I refer
to exchange-rate fluctuations, world market conditions
for agricultural products and, of course, the evolution
of the general economic situation. In 1984 however
— it is perhaps appropriate that it should be in that
patticular year — there will be no scope for a supple-
mentary budget if our own resources are exhausted.
Any adjustments to the budget will have to consist of
rectifications within the existing total.

For revenues, the Council’s draft was about 750
million ECU lower than the Commission’s estimate
in the preliminary draft budget. In view of the consid-
erable uncertainties about the economic outlook for
1984, it is impossible to assert that one figure or the
other is the correct one. The difference of about 3%
of total revenues is in any case within the range of
forecasting uncertainty. But given the proximity of the
1% ceiling and the consequent need to err, if at all,
on the side of prudence, the Commission recom-
mends acceptance of the lower figure.

The need for prudence is underlined by the fact that
even for 1983, after nearly ten months of budgetary
implementation, the situation as regards the end-of-
year balance to be carried over into 1984 is still open.
It remains to be seen whether the possible shortfall in
customs duties and agricultural levies will be offset by
unused budgetary appropriations and exchange-rate
gains. The uncertainties are such that a small negative
balance at the end of the year cannot, therefore, be
excluded. In these circumstances I am afraid the
Commission cannot confirm the assurance to which
reference is made in paragraph 3 of Mrs Scrivener’s
motion for a resolution.

Finally, there is the question of the proposed credits
for EAGGF (Guarantee Section). The Council has left
the total amount of credits proposed by the Commis-
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sion unchanged, but has put 250 m ECU into Chapter
100. The recommendation of the Committee on
Budgets goes in the same direction : no change in the
global figure but an additional amount in Chapter
100. The global figure of 16500 m ECU implies an
increase over the 1983 figure, including the second
supplementary budget, of 4%, as against an average
annual increase in EAGGF expenditure of 16% over
the last ten years and an increase of 28% from 1982
to 1983. It is clear therefore that, in order to assure
the continued operation of the common agricultural
policy within the available budgetary credits, both
tight financial management and changes in some of
the CAP legislation will be necessary. I hope that
those points are clearly taken on board by Members of
this House when they refer to what I have said on this
occasion. I have had the impression, listening to one
or two of the speeches in the brief debate on the agri-
cultural advances, that some of the qualifications
which I made during my appearance before the
Committee on Agriculture and the Committee on
Budgets were rather overlooked by people who wished
only to look on the bright side and not to take
account of the rather darker aspects of our budgetary
situation.

The Commission, in its document COM(83)500 and
in its subsequent specific proposals for the reform of
the common agricultural policy, has put the Commu-
nity in a position to take the necessary decisions. It is
vital that these decisions should be urgently taken.

That brings me to the end of the brief introductory
remarks which I wished to make. I would like to
conclude, as I began, by congratulating the Com-
mittee on Budgets on the extremely difficult task that
it has carried through and on the result that it has
achieved, and to say how much I hope that the House
will follow Mrs Scrivener and the committee in its
work. I would also like to say that in the circum-
stances in which we find ourselves — circumstances
which I have attempted to sketch -out, where we are
right up against the limit of our financial resources,
where there are clearly 2 number of uncertainties and
imponderables which it is quite impossible to put into
concrete certitudes or concrete forecasts — it is going
to be necessary for all of us, Parliament and the
Council and the Commission, to keep cool and to
keep calm and not to flap with every change that
takes place in the outlook or in the underlying circum-
stances and, above all, to be prepared to compromise
in the way that the President-in-Office of the Council
indicated in his remarks.

Madam President, my colleague, Mr Pisani, as you will
observe, is with me, and I hope it will be for the
convenience of the House if he also makes some
comments about some specific problems in the sector
for which he is responsible.

IN THE CHAIR : MR FRIEDRICH
Vice-President

Mr Pisani, Member of the Commission. — (FR)
Following the speech by my colleague responsible for
the budget, a contribution from me would be
untimely were it not necessary and were I unable to
assure you that it will be brief.

I should first of all like to say to the rapporteur and
the Committee on Budgets how grateful I am, on
behalf of the department for which I am responsible,
for the measured response of the parliamentary institu-
tion following the excessive rigour shown by the
Council in regard to development policy.

That, however, is not my main theme. I have to deal
with two technical points. The first is concerned with
food aid. Food aid appears on two lines, one for 1984
and the other for earlier years. For reasons which are
explained in the rules, we have had to use these two
lines for a number of years now in a way which the
Court of Auditors and the Committee on Budgetary
Control consider somewhat excessive.

In the amendments that he has tabled, Mr Irmer sug-
gests that these practices should be discontinued.
Although we agree with the substance of what he is
asking for, we hope that no such decision will be
taken in respect of the coming year since this would
result in a cut in the funds available for food aid in
1984, so that we would be unable to honour the
commitments that we have given or to meet the
demands of the unfortunately very grave situations
prevailing in many parts of the world.

We therefore ask either that Mr Irmer withdraw his
amendments with the agreement of the committee of
which he is rapporteur or that the House vote against
them, since they would leave us powerless to act.

My second point is concerned with implementation of
the financial protocols concluded with the Maghreb
and the Mashreq in connection with the old agree-
ments which expired in 1981. We had thought that
we had cleared the payments in respect of all the
years for which we had commitments with our ‘MMI’
partners and that it would be enough to show two
dashes in the budget so that the line could be kept in
being although not operational. We now hope that
these dashes can be changed into a token entry, since,
despite what we expected at the beginning of 1983,
we find at this stage of the year there will still be
some payments to be made during 1984.

These, then, are two purely technical items which do
not affect the financial and budgetary balances
proposed by the Commission in any way, but are
necessary to proper management in our area of respon-
sibility.

(Applause)
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Mr Blaney (CDI), draftsman of the opinion of the
Committee on Agriculture. — Mr President, primarily
I want to draw the attention of the House to the
amendments tabled on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture proposing additions to the text of the
Scrivener motion for a resolution. As colleagues well
know, Parliament cannot effectively change the level
of spending on farm support by votes on the budget,
because that is obligatory spending. However, what we
can do is to suggest how the pattern of spending
could be changed by changes in the machinery. That
is what our debates have to be about from now on, Mr
President, not just how much the CAP costs but who
the money goes to. On that point of costs, might I say
to Mr Pfennig and to many others that the cost of the
CAP in the proposed 1984 budget is not 70%, but on
a true accounting basis has been reduced to 43% of
the total resources of the Community.

I appeal to colleagues, whatever their views of the
CAP, to read the Committee on Agriculture’s amend-
ments, because I think they offer us a basis for a new
approach. Today I hope there is an awareness that (1)
we can no longer waste precious public money by
paying it to farmers who do not need it, and (2) we
must do all we can to maintain precious jobs in
farming and in agricultural areas.

For some time now, it has begun to be accepted that
we have to put a stop to the open-ended guarantee to
buy up whatever is produced irrespective of what can
be done with it. But the formulae tried out or
proposed so far have one fault, as I see it, in common.
They apply across the board to all producers. At first
sight that may seem a fair solution, but the fact is that
all these measures hit hardest at the small farms and,
above all, at the ones that are doing their best to
improve their methods and techniques. At the other
end of the scale — and I am talking here mainly
about the dairy sector, for that is where the problem is
greatest — you have what we call ‘factory farms’.
These produce milk with the most productive cows,
the most modern machinery, imported feed and with
almost no land in certain cases. Their existence was
made possible by the open-ended guarantee. Their
expansion has been encouraged by low-cost imports
benefiting from gaps in the protection round the
Community. First it was soya replacing Community-
produced forage ; now it is a growing flood of cereal
substitutes such as brans, glutens, citrus wastes,
manioc and so on, imports of which rose from 6.2 m
to 14.4 m tonnes in the six years up to 1980, and the
trend continues. The result of these imports is not just
costly milk surpluses ; because they replace Communi-
ty-produced feed grains, the result is additional grain
exports to the world market which have to be subsi-
dized.

The second Community policy, alongside the CAP, is
supposed to be commercial policy. It should match

and support the CAP, not undermine it. It is for these
reasons that the Committee on Agriculture calls in
Amendment No 2 for rapid and vigorous action in
this field, a tax on fats and oils other than olive oil
and a renegotiation of international commitments to
restore an adequate level of protection. Another vital
demand from our committee is for the rapid abolition
of monetary compensatory amounts. They are a
wasteful burden on the budget. They also favour the
expansion of factory-farms, because they steer the flow
of cereal substitutes towards the hard-currency coun-
tries.

Mr President, there is a natural increase in agricultural
productivity, especially in the dairy sector. It is right
that there should be, as farmers strive to improve their
standard of living. Surely we do not want to
discourage that process. Yet that is what across-the-
board measures, in fact, do. What we need instead is
something that will ensure that small farmers can stay
on the land and at the same time put a brake on the
rise in output by the biggest farms. In the same
Amendment No 2 the Committee on Agriculture
calls on the Commission to look seriously again into
what one could call simply a multi-tier-price system.
It may well be — and I am personally convinced of
this — that part of the solution to our surplus
problem is along those lines. The Committee on Agri-
culture hopes for your support for that amendment.

There is one part of the budget, Mr President, where
the Committee on Agriculture takes the same attitude
as other committees of this House in that we want
more money in order to preserve and create jobs. That
is in agricultural structures. If farmers are forced to
leave the land, it will worsen the unemployment
problems in the cities and towns. If they are enabled,
on the other hand, to stay and to improve their farms,
it means more jobs in the farming and peripheral
areas. That was always the point of the Guidance
Section of the Agricultural Fund. Yet Guidance has
shrunk over the years to a miserly percentage of the
total farm spending, and what have we seen this year
in the 1984 budget? It is the only sector directly
related to economic activity and job-creation where
there is actually a cut proposed. That is why the
Committee on Agriculture has tabled a series of
amendments seeking modest increases in spending on
farm structures.

Finally, Mr President, I would draw your attention to
two other sectors. The first is fisheries, where the
common policy finally adopted last January after
years of delay will not mean much unless adequate
staff can be recruited and adequate funds made avail-
able. The second is forestry. It is a depressing fact, Mr
President, that while an active forestry policy could
help reduce the Community’s trade deficit, create
employment, contribute to energy supply and provide
extra income for small farmers, not a penny is set
aside in the 1984 budget to bring about such a policy.



No 1-305/72

Debates of the European Parliament

25. 10. 83

Blaney

In conclusion, Mr President, let me summarize this
way the message from the Committee on Agriculture.
There are measures that could be taken now which
would reduce the burden on the budget and do so
without penalizing the farmers we need to support
and to keep on the land. These are: (1) a tax on fats
and oils and an adequate level of protection against
imports of cereals and cereal substitutes ; (2) the rapid
abolition of monetary compensation amounts ; and (3)
a serious examination of a multi-tier system of price
guarantees. These would point the way to a fairer
CAP, the money going to those who really need it. It
is in that spirit that I appeal to the House to support
the amendments tabled by the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

Mr Herman (PPE), deputy draftsman of an opinion
for the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs. — (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
the various Member States’ national budgets are
running at a substantial collective deficit, and this
represents a serious if not insurmountable obstacle to
economic recovery. Not only are our Governments
having massive recourse to the financial markets,
thereby pushing up interest rates (which we should
like to see brought down to boost investment and
expansion), but the average fiscal ‘take’, if social secu-
rity contributions are included, is about 50 % of gross
national product in the Community. Comparing this
figure with 33% in the United States and 34 % in
Japan, we see that we are at a structural disadvantage
vis-d-vis those two economies, and for a long time to
come. Other things being equal, this ‘take’ can be
regarded as a kind of overhead to be borne by our
economy which can prosper only of it is able to hold
its own on a fiercely competitive world market. It
would appear that our States and our Governments are
experiencing the greatest difficulty in making up this
leeway and that, insofar as they are succeeding in polit-
ical terms, they are creating deflationary conditions
which in turn militate against the policy of promoting
expansion and securing jobs that they would wish to
pursue.

It would certainly seem that the most rational solu-
tion, the one which would be least costly to the
taxpayer, would be to integrate this public spending
under a coordinated European policy, since it would
then be more efficient and less of a burden. It cannot
be denied that there is enormous waste, duplication
and certainly poor value for money in public
spending at national level. It is natural, therefore, that
consideration of the Community budget should
prompt us to look for this spending to be transferred
to the European level, since this would make for more
efficient use of resources than at national level. This,
then, is my first general observation, an expression of
regret that the budget which we are about to approve
falls far short of reflecting concern for such improve-
ments and at best makes minimal progress along

these lines. Hence the need for the Heads of State of
Government, when they meet in Athens, to agree
among themselves that it is in their common interest
to allocate more of their available resources to Euro-
pean policies, which are more cost-effective and place
less of a burden on their own budgets.

That said, I should like to say a few words in support
of the priorities recommended by our committee.
First of all, we are anxious that the policy that is being
carried out to restructure the steel industry, especially
the social aspect of this policy, should be backed by
the necessary financial resources. It is for this reason
that the committee has restored the funding cut by
the Counci! to its original level.

We attribute top priority, however, to the Esprit
programme. This programme provides us with a frame-
work for a serious effort to give fresh impetus to the
development of new technology in the information
field, where we have fallen a long way behind. The
committee is therefore insistent that this article of the
budget in particular deserves to be upheld.

Finally, we have reinstated a number of minor amend-
ments — the amounts of the budgets that our
committee deals with are of course very very small —
concerned with small and medium-sized businesses. It
is our hope that these businesses, which create most
jobs, which have the greatest flexibility and adapta-
bility in the current economic conditions, should be
those to which we devote our main concern and that
they should therefore be given priority in the budget.

Mr Adam (S), draftsman of the opinion of the
Committee on Energy, Research and Technology. — 1
want to begin by thanking Mrs Scrivener for the work
she has done as rapporteur this year. The regular meet-
ings that she has held with the committee draftsmen
for exchanges of information and views have certainly
given our budgetary activities direction and impetus.

Mr President, it is clear that the Council paid no atten-
tion to the case which had been made for particular
budget lines. Indiscriminate panic cuts were the order
of the day, as Commissioner Tugendhat has already
indicated. The Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology cannot accept this sort of budget. Commu-
nity policies are not a dispensable luxury, to be jetti-
soned when times get hard ; they are a solution to the
problem of hard times. If the Community had had a
genuine energy policy, the recent recession would not
have bitten so hard, and we should have been in a
better competitive position. That is why the budgetary
repayment to the United Kingdom cannot take the
form of an unconditional transfer of cash. Certainly,
the financial obligation must be honoured, but the
compensation must not be effected in a way that
makes a mockery of Community principles, as
happened with the supplementary budget No 1 for
1983.
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The course now recommended by the Committee on
Budgets is to divide the sum of 456 m ECU in Article
707 among four other lines. These all concern coal.
Three of the items, 7023, 7024 and 7025, reflect the
important new solid-fuels policy. Since the United
Kingdom and Germany are by far the biggest coal-pro-
ducers in the Community, the funds in question can
be disbursed in a way that meets the intention of the
Stuttgart agreement. The fourth of the coal items
concerns the modernization of coal-fired power-sta-
tions. This is intended to help solve the worsening
problem of acid rain and, by improving efficiency, to
help secure this important coal market in the future.

In my committee, this strategy towards Article 707
was not supported by a majority of the members. The
preferred approach was to insert new ‘remarks’
designed to guarantee the specifically Community
character of the measures to be financed. However, I
must admit that the proposals of the Committee on
Budgets do meet some of our objectives.

I turn now to Chapter 73, on research. Here we must
bear in mind three new developments of exceptional
importance : the framework programme, Esprit and
the new four-year programme for the Joint Research
Centre which widen the scope of Community
research policy. All of these begin to take effect in
1984. The framework programme, which Parliament
has approved, represents the overall structure.

We have at last got full recognition of the need for all
Community research action to be integrated into a
coherent set of aims and priorities. We have also got
recognition that Community activity goes much wider
than the development of nuclear technology and takes
in important areas of non-nuclear research. For this
reason especially I hope that Parliament will support
the amendments which aim to restore the Commis-
sion’s plans for new indirect-action research pro-
grammes.

As far as Esprit is concerned, there is a wide
consensus on the importance of this programme for
the Community’s ability to compete in the new
markets in information technology. My committee
and the Committee on Budgets both believe that the
whole of the Commission’s original request, in terms
of money and staff, should be accorded, and I call on
the Parliament to back up the approval which it gave
only two weeks ago to the Veronesi report by ensuring
that Esprit gets these budgetary resources.

Two weeks ago, Parliament also adopted the Linkohr
report on the Joint Research Programme. In doing so,
it approved the staffing level proposed by the Commis-
sion, which implies 38 new posts. The Committee on
Budgets has not supported this. The Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology wants a détermined
effort to renew and rejuvenate the staff of the Joint
Research Centre both by bringing in new blood and
by allowing older members to retire early. The early

retirement scheme is blocked by Council at the
present time, but we cannot afford to wait for the
Council to make up its mind before bringing in new
blood. If the programme is to be executed success-
fully, experts are needed in fields not covered by
present staff. Without the new experts, we cannot
have the new projects. By refusing recruitment, we
place all our ambitions for the successful renewal of
the Joint Research Centre at risk and thereby
undermine the entire research strategy. I therefore
particularly urge support for the committee’s request
for these new posts.

Mr Patterson (ED), drafisman of the opinion of the
Committee on Soctal Affairs and Employment. — Mr
President, in my remarks on behalf of the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment, 1 begin with the
Social Fund, which takes up far and away the largest
sum of money for which my committee is respon-
sible. We have had two preoccupations this year
which I might describe under the headings of form
and content. On the matter of form, the problem has
been that right up until the last moment, we have not
been certain what the basic Social Fund regulation
was to be.

In the past, the Social Fund has been divided up into
a very complicated system of separate lines for
different types of target groups. This has had the
disadvantage from the point of view of the Commis-
sion of making it extremely difficult for the Commis-
sion to administer properly. However, it has had the
advantage from Parliament’s point of view that we
have been able to lay down and indicate our priorities
as between different groups. For example, we have
been able to indicate the priority we wish to give to
the disabled and handicapped.

The new regulation, which has now come into effect,
is very much simpler. It merely states that up to 75%
of the Social Fund should be directed to young people
under the age of 25, that up to 5% should be reserved
for specific pilot projects and that 40% of the total
after the pilot projects should be directed towards the
absolute priority regions. Parliament accepted this
great simplification, but we also noted that it took
away our ability to determine these priorities, and
therefore, following the passage of the Barbagli resolu-
tion on the Social Fund, we instituted conciliation
proceedings with the Council with a view to restoring
our ability to influence the details of the Fund. What
we were seeking was an assurance from the Council
that Parliament would be consulted on the guidelines.
I have to say that the conciliation procedure, from our
point of view, has now proved a complete success.
Parliament looks forward to being consulted on the
guidelines for the 1984 Social Fund and, therefore, it
is possible for Parliament now to accept the form of
the new Social Fund as laid down in the new regula-
tion.
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I now come to the content. Last year there were
considerable increases in the Social Fund. This was
not surprising inasmuch as it is one of the main instru-
ments which the Community has to fight unemploy-
ment.

Mr President, could I pause for a moment. There is an
extremely loud conversation going on behind me.

As | was saying, last year the Social Fund was
increased, not surprisingly since it was one of the
main instruments we have to fight unemployment.
This year unemployment has not ceased to be a
problem. Indeed, unemployment has increased again.
Therefore, it would be logical, would it not, that this
Parliament should vote for equal or commensurate
increases in the Social Fund. We have already voted
earlier on this year that the Social Fund should
become 10% of the total budget as opposed to some-
thing like 6% now, and that target remains something
which, having voted for it in principle, we should now
vote for in practice.

It remains the case that the Social Fund is oversub-
scribed by something like 80% : 80% of the demands
cannot be met when the applications come in. It is for
that reason that our committee entirely supports the
Commission’s belief that further substantial increases
should be made in the Fund this year although, regret-
tably, in view of the financial situation, only to the
extent of 45% of the doubling of the Fund which we
should like.

I will now mention briefly the amendment which is
down in the name of Mrs Scrivener, because there are
some technical matters. We are aware of the fact that,
at least on payment appropriations, we are unlikely to
get the entire increase of 300 million ECU which we
should like. Mrs Scrivener herself points out that
because of possible carryovers from this current year,
there is likely to be, in any case, an increase of up to
60% in the payment appropriations if those carry-
overs take place. But she also points out that in her
amendment an increase of only 12% in commitment
appropriations is asked for. I would like to ask
Commissioner Tugendhat, if he is listening, whether
he thinks it will be possible, with an increase of only
12% in commitment appropriations, actually to spend
not only the payment appropriations but the carry-
overs in the next year. My indications from other
Commission officials is that it will be necessary to
increase the commitment appropriations above the
12% if we are to be certain of spending the payments
next year. I hope Mrs Scrivener can correct that matter
when she comes to it.

I now turn briefly from the Social Fund to the other
lines for which we are responsible and mention just
two. The first concerns Amendment No 262 to Item
6441 in the budget, ‘Measures for the social integra-
tion of the handicapped’. Here we wish to restore

completely the appropriation asked for by the
Commission, for the reason that this money will be
spent on a series of imaginative projects which will
help to produce data — the so-called Handinet
scheme, among others — for the exchange of informa-
tion on projects to help the handicapped. If any of
this money is cut, that project will not go ahead. The
whole project would be aborted. So I ask Parliament,
contrary to what it sometimes does, not to cut off little
bits pari passu, if it comes to saving money, but to
vote for the whole sum of money on the handicap
project.

Finally, a word about the amendment on the poverty
programme, because the impression was given when
we voted in the Committee on Budgets that the
second poverty programme planned by the Commis-
sion is merely to be another series of research projects.
This is not the case. The second poverty programme,
a decision on which should be taken next year, will
not be more pilot studies. It will be action, for
example, on the independence of poor elderly people,
support measures for single-parent families, aid to
second-generation migrants, and the improvement of
local social services. It is for that reason that I hope
that those in the Committee on Budgets who voted
against the second poverty programme because they
may have been misled that it was just another series of
pilot projects will be reassured that this is something
which Parliament has a great interest in promoting. It
will be real action, and I hope that that project too
will receive unanimous support from this Parliament.

Mr Chanterie (PPE), draftsman of the opinion of
the Committee on Regional Policy and Regional
Planning. — (NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, until 1973 growth was constant, though
uneven, in the European Community: uneven
because, despite tremendous economic expansion, the
weaker areas of the European Community were
unable to catch up with the stronger ones. Nor has
the European regional policy, which has been in oper-
ation since 1975, been able to bridge the gap. On the
contrary, the situation is now even worse, as the recent
social and economic statistics show.

We must remember, however, that there will be no
real progress towards economic integration without a
strong regional and structural policy. The Committee
on Regional Policy considered the draft 1984 budget
in terms of this goal and on the basis of the guidelines
adopted by Parliament on a proposal from the general
rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener.

I must begin by pointing out that the whole debate
on the 1984 budget is characterized by the following
two elements : (1) the exhaustion of the Community’s
own resources and, consequently, a trend in expendi-
ture that is uncontrolled rather than controlled; (2)
uncertainty about the future financing of major Euro-



25. 10. 83

Debates of the European Parliament

No 1-305/75

Chanterie

pean policies if the European Council fails at its
meeting in Athens to do what it set itself to do in
Stuttgart. Where the regional policy is concerned,
there is a further uncertainty, in that the regulation
governing the Regional Fund has yet to be revised.

Without this decision, which is now likely to be taken
as part of the reform of the Community’s structural
funds, the Council lays itself open to the accusation of
using public financial resources irresponsibly. It is
therefore absolutely essential for Parliament to be
informed during the debate by the Council and/or the
Commission, Mr Tugendhat, of the stage reached in
the deliberations on this aspect. The regional policy’s
share of the total budget increased from 3.2 % to 9 %
between 1975 and 1981. In 1982 and 1983, its share
remained constant, but the draft 1984 budget provides
for a significant reduction.

With inflation estimated at 7 %, the Council’s propo-
sals would result in the Regional Fund being reduced
in real terms by 7.5% appropriations and by 3.8% in
payment appropriations. In other words, the Council
is in the process of restructuring the 1984 budget in a
way that is diametrically opposed to what Parliament
wants. Policies that can create jobs will be not
expanded but curtailed. The political aim the Council
set itself of using the ERDF to ‘correct the most
serious regional disparities in the Community’ is pie
in the sky. If the Community continues to follow this
line and fails to implement an active regional policy,
it will eventually come to a political standstill.

Hence the initial decision by the Committee on
Regional Policy and Regional Planning to reinstate
the appropriations entered in the Commission’s preli-
minary draft. Subsequently, we had to agree to a
number of cuts in payment appropriations or we
should have exceeded the limits on our own resources.
In this connection, I should like to congratulate the
general rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, on the way in
which she has so far performed her difficult task.

We also made a clear choice for the concentration of
appropriations in the quota section of the Fund on
the Community’s weaker regions, in compliance with
the Commission’s proposals, which have since been
approved by Parliament. This geographical concentra-
tion of resources, which will ensure that they are used
far more effectively, is possible because the relevant
provision of the Fund regulation is no longer in force.
Parliament expects the Commission to have the polit-
ical courage to implement its own proposals in the
absence of new decisions.

The Committee on Regional Policy and Regional
Planning also notes that the 70 % ceiling on invest-
ment subsidies in the infrastructure sector has been
exceeded in the last three years. In view of the priority
Parliament gives to investment in economically viable
undertakings in the industrial, craft and service

sectors, we appeal to those in positions of responsi-
bility at national and regional level to submit more
projects involving this kind of investment. This appeal
is specifically aimed at small and medium-sized firms,
whose investment costs per job are lower than those
of large undertakings. In the longer term, this may
lead to the creation of twice as many jobs a year with
the same resources.

We also call for a 7m ECU increase in aid to the Medi-
terranean countries so that the programme the
Commission has established for these countries can
be implemented along the lines Parliament itself has
indicated in the past.

To conclude, Mr President, the draft 1984 budget in
its present form leaves Parliament with few options.
This is only acceptable as a transitional arrangement.
The European Council should take careful note of
this. Savings in the agricultural sector, an increase in
our own resources and more efficient structural funds
must make it possible for Parliament to achieve its
two objectives of increasing the resources available for
crucial sectors of European policy, such as the social
and regional policies, and making new resources avail-
able for new policies in the areas of energy, scientific
research and investment in the new technologies.
Only if these prospects exist, can Parliament approve
the 1984 budget. '

Mr Albers (S), draftsman of the opinion of the
Committee on Transport. — (NL) Mr President, the
Committee on Transport has reason to feel some satis-
faction and even, for the first time, muted joy, because
the budget at last offers some scope for the hopes we
have had for so many years. We no longer need to
express the transport policy’s share of the budget in
figures consisting almost entirely of noughts, before
and after the decimal point, as has so long been the
case.

We see that in Chapter 100 the Council has set aside
60m ECU in commitment appropriations and 31m
ECU in payment appropriations for activities or
projects in the area of transport infrastructure. We are
not satisfied with the allocation of these resources to
Chapter 100. We of the Committee on Transport
want the basis to be the Commission’s experimental
transport infrastructure programme, on which Mr
Martin has drawn up a report that has been approved
by this Parliament. We consider this particularly
important because it will make it possible for bottle-
necks in the European Community to be eliminated,
bottlenecks in major rail-links permitting transport,
and especially combined transport operations, over
long distances, and bottlenecks at frontiers, and also
because it will enable improvements to be made in
peripheral areas and in the interlinking of different
means of transport within the European Community.
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Mr President, we very much appreciate the fact that
the rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, has also seen fit to
endorse these infrastructural activities, as is apparent
from paragraph 18 of the motion for a resolution,
which specifically concerns such activities. We feel
that the money set aside for this purpose must be
entered under Article 781 of the budget and that the
amounts must be 105m, in commitment appropria-
tions and 32m in payment appropriations, because
that will tie in with the programme the Commission
has established, which must be a five-year programme
so that ad hoc decisions no longer need to be taken.

We also believe a distinction must be made, that we
should not be talking only about activities to be under-
taken within the European Community, but that
scope should also be provided for the negotiations
that have been going on for years with such third
countries as Austria. We therefore call for the inclu-
sion in the budget of a new article, Article 784,
entitled ‘Infrastructural activities outside the Commu-
nity, to enable the years of negotiations to be
concluded with a financial agreement, a financial
agreement with Austria.

In addition, we still consider it essential for sufficient
money to be set aside in the budget for the observa-
tion of the goods transport market that is so necessary.
We know there are problems, difficulties with the
control of capacities, and we should therefore very
much like to see the money the Commission has
requested entered under Article 786, which concerns
the operation of the transport markets, the financing
of specific activities.

If this is done, progress can be made towards the esta-
blishment of a common transport policy. The need
for this is all the greater now that Parliament has
decided to initiate proceedings in the Court of Justice
against the Council of Ministers to force it to adopt a
common transport policy without further delay.
Although the budget in its present form will not
permit this to be done, we are prompted to say that, if
we carry on like this, if we continue to plan along
these lines, some aspects of this common transport
policy may come into being, and we shall be able to
reap the benefits for the European Community in the
future, because these are productive investments that
are extremely important for the creation of jobs and
above all for the future development of the transport
of goods and people in the European Community.

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM), draftsman of the opinion
of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection. — (IT) Mr President, the
reaction of the Committee on Budgets to the amend-
ments proposed by the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection shows
that these policies are now an integral part of the
standards, aspirations and outlook of the peoples of

Europe and of their representatives. The Council
should therefore take account of these aspirations.

We were concerned in our committee with defending
three sectors, which we considered as of equal impor-
tance. The Council had cut by almost one-half the
appropriations for 1983 and had reduced the commit-
ments by nearly one-third. This was tantamount to
killing them — they would barely survive, hardly keep
afloat. The peoples of our countries would certainly
not understand this backtracking on the new policies.
This is why in this first reading the figures of the
Commission’s preliminary draft have been restored.
As it is, they were barely sufficient to do anything
useful.

Environmental policy is now ten years old. It would
have been a tragedy to interrupt the process of raising
public awareness and initiating action on matters of
inestimable importance, such as natural resources —
which are, incidentally, non-renewable.

On these matters, particularly on the major environ-
mental subjects, Parliament’s position has been almost
unanimously consistent. I need only refer to the
improvements that were made to the directive on envi-
ronmental impact or to the substantial improvements
made to the directive on the transportation of
dangerous wastes — a subject that was debated in the
highly-charged atmosphere following the journey
across Europe of 41 drums of dioxin, which raised a
public outcry.

Much, certainly, remains to be done and many more
initiatives need to be taken before we can speak of an
environmental policy. We need, first of all, to imple-
ment the third environmental action programme ; we
need to complete the second action programme for
the protection of consumers and the first action
programme on health and safety at work ; the second
is now in preparation.

As 1 said, our amendments have been accepted,
because — though unwillingly — we conformed to
the constraints imposed on us. But we soon realized
that, despite the incredible limitations put on our
budgets, we could not abandon the most important
and urgent environmental issues. We were concerned
about wastes — their production, transport, recycling
and disposal — and have introduced three new bud-
get lines. Each year the European Community
produces two thousand million tonnes of urban, agri-
cultural and industrial waste. The annual increase is
three per cent. Ninety per cent of this waste is not
recycled, and we lose enormous quantities of materials
that could be recovered. There are 350 thousand enter-
prises, employing nearly two million persons, active in
this sector.

But the latest’study by the Commission indicates that,
if progress can be made on this policy, within ten to
fifteen years at least 1200 000 more jobs could be
created. However, the Commission does not have even
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a token administrative unit to deal with these
problems. Yet now that a committee of inquiry has
been set up in Parliament to consider the directive on
harmful wastes, an additional effort will be required
from the Commission to provide services and informa-
tion which we have not been able to have until now.

We, are therefore asking Parliament to approve the
three new budget lines, amounting together to 300
thousand units of account for a start, for launching the
fight against pollution by wastes and the recycling of
the latter to recover raw materials, as well as for the
implementation of the directives on wastes — on all
those wastes that we are so anxious about, but about
which we cannot do much on the ground unless we
have a proper administrative backing.

For the rest, the amendments proposed by our
committee, which have been adopted, aim to restore
all the credit lines appearing in the preliminary draft
budget in respect of the environment, public health
and consumer protection — and they were really the
absolute minimum.

To conclude, then, we have asked in our amendments
for the very minimum necessary for the pursuance of
the policies we have already introduced ; these are the
most popular policies, because they concern most
closely the public at large. But much still remains to
be done as regards, first of all, the development and
adoption of ‘clean’, non-polluting technologies ;
ensuring observance of the ‘polluter pays’ principle ;
creating new jobs in environmental protection, just
the sort of jobs that young people particularly desire.
We also appeal for a stop to pollution: at least its
reduction, but, if possible, its total elimination. This
will require a huge effort in terms of research, which
cannot be undertaken unless adequate appropriations
are available. Time presses: in some areas, as in the
effort to stop acid rain, which is destroying some of
Europe’s most beautiful forests, we are literally racing
against the clock.

Mr Papapietro (COM), draftsman of the opinion of
the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Infor-
mation and Sport. — (IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Committee on Youth is satisfied,
though only partially, with the Budget Committee’s
reaction to its amendments and its priorities. I say
‘only partially’, because the Youth Committee’s
budget is the smallest among this Parliament’s
committees. In the past, it has always been the least
important committee, its work marginal, not to say
extraneous, to the concerns of the European
Economic Community. Now, in an elected Parliament
with ambitions of becoming the institutional forum of
political decision-making, in a Parliament which has
adopted the recommendations of the Spinelli com-
mittee calling not only for increased parliamentary
powers but for wider structural and political scope for

the Community in a European context that is no
longer merely commercial or economic, the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport is increasingly becoming its integral
part and meeting essential needs.

This is why our committee has proposed that the
budget for cultural purposes should be increased from
0.0475 to 1 per cent of the Community budget.
Someone has said that this was wishful thinking and
that there was no point in putting forward an idea that
had no chance of realization in present conditions.
But figures also have their symbolic power, and for us
this one per cent was symbolic of the new importance
of cultural policy in this Parliament. It is for us not
only a symbol, but also a target to be achieved.

Our committee has submitted a set of priorities which
we consider important; I shall not list them all, but
shall only refer to some of those which have been
adopted. As regards youth: support for the Youth
Forum and youth-exchange programmes, for voca-
tional training, for the preparation of young people
for the world of work in these crisis times, but above
all for the application of new technologies in the voca-
tional training of young people — in line with Parlia-
ment’s increasing concern with new technologies. In
education, I shall only mention the problem of the
European Schools, where the Committee on Budgets
has inexplicably inverted our committee’s order of
priorities, leaving untouched the line for ordinary
expenditure, which we should even have been
prepared to give up, while cutting down the expendi-
ture for the establishment of three new European
Schools. The result is increased overall expenditure for
the European Schools, but expenditure that is badly
distributed, in our opinion. In the culturel sector, our
priorities have been accepted in respect of the preser-
vation of the architectural heritage, and hence of the
restoration of the Acropolis, of the European Music
Year, of intensifying general Community action in the
cultural area, of protection and enhancement of
minority languages. From this summary we obtain a
picture of great richness which in itself represents this
Parliament’s cultural heritage. Through Parliament’s
efforts it will contribute to the cultural heritage of
Europe.

To sum up, we feel that despite the rejection of some
of our proposals — I am thinking in particular of
those relating to Parliament’s own information — the
work of the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport has met with a much better
reception this year than last, and particularly
compared with 1981, when our budget proposals were
simply massacred. For this we owe acknowledgment
to Mrs Scrivener, whom we thank, and to our
colleagues in the Committee on Budgets. We can
only hope that we can have as much success with the
Council, which, by its absence from the House while
the spokesman for youth took the floor, seems to be
manifesting a less progressive attitude to these
matters.
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Mr de Courcy Ling (ED), drafstman of the opinion
of the Committee on Development and Cooperation.
— Mr President, 1 find speaking in this Parliament
exciting in rather the same way as I find speaking on
a radio station in the middle of England. One
produces what one hopes are interesting and imagina-
tive ideas, and one has not the slightest idea who is
listening to them. One hopes that they will have some
effect in persuading people. On this occasion I have
no idea whether Mr Pisani can hear me or whether Mr
Tugendhat can hear me. I am very grateful for the
presence of Mr Andriessen : it is evident that he can
hear me.

I would first of all like to say to the Commission that
I have taken careful note of Mr Pisani’s remarks about
the difficulty of accounting for food aid and also of
the amendments proposed by Mr Irmer. If Mr Irmer,
on behalf of the Committee on Budgetary Control, is
prepared to withdraw those amendments — he is not
here either, but perhaps he can hear me in the
distance — his action will meet with the gratitude and
approval of Mrs Scrivener and myself.

The second point mentioned by Mr Pisani is the ques-
tion of financing the protocols with Algeria, Morocco,
Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria. I would
like under Rule 74 of the Rules of Procedure to
present a consolidated amendment in place of my
existing Amendments Nos 301, 302, 303, 304 and
305, of which I think you aiready have a copy. The
effect of my consolidated modification will be to turn
a number of amendments which propose increased
expenditure into a single amendment which will not
increase expenditure but which will provide for token
entry lines under commitments for all the seven finan-
cial protocols that I that mentioned. These are all very
important for the Community’s relations with these
seven countries. If I were not so polite, I would ask
the Council what the hell they thought they were
doing by making the amendment to the preliminary
draft budget which they have done. It seems to me to
be irresponsible and unrealistic, and at no point have
the Council succeeded in explaining satisfactorily to
the Committee on Budgets what they had in mind.
Those are my preliminary remarks.

I should now like to go on to the main body of my
commentary on Title 9, and in so doing to say how
satisfactory it has been for our committee to work
with the Committee on Budgets in general and with
the rapporteur in particular. Some of us remember
Mrs Scrivener as an outstanding Minister in the last
French Government. It has been a pleasure again to
witness her facility of analysis and her oratorical
fluency both in the Committee on Budgets and in
this House today.

What have we in the Committee on Development
and Cooperation had to face since the Budget Council
in July ? We have had to face a total reduction of 313
million units of account in payments. Because of our
sense of budgetary rigour, we shall be seeking in the

course of the amendments on which we vote to
restore 128 million units of account, to be divided
roughly equally between food aid, on which we have
suggested a rather modest total addition of just over
40 million units of account, and 42 million units of
account of restoration in line 958 to finance the
campaign to combat hunger in the world — a matter
on which Parliament has expressed very strong opin-
ions in the past and on which the Development
Committee still feels very strongly. The other third of
the additions applies to what are relatively minor
matters in terms of finance but crucial lines in terms
of the administration of DG VIII of the Commission,
particularly line 942, concerning the Advisory
Committee, in which the Development Committee
will be taking a close interest during the coming year,
for we shall want to see how this committee is getting
on ; line 944, which deals with evaluation of develop-
ment aid; line 949, the negotiation of the Lomé
Convention ; and line 982, the finance for Commis-
sion delegations in the ACP and OCT countries.
These relatively small lines are extremely important to
the good functioning of the Community — the
Commission in particular — in the organization and
supervision of our aid policy. I must say that we in the
Development Committee thought it was an act of
gross irresponsibility on the part of the Council either
savagely to reduce those lines or to remove them alto-
gether in the Budget Council meeting in July.

In general, I would say to the Commission that we
shall be satisfied in the Development Committee if
we succeed by the end of this week in restoring these
128 million units of account as proposed in my
amendments, each one of which has the support of
the general rapporteur. We shall be looking for cost-
effectiveness during the coming year. We shall be
looking very carefully at the way in which the
Commission makes use of the lines which we shall
have voted for.

To the Council, I would say that as a committee we
are extremely worried, because we deduce from the
Council’s reduction of Title 9 a tendency to underrate
the value of multilateral aid on the part of the
Community, a tendency to revert to bilateral aid,
which we as a committee are quite sure is less effec-
tive economically and politically than multilateral aid.
Secondly, we are concerned because in this period of
negotiation of the successor convention to the Lomé
Convention, which is to be in force between 1985 and
1989, the reduction in Title 9 will give a poor impres-
sion to the Third World in general and to our ACP
partners in particular, and it will certainly have to be
explained by the diplomatic representatives abroad of
the Council and Commission.

Finally, I should like to make a very serious political
point which faces all of us in this directly-elected
Parliament. Our electorate is increasingly aware that
there is, on the one hand, a gross surplus of agricul-
tural produce in the Community and, on the other
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hand, an increasing problem of poverty, hunger,
famine in ever-increasing areas of the Third World —
particularly the Sahel, West Africa, the Horn of Africa
and Asia. It is not enough for us to say in a bureau-
cratic way that these problems are unconnected. In
the minds of the public, in the minds of those who
observe the workings of the European Community
from outside, the problem of a food surplus inside the
Community is certainly to be related to the problem
of hunger and famine outside it, and unless we
acknowledge the danger of death from starvation
facing thousands of people in the southern hemis-
phere we risk the moral death of many of us in the
northern hemisphere.

President. — Mr de Courcy Ling, with regard to your
extensive preliminary remarks, which I was generous
enough not to count as part of your speaking-time, I
can, perhaps, reassure you by saying that the Chair’s
chances of presiding in an almost empty Chamber are
no better than those of a speaker who takes the floor
in the same circumstances.

(Laughter)

Mr Prout (ED), draftsman of the opinion of the
Legal Affairs Committee. — The Legal Affairs
Committee recognizes, Mr President, the importance
of strict budgetary discipline in the European Commu-
nity. At the same time, we do not believe that disci-
pline should be such as to affect adversely the ability
of the institutions to perform the tasks assigned to
them under the Treaty. Accordingly, we invite Parlia-
ment to support two amendments which we have
tabled affecting the Court of Justice’s budget.

Draft Amendment No 72 invites Parliament to
increase the number of staff posts recommended by 6,
and in particular to provide for 4 additional linguistic
staff — an increase of 4 % to keep pace with a 20 %
increase in work — a qualified person to improve the
effectiveness of the Court’s computer and a temporary
building advisor instead of the outside consultants
presently instructed to advise on the annex to the
Court building whose construction is envisaged.

Amendment No 73 seeks to create a new Article 207
with the heading ‘New buildings’ and to make a token
entry accordingly. This is necessary to provide for new
annexes to the Court of Justice buildings.

I hope that Parliament will support these proposals.
At a modest cost, the European Community receives a
Rolls Royce service from the Court of Justice, the
most sturdily communautaire of our four institutions.

President. — This brings us to the end of the
committee reports and opinions. We can now
continue with the debate.

Mrs Hoff (S). — (DE) Mr President, permit me the
ironic remark that debating the European Commu-
nity’s budget with its disproportionate spending on

agriculture has always been a special pleasure, but now
that our coffers are empty and expenditure is over-
taking revenue — if it has not already done so — it
has become a doubtful one. I found the speeches
made by the President of the Commission, Mr Thorn,
and the Commissioner for Budgets, Mr Tugendhat,
interesting and enlightening in this connection.
According to Mr Thorn, it looks as though not even
the funds allocated in the second supplementary
budget for 1983 will be sufficient to finance 1983
farm spending, and hence the 1984 budget will have
to make good the difference. That is how I understood
him, and Mr Tugendhat has warned us in the past not
to go right up to the 1 % ceiling on account of the
unpredictable agricultural costs.

How is this to be interpreted ? Are the Commission’s
estimates perhaps wrong after all ? Or does it lack the
courage of its convictions? Is the crisis perhaps
worsening faster than anticipated? Has the 1%
ceiling already been exceeded ? Parliament will in any
case have to base its decisions on the available esti-
mates, and I hope they will stand up to scrutiny. The
misguided CAP, with its negative financial con-
sequences, which place an intolerable burden on the
Community’s limited own resources, is to blame for
the present situation. A large share of the blame goes
to the Council and the Commission for having failed
to avert a financial crisis by presenting rational,
balanced proposals and adopting suitable decisions.

The deliberations on the 1984 budget have shown
that our unresolved agricultural problems are increas-
ingly restricting the European Parliament’s scope of
action. We had assumed we were approximately 550
million ECU below the 1 % ceiling. As Mr Dankert
pointed out at the voting on the second supplemen-
tary budget for 1983, Parliament must not exceed this
figure. The Committee on Budgets received expendi-
ture requests totalling well over a thousand million
German marks, yet we were compelled to remain
below the 550 million ECU mark. At least last year we
had 700 million ECU in hand. The sum of 550
million ECU represents less thari 2 % of the total
budget. It is not enough to pay for the policies which
the Commission and Parliament and some previous
speakers have described as being vital to the Commu-
nity’s development, namely, reducing unemployment
in Europe, overcoming the economic crisis, providing
food aid for the Third World, implementing joint
industrial and research policies and a sensible struc-
tural policy, and including Spain and Portugal in the
Community. Policies of this kind cannot be financed
with peanuts. A comparison with budgetary delibera-
tions in previous years shows that Parliament’s scope
is going to become more and more limited unless
some reforms are forthcoming. The Council must
work out a clear plan, otherwise the Community’s
whole future development is at risk, including the
1984 budget.
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On behalf of my political group, I therefore expressly
welcome the agreement we achieved in the
Committee on Budgets. We are proposing that Parlia-
ment freeze 2000 million ECU. This would involve
cutting or freezing 5 % of all agricultural spending
across the board, funds for energy programmes, and
the rebates for the UK and the Federal Republic of
Germany. We call on Parliament to make the release
of these funds contingent on the Council’s reaching
positive decisions in Athens. I would like to state
explicitly and extremely clearly that the purpose of
this freeze is not to discriminate against any Member
State ; Parliament is merely attempting to make full
use of the funds at its disposal and to force the
Council to emerge from its stalemate.

It is not just the revenue side that needs reforming,
the expenditure side does as well. If the recommenda-
tion of the Committee on Budgets is adopted, i.e., if
this House votes to freeze approximately 2000 million
ECU, this will give Parliament a chance of influ-
encing not only the future financial system but also of
helping to create a more balanced budgetary policy. If
Parliament does not vote in favour of this freeze, I do
not see how we can develop a meaningful budgetary
policy for the future. I consequently hope that the
amendments of the Committee on Budgets relating to
this freeze will be supported by a large majority,
unlike the second suppleinentary budget for 1983.

I only want to comment briefly on our deliberations
on individual political sectors, since other members of
my political group will be speaking on this in the
course of the debate. I would merely like to empha-
size that we Socialists still regard our main aims as
reducing unemployment, especially among young
people, and combating hunger in the world. We are
therefore pleased that the Committee on Budgets has
allocated around 150 m ECU for social policies and
around 128 m ECU for aid to developing countries.

We all realize that the funds set aside for social poli-
cies are inadequate in view of the economic crisis, and
that is why I am appealing to the Commission again
most strongly to spend the appropriation of 64.5 m
ECU in the second 1983 supplementary budget on
employment policies. If that cannot be done in the
current fiscal year because the Council has failed to
make the necessary decisions, these funds must be
tied and transferred to Chapter 34 of the 1984 budget
for this purpose.

I would also like to mention a proposal tabled by my
political group to freeze appropriations for the Third
Financial Protocol for Turkey and special aid to
Turkey totalling 10 m ECU. Parliament has already
frozen the Fourth Financial Protocol and made the
restoration of economic aid dependent on the
re-establishment of democracy in Turkey. This has
not so far happened, and will not happen, despite the

free elections next month. There is no reason
whatsoever to treat the Third Financial Protocol and
special aid any differently from the Fourth Financial
Protocol, and I cannot help wondering what has
caused my Christian-Democrat colleagues in parti-
cular to change their minds on this.

Finally, I should like to thank the rapporteur of the
Committee on Budgets sincerely for her work and
repeat that even for her it was no easy task getting the
Committee on Budgets to agree on freezing the 2 000
million ECU. I think we owe her our especial appreci-
ation.

Mr Adonnino (EPP). — (IT) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, the 1984 budget which has been laid
before this House presents, like its predecessors in
years past, specific features that, in a kind of crescendo,
speak of the Community’s current growing difficulties

— particularly evident in the economic and financial
fields.

The EPP Group, whose view I have the honour to
present, has always maintained that it is Parliament’s
duty to take every possible action to overcome the
difficulties and to promote the strengthening and deve-
lopment of the Community in a modern European
dimension. I have no doubt that budgetary policy is
one of its most effective tools to this end.

Once again this year, taking as our point of departure
the difficulties and specificities I have mentioned, we
wish to set down clearly the guidelines for action
which we have helped to elaborate in the Committee
on Budgets. The first problem we must face is the
exhaustion of the Community’s own resources, given
the one per cent ceiling on available VAT resources.
We are in favour of adopting the utilization of all the
residual resources in the first reading, leaving to the
second reading the solution of problems relating to
Parliament’s ‘margin’, both as regards the appropriate
calculation of its amount and its utilization.

We therefore support the Committee on Budgets in
fixing at 552 308 295 units of account, as against an
available total of 556071670, the increases in
proposed payments compared with the Council’s
draft. We note that due account has been taken of the
priorities we have established in consultation with
other groups as regards the distribution among titles.
We are particularly pleased with the increase of 120
million units of account for regional policy, the 122
million for the Social Fund, the 85 million for energy,
the 30 million for research and the 128 million for
development cooperation. Nor must I forget the less
substantial, but no less significant, amounts for
industry and transport, for information and innova-
tion, for combating pollution and for the protection of
consumers, and for culture. It is significant that even
the draftsmen of opinions of the various committees
have expressed their approval.
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Separate mention should be made of commitment
appropriations. The problem of the exhaustion of
resources does not arise here directly, but they do
depend on forecasts of future revenues and they
should be proportionate to the payment appropria-
tions, as Parliament has always maintained.

But the present is a particularly critical moment: we
are waging a hard battle to increase the Community’s
own resources and to readjust its policies — only this
way can the Community progress. This means that in
its political pronouncements and in its practical deci-
sions Parliament must not, in our view, confine itself
to considering the ‘natural’ increases in these
resources in future financial years, but should act deci-
sively, though with deliberation, on commitment
appropriations, thus demonstrating that it is deter-
mined to get over the present ¢mpasse and show once
again the direction of progress for the Community in
terms of new policies and strengthened existing poli-
cies.

So we have a commitment appropriation of 350
million units of account for regional policy; 253
million for social policy ; 225 million for development
cooperation ; and, most important of all, 1590 million
for research, energy, industry and transport, of which a
significant 1216 million units of account for the Euro-
pean industrial area that we want to see created and
for the improvement of the internal market. Only
these two measures can restore to European industry
and trade that competitiveness which the Council has
also called for more than once, but has never acted to
stimulate.

Let me also mention the proposed appropriations for
interest rebates to be charged to the Community’s
budget to encourage the financing of productive
investments. In times of crisis, these prove much
more effective than the small non-repayable aids.

This time I listened with pleasure to the Vice-presi-
dent of the Commission, Mr Tugendhat, who rallied
to the view of Parliament and stressed the general
aim, which is set out in the motion for a resolution, of
using major new ‘own resources’ for new policies. I
was, on the other hand, once more profoundly disap-
pointed by the stodgy contribution from the President
of the Council. He confined himself to an arid and
fruitless recital of the difficulties and the constraints,
without the slightest imaginative effort or a glimmer
of the political will to overcome these difficulties.

Mr President, without imagination and without polit-
ical will the Community will perish. It seems very
strange, therefore, that at this moment, when we find
our resources exhausted, the only reaction should be
the suspension of policies and renunciation of any
attempt at remedying the situation. Would the Minis-
ters, please, try to be consistent ! If you are able, from
time to time, to announce your good intentions, then

you must find the means of putting them into effect.
And you need not count on Parliament’s indulgence :
we shall prod you with every means at our disposal —
including the budgetary procedure !

After the first budgetary procedures following Parlia-
ment’s election by direct universal suffrage in 1979, in
which, as well as a large area of consensus, substantial
differences arose among the parliamentary groups, last
year Parliament succeeded in voting most of the
sections of the budget by a considerable majority. It
was a very favourable development.

This year, in the Committee on Budgets we made an
effort to increase the consensus, and my group has
been, and remains, very ready to promote it. Qur aim
is for all the groups to vote unanimously on the
budget. To achieve it, we must obtain agreement on
the ways and means of exerting pressure on the
Athens Council to take further action on the plans
first sketched out in Stuttgart within the framework of
the proposals resulting from the ‘mandate’ of 30 May
1981. This is the celebrated ‘package’ embracing the
future operation of the Community, rational regula-
tion of CAP expenditure, the strengthening of existing
policies and the launching of new ones, as well as
measures to eliminate the financial imbalances
affecting some Member States.

Our whole work on the budget has been oriented to
this end. Parliament’s aims can be seen once again in
the appropriations under individual budget-lines and
in the limitations placed on the utilization of other
sums entered as reserves under Chapter 100 of the
budget.

We support the proposal to justify these measures
unequivocally, so that we make clear not only the
specific destination of individual items, but also our
overall political purpose, which is concerned with
what happens in Athens. We also support the state-
ment in the motion for a resolution that Parliament
will take further decisions in December, after
assessing the outcome of the Athens meeting.

A point which in the past has proved particularly
contentious was that concerning special measures to
readjust the financial position of the United
Kingdom, to which were added similar measures,
though involving smaller amounts, concerning the
Federal Republic of Germany.

We have always been of the opinion that the measures
proposed were not a solution to the problem — which
undoubtedly exists — because they do not resolve it
in proper Community terms. We have opposed them,
let me make clear, solely because we want a solution
consistent with the Community rationale, not because
— and I have stated this many times in this House
and repeat it once again today — we wish to harm or
discriminate against the countries concerned.
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To begin with, therefore, we restricted the availability
of the funds in question, putting them in reserve, and,
in the past, we have voted to change their destination
so that instead of being simple rebates, they became
Community aids and measures. First the Commission
and finally the Council agreed with us, at least in part.

Then we also said that we were looking to a definitive
and permanent solution as part of the ‘package’ to be
debated by the Council. We gave warning, moreover,
that in the meantime we would not agree to further
utilization of these funds. Now we have to wait for
agreement in the Council. We have therefore pro-
posed that they should be placed in reserve and we
have indicated the purposes for which they should be
used, in logical relation to corresponding measures in
other parts of the budget.

We must also obtain the agreement of our United
Kingdom colleagues to what we are doing. This, in
fact, is one of the main purposes of the present
debate, because we feel that only in this way can we
put full pressure on the Council. We are appreciative
of the attitude of the European Democratic Group.
This is why we have agreed that in Mrs Scrivener’s
motion for a resolution — I should like to take this
opportunity to thank the rapporteur sincerely for her
hard and excellent work — Parliament should link
the decision on the transfer from Chapter 100 of the
amount mentioned in proposed Modification No 541
and draft Amendment No 563 to the outcome of the
Athens meeting. If it is positive, there will be no
problems with this transfer, nor with any other deci-
sions Parliament may choose to make; if it is nega-
tive, Parliament will have to act accordingly, in full
awareness of its duties and powers. There must be no
discrimination in respect of any member country and,
in my view, non-discrimination means, among other
things, abandoning the practice of holding funds
under Chapter 100 for purposes concerning only one
Member State.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, all that remains
to me is to express the wish, on behalf of us all, that
the current budgetary procedure may achieve the aims
I have spoken of, for the benefit of all Europe.

IN THE CHAIR : MR M@LLER
Vice-President

Mr Balfour (ED). — Mr President, this Parliament is
quite rightly determined to retain a say in what
happens in the Community regarding the reform of
agricultural spending, the establishment of a more
equitable basis for raising the Community’s own
resources and the balancing of the Community’s
expenditure policies.

As a parliamentary tactic in the 1984 budgetary proce-
dure, our effort to use Chapter 100 is quite proper

whilst it is directed at the Council as a whole. The
Council has failed us. Our wish now to bring pressure
on the Council is a proper one and a timely one. So 1
hope that my group will play its full part, now and in
the future, in establishing this Parliament’s control
over the spending of the Community’s money and in
moving the Community towards greater fiscal equity,
a better balanced budget and, lastly, greater control
over agricultural surpluses, so as to make possible,
against these essential conditions, an increase in the
Community’s financial resources. We shall, 1 hope,
vote alongside our colleagues in this House to main-
tain a meaningful dialogue with the Council, both
now and after Athens. We shall, I hope, support the
Parliament’s compromise Amendment No 563, Modi-
fication No 541 and resolution, all of which insist that
a clear conception emerge from Athens.

Naturally, our use of an amendment and modification
in this way does not in any way absolve the Council
from the commitments which it entered into in
respect of the 1983 rebates. We shall, for our part,
support Parliament’s position, Parliament’s first-
reading tactics, in the knowledge that Chapter 100
will not be used by this Parliament against the United
Kingdom or German rebates as its main weapon in
December against the Council if the Athens meeting
should be seen as unsatisfactory.

Our main weapon, the ultimate weapon of this institu-
tion, is the adoption or rejection of the budget. This is
of absolute importance to my group, and the other
coordinators have confirmed that Amendment No
563 will not be used as the main tactic for a
complaint against an unsatisfactory decision at
Athens. The main weapon is rejection, and we in this
group believe that ultimately this is our only really
effective weapon against any Council failure to act.
We would have preferred to issue an explicit warning
in these terms, but not all our friends in this House
are ready, quite yet, to stand up firmly to the Council
in this way. Not all our friends are ready to be so
radical or so communautaire. Not all our friends are
ready yet to get tough with our budgetary partner.
Even though from time to time we hear fine words
and massive threats, the will of this House to threaten
the worst is not yet in place.

I rely on the rapporteur’s commitment, and if my
group decides to follow me in the vote on Thursday,
my group will also rely on the rapporteur’s commit-
ment that this Parliament does not question the prin-
ciple that the 1983 Stuttgart rebates should be paid in
the 1984 budget and, secondly, that this Parliament
does not intend to discriminate against any Member
State.

I was interested to note from the President-in-Office
that the Council considers the decision taken at Stutt-
gart to be binding at least on him. It was not intended
to be linked to the success of the Council in Athens.
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This is no doubt quite right and proper for the
Council, but the Parliament needs to retain its full
budgetary rights at this stage. Therefore, we shall, I
hope, throw our full weight as a group behind the
Parliament’s effort, firstly, to restore up to the limit of
the Community’s own resources the payment appro-
priations so dramatically reduced by Council at its
first reading and, secondly, to retain our full powers as
joint budgetary authority throughout the long and
exhausting budgetary procedure.

Thus, our strategy at first reading is to join with our
colleagues in this House to push for a maximum
effort at the Athens Council meeting to find the right
solutions, to do this by reserving our budgetary powers
to the maximum and to do this on the basis that at
the second reading we shall have all our options open
— all our options, that is, except for a dispropor-
tionate reliance on the use of the one amendment
which could discriminate against any single Member
State. Those in this House who wish the Community
nothing but harm and who bear its institutions
nothing but ill will — those, in other words, like
some of our bickering, back-biting and demoralized
British Labour colleagues — may prefer to deny this
House the exercise of its full rights. We shall hear
much criticism from our opponents, but let no-one
forget that our purpose and our resolve on this side of
the Chamber is to ensure that our duties as MEPs are
properly discharged whilst ensuring that Parliament’s
actions are fair, firm and effective.

I am determined that our votes on Thursday shall end
the isolation that has recently blunted our participa-
tion as active Members of this Parliament in budge-
tary terms. And I am determined that we should end
the misunderstandings and the mistrust across the
borders of the various groups. Let the message go out,
then, that we support the rapporteur in her overall
strategy, not in spite of her compromise Amendment
No 563, but because of it. We place absolute reliance
on her commitment that in our second reading we
shall not play about with Amendment No 563 and
Chapter 100, but rather that we shall judge the Coun-
cil’s efforts in Athens against the background of the
budgetary powers of this House in the wider sense of
the phrase and without discrimination of any kind.

(Applause from the centre and from the right)

Mrs Barbarella (COM). — (I7) Mr President, |
think the first thing to be said is that never has the
gap between important Community policy needs and
a budgetary provision that has now become insuffi-
cient even for day-to-day operation been so enormous
as in the 1984 budget.

We feel that this is the result of a most disquieting
contrast between the need to provide solutions to real
problems affecting European society and the totally

inadequate response of Community institutions, espe-
cially the Council — a contrast that has been particu-
larly aggravated in recent years.

At a period when there is need for maximum
governing capacity, not least at Community level, to
deal with the economic crisis and an increasingly
complex and worrying international situation, we are
faced instead, Mr President, with a decision-making
standstill that is as harrowing as it is debilitating. This
decisional stalemate, the vacuum that it creates, leads
inevitably to nationalistic tendencies, to the promo-
tion of individual interests. OQur vision of European
issues is narrowed, and unilateral solutions that often
prove completely inappropriate, if not directly counter-
productive, are sought.

Well, Mr President, we believe — and other speakers
have made the same point — that it is precisely in
these difficult circumstances, and in connection with
this most difficult 1984 budget, that Parliament
should take a firm stand against this disquieting
sectionalist trend and against the collapse of Commu-
nity integration, indeed of solidarity among Member
States.

Parliament must not allow itself to be drawn into a
position where it must wait upon the decisions of
others, or where it is prevented from asserting its
views with integrity. We believe Parliament must
perform to the full its essential function of providing
stimulation and exerting pressure so that new pros-
pects for the progress of Community integration can
at last open.

We consider, Mr President, that Parliament can
perform this essential function — as regards the
budget, of course — only along two lines. First of all,
obviously, by trying to improve, both quantitatively
and qualitatively, the budget that has been put before
us by the Council ; but also — and I stress that this is
most important — by taking practical steps to readjust
the overall balance of the budget.

We know that scope for improvement is very limited.
With 550 million units of account not utilized by the
Council we cannot change the fundamental decisions
implicit in this budget. We must bear in mind the
restrictions imposed by the fact that the VAT limit
has been reached, we must be aware of the ‘hard reali-
ties’ of which the Council’s representative spoke.

We therefore accept — as do the other groups repre-
sented in this House — that the limit must be
respected. However, we believe that, though the
improvements may be very modest quantitatively,
they can nevertheless be very significant qualitatively,
by stressing the direction in which we want to move.
Like the other groups, therefore, we have worked in
the Committee on Budgets to strengthen those
budget-lines to which Parliament has repeatedly
accorded priority.
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Naturally, I must emphasize that the process of
‘improvement’ involved compromises, not all of
which we found satisfactory. In fact, we made a
number of substantial concessions. But on the whole
— and this I also want to stress — we accept the prior-
ities set out by the Committee on Budgets and we also
approve in essence, as do the other groups, the steps
that it was possible to take to support these priorities.

Nevertheless, in our view the acceptance of such a
limited area of manoeuvre must not mean the closing
of avenues for further development of Community
policies in the near future. This is why we have
supported the linking of acceptance of the necessary
budgetary discipline to the undertaking of more
comprehensive action to readjust the budget as a
whole.

There are three key aspects to this readjustment: a
definitive solution to the problem of the British contri-
bution, reform of the common agricultural policy and,
thirdly, expansion of Community action in new direc-
tions, most notably to measures for the revival of
Europe’s industrial sector which will create new jobs
and restore competitiveness to the European econ-
omy.

These three aspects are, in our opinion, intimately
linked, and solutions for any one of the problems
must necessarily depend on those for the others. It is
essential, in our view, that the Athens summit should
finally produce a clear statement of political inten-
tions in these areas : this is why, in the Committee on
Budgets, we have actively worked to ensure that Parlia-
ment can exert pressure, by means of specific amend-
ments, to obtain that comprehensive decision on
finance which can no longer be put off.

In this context, Mr President, we are agreeable that,
pending the decisions of the European Council in
Athens, the appropriations earmarked for the rebates
to the United Kingdom and Germany should be trans-
ferred to Chapter 100 with clearly defined purposes.
The intention of this operation is to underline once
again Parliament’s unwavering conviction that the
question of the British rebate can only be solved in a
Community dimension and must therefore be linked
to the increase in the Community’s own resources and
the extension of common policies. In the same spirit
we have also agreed to the transfer of part of agricul-
tural expenditure to Chapter 100 — again as a prac-
tical means of bringing pressure to bear on the
Council to deal with the reform of the common agri-
cultural policy: not only in the sense of controlling
expenditure, necessary as that is, but also of an overall
improvement of Community intervention mechan-
isms.

Finally, we attach a fundamental importance to the
Budget Committee’s amendment calling for substan-
tial commitment appropriations to give practical effect
to new Community measures in the industrial sector.

I did not hear Mr Balfour express any view on this
point. I should like to remind him that the solution of
the British problem is tied to the issue of new
Community policies — hence this amendment, too, is
part of the crucial global ‘package’.

May I say in conclusion, Mr President, that we believe
that with these three aspects, or, if you prefer, with the
set of amendments relating to them, the Committee
on Budgets has prepared a balanced and, above all, a
viable package. We look to the European Council to
act on it with manifest political will and, by resolving
these three problems, enable the Community to use
its full capacities in the service of an active policy of
revival and development of European integration.

(Applause from the Communist Group)

Mr Louwes (L). — (NL) Mr President, I wish to
make the following comments on behalf of the
Liberal and Democratic Group.

What was the object of this budget ? In the first place,
we had, initially, a reduction in the figure for the
Community’s own resources estimated by the
Commission, and this — but not only this — resulted
in the almost total exhaustion of these resources,
which, thirdly, forced this ambitious Parliament to
operate within an extremely narrow margin for
manoeuvre and thus to make very careful calculations.
This was no small task for a Parliament such as ours,
most by far of its Members being convinced that the
present problems can best be tackled at Community
level. I need only refer to the report drawn up by Mr
Albert and Mr Ball. It is therefore frustrating to have
only 550 m units of account, a mere drop in the vast
European ocean, to give further encouragement for a
Community approach.

After this cry from the heart, I will describe my
group’s position on the proposals which the
Committee on Budgets has made. I must begin,
however, by paying my respects to the rapporteur and
indeed expressing my admiration for her efforts. Her
position has been clear, lucid and inspired by the
Community spirit from the outset. From the time she
submitted the resolution containing the guidelines in
spring until today, her approach has been consistent
and her proposals have been very coherent. The fact
that her reward for this was almost unanimous
approval of her resolution in the Committee on
Budgets is worth more than any compliment. This is a
great achievement in a Parliament that is sometimes
extremely divided and in the rather hectic atmosphere
that always accompanies the budget debates. I have
nothing but praise for this effort.

And now to the substance of the matter. Firstly, we
endorse the proposal from the rapporteur and the
Committee on Budgets that we should agree to the
figure for revenue, the Community’s own resources,
that has been adjusted downwards by the Council. We
still hope that the Commission’s higher estimates will
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eventually turn out to be correct. We shall deal with
that when the time comes, although after Mr Tugend-
hat’s statement our hopes of higher revenues have not
grown. But the Council should see our agreement to
its estimates as evidence that Parliament accepts
reasonable arguments and is not intent on opposing
the Council come what may.

Secondly, my group agrees with the view that expendi-
ture should remain below the 1% limit, however frus-
trating this may be for us ambitious Europeans, as I
have already said. But I would add that our decision to
stay below the 1% limit for the time being will not
affect our desire for an increase in our own resources.
Our position on the future financing of the Commu-
nity is clear and complies with the Commission’s
proposals. But until these proposals become law, we
should respect the 1% limit.

How are we now to prevent the adoption of amend-
ments which would conflict with the advice of the
Committee on Budgets and result in this limit being
exceeded ? My group is opposed “to the President
declaring them inadmissible, as he did two weeks ago.
We propose a different method of avoiding such —
intentional or unintentional — accidents, if I may call
them that. It is based on the political responsibility of
the Members of this Parliament, most of whom
belong to political groups. They must exercise the self-
control that is needed if the agreement to respect the
1% limit is to be heeded. This has resulted in the
Committee on Budgets again having to keep to a very
narrow margin for manoeuvre below this ceiling, and
we have done so with the aid of proposals from a
rapporteur who has weighed matters very carefully
and in continual consultation with the groups and
among the members of the committee, which has
produced very good results. It is to be hoped that the
House follows this example, and I call on everyone to
take the rapporteur’s warning to heart.

Thirdly, we agree that the 550 m ECU still available
should be shared among the four major areas to which
Parliament and my group in particular attach so much
importance : the regional policy, the social policy,
energy and research and, lastly, the problem of hunger
in the world. We welcome the broad consensus that
has been reached here thanks to the close cooperation
between the rapporteur and her counterparts in the
other parliamentary committees. We see this as
evidence of a sense of responsibility in this Parliament
— not bad, a mere four years after direct elections,
and I personally see it as an encouraging sign for the
further consideration of this and, I hope, many future
budgets. Here again, we have, of course, taken careful
note of Commissioner Tugendhat’s warning, and we
realize that we now have nothing more to lose.

Finally, Mr President, I come to our position on the
‘grand compromise’ regarding the entry of 5% of the
EAGGTF in the reserve, on the allocation of as much
as possible of the 1983 surplus to the social sector, on

the impulse given for the creation of a genuine Euro-
pean industrial policy, to which Mrs Barbarella has
just referred, and on the setting aside of special funds
for the United Kingdom and the Federal Republic,
again in Chapter 100. My group welcomes this
compromise and intends to adopt a positive attitude
towards it. Once again, my compliments to the rappor-
teur for the part she played in the drafting and formu-
lation of this compromise.

We now await the precise wording of the clauses
relating to the increase in the reserves in Chapter 100
and the unfreezing of these reserves. We fully endorse
the linking of this to the outcome of the European
Council’s meeting in Athens. We similarly agree that
we, the European Parliament, should make full use of
our budgetary powers as a function of the outcome of
the Athens meeting and not, I hope, in anticipation of
an Athens meeting that produces no results, and that
we should do so in a way that encourages the further
integration of the Community. In other words, there
should, of course, be better control over agricultural
expenditure — not a reduction come hell or high
water, but control over this expenditure in line with
the political will in our Community and the commit-
ments the Community has entered into. This is one
signal to the Council. The other is that this Parlia-
ment is prepared to reach compromises over present
differences of opinion, at Community level, in the
Community spirit and without distinction irrespective
of the Member State concerned. We approach a
historic decision to give the Council these signs. Let
us do so. We shall then stop being the paper tiger we
were a fortnight ago, and the fact that we are no
longer a paper tiger will benefit on-going integration.
My hopes in this respect grew as I listened to Mr
Balfour.

Mr President, to conclude, I should like to say that so
far this budget has been discussed in a very harmon-
ious manner. I hope that this atmosphere will
continue and produce a harmonious budget to the
benefit of our Community and its inhabitants.

Mrs Nebout (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, every budget has its specific characteristics
and the budgetary problems with which the European
Parliament has to deal each year are never simple. On
this occasion, however, it is no exaggeration to say
that the general budget for 1984 presents the House
with a difficult task.

The fundamental problem involved in formulation of
this budget is to establish how it is possible to make
progress when we have all but reached the material
limits beyond which no attempt at progress can be
entertained.

The exhaustion of Community own resources, the
downward trend in revenues, the problem of agricul-
tural payments, the pressing nature of which was
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brought home in the last debate, and above all the
very great political uncertainty surrounding the forth-
coming European Council meeting in Athens are
among the very severe objective constraints which
cannot fail to add to the difficulties of the budget for
1984, a budget which, let us be in no doubt about
this, comes at a decisive stage in the Community’s
development.

I do not propose to go back over the figures already
quoted by the rapporteur and other earlier speakers
but, in my view, it is worth repeating that the draft
budget that we are called upon to amend (within
narrow margins, since the amount of resources avail-
able is limited to only 556 million ECU) is smaller in
terms of payment appropriations than the previous
budget, when one includes supplementary budget No
2 for 1983, which has now been adopted.

How is it possible to move forward under these condi-
tions? How can this budget of stagnation be
prevented from being a budget of resignation ? This is
precisely what the rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, and the
Commission on Budgets have tried to do in giving the
budget political significance on two planes: first as
the expression of the budget policy guidelines decided
upon by Parliament for 1984, and secondly as a polit-
ical message to the Council and ultimately to the
European Council that the Athens meeting must not
end in yet another dismaying demonstration of the
Member States’ inability to reach the decisions that
have to be taken on the future financing of the
Community.

With regard to the application of the rapporteur’s
guidelines, on the whole we approve the proposals
that the Committee on Budgets has presented on
completion of its deliberations. It is to the credit of
these proposals that, while remaining within the own
resources limit, they embody the priorities of
combating unemployment and combating hunger in
the world in the corresponding lines of the budget for
the main policy areas: economic and industrial,
energy and research, social and regional, and develop-
ment aid. We believe that progress can be achieved
through action in these areas if the appropriations
proposed are approved by this House and the Council.

We do, however, have some reservations about the
overall compromise agreed upon by the Committee
on Budgets. We certainly appreciate the need for the
European Parliament to use all its energies in
bringing pressure to bear on the Member States before
the Athens summit in an effort to ensure that a clear
and forward-looking conception of all the issues
defined in Stuttgart emerges, which will be in the best
interests of the Community as a whole, but we cannot
go all of the way with the Committee on Budgets in
its choice of means towards this end.

We are in agreement, precisely because of the need to
find a lasting basis for the future financing of the
Community, with the proposal to freeze the appropria-

tions set aside for compensation to the United
Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany in
the reserve chapter.

We also approve of the objective of boosting the other
policies and the broadening of political horizons
reflected in the substantial commitment appropria-
tions providing a framework for new courses of action
in the future, although we have reservations regarding
the commitment of one billion ECU for a European
industrial area.

On the other hand, we disapprove of the freezing of
some of the funds for agriculture by placing in reserve
825 million ECU of the appropriation for the
Guarantee Section of the EAGGF, even though we see
the political motivation behind this proposal, which is
an appeal for urgent reform of the common agricul-
tural policy. Even though we accept, given the way
things are going, that adjustments are needed in the
common agricultural policy, we do not believe, in the
light of the 4.5% increase over 1983 in the EAGGF
Guarantee appropriations, that it is necessary to with-
hold part of the EAGGF funding, since it is quite
obvious that the common agricultural policy will need
this money during the course of 1984.

Above all, we do not believe that the partial freezing
of funds is an appropriate way to go about reforming
an existing policy, or indeed bringing pressure to bear
on the Council, since the Council is bound to rein-
state the original amounts. Obstructing the operation
of a policy and emphasizing the need for a formula
for the future financing of the Community at the
expense of a single policy are not, in our opinion, the
best ways of pressing the case for reform of the
common agricultural policy.

Under other circumstances, the rapporteur on the
general budget and supplementary budget No 2 for
1983 adopted a similar approach and was unsuccessful
on both occasions. Once again, we repeat that it is a
mistake to attempt to use the budget as the medium
for adjusting the common agricultural policy, which
should be reformed in its own terms.

Finally, I would draw attention to the fact that the
Committee on Budgets has been unwilling to enter-
tain any amendment proposing additional expenditure
in agriculture, which is consistent with the stance that
it has adopted. It has also rejected amendments aimed
at increasing agricultural revenues and in particular —
this I must stress — that making the structure of the
EAGGF more manageable by taking out all those
items of expenditure — adding up to an appreciable
amount — which are unconnected with agriculture.
Here we find it'lacking in consistency.

In short, we are unhappy that the problem of agricul-
tural spending should have been linked in this way to
the overall position of the rapporteur and the
Committee on Budgets, and we are therefore unable
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— although sharing Parliament’s concern to secure a
lasting solution to the problems which are currently
preventing all development of the Community — to
accept all aspects of the overall political compromise
proposed by the Committee on Budgets.

Mrs Bonino (CDI). — (I'7) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the only general comment that can be
made about this 1984 budget is that it is a budget on
which one cannot even hold a debate. It also seems to
me that the way Parliament is going, what we are
witnessing is Parliament’s self-liquidation — some
months before its term is due to expire. The solution
adopted by the rapporteur seems to me unacceptable
in its technicalities and politically ambiguous ; it’s like
playing the three-cards game: not much luck this
time, but we’ll surely get it right the next time round !

Why do I say that this budget cannot even be
debated ? Because a debate implies the possibility of
political choice. No such possibility exists here. There
is no money : what choices can be made with that?
There is no political will and there is no money — so
what are we talking about ? The mere fact that, after
those grand compromises to which Mr Adonnino was
referring, we should be greeting the inviolability of
the one percent VAT ceiling as a great success is a
measure of the depths to which we have sunk.

The only debate that is at all valid, therefore, is that
concerning the increase of the budgetary resources.
That debate was held this morning, for the fourth or
fifth time ... We all spoke in it at some time or
another ; Parliament has made its position clear, and
all that remains to us now is to wait patiently for the
Council to take a decision. Who knows, it might
happen in December in Athens after all...

You see, ladies and gentlemen, when we were elected
in 1979 we believed that we had certain powers ; some
of them were shared powers, but essentially we were
supposed to have powers over the budget. It seems to
me now that we have given up even these. Those
broad compromises, that wide consensus of which Mr
Adonnino spoke, going all the way from the Commun-
ists to the Liberals, has meant that, to my profound
regret, I could not find even five Members to sign
with me a motion for the rejection of this budget. In
my opinion a move to reject, or at least the threat of
rejection, was the only right, political and unambi-
guous choice for this Assembly. Unfortunately, I
cannot do it alone. And because of this unanimous
consensus on what is supposed to be leverage on the
Council, but is in fact Parliament’s voluntary winding
up — and the Council in its exceptionally turgid
report has made it abundantly clear — I cannot even
table a motion of rejection. But let me say this : non-
rejection of this budget means, this year more than
ever before, that we decline action, that we are accesso-
ries to the Community’s paralysis, that — worst of all
— we renounce the last power remaining to us.

I have used up my time, Mr President and ladies and
gentlemen, but there is one other thing I want to say.
I have tabled few amendments: one is on world
hunger, because, honestly, after all the talking I do
feel that what is being done is quite unacceptable ;
and a second, which I consider very important : this
Parliament has now become a corporate promoter of
its own privilege — there is no other way to explain
that contribution to the 1984 European elections
which is simply a subsidy for the political movements
represented in this Parliament.

In 1979, when we were not part of this Parliament, we
fought against the financing of political parties, and
we shall fight against it here and now, because we
believe it is wrong. We accept the reimbursement of
electoral expenses, but as for advances to be paid to
the political parties here present, to enable them to
carry on their electoral campaigns to the disavantage
of those who are not represented in this House, that is
another matter. It means that all the contenders in the
field would not have an equal start — and that we
find frankly unacceptable.

Mr Eisma (NI). — (NL) Is this the treatment we
shall be receiving shortly, in December ? Here 1 agree
with Mrs Bonino, although it is undoubtedly the only
point on which we agree. What is the situation after
all ? In December, at the time of the second reading,
we know that savings in the agricultural sector can
create greater scope for another, much-needed Euro-
pean policy. There must also be better prospects for
an increase in our own resources. If Athens does not
even produce that, we as a Parliament can draw the
logical conclusions and really make our presence felt.
But today and tomorrow are different.

The Committee on Budgets is staying within the
financial limits of 556 m ECU in payment appropria-
tions. In the circumstances, that seems a realistic
approach to us. We consider the Council’s decision to
remove so much from the Commission’s proposal
unsatisfactory and unfortunate. I am not alone in
saying this. Everyone here says the same and thinks
the same about the Council. After all, the Council is
obstructing real European policy in this way and, in
the longer term, cutting off its nose to spite its face.
The same has been said by Mrs Barbarella. The Coun-
cil’s attitude will result in a reversion to national poli-
cies, and that, we believe, is doomed to failure.

We are on the whole very satisfied with Mrs Scriv-
ener’s report, and we also assume that the appropria-
tions for compensating the United Kingdom and the
Federal Republic of Germany will be entered under
Article 100. But even at this stage we call on as many
Members of this Parliament as possible to be present
when the vote is taken to ensure that this proposal is
approved. If it is not, if we cannot get enough people
into the Chamber to vote this through, we shall not
be worth a straw as a Parliament. Let that be a
warning to us all.
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Given the possibilities and circumstances, which
neither she nor we consider favourable, Mrs Scrivener
has acted very responsibly. We mean this as a compli-
ment. This is particularly true of the amendments to
which we of the D’66 attach great political impor-
tance, the amendments tabled to the chapters that
concern the environment and social policy, although
we realize that the funds set aside to combat acid rain,
for example, are completely inadequate for dealing
with what is certainly a European problem.

Finally, Mr President, I would have expected Parlia-
ment to make greater cuts in its own budget. We parli-
amentarians could have made a gesture, with the reim-
bursement of our expenses, for example, and we shall
therefore certainly be supporting the amendments to
this effect.

Mr President, I can keep my statement brief for now,
and I have stayed within the allotted four minutes, but
you can count on the D’66 group being considerably
less brief in December, when we come to the second
reading.

Mr Saby (S). — (FR) Mr President, the 1984 budget
is a painful exercise for the European Parliament, a
painful exercise because we have reached the limit of
our own resources, because the situation in the
Community is far from satisfactory and we lack the
means to cope with it. It nevertheless has to be
acknowledged that Parliament has responded to this
situation in a responsible manner since, although it
has not backed down on its priorities, it has still kept
within the 1% VAT ceiling and the increases that it
has proposed do not go beyond what it is legally
entitled to do. I would add that the 1984 budget is not
a budget of resignation but a waiting budget and that
Parliament will not be satisfied with the status quo
after the Athens summit.

Similarly, the attitude adopted to the administrative
budgets of the institutions, whether the Council, the
Court of Justice, the Court of Auditors or the
Economic and Social Council, is clearly a responsible
one. Parliament has applied the decisions taken by its
Committee on Budgets over several years, decisions
which are entirely in keeping with sound manage-
ment principles.

With regard to its own budget, I would say that Parlia-
ment has kept to the recommendations already made
previously — in respect of 1983 — by the Committee
on Budgets and the House, particularly as far as the
strict management and rational use of data-processing
and office-automation equipment that we called for is
concerned, and I take this opportunity to pay tribute
to the efforts made by all the Parliament’s staff to put
the House’s wishes into practice.

But I should now like to come to the Commission’s
budget, which is the main topic of this debate. I find
it interesting to note that the increases are to be found

in the policy areas which have been defined by the
House as deserving priority and to which the Socialist
Group also attaches high importance. This is a budget
which I would describe as constructive in its 25.4 %
increase for the new fisheries policy, and in its provi-
sion for the regional policy, but my colleague Mrs
Fuillet will be discussing this later. It is entirely in
line with our wishes for the policies on industry,
research and energy, with an 18% increase over 1983
in the appropriations, which is fully in keeping with
Parliament’s wish to branch out into new policies.

Finally, whereas the Council cut the appropriations
for development by 22%, we, the Parliament, have
increased them by 16%. In general, we find that the
distribution of available resources among the various
parts of the budget is as satisfactory as could be
expected under the present circumstances. Of the
total budget expenditure, 66.4% has been allocated to
the EAGGF, 43% to fisheries, 5.2% to the ERDF,
6.6% to research and energy and 3.2% to coopera-
tion, while we have put 4.5% to a reserve fund.
Compared with 1983, therefore, the budget for 1984
shows virtually no change in agricultural spending,
since it is up only 4.4%, which corresponds roughly
to the average rate of inflation in the Community.

We also note that Parliament has increased the funds
for energy and research by 25%, which is evidence of
its determination to mount a dynamic response to the
crisis. The House has also stressed the importance that
it attaches to social policy and the less prosperous
regions. In discussing this budget, I must make the
point that the Socialists have made many concessions
in the interests of reaching an agreement, an attitude
meeting the situation.

I said at the beginning that this was a waiting budget,
not a budget of resignation. This of course highlights
the importance that we attach to the Athens summit,
and I would mention in this connection that France,
for instance, shares Parliament’s aspirations, as witness
her memorandum on the European industrial area for
research and energy. We have strong hopes that the
current exhaustion of own resources will trigger the
long overdue launching of these new policies, so that
the European Economic Community will be in the
best possible position to face the incipient third indus-
trial revolution.

It is our hope, Mr President, that this responsible
budget, this waiting budget — waiting, as I see it, in
the manner of a thoroughbred champing at the bit —
will enable the Community to set up policies and
resources to meet the current situation and the chal-
lenges that it is throwing down. We hope that France,
which will be taking over the Presidency of the
Council from Greece on 1 January 1984, will be able
to join with all the other Member States in giving
effect to these various proposals which have been put
forward in the interests of Europe.
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Yes, Mr President, we shall be voting for this budget,
in the conviction that we are not resigned, but
waiting, and that, after Athens, either there will be
positive results enabling us to discharge our responsi-
bilities, which is the wish of the majority of European
citizens, or it will be the end of our Community.

Mr Langes (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, the debate
on the budget is a political debate. I shall con-
sequently try to avoid quoting any figures; we have
heard them ad nauseam in the budget deliberations,
and our rapporteur has presented them — quite
rightly — to Parliament.

I would like to make five political remarks. The first is
addressed to the President-in-Office of the Council.
The President-in-Office of the Council — our former
colleague — has made it clear that budgetary consulta-
tions can only have favourable results provided Parlia-
ment and the Council are in agreement. That is why,
Mr President-in-Office of the Council, I was
extremely perturbed by a remark of yours that you
described as a personal one. You said in effect that we
could increase our own resources without reviewing
our policies in certain areas. That may be understand-
able from the Greek point of view, but it is unques-
tionably wrong in general political terms. Everyone
must realize that the increase in our own resources
that we are all demanding and expecting is inconceiv-
able unless we put our house in order at the same
time. That is what we are asking of the Council, and
what we are asking of you personally is to use your
influence in the Council to support this aim. I assure
you that the majority of the Members of this Parlia-
ment are determined that the system be put on a
sound footing. Even as a Greek President-in-Office of
the Council, you must accept for political reasons that
we must pursue both ends together.

My second remark is addressed to my Conservative
friends and neighbours. The debate on the second
supplementary budget having proved such a big disap-
pointment, I find the budgetary deliberations to date
and the remarks made by your spokesman Mr Balfour
indicate a distinct change of heart in that the Conser-
vatives have realized that the United Kingdom’s
policy, based as it is exclusively on self-interest, is anti-
European and is going to isolate the UK in the long
run. I therefore consider Mr Balfour’s speech on
behalf of the Conservatives today extremely encou-
raging. I know the next few weeks will be hard for
you in your country, even in your own party, if you
vote on Thursday in line with what you said earlier
on. I admire this courageous attitude and regard it as
the only one that is forward-looking and capable of
strengthening this Parliament.

The rejection of the 1984 budget, which Mr Balfour
describes as Parliament’s ultimate weapon, is undoubt-
edly a potential weapon, but in my opinion there are

other less drastic measures Parliament can take, such
as the use of Chapter 100. I agree with Mr Balfour
that we should watch what happens in Athens and at
the joint deliberations with the Council in order to
decide what options we have. 1 call on all those
colleagues who were disappointed by the voting on
the second supplementary budget to snap out of their
depression. You cannot always win in politics, but we
should look ahead again and I think that the
compromise that has been reached is a good one. My
third remark is addressed to the Commission. I have
heard what you said, and can only repeat what I told
your President last week. The Commission must
decide how it can get back onto a reasonably even,
rational course after all the muddled, contradictory
and diverging statements it has made on the agricul-
tural budget. You have forfeited some of our confi-
dence, and you know it, but you can regain it by
pursuing a policy that is acceptable to Parliament at
the deliberations after the first reading. This is my
request and appeal to the Commission.

The fourth remark is addressed to Mrs Bonino. Your
group contributes virtually nothing to the work of this
House ; it is absent again now, it only put in an
appearance earlier on for the benefit of TV viewers in
Italy, and I must describe this behaviour as
disgraceful. The very group that claims to save tax-
payers money only turns up to use Parliament as a
platform for cheap party propaganda. This is totally
unacceptable.

(Applause, cry of Viva Bonino! from Mr Vande-
wiele)

Mr Vandewiele, I am glad she’s alive, but I do not
approve of Parliament being treated as a mere plat-
form.

The Committee on Budgets has tried to put the delib-
erations on course. Mr Vandewiele, we can argue
about this, I'm pleased that we appear to have diffi-
culties in our group.

(Cry of ‘We haven't any difficulties, dear friend”
from Mr Vandewiele)

Fine, then I would just like to say in conclusion that
the proposals presented by the Committee on Budgets
reflect the various sections of the budget in accor-
dance with their priority. I would like to ask all my
colleagues to second these recommendations as
presented by Mrs Scrivener, in order to avoid
exceeding the 1% ceiling. By doing so we shall
demonstrate our cohesiveness and can embark on the
deliberations with the Council with confidence.

(Applause)

Mr Kirk (ED). — (DA) Mr President, the last Honou-
rable Member who spoke, Mr Langes, said that the
Conservative Group had in effect pursued a United
Kingdom policy in recent years and that he was glad
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it now looked as though we were no longer going to
pursue an anti-European policy. As a Dane in the
Conservative Group, I must say to Mr Langes that this
is not the case. Certainly, the Conservative Group,
especially the British members, consider the budget-
ary problem to be a very serious one to which it
rightly feels that a solution must be found. The Euro-
pean Democratic Group now feels certain that, with
the work being done by the Committee on Budgets of
the European Parliament, there is a possibility of
achieving a final and definitive solution to such ques-
tions as the British and West German budgetary
problem. We Danish Conservatives in the European
Democratic Group hope therefore that we shall finally
manage to bring the pressure to bear on the Council
of Ministers which will induce it to take the final deci-
sion on a solution to the budgetary problems, so that
we can get on with dealing with the real problems
which beset us in the Community.

All the Member States are currently doing all in their
power to keep down expenditure under the national
budgets, and it is ohvious that, in dealing with the
Community budgets, we must show restraint in the
matter of expenditure. We therefore have to look seri-
ously at all the items in which there are indications of
particularly high rises in expenditure. The expenditure
must be evaluated in terms of whether there is any

actual expansion in Community activity or it is

simply a question of more resources for the existing
arrangements. If it is a case of expansion in activities,
the justification will depend to a large extent on
whether the expansion is consonant with the consider-
ations which the ad hoc Committee set up by Parlia-
ment to study the economic recovery will be putting
forward in the coming weeks.

We might be tempted to say that the Community’s
finances should not be allowed td function merely as
a social assistance bureau, dispensing aid to anyone
who gets into economic or employment difficulties in
the various Member States. We need to stimulate new
investment and employment in all Member States. It
is therefore important to us that the increased expendi-
ture built into the 1984 budget should be used in a
manner which will promote dynamic dévelopment.

Much has been said about expenditure on agriculture.
We shall be debating that later in the November part-
session, together with changes in the structural fund;
I shall therefore only touch briefly on this subject
here. But it must be clear ta everybody that there is a
pressing need for a removal from the common agricul-
tural policy of the planned economy rules, which for
so many years have confounded the aims of the
common agricultural policy itself apd in a very few
years could lead to a total collapse of the agricultural
policy. It is essential that we bring about a change in
the mechanisms, so that agriculture as an industry
may come to participate in what was the original aim
of the Community : free competition between enter-
prises within a large common market. In my opinion,
it is the consumers who should determine by their

demand what products should be produced and hence
be sold, and not this or that budget here in the
Community.

I should like to say finally that we have in fact not
had an answer from the Commission today on how
the deferred advances will affect the budget for 1984.
By how many ECUs is the Community:budget short ?
How many of the ECUs which were deferred will be
used in 1984 for the appropriations for commitment
and payment in question ? It is a concrete question, to
which I think the Commission must also give us a
concrete answer here during the first budget debate.

Mr President, I should like to say that the important
thing for us is to use our money dynamically and to
ensure that the resources used by Parliament, the
Commission and the Council ip their various depart-
ments and services are used to optimum effect. We
shall therefore vote in favour of all the amendments
from the Committee on Budgets aimed at freezing the
level of staff of the various institutions.

Mr Baillot (COM). — (FR) Mr President, the budget
of the Community, like that of a State, is the transla-
tion into figures of economic and political options. It
is also used by this Parliament as a means of
strengthening its political powers and broadening the
range of its competence, sometimes even beyond what
is authorized in the Treaty. This budget shows a fall in
real figures compared with 1983 and in this it reflects
the contmumg crisis in the Community. The rappor-
teur is right to stress that it would be, in her own
words, ‘illusory to 1magme that the budget can have a
decisive effect on the crisis.’

The crisis, as we know, is exacerbating the contradic-
tions between Member States. In 1984, 65% of this
budget will be used for agriculture and for implemen-
tation of ‘structural’ policies which generally amount
to no more than organizing redistribution of resources
between Member States or dressing the social wounds
inflicted by the devastation caused by years of policies
relying on austerity and structural reorganization.

Although aware of these limitations, the French
Communists and Allies were actively involved in all
stages of the budgetary procedure in the hope of
securing improvements, as long as they did not clash
with the policy that my country has been pursuing
since May 1981. To this end, we put forward a
number of proposals for measures which we hold to
be essential. First of all, I have to repeat that it is
necessary in our view to close the book on the ques-
tion of rebates to the United Kingdom, which is
causing such acrlmony in our debates. On the basis of
the commitments given by the Council, we proposed
simply that the 1980 and 1981 overpayments be used
to settle the matter in 1984. We were unsuccessful,
but we shall not lose sight of these overpayments until
Mrs Thatcher pays them back. Following the Stuttgart
summit, the Chancellor of the Federal Republic of
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Germany came here to announce that these overpay-
ments had been taken into account in the budget for
1984. We are not convinced. We therefore find it a
useful step forward to have placed all appropriations
connected with the British contribution in reserve,
although without falling into the trap designed to set
the House against the Council over the classification
of expenditure.

We cannot approve of Mrs Scrivener’s proposal to
place 825 million ECU of the EAGGF appropriation
in reserve. In our opinion, the political significance of
this is quite different from that of the Council’s deci-
sion to place 250 million ECU in reserve. But I shall
say no more on this subject, since my friend Pierre
Pranchére will be discussing it at greater length later
in the debate.

We are in favour of the concentration of social policy
appropriations on vocational training and jobs for
women and young people, among whom the unem-
ployment figures are particularly high. In this connec-
tion, I welcome the positive outcome, incorporating
some of our proposals, of the conciliation between the
Parliament and the Council on reform of the Social
Fund, in which I took part on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets.

The definition of a new criterion for the allocation
and distribution of Community funds is beginning to
make headway, since the Committee on Budgets
adopted our amendment calling for the creation of a
new line in the budget linked to the reduction of
working-time. This approach seems more likely to
make a positive contribution to economic recovery
and job creation than a thinly spread allocation of
appropriations which are often under-utilized or
merely serve as a device for redistribution between
Member States.

We for our part would have preferred to see a more
substantial increase in the appropriations for food aid
and development, which were unjustifiably and
unjustly cut by the Council at a time when the situa-
tion is getting worse in the Third World.

We support the move to strengthen cooperation in
the industrial and energy fields, but we are not exclu-
sive in our attitude here. For instance, cooperation on
the Community plane does not exclude bilateral or
multilateral cooperation, which can be beneficial to
all, as witness the examples of the Airbus or Ariane.
We hope that adoption of the amendments tabled by
the Committee on Transport will at last lead to the
launching of a real common policy on transport
taking advantage of the substantial technological
progress that has been achieved, in rail transport in
particular, and the development of infrastructures of
Community interest.

In conclusion, Mr President, this is the spirit, not only
critical but also very constructive, as you will have
been able to judge, in which we are taking part in the

voting on the amendments, refusing to be drawn into
budgetary irresponsibility, which we believe would be
sidestepping the real problems of the Community.

Mr Maher (L). — Mr President, I too would like to
compliment my colleague, Mrs Scrivener, not only on
the technical work that she has done so competently
in connection with the preparation of the budget but
also on succeeding to an unparalleled extent in
getting an extraordinary degree of consensus in the
Committee on Budgets and also on being mainly
responsible for the degree of consensus reached with
the Council. That, of course, is important because,
while I am not saying that we should not have our
confrontations with the Council, we have to accept
that, given the limitations under which we operate, it
is important for the sake of the people of the Commu-
nity that we achieve the maximum degree of coopera-
tion. It is, however, clear that we are labouring under
the great disability, the great defect, that we cannot
achieve any more progress than we are achieving at
the moment because of the financial limitations. I am
not one who subscribes to the view that if, somehow,
we could achieve the kind of reforms that have been
talked about in relation, for instance, to the agricul-
tural policy, and achieve the savings that have been
mentioned, this would spark off a new development
producing a new approach to new policies.

I cannot accept this, Mr President, and I think it is
time that idea was laid once and for all because of
what is preventing us from achieving the cooperation
in other fields that would mean a saving to the
Member States of the European Community. I
mention as an example research, although it is not the
most important field. There is a great deal of duplica-
tion, a great waste of resources between the Member
States because of our failure to cooperate on research.
There is very little cooperation. We all want to do our
own thing. So, of course, we waste resources. So I do
not think, frankly, that it is a question of savings. I do
not think it is a question of money. The real problem
is that of sovereignty. The old idea is that these coun-
tries must do their own thing; they do not want to
concede any more sovereignty.

If we are talking about savings, look at the situation in
relation to military expenditure, for instance. I do not
think it is any harm to mention it as a background
situation. The great powers of the world today,
including the countries of the European Economic
Community, are spending one-and-a-half million
dollars per minute in military expenditure. What we
are spending on agriculture is infinitesimal in compar-
ison. I have not been able to discover how much of
that expenditure has been undertaken by the EEC
countries, but it is considerable. We have 50 000
nuclear warheads today, and we are building 5000
more every year. Even if there was a war, we could
only use about 6000 of them, because you cannot
keep on destroying the place over and over again.
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So we have 50000 nuclear warheads in surplus
costing vast sums of money. Nobody talks about that.
We talk about the surplus of food, but we have vast
surpluses of armaments and military weapons. They
are designed to kill people, to do away with them. We
have some extra food and we have a very great
problem about distributing it to the hungry of the
world.

Mr President, how serious are we ? How serious are we
in the last analysis about resources ? We have plenty
of resources, but we do not have the political will-
power to use them in the right way. We use them to
kill people. Look at the UK — I want to say this in
friendship, not just to be critical — : when it came to
retaining an island in the South Atlantic, there was no
problem about money. There was plenty of it. Just
spend it ! Hold onto the place at any costs ! But when
it comes to expenditure on food and keeping an agri-
cultural policy, the UK is the most determined oppo-
nent of the existence of a common agricultural policy.
they want to destroy it — something that is good and
which has been successful.

One problem which is of concern to many of us —
and this, I think, is tied up with the budget — is that
there is no long-term strategy for the development of
an agricultural policy in the European Community.
Everything is ad hoc I would say to the Commission
and to Mr Tugendhat : you are always grappling with
problems which are immediately in front of you.
There is no grand design. None of us know where agri-
culture is going to be five years from now. There is no
indication that there are any policies, for instance,
which would regionalize agricultural production,
giving those regions capable of producing certain
products the possibility to produce them. We are
going to go on in the same old way. The only solution
offered is to cut the money and reduce agriculture. 1
would issue a warning here. If that is done to too great
a degree, inevitably national aids will be applied again.
If national aids are applied again, there is no way of
having a ‘common agricultural policy; we shall have
national agricultural policies. If that happens, there is
no chance of achieving industrial free trade and we
shall all be back again to pre-1950.

Mr Bonde (CDI). — (DA) Mr President, the budget
we are to debate today is a historic one: when the
majority in Parliament on Thursday exceeds its
margin of manoeuvre, the 1% ceiling will be attained.
Denmark’s taxpayers and consumers will have to pay
4300 million DKR as their contribution to the
Community budget in 1984. That is 800 DKR for
every single Dane, from toddlers to pensioners, and
3200 DKR for the typical family comprising father,
mother and two children. This figure reflects a tenfold
increase in Denmark’s contribution to the Commu-
nity budget in ten years. If we look at the Commis-

sion’s three-year budget estimate, we see that
Denmark’s contribution in 1985 will be 4 900 million
DKR; and in 1986 it will be §500 million DKR,
which will cost our nice little family 4400 DKR.
What does the average Danish family get in return for
this contribution ? We get interference in pay negotia-
tions, with demands for wage-cuts, interference in our
decision-making on security, health and environ-
mental matters — not better, but lower standards. We
get binding economic guidelines calling for social
cutbacks in everything that generations have worked
to build up. We get higher prices for food and other
essentials, which in real terms make the contribution
to the Community budget the smallest of the costs
the family incurs through being in the EEC.

It is not the typical Danish family which gets the big
returns from the Community budget. It is the multina-
tional corporations, such as Olivetti, Siemens and
Honeywell Bull, which get their research budgets paid
by the taxpayers of the Community countries. It is
primarily private companies which get money from
the Community’s various funds. What do the workers
get? Do we retain any right of property over the
money we pay in ? No. Do we retain any influence on
the use of the money ? No. Do we get a guarantee that
the companies which receive the money use it for
investing in new jobs? No. What do we get, then?
We get the privilege of picking up the tab and, since
the EEC is financed with the aid of levies on
consumption, VAT, the amounts payable roll down to
the bottom end of the scale. Those who can afford it
least get to paying most to those who have most
already. It seems to me that certain people have been
reading Robin Hood backwards, since what the
Community budget does is to take from the poor and
give to the rich.

The budget which will be adopted on Thursday, in
my opinion, is in conflict with the Danish Constitu-
tion and the rules which govern our membership of
the European Community. It is in fact only by an
illegal trick that we are keeping to the 1% ceiling.
The reality is that the VAT ceiling is now being
exceeded by the amounts which are being demanded
under the co-responsibility levy and booked as a nega-
tive item of expenditure. As far as we are concerned,
there is no such thing as a negative item of expendi-
ture. On the other hand, we have a provision that
requires that no taxes or levies can be assessed unless
it is done through a legal measure. The President
knows the clause in question better than anyone in
this Chamber. The co-responsibility levy is in reality
the imposition of a tax of 250 DKR per year on every
Danish cow, and for a farmer with 100 cows that is a
special tax of 25 000 DKR per year to the EEC. I have
great difficulty in understanding why the Council of
Agriculture Ministers brings actions in the Court of
Justice over taxes legally adopted by the Folketing,
while the quite illegal special EEC taxes on milk
producers  are  passively accepted. If  the
co-responsibility levies were entered as they should
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be, as revenue and not as negative expenditure, the
VAT ceiling would now be broken through the appli-
cation of the clause in the Constitution on the transfer
of new powers and not by illegal transfers from one
account to another.

In the same way, the repayments of 10 000 million
DKR to Great Britain and Western Germany are
illegal in my opinion. The sharing out of the burden
of expenditure among the Member States is clearly
laid down in the Treaty of Accession, which was
approved by a referendum of the Danish electorate,
and it is not proper to change anything in that Treaty
unless it is done through the same procedure. It is
insolence to the Danish electorate when changing
Danish governments accept the use of that flexible
clause, Article 235, to alter a treaty instead of carrying
out the treaty amendment in the manner required by
law. But the fact that the Council is committing a
criminal act does not entitle Parliament to take the
law into its own hands by blocking money in the
reserves. Parliament is using innocent farmers here as
hostages in its demand for more influence on Commu-
nity legislation.

We cannot support the repayments to Great Britain
and Western Germany, but neither will we participate
in Parliament’s power-struggle with the Council. The
power-struggle will also come to the fore this year
when the rate of increase in non-compulsory expendi-
ture is exceeded, and in that connection I would call
on the Council to read carefully Article 203 (9) of the
Treaty. This states that a new rate of increase can only
be accepted by agreement between the institutions;
Parliament has to act here under a special procedure
requiring at least 218 votes and at least three-fifths of
the votes cast. But that is not what is happening. It
will not happen during the first debate or during the
second debate, if Mr Lange has anything to do with it,
and unfortunately he will have something to do with
it

Thus all amendment proposals are in my opinion
illegal, and I call upon the Council to treat all
proposed amendments as invalid and, once and for all,
to show up this power-hungry supranational Parli-
ament in law for what it is. The People’s Movement
against the EEC, together with Mrs Boserup, has
tabled a motion for an amendment to Mrs Scrivener’s
report, which cuts this conception of law and order to
pieces, and I urge your to adopt it.

(The sitting was suspended at 7.55 p.m. and resumed
at 9 pm)

IN THE CHAIR: MR LALOR
Vice-President
Mr Romualdi (NI). — (I7) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I do not intend to discuss the technical

aspects. I shall leave that to the experts, particularly to
those who have taken part in the preparation of the

budget and of the reports laid before this House. But I
cannot let the opportunity of this debate pass without
voicing, once again, on behalf of the Italian right, our
profound concern over the nature of this budget,
which, far from evolving in a favourable direction, is
even more rigid and less adequate to its purpose than
before.

We have said many times in these past years that the
budgetary policy of the Council, and indeed of the
Commission, was shortsighted and lacking in breadth.
It is often dictated, it is true, by considerations arising
from the deep crisis which has been besetting
Europe’s economy for years now, but it is shortsighted
nevertheless, has been shown to be so on this occa-
sion once again, and has been so described by the
rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener herself. It is a policy which
fails to recognize that it is not by penny-pinching, not
by denying to the Community the means of pursuing
and expanding its common policies — for agriculture,
industry, energy, the regions or research — that
budgets can be saved from going into the red or our
countries’ floundering economies from going under.
On the contrary, this is to reject the only possible
salvation, which lies in extension of Community poli-
cies, in their closer coordination and in their orderly
but continuous development — but certainly not in
their strangulation !

The present budget reflects — and this is why we
oppose it — this niggardly mentality, this narrow-
minded view of the Community’s economic life and
of its development policy. Many speak of it, but few
are prepared to work for it in practice, yet it should
remain the grand object of our political efforts and the
primary duty of this Parliament to which we have
been elected to represent and defend the real interests
and the very real hopes for unity of the European
peoples. It is a duty which the present budget does
not fully reflect. Hence our opposition to it, which
will be widely shared in this House : not so much as
regards the final vote but with the aim of taking a
much-needed new look at the political crisis into
which this Community has fallen, caught as it is
between its own need to grow if it is not to die and
the indifference of our respective governments. It is a
crisis from which the Community must find a way
out. And it is up to Parliament at this juncture to help
it find that way.

Mrs Nikolaou (S). — (GR) Mr President, without a
doubt we are at an historic turning-point in the deve-
lopment of the Community. The 1984 budget is the
first one which, at the drafting stage, has been subject
to the overriding consideration of not exceeding the
1 % ceiling. At a time when Europe is facing a chal-
lenge of survival and its peoples are confronted with
the spectre of unemployment, the Community budget
is unable to contribute effectively to overcoming the
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crisis. The fact that the basic decisions on the
increasing of resources and the development of new
policies have been put back until the Athens Summit
has created a climate of uncertainty in the discussions
concerning the 1984 budget. Of course, if the deci-
sions taken in Athens are positive, it will be possible
for certain of the emergent needs to be catered for via
a supplementary budget. But the prospects here are
not very hopeful, either.

The procedure for ratifying the decisions of the
Athens meeting on increasing of the Community’s
resources is so protracted that it is certain we shall be
stuck with the same budgetary levels for a year or two.
The attempts to achieve at least a degree of budgetary
restructuring have foundered in the face of the
substantial rise in agricultural spending forecast for
1984, While expenditure on the Guarantee Section as
a percentage of total spending fell steadily until 1983,
from 72 % in 1979 to 63 % in 1983, it is up again to
66.5 % for 1984 and this has left only 8 billion ECU
for all the other policies, including agricultural restruc-
turing. The distribution of this sum in the various
lines mirrors the objectives set out for the 1984
budget, which are the combating of unemployment
and world hunger. By the reverse token, the objective
of reducing regional inequalities was not given parity
with these. The development problems confronting
the less developed Member States on the periphery do
not have the same priority in a Community which is
faced with enormous probiems of unemployment and
technological development when compared with the
United States and Japan, while at the same time the
massive indebtedness of the Third World is steadily
contracting export outlets for the Community’s manu-
factured goods. The 1984 budget is not, however, struc-
tured in such a way as to respond to the need to
manage the crisis by developing new dynamic poli-
cies. It is not imbued with such a spirit. It is particu-
larly characteristic that the appropriations for indus-
trial research, on which to a great extent the future of
the Community depends, are not only inadequate in
relation to the sums made available in other sectors
but have also been appreciably cut by the Council.

The need to develop new policies of a redistributive
character to bridge the constantly widening regional
inequalitites should not be ignored no matter how
pressing the problems facing the developed countries
may be. Of course, the Community failed to use the
opportunity it had during the period of high growth-
rates to move ahead with a bold transfer of resources
from the more affluent to the less affluent Member
States in order to reduce the development gap in the
Community. Now, during the recession, this problem
is a particularly difficult one. Characteristic are the
drastic cuts the Council has made in the Regional
Fund, while Parliament for its part, has not restored
the balance by making a substantial part of its
resources available to this Fund.

Also unacceptably low are the appropriations for trans-
port, a sector which could be of decisive importance
in the development of countries on the periphery.
Notable here also is the fact that it will not be
possible in 1984 to start up the Mediterranean
programmes, which could provide an efficient
mechanism for the transfer of resources from the
wealthy regions to the poor regions of the Mediterra-
nean south.

Mr President, allow me, in winding up, to refer to a
point which specifically concerns Greece. While both
the Commission and the Council have recognized the
need, with proposals for regulations, to give Greece
special financial support in connection with the
Memorandum, they have not made provision in the
budget for the appropriations necessary for these regu-
lations to be given effect. We have tabled appropriate
amendments and hope for Parliament’s support.

Mr Notenboom (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, I
believe this budget is dominated by two factors : the
virtual exhaustion of the Community’s own resources
and the Athens summit meeting. This will very
largely determine our policy this week and in
December, but in December we shall be gathering
here after the Athens meeting. I expect it to produce
not miracles but a clear impulse for a structural
increase in expenditure and for new revenue. This
urgent hope, this demand by the European Parliament
is reflected in the compromise which has already been
discussed on many occasions and which unites most
of the groups. The important aspect of this
compromise, 1 find, is that it avoids attacking the
United Kingdom alone and addresses the Council as a
whole in strong terms.

The need felt by Neil Balfour and his friends not to
be driven into isolation has made a deep impression
on me, and that is one reason, Mr President, why I
supported this compromise in the Committee on
Budgets and will do so in plenary sitting, although I
must say that I do not now feel that it is wise in every
respect. For example, it seems wrong to me to enter
hundreds of millions in commitment appropriations
in the budget as a sign of our desire for an increase in
Community resources and a larger budget in the
future. I do not think that specific budgetary figures
— perhaps not payment appropriations, but specific
budgetary figures with a sound legal basis nonetheless
— should be used as a sign. 1 object to this. But, of
course, southern countries see some things differently
from northern countries, and we must understand
each other, because we need a majority of 218 votes. 1
will therefore support the compromise despite my
objections to a policy of using such extensive commit-
ment appropriations as a symbol, as a sign. That goes
against the grain.with me but, as I have said, I was
very impressed by the positive attitude taken by Mr
Balfour, which also enabled our rapporteur to bring
about this compromise.



25. 10. 83

Debates of the European Parliament

No 1-305/95

Notenboom

But if this sign given by Parliament, and I sincerely
hope it will be approved on Thursday, falls on deaf
ears in the Council, we shall not be able to avoid
doing what is necessary in December. We must not
confine ourselves to expressing disappointment. It will
not be simply a disappointment, and we must say so
now, not as a threat but as a genuine expression of the
attitude taken by my group and by many groups.
Something will have to be done, rejection being one
of the weapons, let us not say the only one, but one of
the possible weapons.

Although I and my group approve all the amend-
ments proposed by the Committee on Budgets, I
personally find — if I may dream for a moment, Mr
President — that we are in fact spreading our priori-
ties rather too wide. This is not a criticism of the
rapporteur. She had no other choice. I personally
know very well what her real priorities are, and I agree
with her. She had no other choice, because we need
218 votes, and that has enabled a small minority to
demand that certain priorities be set, otherwise they
will not support the others, and we shall not then
have the 218 votes we need. But if I may dream a
while — and I hope my dreams will come true in a
few years’ time — Parliament will not become strong
in budgetary matters until it sets one major priority
and uses it to forge ahead towards a completely
genuine European budget incorporating genuine
instruments of which national budgets are not
capable. Only then will the European Parliament, its
priorities not spread too wide, be able to stand up to
the Council. It will, I believe, also command the
respect of the Council, which is after all an institution
that should be working for Europe.

I have already paid my respects to the rapporteur, Mrs
Scrivener, who, I find, has so far done an extremely
good job in presenting so rounded a proposal on
behalf of the Committee on Budgets. This is not an
easy task ; summer holidays, a great deal of free time
and many working hours, of course, have to be sacri-
ficed. I should like to express my appreciation once
again.

I know that she attaches considerable importance to
the ‘innovation, research, energy, industrial policy’
section, and I too consider this section very important
for the real future of Europe, because this is where
jobs may be created in the medium term, jobs which
cannot be created on a purely national basis. I approve
the proposals for the social sector. They may alleviate
hardship, they must alleviate hardship, particularly
among young people. That has my approval. But they
cannot create any new jobs : that is the task of the first
area I mentioned, and that is why I find this section
so important, because these are things that can be
done at European level but cannot all be done at
purely national level. This does presuppose that the
Member States are then prepared to reduce such
expenditure in their national budgets. Let me quote
what Mr von der Vring said this morning : redistribu-

tion of public expenditure. That is what we want, Mr
President of the Council. We do not want public
expenditure to rise further. It is already far too high in
a number of Member States. ‘Redistribution of public
expenditure’, although I myself have used the term
‘replacement policy’ on several occasions, but that
does not matter if we know what we are talking about.
Two weeks ago I was pleased to hear the Nobel Prize
winner Tinbergen — not just anybody, then — giving
this term his blessing in the context of European deve-
lopment cooperation. He felt this was the solution if
there was to be European development cooperation,
and what a major contribution it could make — I am
dreaming again, Mr President — if we used our budge-
tary strength and budgetary scope to Europeanize part
of national development aid, to speak with one voice
in the world, to take action in the world with one
large fund and so persuade the United States, Japan
and other wealthy countries to make similar efforts!
What an incentive that would be, a note sounded by
Christian and humanist Europe for all the world to
hear, calling for greater justice and also for greater
purchasing power in the developing countries, which
could help us to get out of our present economic
crisis ! These may be dreams, but they can come true
if, by becoming more aware and better informed, we
manage to agree in future not to spread our priorities,
to achieve convergence and, wherever possible, to set
ourselves one or two priorities a year.

Mr Georgiadis, since you were present, I believe, as a
Member of this Parliament when the Pfennig report
was adopted, may I conclude by asking you to circu-
late the European Parliament’s Pfennig report, the
report of our Committee on Budgets, among your
colleagues on the Budget Council once again to show
them what we mean by the ‘Europeanization’ of
policy, which is what the Committee on Budgets is
again advocating. )

(Applause)

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, first of
all a general comment : it is known that the Commu-
nity budget is equal to about 2.4 % of the total
spending in the national budgets of the Member
States. We should therefore see the problem of the
distribution of expenditure not only within the narrow
framework of the Community budget but also in rela-
tion to the distribution of expenditure in the national
budgets. It is in the light of this overall distribution of
expenditure, in the Community budget and the
national budgets as well, that we should approach the
problems of the Community budget. So it is inappro-
priate for certain Members, such as British and
German representatives, to call in this House for cuts
in farm spending on the pretext of raising social
spending in order to combat unemployment, when at
the same time their governments are cutting back
harshly on social spending in their national budgets.
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It is not right that working people in other countries,
such as in Greece, should thus have to pay indirectly
for the policy of austerity being pursued by govern-
ments such as that of Great Britain. These govern-
ments cannot ask for a reduction in farm spending on
the pretext of raising appropriations for productive
investment when at the very same time in their own
state budgets there is an ever increasing shift of funds
form productive investment to military spending.
Farmers, Greek farmers as well, cannot be expected to
pay in this indirect way for the missiles of Great
Britain or of any other country of the Community.
The Community budget has been drafted against the
background of a general policy of increased military
spending, surrender to market forces, austerity for the
workers and cutbacks in social spending, and it
expresses this policy exactly.

I would now like to make a few comments
concerning particular major sectors of the budget.
First, the question of the refunds to Western Germany
and Great Britain. In effect, the 1984 budget institu-
tionalizes the refunds, and replacing direct refunds by
the ostensible financing of Community policies alters
nothing, because for countries such as Western
Germany there is no great gulf at least not as great as
there is in our country between national and Commu-
nity policy. It is not very difficult for Western
Germany to put a Community tag on one of its
national policies. Greece entered the Community on
the worst terms. For you to ask Greece also to cover
even a small part of the existing or non-existent
problems, and to pay for the problem of unemploy-
ment in Great Britain and Western Germany or for
the refunds to these countries, is unacceptable.

A second sector is farm spending, which is said to
take up the lion’s share of the draft budget for 1984 at
present. But what has been the result of this spending
for the small producers and for countries such as
Greece ? Has the income of Greek farmers risen such
that we too can say: ‘That’s enough, put a brake on
this farm spending? Do we by any chance have
products in surplus ? Cotton, raisins, tobacco, nearly
all of the agricultural products of Greece, are in short
supply. And yet the problems are growing and
worsening all the time. So how can we agree to cuts in
spending and restrictive measures which will hit
Greek farm production as well ? Of course, there does
exist a problem, highlighted in the opinion given by
the Committee on Agriculture, and that is that most
of the money spent on farming is pocketed by the
large capitalist concerns of the northern countries,
which, indeed, instead of being exposed to free compe-
tition have reaped the benefits of the co-responsibility
measures and intervention prices. We find something
positive in the proposal by the Committee on Agricul-
ture to apply a sliding scale to the imposition of
co-responsibility, with a lower limit which will
exempt small producers.

A third point is the regional issue. I will not say
much, but merely confine myself to the assertion
contained in the opinion of the Regional Committee,
that the cut in spending on the regions shows that the
regional policy is nothing more than a pretence as far
as the Community is concerned.

A fourth point is the problem of industrial policies.
Here we must say something that applies to the
budget in the wider context — namely, that qualita-
tive and socio-political considerations ought to come
before quantitative considerations. Industry, the deve-
lopment of industry, who could say no? But I ask
you, what have industrial policies designed to make
the Community more competitive with Japan and the
United States got to offer Greece ? What will be the
result for Greece ? How will Greece benefit from
Esprit research into information technology ? What
benefit will it get from the Joint Research Centre ?
Quite the reverse, the Community’s industrial poli-
cies, aimed at enabling the EEC to compete with the
other two imperialist centres, are a barrier to the deve-
lopment of Greek industry, as experience so far shows,
a notable example being the petrochemical plant
which we abandoned under pressure from the EEC,
and we are now trying to sell off bit by bit the
machinery we had purchased.

A final point is that of expenditure allotted for
assisting development in the Third World. We also
think that this appropriation should have been
increased ; but over and above the quantitative aspect
there is another consideration. Which criteria apply
for the donation of these sums? The overriding
criteria are political ones, and we cannot but condemn
the action this morning of the Commission in cutting
off aid to Grenada a few hours before the American
invasion of that country. Is this an expression of the
Commission’s moral support for the imperialist inter-
vention in the affairs of the Grenadian people ?

Finally, Mr President, -I want to mention Greece.
There is the familiar tale that we are making 49
billion out of the EEC budget. Yes, in 1981 and 1982,
for which years there are full figures, we did have a
net surplus of 49 billions. I do not ask that we should
compare this figure with any of the other
consequences except one: this is our trade deficit,
which, as a result of membership, rose in those two
years to 297 billion drachmas, a figure six times as
great, that is as our net surplus from the EEC. And
you are asking us to pay Great Britain and West
Germany ? Bearing in mind that the major part of the
CAP funds goes to the large capitalist concerns of the
north, that regional expenditure is being reduced and
that Community criteria are being strengthened, we
believe that the draft budget will have very harmful
consequences for our country if it is implemented. In
view of this, Mr President, I would like to call on our
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friend the President of the Council, who is also the
Greek Minister of Finance, to draw the proper conclu-
sions from what has been said here, and on his
Government to set our country on the road to with-
drawal from the EEC with an economic development
policy distinct from the plans of the Community.

Mr Gendebien (CDI). — (FR) I should like first of
all to compliment Mrs Scrivener and the other rappor-
teurs.

In my observation, the European institutions are
lapsing into a sort of coma, brought on by excessive
bureaucracy and above all a lack of political vision.
This situation has been reflected during this debate by
what has seemed to me to be an atmosphere of resig-
nation. We are, to be honest, waiting to get our
second wind and, in the meantime; we should be
under no illusion that public opinion is inspired by
what we have to say. Room for manoeuvre, policy of
.convergence, review of structural funds, own
resources : who can expect the public to warm to such
themes ? To the public, eurocratic terminology is
arcane and the issues remain obscure.

Along with many colleagues, I therefore believe that
we urgently need to draw up a grand design for the
coming generations, to return to the time of imagina-
tion, of boldness, of simple ideas. And I say that we
shall not leave our difficulties behind us until we rise
above money issues, which are in fact only the
pretext, the screen behind which we hide our lack of
political will. We urgently need to achieve a signifi-
cant qualitative advance in the construction of Europe,
without which there will be no real budget. If we find,
a few weeks from now, that the Athens summit leads
to nothing, we shall be entitled to ask whether the
Council still exists or has regrettably been turned into
a club for impotent old men, a meeting place for polit-
ical zombies.

We know what the solution is. It is to summon up
boldness, to prevail upon the Council to take risks.
Only limited risks, though, since if the Council were
to decide tomorrow to take a major step forward, the
vast majority of our peoples would be sure to approve.

The reasonable but indispensable decisions that we
are waiting for can be summarized as follows :

First, a 50 % increase in own resources, phased over 5
years. Secondly, a gradual doubling of the Social Fund,
the Regional Fund and food aid. Thirdly, allocation of
significant appropriations for new policies, particularly
on research, development, the environment and trans-
port. Fourthly, a firm timetable for the accession of
Spain and Portugal.

However, even these things would not be enough to
give Europe fresh impetus. There is much talk of new
policies, in connection with which I should like to say
a few words about what I would regard as two new
policies, namely real political cooperation and a secu-

rity policy.

With regard to the former, we stand in greater need
than ever before of intensified political cooperation,
which should be set up on an integrated, permanent
and active footing so as to restore European influence
in the world and arrest the decline in the effectiveness
of our interventions, whether diplomatic or military,
stemming from our inability to act together. There is
no lack of examples : Lebanon, Chad, the war in the
Gulf, Central America.

Finally, Europe will continue to mark time for as long
as we rely for provision for our essential security on
the good will of external hegemonies.

Ladies and gentlemen, there is not a single example
to be found in the whole of history of a plan to
develop a major political union which has not been
accompanied by a parallel plan to develop collective
security. Like it or not, European security — which
has nothing to do with European militarism, in
whatever guise — is clearly becoming one of the keys
to the progress of political development. I would add
that if it continues to fail to make proper provision for
its own security, Europe will carry less and less weight
in world affairs and will not even be invited, qua
Europe, to take part in the international negotiations
that must be held on peace and disarmament.

I shall conclude by saying that there is only one
response to hunger and violation of human rights, to
the increasing international tension, to the folly of
men and nations, and that is to affirm and reaffirm
that the world needs more from Europe. This is why I
for my part, Mr President, refuse to resign myself to
resignation.

Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). — (GR) Mr President, I too
want to stress the high quality and importance of the
report drawn up by Mrs Scrivener on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets.

This report is notable for its realism and prudence,
and for its clarity and explicitness as well. I say
realism and prudence because it is based on sound
and careful assumptions in the light of the 1% VAT
ceiling on the European Community’s own resources ;
and the clarity and explicitness of Mrs Scrivener’s
proposals give a stark emphasis to the economic and
political impasse facing us.

We should all, without exception, note the fact that if
inflation is taken into account the total expenditure
proposed in the budget corresponds to a reduction in
real terms, and that certain appropriations which are
crucial for the combat of unemployment, such as the
Social Fund appropriations, are quite clearly being
reduced for the year about to start. In real terms, there
is also a cut in appropriations for the Regional Fund.
Hence, in 1984, two of the basic functions of the Euro-
pean Community will be held back. For the Commu-
nity this is a retrograde step, and it means that the
mechanisms for rejuvenating the European economy
will be weakened.



No 1-305/98

Debates of the European Parliament

25. 10. 83

Pesmazoglou

This clearly runs counter to our fundamental aims
and is against the interests of our peoples. We are
therefore dealing this evening with a very grave polit-
ical problem, and if we do not face this problem we
shall be guilty of gross inadequacy in our duty to the
European Parliament.

My second comment is that the argument that a
policy of austerity does not permit more resources to
be made available is unsatisfactory, for if the 1984
budget contributes to stagnation or to the non-refla-
tion of the European economy this will worsen the
financial problem for all the European countries,
including the economically more powerful countries
which contribute to the Community’s resources in
greater measure. This line of thinking, this argument,
is therefore wide of the mark.

My third and last comment is that the very grave polit-
ical problem we are facing today can be solved. I do
not agree entirely with the observation by Mr
Tugendhat that there will be no scope for a supple-
mentary budget in 1984. On the contrary, I believe
that if we can summon the political will needed to
agree on a mechanism, a procedure, for raising our
own resources along the lines of the ideas we
discussed this morning, it will then be possible for the
national parliaments to ratify this increase in the first
half of 1984, and given this I do not think a supple-
mentary budget in the second half of 1984 is out of
the question. Further, by raising the overall expendi-
ture currently provided for by approximately 5%, an
increase, that is, in the order of 1250 million ECU,
such a supplementary budget will, I believe, pave the
way for a better prospect in 198S.

Mr President, I would like to suggest that Mrs Scriv-
ener and the Committee on Budgets examine such a
prospect, which would herald the inception of a polit-
ical approach to this dramatic problem, and that we
view the problem of the 1984 budget in this light.

Mr O’Mahony (S). — Mr President, I too would like
to add my compliments to Mrs Scrivener for the
magnificent work she has done in the Committee on
Budgets in bringing us so close together in a very diffi-
cult situation.

I believe that the general approach adopted by the
Committee on Budgets to the 1984 budget has been
thoughtful and wise. The views of the Socialist Group
have been given due prominence in the proposals of
the committee and a genuine attempt has been made
to achieve the best possible approach to the budget in
the light of the real constraints which exist. The fact
that the draft budget proposed by the Council had, of
necessity, brought expenditure proposals very close to
the ceiling of our own resources was the most obvious
constraint facing the committee. We calculated, as you
know that the gap between the Council’s proposals on
expenditure and the legal ceiling on resources is about
550 m ECUs, although time will tell.

We noted, however, that in preparing its expenditure
proposals the Council had cut the amounts proposed
by the Commission in a number of very important
policy areas. These included, in particular, cuts in
payment appropriations of 200m ECU to the Regional
Fund, of 450m ECU to the Social Fund and 375m
ECU to development aid. While it is true that the
Commission’s original proposals in these areas were
somewhat inflated in view of the present financial
climate, the cuts proposed by the Council would have
led to a fall in real terms in spending during 1984 on
regional and social policy and on development aid
among other areas. This was clearly unacceptable to
the Committee on Budgets. Under the circumstances,
the committee had no alternative but to seek to
restore the cuts in payments made by the Council up
to the legal limit allowed by the ceiling of the
Community’s own resources.

In distributing the 550m ECU available to it in non-
compulsory expenditure under the revenue ceiling, I
believe the committee has chosen the right priorities.
It is clear that regional and social policy expenditure
should have priority given the cuts in these areas
made by the Council and given the reality that
regional inequalities and unemployment predominate
in the current profile of the Community. It is clear
also that increased development aid must continue to
be a priority of this Parliament, not only on moral
grounds, but also on grounds of European self-in-
terest. The continuing development crises in the
Third World are not only an affront to our common
humanity, but they also increase instability in the
world’s economic and political systems, with all the
self-evident dangers which that entails for developed
and under-developed nations alike.

The proposals made by the Committee on Budgets to
increase expenditure in the regional, social and deve-
lopment aid sectors of the budget, while they do not
restore the full amount sought by the Commission, do
at least ensure that spending in these areas in 1984
will be approximately equal to that of 1983 in real
terms. Objectively, of course, these levels of expendi-
ture remain grossly inadequate to meet the needs of
the Community, but no more could be done by the
committee in view of the legal constraints imposed by
the ceiling on our resources.

I believe that Members of this House will be pleased
to note that, while it was not posible to increase
payments for industrial policy to any significant
degree, the Committee on Budgets has proposed that
commitments of 1.2 billion ECUs be entered in the
budget as an indication of the priority we shall attach
to this policy when the Community’s revenue is ulti-
mately increased. All of us are deeply aware that the
Regional and Social Funds alone cannot meet the chal-
lenge of unemployment and the structural problems
of industry in the Community particularly in the
peripheral regions. We must have a well-funded indus-
trial policy at the earliest possible date, not only for
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the reasons I have mentioned, but also if we are to
withstand import penetration from the United States
and Japan in the future.

All in all, therefore, I believe that the Committee on
Budgets has done the best possible job that it could
do given the financial restraints imposed on it.

The real problem facing the Community, however, is
to decide how to act politically to secure an increase
in our own resources while, at the same time, elimi-
nating those distortions in the common agricultural
policy which lead to surplus production by the weal-
thier Member States. The Committee on Budgets has
proposed a method of leverage for use against the
Council of Ministers in an attempt to unblock the
financial log-jam. As we know, it proposes to put 5%
of the agricultural Guarantee Fund and all of the
so-called UK and Federal German refund of 1.2
billion ECUs into a reserve to be released only on the
achievement of a satisfactory Council decision on
Community financing. Clearly Parliament must
protest at the position it is faced with in relation to
the budget. We cannot stay silent at a moment when
we have hit the ceiling of our resources and there is
no provision in the 1984 budget for increases in agri-
cultural prices next year or for increases in real terms
in regional and social spending in development aid in
industrial policy, in transport policy and other fields.

The question, of course, is where do we go from here ?
Clearly, we must now await the result of the Athens
Summit. There is still some minimal hope that the
Council may at last face its responsibilities at that
stage. However slight the prospect of movement at
Athens may be — and it is very slight — we have no
option but to wait and see what that outcome will be.
If there is no movement in Athens, however, then a
different situation may emerge, which may require a
radical response from this Parliament. We clearly
cannot carry on next year with a budget which makes
no provision for agricultural price increases and which
imposes severe restraints on expenditure in other vital
economic and social areas. The proposal to place 5%
of the EAGGF (Guarantee) in reserve in Chapter 100
has no effective meaning, of course, since this is
compulsory expenditure. Nevertheless, the tactic of
using the reserve fund and commitment appropria-
tions in other fields, including that of industrial
policy, does commend itself at this first reading. If
this does not work, then Parliament will seriously
have to consider its options in December.

Finally, I would like to comment briefly on the contri-
bution of agricultural surpluses to the Community’s
financial crisis. I agree that there can be no moral or
economic justification for large undisposable surpluses
in agricultural products at a time of massive unemploy-
ment and worsening regional inequality in the
Community. It would be an act of insanity for this

Community to continue to produce surpluses to the
detriment of other policy objectives. But agriculture is
not a homogeneous entity throughout the Commu-
nity, nor is it of equal importance in the various
Member States. Measures to deal with agricultural
surpluses must take this into account and must
discriminate in favour of Member