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SITTING OF MONDAY, 12 JANUARY 1976

Contents
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Council ........ccoiiiiiiiininnen 4
5. Authorization of reports ............ 4
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8. Order of business:

Mr A. Bertrand, chairman of the
Christian-Democratic Group; Mr Fel-
lermaier, chairman of the Socialist
Group; Mr de la Maléne, chairman of
the Group of European Progressive
Democrats

Procedural motion:

Mr Ellis; Mr Hamilton; Mr Feller-
maier; Mr Thornley ................ 6

IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE

President
(The sitting was opened at 5.05 p.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of
the European Parliament adjourned on 19 De-
cember 1975.

9. Communication from the Commission
on the Community policy for data-
processing — Report drawn up by Mr
Cousté on behalf of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs (Doc.
462/75):

Mr Cousté, rapporteur .............. 8

Lord Bessborough, draftsman of the
opinion of the Committee on Budgets;
Mr Lange, on behalf of the Socialist
Group; Mrs Walz, on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group; Mr Kas-
pereit, on behalf of the Group of Euro-
pean Progressive Democrats; Mr Nor-
manton, on behalf of the European
Conservative Group; Mr Dalyell; Mr
Fletcher; Lord Bruce of Donington;
Mr Lange; Mr Spinelli, member of the
Commission; Mr Dalyell; Mr Cousté;
Lord Bessborough; Mr Spinelli ...... 11

Adoption of resolution .............. 25

10. Transfers of appropriations in the
1975 budget ..o, 25

11. Agenda for next sitting ............ 25

2. Appointment of a Member

President. — The leader of the House of Com-
mons of the United Kingdom has informed me
that it has appointed Mr Alexander Fletcher
to replace Mr Corrie.

The credentials of this Member will be verified
after the Bureau’s next meeting, on the under-
standing that, under Rule 3(3) of the Rules of
Procedure, he will provisionally take his seat
with the same rights as other Members of
Parliament.

I cordially welcome the new Member.
(Applause)
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3. Documents received and referred
to Committees

President. — I have received

(2)

(b)

from Mr Tindemans, his report to the
European Council on European Union
(Doc. 481/75), which has been referred to
the Political Affairs Committee;

from the Council of the European Com-
munities:

Requests for an opinion on:

— the proposal from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Coun-
cil on the fixing of prices for certain
agricultural products and connected
measures (Doc. 464/75);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Agriculture as the com-
mittee responsible and to the Committee
on Budgets for its opinion;

— the amended proposal from the Com-
mission of the European Communities
to the Council for a directive on the
harmonization of the laws relating to
motor vehicle driving licences (Doc. 465/
15);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Regional Policy and
Transport as the committee responsible
and to the Legal Affairs Committee for
its opinion;

— the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a directive on the approximation of
the laws of the Member States relating
to articles of precious metals (Doc. 466/
75);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs;

— the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a directive on the approximation of
the laws of the Member States relating
to the measures to be taken against the
emission of pollutants from diesel
engines for use in wheeled agricultural
or forestry tractors (Doc. 467/75);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Public Health and the
Environment as the committee respons-
ible and to the Committee on Economic
and monetary Affairs and the Commit-
tee on Regional Policy and Transport
for their opinions;

the proposal for the transfer of appro-
priations between chapters in Section II
—Council—of the General Budget from
the European Communities for the
financial year 1975 (Doc. 468/75);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Budgets;

the proposal from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Coun-
cil for a directive amending the Council
Directive of 18 October 1971 on the
approximation of the laws of the Mem-
ber States relating to units of measure-
ment (Doc. 471/75);

This document has been referred to the
Legal Affairs Committee;

the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation on a system of reference
tariffs for the carriage of goods by in-
land waterway between Member States
(Doc. 472/75);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Regional Policy and
Transport;

the proposal from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Coun-
cil for a decision on additional measures
in the agricultural sector following the
revaluation of the Deutsche Mark (Doc.
471/15);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Agriculture as the com-
mittee responsible and to the Commit-
tee on Budgets for its opinion;

the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a directive on the approximation of
the laws of the Member States relating
to the permissible sound level and to the
exhaust system of motor cycles (Doc.
478/15);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Regional Policy and
Transport as the committee responsible
and to the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs and the Committee on
Public Health and the Environment for
their opinion;

the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a directive for a 5th amendment to
the Directive on the approximation of
the laws of the Member States con-
cerning the colouring matters authorized
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for use in foodstuffs intended for human
consumption (Doc. 479/75);

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Public Health and the
Environment as the committee respons-
ible and to the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs for its opinion;

— the communication from the Commaission
of the European Communities to the
Council on the European Social Budget
(Doc. 480/75);

This document has been referred to the
Political Affairs Committee as the com-
mittee responsible and to the Legal
Affairs Committee for its opinion.

{c) from the committees, the following reports:

— report by Mr Cousté, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, on the communication from the
Commission of the European Commun-
ities to the Council on Community policy
for data-processing (Doc. 462/75);

— report by Mr Boano, on behalf of the
Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions, on the present state of economic
relations between the Economic Com-
munity and Latin America (Doc. 469/75);

— report by Mr Pianta, on behalf of the
Legal Affairs Committee, on the amend-
ed proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a directive to facilitate the effective
exercise by lawyers of freedom to pro-
vide service (Doc. 470/75);

— report by Mr Hunault, on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on the pro-
posals from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council for

I. a regulation amending Regulation
No 121/67/EEC in respect of the cal-
culation of the levy and the sluice-
gate price for pig carcases

II. a regulation amending Regulation
No 122/67/EEC in respect of the cal-
culation of the levy and the sluice-
gate price for eggs

III. a regulation amending Regulation
No 123/67/EEC in respect of the cal-
culation of the levy and the sluice-
gate price for poultrymeat

(Doc. 475/75).

(d) from Mr Springorum, on behalf of the Com-

mittee on Energy, Research and Technol-
ogy, a motion for a resolution with request

(e)

()

(8)

for debate by urgent procedure pursuant
to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, on
the outcome of the meeting of the Council
of Research Ministers on 15 December 1975
(Doc. 463/75).

the following oral questions:

— from Mr Blumenfeld, Mr Aigner, Mrs
Walz, Mr Notenboom, Mr Klepsch, Mr
Friih and Mr Héarzschel, an oral question
with debate to the Conference of Foreign
Ministers of the Member States of the
European Communities on relations be-
tween the European Community and
Lebanon (Doc. 458/75);

— from Mr Leenhardt, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, an oral question with debate to
the Council on control of concentrations
between undertakings (Doc. 459/75);

— from Mr de la Maléne, on behalf of the
Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats, an oral question with debate to
the Commission on multinational com-
panies (Doc. 460/75);

— from Mr Leenhardt, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, an oral question with debate to
the Commission on medium-term eco-
nomic policy (Doc. 461/75);

— from Mr Jahn, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Public Health and the Envi-
ronment, an oral question with debate
to the Commission on binding Commun-
ity regulations on bird protection (Doc.
473/75).

from Sir Geoffrey de Freitas, Mr Zeller,
Lord Reay, Mr Vernaschi, Mr Dykes, Mr
Osborn, Lord Bethell, Mr Hamilton, Mr
Dalyell, Mr Thornley, Mr Dondelinger, Mr
Herbert, Mr Laban, Sir Brandon Rhys-Wil-
liams, Miss Boothroyd, Mr Noé, Mr Gib-
bons, Mrs Ewing, Mr Seefeld, Mr Spicer
and Mr Normanton, oral questions pursuant
to Rule 47 of the Rules of Procedure for
Question Time on 14 January 1976 (Doc.
474/75).

from the Commission of the European
Communities a report on the activities of
0il companies in the Community from
October 1973 to March 1974 (Doc. 476/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs.

The motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Coin-
tat, Mr de la Maléne, Mr Lenihan and Mr Ny-
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borg on behalf of the Group of European Pro-
gressive Democrats on Community personal
documents (Doc. 451/75) has been referred to
the Political Affairs Committee as the commit-
tee responsible and to the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee for its opinion.

4. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council

President. — I have received from the Council
of the European Communities a certified true
copy of the following document:

— agreement in the form of an exchange of
letters extending the trade agreement
between the European Economic Community
and the Argentine Republic.

This document will be placed in the archives of
the European Parliament.

5. Authorization of Reports

President. — Pursuant to Rule 38 of the Rules
of Procedure, I have authorized various com-
mittees to draw up reports:

Political Affairs Committee:

— a report on the report from the Commission
of the European Communities to the Council
on the Passport Union

The Legal Affairs Committee has been asked
for an opinion;

— a report on the report from the Commission
of the European Communities to the Council
on the granting of special rights;

The Legal Affairs Committee has been asked
for an opinion;

at a later stage, once the report of the Poli-
tical Affairs Committee has been adopted by
Parliament, the Legal Affairs Committee will
draw up a report on the same subject.

— a report on the political aspects of relations
between the EEC and the United States of
America;

— a report on the political aspects of relations
between the EEC and Canada.

Committee on Social Affairs and Employment

— a report on the third report from the Com-
mission of the European Communities to the
Council on the possibilities and difficulties
for the Member States to ratify a first list

of conventions concluded within the frame-
work of other international organizations and
on relations between the European Commu-
nities and the International Labour Organi-
zation;

Committee on Energy, Research and Technology

— a report on the communication from the
Commission of the European Communities to
the Council concerning the objectives, priori-
ties and possibilities of a common research
and development policy;

The Committee on Budgets has been asked
for an opinion;

— a report on a basic price system for imported-
primary energy as a factor in a common
energy policy;

— a report on the future guidelines of the Com-
munity coal policy within the framework of
the general plan for a common energy policy.

Committee on External Economic Relations

— a report on the results of the mission of a
Parliament delegation to the ASEAN coun-
tries and on the future of relations between
the EEC and the ASEAN countries;

The Committee on Development and Co-
operation has been asked for an opinion;

— a report on the present state of economic and
trade relations between the Community and
the United States of America;

— a report on the present state of economic and
trade relations between the Community and
Canada;

— an own-initiative report on the communica-
tion from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council on the setting up
of a European Export Bank.

6. Limit on speaking time

President. — In accordance with the usual
practice and pursuant to Rule 31 of the Rules
of Procedure, I propose that speaking time be
limited as follows:

Reports:

— 15 minutes for the rapporteur and one
speaker for each political group;

— 10 minutes for other speakers;

— 5 minutes for speakers on amendments.
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Oral questions with debate:

— 10 minutes for the author of the question;
— 5 minutes for other speakers.

Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

7. Decision on urgent procedure

President. — I propose that Parliament deal by
urgent procedure with reports not submitted
within the time-limits laid down in the rules of
11 May 1967.

Are there any objections?

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.

8. Order of business

President. — The next item is the order of
business.

The draft agenda adopted by Parliament at its
sitting of 19 December 1975 and which has been
distributed, has undergone a number of changes:

Withdrawals:

— The Commission’s statement on action taken
on the opinions of Parliament.

— The report on regular coach and bus services.

— The oral question with debate by Mr Blu-
menfeld and others to the Conference of
Foreign Ministers on relations between the
European Community and Lebanon. The
secretariat of the Conference has informed
us that an answer will be given to this
question during the February part-session.

— The motion for a resolution on Community
action in the field of education.

— The report by Mr Martens on the fat content
of milk.

— The report on improvement of the conditions
under which agricultural products are pro-
cessed and sold.

— The report on asparagus plumosus leaves.

New items:

The Committee on Public Health and the En-
vironment has asked for the question by Mr
Jahn to the Commission on bird protection to
be included on Tuesday’s agenda.

Changes:

At the request of the Council, the statements
by the Council and Commission on the outcome
of the Conference on International Economic
Cooperation in Paris and on the floor price of oil
have been withdrawn.

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council,
will deal with the question of the Conference
on International Economic Cooperation as part
of his statement on the work programme of the
Luxembourg presidency.

The Commission of the Communities has also
asked to be allowed to make a statement on this
matter following that by Mr Thorn. These two
statements will be followed by a debate.

I call Mr Bertrand.

Mr Alfred Bertrand, chairman of the Christian-
Democratic Group. — (NL) Mr President, Mr
Jahn has asked me to request that the matter
concerning the protection of birds be debated at
the February part-session in Strasbourg pur-
suant to the decision taken last month.

I should also like to ask if it would be possible
to take separately the oral question with debate
by Mr Leenhardt and the oral question with
debate by Mr de la Maléne, now on the agenda
under No 291, because two completely different
problems are concerned. The question by Mr
Leenhardt is addressed to the Council, that by
Mr de la Maléne to the Commission, the first
concerning the control of concentrations and the
second the basic problem of multinational un-
dertakings. I would therefore request that these
questions not be debated jointly.

President. — I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier, chairman of the Socialist
Group. — (D) Mr President, I refer to your re-
mark on the statement by the President-in-
Office of the Council on the programme of work
during the Luxembourg presidency and the sta-
tement by the Council and Commission on the
outcome of the Conference on International Eco-
nomic Cooperation on Wednesday. According to
what you said, the President-in-Office of the
Council has asked for these two items to be
called together, and in addition there is the sta-
tement by the President of the Commission. This
is to be followed by a debate.

My group has very strong objections to a joint
debate on these two items. The first concerns a
report which is based on the outcome of a con-
ference and which two bodies—the Council and
Commission— have to present to Parliament and
thus to the European public on quite definite
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matters that were discussed at the Paris Con-
ference in December.

The other is, if you like, the statement by the
new President of the Council on his term of
office, on what policies he no doubt feels he as
President of the Council must set in motion,
how he feels the points raised in the Tindemans
report are to find approval and what in his
opinion the European Council should discuss in
the interests of European policies at its meeting
in Luxembourg in March. I personally feel that
that is the kind of material that should be
discussed with the President of the Council and
with him alone. Under the other item of the
agenda, however, we have two reports on the
same subject by the Commission and the Council
to consider. I therefore feel, Mr President, that
the House should in this case request the Presi-
dent of the Council to follow parliamentary
custom and—if the other groups share this opi-
nion—accept our request.

(Applause from certain benches on the left)
President. — I call Mr de la Maléne.

Mr de la Maléne, chairman of the Group of
European Progressive Democrats. — (F) I want
to echo to some extent Mr Fellermaier’s words.
I think that tomorrow in the energy debate we
shall not be able to avoid talking about floor
prices for oil, and, in any case, Mr Guldberg’s
report is concerned with energy prices and com-
petitivity and productivity in the Member
States. Therefore tomorrow we shall have to
talk about oil floor prices.

We should talk about them again on Wednesday,
but if my understanding is corrrect we shall not
do so, unless Mr Thorn mentions them in his
speech.

In this situation I wonder whether it would not
be more reasonable to hold tomorrow the
debate on energy problems, including the oil
floor price: the Commission will tell us about
its policy and on Wednesday Mr Thorn will be
telling us about his programme and about the
North-South Conference.

I think it would be preferable to separate the
two debates.

President. — I must point out that, in the
ordinary course of things, Mr Thorn will not
be present tomorrow and that during his state-
ment on Wednesday on the work programme
of the Luxembourg presidency he will not be
referring to the floor price for oil.

Having said that, I consult the Assembly on the
proposal to separate these two questions.

That is agreed.

I call Mr Ellis for a procedural motion.

Mr Ellis. — Mr President I and some of my
friends have tabled an oral question with debate
about the detention without trial in a French
prison, in flagrant violation of the European
Convention of Human Rights, of Dr Yann
Fouéré, a Breton of dual nationality, French
and Irish. The House will be aware that Article
230 of the Treaty setting up the EEC refers to
the need for the Community to work in close
cooperation with the Council of Eupope. The
House will also be aware of the precedents
which exist and which justify this particular
case being considered to be within the com-
petence of Parliament and the Commission.

Mr President, at the end of its last part-session
just before Christmas, Parliament decided that
this month’s part-session should extend to
Friday if there was any business which could
not be completed by Thursday night. I am aware
that the agenda is decided by the enlarged
Bureau and that the Bureau does not give
reasons why it includes or exludes any particu-
lar item. I assume that two important criteria
which it will apply in making such decisions
will be the importance of a particular piece
of business and the competence of Parliament
to deal with it. Since my oral question satisfies
both of these requirements, can I ask you, Mr
President, to ensure that, in view of Parliament’s
decision at its last plenary session, shortage of
time at least will not prevent my oral question
appearing on the agenda, when in fact we would ~
have time available on Friday morning.

(Applause from certain quarters)

President. — Mr Ellis, since the agenda was
adopted by Parliament at its sitting of 19 Decem-
ber, your question could only appear on it if
the Bureau, which will be meeting presently, so
decided.

I was not able to include it in the agenda and
I do not think we could do so without having
the Bureau’s opinion on this matter, as provided
for by Rule 47(2) of the Rules of Procedure.

I call Mr Hamilton.

Mr Hamilton. — Could I reinforce what Mr
Ellis has said. It would be intolerable if we did
not have a debate on this matter this week, as
it involves basic human rights. To my limited
knowledge, this institution has debated matters
of far less importance than this in the past, and
in view of the fact that we might not meet on
Friday I think I speak for most of my UK col-
leagues when I say we would be prepared—
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or some of us would be prepared—to sit at
great length on Thursday, if by so doing we
can ensure a debate on this extremely important
matter.

President. — Mr Hamilton, as President, I am
neither in favour of nor opposed to this debate.
As the Bureau will be meeting this evening, it
seems completely reasonable to me to submit
this problem to them.

I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, I should
like to assure you of my support, since you are
in a difficult position due to the Christmas and
New Year recess. The Bureau has not yet been
able to take a decision on this question. How-
ever, Members who have tabled oral questions
with debate, should not be put at a disadvantage
as a result.

I am therefore sure that some way will quickly
be found at the Bureau meeting of complying
with the Members’ request this week.

President. — I call Mr Thornley.

Mr Thornley. — Very briefly I would like to
support this request. This gentleman carries an
Irish passport and we are therefore closely
interested in this matter. I would appeal to my
colleagues in the Group of European Progres-
sive Democrats to support the idea that there
should be a debate on the question of his free-
dom.

President. — I can assure the Assembly that
the Bureau will decide on this matter shortly. I
hope that it will be able to satisfy the requests
which have been made.

Having regard to the comments, suggestions
and requests which have been made, the order
of business will be as follows:

This afternoon:

— Cousté report on the communication from
the Commission on Community policy for
data-processing.

Tuesday, 13 January 1976

2.00 p.m.:

— Guldberg report on the effect of increased
energy prices;

— Ellis report on a regulation concerning an
information procedure for oil prices;

— Walz report on a Community policy on the
siting of nuclear power stations;

— Resolution on the outcome of the meeting
of the Council of Research Ministers on
15 December 1975;

~— Schworer report on a directive on the taking
up of activities in direct insurance;

— Premoli report on a directive on the tita-
nium dioxide industry.

Wednesday, 14 January 1976

9.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.:
— Question Time;

— Statement by the President-in-Office of the
Council on the work programme of the
Luxembourg Presidency, with debate;

— Statements by the Council and Commission
on the outcome of the Conference on Inter-
national Economic Cooperation, followed by
a debate;

— Oral question with debate on the control of
concentrations;

— Oral question with debate on multinational
companies;

— Joint debate on

— the oral question with debate to the
Council on difficulties facing the textile
industry and

— the oral question with debate to the
Commission on the same subject;

-— Oral question with debate on medium-term
economic policy.

Thursday, 15 January 1976

10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.:

— Kavanagh report on the third report on the
activities of the new European Social Fund;

— Lord Bethell report on a directive on the
quality of water for human consumption;

— Noé report on directives on standards for
lead;

— Duval report on a directive on the clas-
sification, packaging and labelling of paints;

— Seefeld report on safety glass for use in
motor vehicles;
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— Lord Bruce report on a regulation concern-
ing transfers between the ‘Food Aid’ Chapter
and the ‘Guarantee’ Section of the EAGGF;

— Oral question with debate on the fishing
industry;

— Gibbons report on a regulation on the organ-
ization of the market in sheepmeat;

— Hunault report on regulations concerning the
calculation of the levy and the sluice-gate
prices for pigmeat, eggs and poultrymeat.

Friday, 16 January 1976

— Possibly, continuation of Thursdays’ agenda.
Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

9. Communication from the Commission on the
Community policy for data-processing

President. — The next item is the report drawn
up by Mr Cousté on behalf of the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs on the com-
munication from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council on the Com-
munity policy for data-processing (Doc. 462/75).

I call Mr Cousté.

Mr Cousté, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, last September we
approved, virtually unanimously, a first set of
priority actions in the field of data-processing
which had been drafted very ably and appo-
sitely by the Commission in Brussels.

Today, we have before us a communication
which is, in effect, evidence of the Commission’s
desire to stress the importance of a Community
policy in the field of data-processing.

No doubt you will remember that in an earlier
report which, incidentally, was followed by
the adoption by the Council of a Community
data-processing policy, we stipulated that the
European branch of this industry should be both
viable and competitive on a world scale. The
Council on 15 July 1974 put its authority behind
this aim which remains the fundamental object-
ive of this policy.

The present communication, which has been
distributed in good time in all the languages,
has not only been thoroughly examined by the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
but also by other committees, notably by the
Committee on Budgets which was asked for
its opinion. It gives a preliminary idea of a

much broader strategic approach which should
be adopted in the multiannual programme to be
submitted by the Commission—as I have no
doubt we shall hear confirmed in a few mo-
ments—in April 1976 and which could come into
effect from January 1977.

This second set of priority actions, therefore,
is part of a medium-term programme which
theoretically should begin in 1976—at least
if the necessary budgetary resources become
available. While the first set of projects which
we approved here in September were con-
cerned with very specific application of data
processing, in particular to air-traffic control,
to agricultural export and import data and
financial control or to retrieval of legal docu-
ments, which I shall perhaps mention again in
the course of this statement, the new pro-
posals, and this interesting point should be
stressed, are mainly concerned with the solu-
tion of general problems on the applications of
data processing. Compared, therefore, with the
first proposals which we adopted, this second
set is characterized by a more general, more
global, more systematic, approach and the Com-
mittee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
approves this trend.

The Commission, through its member respons-
ible for these affairs, Commissioner Spinelli,
informs us that it finds, what is fully consonant
with our own opinion, that today’s data-proces-
sing market is a market of ‘distributed’ data
processing, that is, one dominated by computers
which are distant from the central unit but
close to the user, such as pocket calculators,
mini computers, terminals and peripheral equip-
ment, and also of communications equipment,
that this market is developing at an extra-
ordinary pace and that the interrelation be-
tween telecommunications and data processing
is becoming increasingly close.

This trend towards the diversification of data-
processing applications might prove to be very
favourable to the development of a European
industrial policy which, as I have said, should
be genuinely European but also more com-
petitive. One more fundamental condition must
be fulfilled, that is, the creation of a favourable
European environment for the functioning of
firms in this sector.

It is in this light that the Commission has put
forward its proposals for a new strategy of
industrial policy in data processing, the main
object of which is the creation of this climate
favourable to the new form of data processing
that is now called ‘distributed’.

In its communication the Commission has divid-
ed its projects into two parts, a plan which I
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propose to follow in the presentation of my
own report.

The first part of the communication consists
essentially in proposals for a number of actions
intended to maintain an open and competitive
market, enabling the user to make a choice
between a number of suppliers, and not to
reinforce the position of the dominant supplier,
which happens to be an American concern.

The second part of the document explains the
policy the Commission proposes to follow for
supporting the data-processing industry.

I want to concentrate, first, on this concern
to provide an open and competitive market for
the user. I shall deal in my report with what
I consider the five essential points which,
though highly technical, are of great impor-
tance.

First, there must be a standards policy. Second-
ly, the software should be transferable between
equipment of different manufactures: this
means that we need software portability. The
third point is concerned with collaboration
between national centres for research and sup-
port to users; the fourth, with procurement
policy and finally, the fifth, with specific appli-
cation projects.

To begin with standards policy, it should first
be said that the lack of a policy in this field
leads inevitably to the monopoly of one con-
cern in several sectors of the market. A stan-
dards policy which would ensure that a par-
ticular piece of equipment or a particular set
of software can be used with other equipment
without exorbitant cost would promote the
entry into the market of a large range of com-
peting suppliers. Otherwise, there is the serious
danger, which we recognise, that the dominant
company will develop a complete set of com-
patible hardware and software, out of which it
will be able to satisfy practically every customer
requirement. Without a standards policy there
are bound to arise problems and, above all,
there are bound to arise high costs of conversion
and adjustment in using hardware and software
of diverse origins. The customer, that is, the
user whom it is our ultimate aim to protect,
will naturally choose the easy way to avoid
these conversion and cost problems, and will
buy from the biggest producer.

Back in February 1975 the Commission had set
up a Working Group on Standards composed
of leading national experts. And here I want to
say that it would be well to make a distinction
between rules and standards. If standards are
to be meaningful they ought to be permanent
and generally recognized and, in the data-pro-

cessing field, applicable to a restricted area
(languages for example), while rules change
with the progress of technology and any freez-
ing of these would hamper innovation.

However, the introduction of new standards
could be governed by a code—and here I am
addressing the Commission and the experts
whom I see present among us—which would
prevent too sudden changes that could be
injurious to some users and to the free play of
competition. This is why the Working Group
set up in February has already designated two
priority areas and appointed specialized work-
ing parties for the COBOL language and for
network standards.

But it is to a third area, that of real time data
processing, that the first priority action pro-
posed by the Commission, the development of
a new language, really belongs.

The aim of this action is—to quote the Com-
mission—to
‘create a new European-based international
standard language, to be in use from 1980 on-

wards, bringing significant advantages to both
Community users and industry.’

No standards exist for real time languages.
Each has been developed at national level,
which obviously is not in the best long-term
interest of either manufacturers or users.

This is why a European language would lead
to cost reductions for the users. It is a fact
that the existence of different real time lan-
guages is an obstacle to trade and we know
that it is the aim of Community action in all
spheres to remove technical obstacles to trade.
At all events, the development of a common
language for real time programming (LTPL)
would increase outlets for European suppliers
by opening up the European market and by
improving their position on the world market,
while presenting the users with a wider choice.
The Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs has clearly declared in favour of this
obhjective. At any rate, it is principally in the
area of software development that an intensive
European effort has the best chance of produc-
ing quick results. Above all, it is essential
that the Community should not isolate itself
by adopting norms which may seem excellent
to us because they are our own, but which
would be extremely dangerous, because dif-
ferent from those used by the rest of the world.

That was the first main point. The second, as
technical as the first, which I hope my col-
leagues and friends in this House have been
able to follow, concerns portable software. In
its second practical proposal the Commission
says that at present on the computer market,
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there is little or no portability of applications,
and this is a constant source of annoyance to
the users; changing manufacturers becomes a
major problem which many prefer to avoid by
opting once and for all for the leading world
manufacturer who can guarantee a measure of
homogeneity in the equipment. European-based
manufacturers, taken separately, are not in a
position to market so wide a range. If applic-
ations software were written in portable form,
it would be easier to combine equipment from
one manufacturer with applications developed
by other software and hardware companies.
Any scheme likely to give greater portability to
software products would help at the same time
in removing technical barriers to trade.

The projects proposed by the Commission are
important ones and concern essentially the por-
tability of software, notably:

(a) design and development of portable com-
pilers

(b) design and development of a software
writing language

(c) design and development of sub-systems for
data base management and transaction pro-
cessing

(d) design and development of conversion tools

(e) preliminary study on the basic nucleus of
an operating system for minicomputers.

These projects can obviously only be carried
out by industrial groups and the Commission
rightly point out that the funds which will be
granted to industrial consortia for the develop-
ment of portable products under this Commun-
ity programme would, if they proved commer-
cially successful, be reimbursed to the Com-
munity under a scheme to be laid down within
the general framework of the management of
these projects and of the medium-term pro-
gramme I have just mentioned, which is to be
submitted in April 1976.

All this is in line with what the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs has approv-
ed and I, as the committee’s rapporteur, think
that the Assembly should know it.

As for the third objective proposed by the
Commission—collaboration between national
centres for research and support to users—
there is surely no need, Mr President, to stress
the importance of that. The Commission pro-
poses three study projects: on data security
and confidentiality, on the improvement of pro-
gramming techniques, and on the evaluation
of data base systems.

The European Parliament has already examined
the problem of data confidentiality in an interim

report by Lord Mansfield which I mention here
because of its importance. That paper was to
serve as a basis for the establishment of Com-
munity standards in this field and our resolution
stresses the growing importance of the con-
fidentiality and security of data for the respect
and the preservation of the individuality of the
human person.

In the present proposal the Commission makes
no reference of any such directive being pre-
pared. I want to put this question to the Com-
mission because I believe that in fact a very
important directive in this area is being pre-
pared, and I know that Parliament would like
to know the Commission’s position and would
particularly like to know when such a direct-
ive, which would prevent divergent national
developments, can be expected.

As to procurement policy—the fourth subject
of the Commission’s communication—this is
based on developing cooperation on public pur-
chasing policies. The Commission, in fact, makes
no definite proposals in this area but indicates
that it intends to do more work in this field
in the coming months. Here, again, it would
be a good thing if the Commission made up its
mind and laid down its policy.

Finally, the fifth point, Mr President, is con-
cerned with applications. The Commission is of
the opinion—shared by the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Monetary Affairs—that within an
overall budget the main criteria for the selection
of studies and developments to be granted Com-
munity aid should be that these projects should:
generate a product of widespread interest to
users and, in the future, wide marketability by
industry; concern applications which will have
a decisive impact on standards and other deve-
lopments or those applications where a mani-
fest saving of public expenditure can be
obtained.

Finally, I think the Commission should be con-
gratulated for proposing two new projects.

The first is for the specification and develop-
ment of an information storage and retrieval
system. As we all know, information in all
fields is being generated at a very rapid rate
and, of course, this information must be avail-
able when decisions have to be made. The
second project concerns the experimental deve-
lopment of high speed data communication.
The Commission rightly considers it to be
important, and here, again, the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs concurs.

That was the first part of the Commission’s
communication.
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I should like to be very brief on the second
part, though this is by no means less important
because it deals with aid and support for the
Community’s data-processing industry.

This falls naturally into three sections. First:
support for the financing of sales—and here I
cannot insist too strongly on the importance of
a dialogue with tke industry—which involves
the notorious question of leasing and of the
establishment of a European leasing company.
Next, there are the problems of the peripherals
and terminals, where an effort of rationalization
must be made to permit the joint development
of certain products and thus create the con-
ditions for this trans-Atlantic rationalization
policy of which we hear so much. And, finally,
there are the components: here the Commission
proposes the definition and implementation
jointly with the industry of the most appro-
priate means of facilitating cooperative procure-
ment of the standard components by interested
firms throughout the industry. Thus, from 1977
onwards, the Community would be giving
financial incentives in the form of contracts for
the joint development of advanced components
by European transnational consortia having
customers in at least three different Community
countries.

Mr President, to conclude this statement—of
both the importance and the dryness of which
I am fully conscious— I should like to say that
the Commission proposes certain expenditures
for 1976 and an overall programme of 22 mil-
lion u.a., including 4 762 000 u.a. for 1976 alone.

Let us say immediately that in Lord Bess-
borough’s excellent report the Committee on
Budgets noted its disappointment at the methods
used at the time of the adoption of the 1976
budget. The situation is, in fact, worrying, for
let me remind you that when the Commission
asked for appropriations of 4 million u.a. for
the first five priority projects which we approv-
ed in September, the Council turned these
4 millions into a token entry and only an
appropriation of 1.5 million u.a. was entered
in Chapter 98. Nor should we forget that I
myself tabled an amendment to restore the
4 million appropriation and this amendment
was ultimately rejected.

As regards, finally, these new projects now
before wus, the splendid appropriation of
5454 000 u.a. for which the Commission asked
was finally also rejected by the Council in the
draft budget, which has since become the bud-
get, which means that the implementation of
these new proposals in 1976 will require
recourse to the supplementary budget pro-
cedure, the procedure which you, as chairman

of the Committee on Budgets, had very rightly
refused to accept.

Finally, Mr President, I have to say that appro-
priations for data-processing are not only a
source of trouble between the Commission and
the Council.

Data-processing, as you know, is a blank space
in our own budget, for, despite the establish-
ment of the CELEX system—the system for
automatic retrieval of legal information in the
Community—in Parliament’s budget, there is
not a single unit of account to enable us to
deal with this problem, that is, to ensure that
these data are processed on a Community basis
and in an up-to-date manner. I shall add noth-
ing to this, Mr President, except to express at
this point my disappointment and my hope
that we shall do better in the future.

(Applause)

President. — 1 call Lord Bessborough, drafts-
man of the opinion of the Committee on Bud-
gets.

Lord Bessborough. — Mr President, in his report
and oral presentation, on which I congratulate
him, Mr Cousté has gone over the broad issues
raised in the Commission’s very important pro-
posals—and I rate them as very important—
and I would hope that before long we might, in
the Community, at least have a common lan-
guage in the computer context, if not in other
respects.

I know of course that there was some difference
of opinion in one group in the Committee on
Budgets on the principle of the proposal, but
I would like to confine my remarks to the bud-
getary aspects; as far as these are concerned,
I would like to say at the outset that the quality
of the Commission’s presentation of the finan-
cial data is high, and perhaps a considerable
improvement on similar presentations in the
past. A very clearly drafted annex to the docu-
ment gave the details making up the estimates
of the four broad areas over the five years 1976
to 1980, and this rendered the task of the Com-
mittee on Budgets far easier. In paragraph 2 of
my opinion I have summarized the estimates
for the five years. The total amounts to just over
23 million u.a. and in paragraph 4 of my opinion
I have shown the breakdown furnished by the
Commission for 1976. This comes fo just under
5.5 million u.a. for 1976.

The Committee on Budgets, and indeed I think
Parliament itself, has in the past reiterated its
opposition to avoidable supplementary budgets.
Only expenditures which are unforeseeable and
unavoidable should, in our view, figure in a
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supplementary budget. Well, it might be inte-
resting very briefly to trace the saga of the
budgetary treatment of this proposal for 1976.
Mr Cousté has touched on it but I would like
to amplify a little of what he said. First of all,
the preliminary draft budget for 1976: in that,
the Commission includes a new item, 3 212, with
a token entry. The remarks column indicated
that the Commission would later present a pro-
posal regarding this item. The Commission gave
details of the series of new projects in the data-
processing sphere in the letter of amendment
to the preliminary draft budget. However, the
Council deleted the provisions from the draft
budget. It stated in explanation that it did not
consider the creation of the budgetary item
requested to be necessary because the examina-
tion of these proposals had still not reached a
sufficiently advanced stage. Thus, if the new
item is to be inserted into the 1976 budget it
will regrettably have to be in the context of
a supplementary budget.

The Commission are not responsible for this situ-
ation. I would like to emphasize this. They cer-
tainly endeavoured to have an appropriate pro-
vision included in the 1976 budget for these new
projects. It would be appropriate, however, to
refer to another item in the budget—item 3 211
—which relates to research projects in the data-
processing sector. Now, that item stems from
the Commission’s proposal of 13 March 1975 and
is independent of the proposed item 3 212. The
Commission had estimated that the sum of 4 mil-
lion u.a. would be required to cover these pro-
jects and entered that sum in the preliminary
draft budget for 1976. However, as Mr Cousté
has said, the Council replaced that sum by a
token entry and entered the amount of only
1.5 million u.a. in Chapter 98. Now, the Council’s
procedure in regard to Community data-pro-
cessing activity can certainly be strongly criti-
cized on budgetary grounds. Not the Commis-
sion’s procedure, but the Council’s. The Council’s
lack of coherent, purposeful and viable policy
in this domain gives cause for the gravest con-
cern. The market for mini computers, communi-
cations equipment terminals, peripherals and
other components is growing rapidly. At present
it is estimated at 5 000 million u.a., and the Com-
mission estimates that at present rates of growth
the market will double in value in four years—
by 1980.

What is at issue therefore is an impressively
large market, representing industrial and com-
mercial stakes of vital interest to the Community
for decades to come. That is what is involved.
The activity in question is one which, in our
committee’s view, is ideally suited to a common
approach assisted by funds from the general
budget of the Community. The total outlay from

the Community budget envisaged by the Com-
mission for the five year period was only about
23 million u.a. This would help to encourage
harmonization of Community efforts in this
sphere. Yet this modest sum has been delayed
by the Council.

To put the situation in perspective, Mr Presi-
dent, the research and development expenses of
IBM, that great American multinational concern,
amounted to 890 million dollars in 1974, of which
something under 100 million dollars was spent
on pure research. While I admit, Mr President,
that the whole question of industrial structures
gives rise to complicated problems, I find the
Council’s inaction very disappointing. The world
of computers and dataprocessing is, as I say,
evolving extremely rapidly.

There are reports, and this is of great interest
to us, that IBM may break up into three or more
autonomous organizations. I have just been
reading ‘Newsweek’ of 12 January on this sub-
ject. Now this may well be the time for coura-
geous initiatives on a Community-wide basis.
Later this year, perhaps, a fresh in-depth study
of the computer sector might be undertaken.

Finally, Mr President, to return to the purely
financial aspects of the document before us,
I may say that the Committee on Budgets found
the texts prepared by the Economic and Social
Committee particularly helpful. They came out
in April 1975, and we found that the Ferranti
Report in this subject was particularly helpful.
These texts showed a very practical, common
sense approach; in particular, they drew atten-
tion to the fact that Community policy efforts
should be directed towards companies which
could be expected to become competitive and
technically competent, without support, within
a reasonable period. In conclusion, the Com-
mittee on Budgets reacted favourably to the
financial aspects of this proposal as presented
by the Commission. However, as I say, it deplo-
red the Council’s attitude as manifested by the
deletion of a relatively modest provision for the
1976 budget.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR MARTENS
Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Lange to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.

Mr Lange. — Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I should like to begin by pointing out that
the Socialist Group will be voting in favour
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of the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr
Cousté on behalf of the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs.

However, this statement of approval is subject
to a number of remarks. We are all in favour
of the attempt being made within the frame-
work of what is known in the Community as
industrial policy, to improve the state of the
European computer industry, although this does
presuppose an appropriate level of willingness
to cooperate on the part of that industry. As
we of course know, a number of attempts at
cooperation that have been made in the past,
did not work out as well as the officials of the
Community had perhaps imagined and as those
directly concerned might also have imagined.

But we are not in a position, not even with
programmes like these, to have the public
authorities take on the undertakings’ responsi-
bility for their market activities. All we can
do is offer certain suggestions and incentives,
but no one should be so foolish as to assume
that a company which has been mentioned a
few times today without its name being given,
can be pushed off the market with the aid of
the funds that are to be used in this field. That
is illusory, it seems to me, and I believe we
must concentrate our efforts far more on mini-
computers and telecommunications rather than
attempting to win market shares in the large
computer field since this we cannot do in the
face of competition that has a high level of tech-
nological know-how.

By this I also mean that the important thing
is that a witch hunt is not organized against
anybody nor, conversely, that the conclusion is
drawn that we can pursue a policy of self-suf-
ficiency or shut off Europe from the outside
world to some extent. Some Europeans actually
have ideas of this kind. I am not saying that
the Commission or those responsible in the Com-
mission have them. We do know, however, that
quite a few of the things said in connection
with the independence of European policy pro-
ceed from the idea of shutting ourselves off
from the outside world. I would see that as a
cardinal mistake, and I say that without reser-
vation on behalf of my group.

What has to be done—and we support this in
these proposals—is to get this industry to co-
operate in what is known as software, and in
particular with regard to standardization, so as
to guarantee potential users some kind of equip-
ment continuity for a longer period than is
usually the case in this technological [ield.

If there are major differences in the equipment
offered by the small and medium-sized under-

takings, we will be no match for the under-
taking able to offer a comprehensive range that
also guarantees continuity for a number of years,
and that would mean our not reaching the
desired level of competitiveness and efficiency.

It therefore very much depends on how far-
sighted this sector of European industry is.

Since, as the rapporteur himself says, these pro-
posals from the Commission have a somewhat
more solid foundation than the earlier ones, we
are prepared to accept them. We do expect the
Commission, however, to arrange for the content
and timetable of all its projects to be such that
—and I am now repeating what Lord Bessbo-
rough has already said—we do not need to resort
to supplementary budgets in the middle of the
year on the basis of Council decisions. In other
words, we expect all projects that the Commis-
sion plans for uniform computer language, soft-
ware, portability and, of course, various other
fields which will not be discussed in detail now,
to be arranged in such a way that they can come
into force on 1 January of the year concerned.
It is after all intolerable that we should have
to resort to supplementary budgets during the
financial year, whatever the reasons, when we
know that there are such plans and it cannot
be said the expenditure was unforeseen and un-
avoidable. This is in fact foreseeable and avoid-
able expenditure, and allowance should there-
fore be made for it in the budget proper.

The Council might come in for some criticism
here. We have agreed to a budget which includes
non-compulsory expenditure amounting to
102.9m u.a., and it may be regretted that this
or that did not work out with the Council as
had been hoped. But it is no use talking about
that any more. What is important now is that
the Commission, too, should act as I have just
implied with regard to the procedures govern-
ing its industrial policy projects.

I should like to place particular emphasis on
another point. It would be foolish to assume—
and I say this because it was of some importance
in the discussions—that we are concerned to
exclude non-European undertakings or under-
takings of non-European origin when, for exam-
ple, orders are placed by the public authorities.
If, then, anyone thinks this is true, I would
venture to say that he is wrong, since if the
system of placing public orders is to have any
point, it must take account of the required condi-
tions of competition on the market and attempt
to help promote competition so that our own
European industry has an incentive to improve
its efficiency. This will not happen if non-Euro-
pean undertakings are not allowed to bid for
public orders.
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I have just heard a remark which I would like
to take up. Mr Artzinger says we must not dis-
criminate in this area. If the non-European
undertakings—and by this I do not mean just
certain kinds of non-European undertakings—
are actually going to cooperate with European
undertakings, which is what the Commission
envisages according to its communications, I
feel that this idea of not giving non-European
undertakings a chance to win public orders must
not be allowed to take root. We must take every
care—and I am now addressing the Commis-
sion—to ensure that the national governments,
which place these orders, do in fact act as the
Commission wants, as basically the Council
wants, even if it has not included any appro-
priations, and as Parliament, too, wants.

If we keep to this, ladies and gentlemen, I have
no objection to Parliament backing the Com-
mission’s intentions in the field. But it is essen-
tial that the principles I have mentioned are
kept to and that an attempt is not made to evade
them in some way.

The Community’s industrial policy—if I may
be allowed to speak in general terms—can only
be seen as a means of using our efficiency and
competitiveness to create jobs and ensure job
security, the condition being, however, that we
keep the market open whatever may happen and
that we do not think of taking protectionistic
measures or measures aimed at self-sufficiency
at any time and regardless of how far advanced
technologies and the sectors of industry con-
cerned may be.

This, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, had
to be said on behalf of my group to make it
clear that subject to a number of well-defined
conditions we support the Commission’s inten-
tions in respect of industrial policy, although
defining the industrial policy itself is still some-
thing of a problem.

I would venture to add here that it will not be
easy to achieve what Parliament can do in con-
nection with data processing on the basis of this
second communication. The other projects
already before the House, that concerning the
aeronautical and space industries, will have to
be discussed very, very carefully. You know and
above all Mr Layton knows—Mr Spinelli of the
Commission was not able to take part in the
committee’s discussions on this—what criticisms
have already been made here. When promoting
industrial policy and industrial policy projects,
we must beware of creating bureaucratic public
organizations that may hold up industrial deve-
lopment and lead to intolerable bureaucratic
difficulties. I know, for example, that some
people think that some agency or other is needed

for each such project. We are definitely opposed
to the theory that a policy, including industrial
policy, necessarily requires an increase in public
administration. If, then, we remain conscious of
these things, you, Mr Spinelli, and the Commis-
sion will have the support of Parliament for
your projects under the industrial policy.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mrs Walz to speak on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mrs Walz. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, the Christian-Democratic Group thanks
Mr Cousté for his excellent report, agrees with
it and thus supports the Commission’s intentions.

Mr Cousté is quite right in stating the following
in his report:

‘However, in the absence of firm political
intentions, the Member States will be unwil-_
ling to grant the considerable funds necessary
for attaining the objective of a viable and
competitive European-based data-processing
industry, even though this is a sector of vital
importance to the economic development of
Europe.’

That, Mr Lange, did not seem to emerge from
what you have just said. This is a vital sector,
ladies and gentlemen, like all advanced techno-
logies, as is the case with the European aircraft
industry on which, to our own disadvantage, we
have not yet been able to agree, as it was with
the space industry, where we had to abandon
a very promising line of business involving satel-
lites due to the lack of our own launcher rockets
and the unfavourable Intelsat agreement.

For nationalistic reasons Europe is to some
extent putting its head in the sand here, even
though it can be forecast that the developing
countries will one day be taking over the con-
ventional technologies from us. Then we will
be forced to import and above all export blue-
prints, as Federal Chancellor Schmidt puts it,
in other words, patents, licences and advanced
technologies, and we will always be far behind
our American and Japanese competitors because
we have set the points wrongly or set them
too late.

The European data-processing industry that was
to be operated jointly as Unidata, came to an
ignominious end. The French CII withdrew to
set up a separate firm with Honeywell-Bull,
then Philips withdrew, leaving Siemens all
alone. But success can only be achieved in this
field if the Community countries go in for joint
ventures with American firms that do not domi-
nate the market, so as to create some sort of



Sitting of Monday, 12 January 1976 15

Walz

counterbalance to IBM. I am thus naming the
company which has often been mentioned with-
out being named.

The challenge which the IBM magnet represents
is all the more overwhelming since it is at pre-
sent assuming a new dimension in that IBM
is increasingly offering its customers complete
data-processing systems comprising data trans-
mission facilities and various methods of real-
time processing.

The Community must therefore take account of
the fact that data processing is changing and
the area of distributed computing is beginning.
Both for the user and for the public it would
be unacceptable for a single company to domi-
nate and control not only the conventional
sphere of central processors, but also the new
field of distributed computing. Some of our key
industries at least must remain under European
control. That is why the funds that the Com-
mission has requested are too low rather than
too high. Every Community government should
make greater efforts—and here again I agree
with Mr Lange—to open up the public market
to European companies, without, of course, clos-
ing it to others.

Although this support is necessary, one item
should not be overlooked, and that is data pro-
tection. Data protection must be guaranteed and
constantly improved. The more data available
on the citizen or the individual company, the
more such data can be stolen and abused. In
addition to the data protection officers that
already exist in some countries, data protection
legislation must be pushed ahead and, in view
of the complex inter-relationships of the Com-
munity countries, harmonized at European level.
These efforts must run parallel to the spread of
data-processing systems so that abuses can be
countered from the outset.

(Applause)

President. — I call-Mr Kaspereit to speak on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats.

Mr Kaspereit. — (F) Mr President, two years
ago, in a most interesting communication, the
Commission defined a future Community policy
on data-processing. This policy involved two
types of action: the development of the compe-
titive technology of European-based industry,
and the effective utilization of data-processing.
The Commission’s proposal did not specify the
implementing procedures required, as its
approach was, above all, pragmatic. We had no
objections on this score. The most important
thing was to know whether or not the chosen
objective was realistic.

Subsequently, in May 1975, the Commission pro-
posed a limited number of joint actions of Euro-
pean concern, in the fields of data-processing
applications. We welcomed these five projects,
as we would have welcomed any proposals for
action in important fields of Community activity.

Nevertheless, the real impact of these five pro-
jects on the European data-processing industry
seemed fairly limited, probably because their
fields of application were too narrow. They
included air traffic control, agricultural imports
and exports and automated legal documentation
—all problems of undeniable importance, but
of limited implication. Although little criticism
was made of the choice of these five projects,
their restrictive nature gave some cause for
concern.

We particularly welcome, therefore, the Com-
mission’s new proposals. We feel that they take
into account the real situation on the data-pro-
cessing market and, in consequence, open the
way for more practical and tangible projects.
These proposals fit naturally into the more
favourable situation resulting from the develop-
ment of distributed computing. This is the area
in which Community efforts must ,be stepped
up, as was rightly emphasized by Mr Cousté in
his excellent report, on which I congratulate
him.

The situation is favourable because the diversi-
fied market of distributed computing offers the
user a whole range of suppliers, all competing
with one another to a greater or lesser extent.

Thus the situation is no longer determined by
the manufacturers alone, and the proposals in
this field come within the framework of a new
strategic approach. With these factors in mind,
we approve, without hesitation, the Commis-
sion’s views on software applications.

A standards policy, making it possible to com-
bine different equipment without incurring
major cost, will undoubtedly encourage the
growth of European data-processing. LTPL, a
real-time language, will enable users to work out
a joint approach and impose their views on
manufacturers. Clearly, we will need the agree-
ment of a certain number of manufacturers,
but there is a real opportunity to be grasped
here, considering that the Americans are a year
behind in this field.

However, we wish to warn the European author-
ities responsible of the risk of this language
failing, at a later stage, to match the progress
achieved in hardware, particularly by American
companies. In more general terms, as is stressed
in Mr Cousté’s report, the Community must not
—and this is an equally important point—saddle
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itself with standards which appear excellent
because they are not those of the rest of the
world. The Community must not give way to
manufacturers who have developed a different
language for each computer and thus enjoy a
temporary ‘de facto’ monopoly. We must develop
a truly international language, not one for
Europe alone. I wish to stress the importance of
this point and its implication of the continual
need for effective linkage between hardware and
software. The Commission should bear in mind
certain previous failures, which it cannot afford
to repeat, of its data-processing services.

The principle underlying the Commission’s pro-
posals on software portability is wholly com-
mendable. The aim is to make application soft-
ware as compatible as possible and thereby
remove the technical barriers in this field. There
seems to be scope for positive action here and
it is not yet too late. The projects chosen appear
realistic, except for that concerning the develop-
ment of compilers, which has been introduced
at least a year too soon. The manufacturers will
play an essential part in this field, and their
prior agreement will be needed.

As regards collaboration between research
centres, this basically involves maintaining or
promoting existing collaboration between three
centres: the GMD in Germany, the NCL in Italy
and the IRIA in France. We support the prin-
ciple of this collaboration, but believe it should
be more closely defined: priority should be given
to mechanisms ensuring data security and con-
fidentiality within the framework of a political
environment to be defined at a later stage. This
problem is currently before our Legal Affairs
Committee, but that should in no way prevent
the speeding up of the work of harmonization.

The structure of data banks, on which research
centres are also to collaborate, is a highly com-
plex field in which the Americans enjoy con-
siderable superiority. I should like to ask whe-
ther these data banks, set up within the frame-
work of the Commission and used, in particular,
for the processing of conjunctural statistics, are
functioning satisfactorily.

Although the Commission’s technical proposals
appear exiremely valuable, those figuring in the
section on industry and sales are much less posi-
tive. There is undoubtedly scope for action in the
European industry in the peripherals and com-
ponents sector. But it will be far from easy to
stimulate companies into concluding large num-
bers of transatlantic rationalization agreements.
The Commission is relying on a financial incen-
tive in the form of development contracts. This
meets with our approval, but such development

contracts must be effectively applied. As regards
the proposal to set up a European leasing com-
pany, to compete with the expansion of IBM,
I wonder whether this is really practicable, in
view of the technological differences between
European and American equipment as well as
those, sometimes even more acute, between
European equipment. One can be justifiably
sceptical about the development of a trade policy
pursued with minimum resources on behalf of
the Community.

This brings us to the central issue which has
been stressed by the previous speakers—the
funds required for the various projects. As we
know, the total cost is 23 million u.a., although
spread over 5 years. Nearly 5 million u.a. are
requested for 1976, in particular for the develop-
ment of LTPL, and support for the utilization
of data-processing. The total amount of Com-
munity funds requested should be granted if
we really wish to promote European data-pro-
cessing, a key sector which—let me remind you
—is due to become the third largest industry
in the world by 1980, second only to the oil and
motor industries.

We regret, therefore, the lack of determination
on the part of the Council to vote the appro-
priations requested by the Commission for initial
Community actions in the field of data-proces-
sing. Following our repeated requests, the Com-
mission has now submitted a pluriannual pro-
gramme. This programme makes it possible to
accurately define the most suitable financing
mechanisms. We regret that the Council has not
had a more enlightened attitude towards such
a vitally important activity for the Community
as a whole. The proposal under consideration
is both realistic and generous. We must not
underestimate the financial resources required.
Extensive funds must be made available if we
are to compete with American industry and gain
a foothold on the American and world markets.

We must face the fact, Mr President, that any
further delay would put paid to our chances
of success.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Normanton to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Mr Normanton. — Mr President, I would like to
make a number of observations.

Firstly, I do not think there can be any doubt
in the minds of many of us who are in any way
familiar with the data-processing industry that
it symbolizes the classic way in which Europe
takes a lead in research and technology and
then, having made the fundamental discoveries
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and innovations, proceeds to throw away all its
advantages in three ways: firstly by being far too
slow in development and marketing; secondly
by making insufficient capital available for in-
tensive development and marketing; and thirdly
because of the excessive conservatism of the
markets of Europe, whether for social, economic
or industrial reasons.

Secondly, the history of this industry is a classic
example of the way in which governments have
displayed industrial chauvinism and have been
forced to try to solve problems by resorting to
public spending. It is not possible to make pro-
gress in any area of technology purely by ma-
king available more and more public money.
That is not the way to catch up with the Ame-
rican giants—giants, that is, in terms of their
technological capability. The consequence of the
attitudes and the policies pursued in the past in
Europe has been a monumental waste of public
monies and, even more dangerous and even more
serious, a monumental waste of time, and a still
greater waste of opportunities. All of this waste,
as I see it, could and indeed should not have
taken place; if it had not taken place, we could
certainly have established a truly European
data-processing industry.

Without looking backwards, what we must do
now is to consider the steps which the European
Commission is now proposing to take. After all,
this is probably the first of a series of bteps
which Mr Spinelli is going to have to take as
part of the Community’s commitment to the for-
mulation of an industrial policy. We must learn
from the past mistakes of Member States and
political institutions in this field and make sure
that we, as a Community, do not perpetuate
them in the future. The EEC as such, that is as
a political institution, will never be able to build
a computer industry from scratch.

This can only be done by giving the surviving
independent companies in Europe every possible
facility, every possible support, in political
terms, to enable them to create the structures
and make the technological developments which
they as computer manufacturers feel appropriate.
We should not be afraid of mergers between the
individual firms inside the European Commu-
nity, even if, following those mergers, there
were only one Community computer hardware
company. I personally do not look upon this as
anything to be feared and, indeed, it may well
be inevitable if you look at this industry as it
really is — a world industry.

I believe we should not be afraid of—and indeed
to a degree we should welcome—transatlantic
collaboration with American companies and
indeed with the giant IBM company itself, if at
the end of the day we are better able to pro-

mote transatlantic manufacturing, transatlantic
research and development, and transatlantic
marketing cooperation.

In this connection the Community is faced with
a very grave omission for which we, as members
of national institutions, are responsible. I refer
to the glaring example of the way in which
public purchasing policy is still not receiving
urgent and serious attention by the Community
as such or by Member States. Only when we
have a truly liberal public purchasing policy in
the European Economic Community will a pro-
per market be established for a European or
indeed transatlantic computer industry.

But though I would strongly recommend the
Community to think in transatlantic, and trans-
national terms as regards production and mar-
keting, we must recognize that the secret in any
area of high technology is research. And here I
would make my last point, namely that the
European Economic Community, acting in a poli-
tical capacity by encouraging and stimulating
developments in the European data processing
industry, should insist that any transatlantic
mergers which might take place must have writ-
ten into the agreements a clause ensuring that
part, and indeed a major part, of the funda-
mental research work involved in that merger,
must be located in Europe and must be staffed
by Europeans. I am quite certain that if ‘this
had been done 10 or 15 years ago, the European
computer industry would not be in the parlous
commercial state which it is today.

I would therefore strongly endorse the views
of Mr Cousté when he referred to transatlantic
technical, commercial and manufacturing links.
We should not underestimate the strength of the
European capability in the field of software and
the applications of data-processing techniques.
We have undoubted strength in this field and we
would be ill-advised not to develop it. The Euro-
pean Conservative Group, therefore, welcomes
the report by Mr Cousté and will support the
adoption of the resolution at the end of this
debate.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Dalyell.

Mr Dalyell. — With the permission of the So-
cialist Group I would like to offer a dissenting
opinion. May I explain that I have a basic worry
about the whole concept of a European data
processing industry. To have any chance of suc-
cess it would have to operate some kind of
closed procurement policy. It would have to
make sure that it was able to sell its products
to someone, and that someone would certainly
be the public sector, who would have it forced
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on them regardless of whether they wished it or
not. Otherwise it is very unlikely that there
would be any purchasers. Inevitably, govern-
ments would have to give such an industry
preference in purchasing for the public sector.
But a closed procurement policy is not going to
help the efficiency of the public sector, be it
the government or be it the nationalized indus-
tries, in any of our Member States.

Such a policy does not make for wider expertise
—and frankly we have some experience of this
in the UK already, where, because of obliga-
tions to ICL, some computer controls which have
been very effective in the Alberta oil field in
Canada have simply not been available in the
North Sea. Now that is one of several examples,
but it is not so much the hardware aspect that
bothers me as development and application. In-
deed, special exemptions have had to be made,
for example, for British Rail to go to IBM for
their experiments on the Southern Pacific on
the scheduling of trains and indeed for London
Airport’s documentation system. There have
been other examples where for efficiency’s sake,
in the end we had to go to IBM.

Some people may say that is dreadful, but I take
a different view, particularly as regards the
political aspects. If it were true that IBM was
simply an American company, perhaps one
could go along with a great deal of what Mr
Cousté and Mr Kaspereit said. But the fact of
the matter is that IBM employs a great number
of the nationals of our Nine States. I wonder if
colleagues really know that IBM in Europe em-
ploys 77000 of our compatriots. They have
12 manufacturing plants in Europe and four
major research laboratories employing 4 000 re-
searchers. Now these are run by our compatriots
and the point is that much of their most impor-
tant research work is in fact done in the inter-
national divisions. I hope that, before we take
too much of a stand on this, our Dutch collea-
gues are going to feel some obligation to go
along to the electors of Amsterdam and explain
why those who work, Dutchmen mostly, at the
great research laboratory at Uithoorn should be
biased against IBM. Again I would like to say
to Mr Kaspereit and Mr Cousté, that I hope they
are going to go along to Nice and explain to the
electors there why the great laboratory outside
Nice should be discriminated against, because
this is run by Frenchmen, and yet Mr Cousté
talks about IBM being an American company.
There are a lot of people in France who would
not quite see it that way.

Perhaps Mr Cousté would also explain to us
why CII, with the blessing of the French Go-
vernment, have decided to link up with Honey-
well. That does not quite fit in with the rest

of the argument. Anybody who has studied the
history of Machines Bull knows the facts of life,
namely that American expertise is far ahead,
for one reason or another, of what we can offer
in Europe. To put our industry at this kind of
disadvantage seems to me to be a very odd
stance for this Parliament to take. But there
has not been a word from our French collea-
gues about why CII did it. I know why they
did it. Because they found it absolutely neces-
sary to get the American expertise and the
whole history of Machines Bull surely should
teach us some caution.

I turn to our German colleagues and my friend
and committee chairman, Erwin Lange. I hope
some of the Germans are going to go along to
Stuttgart and explain how it is that Sindelfin-
gen, the great IBM laboratory in Germany,
which is run by Germans, is going to be discri-
minated against.

Incidentally, I have to offer an apology to col-
leages that the meeting of 4 December was the
one meeting of the Committee of Budgets that I
missed. But I do think it is a pity that, for rea-
sons we all understand, and he has my total
sympathy in this matter, Mr Spinelli could not
come to explain his thinking in detail to the
Committee on Budgets. After the sort of agony
that we have been through on the Regional
Fund, on shortage of money for the Social Fund,
on overseas aid, and many other matters, it
seems to me that to allocate scarce European
resources for this kind of project to try and
compete with IBM is a very odd use of resources.

The expansion of the use of data processing in
the Community is already being hindered by go-
vernment procurement, by preference practices
contrary perhaps to the terms of the Rome
Treaty, which are limiting the public sector’s
freedom to choose the equipment and services
best adapted to its needs. In these circumstances,
to use scarce resources for this raises very
serious questions. To say that 67 million ua.
should be used for real-time language, money
that could be spent on other urgent projects—
not least the nuclear fusion project—and doing
this when we have to close the Dragon project
down, seems to me to be very odd. Finally, what
I do admit, and what Tom Normanton touched
on, is the importance of a European procure-
ment policy. Rather than trying to tackle IBM
on its own ground, our governments might think
about how we could have some meaningful pro-
curement policy.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Fletcher.

Mr Fletcher. — Mr President, may I say that it
is a very great pleasure to address Parliament
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for the first time. And may I be so bold as to
mention my very first impressions? This is per-
haps a dangerous thing to do, but neverthless
these are of a Parliament sure of its ability to
serve Europe’s future, in contrast to some of the
older institutions to which some of us belong,
which occasionally give the impression that they
are struggling hard to keep up with the present.
I have the privilege of representing at West-
minster the city centre of Edinburgh, and Edin-
burgh is of course the capital of Scotland. And
I am happy to report to you, Sir, that Edinburgh
is still intact despite the invasion and the victory
of the French rugby team at Murrayfield last
week-end.

(Laughter)

Mr President, Scotland has a large interest in
the computer and in the electronics industry.
The per capita investment of that industry in
Scotland is second only to that in California.
Tam Dalyell, a fellow Scot, mentioned the impact
of the industry in Europe, and I would mention
in passing that all of the multinational com-
panies are in Scotland and manufacturing there,
where they employ many thousands of people.
IBM, of course, are there and also Honeywell
and National Cash and Burroughs and Philips.
And the involvement of these companies in Scot-
land is a great credit to the success of both,
Labour and Conservative British Governments’
regional policies over the past 20 years or so.
But may I say, Mr President, that I doubt if the
Commission’s proposals are likely to achieve
their objective of giving Europe an independent
computer industry, at least in any significant
‘way. And the first reason that I say this is
because the approach, as I understand it, invol-
ves the Commission in an area where the in-
dustry itself has not made efforts of any great
distinction. In fact, the industry still shows no
particular enthusiasm for doing so. And, second-
ly, the money proposed is so far short of what
the American giants spend, as my colleague,
Lord Bessborough, and other speakers have
pointed out. IBM spends 23 million u.a. on
research and development in a matter of weeks
rather than the years that are proposed in this
proposal.

But I think another and perhaps an even more
important reason for the question that I raise
about the proposal is that it may well be that
the kind of programmes that are being proposed
are already available or under advanced
development in other parts of the world, parti-
cularly the United States. And these program-
mes are likely to be available, and available for
purchase, on the market, and for considerably
less than the 23 million u.a. that are being asked
for in this budget proposal.

I would therefore suggest that the way to com-
pete with the Americans fairly and squarely is
to study and perhaps to copy how other Ameri-
can companies—the smaller companies—compete
with the giant IBM in the United States itself,
something many of them are doing with growing
success. Of course, they have to tackle precisely
the same sort of problems in software and inter-
changeability as the Commission has been exa-
mining in this report. I do not think that
research projects covering ground which may
have been covered already would even scratch
the surface of the industry’s problems in Europe.

I would hope that the industry in Europe would
set the pace and reveal the determination and
enthusiasm to work together against what is
admittedly a massive American monopoly—a
monopoly in technology and also a monoply in
marketing. And, as in any other industry, mar-
keting is just as important as advanced techno-
logy and it is in marketing techniques as much
as anything else that I think many of the Euro-
pean companies have failed to make the grade.
The Commission, with all the good will in the
world, Mr President, cannot even begin to do
this sort of job for the industry itself.

(Applause)

President. — I call Lord Bruce of Donington.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Mr President, as a
Member of Parliament of some recent vintage,
I would like to be the first on the floor to con-
gratulate my colleague, Mr Fletcher, on his mai-
den speech. Not only for the cogency of his
argument, but also for the very calm and deli-
berate way in which he delivered it, which made
many of us who have faced the ordeal before
feel slightly envious of his composure.

Mr President, the issue before us this afternoon
and raised so ably by Mr Cousté and supported
by the Earl of Bessborough and Mr Lange and
others, is of fundamental importance to the
Community. It goes far beyond the particular
sector of a highly specialized industry which is
dealt with in the report itself and in the report
of the Commission. It goes right to the very
vitals of the Community.

Mr President, in the course of a referendum cam-
paign in my own country many months ago,
which has long passed into history, one of the
things that I think helped convince my fellow-
countrymen—and I say one of the things only —
was that it would be a very good thing indeed to
go into Europe because we were told that only
together could we effectively counteract the pri-
vate monopoly power faced by the Community
in the form of the large multinational companies.
Now we are facing it. I must dissent from my
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colleague, Mr Tam Dalyell, who seemed to think
that the suggestions that we should organize
some effective competition for IBM would mean
that we should somehow be discriminating
against that company.

Mr President, I know very little of IBM. I have
no reasons to suppose that their employment
policies in the countries in which they conduct
their operations do not fully conform with the
requirements of the Member States themselves.
Certainly, Mr President, I wouln’t wish to lump
them together with, for example, ITT in Chile.
But, Mr President, the arguments that my col-
league Mr Dalyell used in support of what he
described as non-discrimination against IBM
could in fact be used to defend the interests of
any multinational operating in Europe. All mul-
tinationals employ citizens of the countries in
which they are established. All multinationals
have local boards composed of the nationals of
the particular countries in which they operate.
All the arguments produced by my colleague,
Mr Dalyell, coud be used in their support.

But, Mr President, Articles 85 and 86 of the
Treaty lay down one of the basic principles of
this Community, and that is that free competi-
tion should be encouraged; we shall be seeing in
the months that lie ahead, Mr President, when
we come to consider in detail the Commission’s
paper on the subject of the problems of inflation,
just what the effect of large private corporate
power is on the whole industrial structure of
Europe, and also what role it plays as regards
inflation. Now, it is beyond doubt—and my col-
league, Mr Dalyell, did not deny it—that IBM
are rapidly assuming a position of absolute mo-
nopoly power. Indeed, he described the power
as being so wide and so extensive that, in his
opinion, it would be quite useless in financial
and technical terms to combat it.

Now, Mr President, the Council in its resolution
of July 1974 said that it was not ‘acceptable to
users or the public interest for a single company
to dominate and control not only the classic
world of central processors but the new world
of distributed computing’. And, Mr President,
this provides the entire basis for the support
that my group will give, and which is indeed
being given by other groups, to the compara-
tively modest proposals that have been put for-
ward by the Commission. A start has to be made
somewhere. Together with Mrs Walz, I would
have liked the effort to have been considerably
greater. One things is absolutely certain. If this
Parliament and this Community fail to tackle
monopoly on the scale that has been described
to us, it is failing in its whole fundamental pur-
pose and in a fundamental service that it has

solemnly undertaken to provide to the peoples
of Europe.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange. — (D) Mr Dalyell has asked whether
I would be prepared to go to Stuttgart to discuss
what we are talking about at the moment. I
am prepared to do this because none of the
premises you have used, Mr Dalyell, for your
arguments, are true. Nobody wants to discrimi-
nate against an undertaking here, nobody wants
to put an undertaking at a disadvantage, even
if it does have a strong position on the world
market.

This undertaking can, therefore, continue its
activities, What we want is to give the other
undertakings a chance with the aid of the various
projects which the Commission has submitted
to us, to obtain a share of the market in certain
fields of the electronic data-processing industry.
That is all. I feel, Mr Dalyell, that you should
think again very carefully and then decide if
the arguments you have used can be maintained
under the conditions that have been discussed
here. It is irrelevant whether or not you have
an undertaking of this kind in your own con-
stituency. Even then you can with a clear
conscience talk about what the Europeans
intend to do. Jobs will not be endangered by
this. That is the point that should be stressed.

Mr President, I just wanted to make this cor-
rection fto Mr Dalyell’s remarks in order to
emphasize once again that I am not afraid of
talking with the people concerned in Stuttgart.:

President. — I call Mr Spinelli.

Mr Spinelli member of the Commission. — (I)
Mr President, I should like, first of all to thank
the rapporteurs, as well as the chairmen, and
members of the committee and of Parliament
for their work, and for their extremely con-
structive conclusions. The high standard and
complex nature of the debate which followed
their statements is sufficient proof of the
interest in the subject discussed. I intend to
comment on them at a later stage, but should
like first to explain how these current proposals
fit into the development of this sector as
envisaged by the Commission.

This development is determined, on the one
hand, by the situation in recent years, and on
the other, by technological progress which
results in the expansion of the field of data-
processing applications and the linking of indus-
trial sectors which wuntil now had operated
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almost independently of each other. If we look
back, first, on the events of recent years with
which you are familiar, we note, especially in
the area of medium-sized and large central
units two facts: first, the predominance of
American technology in general, and of IBM
in particular, and, secondly, the weakness of
the European sector which commands a rather
modest share of the world market and survives
only thanks to subsidies or privileged public
contracts.

On this point we have had some fundamental
criticism, primarily from Mr Dalyell, and partly
from Mr Fletcher, according to whom we
should not be trying to get rid of IBM and of
American technology in general but should
accept a position from which we have no prac-
tical means of escape.

Here, I should like to stress and clarify the
following: the data processing industry is—as
demonstrated by the whole tenor of this debate
—one whose central importance to the growth
of our entire economic system will continue to
increase. But no society can accept in the long
term to have its data-processing markets domin-
ated by a single, vertically integrated organ-
ization which is thus able to supply not only
the machinery, the hardware, but also all the
remaining elements of the system; such a situ-
ation is intolerable because it could become
rather dangerous.

This is nothing to do with the fact that IBM
is an American firm, because IBM, like all the
big multinational concerns is increasingly tend-
ing to lose its identification with any particular
country. It is because this industrial concern
accounts for between 60 and 70% of the market,
and not only here in Europe, but also in Ame-
rica. And as you know, Mr Dalyell, the Ameri-
can Government and all those concerned with
the defence of fundamental freedoms in America
are today fighting against this state of affairs.
In America there are court proceedings in hand
to oppose this trend. And now we in Europe,
too, have to face the same problem. The problem
—I repeat—does not lie in the fact that the
concern is an American one, but that it is a
concern having a dominant position in an
extremely important and sensitive sector.

Another point I want to make is in reply to the
not altogether accurate statement that we need
not concern ourselves with developing research,
on a modest scale or otherwise, because virtually
all this research has already been done by the
Americans and we could probably obtain direct-
ly from them, or more specifically from IBM,
the results of this research much more cheaply
than if we were to carry it out ourselves.

Let me give a few examples: in the proposed
research programme on the LTPL computer
language we are ahead of the Americans, be-
cause there is no such programme on software
portability in the United States. The projects
we have now begun to propose—and I agree that
this is only a modest start to a data processing
policy—were inspired by the fact that we have
many centres using different methods and dif-
ferent computer languages so that if we now
speak of the need to create a common European
computer language it is because our firms are
now busy developing not one, but at least three
or four separate languages.

Let us return to the major danger, consisting in
the fact that a single concern enjoys a dominant
position both here and in America. Just as the
Americans are taking all the possible steps to
meet this threat, so we here should be doing the
same. And what we should do is not to carry
on as before, that is, artificially aid a number of
national industries which pursue national poli-
cies, using methods and languages specific to
their countries, industries which ultimately al-
ways end up in a state of permanent stagnation.
We should be doing something else.

In this difficult competitive atmosphere an at-
tempt was made, for example, to bring about,
within Unidata, negotiations between Siemens,
Philips and CII and these raised hopes that a
European concern that could become competi-
tive was to come into being. We still think that
these negotiations were the right course to pur-
sue and that the establishment of a substantial
European grouping is the preliminary to the
opening of discussions with American and
Japanese concerns.

Finally, the Franco-American group now being
created by the linking of CII and Honeywell,
deserves close attention as one solution open to
a Member State at the cost of sacrificing
Unidata. But not enough detailed information is
available on this yet, and I should not like to
anticipate any discussion and any verdict on
this which will have to come at the European
level.

From what I have said a number of consequences
follow.

Firstly, we think—and here we share the opi-
nion of nearly all the speakers today—that it
would be opportune to seek partnership arrange-
ments with the Americans and the Japanese at
a certain stage in the building-up of a European
data-processing industry, provided that this is
not confined to concerns having a dominant
position who would inevitably dominate us in
the end, but with other minor competitors so as
to improve our own competitiveness in the mar-
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ket. We also see the existence within the Com-
munity of development and production plant
owned by American subsidiaries as a good thing
for the Community.

I should like to make it clear that we are not
thinking of expelling the American companies,
but want to achieve more balanced competitive
conditions in an industry which is bound for
enormous development and in which there
should be room for more than one concern. This
better balance can be achieved by the creation
of an industrial potential with well-managed
and independent European decision centres.

In this way governmental concessions and fi-
nancial aid could be eliminated and a situation
of healthy competition introduced. Indeed, Mr
Dalyell, we are not enamoured of a system of
public purchasing exclusively confined to Euro-
pean companies but are following the objective
of enabling European companies to compete in
the market without the need for the subsidies,
support and privileges which they now enjoy.

Secondly, the size of the investment needed, the
need to maintain employment levels and the
structural complexity of this sector do not leave
a large margin of freedom for political decisions
and dictate extreme caution in all initiatives.
The problem before us is to strive for gradual
progress towards the objective we have set our-
selves through improved use of public funds
allocated for this purpose by the various Mem-
ber States.

Thirdly, I should like to emphasize that the
major structural changes now going on need to
be fully understood at each stage before we can
proceed to laying down plans for Community
action.

I go on now to deal with the development and
expansion of the data-processing sector.

There is no doubt that the share of medium and
large computers in the market will remain
considerable in the next few years— it will be
about 50°% in 1980—but it is also true that we
are witnessing a trend of rapid expansion into
telecommunications, that is, distributed data
processing and network systems. With the pas-
sage of time, this trend will increasingly at-
tenuate the distinction between telecommunica-
tions and data processing systems, leading to
growing development of data transmission
systems and hence of mini—and micro—com-
puters and of the peripheral equipment of which
Mr Lange spoke, and of the importance of which
we are fully conscious.

It should also be remembered that a balanced
development of the industrial potential in this
sphere implies the parallel development of

design and productive capacity for advanced
electronic components, such as large-scale inte-
grated circuits (LSI) for which there there will
be a large demand not only from the electronics
industry proper but also from the future data-
processing and data-transmission systems.

In other words, any discussion of industrial
strategy cannot be confined to specific aspects
of the data-processing sector as we know it
today. We should also take account of the data
transmission market and of the potential of the
electronics industry.

From this survey of likely developments over
the next ten years some additional conclusions
can be drawn.

First, in view of the extraordinary economic,
social and political importance of this technolo-
gy, I think that there can be no doubt as to the
need for the Community to both possess and
control an industry capable of competing with
the Americans and the Japanese not only within
the Community’s territory but on the world
markets,

Secondly, the size of the problem implies that
whenever there is need to support these in-
dustries from public funds this should be done
on a coordinated basis to ensure the best utiliza-
tion of such funds.

Thirdly, the possibilities of structural change
are no longer confined to medium and large
computers. Account must also be taken of the
trend towards data transmission and telecom-
munications, as well as of the crucial role of
the electronic components sector.

We need, therefore, to keep these matters under
constant joint review, and we need the backing
of a resolute political will. In view of all the
above considerations the Commission will do its
best to submit, in the framework of a multi-
annual programme, a series of proposals suf-
ficiently flexible both to create a favourable
environment—and here I am thinking principal-
ly of standardization and the opening up of
public contracts—and to support the European
industry by, for example, the use of leasing and
of development contracts. The support should
be available when it is really needed and ex-
pedient. It is obvious, for instance that small
or medium-sized undertakings will not be able
to benefit from such a system because of exces-
sive costs unless a special body is created to
offer such opportunities to the small units as
well. That by no means implies diserimination,
but, on the contrary, the end of discrimination.

I am thinking not only of the large central units
sector, when the situation here has settled, but
also of the peripheral equipment sector and
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that of electronic compotents. This is in reply
to the anxieties expressed by Mr Lange.

The proposals being discussed today can be seen
as part of the measures for indirect aid to this
sector. They were most ably explained in Mr
Cousté’s report, on a few points of which I want
to comment briefly.

On paragraph 1 of the resolution I want to
express the Commission’s satisfaction that our
proposals have been approved. As regards pa-
ragraph 3 of the resolution, you should note that
the Commission has proposed that the directive
now before the Council on access to public con-
tracts, should become applicable to the data
processing sector from 1980. I must explain that
we had originally proposed that it should be-
come applicable immediately, but in the face of
resistance from some of the delegations which
wanted to exclude data processing altogether
from the opening-up of the public contracts
markets, we insisted that the opening-up should
start at least in 1980, and possibly earlier for
particular sub-sectors.

The working party on public contracts has re-
sumed activity and concentrates mainly on de-
fining harmonized contract forms for the in-
dustry (purchase, hire, maintenance), and cri-
teria for the valuation of plant and materials and
on formulating a policy of ‘unbundling’.

Paragraph 4 of the resolution mentions agree-
ment with non-dominant companies outside
Europe. I would remind you that I dealt with
that point a short time ago and that, obviously,
the Commission is in agreement with the argu-
ments in Mr Cousté’s report.

I should like to add, however, that, first the
Commission believes that the principal objective
of the proposed projects is to have, in each case,
partial control, because while there is also the
possibility of mere association without any ef-
fective control, that involves the risk of being
ultimately swallowed up.

Secondly, the Commission has no powers to
make concerns conclude any particular agree-
ment, and especially with companies outside
Europe.

Thirdly, in proposing a joint fund for the fi-
nancing of priority projects (interchangeability,
contracts for development of particular applica-
tions, support for industry), the Commission
wants to promote the development of industries
that are European but without precluding
external cooperation, especially where the
acquisition of new know-how and techniques is
concerned.

Mr Cousté spoke of the problems of individual
rights. I should like to recall here that we have

already invited the Governments to submit
their draft legislations on this matter so that
these can be compared and serve as a basis for
a possible directive. In addition, we are examin-
ing the Treaties to see if a legal basis exists for
such a directive and we also hope that Parlia-
ment will help us by conducting the hearings
for which we have asked.

As to the need for a policy on norms and stan-
dards, I should like to say that the Commission
is aware that a desire for a European set of
standards should not be the only reason for this
work; it should form part of a more broadly
conceived effort.

As regards for example, the proposal for the
development of a new language for real-time
programming, it is an important consideration
that in this particular sector the Community has
an acknowledged advantage which it would be
desirable to promote.

Of the five projects proposed by the Commis-
sion, probably only three will be accepted. These
are on systems for the processing of import and
export data, on computer-aided logic -circuit
design and construction management and the
proposal on legal document retrieval systems in
the Community.

The proposal for a data-bank for organ trans-
plants and blood matching will almost certainly
by restricted to the initial, that is, the definition,
phase. It seems likely that not much more can
be obtained from the Council for the remaining
proposals. I should like to say, in concluding,
that the Commission agrees with Mr Cousté
that these proposals, though modest, are at least
on a scale that suggests the existence of a firm
resolve to support European data-processing.
Should this will be lacking I am certain that the
proposals will end up in a vacuum; but if the
resolve is there, a more ambitious programme
can be worked out and initiated, as when the
second group of projects followed the first. In
formulating these proposals the Commission is
giving proof of the resolve of which I have
spoken and I am sure that Parliament will give
its support to that resolve. Whether the Council,
on its part, will have the same resolve is in the
lap of the gods.

One last word to Mr Lange who has taxed the
Commission with submitting its proposal too
late for it to be included in the draft budget. I
should like to draw his attention to the fact that
the timing of the finalization and approval of
a proposal is not in the hands of the Commis-
sion but of the Council, because it is the Council
which decides whether it is to be approved or
not. So it is rather difficult to guess whether a
particular proposal will be adopted in January,
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or June, or December. But there is also another
problem: I feel that during this coming year
Parliament and the Commission should discuss
whether the budget should be a simple account-
ing record of commitments already undertaken
or about to be undertaken, or whether, instead,
it should comprise everything that represents
the Commission’s programme of action which,
with the Council’s approval, will become a bind-
ing programme; because in that latter case it
would be possible to draw up budgets as Mr
Lange—and ourselves, too—would like to see
them drawn up and to avoid the need for sup-
plementary budgets. As long as we go on in the
same old way, we shall, unfortunately, be
obliged to have supplementary budgets from
time to time. I agree with you, Mr Lange, that
supplementary budgets are a bad habit to be
avoided fas far as possible.

I hope that I have now answered the most im-
portant of the points that have been raised,
even though, I regret perhaps not all of them.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Dalyell.

Mr Dalyell. — Mr Spinelli said that he wanted
to achieve—I took down his words—a situation
of competitive balance through industrial ca-
pability. Could he give us a figure on what
would be necessary to achieve any kind of
meaningful competitive balance through in-
dustrial capability? His figure seems to be in
tens of millions of units of account. Mine would
be in thousands of millions of units of account!

President. — I call Mr Cousté.

Mr Cousté, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, this
discussion and the views expressed by the
speakers—who have been commendably frank—
have been most interesting, and I wish to thank
all those who have been kind enough to support
by own point of view.

Clearly, this point of view is not so much my
own as that of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs, which is why I requested
the Assembly to support, following our approval,
the resolution on which we are going to vote
and which, I hope, will be adopted.

Whatever the outcome of our vote, I should like
to make a single comment on the speech by the
Commissioner responsible, Mr Spinelli, namely
that he seems to be reconciled to the fact that
the Council will not change its mind. He men-
tioned that of the five priority actions proposed
by the Commission and adopted in September,
only two or three may be accepted: I wish to

make it quite clear that this would be inadmis-
sible. In saying that, I am supported by the
Council itself which, in its resolution of 15 July
1974, adopted a specific objective, that of a fully
viable and competitive European-based industry
by the early 1980’s. I ask the Council to remain
faithful to its own resolutions.

In addition, Mr President, I wish to point out
that the Commissioner responsible said nothing
about the possibilities of applying, in 1976, the
various projects figuring in the communication
which we have now been discussing for nearly
two-and-a-half hours, and I emphasize that,
even if the Commission has abandoned the
struggle, our Assembly is as determined as ever
to attain our objectives. By adopting this reso-
lution, we will thus be giving a further example
of our determination in political terms.

(Applause)
President. — I call Lord Bessborough.

Lord Bessborough. — Before the Commissioner
replies I wonder whether he would make clear
to me this question of the supplementary budget.
Does he expect that there will be a supplemen-
tary budget, and if so when would he hope that
it would come forward?

President. — I call Mr Spinelli.

Mr Spinelli, member of the Commission. — (I)
Mr President, I want to say to Mr Dalyell that
his question is typically one of those to which
there can be no answer. It is not possible to say
how much must be spent to make an industry
competitive, but it is possible to indicate those
ways in which support can make it competitive.
Therefore, it does not at all follow that to make
a European industry competitive one should ex-
pend as much as one or two American industries
are spending.

Expenditure there must be, but the money must
be spent wisely. The present expenditure com-
mitment in Europe for product development can
be broken down as follows: in France public
expenditure for support to the data-processing
industry will be between 500 and 640 million
u.a. from 1976 to 1979. In the United Kingdom
future plans are not yet sufficiently advanced,
but overall government support for the period
1968 to 1976 will be 144 million u.a., while in
Germany, for the period 1971 to 1975, the
amount of support was about 190 million u.a. All
this is apart from the expenditure proposed by
the Commission.

Now the problem that we must rationally face
is that this money spent in this way, spent on
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covering guarantees on national markets—for
instance, in France out of the amount I have
quoted, 100 to 200 million u.a. is for guarantees
for public purchases—this money is being spent
badly. This is the wrong way to spend because
it does not contribute to increasing our in-
dustries’ competitivity. It should be spent dif-
ferently.

To Mr Cousté I want to say that the Commission
has not given up; it will continue the fight. I
want Parliament to know this and am glad to
hear him say that Parliament will continue to
strive for the maintenance of the overall com-
mitment. But, Mr Cousté, would it be the first
time that the Council has promised to do
something and then failed to do it? I do not
think so. However, we must not give up, we
must strive for approval of our proposals.

And when you, Lord Bessborough, ask me when
the supplementary budget will be submitted I
can only repeat my answer to Mr Lange: it will
be submitted the day that the Council approves
these measures wholly or in part: that day, or
the day after, we shall have to submit a sup-
plementary budget because these proposals do
not figure in the present budget. We and you
together, we are engaged in this battle, but it
is the Council that will take the decision that
matters. How can you expect me to tell you
when we should be submitting the supplementa-
ry budget? This is beyond my power.

President. — Since no-one else wishes to speak,
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted.?

1 0J C 28 of 9. 2. 1976.

10. Transfers of appropriations
in the 1975 budget

President. — I have informed the Council and
the Commission that the Committee on Budgets
has delivered a favourable opinion on the pro-
posals for transfers of appropriations from
chapter to chapter within the section II-—Council
—(Annexes I and III), and in section III—Com-
mission—of the general budget for the 1975 fi-
nancial year.

11. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held
tomorrow, 13 January 1976 at 2 p.m., with the
following agenda:

— Guldberg report on the effect of increased
energy prices;

— Ellis report on a regulation on an information
procedure for oil prices;

— Walz report on nuclear power stations;

— Motion for a resolution on the outcome of
the meeting of the Council of Research
Ministers;

— Schwdorer report on a directive on the taking
up of activities in direct insurance;

— Premoli report on the titanium dioxide in-
dustry.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 7.35 p.m.)



26 Debates of the European Parliament
SITTING OF TUESDAY, 13 JANUARY 1976
Contents
1. Approval of the minutes ............ 27 drawn up by Mrs Walz on behalf of
the Committee on Energy, Research
2. Verification of credentials .......... 27 and Technology (Doc. 392/75):
Mrs Walz, rapporteur .............. 36
3. Authorizati 1S e 27
uthorization of reports My Fldmig, on behalf of the Socialist
. d . Group; Mr Vandewiele, on behalf of
4. Effects gf mcreaseb eﬁergGy lz:l'll')zces — the Christian-Democratic Group; Mr
Report 'ra;lvn Cup y ur uE erg on Premoli, draftsman of the opinion of
behalf of the meztte;on 4;10/7;(;"?‘": the Committee on. Public Health and the
and Monetary Affairs (Doc. ): Environment; Mrs Kruchow, on behalf
Mr Guldberg, rapporteur ............ 27 of the Liberal and Allies Group; Mr
. Krieg, on behalf of the Group of Eu-
Procedural motion: ropean Progressive Democrats; Lord
Mr A. Bertrand; Sir Brandon Rhys Bessborough, on behalf of the Euro-
Williams, vice-chairman of the Com- pean Conservative Group .......... 38
mittee on Economic and Monetary Af- s
fairs; Mr Normanton .............. 29 8. Number a:n.d co'rtr.posztwr.z of the Euro-
pean Parliament’s committees ........ 46
Procedural motion: .
Procedural motions:
Mr Normanton .............cocuenn 30 Lord Castle; Mr Scott-Hopkins; Sir
. . . Derek Walker-Smith; Mr Fellermaier;
5. Regulation 9n qn information pro- Mr Schuijt; Mr Scott-Hopkins; Sir
cedure for oil prices — Report drawn Brandon Rhys Williams; Lord Bruce
up by Mr Ellis on behalf of the Comh- of Donington; Sir Derek Walker-
mittee on Energy, Research and Tech- Smith; Mr Fellermaier .............. 46
nology (Doc. 419/75):
Adoption of resolution ............ 50
Mr Ellis, rapporteur ................ 30 bt fr '
Mr Vandewiele, on behalf of the 9. Conlv,mumty p olu;yt'on the Siti";‘? of.
Christian-Democratic Group; Mr Hou- nuclear power stations (resumption):
gardy, on behalf of the Liberal and Sir Derek Walker-Smith; Mr Pintat;
Allies Group; Mr Nyborg, on behalf of Mr Evans; Mr W. Miiller; Mr Noé; Mr
the Group of European Progressive Schwabe; Mr Normanton; Mr Pisoni;
Democrats; Mr Normanton, on behalf Mr Springorum; Mr Burgbacher; Mr
of the European Conservative Group; Hamilton; Mr Flimig; Mr Simonet,
Mr Simonet, wvice-president of the Vice-President of the Commission .. 50
Commission ........ccoviiiiiinanaens 32 .
Procedural motion:
Adoption of resolution .............. 35 Mr FLEMEG oo oeneeeeeeeeaannns 65
6. Tabling of a motion for a resolution .. 35 M~ Springorum, chairman of the Com-
. mittee on Energy, Research and Tech-
Procedural motion: nology; Mr Hamilton; Mr Krieg .... 65
Lord Castle ........................ 36 Procedural motion:
Mrs Kruchow; Mr Fel ier ......
7. Community policy on the siting of rs Kruchow; Mr Fellermaier 66
nuclear power stations — Report Adoption of resolution .............. 67



Sitting of Tuesday, 13 January 1976 27

10. Outcome of the meeting of the Council
of Research Ministers on 15 December
1975 — Motion for a resolution tabled
by Mr Springorum, on behalf of the
Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology (Doc. 463/75):

Mr Springorum, rapporteur ........ 67

Mr Giraud, on behalf of the Socialist
Group; Mr Noé, on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group; Mr Hou-
gardy, on behalf of the Liberal and
Allies Group; Mr Krieg, on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive
Democrats; Mr Brunner, member of
the Commission .................... 67

Adoption of resolution .............. 70
11. Directive concerning the taking up of

activities in direct insurance — report

drawn up by Mr Schwdérer, on behalf

of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs (Doc. 394/75):

Mr Schwdrer, rapporteur .......... 70

IN THE CHAIR:
SIR GEOFFREY DE FREITAS

Vice-president
(The sitting was opened at 2.05 p.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of the minutes

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

Are there any comments?

The minutes of proceedings are approved.

2. Verification of credentials

President. — At yesterday’s meeting the Bureau
verified the credentials of Mr Clerfayt and Mr
Fletcher, whose appointment by the Belgian
Chamber of Representatives and the House of
Commons had already been announced.

Pursuant to Rule 3 (1) of the Rules of Procedure,
the Bureau has made sure that the appointments
comply with the relevant provisions of the
Treaty.

Mr Lagorce, on behalf of the Socialist
Group; Mr Simonet, Vice-President of
the Commission ..........ccevvunn. 71

Adoption of resolution .............. 71

12. Directive on waste from the titanium
dioxide industry — Report drawn up
by Mr Premoli, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Public Health and the En-
vironment (Doc. 457/75):

Mr Premoli, rapporteur ............ 71

Mr Della Briotta, on behalf of the So-
cialist Group; Mr Noé, on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group; Mr Spi-
cer on behalf of the European Con-
servative Group; Mr Scarascia Mu-
gnozza, Vice-President of the Commis-

SIOT i e e 72
Adoption of resolution .............. 76
13. Agenda for mext sitting ............ 76

It there fore asks Parliament to ratify them.
Are there any objections?

The appointments are ratified.

3. Authorization of reports

President. — Pursuant to Rule 38 of the Rules
of Procedure, I have authorized the Committee
on Budgets to draw up a report on the Fourth
Financial Report on the EAGGF for 1974.

The Committee on Agriculture has been asked
for an opinion.

4. Effects of increased energy prices

President. — The first item on today’s agenda
is the report drawn up by Mr Guldberg, on
behalf of the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs, on the effect of increased energy
prices on Member States’ productivity and com-
petitiveness (Doc. 431/75).

I call Mr Guldberg.

Mr Guldberg, rapporteur. — (DK) Mr President,
I should first of all like to make some comments
on procedure and to point out that when the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
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decided to draw up this report and to honour
me by asking me to be rapporteur, we discussed
the extent to which the report should be a
technically detailed account of altered com-
petitivity in the various branches of industry in
the individual countries and between them, or
whether it should be more general. I, with the
support of the committee, took the view that
a technically thorough investigation of the effect
of increased energy prices on the different types
of production was a task that for two reasons was
more than I could undertake or that I felt Parlia-
ment should undertake.

The first reason is that a thorough technical
analysis is outside the scope of normal Parlia-
mentary duties. The second reason is that, if such
an analysis were to be made, more time would
be needed than was available if Parliament
wanted to give the governments and the Com-
mission a general idea of what action was
necessary as a result of the changes that had
taken place in our countries’ economies, and
Parliament could not be expected to take up
the problem and pronounce on it much later than
the date on which the governments should have
taken action.

With the committee’s agreement, therefore, my
report does not go into details and that may
obviously be a matter for regret or criticism.
It focuses on the purely political task of making
it possible for the European Parliament to give
its views in principle on some decisive and actual
consequences of the changed economic structure
we have experienced since 1973 and 1974 and
that we will have to live with in the future.

But I would first like to say that I think it
would be useful if the Commission—and I am
now addressing Mr Simonet, the Commission
representative—would undertake to carry out
a thorough technical analysis. If the Commission
agrees to do so and can say today how quickly
it can be done, I would also find it practical
for Parliament to have the opportunity to dis-
cuss it. I make these remarks to stress the fact
that the report that I have the honour of sub-
mitting on behalf of the committee has another
aim, namely to make it possible for Parliament
to give the governments and the Commission its
views on some key problems before they become
so acute that action is taken that Parliament
might or might not approve of.

I shall not summarize the report itself now but
merely point out that the motion for a resolution
obviously reflects the fact that it is an own-
initiative report and gives some general points
of view rather than adopting positions on any
specific subject. Nor shall I summarize all the
explanatory statement. I shall confine myself
to a few short remarks on two problems that I

think are important and that I, as rapporteur,
take the liberty of singling out as worth bringing
to the attention of our governments and the
Commission.

The first point concerns the economy in general.
In my opinion, Mr President—and this can be
read between the lines—the relative increase in
the price of energy and raw materials is in itself
technologically and structurally a natural and
unavoidable development and trying to fight it
will result in defeat. That is true, but it has
to be accepted and absolved. To put it the other
way round, if we accept that the price of energy
and raw materials will, in the long run, increase
more quickly than the price of other production
factors, it means that we accept that the increase
in incomes, including wages, has to be slower.

If we do not accept that, we are fighting a
structural change and we will continue to be
faced with a development that becomes more
and more difficult and that will create more and
more unemployment.

If on the other hand we accept not a lowering
of the standard of living in the industrialized
countries but quicker increases in the price of
energy and raw materials than of manpower,
then there will be an urgent need for invest-
ments and vast possibilities for technological
improvements that can promote employment in
our countries and be of advantage to us in our
obligations towards the rest of the world. That,
however, is to assume that our governments
understand that if they follow the cheapest and
easiest solution, which is for all prices, including
incomes and wages, to increase in parallel with
the price of energy and raw materials, then the
battle is lost.

In my opinion the most important thing about
my report is that Parliament can make the
governments and the Commission understand
this. I do not think there is any lack of under-
standing in the Commission on this point but it
is in the Commission’s interest for Parliament
to say so. I do not think this is a question that
needs to be covered by different political views.
It is entirely a technological and structural con-
sideration. The development we are experiencing
can be turned to an advantage—to improve-
ments, increased employment, increased demand
for manpower, investments and structural
changes, provided we follow a policy that
accepts that incomes and wages have to increase
more slowly than the price of other production
factors, energy and raw materials in particular.
If we do not accept that, we will not be in a
position to extricate ourselves from a situation
that is becoming critical.

That in my opinion, Mr President, was the most
important point of the report although it is
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perhaps expressed more diplomatically there
than I have done now.

The other point I would like to mention is
contained in the second section of the explan-
atory statement and deals with energy supplies.
Clearly it was not the committee’s or its rap-
porteur’s task to repeat or revise a proposal for
an energy policy which has the general agree-
ment of Parliament in any case. But it was
impossible to draw up this report without stress-
ing the need for an energy policy and without
repeating some essential points. That may be
criticized but the repetition is necessary. Here
again I will take the liberty of singling out what
1 think is most important although it is not
necessarily new; there is no denying that if we
are to solve the problems I have described here
we will not solve them by reducing production
or employment; we shall solve them through
growth and a new structure.

But that also means that our need to develop
energy supplies remains a prerequisite for solv-
ing the economic and employment problems of
our countries and having enough strength left
over to help to solve other and equally important
economic problems in other parts of the world.
To do so we must accept that an energy policy
is necessary and that it must result in greater
independence for our Community. The Com-
munity must therefore put emphasis on de-
veloping other forms of energy supplies and
obviously one of the major contributions pos-
sible at present is nuclear energy. May I in
parenthesis say that I think I have put much
weight on Parliament’s using all its power to
convince the Council that it should not limit
funds for research and development of a new
technology that it is possible for us to handle.

I felt it was essential to make these two remarks,
Mr President.

In conclusion let me say that there may be some
technical details that Members might like to
discuss. It is also possible that the view will
be put forward that the resolution should be
held back pending a more detailed technical
report by the Commission. I for my part feel
that, since it is an own-initiative report, the
resolution itself is not the most important thing.
It gives some general points of view but it is
important for Parliament to express an opinion
and to do so before the necessary action has to
be taken. I will wait to see how the debate
develops, but I see no reason why we should
not first concentrate on the basic points, since
for political and economic reasons it is essential
for Parliament and the committee to agree on
what to say to the governments and the Com-
mission.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Bertrand for a procedural
motion.

Mr A. Bertrand. — (NL) Mr President, I asked
to speak on a procedural motion because I
wanted to make a proposal to the Assembly
concerning the discussion of the very interesting
report which Mr Guldberg has presented to us
today. May I begin by thanking Mr Guldberg
most sincerely for the great effort he has made
in placing an own-initiative report before our
Parliament on this very difficult subject. It is,
however, apparent that when we come to con-
sider the consequences of the high energy prices
on the liquidity and competitive position of
the Member States we run up against a number
of unknown factors which make it very difficult
for the European Parliament to determine its
position at this stage on the basis of the debate.

As Mr Guldberg has stressed in his report, we
must obtain a really complete document from
the Commission on the repercussions of the oil
crisis and the resulting rise in oil prices on all
the economic, financial, social and commercial
aspects of our Community; Parliament can then
define its position with a full knowledge of the
facts. I therefore propose that our debate on the
Guldberg report should not be continued today
but referred back instead to the appropriate
committee, pending the Commission’s report. A
definitive report could then be compiled enabling
us to adopt our position with a full knowledge of
all the relevant facts. My proposal is then that
consideration of this subject should be postponed
until we have received the Commission’s report.

President. — I call Sir Brandon Rhys Williams.

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams, vice-chairman of
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Af-
fairs. — Actually Mr President, I find myself in
something of a dilemma as the junior vice-
chairman of the committee and taken somewhat
by surprise by the initiative of Mr Bertrand. I
have not had the opportunity of taking sound-
ings in the committee but I would like to make
one or two points.

The report which Mr Guldberg has very ably
introduced was initiated as long ago as the end
of 1974 in our committee and I think I am
right in saying that on nine separate occasions
we have reverted to it and eventually it was
passed by our committee by an overwhelming
majority, 19 in favour and only 1 against, with
1 abstention. So I think I would not be too
presumptuous, as vice-chairman af the com-
mittee, if I said the wish of the majority of
our committee would be that we should have a
debate on this very important subject this after-
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noon and that we should give particular atten-
tion to the motion for a resolution that Mr
Guldberg has put before Parliament.

On the other hand it may not be necessary for us
to proceed to a vote. But I think it would be a
pity if we were to stifle our own discussion of
this important question and, since we are all
met with the intention of discussing energy, let
us take the opportunity of doing so. I quite
accept the point that Mr Bertrand has made,
that we need to hear from the Commission on
this subject in all its widest implications, but
I think it would be a good start rather than
a bad one for the Commission to have the
opportunity of hearing the preliminary opinions
of Parliament. My recommendation therefore
would be that we should not accept the referral
back to committee at this stage but that we
should proceed with our debate.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Normanton.
Mr Normanton. — Mr President, I would have

thought that Sir Brandon Rhys Williams’ pre-
sentation of the view of the committee, incident-
ally a committee of which I am not a member,
was tantamount to an intervention against Mr
Bertrand’s proposal. I would not have thought
it necessary, therefore, to call any other
person to speak in opposition to Mr Bertrand’s
view. May I say personally that I hope the
House will support the view expressed on behalf
of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs by Sir Brandon Rhys Williams.

President. — Mr Normanton, I recognize you as
having spoken against Mr Bertrand’s proposal.

We shall now vote on Mr Bertrand’s procedural
motion.

I put the motion to the vote.
The motion is carried.

I call Mr Normanton to speak on a point of
order.

Mr Normanton. — I wonder if you would care
to give your ruling on the following. If this
motion had been defeated and the debate pro-
ceeded, would it be your intention for the debate
to be on the subject but not on the motion for
a resolution? That indeed was the substance of
Sir Brandon Rhys Williams’ recommendation.
Your ruling on this point would be extremely
helpful.

President. — Mr Normanton, it is an interesting
speculation what my ruling might have been,

but the question does not arise: the motion has
been carried.

5. Regulation on an information procedure for
oil prices

President. — The next item on the agenda is
the report drawn up by Mr Ellis, on behalf
of the Committee on Energy, Research and Tech-
nology, on the proposal from the Commission
of the European Communities to the Council
for a regulation regarding a Community proced-
ure for information and consultation on the
prices of crude oil and Community products
in the Community (Doc. 419/75).

I call Mr Ellis.

Mr Ellis, rapporteur. — The draft regulation
which has given rise to this report arises from
the Council’s resolution of 13 February 1975
concerning Community energy policy. That part
of the resolution dealing with the hydrocarbons
sector presupposes, amongst other things

‘a consumer price policy based on competition

and the transparency of costs and prices. These

principles could contribute to making these price

levels, based on actual changes in the conditions
of supply, consistent between the Member States.’

This is, of course, an ambitious aim in view
of the fact that competition will not be of
the purest kind in a field where short-term
market response is not easily reconcilable with
long-term policies and trends and where govern-
mental and, one hopes Community intervention-
ism is practised. But, however ambitious the
overall aim may be, the more particular aim
of achieving transparency of costs and prices
as part of an energy policy is to be welcomed;
and the committee was ready to endorse and
to commend to the House the general principle
of obtaining better information on oil prices
in the Community and to see this achieved
through the Commission. Indeed, almost the
whole of the discussion in committee centred
on the question of the efficacy of the proposals
in the draft resolution. That is to say, there
was a general desire that the regulation, what-
ever form it might take, should effectively
ensure the attainment of the objects is practical
proposals enshrine.

The essence of the regulation is that oil com-
panies representing a very substantial part of
the suppliers in the various Member States
should furnish those states individually and on
a quarterly basis with information on prices
for all the various kinds of o0il commercially
transacted in the state, whether crude oil or
refined products and whether the transactions
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are on a wholesale basis or take place on the
consumer markets. The Member States in turn
will forward the information to the Commission.

In addition to this, figures for ex-refinery rea-
lizations for the various types of oil products are
required which will indicate the total realiza-
tion per ton of crude oil processed, the trend
in which can then be related to the c.if. prices of
crude-oil supplies. The technical accounting
problems arising from this latter requirement
will be dealt with by a technical committee,
which may turn to the industry and to its
experts for advice.

A number of issues arising from the proposals
were discussed by the committee. The first and
perhaps the most important one related to the
committee’s anxiety that price transparency
should in fact be implemented, that we could
speedily reach a position where there was
genuine transparency on prices available to the
Commission.

Discussion also took place in the committee about
the respective merits of the system proposed
by the Commission, labelled by the rapporteur
‘Mechanistic Price Reporting’, and the system
labelled ‘Assessment Pricing’. The fears voiced
regarding the Commission’s proposals were
mainly that in so complex and flexible a field
as the oil market in nine Member States the
simple return each quarter of completed forms
from the oil companies might prove insufficient-
ly comprehensive and flexible to be realistic.

Fears were also voiced about the need to respect
legitimate commercial confidentiality. Assess-
ment pricing, so it was claimed, avoided these
difficulties.

Here a small permanent team samples the prices
at various representative outlets and makes an
assessment of the going price of each product.
The team, of course, will steadily gain in profes-
sional expertise and competence. In fact there
are a number of agencies now doing this very
work, and the House will have noted that Mr
Borschette’s report on the oil companies’ actions
during the oil crisis, which he presented to Par-
liament at our last part-session just before
Christmas, refers to one such agency. If Members
read the particular section of the report, they
will see what in effect is an implied recognition
of the efficacy of the work of the agency. How-
ever, after long deliberation, the committee
rejected the suggestion that assessment pricing
should be the way to price transparency and
agreed that the system proposed by the Com-
mission would prove more effective. It accord-
ingly decided to recommend support for the
Commission’s proposals, but in its motion for a
resolution, which is now before the House, it

suggests that the Commission should submit
annual reports to the Council and to Parlia-
ment on the results achieved during the first 3
years after its entry into force. In the English
printed version there is a misprint in the article
concerned, which refers to 10 years, and the
misprint is to be regretted.

The rapporteur, while preparing his report,
found some apprehension in oil company circles
about the ultimate objective of the Commission.
These doubts may have been inspired by the
phraseology of Article 5 (2) of the proposed
regulation, which refers to the measures, if any,
to be adopted between the Member States and
the Commission on receipt of, and the processing
of, the information from the companies. The
Committee on Energy, Research and Technology
sought, received and accepted the Commission’s
assurance that no one was justified in believing
that there would be any misuse of information
consequent upon this regulation being enacted.
At the same time, I am sure that the House
will recognize that in so important a field
as oil supplies, governments and the Commun-
ity have a legitimate concern for the working of
the market and a right in certain circumstances
to influence its course.

Over two years have gone by since the oil
crisis, and little has been achieved in the way
of a common energy policy (CEP). Last Decem-
ber saw, however, what I hope will prove to
be a major step forward when the European
Council agreed to meaningful work being done
on such a policy. By a happy coincidence, there-
fore, this report, recommending a small step
forward on the road to a CEP, is being discussed
in the light of the Rome meeting.

I have taken great heart from that meeting.
I have always believed that there were three
influences at work in the Community: firstly,
the idealism and vision of men, the impetus that
visionaries like Robert Schuman and Paul-Henri
Spaak gave to the cause; secondly, the reaction-
ary pressures of men who fundamentally were
too attached to the nineteenth-century concept
of national sovereignty; and thirdly, the deter-
minism of technology. People used to say that it
was one thing to build up a customs union in
fair economic weather, but come the storms and
even that elementary edifice would come crash-
ing down. We now see that the determinist
forces are bringing men into touch with reality
even though the winds are strong, and we in the
Community are beginning to realize that if we
are to secure our supplies of energy, then we
shall do so best by acting together as a com-
munity.

The report which I now have the honour of
presenting to the House on behalf of the Com-
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mitee on Energy, Research and Technology was
passed unanimously by that committee with one
member abstaining. I trust that the House itself
will see fit to endorse it and to agree to the
motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Vandewiele to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Vandewiele. — (NL) Mr President, allow me
to begin by expressing, on behalf of the Christ-
ian-Democratic Group, my sincere congratula-
tions to Mr Ellis on his excellent report. He is
well versed in the extremely complex problems
of pricing in the petroleum sector, as was appa-
rent during our discussions in committee. An
attentive reader of his report will soon note
that Mr Ellis has some difficulty in concealing
his scepticism about the likelihood of the hoped-
for results being achieved. On page 15 of his
report he points out that although application
of the methods proposed by the Commission in
no way provides a guarantee of successful re-
sults, the rapporteur nevertheless considers that
the proposed system is a useful first step. We
in this Parliament have repeatedly, if unsuc-
cessfully, made it plain that an energy policy
capable of guaranteeing simultaneously in all
nine Member States security of supply at eco-
nomically acceptable prices can only be an over-
all European or Community policy.

The Christian-Democratic Group therefore sup-
ports the measures proposed by the Commission
of the European Communities in respect of the
information and consultation procedure to be
followed for the pricing of petroleum products
in the Community.

We recognize the practical difficulties created
by the complex nature of the problem and the
rapid fluctuations on the oil market, and we
are also well aware of the reluctance of the
international oil companies to accept greater
transparency and publicity of the prices charged
by them. In countries which still maintain the
conventional commercial practices of a free
market economy, serious objections are voiced
against the possibility of the traditional confi-
dentiality of trade being infringed.

But even in Member States such as France and
Italy, where the public authorities already have
a considerable influence on energy policy, in-
creasing intervention by the European Com-
mission will not be accepted wuthout some
resistance.

Our considerations in the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology and the present report
make it clear that the effort to achieve harmon-

ized prices throughout the Community runs up
against stiff resistance and many practical dif-
ficulties. A great many obstacles stand in the
way of efforts at harmonization; they include the
differing economic structures of our countries
which import many different kinds of crude
oil, work with varying tax systems and have
to meet different transport costs while each of
them has its own trade balance in oil products.
However, let us emphasize once again that this
harmonization is not only desirable but also
increasingly necessary with the passage of time.

We must not be disheartened by the continuing
arguments about the determination of a common
price for imports of crude oil and the extremely
difficult policy question regarding the future
prospects of investments in the North Sea, in the
nuclear sector and elsewhere. The Commission
will be doing its duty if it puts forward con-
structive proposals in this sector.

The transparency of costs and prices in the
hydrocarbons sector must be increased by frank
cooperation between the Commission, the Mem-
ber States and the oil companies.

As Mr Ellis has rightly pointed out, the confi-
dential nature of the commercial data obtained
in this way must naturally be respected.

Mr President, we too would like Parliament to
be informed of the results achieved in this area;
we therefore support the rapporteur’s proposal
that Article 8 should be amended and an annual
report submitted during the three years follow-
ing entry into force of the regulation. Our
group will unanimously approve the motion for
a resolution.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Hougardy to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.

Mr Hougardy. — (F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I wish to add my congratulations
to those already addressed to Mr Ellis by the
previous speakers. The report he was asked
to present to us deals with an extremely delicate
matter and Mr Ellis has given us a remarkable
summary not only in his report but also in his
statement just now.

I am sorry all the same that the Commission
did not think fit to take account of the remarks
made by UNICE, in a spirit of cooperation of
course, since UNICE confined its comments to
the technical aspects of the proposed system.
Let me simply remind you that UNICE had
signified its agreement to the general principle
of price transparency insofar as it is feasible and
meaningful for general political and energy
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policy reasons and because of the need to keep
consumers informed, provided that this does not
lead to measures of intervention and control
by the public authorities which might be liable
to affect the free play of the market forces and
the freedom of action of enterprises. UNICE
also rejected all systems of price regulation
especially at Community level and any form
of dirigistic control of price determination by
the companies. In this context one wonders
what the intention was in using the term
‘measures which might if necessary be adopted.’
That is my first remark.

It is, however, reassuring to read that the prin-
ciple of cooperation with the oil companies has
been a positive step, as Mr Ellis stresses. I hope
that guarantees will be given to safeguard the
confidential nature of the information provided,
as the companies want. Finally the report also
stresses the need to safeguard the market eco-
nomy.

Ladies and gentlemen, several questions arise.
Will the measures adopted be effective in obtain-
ing this price transparency? That was the pur-
pose of the position adopted by UNICE which
I recalled at the beginning of my speech. In my
view the Commission should agree to deter-
mine in the light of experience which aspects of
the information requested are valid and which
are meaningless and may therefore be aban-
doned. Are we to become a paper making
machine and engage in what the Germans used
to call a ‘Papierkrieg’ — a paper war?

As to the duplication of the information request-
ed by the International Energy Agency I think
it is sufficient to provide the information once
only. The compilation of this information by
the IEA could suffice even if differences of
interest exist with other member countries of the
IEA, as that body has the advantage of includ-
ing the United States, the country in which the
greatest number of major oil companies have
their headquarters.

I also believe that the Commission is wrong
to underestimate the reality of price trans-
parency. For two years at least, the Member
States’ governments have been sending auditors
to most of the companies. Belgium has certainly
done so. Mr Borschette’s report, to which refer-
ence was made just now, recognized that the
cooperation provided by most of the oil com-
panies was total during its enquiry. In addition
there is a great deal of statistical data on market
prices; this information is published in author-
itative journals such as the Petroleum Intelli-
gence Weekly, the Petroleum Times and, in
France, the Bulletin de Uindustrie pétroliére.
These publications contain extremely precise

information. Moreover most of the ministries of
economic affairs in the Community countries
have, I believe, full information.

The suspect conditions under which information
has been given must be isolated instances. Mr
Borschette’s report is adamant on this subject
and states that information was always given in
an altogether objective manner.

As to the finished products, we have to concede
that figures are practically impossible to arrive
at. This is an equation with several unknowns
and there are an infinite number of ways of
establishing the figures. A formula would have
to be established once and for all on which
agreement might be reached to obtain the desir-
ed information; this would of course be done
without preconceived ideas.

Before ending, allow me to congratulate the
Commission which is rightly asking for final
harmonization of prices. Here it should be stres-
sed that this definitive harmonization of prices
must include—as its precondition—harmoniza-
tion of excise duty and value added tax rates.

Those are the remarks I wished to make. Allow
me now to make a suggestion to our rapporteur:
would it not be desirable for the motion for a
resolution to be supplemented by an additional
point in which the European Parliament—this
might also satisfy the Commission—would ask
the Commission to verify with the oil companies
the validity of the type of information request-
ed? The particular type of information needed
would then be decided on the basis of technical
information received; alternatively a group of
experts designated by the member countries
and also including representatives of the oil
companies could consider the question in order
to arrive at complete objectivity on this matter
of price transparency.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Nyborg to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.

Mr Nyborg. — (DK) Mr President, I shall first
take the opportunity of thanking Mr Ellis for
his report which we consider excellent. The aim
of the proposal is to introduce an automatic
price-reporting system. There may however be
difficulties in introducing such a system because
petroleum products reach the consumer by so
many complicated and different routes. For a
price-reporting system to lead to meaningful
price transparency, there are a number of essen-
tial requirements, such as precision of definition,
comparability and data collection at regular
intervals.
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There is some doubt as to the suitability of
the method. The proposal will initially lead to
practical difficulties because of the complicated
and speedy developments in the market for
petroleum products. Secondly, the introduction
of a centrally regulated mechanism directly
affects generally accepted commerical practices
characteristic of a market economy, such as com-
mercial confidentiality and the free play of
market forces.

with these few remarks, Mr President, I would
like to say that we in the Group of European
Progressive Democrats feel that — although its
success is doubtful — this proposal deserves
our attention and support and we recommend
its adoption.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Normanton to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Mr Normanton. — Mr President, I note the
presence on the Commission benches of Mr
Leonard Williams, the newly appointed Director-
General of Energy. I am sure the House would
like to place on record its great appreciation
of the cooperation which it and the Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology have
always enjoyed with his predecessor and we
look forward to enjoying it with him in the
future.

(Applause)

This report is, I believe, a particularly important
one if only because it has been drafted with a
degree of sober realism which is fairly unusual
in political documents. I think the subjective
approach which Mr Ellis has constantly followed
is one which should be adopted a little more
frequently in our consideration of European
Community matters.

The second point I would like to make is that
we must recognize that the Commission pro-
posals are by any definition minimal. They are
minimal, but they are aimed at institutionalizing
the collection of information by the Commission.
The inference which one might draw from this is
that the industry concerned, and a vast industry
it is, has manifested evidence of being unwilling
to cooperate and provide information to all the
recognized institutions at national, Community
or indeed world level. However, I see this
as a false deduction to make because there
is ample evidence that at national level the
oil industries operating in Member States coop-
erate in fact and in spirit with their govern-
ments, and indeed some of that cooperation not
infrequently is to their disadvantage. This
proposal aims to institutionalize the collection

of such information. We recognize that the Com-
mission clearly needs to be well informed on
all aspects of energy—production, distribution,
marketing, consumption and pricing—a point,
of course, which is a key issue in this report.
If the Commission is to be enabled to formulate
any form of energy policy, information is essen-
tial.

My third point is that we should recognize—and
individual Members have made reference to this
in their comments—that no strictly mechanical
formula can ever provide the Commission with
all the information on all aspects of oil pricing.
The industry, the trade, is far too complex tech-
nically, it is for too complex internationally,
it is for too flexible, it is far too vast. Therefore,
I suggest that the House should insist, as indeed
is suggested in this report, that the Commission
should restrict its collection of information to
that which it needs to know, that which it
considers essential to know, and not that which
it would like to know out of idle curiosity.
Transparency, in other words, is not a goal in
itself, yet should be seen as a means to achieving
a goal. That goal is and remains the establish-
ment of a truly effective energy policy for the
European Economic Community.

My last point is that the Commission and the
report appear to lay emphasis on the channelling
of information through governments of Member
States and to recognize the individual govern-
ments of the Community as being the normal
channel. May I make the political point, Mr
President, that nothing whatever should be
allowed to inhibit the ability of the Commission
to carry out its duties. If the Commission, and
this Parliament, considered that the most effect-
ive way would be for agencies and institutions
in the oil industry to be linked directly with
the Commission, I, for one, and I think many
members of my political group would go along
with that view.

We, the European Conservative Group, are
happy to give our full support to Mr Ellis at
the end of this debate.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Simonet.

Mr Simonet, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Mr President, allow me to begin by thanking
Mr Ellis, the author of the very clear report
before us today, and also the other speakers
in this debate. I note that on the principle
of the need for transparency, which is the
Commission’s objective in submitting this pro-
posal to the Council, there is general approval
on the part of the political groups; I am gratified
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by this fact because it shows that everyone
in this House understands that one of the bases
of a common energy policy, must be an adequate
information system.

However, without it being correct to describe
the comments made as reservations, let us say
that some anxiety has been expressed about
the possibly too extensive nature of the inform-
ation which the Commission would like to com-
pile in cooperation with the Member States or
about the risk that this information might
infringe the rule of confidentiality which must
be applied in such a delicate matter. Finally your
committee expressed a wish, in the form of an
amendment, for the Commission to set down
each year, in a report to the Council and Parlia-
ment, the results of the application of this regul-
ation or of the rules which will be implemented
if this proposal is adopted.

Let me say at once that on this last point the
Commission has no objection to the adoption of
this amendment. But I wish to return to the
concern expressed about the need to set up
machinery for regular consultation with the
Member States to give the system all the flex-
ibility it requires, and I believe that we share
this concern since we intend to finalize with
the Member States the regulation or regulations
to implement these provisions.

As to the matter of confidentiality—this point
has been clearly established by the oil companies
which we contacted before drawing up this pro-
posal — we are as aware of the need for it as
all those who have spoken on the subject, and
we shall see to it, in cooperation with the Mem-
ber States, that all this data is processed with
the appropriate degree of confidentiality.

There remains one last point made by two or
three speakers, in particular Mr Hougardy who
formulated his remark in the most direct form
when he referred to duplication of the inform-
ation requested by the International Energy
Agency.

We were well aware of this objection in advance
and we are proposing to organize the collection
of this information on a pattern similar to that
now being finalized by the IEA. I therefore
think that there is no risk of duplication.

However, I am reluctant to go as far as Mr
Hougardy would like because if his suggestion
were to be adopted as a principle I am very
much afraid that this Parliament would no
longer have to concern itself with a common
energy policy; if this principle were transposed
to other fields there might in future be an
international energy policy at the level of
Atlantic cooperation and cooperation between

the Atlantic world and Japan, but there would
not be a common energy policy. I therefore agree
—as I have clearly stated—on the need for us
to avoid all duplication of information but I
have always thought that the measures which,
taken together, constitute a common energy
policy and that policy itself are needed not
only because of the pleasure it gives the Com-
mission to collect information, draft regulations
and formulate proposals, but because all this
corresponds to specific interests of the Com-
munity.

Mr President, I shall end by answering one
remark made—or rather anxiety expressed—
concerning Article 5. The wording of Article 5
hides no Machijavellian or threatening intent
The two paragraphs of this article are intended
to provide for exceptional circumstances such
as the onset of a new crisis which would neces-
sitate more rapid, regular and frequent inform-
ation than is the rule under this proposal. But,
I repeat, there is no hidden intention and I
hope too that such a crisis will not arise; how-
ever, if abuses were noted, the amendment call-
ing for the submission of a report by the Com-
mission would, it seems to me, clearly indicate
the action needed to correct that state of affairs.
Mr President, I wish to thank Mr Ellis again
and all those who have been willing to accept
this proposal; without in itself constituting the
whole of our common energy policy it represents
an important component of that policy.

(Applause)

President. — Since no-one else wishes to speak,
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted.?

6. Tabling of a motion for a resolution

President. — I have received a motion for a
resolution tabled by Mr Fellermaier on behalf
of the Socialist Group, Mr Alfred Bertrand on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group, Mr
De Clercq on behalf of the Liberal and Allies
Group, Mr de la Maléne on behalf of the Group
of European Progressive Democrats, Mr Scott-
Hopkins on behalf of the European Conservative
Group, Mr Amendola on behalf of the Commun-
ist and Allies Group, on the number and com-
position of the European Parliament’s commit-
tees.

This document has been printed and distributed
under No 484/75.

10J C 28 of 9. 2. 1976.
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Pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure,
a request has been made for this motion for a
resolution to be dealt with by urgent procedure.

I propose that Parliament shall be consulted
in one hour’s time on the request for urgent
procedure. If urgent procedure is agreed I shall
then propose that Parliament consider the mo-
tion for a resolution immediately.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

I call Lord Castle on a point of order.

Lord Castle. — Mr President, you have men-

tioned urgent procedure. There must be others

in this Assembly besides myself who are inter-
ested to know the outcome of the submission
to the Bureau that there should be a debate
by urgent procedure on the imprisonment of
a certain person in Brittany. I was assured
yesterday in the Chamber that we should have
a decision from the Bureau today as to whether
or not this was an appropriate subject for debate.

Are you in a position, Mr President, to tell
us whether we are going to have such a debate
this week?

President. — In due course, Lord Castle, you
will be informed of the Bureau’s position on
that point.

7. Community policy on the siting of nuclear
power stations

President. — The next item is the report drawn
up by Mrs Walz, on behalf of the Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology, on the
conditions for a Community policy on the siting
of nuclear power stations taking account of their
acceptability for the population (Doc. 392/75).

I call Mrs Walz.

Mrs Walz, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the report before you
today deals with a problem which is causing
very special concern in our Community coun-
tries. For many years there has been no area
of modern technology, no technological develop-
ment on which opinions have been so contro-
versial—and the scientific documentation now
available is enormous—as nuclear energy. Not
only the scientific documentation as such but
also the conclusions which various people feel
justified in drawing from it in the light of their
own convictions, are as diverse as opinions on
questions of faith and conscience. These views
are put forward with such reluctance to com-

promise and such missionary zeal, that one some-
times doubts whether the decisions needed in
this sector for the future can in fact be taken.

These conflicts must be solved at all costs,
because in the foreseeable future nuclear energy
will become part of a vital global energy policy
—necessary almost to our very survival, because
we cannot close our eyes to the fact that our
fossil energy resources are being exhausted.
In a single year man uses as much of those
resources as nature stored up biogenetically
in one hundred thousand years.

Fossil energy supplies are running out. At 1972
consumption levels, oil will be exhausted in 35
years, assuming a 4% annual growth rate in
21 years or in 36 years at 2%. According to the
latest estimates British oil will only last for 20
years. The same depletion period applies also
to natural gas which is much easier on the
environment than coal and oil. Assuming 4%
growth, the Community’s coal supplies will last
perhaps another 70 to 80 years. Unless we are
to take incalculable economic risks, nuclear
energy is therefore essential.

The decision on the medium and long-term use
of more nuclear energy in the Community is
therefore determined solely by energy policy
necessity and by the aim of making energy
available in the long term in the form least
harmful to the environment, in adequate quant-
ities and under reliable and more favourable
price conditions to the economies of the Member
States.

Without an energy base of this kind, even zero
growth will be impossible to attain and jobs
will not be secure, while the developing coun-
tries will not be able to count on greater assis-
tance.

A first, decisive step towards the implementation
of the common energy policy would consist in
joint planning of nuclear power stations by all
the Member States. Having regard to the
material compiled and evaluated by me in this
report, the Commission must, however, be urged
first of all to work out as soon as possible de-
tailed and uniform directives on the operational
safety of nuclear power stations, on the related
questions of ecology and environmental protec-
tion and finally on the transport and storage of
radioactive waste; where it has not already done
so, it must submit concrete proposals.

This is a precondition for objective harmoniza-
tion of the authorization procedures for the sit-
ing, construction and operation of nuclear power
stations in the Community countries. The statu-
tory provisions containing authorization condi-
tions must also be harmonized because this har-
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monization is imperative if the responsible natio-
nal or regional authorities are not to take deci-
sions creating a new kind of distortion of compe-
tition.

Guidance must also be given at Community
level on the important matters of official super-
vision and police security for nuclear power
stations, and assistance will have to be provided
with the information campaigns necessary, at
national and Community level, to bring the im-
portance of this technology home to the general
public. Only when these conditions have been
met by the Commission can it take over its
central task—the coordination of the individual
activities of the Member States in the nuclear
power sector. This vital task can only be per-
formed by a specially qualified Commission of-
fice. Reference has been made in this connection
to a special agency, but that might be going too
far.

Perhaps the title of this report—‘Report on the
conditions for a Community policy on the siting
of nuclear power stations taking account of their
acceptability to the population’—may seem too
complicated to some of you. However, this long
title indicates accurately the problems and
aspects which have formed the central focus of
our study—and it must be stressed that this is
only a first survey of the subject.

From the start we in the committee recognized
that there would be a number of material dif-
ficulties in drawing up a report of this kind,
given the lack of basic documents. The rappor-
teur was therefore asked first of all to set down
in a basic document as far as possible all the
facts and data on the siting of nuclear power
stations as recorded in the Member States or
in third countries with similar problems.

The working document now before you is there-
fore only an initial summary, in other words
the Committee on Energy, Research and Tech-
nology has always assumed that this first report
would need to be expanded and refined as soon
as possible and that instances of practical dif-
ficulty encountered should also be covered.

Our starting point can only be the aim of a
common energy policy to which I have briefly
referred already, namely the medium and long-
term security of energy supplies in the Com-
munity countries and the concomitant need to
reduce as far as possible the level of dependence
on the oil-exporting countries.

I also consider it necessary to put paid to the
current illusions about possible alternatives, and
in reality it is no more than an illusion to believe
that all the problems of our future energy sup-
plies could be solved by planned zero growth
in the energy sector. That would result in un-

employment in our Community on an unpre-
cedented scale.

We must therefore continue to expect a further,
if smaller rise in energy consumption despite
all the measures taken, so far with little success,
to make energy savings and resort to more {ra-
ditional forms of energy utilization.

In clear and unambiguous terms this means that
we must make provision for the day when the
conventional sources of energy are no longer
available. In the mid-60s attention was constant-
ly drawn to this need and warnings voiced about
the consequences, especially in the light of the
population explosion. In the next 25 years it
will only be possible to close the resulting
energy gap marginally by using new substitute
energy sources, on which a great deal more
development work is needed, such as solar ener-
gy, wind energy and geothermal heat; forecasts
by specialists—not by politicians—show that by
the year 2000 these new energy sources will only
cover 1/2% or at best 1%/o of our energy needs.

On a number of occasions this House has as-
sumed that nuclear energy must cover 13 to
16% of our overall energy needs in the context
of the common energy policy by 1985.

However, as the realization of the environmental
risk to all life in our industrial society developed
into a central problem and was brought home to
the general public, so there developed a pas-
sionate discussion of the question of the in-
dustrial utilization of nuclear energy which
makes objective consideration extremely dif-
ficult today. There are reasons for this, because
since the USA used the first results of nuclear
research with such destructive consequences in
Japan in August 1945, the fear of atomic energy
has become a kind of primeval fear from which
man cannot altogether escape. This is the only
explanation of the belief held by many of our
citizens that nuclear power stations are little less
than attractively packaged atomic bombs.

We must recognize this fact and bear it in mind
in all our decisions.

Further enquiry reveals that this fear stems
in part from a striking lack of information of
the population. From the start the discussion
of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy has not
been directed at the persons immediately con-
cerned—our population. It has been confined
to scientists who had little interest in informing
the general public and to energy policy plan-
ners. However, in future it will be essential to
inform the population differently and more
effectively and sooner than in the past. This
applies too to the possible risks, difficulties and
consequences of any kind resulting for a par-
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ticular region from the construction of a nuclear
power station.

It must be made clear at once that no new
technical achievement, neither railways, nor
aircraft is absolutely safe—life is always a risk.
In the Federal Republic several thousand
persons die every year through the incorrect use
of household electrical appliances.

Ladies and gentlemen; this report deals justifi-
ably in considerable detail and explicitly with
the questions and problems arising from exist-
ing methods of informing the public and in con-
nection with the legal role of local and regional
authorities which must be given a greater say
in all decisions.

Before ending, allow me to refer to a number
of technical problems which must be considered
in the context of common site planning. Great
importance attaches here to transport, both of
the nuclear fuel as such and of the nuclear
waste to its final place of storage.

Careful examination of the current criteria for
choosing the site of a nuclear power station
and of the habitual authorization procedures
shows, surprisingly enough, that both the
transport of nuclear fuels and the storage and
elimination of nuclear waste have until recently
not had a decisive influence on the choice of site.

The conclusions reached in the report under
these conditions are therefore clear: transport
must receive greater attention as a criterion
for site choice.

All the measures necessary to safeguard the
population and protect their health must be
taken during transport. The same considera-
tion applies to the storage of nuclear fuels, in
particular waste materials which must be kept
under careful control until an absolutely re-
liable means is found of disposing of them. In
the present state of our scientific and technical
knowledge, we cannot be absolutely certain
that these indispensable safety conditions can
be adequately guaranteed at this stage. Having
regard to the present state of research in this
area it appears vital to pay closer attention in
future to these safety criteria when choosing
the site of nuclear power stations to keep the
significant remaining risk referred to above as
low as is humanly possible.

As the report stresses, a reduction in the re-
maining risk would certainly be achieved by the
creation of nuclear parks in which energy would
be generated, fuel reprocessed and waste
temporarily stored. Underground installations
would certainly be the safest solution although
the cost increase would be in the order of 10%.

To sum up, implementation of the Community’s
energy policy aims and common actions in the
use of nuclear energy will be based in the first
instance on a common policy for selecting and
maintaining the sites of nuclear power stations.
This siting policy should not only harmonize
the current authorization procedures but also
place the emphasis on the urgent requirements
to which I have drawn attention, namely in-
formation, consultation, transport, storage and
elimination of radioactive substances. Apart
from the objective reasons for a partial transfer
of responsibility for the choice of sites to the
Community, which you will find set down in
my report, one thing seems quite clear to me:
Europe will not be able to find rational long-
term solutions in the energy policy sector unless
it cooperates within the Community which must
have a common energy policy; only then will
it be possible to solve all the problems connected
with the necessary supply of nuclear energy
and the related questions of the siting and site
maintenance of nuclear power sations. This
implies a great deal of work for all of us, ladies
and gentlemen, which must be carried through
whatever the personal resistance we may en-
counter.

(Loud applause)

President. — I call Mr Flimig to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.

Mr Flimig. — (D) Mr President, the Socialist
Group has not treated this subject lightly. We
have devoted several hours to its discussion and
we must say that what the rapporteur has
modestly described as an annexed ‘working
document’ is in reality a most careful analysis
and in our view represents the heart of the
matter.

We have just heard that this document sets out,
in consultation with the national authorities, all
the provisions existing at present in the Member
States on the siting of nuclear power stations,
the criteria which must be met and the safety
requirements which must be observed. The
Socialist Group welcomes the fact that the com-
mittee and now Parliament are addressing
themselves to this subject.

The Socialist Group agrees with the rapporteur
that this report naturally only reflects the pre-
sent position, that the situation is changing
rapidly and that our House must keep all devel-
opments in this sector under close review, con-
tinually collect the latest data and consider the
subject afresh from time to time.

What then is the actual subject? Let me first
say what it is not, because that needs to be made
clear. It is not a report which looks into the
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pros and cons of the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy; that question has long since been settled.
Several years ago with the creation of Euratom
and the decision to set aside large sums for the
peaceful utilization of nuclear energy, the Euro-
pean Community chose the direction to be taken
and the point of no return has long been passed.
The risk has been calculated; as Mrs Walz just
emphasized, the need for the peaceful use of
nuclear energy derives from the limited stocks
of fossil fuels such as coal, oil and gas and from
the limited availability of hydro-electricity.

In considering the subject of site planning we
are unfortunately not in a position to answer
the key question. The key question is this: where
are the sites in Europe at which nuclear power
stations may be built? The citizens of Europe
would like to know the answer and the govern-
ments and parliaments of our Member States
would no doubt also be interested. But we know
that, however desirable, we cannot at present,
for political reasons, prepare a precise plan of
the siting possibilities. We regret this fact but
we are realists.

A report on the siting criteria also cannot be—
and here I would like to say a small word of
criticism—a text book or guide to all the prob-
lems of nuclear energy. Where breakdowns or
difficulties relate to the site they should prob-
ably be discussed in this report but where they
are due to technical or human failure I cannot
see their relevance here.

We cannot see the link between substitute forms
of energy and site planning, even general
economic and energy policy considerations are
perhaps only peripheral to the question of site
planning as such.

The subject is in fact closely defined. The rap-
porteur herself just said what it was: to lay
down the criteria for a common siting policy
for nuclear power stations, having regard of
course to their acceptability to the population.
The Socialist Group believes that this involves
the questions of safety, economy and also techn-
ical problems. This also shows, Mr President,
the limits of the effectiveness of a politician,
because it is asking too much to expect us to
solve technical problems. How are we to deter-
mine which type of reactor is the best, or why
a nuclear power station is feasible or not at a
particular site for technical reasons? We must
rely on expert advice. But one thing we have
grasped as politicians: safety first, safety must
take precedence over economic considerations.
Safety to us implies protection against external
interference, sabotage and acts of war; safety
also means reactor safety, radiation protection
in the broadest sense, and protection against

disturbance of the ecological balance; it means
prevention of unacceptable stresses on the envi-
ronment including problems of the transport of
nuclear materials to and from the site and all
that we understand by the fuel cycle.

Then there is the question of economy and the
need to determine which types of reactors are
the most economical. At present, light-water
reactors are being built and consideration of
the siting of new reactor types such as high-
temperature reactors which the experts say have
a higher inherent level of safety, is perhaps a
little premature. The same goes for all the prob-
lems connected with fast breeder reactors. As
laymen it seems to us that a great many technic-
al and safety problems will still arise in the
future.

Looking at the report in detail, we see that the
rapporteur and the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology have made a whole
series of concrete proposals. The creation of
nuclear parks is discussed. In our group the
question has been raised as to whether this is
desirable for military reasons.

A modern power station has a generating capa-
city of 1300 MW and a nuclear park with three
such power stations 3900 MW; to the energy
expert that is an enormous figure and if it were
taken out of service at a single blow the result-
ing problems would be considerable. It is easy
to imagine how great the dependence of the
entire electricity grid in a country like Belgium
or the Netherlands would be on such nuclear
parks.

Mr President, we are not entirely favourable to
the idea of building these nuclear parks on plat-
forms or islands.

Not that we consider it impossible to build such
centres on platforms and islands; the British and
Norwegians are showing us at this very time
what can be done with islands and platforms,
given a great deal of money and engineering
skill. It is not so much a question of establishing
the nuclear power stations on such sites as of
transporting the electricity generated there in
an economic manner. That requires further
thought.

On the other hand the Socialist Group is moder-
ately favourable to the proposal of creating
underground nuclear power stations. The experts
are constantly telling us that this is impossible
because it is far too expensive, at least 30%
more expensive than overground construction.
We have also heard that there are new con-
siderations and that the technicians are working
on entirely new systems. Developments must
be kept under review and if, as the rapporteur
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has suggested, we consider this question again
from time to time, underground construction
deserves close attention. If I may raise the
subject of safety once again, the additional costs
of this solution are certainly fully offset by the
resulting benefits. That at least is how it seems
at present.

The rapporteur’s comments on the need for
transfrontier, European cooperation in site plan-
ning are extremely important and opportune.
This is a genuinely European task on the same
footing as a uniform European energy policy,
if I may be permitted to make that point yet
again. However, it also implies harmonization
of authorization criteria and coordination of site
plans. It is a sorry state of affairs when a Euro-
pean country builds its nuclear power stations
at a site where they cannot be used at all by
neighbouring countries. The lack of coordination
cannot be tolerated in future; action must be
taken on a basis of consultation not only in the
Community but also, as the rapporteur has said,
with neighbouring countries. All these points
are clearly made in what the rapporteur has so
modestly called a working document.

But they are not made so clearly in the resolu-
tion, Mr President. The resolution is not a parti-
cularly elegant and faithful reflection of the
basic document; on the contrary we have the
impression that too many cooks sometimes spoil
the broth during paliamentary drafting. There
is some confusion here. In our group it has been
pointed out that reference is made at one point
to substitute energy forms or nuclear energy in
general, elsewhere to the environment, to
economic growth and a common framework,
then again to transport, subsequently to new
technologies and then back to transport, after
which we return to the subject of siting only
to diverge again to the subject of external safety
and a paragraph dealing with information; then
we are back with the common framework, the
authorization procedures and the environment,
to close with cooling problems and the energy
programme as a whole. All this could probably
be arranged a little more rationally. Colleagues
may then ask: that is all very well, but why
did you not do so? After all the committee is
there for that very purpose. Mr President, the
House must know how this resolution came to
see the light of day. It was not drafted and
adopted en bloc in the committee in a matter
of hours; on the contrary it was compiled over
a period of months and each part was voted on
separately. I shall be betraying no secret when
I say that many, a great many amendments were
proposed. A good number of them were adopted
but others were rejected with the result that
the final text does not correspond entirely to the
content of the excellent basic document. We in

the Socialist Group would therefore welcome it,
Mr President, if at the end of the debate—we
must first hear the observations of our col-
leagues—we might consider the desirability of
referring the resolution back to committee again
for reformulation so that it provides a genuine
reflection of the position which this Parliament
wishes to convey to the European public.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Vandewiele to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Vandewiele. — (NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I wish to make a preliminary remark
following on from the pertinent observation by
Mr Fldmig. The Walz report and above all the
valuable working document do not deal with the
subject of nuclear energy but with the problem
of the siting of nuclear power stations and Euro-
pean regional planning. The aim is to determine
in overall terms the sites at which we wish to
construct these nuclear power stations, over-
coming as far as possible the barrier of frontiers
in the Community.

In 1974 the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology took the initiative in compiling this
report on the need for a Community policy on
the siting of nuclear power stations, having
regard to the interests of the population.

The members of the committee were not fully
able to envisage the scale which the problems
considered by us were to assume. The question
of the siting of nuclear power stations in the
Community has become a question of conscience
to many of us in the Community. Some sectors
of our populations oppose through petitions,
demonstrations and even strikes, any extension
in the number of nuclear power stations on the
grounds that public health and the environment
would suffer serious damage. Vigorous cam-
paigns are undertaken and sometimes the hor-
rifying spectre of Hiroshima is raised again. On
the other hand it is rightly held in other quarters
that our future economic growth and even the
maintenance of our present level of prosperity
stand or fall by the extension of nuclear energy
supplies. Each of us in his respective national
parliament is faced with a number of questions.
Some of us have to fight against doubts despite
the fact that we have repeatedly and almost
unanimously spoken out here in the European
Parliament in favour of the massive use of
nuclear energy.

The relevant proposals by the Commission and
Council have always met with broad support.
Mrs Walz has devoted several months to an
intensive preliminary study of the problems
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under discussion today. She was given encourag-
ing support by the Directorate-General for
Research and Documentation of the European
Parliament. On behalf of our group I would like
in my turn to pay a real tribute to the working
document and report drawn up by Mrs Walz.

The new strategy in the area of energy supplies
confronts us suddenly and on a massive scale
with the urgent need for a rapid extension of
nuclear power stations in the Community. I
personally was impressed by certain figures in
Mrs Walz’ working document. In the Federal
Republic she points out that in addition to the
10 nuclear power stations which are already
operational, a further 13 are under construction
and there are plans to build another 17.

This makes a total of 40 power stations. In the
United Kingdom important projects are in pre-
paration under the second and third nuclear
programmes.

France plans to have some 50 reactors by 1985
spread over 20 power stations. For the year 2000
it is proposed to build 200 reactors grouped in
40 nuclear centres. Italy has already ordered 4
new power stations and is considering the con-
struction of 12 to 16 more in the next five years.

According to estimates of the European Commis-
sion, by 1980 there will be 100 to 112 nuclear
power stations in the Community and some 200
by 1985. That, ladies and gentlemen, is the scale
of the problem confronting us. The construction
of the first power stations encountered little
opposition but now that fourteen times as many
are to be built at an accelerated rate our popula-
tions are worried—to some extent rightly.

Nuclear energy is still a subject of debate among
our citizens. The opponents of nuclear energy
draw attention with increasing vigour to the
problems of safety and the consequences for
public health and our living environment. The
Christian-Democrats cannot remain insensitive
to this concern. I therefore wish to draw your
attention briefly to three main points in the
Walz report.

Firstly, the consultation and information of the
population concerned and in particular of the
local authorities. Mr Fldmig has already drawn
attention to the need for this. Mistaken views
will be avoided if we provide the necessary
information in good time and in complete object-
ivity to the population of the areas concerned.

Secondly a clear legal basis must be provided
for the authorization procedure at all stages—
local, regional and national. In various countries
public hearings are organized in the initial stage
of the prescribed consultations. The time has
come for all the Member States to harmonize

and standardize as far as possible their prescrib-
ed authorization procedures. The Community
approach is particularly important in frontier
regions. Transnational, regional consultation
must become an obligation when the construc-
tion of a nuclear power station is planned in the
vicinity of an internal frontier of the Com-
munity. We read for example reports in the
press that two power stations are to be built on
either side of the frontier between Luxembourg
and Germany at a distance of a few kilometres
from each other on the Moselle. There are dif-
ferences of opinion on this subject and according
to press reports practically no agreements have
been reached.

How is this possible? For years we have been
talking about transnational agreements but we
are still unable to achieve them.

Thirdly there is the question of the harmoniza-
tion of conditions for site authorizations. We
should like to hear from the Commission what
action is being taken and what proposals are in
preparation for harmonization of the generally
applicable siting criteria. We believe that in each
case allowance must be made for the following
criteria: the power stations must be necessary
for energy supply purposes. They must be justi-
fied in social and economic terms. The Com-
munity programme must be an overall plan. In
the context of the regional planning policy of
the nine Member States, priority must be given
to the protection of public health and the envi-
ronment.

Is population density a relevant factor? This is
an important question. Mrs Walz constantly
returns to it in the working document. I am
asking this question on behalf of the small coun-
tries. In the Netherlands and Belgium extensive
conurbations have grown up. We do not have
large areas with a small population. The ques-
tion of population density therefore remains one
for our parliaments to resolve. Other problems
are the use of land for agriculture, the micro-
climate in the area concerned, the water balance,
the fauna and flora which must be protected
and the landscape as a whole. These are not
minor considerations!

Ladies and gentlemen, in a wide open landscape
or in a mountainous area it is not so difficult to
site a few cooling towers on a big river, but in
smaller areas this may ruin the entire landscape.
This objection cannot be overlooked. Planning
policy and the way in which nuclear power
stations are sited and grouped together is enorm-
ously important and liable to give rise to resist-
ance and opposition.

Finally there is the problem of research in the
nuclear sector. The Community and all its
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Member States must do all they can to find a
solution to the problem of reactor safety and
the development of new technologies which
make radioactive waste materials harmless. In
view of our geographical and demographic situa-
tion the Community must encourage research
into the possibility of the underground construc-
tion of nuclear parks and the construction of
groups of power stations on natural or artificial
islands.

The Christian-Democratic Group approves the
proposed motion for a resolution and hopes that
the remarkable report by Mrs Walz will be an
important contribution to the compilation of a
genuine Community plan for the establishment
of safe nuclear power stations which create
prosperity and are acceptable to the population.

President. — I call Mr Premoli, draftsman of
the opinion of the Committee on Public Health
and the Environment.

Mr Premoli. — (I) Our discussion today of the
siting of nuclear power stations implies that a
choice has already been made regarding the
inevitability of the growth of this technology.
If we are considering where these power stations
can be built we must expect them to be progres-
sively used. Their development is indeed inevit-
able and a natural phenomenon unless we are
willing to make a different choice for our civil-
ization and block its progress, while it continues
to flow like a great river all around us. A few
examples will suffice to demonstrate this: the
Soviet Union and the United States—two nations
whose size and structures are comparable to
those of the European Community—will be able
to meet half their energy requirements from
nuclear power stations by the end of the century,
within less than twenty-five years.

France, a Community country, will see its energy
requirement increase from 300 to 700 million
tons coal equivalent in the last quarter of a
century: where can guaranteed supplies be found
on fair market conditions, without any risk from
ideological terrorism and the financial aggres-
sivity under which we have suffered since the
end of the Yom Kippur war? There is only one
answer: by increasing our use of substitute
energy sources. Since it is becoming increasingly
difficult to find workers willing to go down into
our mines we must count above all on nuclear
energy, Dutch natural gas and oil from the North
Sea.

To the extent that we shall have independent
supplies sufficient to cover fifty per cent of our
heeds, we are convinced that the front of the
oil producing countries will weaken and con-
frontation will give way to dialogue.

Let me return now to the theme of today’s
debate. In the pluralist democratic systems
which we enjoy in the Community countries,
it is unthinkable to impose on a particular popu-
lation group the need to live near nuclear power
stations: the only possible solution is to obtain
their consent. That consent forms the basis of
our entire concept of democracy today. But to
convince the local authorities it is essential to
undertake a programme to inform public opinion,
thus overcoming the barrier of unfounded
anxiety about the possibility of accidents, above
all by explaining how such accidents can be
limited or rendered harmless.

This task of information may well have been
underestimated by the responsible bodies. It
seems to me that it can only be performed pro-
perly by an institution of proven independence
and objectivity such as the European Commis-
sion. Governments are suspect in the eyes of the
man in the street because they reflect unstable
majorities; the Commission on the other hand
combines representatives of the major political
forces of our continent and is not subject to
electoral requirements and dates which are liable
to lead to demagogic distortions.

In our view, the Commission should emphasize
the main features of the problem of nuclear
power stations, for example the problem of recy-
cling radioactive waste whose stockpiling causes
such concern to the public.c We have long
maintained that a special agency should be
established with responsibility for the transport,
storage and recycling of radioactive substances
whose long life and danger are liable to consti-
tute a real barrier to the multiplication of
nuclear power stations unless the substances
concerned are properly treated to render them
harmless using the latest techniques.

A further problem which requires study now,
even though it will not arise in practice for some
years, is that of the closure of obsolete power
stations, i.e. power stations which will cease to
be competitive once more economical ways have
been found of producing nuclear energy. The
problem arises above all in terms of safety and
the need to avoid incidents such as the release
of radioactive substances or the use of reaclors
by terrorists whose imagination is boundless.
The problem of obsolete power stations also
arises in ecological terms since an installation
of any size comprises 300 thousand cubic metres
of concrete, 4 thousand tons of metal structures,
45 thousand tons of machinery and piping and
300 kilometres of electric cables. Plans for dis-
mantling such power sattions should therefore
already be drawn up now if we do not wish to
run the risk of being faced one day with vast
unusable “cathedrals” which will be a further
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blot on our environment and deprive our citizens
of useful land thus tending to heighten to their
detriment the damage of an urban development
which will be even less human than today.

Where then should these modern dinosaurs be
built?

It is generally agreed that the sites chosen
should be remote from urban centres to prevent
the latter from being exposed to possible explo-
sions and the risk of ambient radioactivity.

Qualified and well-informed scientists consider
this approach to be correct because safety has
up to now been guaranteed and the precautions
taken have prevented any incidents or sabotage
from affecting the actual reactors. Measures
must of course be taken to ensure that in future,
when the number of nuclear power stations is
much greater, the same stringent conditions are
still respected. In this context I believe one
desirable policy would be to standardize the
common parts of reactors, thus also enabling
their cost to be reduced.

Attention should now also be given to the feas-
ibility of siting these stations closer to the
centres of consumption and big cities which
would enable the problem of the great masses of
heat discharged by nuclear power stations to be
solved. Instead of obtaining cooling by means
of watercourses whose temperature may be
raised by as much as ten degrees centigrade, the
available heat could be used for urban heating
purposes.

The problem of siting nuclear power stations
brings to mind an example of an unfortunate
decision, only a few kilometres from this House.
Unless measures are taken to prevent this devel-
opment, two nuclear power stations will be built
at a distance of twenty kilometres from each
other along the Moselle, in France and Luxem-
bourg. This seems absurd but the absurd devel-
opment can still be prevented if a consortium
is set up to solve the problem. This would
provide an example of healthy European co-
operation in regional planning and nuclear
energy by promoting at the same time a broader
agreement to limit otherwise inevitable conflicts
with countries outside the Community because
of the evident temptation to discharge nuisances
onto adjoining regions and nations. Experience
has shown that egoism leads nowhere and only
solidarity can prevent the risks of ecological
damage.

In conclusion, may I remind you that a period
of ten years is necessary for the design, construc-
tion and commissioning of a power station; the
needs must therefore be programmed in good
time and an area of territory made available to

house these vast power stations which may be
inconvenient but are certainly essential to our
economic and social development because, as we
know, the alternative is unemployment.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mrs Kruchow to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.

Mrs Kruchow. — (DK) Mr President, as a relat-
ively new Member of Parliament I should first
like to thank those Members who first took the
initiative for drawing up this report and on
behalf of the Liberal Group express our special
thanks to Mrs Walz, who has drawn up the
report, the motion for a resolution, the meticul-
ous explanatory statement and the ample an-
nexes.

The report reveals that seven Community coun-
tries are so experienced in using nuclear power
plants and planning new ones that in 1985 there
will be about 190 nuclear power stations in the
Community. It is therefore high time that a
harmonized common policy on the siting of
power plants was drawn up. Since countries
bordering on the Communities also have or are
planning to build nuclear power plants, it is also
important to arrive at some arrangement where-
by the other countries of Europe would accept
the safety and environmental requirements that
have to be set before a site is chosen. It is to
be hoped that cooperation with the Community
will also influence the future development of
international rules, including a check that they
are complied with.

The vast growth in the number of nuclear power
plants throughout the world is obviously caused
by the increase in o0il prices in 1973 and the
simultaneous interruption of regular oil supplies
through the years. The industrialized countries
including Western Europe have therefore had to
attach importance to security of supplies as well
as taking high oil prices into consideration. This
is also the reason for the energy policy object-
ives agreed by the Council of Ministers in
December 1974, which require the Community
to reduce its dependence on imported energy by
more than 50%¢ in 1985. Even though the Com-
mission and the Council are aware of some of
the points mentioned in the report and the
Council, as far as I have understood, recently
adopted a five-year programme on the treat-
ment and storage of radioactive waste, it is
becoming increasingly clear that people in
regions where power plants are located or plan-
ned are quite rightly demanding more informa-
tion on all the environmental and safety prob-
lems involved. They are particularly anxious
that the problem of rendering radioactive waste
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harmless has not yet been finally solved. The
report stresses the need to provide the people
with regular information on all aspects of
nuclear energy. I feel there is reason to put
forward the method used to inform the people
of the United Kingdom which started its first
reactor operating in 1962.

I see no reason now for going into the details
of the various problems that require special
safety and environmental protection measures.
They have been described at leagth in the
report; the rapporteur, Mrs Walz, has discussed
them and Mr Premoli also mentioned them in
connection with environmental protection. But
I do want to stress that it is not first and fore-
most a question of adopting a position for or
against nuclear energy but of noting the fact
that nuclear energy will be used increasingly in
Europe in the rest of this century and that it is
imperative that the Community establish com-
mon rules for the siting of such plants. I there-
fore recommend on behalf of the Liberal Group
that we vote for the motion for a resolution in
the hope that Parliament will also give its full
support.

Some Community countries have not, however,
committed themselves to using nuclear energy.
I personally will therefore refrain from voting
on individual points of the resolution such as
points 2 and 5 that regard nuclear energy as
necessary, but I shall vote for the report as a
whole. A common energy policy is absolutely
essential and the motion for a resolution before
us is an important step towards one.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Krieg to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.

Mr Krieg. — (F) Mr President, allow me to begin
by congratulating Mrs Walz on behalf of my
group on the report she has placed before us;
it is an excellent report on a difficult technical
subject but the conclusions she has reached are
particularly far-sighted. I shall shortly ask the
Assembly on behalf of my group to adopt those
conclusions.

We must not forget that recourse to nuclear
energy is both indispensable and inevitable.
Since the beginning of time, man has sought
assistance of every kind, first from animals and
later from machines; in future he will inevitably
need to fall back on nuclear energy.

Ladies and gentlemen, energy has always been
an important, indeed a decisive, factor in econo-
mic and social policy. It has enabled man to
reduce and in some cases eliminate physical

effort. Energy has enabled working hours to be
shortened but it must not be forgotten that there
is, in our modern societies, a direct correlation
between economic activity and energy consump-
tion. Energy supplies have, however, now
become a world problem because in addition to
the growing needs of industrialized countries
such as ours, the economic take-off of the devel-
oping countries will lead in years to come to a
considerable increase in world energy demand.

Supplies to Europe are a vital problem today
and will remain so in the future. Europe imports
over 60%o of its energy requirements and almost
all its oil. Europe is therefore particularly vul-
nerable and this energy dependence has inevit-
able economic, social and political consequences.
The necessary security of energy supplies for
the European economy not only requires a far-
reaching diversification of the imported forms
of primary energy but also the vigorous develop-
ment of all new or substitute energy sources—
geothermal energy, wind and solar energy, but
above all thermo-nuclear fusion.

In the medium term these new energy sources
cannot make a significant contribution to
Europe’s energy balance. We are therefore bound
to resort to nuclear energy which, as the rap-
porteur has pointed out, is not without certain
risks. But we must also examine the other para-
meters of the problem, namely the risk of a
breakdown in energy supplies, dependence on
foreign countries and the slowdown in growth.
The most harmonious possible balance must
therefore be struck between these different
factors.

There is, however, another form of dependence
from which we must escape. Everyone is aware
that the considerable power of the oil companies
holds our economies in a serious state of depend-
ence; Mr Borschette’s report makes that plain
enough. We now know that those same com-
panies, whose role is nonetheless extremely
valuable and whose merits are real, are them-
selves pursuing a policy of investment diversif-
ication and have begun to explore the nuclear
sector. While there is still time we must there-
fore ensure that the public authorities have the
means of making themselves heard and, where
appropriate, of controlling operations in the
nuclear sector. The importance of the nuclear
programmes set up by the Member States—
which we naturally welcome while regretting
the little progress made towards a genuine Com-
munity policy—raises two acute problems: that
of informing the public and that of establishing
a genuine Community policy on the siting of
nuclear power stations. The development of
nuclear energy in fact requires exhaustive and
continuous information of the general public.
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Who can say today that it is not precisely the
paucity and insufficiency of this information
which has fostered the outburst of hostility by
some of our population to nuclear energy—a
feeling of hostility to which previous speakers
have already referred? The sudden acceleration
of our programmes and the growth in the
number of power stations therefore require not
only good information of the public but also and
above all a genuine Community policy on the
siting of these power stations, and that is our
affair.

I shall not dwell on the problems of harmonizing
the authorization procedures at present followed
in the different Member States, to which the
rapporteur has already referred, nor on the
question of harmonizing the criteria for the
choice of sites. All these problems have been
discussed in detail already. The rapporteur and
other speakers have dealt with them with great
clarity and realistic solutions are proposed in the
report now before us.

Another factor must also receive our attention
—that of safety. The development of nuclear
energy requires above all equipment which is
reliable from the safety angle. It must be con-
ceded that very stringent standards have been
worked out—much stricter than in other sectors
of industry—and, under normal operating con-
ditions, nuclear installations have proved no
more dangerous to the population than a good
many other industrial plants—quite the con-
trary.

However, certain risks remain to which the
civilian population may still be exposed as a
result of aircraft crashes, fires, earthquakes and
sabotage.

Techniques and possibilities for surveillance of
nuclear installations must therefore be improv-
ed. In this respect, while the construction of
nuclear parks grouping together a number of
power stations and other installations, thus
avoiding in particular the dissemination of such
power stations in close vicinity of each, seems
an interesting proposal which might provide a
good solution. On the other hand, we do not
believe that underground construction is feasible
or a favourable solution in the present state of
technical knowledge.

We should in fact achieve results which would be
extremely harmful to our environment through
the need to construct high cooling towers—and
I do not believe that the protection of man neces-
sarily involves the violation of our environment.
The Group of European Progressive Democrats
wanted to make these few observations in this
debate. While hoping that the draft report now
before us will be adopted, it believes that at the

start of 1976 the time has come for us to move
beyond the stage of tentative studies and enter
at long last the phase of practical achievements.

(Applause)

President. — I call Lord Bessborough to speak
on behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Lord Bessborough. — Mr President, my col-
league, Mr John Osborn, who studied these mat-
ters in the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, is unfortunately not here at present
to speak for the group, and so I have collected
my thoughts in the last few minutes in order
to replace him. I regret to say that I do not have
the benefit of his notes; however, I have some
thoughts of my own which, I think, are certainly
the views of my group.

Together with Mr Vandewiele, on behalf of the
Christian Democrats, Mr Krieg, on behalf of the
European Progressive Democrats, and also with
the Liberals, we in the Conservative Group
certainly support the motion for a resolution
tabled by Mrs Walz: we have studied and read
with great interest the very comprehensive and
very useful report which she has drawn up. It
is true that we have been discussing this, as
Mr Flamig said, for months in our committee.

Speaking personally, I would like to say at the
outset that I sympathize with some of the
remarks which Mr Flimig made in this respect
—although, as I say, we support the resolution
as a whole and will indeed vote for it, and what
I have to say are only very minor provisos.

First of all, the motion does not seem to me to
substantiate the claim that the development of
nuclear power is in fact at risk without this
kind of policy which is proposed. Existing
measures of control do exist under international
agreement, but the motion tends to give the
impression that there are shortcomings in pre-
sent security arrangements. I certainly do not
think this applies in the case of Britain, and I
am very doubtful whether it applies in the case
of other countries. British and European observ-
ers at the International Atomic Energy Agency
on the safeguarding of nuclear materials have
ensured, I think, that proper safeguards have
been taken. Certainly Britain has not experien-
ced any particular difficulty in the transporta-
tion of fuel and radioactive waste from the large
number of nuclear installations which are
widely dispersed throughout the country. The
United Kingdom and indeed all Member States
must, under Article 37 of the Euratom Treaty,
submit details of plants for the disposal of radio-
active waste to the Commission for an opinion
before the operation of any nuclear installations.
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This, I think, is being observed, and therefore
I have no great fears on the physical protection
of power stations. The reinforced-concrete ves-
sels which contain nuclear reactors are several
feet thick and provide protection against both
radiation and sabotage. Senator Noe and I
recently visited Windscale and observed what
tremendous security precautions are taken, and
I think the Senator was as impressed as I was
by what has been done. Certainly appropriate
security precautions are already taken to safe-
guard all nuclear installations. I am, of course,
glad to see that Frau Walz recognizes that Bri-
tain is a country where the public is kept infor-
med and involved in a truly satisfactory manner.

There is a question I should like to address to
Mr Simonet concerning the report by Mr Tinde-
mans. Under the protection of the environment.
Mr Tindemans states this:

‘The European Union should possess a common
body responsible for regulating and controlling
nuclear power stations with identicial responsibil-
ities and powers to those of the Nuclear Regul-
atory Commission in the United States. Control
should be exerted over the siting, construction
and operation of the powerstations, the fuel-
cycles and the disposal of radioactive and thermic
waste. The psychological reactions throughout the
whole of Europe against the setting up of nuclear
power stations can only be calmed by the exist-
ence of a supervisory body.’

I should be very grateful to Mr Simonet if he
would tell me whether he in fact agrees with
the suggestions made by Mr Tindemans.

Finally, Mr President, I should like to make the
point which I made in committee and which
Mrs Walz has fully taken into account, and that
is that safety measures are different for each
reactor. They are different, whether they are
the original Magnox reactors of the early sixties,
the advanced gas-cooled reactors, boiling-water
reactors, pressurized water reactors, the high-
temperature gas reactors, steam-generating
heavy-water reactors or fast reactors. We cannot
have—and Mrs Walz fully recognized this after
discussion—identical safety measures for all
these different designs, and I hope the Commun-
ity and Member States of the Community will
continue to go ahead with different designs of
reactors.

I agree with Mr Krieg that nuclear energy may
well be safer than other forms of energy. Coal-
mining and oil-drilling in deeper waters cer-
tainly have more, I regret to say, disasters to
their name than has nuclear power. But overall,
Mr President, as I say, my group fully welcomes
Mrs Walz’s assiduous work on this matter,
namely her visits to all the different countries,
her excellent and lengthy report and the very

comprehensive motion which is before us this
afternoon.

(Applause)

8. Number and composition of the European
Parliament’s committees

President. — Just over an hour ago I announced
from the Chair that I had received a motion for
a resolution tabled on behalf of all the political
groups with a request for urgent procedure
under Rule 14. T explained that it concerned the
number and composition of Parliament’s com-
mittees. The motion had been distributed as Doc.
484/75. It was agreed then that I would consult
Parliament on the request for urgent procedure
in an hour’s time.

Lord Castle at that time asked me what the
Bureau had decided on the urgency of the ques-
tion under Rule 47. I remind the House that the
question concerned the detention of Yann Fouéré.

I am grateful to Lord Castle for giving me the
opportunity of making a short statement. Accord-
ing to Rule 47, questions are submitted to the
enlarged Bureau, which then decides inter alia
whether they are to receive written answers or
be placed on the agenda, with or without debate.
The Bureau considered the matter and decided
to place this question on the draft agenda for
the February part-session.

Now I am sure Lord Castle, and indeed all my
colleagues will realise that if the President or
a vice-president has to answer from the Chair
questions as to what happened in the Bureau,
it could interfere considerably with the smooth
running of our debates. For this reason the
secretaries of all the political groups attend the
Bureau and they can give information to mem-
bers of the group in appropriate cases.

I must point out that what I have said concerns
the question submitted under Rule 47. It is there-
fore entirely distinct from the submission of
motions for resolutions with request for urgent
debate under Rule 14, and that is the kind of
resolution which we shall now deal with.

As I said, I shall now consult Parliament on the
adoption of urgent procedure with regard to the
motion for a resolution tabled by the political
groups on the number and composition of Par-
liament’s committees.

Are there any objections to the adoption of
urgent procedure?

I call Lord Castle.

Lord Castle. — Mine, Sir, is not really an
objection to the procedure. In fact it is an
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attempt to thank you for the urgent procedure
you yourself have adopted this afternoon in
giving us such a speedy decision on a matter
which was of great concern, I am sure, to Par-
liament. But I want to draw attention to what
seems to me a contradiction in the procedural
possibilities which can be exploited by Members
in this House.

Sir, I would have thought that, when by
general consent a matter was raised under the
Rules of Procedure for oral debate yesterday
and submitted to the Bureau, it was for the
Bureau, having been acquainted with the con-
cern that is felt about this person in jail in one
of our member countries, to say it would per-
haps be better for this matter to be discussed
under urgent procedure rather than as an oral
question for debate in a month’s time. We are
not here dealing with the arid mechanics of
running Parliament. Strange it will seem to
some Members of this Assembly—not all of them
Celts—down-to-earth, unimaginative Anglo-
Saxons like myself...

(Applause)

Strange it will seem to them that it is an urgent...

President. — Lord Castle, really this topic is not
on the agenda. Therefore, I do ask you not to
pursue it. The point that is on the agenda is
whether this matter—which is under Rule 14
and not Rule 47—is an urgent matter. So please
bring your remarks to a conclusion. Whether you
are Anglo-Saxon or a Celt doesn’t really matter.
You must be in order.

Lord Castle. — Then, Sir, I seek your guidance
on how this matter, which has a tremendous
element of urgency about it, can be discussed
and how the decision of the Bureau can be
reversed.

(Applause)

President. — Any Member of this House choos-
ing a rule of our House which is in order can
make an application. But the matter you refer
to has already been dealt with, Lord Castle.

You were kind enough to congratulate me on
making a speedy ruling, but I gave no ruling;
I merely reported what the Bureau had decided.
But I will certainly see that your comments on
this question of procedure are brought to the
attention of those who are responsible for keep-
ing our procedure up to date.

We are now considering procedure under Rule
14.

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — One obviously does not
want to go over what has happened, and what
the decision of the enlarged Bureau was is irre-
levant to this particular discussion. The point
being put forward by Lord Castle and others
is a matter of deep concern for all of us but not
something which necessarily requires an urgent
procedure. I would have thought it would be
much better for this House to consider this
matter very carefully when the full documenta-
tion has been brought forward for it. We want
to know the full history, the full facts, of this
particular case. This House, Sir, is not a court of
appeal for individual injustices; but I think we
have to consider this matter more carefully and
more deeply and, therefore, Sir, I would oppose
a motion of urgency.

President. — May I again remind the House that
we are dealing with the motion for a resolution
on Parliament’s committees?

I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith.

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. — Mr President, could
I ask a question which is in order and does
relate to the motion which you have referred
to and does relate to Rule 14 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure?

If the motion on urgent procedure is adopted in
respect of this resolution on the number and
composition of committees, may I ask whether
it is your intention to interrupt the debate on
nuclear energy or to take it immediately there-
after?

Paragraph 3 of Rule 14 says that questions to be
dealt with by urgent procedure shall be given
absolute priority over other items on the agenda.
I think I am right in saying that is normally
construed as meaning items which are on the
agenda and have not yet been embarked upon.
Would it not be more convenient to conclude
first the debate on nuclear power-stations, which
after all has proceeded on a good deal of its
course, and then turn to the motion on commit-
tees, which presumably will be very short in
duration?

President. — It was my intention to propose
that we deal with this matter immediately. It
was my hope that that would be done very
rapidly and that we could then get back to the
main subject of debate. But let us take it in
stages.

I put the adoption of urgent procedure to the
vote.

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.
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That having been decided, I propose that Par-
liament deal with this item immediately.

Are there any objections.
That is agreed.

I call Mr Fellermaier to move the motion for
a resolution on the number and composition of
the European Parliament’s committees (Doc.
484/75).

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I hope that the confusion has now
been completely dispelled and that we can now
address ourselves solely to the question of the
internal organization of parliamentary work
from March 1976 onwards.

In recent weeks the groups—yesterday with the
Bureau—have been considering how our parlia-
mentary work can be improved against the back-
ground of the strain of the dual mandate; we
would like to achieve more political and pract-
ical efficiency with a smaller number of com-
mittees but fuller participation by members of
those committees—the burden on our colleagues
would be relieved by reducing the future
number of committees. This was the theme
underlying discussions between the groups. The
participants on behalf of the six groups did not
of course find it easy to eliminate for example
the Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth.
They did not find it easy either to put an end
to the Associations Committee formed only last
year with responsibility for dealing with Greece
and Turkey. But throughout the discussions we
sought to ascertain how work could be improved
without interfering with the political exigencies.
We reached the conclusion that the Associations
Committee and the Committee on Cultural
Affairs and Youth should be dissolved, leaving
the twelve committees listed in our motion for
a resolution; the title of the Committee on Social
Affairs would also include education, while the
Committee on Public Health and the Environ-
ment would also deal with consumer protection.
It is also proposed to constitute two independent
delegations with a membership corresponding to
the respective strength of the political groups:
a delegation for the Association with Greece and
a delegation for the Association with Turkey.

Mr President, a number of questions then arise
regarding the respective terms of reference of
these committees. This matter will be discussed
in the Bureau. It is not for the Parliament as
such to decide precisely what terms of reference
should be given to each committee. A directive
on the subject will instead be adopted by the
Bureau in the next few weeks following a com-
munication by President Spénale. Today we are
asking Parliament to approve the new committee

structure so that the groups can then immedi-
ately begin negotiations on the chairmanships,
the composition of the delegations and the mem-
bers of the committees. Since committees 1 to 11
will each have 35 members and the two deleg-
ations 18 each, we are assured that each Member
of Parliament will have two full seats on com-
mittees leaving aside the delegations. This arran-
gement will also provide a fair solution for those
colleagues who do not belong to a political group.
I believe then that this is the maximum that
could be achieved by way of a genuine com-
promise between the groups. I ask the House to
approve this motion.

President. — I call Mr Schuijt.

Mr Schuijt. — (NL) Mr President, I wanted to
speak briefly because I cannot with the best will
in the world view this as a realistic policy for
our Parliament. I consider the attitude of the
groups inconsistent and lacking in cohesion.
Inconsistent, because a number of technical
reasons have been quoted here for pushing
politically important matters into the back-
ground. I view the inability to find any other
solution to the technical problems as yet another
example of the organizational incapacity of this
Parliament.

Last year Parliament expressly recognized that
a start must be made on the overall Mediter-
ranean policy, and at a time when policy
regarding the countries to the south of the Com-
munity is coming to play an increasing role in
the Community—the reasons for which Parlia-
ment set up its Associations Committee last year
—these arguments are now being completely
disregarded by the same Parliament. I consider
this particularly unacceptable from the political
angle. We are familiar with this Parliament and
know that our delegations as they exist at
present and have existed in the past, are Greeks
with the Greeks and Turks with the Turks; per-
haps this points to our good-will but in reality
we should always be Europeans with the Turks
and Europeans with the Greeks. Everyone knows
that an Associations Committee is a genuine
necessity but now we are to disregard the fact.
Parliament is thus breaking apart again its
overall Mediterranean policy and I greatly regret
this political decision. You must consider what
the reaction of third countries will be to a deci-
sion such as this.

We all know that the European Community
enjoys much more prestige beyond its frontiers
than at home. How will other countries react to
this decision of Parliament? They will say: ‘Last
year the European Parliament considered the
associations important but now it is writing them
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off again’ or ‘it is quite clear that the associa-
tions no longer have a political role.

I do not see this proposal as desirable against
the background of the overall association policy
of the Community and of the European Parlia-
ment. I therefore protest most emphatically
against the abolition of the Associations Com-
mittee and I wanted to do so in public.

President. — I call Mr Scott-Hopkins.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Mr President, I wish to
support Mr Fellermaier on the proposal before
the House. I do not think we need to go over
all the arguments which have taken place over
recent months concerning the Associations Com-
mittee and the Committee on External Economic
Relations. I can understand Mr Schuijt’s diffi-
culties in accepting the proposals but I really
do not believe his predictions will come true.
I believe that the southern part of the Com-
munity—the Mediterranean area—wil be equally
well looked after and all the necessary decisions
and debate concerning that area will take place
within the competences of the Committee on
External Economic Relations. Indeed there will
be the two joint delegations dealing with Greece
and with Turkey separately. I would have
thought that within the ambit of what is being
proposed by Mr Fellermaier in this motion, we
shall be able to deal with all the problems in
that area without any detriment to them. And
so on behalf of my group, Mr President, I support
the proposal put forward by Mr Fellermaier.

President. — I call Sir Brandon Rhys Williams.

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. — There is only one
small point I would like to raise arising out of
what I think I heard Mr Fellermaier say in
introducing his motion.

I thought I heard him say that the question of
the competence of the committees was not a
matter for decision by Parliament, and that it
was a matter for the Bureau. I fully accept that
the Bureau is the right body to make a study
of the subject and to make its recommendations,
but surely Parliament must ultimately be sove-
reign over questions of its own procedure. We
cannot accept that the Bureau is in some way
a superior body with powers to dictate to Par-
liament. I think that would be an undesirable
innovation, so undesirable indeed that I took
the point up at once. I hope Mr Fellermaier may
have an opportunity of explaining whether I
have perhaps misheard what he said.

President. — I call Lord Bruce of Donington.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Mr President, in
the course of the discussions which led the
Bureau to arrive at the conclusions incorporated
in the resolution, it was thought at one time that
the terms of reference of one of the committees
should be changed. The particular change that
concerns me relates to the transfer of questions
concerned with competition from the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs to the Legal
Affairs Committee. I would like to have formal
confirmation that this proposal has been aban-
doned and that in point of fact all questions con-
cerned with competition will continue to be
dealt with by the committee that is now dealing
with it.

President. — Lord Bruce, this is not a Bureau
document at all. This is a document submitted
by Members to the House.

I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith.

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. — May the Parliament
take it that the questions of the competence of
the committees and the subjects to be assigned
to them are exclusively matters for considera-
tion by the Bureau, including, in particular, the
question of the appropriate committee for deal-
ing with matters of competition. On this question
there may be two views, and indeed there are
two views, both of which will have to be studied
by the Bureau. Constitutionally speaking, I
would have thought, as Sir Brandon Rhys Wil-
liams has said, that the Bureau’s decision would
be in the last resort subject to endorsement by
Parliament in the ordinary way.

President. — I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) I have a great respect
for colleagues who put the question as to who
has the last word. The answer is of course the
Parliament. But if the Parliament were to take
it upon itself to discuss in plenary sitting the
directives specifying how responsibilities are to
be divided between our committees we should
be in for a marathon sitting. Our Parliament
would then become the exact opposite of what
it is supposed to be—a centre for the clarifica-
tion of political issues.

The motion for a resolution proposes the forma-
tion of twelve committees. The chairmen of
political groups or their representatives do not
negotiate in a vacuum but after consultation
with their respective groups and on the basis of
the negotiating mandate given to them by those
groups. We have managed by a process of com-
promise to agree on the terms of reference
of the different committees. The plenary assem-
bly cannot deal with the whole issue of respon-
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sibility for development, cooperation and exter-
nal economic affairs or determine who is to take
charge of the Maghreb and Machrek negotia-
tions, depending on whether development aid
or customs tariff questions are involved. If the
six political groups cannot reach agreement on
the questions of principle it is naturally open
to each group to invite the plenary assembly
to take a decision.

I would therefore ask those colleagues who
feel concern to initiate the process of clarifica-
tion in their own groups after which the groups
can reach a proper compromise among them-
selves which can then be placed before the
whole House.

President. — Since no-one else wishes to speak,
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted .

9. Community policy on the siting of nuclear
power stations (Resumption)

President. — We now return to the debate on
the report by Mrs Walz.

I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith.

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. — Following this
interesting and agreeable intermission, I am
grateful for the opportunity of making a brief
intervention in this debate.

I am not a member of the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology and I certainly have
no claim to any expertise in the technical aspects
of nuclear energy. I speak against the back-
ground of a long interest in matters of land use
planning and public participation therein.

The siting of nuclear power stations is in fact
only the most striking example of the difficul-
ties and complexities of land use planning and
procedures for large and specialized underta-
kings. Though their special characteristics make
them to some extent a special case, nuclear
power stations, from the point of view of appro-
priate and acceptable site selection and plan-
ning, share, even if in an exaggerated from,
the problems inherent in the siting of all such
large and specialized undertakings, conventional
power stations, oil refineries, major chemical
works, airports and the like. All of these have
great economic importance. All have great tech-
nical complexity and all to a greater or lesser
extent have an adverse impact on the environ-
ment because of pollution, hazards, noise and the

1 0J C 28 of 9. 2. 1976.

like. Nuclear power stations have special charac-
teristics owing to the presence of radiation and
in particular in connection with the transport
and storage of radioactive waste, although, as
Lord Bessborough has said, our experience in
the United Kingdom over the years has been
reassuring in this regard. Conventional power
stations and indeed a large part of chemical
and heavy industry cause considerable atmo-
sphere pollution - through the emission of sul-
phur dioxide and the like. And yet all such
installations, nuclear and non-nuclear alike, are
necessary to the maintenance of the material
standards accepted as necessary in the last quar-
ter of the twentieth cenury.

The basic problem, so far as acceptability is
concerned, has its roots deep in the imperfec-
tions of human nature. Everybody, as a con-
sumer, wants to have the benefit of the pro-
ducts being produced, but equally everybody,
as a resident, feels that these products can
most appropriately be produced in somebody-
else’s neighbourhood or at any rate at no incon-
venience to himself. It is a very human feeling
but it does not make the task of site selection
easier. It is particularly difficult in the case
of nuclear power stations because of the tech-
nical complexies involved, the constraints pla-
ced upon their siting by the risk factor, by
water supply and other material considerations.

It is not surprising that the procedures evolved
by the Member States to try and solve this
complex problem are, as the working document
says, divergent and very complex. I found the
catalogue and analysis of the various procedures
of great interest and I was particularly glad
that it included the procedures of the United
States and Switzerland, which are of great
value for comparison and reference. There is a
common pattern, a recurrence of common fea-
tures in the procedures, dictated of cqurse by
the fact that the problems, allowing for differ-
ences of population density, extent of coastline
and alternative sources of supply, are basically
the same.

There is, in each case, a licensing machinery
normally operated as a function of government
by the Minister of Industry and Trade, for
example in Italy, and the Secretary of State
for Energy in the United Kingdom, including
technical and safety assessment by expert bodies
but allowing also for local consultation in most
cases and the right of objection and examination
by public local enquiries. We can see the thor-
oughness of the procedures in the Netherlands
for example, where there are three phases, and
in Switzerland no fewer than four different
authorizations are necessary for the construc-
tion of a nuclear power plant.
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All this of course is very time-consuming. The
introduction to the working document specifies
that the authorization procedure should be suit-
ably organized to avoid as far as possible exces-
sive and costly delays, and secondly calls for the
establishment of a sound and constructive dia-
logue with the public. Of course these two
requirements are necessarily to some extent in
conflict and I think it is significant that in Italy,
where as far as I can see there is no provision
for local objections and public hearing, the
licensing procedure takes about 2 years, while
in the United States, which has provision not
only for public hearings but exceptionally a
right of appeal to the courts as well, two years
is required for the preparation of the applica-
tion and another two for the issue of the cons-
truction permit by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. It is clearly sensible to try to expedite
processes but not, I would hope, in such a way
as to deny public participation or to do away
with opportunities for local objection and repre-
sentation.

In fact circumstances will tend to emphasize and
increase the importance of public participation,
for two reasons: first, increased experience and
sophistication in these matters makes possible a
more relaxed siting policy and thus less empha-
sis on the remoteness of the chosen location.
The possibility of siting such plans closer to
concentrations of population adds to the impor-
tance of local consultation and local rights to
express an opinion. Secondly, the development
of dry cooling tower techniques will also extend
the range of possible locations, again with simi-
lar implications for local consultation and public
participation.

I think it is of great interest to note the different
experiences in the trend of objections. In Ger-
many, for example, there has been a great
increase in the time required for these proce-
dures, if we compare 1974 with 1969. In the
United Kingdom, on the other hand, there has
been a marked diminution of objections and
need for public enquiries.

I do not know the reason, but several reasons
suggest themselves. Obviously the greater acce-
leration of the programme in Germany, as
shown by the table in the report, is one reason.
Another reason perhaps stems from the reason-
ably successful techniques of public participa-
tion which are referred to in the report, where
it says the United Kingdom would seem to be
the only country at present where the public
is kept informed and involved in a truly satis-
factory manner.

Such differences give some indication of the
way in which the Community and its institu-
tions and machinery can help in this field, for

example, by analysis of the various methods and
procedures, by acting as a sorting house, an
information centre and an advisory body to the
Member States, drawing on and collating expe-
rience from outside the Community as well as
in, and, if I may borrow the words of the Coun-
cil’s resolution of 22 July last, acting as a cata-
lyst for initiatives on a broader international
plane. Perhaps the Community’s most valuable
role would be an advisory and educative one.

The compulsory standardization of procedures,
based on regulations for the harmonization of
law, would be difficult to achieve, certainly
it would take time to do so since procedures are
so complex and varied and planning in the
Member States is necessarily committed so far
in advance. The Tindemans report suggests some-
thing in the nature of the American Atomic
Energy Commission as a model. But, of course,
it must be remembered that the circumstances
are very different. The Atomic Energy Commis-
sion in the United States is over 20 years old and
was started on the threshold of nuclear develop-
ment, not in circumstances of such diversity
and complexity as face the Community today.
But undoubtedly, Mr President, much can be
done on a Community basis, including the mat-
ters mentioned in Part II of the working docu-
ment, such as the evaluation of the relevant
criteria and methods of public explanation and
education and not least common procedures for
transfrontier situations, both within the Com-
munity and where third countries border on it.

I conclude by saying this. All these proposals,
I am sure, can be very valuable, building on the
foundation of not only national procedures but
on the Euratom Treaty and the International
Atomic Energy Agency. The expansion of
nuclear energy programmes, with the added
stimulus of escalating oil prices, will ensure
that the importance of this matter will grow
and, since we have the good fortune to live in
democratic societies, the matter is not only one
of bureaucratic planning, and state planning, it
involves also public assent based on a proper
understanding by the citizen as well as by the
expert of the balance between economic benefit
and impact on the environment. There is al-
ready, I believe, widespread awareness of the
nature of the problem involved and Mrs Walz
and the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, are to be congratulated on the
guidance given in these valuable documents and
the suggestions made for further progress in
this important and challenging task of com-
bining technical development with the protec-
tion of the environment and the understanding
and assent of the peoples of the Community.

(Applause)
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President. — I call Mr Pintat.

Mr Pintat. — (F) The very interesting report
by Mrs Walz enables us to reflect on the most
important problem facing mankind between now
and the end of the century.

The oil crisis has now been with us for two
years. It broke out when, during the Israeli-
Arab war of October 1973, the Arab oil export-
ing countries decided to pursue a policy of
reducing their exports to the industrialized
world. This policy, which has since been con-
verted into a policy of systematically increasing
the price of crude oil, has had effects which
extend far beyond the energy sector and give
rise to new thinking in a great many areas,
including the one we are considering today.

There is a close correlation between economic
growth and the accelerating demand for energy
in the world.

The curves representing as a function of time
on the one hand the growth rate of the world
gross national product and on the other the
increase in the demand for energy run almost
exactly parallel. To escape from this dilemma,
many people say that we have only to cut our
energy consumption but let us have no illusion
about it: the energy crisis will be with us for
a long time to come. The world’s population
will double by the end of the century and the
underdeveloped countries are going to want
to increase their standards of living; they will
need a great deal of energy to produce the
fertilizers essential to the expansion of their
agriculture if they are not to face famine. And
in the countries of the western world the popu-
lations still want a higher standard of living;
their governments propose quite rightly to pur-
sue a policy of social progress. There is there-
fore no alternative to growth and consumption
if we are to escape from the devastating crisis.

Incidentally, the improvement in the protection
of the quality of life and environment by which
we too set great store, will also lead to the con-
sumption of more and more energy. We have
only to look at the energy consumption of each
new purifying plant set up in our towns or the
process of removing sulphur from crude oil in
the refineries, a process which requires 10%
more energy.

In 1970 the world consumed 5 thousand million
tons oil equivalent. Even supposing that the
consumption of energy ceases to double every
ten years, it seems likely that by the end of the

century the world will be using some twenty
thousand million tons of oil each year. Known
oil reserves which are workable under accept-
able financial conditions at present total 90
thousand million tons. That then is the abyss
facing us. If we were to use oil alone, we should
need to find between now and the year 2000,
five times the total quantity extracted to date.
That may be possible but the technical costs
will increase, as we are seeing today in the case
of Alaska or North Sea oil.

It is also quite clear that the inflation of con-
sumption will cause the problem of relations
between the producer and consumer countries
to become increasingly acute. The experts all
agree that the energy shortage will be solved
by the development of fusion reactors. But there
is a serious handicap: it will be at least thirty
years before this technique reaches the indus-
trial stage. That is why we support all those
who in this Chamber have asked for the research
appropriations earmarked by the Community
in this sector to be maintained, in the context
of the well-known JET project referred to in
this Assembly and which must be supported as
there is a gap of at least 50 years to close. One
thing is quite certain: fossil fuels will not be
enough. Other sources of energy can of course
be envisaged, such as solar, wind and geothermal
energy, but none of them can solve our problem.
All the countries of the world, regardless of
their political regime, must resort to nuclear
energy. COMECON recently took the revealing
decision in Warsaw to construct 200 nuclear
power stations in the East European countries
of the same types as those we are building in the
West.

In the present state of our technological know-
ledge it is quite clear that only energy from
nuclear fission can meet our energy demand for
several decades to come. Use of this form of
energy also has the advantage of being econo-
mically the most favourable. The price per kWh
of nuclear electricity is about one half the price
per kWh generated in conventional oil-fired
power stations. That is why the report by our
colleague, Mrs Walz, is so interesting.

My only observation to her is that I do not
agree on one point of detail, namely on the idea
of building underground nuclear power stations.
Soil mechanics are often difficult to master and
the risks of soil movement sometimes impossible
to foresee. Moreover, the demolition of these
underground stations which would be necessary
one day would present very great problems. In
addition, the cost of these projects would be
much higher than the cost of an open air nuclear
power station.
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Finally, I consider safety problems extremely
" important. But the relatively dangerous nature
of the nuclear industry has resulted in far more
precautions being taken in this than in any other
industrial sector. Fortunately there have been no
fatal accidents due to the production of electri-
city by nuclear energy, whereas hydro-electri-
city for example has caused many victims fol-
lowing the collapse of dams: 500 in France a
few years ago at Malpasset. And coal has alas
killed 600 miners only a few days ago in India.
What would have been the reaction of the
public if these persons had been the victims
of nuclear energy rather than conventional
energy sources?

We therefore approve the excellent report by
Mrs Walz, who has drawn attention to the prob-
lems linked with atomic energy and to the
imperative need to use this form of energy if
we are to maintain our general standard of
living and avoid social troubles.

We therefore endorse the conclusions of this
highly interesting report, rich in vital reflec-
tions for the future not only of Europe and
Europeans but of all mankind.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Evans.

Mr Evans. — The report we are discussing today
is about the conditions for a Community policy
on the siting of nuclear power stations and
while, in the main, the report has addressed
itself to that subject, it does discuss a much
wider range of topics. We have brought into
the debate the whole question of nuclear power.

In any discussion on the subject of nuclear
power, many people, indeed most people, be-
come emotionally involved and generally speak-
ing the less knowledge they have on the subject,
the more their passions are aroused. And I say
that, Mr President, in no critical way. The
reason that people do become emotionally in-
volved and their passions aroused, is quite often
because the scientists, the politicians, the ad-
ministrators who are involved in nuclear pro-
grammes have not taken the people into their
confidence. So it is essential that the people
are consulted on the subject. It is, of course,
a subject of vital importance to the future of
mankind and it is essential that, if we are to
proceed with a nuclear programme, the people
not only understand but also agree with the
proposals which the politicians and the policy-
makers put forward.

Mr President, in the House of Commons when
we have a large constituency interest we declare
it and, in case I am accused of arguing the case

from a purely constituency stand point, let me
make it clear at the outset that I have in my
constituency the headquarters of the Reactor
Group of the UK Atomic Energy Authority;
I also have the headquarters of British Nuclear
Fuels and the headquarters of the Nuclear
Power Corporation. I have also on the other
hand, to balance that, two very large coal mines
and I have in Fiddler’s Ferry the largest—or
one of the largest—and most modern coalfired
power stations in the United Kingdom. So I
think most people will accept that I have a
pretty wide cross-section of energy interests.

I said earlier that this is a highly emotive sub-
ject. Invariably when nuclear power is mention-
ed people do think of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
They think of the nuclear bomb tests of the
50’s and 60’s and they have a tendency in their
minds to equate nuclear power stations with
those dreadful programmes which certainly
threatened mankind at that time. It is not sur-
prising that this is the case, Mr President, and
I hope that when we are debating nuclear
energy we can ensure that our debates are
public and I do hope that the press of Europe,
in fact, is covering this debate and will make
our observations, as politicians, clear to our
constituents.

Mr President, it is right that the public at large
should be involved in any debate about the
future of any nuclear programme, not only of
the EEC but throughout the entire world. Cer-
tainly the people must be involved in any
discussions about the siting of nuclear power
stations and to that end it is essential that
similar criteria be laid down everywhere as to
how the decisions should be arived at and how
the people and their representatives should be
consulted before the decisions are made. I say
that because the one thing that must be re-
cognized is that nuclear power is here to stay and
that its use will continue to grow in the years
that lie ahead. How much it will continue to
grow is a matter for legitimate debate and that
is one criticism that I would like to make of
the report, namely that it does not attempt to
discuss this question.

There are some who suggest that we should in
fact abandon the whole concept of nuclear
power stations and that there should be a great
debate on this subject. As every one in this
Chamber appreciates, there are some who are
implacably opposed to any further extension of
the nuclear programme. But could I point out,
Mr President, that such a debate in fact should
have taken place 25 years ago when the western
world embarked upon a nuclear programme for
peaceful purposes. To suggest that the debate
should take place now is in fact begging many
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important questions. But there can be no real
doubt that the world will have a growing
dependency upon nuclear power. Whilst I re-
cognize that some people would suggest that we
should investigate other methods of creating
power, such as solar power, wind power, tidal
and wave power—and I recognize that this is a
legitimate argument and indeed I would suggest
that the Community should, in fact, finance a
programme in this field—it cannot be under
any circumstances suggested that any of those
possibilities, important though they are, can in
fact ever replace nuclear power as far as the
future is concerned. That will be where our
main thrust must lie, at least to the end of the
decade, for the power that we require as an
industrial society.

There are many who raise the issue of the
health and safety of the workers who are
involved in the nuclear industry. Could I make
it clear, and this applies particularly in the
United Kingdom, that the record of the nuclear
industry is without parallel. Its safety record,
its record of recognition of the environmental
problems, its record of protecting the health and
safety of its workers, cannot be equalled by
any other industry. I would ask Members, and
some I am sure will disagree with me, to draw
a parallel between the nuclear industry and the
other industry which in fact supplies so much
of our power requirements, namely the coal
mining industry. The previous speaker referred
to the fact that in India only a few short weeks
ago hundreds of miners were killed in an appal-
ling accident. In my own country over the years
thousands of miners have lost their lives,
thousands of them have been maimed and crip-
pled in dreadful accidents. Many, many thou-
sands more have been crucified by diseases such
as pneumoconiosis and when we talk in terms
of environmental pollution in the United King-
dom and particularly in my part of the world,
thousands of acres of land have been laid deso-
late by waste pit heaps. So I think we should
recognize that if we are going to compare
industries, we should compare for instance the
coal industry, with the appalling problems that
it has created for the men and the women who
work in that industry, and an industry which,
although still in its infancy, has in fact a very
proud and admirable record in safety.

Could I also make, however, one other major
criticism of the report. Like every one else, Mr
President, I commend Madame Walz on the
quality and calibre of her report. But one of
the reasons why I would urge, in fact, that
this report be referred back for further con-
sideration is that it has not touched on the role
of the International Atomic Energy Agency, in
which all countries who are involved in nuclear

programmes are represented. We should exa-
mine in detail the work that that agency is
doing and the work that it is proposed that the
Commission do and ask ourselves whether we
are not in fact in danger of costly repetition,
whether we are not in fact setting up an organ-
ization to compete with one in which all of our
countries are already represented and are
already doing valuable work. The problems that
exist in the nuclear industry and the problems
of the future do not apply simply to the EEC
and the nine members of Europe. They also
apply not only to the countries who at present
have nuclear power stations, but the many
countries throughout the world who hope, in
the next few years, to acquire nuclear power
stations and I would suggest that this is a
major omission from the report—valuable and
excellent though it is—and that for this reason
if for no other we should in fact refer this
document back.

There is one other area which the report should
have dealt with, namely whether or not it is
desirable to have a European nuclear pro-
gramme based upon European technology, Euro-
pean know-how and European ideas. This is
important because at the moment we have a pro-
liferation of systems and unfortunately, from
my point of view, many of our continental col-
leagues are in fact embarking on programmes
which are a result of American design and
American know-how, and different criteria are
laid down for the erection of different forms
of nuclear reactors. I think that everyone who
has read the report appreciates that point.

In these two respects, Mr President, I would
say that this report, excellent though it is, well
documented though it is, does in fact have one
or two extremely important omissions which I
am sure the committees themselves would like
to consider. Certainly, as a member of the Com-
mittee on Public Health and the Environment,
there are one or two points that I would like
to reconsider and regretfully, because of that
Mr President, I will not vote in favour of the
report but I make it perfectly clear to Mrs Walz
that I support in the broadest possible terms
her report but I would ask her, as the rappor-
teur, to agree to take this report back to con-
sider items I have raised.

(Applause from the left)
President. — I call Mr Miiller.

Mr Willi Miiller. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, as one who took part in the com-
mittee discussions, first in the Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology and then in
the Committee on Public Health and the Envi-
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ronment, I should like to begin by congratulating
Mrs Walz on the excellent work she has done,
especially as the intensity and duration of the
discussions did not make it easy for her to retain
control of the thread running through the entire
report; one reason for the difficulty, and I say
this in a spirit of self-criticism, was that a large
number of suggestions and proposed amend-
ments were put forward which improved the
content of the document but left something to
be desired stylistically. Nevertheless this does
not lessen my appreciation, even though it must
be put on record that the first version under-
went considerable modification.

In essence the report is a detailed and well-
founded compilation of suggestions, notes,
wishes and ideas which are all based on past
experience with the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. On the basis of this knowledge, the

report proposes possible solutions which may,

gain considerably in importance with the pas-
sage of time.

The report does not stipulate or specify anything
—that needs to be said. It is in the nature of a
guideline, but it may point the way to more
vigorous action by the Commission in this area
in the decisive years which lie ahead.

For far too long—this is my personal opinion—
the general public has had the impression that
those in positions of responsibility have behaved
on the subject of the development of nuclear
energy like a person tapping his way with a
stick in the fog. Our citizens, this deserves to
be noted, are not experts, just as most of us in
this Assembly are not experts and the discus-
sion among experts, the scientific debates, the
arguments for and against and the extreme
positions have given our citizens the impression
—felt very strongly—that these things are hap-
pening on the hidden side of the moon.

The report itself is founded on the observation
that traditional sources of energy are threatened
because of increasing expense and shortages
and that we should use them more carefully
and economically—that new forms of energy
production must be found or further developed
to obviate a further deterioration in the energy
supply position and to safeguard the prosperity
and welfare of our peoples and of the individual.

The peaceful use of nuclear energy is an alter-
native solution of this kind. Viewed unemotion-
ally the report now before us simply describes
facts. My group welcomes this just as it favours
all the agreements so far reached in this area,
at national and European level. Because this
is so, our responsibility, on the basis of this
fundamental observation is to make demands
concerning the application of nuclear energy in

its interrelationship to our fellow-citizens’
safety requirements. We recognize the concern
of our citizens about the safety aspect, we take
this concern seriously, we respect it and use it
as a yardstick to judge our decisions on the
substance of the question and our evaluation
of reports.

I wish to speak on several matters referred to
in the resolution which are important to public
health and the environment. I shall confine
myself, partly because time is short, to raising
a few points in order to ascertain whether the
underlying trend of this report is the right one,
or whether—although perhaps with the best
will in the world—we have a number of bad
eggs here wrapped up in shiny paper.

I referred to the lack of information provided
to our citizens about nuclear energy. The report
suggests that this deficit should be made good
by a rational and complete information policy,
readily understandable to everyone. To the
extent that such a policy is pursued continu-
ously and not intermittently it may help to
meet the public demand for sound facts. A well-
informed public will not wish to oppose object-
ively justified needs; this has been confirmed
by many discussions conducted on this basis.
If our citizens are considered to be mature,
they must be granted rights to enforce their
demands effectively but also legally.

The report favours an arrangement enabling
associations of citizens and environmental pro-
tection groups to assert their wishes by consti-
tutional means when these wishes do not coin-
cide with public or private planning projects.

Provision for complaints by groups as intended
here would enable us to avoid in future the sad
experiences of the past involving the occupation
of sites for various nuclear power stations.

But that is not all. Mr President, this would
also create a better climate for negotiations.
Ultimately even those people who oppose the
construction of a nuclear power station will be
obliged to act in solidarity after mature consi-
deration, and opposition which is sometimes
based on purely egotistic motives will be shown
in its true light. The request made in the report
for harmonization of authorization procedures
and provisions serves the same purpose and cor-
responds to the justified interests of the groups
of citizens concerned. The individual is entitled
to expect the same standards to be applied
everywhere. Public unrest is created when dif-
ferent authorization and approval procedures
are followed for the selfsame purpose.

A further important feature of the report lies
in the demand for research programmes and
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their harmonization with a view to encouraging
the control and further development of safety
regulations. This too corresponds to the desire
of our citizens for safety. It is, however, inex-
tricably linked, as I said previously, with the
duty of those in positions of responsibility to
provide information. The report calls attention
to the need to organize the planning of nuclear
power stations not only in close cooperation at
local and regional level but also to seek contacts
with third countries with a view to reaching
appropriate agreements. Having regard to the
situation on the Upper Rhine and to our inter-
ests as Germans in relation to European fron-
tiers in the East, this seems to be an urgent
measure of environmental policy which should
be given immediate priority.

Mr President, the points I have quoted purely
by way of example from the report, clearly
demonstrate that ways must be found of har-
monizing the necessary further development of
nuclear energy with the requirement felt by
our peoples for safety, health safeguards and
environmental quality.

To that extent most of the suggestions made in
this report are to be welcomed. They do not
open any new doors but they could well be
useful to the Commission in its future legis-
lative work.

I come now to my closing remarks. If the
requests put forward in this report go unheard
and are not respected in the practical develop-
ment of nuclear energy, we shall all soon run
up even more painfully once again against
tough resistance everywhere in our country,
and that would be a great pity. I therefore hope
that the suggestions made in this document will
be taken seriously and acted upon. I believe
that they warrant this.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Noé.

Mr Noé. — (I) Mr President, I agree fully with
the content of Mrs Walz’ report and with the
resolution and I shall not repeat the points set
out in this long document on which I warmly
congratulate the rapporteur.

I shall confine myself to three observations
which may be considered marginal to the issue.
However, before making these remarks, allow
me to say in an altogether amicable spirit to
Mr Fliamig that I was somewhat surprised by
two aspects of his speech. Firstly I was surprised
to hear him say that a resolution of this kind
could not be drafted quickly. We worked at
great length—and with Mr Flamig’s cooperation
—on this resolution. I well remember that in

Rome last October he was fully in agreement
and well satisfied with this joint effort which,
within the limits of what was feasible, had
reached successful results. I therefore fail to
understand fully why he and his colleagues are
not in agreement today. I do not wish to engage
in polemics; I am speaking in an altogether
amicable spirit bearing in mind that this resol-
ution is the fruit of the work of all of us.

I was surprised too by his opposition to nuclear
parks or platforms offshore. We are only
seeking to study the situation and not to adopt
a position. We also wish to study—Mr Flamig
will agree—underground solutions. On this
point I wish to say a few words because there
is an analogy with what happened before the
last war and afterwards when hydroelectric
power stations were built successfully in caves.
I myself worked on projects of this kind for
power stations in caves and on the basis of
that experience I believe that here too a
solution of the kind could be arrived at.

This is perhaps the first time that politicians
are proposing a solution which the technical
experts are already considering and it would
clearly be more complicated to build a nuclear
power station than a hydroelectric power station
in a cave,

Allow me, however, to make a further point
concerning this solution. While hydroelectric
power stations were linked to the creation of a
reservoir so that the geographical choice was
limited, in this case the choice is extremely
wide; we could for example study our coasts
and select the area which is geologically best
suited to the siting of a nuclear power station
given the availability of sea water for cooling.
The choice is therefore very wide and a solution
more easy to find.

Having said that, I shall go on quickly to my
other remarks. The first is this: there has been
a great deal of discussion on this question but
in my view it has not been put into its true
perspective. This is a problem of an entire
system; we are not concerned with the power
station alone but must consider organically—
as several other speakers have pointed out—
the extraction of uranium and its enrichment,
the power station which generates the electricity
and then everything which happens further
down the chain, to which Lord Bessborough
has already referred.

The reprocessing of nuclear fuel is thus a system
problem and when the choice of a site for a
power station is being examined in a particular
region, attention must also be given to the
question of transport distances from the other
centres involved, namely the points at which
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enrichment and reprocessing are carried out;
this may place the choice of site in an entirely
different light.

Mr President, the chairman of the Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology, Mr
Springorum, has asked the Bureau for author-
ization—which he has received—to present an
own-initiative report on problems of fuel
reprocessing. I spoke of this to Lord Bessborough
and subsequently went to Windscale where
there is a reprocessing plant; the report on
this subject is to be considered in committee
next week; only when all the relevant facts
have been examined will we reach our verdict.
However at the round tables now being held
on this subject in most of our countries the fuel
cycle as a whole is not being considered because
of its complexity; nevertheless it must be taken
into consideration, otherwise the examination
can only be sectoral and partial. That was my
first remark.

My second observation concerns participation.
Clearly participation is desirable but it must be
based on an adequate level of knowledge. In
this connection I should like to draw your
attention to an interesting experience. When
we went with Lord Bessborough to Windscale,
we were accompanied, on the journey by car
from the rail station to the establishment, by
an engineer from the centre who said that
within a radius of ten miles of the centre four
thousand persons are resident and work there.
I believe that these four thousand persons are
evidently familiar, at different levels, with
nuclear problems. “Well”, said the engineer,
“nobody here is opposed to the establishment
of a nuclear industry. The centre began its
activities in 1948; today in 1975 it is still
expanding and all our staff are very pleased
to find work in an area with which they are
familiar.” This is an effective form of partici-
pation in decision-making, of guidance of the
establishment by persons familiar with its prob-
lems.

Along the road, the engineer accompanying us
also pointed out waste tips of several coalmines;
in one of them a disaster had occurred in one
particular year killing several persons, and in
another a similar disaster had taken place at a
different time! Today the waste tips of these
mines are a much bigger blot on the landscape
than the Windscale plants, which are essentially
concentrated at one single point while the mine
waste extends over tens of kilometres.

On my return to London, I met by chance my
colleague, Mr Pintat, who had been to visit a
prototype medium-power fast breeder reactor
in Scotland. He said that the inhabitants of the

area near the reactor were asking the govern-
ment to build the subsequent high-power reactor
on the same site, because they were now satis-
fied that all the necessary precautions would
be taken to prevent disasters and with another
establishment in the vicinity their jobs would
be assured. However, the British Government
wants to build the high-power facility in a less
peripheral area closer to the points of con-
sumption; this situation then is the reverse of
the one we often encounter in Italy. Our mi-
nister, Mr Andreotti, is here and he could tell
you how much trouble was created by the
decision to build a power station at Molise. The
question of participation is thus an important
one on which the Community could, Mr Pre-
sident—and here I am also addressing Commis-
sion Vice-President Simonet, who I know agrees
with me—usefully intervene, if gradually.

I turn now to one last point, namely regulations
governing work in this sector; the provisions
are in general stringent enough as far as the
strictly nuclear aspect is concerned but not in
subsidiary areas where improvements are
needed. I am not mentioning this without good
reason; for example, only six weeks ago in
Bavaria two workers opening a valve in a high-
pressure duct containing another valve, which
they wrongly thought was closed, were struck
by a jet of water at high pressure and high
temperature and appallingly killed. The died as
a result of an accident of what might be called
a conventional kind; in dam outlet systems
there are ducts with dual valves because in this
special sector of hydraulic engineering there is
always a servo-system making it impossible to
open a downstream valve unless the next one
further up the system is closed—except where
a deliberate intervention is necessary to over-
ride the servo-system.

In this connection I have an important point to
make: rather than continuing to discuss the
pros and cons of nuclear energy the Community
should do all it can to unify standards gradually
extending to all the traditional fields and not
only to sectors of concern to nuclear power
stations.

With that I close my brief marginal observations
on Mrs Walz’ report on the content of which,
I repeat, I have no comments to make because
I fully endorse the positions set out in it. Now
for what is definitely my last remark: the
position we have adopted is not a static one
because while we are favourable to light water
reactor stations we do not see them as a per-
manent solution. We want work to continue on
other systems and when Mr Springorum’s reso-
lution on the fusion question comes up for
debate I shall return to the subject, and stress
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that while adopting a position in favour of the
existing nuclear power stations we must also
make every effort to implement fusion systems
which offer advantages over their predecessors.
Only then can we state our final position on the
subject of their siting.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Schwabe.

Mr Schwabe. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I shall begin by respecting our par-
liamentary rules of European courtesy: I thank
you for calling me to speak and congratulate
the rapporteur most warmly on her excellent
report. I should like to add—something which
is not always done during these traditional
expressions of thanks—a word of gratitude to
all those members of staff who have worked
on these reports. I am most grateful to them
because if we are honest with ourselves we all
know that we cannot do everything ourselves;
we rely on many people to familiarize us with
the topics on which we have to speak here.

Let me say quite plainly that the question of
safety seems vital to me and it seems that safety
is a traditional concern of this Parliament. I
remember that in the exhibition hall of the Coal
and Steel Community at the Brussels World
Fair in 1958 there was a wall display on the
ground floor with big diagrams and pictures
showing the work of this Parliament; visitors
could walk from room to room with a short
wave receiver and hear in all the languages
what was being done. But one aspect is parti-
cularly relevant today: in the basement of this
pavilion there was a wonderful, ultra-modern
system providing an exemplary display of the
latest coal-mining methods and placing especial
emphasis on the most recent safety methods for
the protection of miners. I was enormously
impressed by this. But at the time I did not
suspect that one day I would myself have the
great honour of sitting in this Assembly. This
exhibition impressed me so much that I said—
I was already a parliamentarian if at a much
lower level: they are discussing up there and
the results are immediately apparent down here!
I thought this was altogether exemplary. It is
my belief that these safety methods should be
harmonized everywhere and that we should
take the word harmonization to mean harmoni-
zation upwards at the highest possible level.

We must make the same demand in connection
with the design and siting of nuclear power
stations because far more persons are involved
than those who work directly in the plant; all
the people living in the vicinity are concerned
as well.

We know-—the point has already been made
today and I shall be brief—that the production
of energy always involves sacrifice and risk.
The construction of dams has necessitated the
disappearance of whole villages and when dams
have burst other villages have been devastated
and people killed; over the years thousands of
people have died in the coalmines. We hear
time and time again with deep dismay of these
blows of fate and it is perhaps well for every-
one who uses energy to remember on this
occasion how many people have been sacrificed
or suffered damage to their health. Exploration
for oil and its extraction also often involve
dramatic struggles and loss of life. One brief
example will suffice to show how rapidly ideas
are changing on the subject under discussion
today. When the committee began its work,
underground installations were considered a
prospect for the distant future or rejected
altogether because of their supposed technical
difficulties and high cost. I clearly remember
that it was believed at the time that the
energy generated in this way would be at
least 30%o dearer. Today one speaker referred
to a figure of 10% and considered even that
high. But if we tell our public that a 10% cost
increase has led us to reject an inherently safe
solution, I believe we shall not be considered
good representatives of the people. In 1975
underground installations came to be considered
in a much more positive light and today this
fact is gaining recognition. But this raises a
fundamental question as regards siting, because
underground power stations obviously have to
be built elsewhere than surface stations. At
the sites of surface stations it may not be pos-
sible to excavate more than two metres with-
out encountering underground watercourses
and other expanses of water. On the other hand
we have disused mines and granite or other
rocky sites at which underground power stations
could be built. I would also remind you that
the gigantic concrete footballs—which is what
these vast reactors look like today—will be
spent after about thirty years; they cannot be
pulled down then but will probably have to be
supplemented by even larger structures.

Today we all agree that nuclear energy is the
only solution open to us. I do not wish to
contradict this belief but I am an optimist and
hope that our scientists will come up with new
answers.

Just think to what extent the surprising discov-
ery of a means of extracting nitrogen from the
air influenced all our agricultural production.
My optimism leads me to hope that a simple
way will one day be found of extracting energy,
perhaps from water. Everything we are doing
today would have been held impossible a
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century ago and we perhaps have no inkling
now of what will be possible in fifty years time.

The question has also been raised as to whether
we in Parliament can discuss this subject with
the necssary knowledge and take a decision on
it. It has been suggested that we must rely on
the scientists. But, ladies and gentlemen, it has
always been known that scientists can make
mistakes and they often cannot agree among
themselves. There was a time when the earth
was believed to be stationary. Galileo thought
differently and was almost burnt at the stake.
Today mistakes are paid for differently. But we
know something about the way in which expert
opinions are drawn up depending on the origin
of the person commissioning the opinion and the
particular position of the expert. I for my part
am constantly being reminded of this fact. In
my home on the Bergstrasse between Heidel-
berg and Frankfurt there is the world’s biggest
nuclear power station at Biblis and it is now
due to be doubled in size. The local population
is seriously concerned and as an elected repre-
sentative of the people it is my duty to consider
this problem extremely seriously without any
form of egoism. The site for this, the world’s
biggest power station, was chosen quite deliber-
ately: it lies on the great central European
electricity grid; to the North there are the big
coal-fired power stations of the Rhine and Ruhr
and to the South the Alpine power stations;
it is decisively important to balance these
sources of supply. The site was chosen for
purely economic reasons. But in my view the
other factors must also be borne in mind,
espectially the safety element.

Our local population accepted the construction
of this first power station very reasonably; but
now they are disturbed and worried by the
proposed installation of what might be termed
a nuclear park, and I must to some extent share
their concern, especially as in our discussion
today the construction of nuclear parks recom-
mended by some is considered extremely pro-
blematic by others. We must recognize and
take into consideration these differences of
opinion. I also know—intending no offence to
Mrs Walz and all those who have worked on
this report, including myself—that this question
will not be solved today on the 13 January 1976;
it will be a matter of continuing interest to us.
We shall not have to raise the subject—it will
raise itself, we cannot escape from it.

I know the problems of the man in the street
and realize that nobody wants a railway be-
cause it takes up space and is noisy and cuts
fields in half—but everyone wants a station.
That is the difficulty with decisions of this kind
and we must see to it that we are convincing

and take every possible precaution in the supply
of energy and choice of sites.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Normanton.

Mr Normanton. — Mr President, Mrs Walz
opened her presentation of this report by using
the word ‘controversial’. She said that she was
introducing, after having involved herself in
the most intensive consideration, a highly con-
troversial subject. Of course it is. We know it
is. But can anyone in this House, with their feet
firmly on the ground, deny that other techno-
logical events, even in the relatively short of
history which we can all remember, have shown
that there have been many developments which
at the time were deemed to be highly contro-
versial and needed very deep consideration.
Within the last 150 years, railways, motor cars,
aircraft and their development, their design,
their use—all of that was controversial. All
change is controversial, and that we as poli-
ticians must accept and take the appropriate
action. But we must ask ourselves, as politicians,
whether we want to oppose change, or to
influence the character, the tempo of that
change. I know where I stand and I know
where many honorable Members in this House
have shown by their words and their deeds
that they stand. From that premise I see it as
the duty of politicians, regardless of their party,
to take a lead, to lead public opinion and not
be the dog being wagged by the tail. I want
the politicians to lead public opinion in the
matter of change and not add to the confusion
which undoubtedly and naturally surrounds the
average citizen of Europe as he watches the
process of change taking place. Were we as
politicans to abdicate our responsibility, I sug-
gest that we should deserve to stand indicted
by future generations for failing to make
provision for their future needs.

The report, Mr President, is one of the most
detailed and best-documented committee reports
which I have seen submitted to this sitting of
Parliament, and in that sense Mrs Walz is to be
highly congratulated for the work she has put
into it. There are many technical points which
are raised in the report, and I think it would
serve little useful purpose to consider them
individually. But fortunately, and I think this
is a characteristic of the report, those points
have been objectively analysed and presented.
I for one am satisfied that the Commission
proposals, if taken in conjunction with Mrs
Walz’s report, provide a fair and reasonable
approach to this highly emotional problem.
They provide clear evidence that only by deal-
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ing with them at Community level and indeed
by the Community can they be resolved.

There is a tendency to be dominated by the
principle of safety in isolation from a whole
range of other factors which must be taken into
account. There is indeed a tendency for some
members of the public—I would like to think
that few responsible politicians can be accused
of this—to judge safety in absolute terms. With
regard to siting and a whole range of technolo-
gical developments and changes, you cannot
follow a policy of safety in absolute terms.
Safety is a relative term and it has to be seen
against a background of a whole range of other
considerations. I think this is the key point
which Mrs Walz has brought out in her report,
and I for one, as an individual and as a
member of the European Conservative Group,
will be happy to give her and her report all the
support which it rightly and richly reserves. We
should give it our support with our votes here
in this House and above all in our national
parliaments and in our local communities.

President. — I call Mr Pisoni.

Mr Pisoni. — (I) Mr President, I shall be very
brief and emphasize only one aspect which,
although it was referred to in several speeches,
undoubtedly deserves our particular attention.

While I am fully in agreement with the report
by Mrs Walz, whom I, too, should like to thank
warmly for her work, I should like to say that
in our search for alternative energy sources we
should of course try to eliminate all the dangers
connected with the use of energy, but we should
also try to combat a danger that is even more
serious and more widespread. In our fear of
some of these risks, we sometimes underestim-
ate the main and much more serious problem,
that of hunger and poverty. It has a direct
bearing on the subject of our debate today. It
is true that a nuclear power station, like any
other energy source, can cause damage, can put
persons at risk, but it is also true that today
throughout the world thousands of people are
dying of hunger and thirst. And it is equally
true that hunger and thirst could be quite
easily overcome if sufficient low-cost energy
was available.

Therefore, if more time is lost, advances in
research now in hand will be delayed, the
solution of problems arising from hunger and
poverty will be put off; if this happens it will
mean, unfortunately, that once again we are
worrying basically about our own well-being
and not about the lives of the many other
human beings inhabiting our planet.

Of course these are dangers involved in our
current enterprise, but who has counted the
dangers of pollution and of the cancers caused by
the combustion products of coal and petrol in the
air we breathe? The dangers, I say, exist but
if we want to transform agriculture we need
energy; if we want to bring water to arid
regions, we need energy. So all the necessary
efforts must be made to eliminate the dangers
arising from the construction of nuclear power
stations, but do not let us complicate things
too much!

Let us by all means strive for improved safety
measures, let us encourage scientists to find
them; but let us also try not to lose time, not
to delay further the installation of these power
stations by looking for unobtainable sites, kow-
towing to anybody who claims to be an
ecologist, a champion of nature and the quality
of life. (He may be that, but we do not want
to be ruled by dreamers).

We cannot all go back to riding about on
bicycles, nor can we live in an environment
totally devoid of risks.

In concluding, I should like to invite the Com-
mission and our governments to launch a
campaign of information in order to ensure
that erroneous beliefs do not delay the imple-
mentation of this programme and the solution
of the grave problems we face, those of
unemployment, poverty and hunger. Even if
we cannot eliminate all the negative phenomena
and all the shortages that afflict us, at least we
can considerably attenuate them if we have
enough energy at low cost. And let us not forget
that this energy may very shortly prove to be
the ‘cleanest’ available.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Springorum.

Mr Springorum. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen. I should like first to repeat on my
own behalf the congratulations and appreciation
which I already expressed on behalf of the
Committee on Energy, Research and Technology
to Mrs Walz. The committee’s appreciation and
recognition were absolutely unanimous.

What was the objective of this own-initiative
report? We, as a political group, wanted to
express our own opinjon on a problem that
scientists and experts have so far not been able
to agree on. We therefore felt that the matter
could only be finally decided in terms of
political responsibility and we felt that it was
up to a parliamentary assembly to express an
opinion, and it has in fact emerged from the
debate here, for which I am extremely grateful,
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that there is a deeply held unanimous view in
this House that recognizes the need for nuclear
energy.

What are the two lines of argument that the
specialists are quarrelling over? I should like
to summarize them as follows: one argument
runs: if we do not build power stations to-day,
we will not have the energy that we need
tomorrow. The other argument goes: if we stop
building power stations to-day, we will not be
contaminated by radioactive pollution tomor-
row.

The second of these views, the counter-
argument, is the line taken by most of the
opponents of nuclear power, who feel that
although the environment will not be destroyed
by atomic explosions, people will be contamin-
ated by radioactivity from the nuclear power
stations. It is interesting that a study was
published a few weeks ago giving figures on
this. This study is based on what I feel are
highly exaggerated assumptions: in the first
place it covers a period of 100 years, then it
assumes an annual 9% increase in electricity
generation with a 4% energy increase. It goes
on to assume that 80% of electricity production
will be derived from nuclear energy by the year
2075. Even if we accept these extremely high
estimates as accurate, it turns out that although
there will indeed be a considerable increase in
the effect of radioactivity on the environment,
it will be far below the borderline. I shall take
only one example here, the example of the
most sensitive part of a living organism, the
thyroid gland of an infant. Over that entire
period, the dose will increase from 0.2 mrem
per annum to 2 mrem. I know that this amount
should in no way be neglected, since it is by no
means comparable with other radioactive doses.
But even if these unrealistic figures are accept-
ed, it is still far below the permissible level.

It is my view that the environmentalists who
fear radioactive pollution of our environment
always forget a very fundamental thing: the
present state of knowledge in the field of micro-
biology is of course extremely limited, but we
do know that in an organism the size of a
human being, millions of cells are being replac-
ed every second and that each new cell gets
its quota of genetic material in the form of two
chains of deoxyribonucleic acid. With such a
furious turnover of cells it is inevitable that
there are sometimes mistakes, but one of the
wonders of the human body is that there are,
as it were, gangs of repair men who are always
ready to sort out these mistakes, and it is, of
course, the various cell enzymes that do this.
They do not work an 8-hour day, they have no
trade union organization, they work round the

clock to make good the damage and—and this
is the interesting thing—they also repair
damage caused by radiation. Of course they
can only cope with this kind of damage up to
a certain level, but the thing the environment-
alists are afraid of, cumulative genetic damage,
does not happen. So the stories that were
appearing in the world press a few weeks ago
to the effect that in a few decades it would be
costing the Americans an extra 10,000 million
dollars a year for the treatment of genetic
disease are not going to come true.

A further point which was repeatedly raised
in the debate and which is of considerable
importance, is the question of the disposal of
radioactive waste products from nuclear power
stations. The spent fuel elements have to be
removed for final storage and this as Mrs Walz
has stated, is still going to cause problems.

The German Federal Government will, I hope,
submit its fourth law on Nuclear Power in a
few months. This law puts forward what I think
is a very interessting idea, the idea of so-called
nuclear parks. This would mean that both the
processing of fuel and the final storage of the
highly radioactive waste would be carried out
in the park. This would have the advantage that
the dangers inherent in transporting the highly
radioactive waste would be practically elimin-
ated. I know the question of where these
substances should finally be stored is still a
highly controversial one. But I am sure that,
here too, many possible methods will be found.
If these reprocessing or disposal areas could
be installed where necessary, all the dangers
that are now being considered in connection
with the theft of plutonium, the transport of
highly radioactive materials, etc. would lose
much of their importance.

I should also like to say a few words on the
objections from our Socialist colleagues. It may
well be that the presentation of this long reso-
lution with its 23 paragraphs is not one hundred
per cent satisfactory. But, Honourable Members,
we considered this motion for a resolution in a
large number of committee meetings, and I did
so again myself this morning. I can simply see
no better way of presenting the paragraphs.
Mr Evans says that he would like to see two
further topics added, but I just cannot see how
this resolution could be further improved. I
would therefore sincerely ask my colleagues
in the Socialist Group to give their full sup-
port here in the House, just as they did in com-
mittee. A referral back cannot possibly enable
the Committee on Energy, Research and Tech-
nology to improve this resolution; on the
contrary I believe any changes we might make
would be for the worse. We would simply argue
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as to which particular paragraphs should be
deleted and quibble about their order, and you
will know, Honourable Members, if you are at
all familiar with the work of politics, that that
kind of thing is hardly ever possible in practice.
I should like to conclude by referring to a
report by a British Royal Commission on the
contraceptive pill. I have already said that the
contraceptive pill is not without certain dangers.
According to the report by the Royal Commis-
sion, for every 100,000 women who take the
contraceptive pill, 2 die every year. The com-
mission concludes that while certain disadvan-
tages of the pill must be taken into account,
in the present state of scientific knowledge, it
represents a risk any normal enlightened person
should be prepared to take without hesitation. I
would say that the same can be said about
nuclear energy, that while certain disadvan-
tages of nuclear energy must be taken into
account, in the present state of scientific know-
ledge it represents a risk ony normal enlighten-
ed person should be prepared to take without
hesitation.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Burgbacher.

Mr Burgbacher. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we have already used up a lot of
time and I shall therefore be as brief and
concise as I can. When Mrs Walz’s report was
submitted I suggested to the Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology, that Mrs
Walz should be appointed general rapporteur
on all future work on nuclear energy matters
—and I should like to repeat that suggestion
here—because there has been no more thorough
and informative treatment of this subject than
the work done by Mrs Walz.

I can wholeheartedly approve of everything
Mrs Walz had to say on the problem of siting
nuclear power stations and on taking the
interests of the public into account. But I cannot
give the same wholehearted approval to the
background and secondary material in the
report. It is a basic principle of fair competition
to praise and display one’s own product, but
it is not one of the basic rules of fair competi-
tion to detract from a competing product. Nor
is it even necessary to do so in this case. But
the future prospects for fossil fuels have been
treated rather too pessimistically in the honour-
able Member’s report. This is regrettable,
because I feel that we shall need all the energy
we can get, irrespective of its kind and of
where in the Community it is located, if we are
to master the energy crisis, which far from
being over, has yet to reach its climax. Nuclear
power stations and money are not enough in

themselves. We must use every source of energy
that we can.

The request for referral back of the report and
the motion for a resolution is unjustified after
what the rapporteur has said. She has stated
quite explicitly that this is only the first in a
series of reports, and that there are many relat-
ed problems that have still to be considered.
We cannot do better than approach this vital
problem in a number of stages. We cannot hope
to master everything at once. If this House
were to deal comprehensively and definitively
with the whole problem it would have to sit
permanently and we would all have to take
several months leave for the purpose. That is
why, if I may say so, it would not be fair to
ask for a referral back of this substantial piece
of work which, as the rapporteur herself has
stated, is only the beginning of an even more
comprehensive treatment of the problem.

I said I was sorry that the question of possible
combinations of nuclear and other primary
sources of energy could not be raised. Perhaps
this approach is premature in relation to other
problems but I shall refer only to the extremely
futuristic example of the use of waste heat
from high-temperature reactors in coal gasifi-
cation or liquefaction. This would be a low-cost
forward-looking combination and particularly
suited to brown coal and hard coal.

I say again that we need all forms of energy.
Today it may look as if our energy supplies
are sufficient. This is an illusion. Our energy
supplies are inadequate, particularly if, as we
all hope, believe and wish, slow economic and
industrial recovery is now under way in Europe.
We use about 80% of our energy resources in
production and only 20 or 25% for consumer
purposes.

When the recession has caused production to
fall, we must not expect, when we begin to
recover from the recession and production picks
up, that we will need only as much energy as
we did before, but what is this House, what is
the European Community, doing to prepare
itself for a planned recovery in every country,
so that when it takes place there will be enough
energy to cover demand? I am afraid—and I
intend this to be taken as a warning—that we
are wasting time we could now be using to
produce the energy we will need when our
economies do recover, the more so since we are
all aware that economic growth and wages are
utterly dependent on the energy resources we
have available. I repeat: we need all resources
of energy we can get to maintain the levels of
economic growth and prosperity we had before
and which we all want to keep.
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I therefore say we should approve the report
and the motion for a resolution and resolve to
submit shortly to this House a further study,
Volume II, as it were, of a series, so that we
come firmly to grips with the problem.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Hamilton.

Mr Hamilton. — Mr President, I would like {o
say a few words first of all to congratulate Mrs
Walz and everybody who assisted in preparing
this very impressive report and to congratulate
her on the manner in which she presented it to
this Parliament. If there are any criticisms that
I might make they are no reflection on those
who prepared the report, nor on its quality.

I think we all recognize here that the produc-
tion of sufficient energy to sustain and increase
our standard of living Europe, and indeed in
the rest of the world, is one of the most impor-
tant problems we have to tackle and I consider
this report makes a small but important contri-
bution to the solution of that problem. Where
I would disagree with the report in some
measure is in the way in which it presumes,
to a greater extent than is warranted by the
facts, that the nuclear energy programme can
be determined in greater or lesser degree by a
European plan for the siting of nuclear power
stations. I do not believe you can achieve a
harmonized policy covering the whole of Europe,
because the geographical and other problems
are so vastly different in the different countries
of the Nine that what is good for one country
is not necessarily good for another.

Another reservation I have about the report—
and I think Mrs Walz was aware of this in the
short time that I was able to participate in the
proceedings of the committee at an advanced
stage in the preparation of this report—concerns
the lack of emphasis on the safety measures
and the risks involved in going forward with
a programme involving extensive use of nuclear
power. I think it is accepted by the Nine that
we have to go forward with this programme but
I think the risks involved and the safety factors
involved have not been sufficiently underlined
for a variety of reasons, some of them economic,
some of them political and for other reasons.
There are great risks involved that are in no
way comparable to those in any other industry.
In the course of this debate in the course of the
committee proceedings, reference was made to
danger in the coal mines, danger even crossing
a London street. These are in no way compar-
able in degree or in nature to the risks inherent
in nuclear energy.

Begore I go on to my own personal views on those
matters, I would like to say that Lord Bessbo-
rough quoted almost verbatim from the brief
supplied to him and to us in the UK delegation
by the Department of Energy in London, and
that is what it is provided for, I presume. That
brief went into detail and suggested certain
amendments to the Walz report, which is one
good reason why we should either refer it back
or bring into it the amendments suggested by
our department. But the only point I want to
make is to emphasize that wherever we site
these nuclear stations, we cannot lightly brush
aside the dangers that are involved.

The most dangerous civil aspect is the problem
of quantities of highly radioactive wastes, some
of which will have to be neutralized for 500 to
600 years, but plutonium waste has a life of a
quarter of a million years and there is no known
satisfactory method at the moment of contain-
ing this, except by enclosing it in steel tanks
which are constantly cooled. The atomic reactors
themselves have a life of between 20 and 25
years—something of that order. But when they
reach the end of their working life they will
require guarding for approximately one hund-
red thousand years. Now to pretend that the
dangers inherent in coal mining or in crossing
the roads in London, are in any degree compar-
able to that, is deceiving the peoples of the
European Community and everybody else. If
we are going to embark on this programme, and
it is too late now I fear to draw back, the
people must be aware of this and when Mrs
Walz in the report says that the British public
have been fully informed about these things I
must deny that. I do not believe that if you
went among the ordinary people of Britain and
asked them if they knew any of those two or
three facts that I have now given, you would
find more than 1 in 100 who would be aware
of them. We really must tell our people that if
their standard of living has got to depend on an
increased supply of nuclear energy from nuclear
power stations, then this is the kind of price
that they and their children and their grand-
children and their great grandchildren will have

to pay.

But it is worse than that of course, because—
and I end with this point—the big powers in
this business, and there are very big companies
involved in the United States, in Canada, in
France, in Germany and to a lesser extent in
my country, are now seeing that there is a very
big market for this kind of hardware among
the underdeveloped countries. And I think there
is some very disturbing evidence that some of
the underdeveloped countries, some of the
impoverished countries are seeking to obtain
this hardware, not specifically for the produc-
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tion of electricity but for the production of
plutonium for military purposes. I think these
dangers too have got to be spelt out and the
Community must seek to take measures
together to prevent the spread of nuclear
power in that direction for those purposes.

I think I have said enough to express my alarm
and say in conclusion to Mrs Walz I very much
regret the inference that people like myself are
motivated by emotional irrationality. It is not
true. There are very highly qualified academics,
highly qualified scientists, highly qualified
technologists who take the same view as I do
on these matters. We are very deeply disturbed
by the dangers inherent in this programme.
However, as we now appear to be committed
to going on with it, it behoves us all to bend
our every endeavour to tell everybody in the
Community and in the world what the conse-
quences are for the whole of the world’s popu-
lation—not only in Europe but in all the under-
developed parts of the world as well.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Flamig.

Mr Flimig. — (D) Mr President, I should like to
speak very briefly since I have been referred
to personally.

Mr Noé has objected that since I agreed with
the Committee for Energy, Research and Tech-
nology, he cannot understand why I am now
taking a different view. I should like to make
it clear that I was not speaking on my own
behalf, but on behalf of the Socialist Group
and have simply put forward the outcome of
several hours of discussion within the group,
and a majority of members felt that there
should be certain changes and improvements.

President. — I call Mr Simonet.

Mr Simonet. Vice-President of the Commis-
sion. — (F) Mr President, I should first like fo
offer my very sincere thanks to Mrs Walz and
the committee on whose behalf she has pre-
sented this report. I would stress that my
thanks are not meant in the conventional
way or as a matter of courtesy, which is the
rule in this Assembly, but as an expression of
true gratitude: in taking the initiative and
tackling all the extremely controversial and
also emotionally charged problems that the
development of the Community’s nuclear policy
poses, the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology has demonstrated a form of courage
which, unlike common sense, is not generally
shown: political courage.

It is in fact easier at the present time for a
parliament, for politicians, to follow the course
indicated by more or less representative groups
which have assumed the right to speak on
behalf of the people, basing themselves on what
are at times debatable scientific studies to
rouse the public, to condem relentlessly the
gradual development of nuclear power stations
and thus jeopardize the development of the
Community’s autonomy with respect to energy.

Without ignoring—and we have often discussed
this—the potential of other sources of primary
energy such as coal and natural gas, there is
no doubt—no one, I think, has seriously
disputed this—that efforts to achieve the
objective of greater autonomy in the energy
sector by 1985 must centre on speeding up the
construction of nuclear power stations.

We have never said that this must be done
with undue haste or ruthlessly, without account
being taken of all the economic, technical and
ecological studies, without taking the precau-
tions which, it should be noted, apply to all
types of power station and to all activities in
the energy sector. In fact, we feel—and I believe
that Parliament supports this view—that if the
Community is to become less dependent than
it has been in the last few years on imported
energy, all-embracing internal and external eco-
nomic policy measures must be drawn up, the
potential of other sources of energy mut not be
ignored, any means of reaching agreement with
energy-producing countries of importance to us
must be explored, but we must also give pre-
ference to nuclear energy in our efforts.

I feel, therefore, that in the introduction to the
report and in the text of the motion for a
resolution itself, Mrs Walz has shown a great
deal of courage and that we must be grateful
for this. This is in no way meant to prejudge
Parliament’s right to re-examine the text of
this motion, on which it is not for me to pass
an opinion, since all I intend to do is to pro-
vide some information on what already exists,
which very largely agrees with what is con-
tained in the motion for a resolution and the
supporting documents.

If nuclear energy is going to be used to a
greater extent and if we are to achieve as a
consequence the level of independence or
reduced dependence called for in the motion
for a resolution, the *%goal that forms the basis
of the common energy policy approved by the
Council, we also believe that a major information
campaign must be launched at the same time
—the Commission itself has just completed a
number of studies and set this campaign in
motion—and that a fixed and controllable
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framework of criteria which can be uniformly
applied throughout the Community and are
based not only on economic, but also ideological
considerations, must be defined. It would thus be
possible every time a decision was to be taken,
for a proper preliminary study to be made in
all the Community countries, taking account of
every aspect affecting the environment, living
conditions and the ecological balance of the
region concerned.

Sharing the concern expressed in the report,
we also feel that this protection must be pro-
vided in equal measure for all citizens of the
Community, which primarily raises the tech-
nical problem that I have just mentioned, of
setting up uniform criteria to be applied when
a site is being studied and also of harmonizing
the administrative procedures governing the
issue of permits. On this point my opinion may
diverge from that expressed in the report. It
seems to me more advisable to tackle the
harmonization of technical criteria before going
into the administrative arrangements.

The report—and here I fully agree with the
text before you—attaches a very great deal of
importance to the transport of nuclear materials.

Studies have already begun on, more particu-
larly, the transport and treatment of plutonium.
As regards the problem of selecting sites, the
Council instructed the Commission on 3 March
1975 to set up a system of planning for the
location of nuclear power stations in collabora-
tion with the national experts. I would add that
in addition to the conventional siting of nuclear
power stations on terra firma, the Commission
is at present studying the problem of off-shore
power stations with a group of electricity pro-
ducers. It will shortly be signing a contract with
an independent society for a study on the
structural economic conditions and ecological
conditions related to the creation of nuclear
parks.

Those, Mr President, were the few remarks I
wanted to make, and I would stress that the
work already begun by the Commission very
largely tallies with the course of action pro-
posed by Mrs Walz

I should like to finish by replying to the
question put by Lord Bessborough. The Com-
mission is at present studying the possibility
of internal reorganization so as to group all
the services concerned with security problems
together. I do not know if we will go as far
as creating a controlling body like that referred
to in Mr Tindemans’ report. Whatever happens
—and this is in line with what has been said
on the need for information—I believe that one
of the important elements of the information

campaign will be to propose to our peoples
the creation of a body responsible for watching
over the implementation, at Community and
Member State level, of all legislation aimed at
ensuring the safety of nuclear facilities.

I wanted to address one word to Lord Bess-
borough. I thank him for having called me an
old friend and I note the criterion he gave
for granting that honorary degree, namely an
acquaintance of three years! Thank you very
much.

(Laughter and applause)

President. — I call Mr Flimig for a procedural
motion.

Mr Flimig. — (D) Mr President, on behalf of
the Socialist Group. I should like to follow
up what I have already stated with the follow-
ing motion: we move that the resolution be
referred back to the committee because our
feeling is that the excellent report by Mrs
Walz, for which we thank her warmly and
which we consider a first-rate piece of work,
deserves a better resolution. We do not agree
with the chairman of the committee that the
resolution cannot be further improved. We feel
that the resolution can be tightened up, that
the order of the paragraphs should be changed
and that certain points should be further
clarified.

We feel that we are putting forward a legitimate
motion and that requests of this kind have
usually been accepted in this House. If the
House cannot agree to this request, Mr Pre-
sident, and votes against us, then I must tell
you, on behalf of my group chairman, that our
group will feel obliged to abstain from the
vote on the motion for a resolution, not in
any way as a criticism of Mrs Walz but as a
criticism of those Members who refuse to grant
our request.

President. — I call Mr Springorum.

Mr Springorum, chairman of the Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology. — (D)
Mr President, we have been working on this
report for about a year, we devoted several
meetings to the motion for a resolution.
Obviously we had to take the requests of other
Members into account and I should like to
make it perfectly clear that most of these
requests came from Members from the Socialist
Group.

I simply cannot conceive in what way this
motion for a resolution could possibly be
improved by further discussion and I must ask
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this House not to expect more of a committee
than it is possible for it to produce. I therefore
ask that the motion be rejected.

(Applause from the right)

President. — I call Mr Hamilton who will speak
in favour of the motion.

Mr Hamilton. — I just want to say one or two
words in favour of the recommendation ‘made
by my group. I did refer in the course of my
remarks to the brief that we received from
the UK Government, specifying amendments
which might be incorporated in the report to
improve it. We do not seek to destroy it but
to improve it, and those amendments came to
us- too late in the committee. I think there
are other reasons why this report as it stands
is not satisfactory to the Socialist Group and
therefore T think we ought to support the
resolution proposed by my honourable friend.

President. — I call Mr Krieg to speak against
the motion.

Mr Krieg. — (F) Mr President, I am against
the reference of this motion for a resolution
back to the committee. One can obviously
always try to do better, add a paragraph,
delete two others, change a few commas, add
some semi-colons and so on. But let us admit
that if we continue to act as we have already
done at the beginning of the afternoon, we
shall be condemned to complete powerlessness.
And we repeatedly hear European parlia-
mentarians, whether or not they belong to
this Assembly, complaining of the European
Parliament’s powerlessness. We have now been
discussing Mrs Walz’s report for four hours.
I have followed this debate with a great deal
of interest. I have heard nothing but words of
praise for the report. I have not heard one
serious word of criticism. And now they tell us,
after the Commission has been having discussions
for a year, that the British Government will,
it seems, have a number of amendments to
make. But did not this British Government,
which has been in power for over a year, if
I am not mistaken, have plenty of time to
make its amendments?

(Loud applause from the right)

I cannot therefore imagine that our Assembly
will agree to this request, and I very seriously
ask it to take a decision on this.

What would happen if we accepted the Socialist
Group’s proposal? Such a decision would quite
simply be interpreted outside this Assembly,
where people may not understand various par-

liamentary subtleties, as a rejection of the
report that has been submitted and undoubtedly
as the postponement of this Community policy,
which we all claim to be so necessary, until
some time in the future. Our committee will
again spend months studying the same problem,
and Mrs Walz will submit to us in six months’
or a year’s time a report which is as good as the
one we are examining today but which, I believe,
cannot add anything. I feel, Mr President, that
we must now have the political will to take a
decision not to put off this problem for six
months or a year.

(Applause from the right)

President. — I put to the vote the motion to
refer the Walz report back to the committee.
The motion is rejected.

I call Mrs Kruchow for a procedural motion.
Mrs Kruchow. — (DK) Could we vote separately

on paragraphs 2 and 5 of the motion for a
resolution, before voting on the whole text?

President. — A separate vote has been asked for
on paragraphs 2 and 5 of the motion for a
resolution.

We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution.

I put the preamble and paragraph 1 to the
vote.

They are adopted.

I call Mr Fellermaier for a procedural motion.
Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, I request
an adjournment for 15 minutes, as the Socialist

Group would like to withdraw for a group
meeting.

President. — I am prepared to agree to this
and in accordance with Rule 8 the proceedings
will be suspended for 15 minutes precisely.

(Protests from the right)
Mr Krieg. — (F) But the vote has already
started!

(The sitting was supended at 7 p.m. and
resumed at 7.15 p.m.)

President. — We now resume consideration of
the motion for a resolution.

I put paragraph 2 of the resolution to the vote.
Paragraph 2 is adopted.
I put paragraphs 3 and 4 to the vote.
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Paragraphs 3 and 4 are adopted.

I put paragraph 5 to the vote.
Paragraph 5 is adopted.

I put paragraphs 6 to 25 to the vote.
Paragraphs 6 to 25 are adopted.

I put the motion for a resolution as a whole
to the vote.

The resolution is adopted.!
(Applause from the right)

10. Outcome of the meeting of the Council
of Research Ministers on 15 December 1975

President. — The next item is the motion for
a resolution with request for debate by urgent
procedure pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of
Procedure, tabled by Mr Springorum, on behalf
of the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, on the outcome of the meeting of
the Council of Research Ministers on 15 Decem-
ber 1975 (Doc. 463/75).

I call Mr Springorum.

Mr Springorum, rapporteur. — (D)} Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, since we have
devoted so much time to Mrs Walz’s report I
shall be as brief as I can. We members of the
Committee on Energy, Research and Technology
were delighted at having succeeded here in the
European Parliament in getting the appropria-
tions for indirect research activity restored to
the budget and at -the fact that Parliament’s
proposal had been accepted by the Council of
Finance Ministers, and we were therefore
hoping that a start could be made as quickly
as possible with research in important fields,
in particular in nuclear energy. We were there-
fore all the more disappointed to hear that the
Council of Research Ministers had failed to
reach a decision and had adjourned.

The point of this motion for a resolution is
that the European Parliament should draw the
attention of the Research Ministers at their
next meeting to the fact that it feels that no
more precious time must be wasted before a
start is made on this fundamental Community
research activity. We want to make this very
clear with this motion for a resolution and we
hope this will have some effect on the Council
of Research Ministers. As a committee, we
therefore ask the House to adopt this motion for
a resolution unanimously.

(Applause)

1 0J C 28 of 9. 2. 1976.

President. — I call Mr Giraud to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, I should merely
like to say on behalf of the Socialist Group
that we fully agree with the motion for a
resolution, which was, moreover, unanimously
adopted by the Committee on Energy, Research
and Technology.

At a time when the energy situation is
extremely serious, thermonuclear fusion should,
though, sad to say, not for some considerable
time yet, solve the problems that we have
discussed for several hours in this Assembly.
We all know, or at least we all hope, that fusion
will generally reduce the dangers of pollution
that we discussed for such a long time just now.

I should therefore like to say that Parliament
has the honour in this field of supporting with
its motion for a resolution a Commission that
is opposed by the Council, which does not seem
to understand that the JET project, which has
been submitted to us for our consideration, is one
of those rare cases where Europe will be able
in the years to come to give expression to its
originality, its independence and even, to a
greater extent, the lead it has gained in this
area over all other world powers.

Consequently, I believe we must try to influence
our governments in an effort to have them take
as soon as possible the decision that we await,
the decision to implement this project immedi-
ately and at Community level.

I would add just one more word. We all know
that siting problems are behind the hesitation.
To the Socialist Group this seems to be some-
thing of a secondary consideration. A well-known
car manufacturer once said that people could
have cars of any colour as long as it was black.
We must not say that we agree to any site as
long as it is ours. The governments, or at least
some of them, must therefore overcome their
understandable apprehension and take an active
part in this field, which may be one of the
greatest assets for Europe’s technology, Europe’s
energy and for Europe as such in the next
25 years.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Noé to speak on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Noé. — (I) Mr President, this Parliament
has always been in favour of an early imple-
mentation of the nuclear fusion programme.
The hour is late but I should like to be allowed
to summarize briefly the basic reasons for our
attitude.
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The first is this: if the energy of fusion is
used, the fuel will be available in virtually
unlimited quantities, very cheaply, and will be
needed in very small amounts. Therefore all the
problems that we now face — let us just think
of the enormous quantities of oil that need to be
transported — will disappear. This is the prin-
cipal advantage of the system, because the fuel
will consist simply of deuterium, that is hydrogen
extracted from heavy water, and lithium.
Lithium is present in the sea in unlimited
quantities. These two substances are sufficient
for the fusion process.

Another, less important, but still considerable,
advantage is that there will be no need to
transport radioactive material over long distan-
ces. Here, then, we have two advantages really
worth considering. But the implementation of
the project is anything but easy. Side by side
with these enormous advantages we have tech-
nical difficulties to overcome and here, for once,
Europe is in competition with the United States
and with Russia but at the same stage. This is
why we simply must not lose time.

I want to say that the choice made by the Com-
mission is the most rational that could have
been made, because there are two main ways
of achieving nuclear fusion: magnetic confine-
ment (on which I shall say a few words in a
moment) or by the use of powerful lasers. The
Commission chose the first because research
on this is more advanced, while on big lasers
there is a certain amount of overlap with mili-
tary research, which means that the informa-
tion available is rather vague. Nevertheless, it
seems, from such knowledge as we have, that to
attain fusion, lasers some thousands times
stronger than those now existing would be
needed. I believe, therefore, that in the present
state of the art, the Commission has made the
right choice. There are also two major types of
apparatus that can be used in the magnetic
confinement method: the one called the Toka-
mak has been chosen. This is a solution origi-
nally devised in the Soviet Union, wvarious
smaller versions of which having since been
designed, and it is a JET device of this type
that the Commission now proposes to construct,
consisting of an endless cylinder closed in on
itself like a doughnut—within which fusion is
induced by induction currents. In North Ame-
rica and in the Soviet Union, side by side with
work on this closed configuration, experiments
are being made on rectilineal cylinders where,
obviously, because of the existence of extre-
mities, end effects arise. Both the Americains
and the Russians think that these experiments
will enable them to develop a method of direct
electricity production by making electrons and
ions escaping from the open ends of the tube

strike the opposite ends of a large metal plate,
thus generating a current. But the outcome of
this research remains uncertain. I should think
the Commission has done well to abandon this
line and concentrate all its effort on the Toka-
mak.

Let me add at once that the Tokamak now
to be constructed under the JET programme will
require, as I see it, 135 million units of account,
out of a total appropriation of 600 million over
5 years, i.e. it will represent a major part, and
indeed the most important piece of apparatus,
in the whole programme, though it will not
account for the entire programme.

This is why I think that Commissioner Brun-
ner was right when he tried to put the question
of site selection in perspective, because basically
the programme does not comprise only the JET
project, there are also some other items. We
should also be clear that the JET project, which
will require a considerable effort and several
years for its completion, will not solve the pro-
blem for us; it will represent an important
stage but after the Tokamak JET we shall have
to construct yet another, and then one more to
achieve, towards the year 2 000, the final solu-
tion. Therefore most probably if a country
chooses the JET solution now, once the cycle is
completed, it can go to another country. For
these reasons the choice of site is not so critical.

I wanted to speak about what happens inside
a Tokamak, but the hour is late. I shall only
stress that lithium—the liquid metal in the
outer part of the Tokamak—serves to slow
down the electrons which are produced inside,
and that these electrons, slowed down by the
lithium shield, produce tritium which subse-
quently can be used again as a fuel. Effectively,
therefore, the deuterium and the tritium are
fuels which regenerate themselves. Tritium,
which is radioactive, is always contained within
the torus and never leaves it, except perhaps
for some minor leak, but what is important is
that there is never contact between the radio-
active material and the external environment.
The three essential parameters are: tempera-
ture, confinement time (that is the time during
which the magnetic field can sustain the fusion
process within it), and plasma density. The
plasma must reach high densities and the essen-
tial point is that the product of plasma density
and confinement time should reach a certain
value. The difficulties, thus are very consider-
able, because the temperature must be of the
order of 100 million degrees, that is such as
no known material can support: hence the need
for a magnetic field as a means of confinement.
But some materials are needed to back up the
magnetic field and my modest request to the
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Commission is that, in addition to the essential
physics research for developing the process,
materials studies should be initiated in good
time: for it would be most unfortunate if we
solved the fusion process problem but did not
have adequate materials to hand.

I shall say no more on this, but would like to
say a few words on the question of site selec-
tion. I know that it is not of dramatically cri-
tical importance, but, both logically and from
Community considerations, I think that the choice
of Ispra could be most appropriate. In fact the
siting committee has put Ispra first on the list
for a number of reasons: Ispra would represent
a Community solution, since the JET project
would be developed side by side with a Com-
munity establishment, and not a national one;
it would also be the least expensive solution for
the following three reasons: because the nearby
Lake Elio is a source of electric power for high
voltage generation, and because there are
already in existence there buildings and per-
fectly suitable general data-processing and
documentation services in physics and
chemistry. In my opinion, therefore, Ispra
because it is a Community centre and because
it is cheaper, provides a solution that would
not pose dramatic choices before other coun-
tries, which instead could meanwhile carry
out parallel work so as to achieve a more
powerful Tokamak at a later stage. Undoub-
tedly, too, this solution would be most helpful
towards relaunching Ispra activities. I know
that we are talking about applied research,
falling, in a sense, outside the terms of the
establishment’s activities but it would represent
the advantages that I have described and that
I would not have dared mention had not the
siting committee itself put Ispra top of the
list, and if I did not think myself that this would
be a contribution towards relaunching a Com-
munity establishment that in the pas has
caused so many headaches to this Assembly.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Hougardy to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.

Mr Hougardy. — (F) Mr President, I feel I have
nothing to add to the brilliant speech that
Mr Noé has just made, except to say on behalf
of the Liberal and Allies Group that I fully
approve the motion for a resolution tabled by
Mr Springorum.

The members of the Commission will, I am
sure, do everything that is required to champion
research in the manner indicated by Mr Sprin-
gorum,

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Krieg to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.

Mr Krieg. — (F) Mr President, not having the
technical knowledge of Mr Noe, I shall try
to be as brief as Mr Hougardy.

The Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats, on whose behalf I am speaking, fully
approves the motion for a resolution before
us, all the more so as it regrets the inertia
demonstrated in the past and more recently by
the Council of Research Ministers.

It therefore feels today that a decision must
be taken and that progress must be made. My
group therefore also asks the European Par-
liament to adopt the motion that has been
tabled.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Brunner.

Mr Brunner, member of the Commission. — (D)
Mr President, the situation is basically as
follows: the programmes are ready. We have
been preparing 3 000 research specialists and
technicians over a period of several years. The
money is available. It was this Parliament that
entered the appropriations in the budget. The
decision on the programme is now due. All the
Ministers have said that they agree to the pro-
gramme in principle.

Why, then, is it being held up ? It is being held
up because agreement cannot be reached on a
secondary point. The secondary point is the
siting of this JET plasma machine. I should not
like this plasma machine to become a prestige
object. It is not another Eiffel Tower. We do not
want to start another dance round a golden
calf. All that matters is to get started. And the
decision on the siting of the machine is not a
programming decision. It is a secondary decision.
I can readily foresee an agreement being
reached on this matter. We do not need a unani-
mous decision. The Ministers have therefore
been urged to make a definite programme deci-
sion at their next meeting on 24 February
1976.

On this occasion the Commission will also make
a proposal on the siting of the machine. This
will give the Ministers the opportunity to use a
voting mechanism which should finally enable
us to make progress in this matter.

I thank you for your support. I thank you also
for being the forerunners of European scientific
research on this matter.

(Applause)
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President. — Since no one else wishes to speak
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted.?!

11. Directive concerning the taking up of
activities in direct insurance

President. — The next item is the report drawn
up by Mr Schworer, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on
the proposal from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council for a directive
amending the Council Directive of 24 July 1973
on the coordination of laws, regulations and
administrative provisions concerning the taking
up and pursuit of activities in direct insurance
other than life assurance (Doc. 394/75).

I call Mr Schwoérer.

Mr Schwérer, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, on 24 July 1973 the
Council of Ministers implemented the directive
on the coordination of laws, regulations and
administrative provisions concerning the taking
up and pursuit of activities in direct insurance.
This directive contains a definition, in respect of
financial data, of the unit of account based on
the definition laid down in the Statute of the
European Investment Bank. The basis, in accor-
dance with Article 4 is the gold parity. Every
Member of this House knows that the gold
parity can no longer be used. Article 4 of the
Statute of the European Investment Bank is
therefore being changed. The Board of Gover-
nors decided on 18 March 1975 to use a new
definition of the monetary unit for internal
purposes. This new European monetary unit was
fixed for the first time in the Lomé Conven-
tion. It is based on a basket of different amounts
of the currencies of the nine Member States.
The unit of account changes its value from day
to day but the differences are relatively small.
This mixture is therefore a real step forward.
It is undoubtedly the best of the numerous
European monetary units.

This unit of account is being used by various
State authorities for the determination of the
minimum guarantee fund that wundertakings
must establish and of the contribution income
level which has to be reached before certain
mutual associations can come within the scope
of application of the directive and to specify
certain thresholds relating to the calculation of
the solvency margin.
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From the point of view of creating equal
conditions of competition in the Member States,
adoption of the Commission’s proposal can be
recommended. This will ensure that the actual
economic criteria laid down by the directive,
that is to say the financial aspects which I
have just referred to, will be applied uniformly
in all the Member States.

The same objective is served by the creation
of more or less similar systems for the pro-
tection of insured persons. The proposal should
also be considered in the light of efforts to
replace the different units of account with a
single European unit.

According to the Commission’s proposal, the
exchange rates applying on the last working day
of the year should be used to determine the
value of the European unit of account in terms
of national currencies. This seems an appro-
priate solution. On the one hand it ensures that
the economic criteria will always be adjusted
to the latest developments. At the same time
this cannot happen every day. One particular
day has to be chosen. The question may well
arise as to whether the choice of the exchange
rates on the last day of the year could cause
the insurance undertakings difficulties in estim-
ating the amount of the minimum Guarantee
Fund in national currency at the end of the
accounting year.

The Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs would also like to ask the Commission
to incorporate this change in its proposal for
a directive concerning the life insurance com-
panies.

The Committee on Budgets has put forward in
its opinion a proposal, which the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs gladly supports,
calling for broadly-based action designed to
contribute to a more positive degree of equili-
brium between the economies of Member States.
This would reduce the variations in national
Community currencies in terms of each other
to a minimum. We fully support this request
since it calls on all European Institutions to
make European Economic and Monetary Union
a reality.

The Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, on behalf of which I have the honour
of submitting this report, thus approves the
Commission’s proposal for a directive and asks
that it be passed as soon as possible by the
Council.

The Christian-Democratic Group, on behalf of
which I can also speak, agrees with the posi-
tion taken by the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs. We are concerned with a
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measure designed to eliminate distortions in
competition, but I am happy to see that the
introduction of the new Lomé unit of account to
the field of insurance activity shows that the
Commission is anxious to make progress with
the implementation of a single European unit
—and I stress here the word ‘single’.

I am sure that the House will give its full
approval to the positive effects on European
political integration of this step.

(Applause).

President. — I call Mr Lagorce to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.

Mr Lagorce. — (F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I shall not dwell on the technical
and political advantages of replacing the unit
of account based on the parity of gold by the
European unit of account which takes account
of the fluctuation of exchange rates.

I should simply like to make one observation.
Mr Fourcade said when the European unit of
account was introduced, that the Community
was setting out on a course which would even-
tually lead to the creation of a European cur-
rency. That is, I feel, attaching a great deal of
importance to what is no more than a con-
venient instrument for clearing the Commun-
ity’s accounts and for introducing a greater
degree of fairness to the financial rights and
duties of the Member States. The motion now
under consideration is an example of this.

But the growing frequency with which the
European unit of account is used raises the prob-
lem of its general application, possibly fairly
soon, in the various sectors of activity in the
Community.

The present situation is in fact having serious
implications particularly in agriculture, to name
but one field. But this general application
presupposes solutions being found to technical
and political problems whose complexity cannot
be underestimated. Moreover, from the budge-
tary point of view, the Audit Board has on
several occcasions referred to the problems
connected with the unit of account. I could
quote numerous examples that I have collected,
but I will spare you.

In my opinion the pressent situation must be
changed, perhaps in 1976. The in-depth invest-
igation required might take place in the context
of the reports on the giving of a discharge in
respect of the financial accounts for 1972 or
1973, or of the report on the revision of the
Financial Regulation. Would that be possible?
With that question I shall close this brief

speech in which I have confined myself to
raising a matter which I felt to be important,
without dwelling on the technical details.

Finally, to revert to the real subject of the
debate, the Socialist Group recommends the
House to adopt this motion for a resolution in
view of the favourable attitude taken by the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
and the Committee on Budgets.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Simonet.

Mr Simonet, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (F) Mr President, I have very little to add to
what Mr Schworer and Mr Lagorce have said.
I should like to thank the rapporteur and the
Commission on Economic and Monetary Affairs.
Replying to Mr Lagorce, I would say that the
Commission is endeavouring, whenever pos-
sible, to use the unit of account for all the Com-~
munity’s economic activities.

President. — Since no one else wishes to speak,
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted. !

12. Directive on waste from the titanium
dioxide industry

President. — The next item is the report drawn
up by Mr Premoli, on behalf of the Committee
on Public Health and the Environment, on the
proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a directive on
waste from the titanium dioxide industry (Doc.
457/175).

I call Mr Premoli.

Mr Premoli, rapporteur. — (I} Everywhere in
Europe, but more particularly in my own coun-
try, pollution of the sea by titanium dioxide
popularly known as ‘red mud’, has been a cause
of anxiety. The presence of this mud in the
Tyrrhenian Sea was the subject of a court
case—the Scarlino case—which resulted in
heavy fines on the management of Montedison,
found guilty of having caused the pollution.
Thus an end was put to one of the gravest cases
of environmental disturbance in the Mediter-
ranean Sea which, as we know, is particularly
vulnerable to ecological damage both because
of the density of the population and industry
and because of its extremely slight water flow:
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a bottle thrown in at Gibraltar would appear
near Suez only 80 years later.

We should therefore be grateful to the Com-
mission, and especially to its Vice-President,
Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, for drawing up general
legislation that meets public anxieties on this
sensitive problem. Titanium dioxide is a raw
material for the production of paints and var-
nishes and it has a directly poisonous effect in
man, destroys plankton, and repulses or kills
fish, causing immense losses to the fishing
industry, especially in Corsica which fortunately
has found a powerful champion in the doyen of
the French Assembly, Virgile Barel.

If we consider that for every ton of the finished
product 10 tons of residue are discharged into
the sea, we can get an idea of the extent of the
damage caused to the environment. To complete
this disturbing picture I should like to add that
this is one of the few growth industries in the
Community: over the next decade a doubling
of output is forecast.

The aim of the directive, as you know, is to
reduce gradually, until complete elimination,
marine pollution due to titanium dioxide waste.
Three specific measures are intended to achieve
this ambitious objective: dumping of this waste
at sea or storage on or in the ground should
require authorization from the Commission of
the European Communities, after consultation of
the competent authority of the Member State in
whose territory the industrial plant is situated.
Every dumping operation is to be subject to
ecological supervision and be accompanied by
systematic monitoring of the environment
before and after the dumping, to ensure that it
is discontinued if injurious effects should be
found; finally, there is provision for a planned
reduction of pollution and other environmental
damage.

On this last point we feel the Commission
deserves praise for having wisely opted for
differentiated timetables for the reduction of
pollution by new and existing industrial estab-
lishments. For example, while new industrial
establishments will be required to reduce to
30% total pollution due to them by 1978, those
already existing are set the target of only
70%/0,

With this decision we agree, but as representa-
tives and spokesmen for European public
opinion we feel we must ask that the overall
period allowed for total elimination of this
form of environmental pollution should be redu-
ced from 10 to 8 years.

We also approve the fact that the Commission
makes no distinction between inland seas, such

as the Mediterranean and open ones, such as the
Atlantic, as regards the dumping of slag, because
any such distinction could have given rise to
grave distortions of competition with injurious
effects for the sensitive state of the Western
economy.

While adhering to the principle of ‘polluter
pays’, we have wondered whether there is not a
case for the rapid drafting and initiation of an
improvement plan to remedy the effects of
the chaotic industrialization of recent years,
and thus we propose that any aids should be
granted in the form of credits and, possibly,
actual subsidies.

Such aids are likely to accelerate the process
of reclamation of the Mediterranean because the
cost of anti-pollution measures would load the
price of the finished product too heavily, and
make the industry no longer competitive. Thus
in the French National Assembly a debate was
recently held on the alleged uncontrolled dis-
charge of titanium dioxide by Montedison; these
residues were said to have been insufficiently
treated before dumping in the sea because the
treatment process was too expensive.

While we acknowledge that the effort made by
Montedison at Scarlino—to go back to the
example already quoted—is certainly consider-
able, we must, nevertheless, point out that only
Community legislation laying down equally
binding standards for producers in neighbouring
countries can achieve the desired effect of
making this sea, of such vital importance to
the trade, industry and tourism of its coastal
countries clean again.

Finally, it is to be hoped that equally drastic
measures will be applied to other forms of
pollution, such as the ‘yellow mud’ (of which
4 % tons a day are discharged into the
estuary of the Seine) and carbon dioxide, which
have similarly damaging effects to those of
titanium dioxide.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Della Briotta to speak
on behalf of the Socialist Group.

Mr Della Briotta. — (I) Mr President, on behalf
of the Socialist Group I want to say that we
shall vote in favour of this directive which in
our opinion is important, because it indicates a
line of action in all matters concerning environ-
mental pollution—though it might seem at first
sight that titanium dioxide is a problem of
interest to only a few areas in the Community.

As Mr Premoli has already said, titanium
dioxide is a pigment used particularly in the
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manufacture of varnishes, plastics and inks. In
the last decade its consumption has doubled and,
consequently, so has the quantity of wastes
discharged into the sea (supposedly on the open
sea, but under cover of darkness dumped just
anywhere, even in estuaries).

Factories accounting for 87% of the European
productive capacity in this sector dump their
wastes in the English Channel and the North
Sea while those representing about 6% of this
capacity throw them into the Mediterranean,
where the problem is undoubtedly aggravated
by the conditions typical of an inland sea, the
climate and the density of the seaboard popula-
tion.

The directive under examination aims to achieve
a gradual reduction of the pollution due to these
wastes until its complete elimination under the
Community programme of environmental action
which this Parliament has earlier approved. Tests
by various international scientific bodies have
proved that titanium dioxide residues are
actually and potentially harmful to the marine
environment into which they are discharged.
They cause a reduction of the oxygen content
and of the pH of the sea water, depletion of
the plankton and increased turbidity of the
water.

Perhaps they represent no danger to human
health since they do not seem to be toxic in
any way, but they do lead to considerable
deterioration of the sea environment with harm-
ful effects both on the flora and the fauna. The
marine species which feed on plankton finally
abandon the areas polluted with titanium
dioxide discharges, while the de-oxygenation of
the water makes life difficult, if not impossible
for most species. Coastal populations are thus
deprived of their principal source of livelihood
and there is also the wider problem of preserv-
ing the ecological balance between the human
and the plant and animal species.

It is relevant to recall here the petition submit-
ted by the French representative, Mr Barel, to
the European Parliament in which he drew
attention to the protests of Corsican fishermen
who had suffered losses as a result of the dump-
ing of waste (the so-called ‘red mud‘) by the
varnish factory at Scarlino owned by the
Italian Montedison company. France has pub-
lished a. white paper on this and the French
Minister for the Quality of Life, Mr Jarrot, at
the meeting of the Council of Ministers of the
Environment on 16 October 1975 demanded a
rapid solution to the problems caused by
titanium dioxide wastes, emphasizing that his
government attached great importance to this.

The titanium dioxide problem was, in fact, the
subject of an extensive debate when, in Corsica
and on the French Mediterranean coast, there
was something like an insurrection over the
dumping into the sea of titanium dioxide
residues by Montedison at Scarlino. Mr Corona
who, as Italian Minister for the Environment,
intervened most resolutely in this affair in
defence of the Mediterranean’s ecological
balance and managed to find a technologically
and scientifically difficult solution thanks to the
joint support of the authorities, of scientists and
of the experts from the very establishments
producing this slag, knows all about this and
it is to him I am appealing now.

I refer to this case because it can be seen as a
model of what happens when environmental
problems are dealt with not by means of
debates, which change nothing, but by practical
decisions which inevitably must be ultimately
damaging to the interests of the industries
causing pollution and, indeed, to the more
general interest, by putting workers’ jobs at
risk.

In fact, in the Scarlino case we find all the
aspects of the problem: the movement among
the population protesting against the pollution,
the involvement of the press, the action by the
authorities which, following judgment by the
courts, ordered the company to stop the pollu-
tion and seized some ships, the consequent
reprisals on the part of the company which first
threatened to close its factory and finally
actually did so, putting the workers on the dole.

The Minister of the Environment dealt with the
problem at national level, with a consequent
increase in manufacturing costs of products
using titanium dioxide, and the final result was
that the Community’s authority was challenged,
not least because of the distortion of competi-
tion which occurs.

That case involved the problem of the waters
into which such waste may or may not be dis-
charged and of the diversity of climatic and
geographic conditions which exist and hence
of the possible differentiation of regulations
which should govern these matters.

We should therefore congratulate the Commis-
sion and its Vice-President, Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza, for tackling the problem within a
Community framework—the only appropriate
framework for achieving an effective solution
which a purely national approach cannot prov-
ide.

It is appropriate that the directive should have
a general character, obliging all the Member
States to observe the same rules aimed at



T4 Debates of the European Parliament

Della Briotta

eliminating titanium dioxide dumping. At the
same time it leaves the enterprises free to
choose more suitable sites for disposing of
titanium dioxide wastes to eliminate their
damaging effects.

As Mr Premoli has already mentioned, the
measure contains three types of provisions:

1. prior authorization to be granted by the
state where the polluting establishment is
located,;

2. ecological monitoring of the area where the
waste is discharged, with a follow-up to
ascertain the degree of environmental
deterioration and measurement of toxicity in
the sea fauna and any possible toxic effects
on human beings;

3. finally, the gradual reduction of pollution by
industries, beginning on 1 January 1978
(reduction by 70%) to achieve gradually a
maximum permitted level of 5% by January
1985.

I should like to refer here to certain amend-
ments to the text submitted by the Commission
proposed by the Committee on Public Health
and the Environment. Among these the most
important is that to Article 4 which takes
account, among others of some objections raised
by our British colleagues.

Under the proposals of the Committee on Public
Health and the Environment the prior authori-
zation for dumping should be granted by the
Commission of the European Communities and
not by the competent national authority though
it may, in fact, be requested by the latter.

I believe that the directive before us meets one
of the postulates frequently put forward by
this Parliament which has rightly maintained
that the control of pollution can only be effec-
tive if carried out at Community level. This is
why the Committee on Public Health and the
Environment has insisted that the procedure
proposed by it should be substituted for that
envisaged by the Commission.

In concluding, as spokesman for the Socia-
list Group and a representative of Italy, I
want to welcome this proposal for a directive
with the reservations I have just mentioned. We
ask the Commission of the European Commu-
nities to make the objective laid down in the
directive the point of departure for strengthen-
ing the Community’s powers in this and in
other matters, if we are to be able, as I was
saying earlier, to deal practically, and not only
verbally, which the problems of environmental
protection in the Community.

(Applause}

President. — I call Mr Noé to speak on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Noé. — (I) Mr President, I am in full agree-
ment with the attitude stated by Mr Premoli;
I believe that the achievement of this harmo-
nization in eight, rather than in ten, years is
desirable, and, while congratulating the rappor-
teur, I express the Christian-Democratic Group’s
support for the resolution.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Spicer to speak on behalf
of the European Conservative Group.

Mr Spicer. — Mr President, could I first of all
thank Mr Premoli very much for the way in
which he has approached this within our com-
mittee and, indeed, thank our chairman for the
way in which he has taken the chair at what
could have been an extremely difficult session.

Mr Della Briotta has in many ways stolen my
thunder, but I am delighted that he has done
so, because he has illustrated quite clearly the
problem that we face when dealing with many
by-products from a product like titanium
dioxide. There is, of course—and we all must
accept that—a world of difference between the
situation that obtains in the Mediterranean and
the situation that obtains in the North Sea. And
I think that the amendments that we propose
and that were accepted in committee by Mr
Premoli have made it quite clear that what we
wish the Commission to do is to lay down
quite clearly the standards they wish to see
observed and then leave it to the Member
States to follow them up each in its own way.

The point I would like to make particularly is
that we can only really work efficiently in this
matter of pollution of the sea if we compare like
with like. And in this respect, Mr President, I
think that the British way has some merit. Our
British method of administrative control of pol-
lution has been to concentrate on the proportion
of pollution in the receiving element, be it air or
ground or water, rather than on the quantity of
noxious substances emitted by any one factory,
sewage works or other potential polluter. On
this basis different emission standards have
been accepted for a fast-flowing river with a
single polluting factory and for a sluggish river
with a dozen potentially dangerous plants along
its banks. That really sums up the situation
of the Mediterranean as opposed to the North
Sea, and I am extremely grateful that the com-
mittee were able to take that into account.

This must surely be a sensible approach, and the
ministres responsible for the environment
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recognized it to be so when they met in Brussels
on 9 December. The principle of the quality
objective was accepted at that meeting, and I
would only ask the Commissioner to confirm
that in future proposals from the Commission
will take account of, and indeed accept, the
general principle that quality control cam pro-
duce environmental standards at least as high
as those obtained by a blanket control at the
point of emission. I think this is a very important
principle, If it has been accepted by the Council, I
would certainly hope that it could be accepted
by the Commission too in all future subjects
that come before our committee for discussion.

May I finally say that we in the European
Conservative Group approve this report whole-
heartedly and approve the work of the Com-
mission in this respect as well.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission. — (I) Mr President, I should like
to join in the expression of thanks to Mr Pre-
moli who, with his typical ability and accuracy,
has drawn up an excellent report on an
initiative which, though it is difficult and sensi-
tive, has already produced positive results.

I only want to say that I am somewhat
disappointed that while the Commission has
received congratulations from all parts of the
House, the resolution ‘deplores’ the delay in the
submission of this proposal. I do not think we
deserve to be addressed in these terms, when
the directive has been submitted with a delay
of barely six months and when the technical
report annexed to it bears witness to the obvious
difficulties and the huge task faced by the
Commission, in dealing, in addition to this, with
a whole series of other problems due mainly
to shortage of technical and administrative
staff.

But aside from this comment, which is largely
political in nature—because it seems to me
pointless to emphasize short-comings which
after all are not due to any lack of good will on
the part of the Commission, but to the difficulty
of the work itself—I should like to add that, as
the last speaker noted, the decision adopted last
December by the Council of Ministers on per-
missible levels of toxic and harmful matters
which may be discharged by industrial plant
into water is a relevant factor in the discussion
of the directive before us. And, obviously, the
principle laid down by the Council of Ministers
in Brussels is now a general principle which the
Commission and all other Community bodies
must evidently observe in the future.

Now that, thanks to the good will of the British
Minister and also of all the Ministers of the
Member States, this extremely difficult and
sensitive point which led to a postponement
from October to December of this decision has
been solved, we are now able to embark on a
legislative programme for environmental pro-
tection which is much more extensive and more
practical than what we could have imagined
possible even a few months ago.

In these circumstances I am now able to accede
to the request from the rapporteur and from
the chairman of the Committee on Public Health
and the Environment that the directive, once it
is approved, should become the point of depar-
ture for more legislation which should be
increasingly strict so as to preserve waters from
the pollution that today can, in some cases,
lead even to death.

Having said that, Mr President, I must make
clear that on the two amendments submitted I
am not in agreement with their proposers:
firstly, because the Commission is being asked
to undertake dispersed action which in this case
is absolutely impossible. It is not possible
because the Commission must, as indeed has
been claimed in this House on earlier occasions,
lay down general rules to be observed by the
Member States as regards areas and matters
which lie within the competence of the Member
States. Obviously, we are able from time to
time, and in very special cases, to check that
the standards laid down are being observed,
but we cannot take upon ourselves, quite apart
from the shortage of staff from which we are
suffering, the purely technical task of issuing
those authorizations ourselves. I should, there-
fore, like to ask Members not to press this
amendment, which would create difficulties
without in the least improving the implemen-
tation of the directive.

As to the second amendment, to the effect that
the directive be adopted on 1 March 1976, I
wish to point out that the Council of Ministers
has undertaken to adopt all the directives on
environmental matters within 9 months of the
submission of the proposals.

The 9 month period in this case expires in
May next. I could accept the amendment and
could promise to do my best to see that the
directive is adopted in March, but I do not think
I can give such an undertaking and must there-
fore ask Parliament not to press this amend-
ment, either, because work in hand in the
Council is already encountering considerable
difficulties and I do not believe that it will be
possible to have this directive adopted by the
Council within two months. Besides, I think that
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by March there will be enough material to — Question Time
make it possible to hold a special Council of

Ministers on environmental matters, as it has — Statement by the President-in-Office of the

now been decided to do at least once every six Council;

months. With these reservations, then, Mr Pre- — Statements by the Council and Commission

sident, and with my thanks to Mr Premoli for on the outcome of the Conference on Inter-

his report and to the members who have spoken, national Economic Cooperation;

I ask the European Parliament to adopt this

motion for a resolution. — Oral question with debate on the control
of concentrations between undertakings;

President. — Since no one else wishes to speak, =~ — Oral question with debate on multinational

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. companies,

— Joint debate on the oral question to the
Council and Commission concerning diffi-
culties facing the textile industry; and

13. Agenda for next sitting — Oral question with debate on medium-term
economic policy.

The resolution is adopted. !

President. — The next sitting will be held
tomorrow, Wednesday, 14 January 1976, at 9
am. and 3 p.m. with the following agenda : (The sitting was closed at 8.20 p.m.)

The sitting is closed.
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IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE

President
(The sitting was opened at 9.10 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of minutes

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

Are there any comments?

The minutes of proceedings are approved.

2. Question Time

President. — The next item on the agenda is
the questions addressed to the Council and the
Commission of the European Communities (Doc.
4'714/75), pursuant to Rule 47 a, paragraph 1 of
the Rules of Procedure.

I would ask Members to put their questions in
strict conformity with the Rules.

We shall begin with the questions addressed to
the Council. The President-in-Office of the
Council is asked to reply to the questions and
to any supplementary questions.

I call Oral Question No 1 by Sir Geoffrey de
Freitas:

‘Will the Council ask the Commission and the
Parliament to join them in setting up a small
ad hoc committee to study the Tindemans report
in conditions which would not in any way com-
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mit either the Council, the Commission or Parlia-~
ment?’

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) Mr Tindemans has now forwarded his
report, as agreed, to the Governments of the
Member States. It will now be necessary to
study what procedures should be followed for
the examination of this report. This is one of
the questions which the European Council will
examine at its next meeting in Luxembourg in
March.,

Sir Geoffrey de Freitas. — May I be the first,
Mr President, to wish you every success in the
important months ahead. Will you ask the Coun-
cil to pay particular attention to finding the
highest common factor of agreement between
the governments, the members of this Parlia-
ment and the Commission so that the good
points in the report may not be forgotten by
too much discussion of the particular points of
disagreement?

Mr Thorn. — (F} This proposal is not only
interesting but useful. May I tell the honourable
Member that I fully share his point of view.

President. — Its author being absent, Question
No 2 by Mr Zeller will receive a written
reply™.

I call Oral Question No 3 by Lord Reay:

‘Now that the Council has refused to increase its
allocation of skimmed milk powder in food aid
for 1976, what steps does the Council intend to
take to dispose of the Community’s surplus
stocks?’

1 See Annex.
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Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) Mr President, the Council is aware of
the problem of the Community’s large stocks
of surplus skimmed milk powder and is willing
to examine various measures to spead up the
disposal of these stocks.

Included in the proposals recently submitted to
the Council by the Commission for fixing agri-
cultural prices for 1976/1977 is a range of mea-
sures designed to rationalize the market in the
dairy sector. In particular, the Commission pro-
poses a short-term expansion of the market for
skimmed milk powder by making its use com-
pulsory in all compound animal feedingstuffs. It
also proposes increasing the skimmed milk pow-
der allocation in the food aid programme for
1976 to 200 000 tonnes. Other measures involve
changes to the support system for skimmed
milk,

The Council believes that, after examining the
matter in depth and taking account of the
opinion of the European Parliament, it will pro-
bably be able to state its views on the subject
at its meeting in mid-February 1976.

Lord Reay. — Given the fact that Community
stocks of skimmed milk powder are currently
in excess of one million tonnes, and given the
fact that the Council, in the 1976 budget, pro-
poses to give as aid only 55000 tonnes, the
same figure as last year—even though in April
of last year the Commission reported that it
had received requests from developing coun-
tries for aid in the form of skimmed milk pow-
der to the figure of over 200 000 tonnes—would
the Council not agree that it is time that the
Commission’s proposal of last April for a very
substantial increase in this kind of aid should
be acted upon without delay?

Mr Thorn. — (F) This is one of the questions
which the Council will have to examine be-
tween now and February.

Mr Brondlund Nielsen. — (DK) The President-
in-Office of the Council mentioned that it
was proposed to mix skimmed milk powder
with animal feedingstuffs and that it was inten-
ded to introduce a number of regulations so that
the surplus could be partly disposed of in this
way. I should like to ask the President of the
Council whether this course of action is not
perhaps a step backwards or in the wrong di-
rection and whether it would not be better to
enable the skimmed milk to be returned to the
farmers who could then use it for feedingstuffs
themselves, rather than having it converted to
powder and then compulsorily mixing it with
feedingstuffs? After all, this is a very round-

about way of doing things. Would it not be
easier to use the direct route, so that the far-
mers themselves could get the skimmed milk
back and use it as feedingstuff?

Mr Thorn. — (F) Dare I tell the honourable
Member that in spite of the omniscience attri-
buted to me I do not have the necessary specia-
lized knowledge to answer him. Opinions differ
on this matter. I have been receiving various
whispered pieces of technical advice from col-
leagues who set great store by pleasing you. I
shall pass your point of view on to those persons
who are highly qualified in this field, but I
cannot—I am terribly sorry, but I am honest
enough to admit it—answer this question.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D)} Mr President of the
Council, it is of course true that you are not
responsible for these agricultural questions, but
the President of the General Assembly of the
United Nations is surely, by virtue of his posi-
tion, able to judge that hunger in the world
is an extremely influential factor and that
against the background of the efforts to help
the developing countries, the poorest countries
in the world, no one can understand how we
can be building up skimmed milk powder moun-
tains, and planning new regulations designed
to dispose of skimmed milk in the form of milk
powder, while at the same time the Council
is adopting a restrictive attitude to the Com-
mission’s proposals to make more efforts to
dispose of the milk powder mountains here in
Europe in the feedingstuffs sector?

Mr Thorn. — (F) All I can say is that the Presi-
dent of the General Assembly of the United
Nations and the President-in-Office of the Coun-~
cil share your views and I shall see to it that
considerable attention is paid to your opinions
on this subject.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Is the President-in-Office
of the Council aware that Parliament has fur-
ther increased the amount fixed by the Com-
mission for food aid in the form of skimmed
milk powder? I should be very grateful if he
would take note of the answer which Mr Lardi-
nois gave Parliament regarding food aid in the
form of skimmed milk powder at the part-
session in Strasbourg last December.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, I am no more
of an expert in animal husbandry than you are,
but I think I am right in saying that it is dif-
ficult to produce calves without at the same
time producing milk. Does not the practice
of using milk powder to ‘manufacture’ calves
which in turn give rise to a new milk mountain
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remind you of the labours of Sisyphus? Should
not the feeding of human beings have absolute
priority over the feeding of animals?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I have the impression that this
balance you appear to be seeking should be at
the very heart of the study which the Council
will undertake on the basis of proposals—highly
expert as always—from the Commission.

Mr Howell. — Mr President, may I ask the
minister if he is aware of the fact that many
farmers think that the proposal to re-circulate
800 000 tonnes of skimmed milk powder is to-
tally absurd, and also that they will feel deep
resentment at being dictated to as to how they
should feed their livestock.

Can he tell me what the value of skimmed milk
powder is on the world market and, if it is
virtually valueless, is there any sense in conti-
nuing to process skimmed milk?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I am sure, Mr President, that
you and Parliament will share my personal
view that discussion of this last question would
necessitate a fairly technical debate on agri-
cultural policy in which the President-in-Office
of the Council could not successfully argue the
Council’s point of view, since he is not a spe-
cialist in this field.

(Applause)

Mr Brugger. — (D) Does not the President-in-
Office of the Council think it would neverthe-
less be better to use milk powder which is
beginning to go off as animal feedingstuffs
rather than using it as food as long as farmers
are demonstrably using good quality foodstuffs
for their animals?

Mr Thorn. — (F} Speaking as a layman, I
would say that opinions differ on this subject.
The matter will be considered jointly by the
Council and the Commission.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Is the Council
aware that this question was put down in
specific terms: it asked specifically what steps
were going to be taken. It did not ask what
was going to be considered.

Will the Council please answer directly the
question that has been put by Lord Reay?

Mr Thorn. — (F) As I have just said in reply to
Lord Reay’s question, the Council expects to
be able to make a pronouncement on this sub-
ject at the mid-February 1976 part-session after

thorough examination of the issue. I can give
no further details on this matter.

President. — Its author being absent, Oral
Question No 4 by Mr Vernaschi, will receive
a written reply in accordance with the political
cooperation procedures. )

I call Oral Question No 5 by Mr Dykes:

‘What is the Council’s latest attitude, following
the Rome meeting of the European Council in
December, to the notion that some Member Sta-
tes may wish to delay the initial implementation
of direct elections to the European Parliament
beyond the generally agreed target of 19787’

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) The European Council agreed that elec-
tions to the European Parliament would take
place on a single date in May or June 1978.

However, according to the communiqué issued
after the conference in Rome, any State which
is unable to hold direct elections on that date
may appoint its representatives from amongst
the members of its national Parliament.

It is too early to say whether any Member
State will wish to avail itself of this possibility.

I should like to add that I personally hope that
this will not in fact be the case.

Mr Dykes. — May I particularly thank Mr
Thorn for the final part of his answer and say
how one will appreciate any efforts that can
be made collectively by the Council to make
sure that the Member States now really begin
to get on with this exercise. Would the repre-
sentative of the Council therefore confirm with
as much emphasis as he can command—which
is considerable—that there is no reason at all
now why there should be any single Member
State delaying beyond 1978 if the organizational
and constitutional preparations in each country
are commenced this year?

Mr Thorn. — (F) In view of the fact that the
Rome communiqué was sufficiently explicit on
this point, I have no wish to repeat myself
unnecessarily. We left the Rome conference with
the idea that these elections would take place
in all the countries on the same day around
May or June 1978.

One country has reservations regarding the pos-
sibility of participating in these elections at
that time, and added that since it wished to be
represented it would probably be so by means
of members appointed by the national Parlia-
ment.



82 Debztes of the European Parliament

Thorn

This will all be discussed again at the next
meeting of the European Council when we hope
to arrive at a final decision. As far as I and
many of my colleagues are concerned, we will
strive to see that real elections are held in the
nine countries.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President of the
Council, can you assure us that during your
period of Presidency the Convention regarding
direct elections will be adopted by the Council
of Ministers so that the ratification procedure
in all nine Parliaments can begin early enough
to allow the various political groups in Europe
to do all they can to prepare directly for the
elections and to make the people of Europe
aware of the issues involved?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I can assure you that I per-
sonally will do all in my power to see that the
decision is taken at the soonest possible oppor-
tunity, i.e. at the next meeting of the European
Council in March.

It appears from initial talks I have held with
certain other Heads of State and Government
that they share the same point of view as you
and I.

Mr Patijn. — (NL) Apart from the question of
the number of seats per Member State, does
the President of the Council anticipate any
other problems in the European Parliament’s
draft convention which might prevent a deci-
sion being taken in March of this year?

Mr Thorn. — (F) It is perhaps a little early to
give you an official answer to this question. I
can tell you, however, that I do not personally
anticipate any problems.

President. — Its author being absent, Oral
Question No 6 by Mr Osborn will receive a
written answer'. We now proceed to the ques-
tions addressed to the Commission.

I call Oral Question No 7 by Lord Bethell:

‘Will the Commission undertake a thorough exa-
mination of the reasons why air fares within the
Community are much higher than those for com-
parable distances within the United States?’

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission. — (I) Mr President, the honourable
Member asks why air fares within the Com-
munity differ from those elsewhere. I should
like to say on behalf of the Commission that
several studies have been carried out with a

1 See Annex.

view to explaining the differences between
intra-Community air fares and internal air fares
in the United States, the most recent of which
was published by the AEA (Association of Euro-
pean Airlines) in 1974 and the results of which
are still, generally speaking, valid today.

It should be borne in mind that there are great
differences between the way in which air trans-
port is organized in the United States and in
Europe. I should like to quote just three
examples: firstly, in contrast to the United
States, the majority of services in Europe are
international and are therefore subject to con-
trols and restrictions which result in increased
running costs. Secondly, all the work in the
United States is carried out in one language.
Thirdly, in terms of passenger-kilometres, there
is six times as much air traffic in the United
States, and apart from all this, Mr President,
there is the fact that the aircraft themselves
are of American manufacture and therefore
spare parts are much more readily available
than in Europe.

For these reasons, we feel that the differences
between air fares in the United States and in
Europe are justified.

Lord Bethell. — I wonder if Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza is aware how wide the differences are
between fares of internal flights in the United
States and fares of international flights in the
Community. For instance, a single ticket, eco-
nomy class, from Copenhagen to Rome costs
$206, whereas a flight from New York to Mem-
phis, the same distance, costs $82. Likewise, a
flight from Brussels to London costs $68 and a
flight from New York to Hyannis, the same
distance, costs $37, about half.

The Commissioner mentioned Europe. I wonder
if he is aware that the single fare from London
to Malaga, economy class, is £83, but the fare
from London to Gibraltar—a slightly longer
distance—is £61. Has he considered the fact
that these high fares on international flights,
as opposed to internal flights, are caused by
the protectionist fare structure imposed on air-
lines by IATA—the International Air Trans-
port Association—and that if only we could
get our EEC flights on an internal basis we
would be able to reduce these fares considerably
and do away with the severe hindrance to free
movement within the Community and the bar-
rier to trade which they entail.

(Applause from various quarters)

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I} Mr President, the
Commission is fully aware of the difficulties
described by the questioner and this is why it
has drawn up an aeronautical action pro-
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gramme to enable the European Community
to have its own airspace, and hence within
this airspace companies which will be able to
look after intra-Community traffic in conditions
comparable to those applying to internal flights.

Mr Normanton. — In view of the reply both
to the original question and the supplementary
question which the Commissioner has just given,
may I ask him to consult with his colleagues
and see whether his reply is not added evidence
of the need for re-evaluating the structure of
the European aircraft manufacturing industry.
His reply highlighted this glaring veoid and I
would like him to press his colleagues to rethink
and rethink urgently the need for such restruc-
turing.

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I) The Commission
has already submitted a document on this mat-
ter. We hope that the resultant Parliamentary
debate will help the Commission to develop its
ideas further.

Mr Noé. — (I) Does the Commission not think
that if the European airlines had followed the
suggestion made by this Parliament in January
1973 to pool their fleets, i.e. to operate on a
circular flight basis rather than bilaterally as
at present—I am of course talking of Europe
and not of intercontinental airspace—this might
have led to a reduction in costs and, consequent-
ly, a reduction in air fares?

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I) Yes. However,
one must bear in mind that the airlines do not
make their own policies and are not autonom-
ous—they must work within the framework
of governmental policy. This is precisely the
reason why the Commission is making the
necessary contacts with the governments of the
"Member States with a view to evolving a Com-
munity air traffic policy.

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Mr Commissioner, do you
agree that a common air traffic policy as advo-
cated by the Commission with the support of
the European Parliament, would also have a
considerable influence on air fares within
Europe and hence be in the interests of the
citizens of our Community?

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I) I fully agree.
President. — I call Oral Question No 8 by Mr
Hamilton:

‘Is the Commission aware of the feeling within

the Community that there is discrimination
against women in employment opportunities

within the Commission and in other European
institutions, and what steps are being taken to
rebut such charges?’

Mr Borschette- Member of the Commission. —
(F) If there is in fact a feeling that there is
discrimination against female officials within
the Community, the Commission does not regard
it as justified. If one examines the distribution
of officials and other servants of the Commis-
sion—both men and women—over the various
grades, it will be seen that there is no diserimin-
ation within grades C, D, B and LA. On the
other hand, the percentage of female officials
in grade A is still very low, of the order of 7 %s.
The Commission’s policy cannot, however, be
held responsible for this situation since it
applies identical criteria for the recruitment
and promotion of both male and female officials.
The situation is due to the small number of
women entering all the competitions for A grade
posts organized by the Commission. This is
an undeniable fact. Our candidates, both men
and women, do not come from an ideal country
where discrimination on the grounds of sex
was abolished long ago. They come from the
Member States of the Community in which
discrimination has existed and possibly still
exists and, by force of circumstance, there are
fewer women than men with a university educ-
ation.

Having said this, Mr President, I should also
stress that the number of successful candidates
in the competitions is more or less evenly
distributed between men and women. Never-
theless, the Commission has just set up a work-
ing party to study how the position of women
can be improved. This study will, in particular,
make use of a survey which has been conducted
by the departments of the Commission amongst
female officials in order to ascertain ways in
which their situation may be improved, par-
ticularly as regards promotion and recruitment.

Mr Hamilton. — I am very grateful for that
reply. However, I wonder whether Mr Bor-
schette has read the report on that opinion
survey in the very sober and responsible British
newspaper The Guardian on 2 December last.
It had this to say about the results of the
survey, and I quote: ‘The Commission’s salaries
are higher than equivalent jobs would command
in any member country’s capital, but in other
respects the EEC emerges from the survey as
a callous employer of women, showing all the
features of male chauvinist piggery’.

(Laughter)
Looking at the Commission’s bench would seem

to confirm that view; it looks like a bit of a
monastery cell. Could Mr Borschette, as the
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Commissioner responsible for staff matters
within the Commission, indicate what steps are
being taken to provide créches and other facil-
ities for married women, since a high proportion
of the women employed by the Commission and
the other institutions are married women. What
steps are being taken as a matter of urgency
to save money. The money used to finance
the Christmas party for the kids of Commission
employees would be better employed on such
purposes; that would be a much more respons-
ible use of public money, would it not?

(Murmurs of impatience)

Mr President. — Mr Hamilton, please try to be
brief!

Mr Hamilton. — ... Furthermore,, can Mr Bor-
schette give an assurance that, since the survey
showed that only 6% of the Commission women
belonged to political parties and only 38% were
trade union members, the working party will
urge women employees to join political parties,
preferably the Labour Party, and the trade
unions as well?

Mr Borschette. — (F) Mr President, I should
like to say first of all that I too occasionally
get the impression of being in a monastery
when I visit other institutions. This is not
exclusive to the Commission.

Secondly, I am not quite sure on which report
The Guardian based its conclusions. I should
like, however, to quote a number of conclusions
from the official report:

a) Satisfaction with present work: very satis-
fied: 21%

b) Satisfaction on the level of personal rela-
tionships: 36%; fairly satisfied: 48%

¢) Satisfaction on the professional level: 549%/o
of women were fairly satisfied.

I do not have the impression that there are any
tyrants in the Commission or that there is a
‘master race’ lording it over the ladies.

As to the last question, I do not think I need
answer it.

Mr Hougardy. — (F) Do provisions for handi-
capped persons such as are applied in several
countries also exist in the Community?

Does the Community reserve a certain number
of jobs for handicapped persons?

Mr Borschette. — (F) The Commission is
extremely aware of the unfortunate and deli-
cate problem of handicapped persons. We are

currently preparing a proposal, which I shall
submit to the Commission in March, to the
effect that a number of jobs should be reserved
for handicapped persons.

Mr Spicer. — The Commissioner will recollect,
I am sure, that we had an exchange of views
about the employment of A Grade officials
and the proposals to rotate them in the external
offices of the Community. In view of the fact
that he has already said that only 7% of women
are A grade officials, and also in view of the
fact that we subsequently corresponded on that
rotation proposal, I wonder if he could say
whether any modification has been made to
those proposals in the light of my question, his
answers, and our subsequent correspondence?

Mr Borschette. — (F) As stated in the corres-
pondence following the question the situation
is satisfactory and nothing needs to be changed.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — The Commissioner
mentioned in his original answer that the cri-
teria for the recruitment and promotion of
women and men were identical. Now in theory,
Mr President, this is indeed so. But I under-
stand that within grades and between grades
there are two methods of promotion. One is by
examination and the other by a form of what
we would call the ‘old-boy network’, or by
recommendation. I understand that by a curious
coincidence the former applies to very many
more women than the latter. Would the Com-
mission be kind enough to go into this very
important matter so that women really do get,
and are seen to get, a fair crack of the whip.

Mr Borschette. — (F) I must deny what the
honourable Member has just said. There is no
such thing as competition by recommendation.
I have never heard of it either for men or for
women. It is, moreover, a contradiction in
terms.

Mrs Edele Kruchow. — (DK) The Commis-
sioner said that the small number of women
applicants, particularly for A grade posts, was
due to the fact that the various Member States
themselves had already been guilty of discri-
mination with regard to the conditions for
women. I should like to ask whether, in view
of the large number of persons employed by the
European institutions anyone has ever consider-
ed the idea of setting up a number of kinder-
gartens attached to the various institutions
requiring staff. This would make things con-
siderably easier for women in view of the
fact that, whether one likes it or not, in many
marriages it is up to the women to see to it that
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their children are looked after. If adequate and
safe leisure time facilities for children were
provided there might well be a greater number
of qualified applicants for all grades.

Mr Borschette. — (F) I should like to mention
a few more examples of the way in which our
competitions are held. We organized six com-
petitions in 1974. Of the 6 132 candidats 20%s
were women. 17% of the successful candidates
were women.

Secondly, we at the Commission and within
the Community have a system of half-time
work for married women with children. This is
one of the most progressive systems to be found
within national or international organizations.

Thirdly, at all places where the Commission has
offices there are créches for the children of
women officials and I think that this too is an
extremely efficient system.

Therefore, I do not see what more we could
do at present. I do not, however, wish to pre-
judge the results of the work currently being
carried out by the Commission’s working party
which, incidentally, is largely made up of
women officials.

President. — I call Oral Question No 9 by Mr
Dalyell, for whom Mr Barnett is deputizing:

‘In view of the fact that the use of the new
Palais du Conseil de I'Europe is likely to involve
a major increase in the rent paid by the Euro-
pean Parliament in 1976, does the Commission
agree that it would now be timely to make pro-
posals for the fixing of the site of the European
Parliament in one place?’

Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission. — (F)
I should remind the honourable Member that
it is not the Commission’s responsibility to pro-
pose where the institution of the Communities
should be based. According to Articles 216 of
the EEC Treaty, 77 of the ECSC Treaty and
189 of the Euratom Treaty the seat of the
institutions of the Community shall be deter-
mined by common accord of the Governments
of the Member States.

Mr Barnett. — Can Mr Ortoli please give the
House any information as to precisely what
Parliament is being asked to pay for the renting
of the Palais de PEurope, because this must
surely be taken into consideration by the mem-
ber governments in making a decision about the
location of the Parliament?

Mr Ortoli. — (F) Mr President, although it
would be rather unusual, I could ask you the
same question.

The European Parliament has budgetary auto-
nomy and the Commission has no idea what
rent Parliament might pay. In view of the bud-
getary autonomy of the European Parliament,
this question has nothing to do with the Com-
mission.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr Ortoli, you cannot
get out of this question quite as easily as you
have just tried to in your reply to the remarks
made by my colleague, by using the old excuse
that the question lies outside the Commission’s
sphere of competency. With the President’s
permission I should like to quote from the
report of proceedings for the September 1973
part-session, when I asked Mr Ortoli the fol-
lowing question:

‘Mr President Ortoli, would you agree that
under Article 216 of the Treaty of Rome
the Member States have undertaken to deter-
mine the seat of the institutions, and that
in the spirit and content of the Treaty the
Commission is required to be the guardian of
the Treaty and that in this spirit it must
really take greater action with respect to the
Member States in order to bring about this
decision in accordance with Article 2167

The answer of the President of the Commis-
sion was as follows, and I would request you
all to listen to it carefully:

‘I agree with what you say. A seat needs to
be fixed and I have replied that, as far as
we are concerned—and surely we can only
mean the Commission—during the relatively
short period between now and the time when
Europe will progress a stage further and
when we shall see more clearly what institu-
tions we have and what our development is
to be, we shall make the proposals which
we think need to be made.’

When, Mr President of the Commission, do you
as watchdog of the Treaties think this proposal
will need to be made?

Mr Ortoli. — (F) Mr President, it is little argu-
ments like this which liven up the debates in
this Parliament.

If T understand correctly, I was first asked how
much was to be paid. I replied that you are
the ones who should know.

Secondly, I was asked whether we can make
proposals. I replied that it is not our respons-
ibility to make proposals.

Thirdly, one could quote many texts. I do not
have the one which Mr Fellermaier quoted
available, and I am sorry I cannot refer to it. In
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September I gave a fairly complete account,
covering two columns of the Official Journal, of
the Commission’s view, in reply to a question put
by Mr Behrendt. I drew particular attention to
a number of problems which could arise when
establishing single sites for the institutions. I
also drew attention to the problems which
centralization could cause for your Parliament,
and for our organization in general.

In view of this, we cannot make proposals of
this kind. We are bound by the Treaty. As you
know, it is the Member States who are respons-
ible in this particular case, not even the Council,
which is the body with which we have to deal.

As for my reply to Mr Fellermaier, I should
like to re-read it. I can say today that under
the present circumstances, and in view of the
provisions of the Treaty, we cannot make pro-
posals to the Member States. This does not,
however, prevent us from adopting certain posi-
tions vis-a-vis the Member States, should this
prove necessary. However this would not take
the official form of a proposal since we would
not be addressing the Council.

Mr Patijn. — (NL) Can Mr Ortoli perhaps tell
us whether the distribution of the various
departments of the Commission between dif-
ferent cities, i.e. Luxembourg and Brussels, over
the last eight years has caused any problems
for the Commission, given that the relevant
decision was taken on the basis of the texts
which the President of the Commission has just
quoted? Or does this distribution cause no prac-
tical difficulties?

Mr Ortoli. — (F) I can answer your question
quite simply by saying that no difficulties have
ever, to my knowledge, arisen from the fact that
certain departments of the Commission are
based in Luxembourg.

I should also like to point out that moves are
currently being made towards a certain degree
of devolution in all our countries. This is what
is happening in my own country and I think
this is happening in all the Member States.

Mr Burgbacher. — (D) Mr President, does the
President of the Commission really feel that
the question of the rent in a particular city in
the Community can really be a significant factor
in deciding this vital issue, or does he not agree
with me that the issues involved are almost
exclusively political and not petty matters such
as this?

(Applause from certain quarters)

Mr Ortoli. — (F) I have no idea what the rent
will be and am therefore not in a position to

judge whether it is likely to be so high as to
endanger the balance of the Community budget.

I do indeed think that political issues are
involved. Allow me to point out to you, more-
over, that we are all aware of this fact! The
fact that the problem is political is even, in my
view, the reason why more complex issues are
involved than the purely financial one.

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Mr President, please allow
me to remind President Ortoli once more that
in September 1973 he stated before this House
that a seat needed to be fixed—this is an indis-
putable fact—and he added that he would make
the proposals he felt necessary. No proposals
have, however, been made.

I should therefore like to ask you Mr Ortoli,
whether you have done anything on your own
initiative since September 1973 with a view
to settling this question of the seat for the
institutions of the Community jointly with the
Member States? Do you think there is any
chance of this being achieved as soon as 1978
so that the enlarged Parliament will also be able
to work under better conditions than at present?

Mr Ortoli. — (F) We have taken no steps
towards establishing a single seat and, as I said
before, this is a matter for the governments
themselves.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Would not the President
throw caution to the winds for a moment and
say that he really thinks there should be a
single centre for Parliament and the other
institutions together, and is it not a fact that
one government at least has said that the
initiative should come from Parliament? If it
does, will the President then support Parlia-
ment in its initiative?

Mr Ortoli. — (F) Mr President, there is a
certain amount of shadow boxing going on here.
Parliament is preparing to debate this subject—
I believe you are all aware of this—on the
basis of a report to be produced by, if I am
not mistaken, Mr Patijn. Surely if anyone is
involved in this matter, it is first and foremost
Parliament, and secondly, the Member States—
and I mean the Member States and not the
Council. Therefore, allow me to join you in
waiting for Mr Patijn to present his report so
that I will be able to draw the necessary con-
clusions from Parliament’s debates.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Mr President, I fully agree
with the President of the Commission that
according to the provisions of the Treaty it is
only normal for the Commission to
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make proposals of this kind. If, however, it
comes to the notice of the Commission that
not only the work of this Parliament but also
that of the Commission and of the Council is
suffering from the fact that Parliament meets
both in Luxembourg and Strasbourg and that,
on top of this, its committees meet in Brus-
sels, should it not also do something about it?
If it becomes clear that this state of affairs is
causing difficulties, the Commission should not,
in my view, hide behind the terms of the
Treaty, but should accept that it has a right
to do something off its own bat to rectify the
shortcomings of the existing system. One should
not, therefore, always rely upon the very formal
provisions of the Treaty which may or may not
offer possible solutions.

Mr Ortoli. — (F) Mr President, I am not in the
habit of failing to take action which I feel to
be indispensable. This situation is probably
causing us fewer problems than other people.
As you reminded us, the committees meet in
Brussels while the plenary sessions are held in
Strasbourg and Luxembourg. If this situation
was a source of major difficulties for the Com-
mission I would say so. This is, however, not
the case.

We all have some difficulties to face—we know
this. But how big are they? To what extent do
they justify the Commission taking action in a
field outside its competency? That is quite a
different question.

President. — I call Oral Question No 10 by
Mr Thornley:

‘Will the Commission indicate if it possesses a
view as to the age at which a redundant (a) in-
dustrial worker and (b) an agricultural worker
ceases to be eligible for retraining for other
employment?’

Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Mr President, the Commission has not sug-
gested and does not intend to suggest ages at
which redundant workers should cease to be
eligible for retraining for employment. The
Community regulations governing the Social
Fund set no age-limits where eligibility for
retraining is concerned.

Mr Thornley. — I do not find the Commis-
sioner’s reply very adequate. Would he not
agree with me that it is ludicrous to talk of
retraining, say, a 50-year-old car-assembly
worker or a 50-year-old farmer of a 30-acre
farm to become a long-distance lorry-driver and
that this is just sheer and utter nonsense, and
can the Commission tell me whether it has any
plans or any finances earmarked to deal with

the problems of people who become redundant
at an unretrainable age, or are these redundant
people to be left to individual countries to deal
with, or are there funds earmarked in the Social
and Regional policies? I ask these questions
because so many disappointmnts have occurred
in countries like my own in respect of the Social
and Regional policies.

Mr Hillery. — No project can be considered
by the Commission for a grant unless it has
been presented by the Member States, no matter
whether its origin is in a private or a public
enterprise. Therefore the content and the cri-
teria especially concerning age would be those
drawn up by the Member States—any defi-
ciency would lie there. The criteria for eligi-
bility for funds are drawn up by the Commis-
sion, and any reference to age does not come
into those criteria. The amount of money dis-
pensed through the Social Fund is only a very
small fraction of the total money spent on
retraining, and we try to use the Social Fund
to guide training projects in new directions,
but the main bulk of training, thinking and
financing is done by the Member States.

President. — Since they deal with related sub-
jects, I call Oral Questions No 11 by Mr Don-
delinger and No 12 by Mr Herbert together:

‘Is the Commission satisfied with the publicity
ned the publication of information on regional
aid allocated to projects in France, and if so what
measures does the Commission intend to take
against this unacceptable ban?’

‘Is the Commission satisfied with the publicy
given to each individual project which has recei-
ved assistance from the Regional Fund in accor-
dance with Article 14 of the Fund regulation?’

Mr Thomson, Member of the Commission. —
The Commission published press-releases after
the October and December 1975 Regional Fund
grants, giving details, by region, of where the
money went, and there was widespread publi-
city both nationally and locally, most of it
favourable. On both occasions the same details
were given for France as for other Member
States. We also published press-lists of indivi-
dual projects receiving grants from the Fund.

Under Article 14 of the regulations, we have to
consult Member States before publishing these
lists, since legal requirements regarding com-
mercial secrecy and administrative practices
vary from country to country. This consultation
is continuing with all member governments.

We are also now working with Member States
on proposals for further publicity for infra-
structure projects in the form of notice-boards
on the sites.
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The Commission attaches great importance to
providing maximum information about the
operations of the Regional Development Fund
as a contribution to meeting the need, which Mr
Tindemans has rightly emphasized in his recent
report, for bringing the Community to the
notice of its citizens in meaningful terms.

Mr Dondelinger. — (F) It is undoubtedly true
that the French government publishes general
information on aid, be it regional aid, the Social
Fund or the fight against poverty, but it does
not permit this information to be broken down
by region—at least this is the impression one
gets—in contrast to, for example, the Federal
Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom or
Italy. For this reason, the regional news media
do not mention it nor do they have access to it,
with the result that the people in the various
regions of France are deprived of an efficient
way of assessing Community policy.

Does the Commission think that this practice
is in accordance with the spirit of the Treaties?

Mr Thomson. — I think there may be a real
misunderstanding here. The distribution figures
for the Regional Fund for France are given on
a regional basis exactly as is done for the other
countries. I think there is a question of how
much further you can go in giving details of
the individual projects.

These involve legal questions of commercial
secrecy and so on and are being discussed at the
moment; I am hopeful that these consultations
will reach a constructive conclusion.

Mr Herbert. — Is the Commissioner aware that
the Irish Government, when questioned in the
Irish Parliament, has consistently refused to
disclose the amount of recent Fund aid given to
individual infrastructural projects and does he
agree that this practice contravenes Article 14
of the Fund Regulations? If so, what action, if
any, does he intend to take?

Mr Thomson. — The Government of Ireland
has, in fact, on both occasions, given fairly
detailed information about the individual infra-
structural and private investment projects
which benefit from the Fund; however, in so
far as there is a problem to which the honour-
able Member draws attention, it arises basically
from the fact that Ireland is treated for
Regional Fund purposes as a single region. The
whole comes within the Regional Development
Fund because of Ireland’s special needs. I have
however, taken note of the point that the
honourable Member has raised, and I would
like to study it further.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Would the Commis-
sioner not agree that the best publicity the
Regional Fund could receive would be the direct
provision of jobs for the Community’s citizens,
and that therefore the Fund should encourage
member governments to apply for assistance for
widely-spread industrial projects in those areas
which are most savagely hit by unemployment,
such as, for example, the intermediate areas in
the north-west of the United Kingdom? Will he
further take all practicable steps to see that
member governments do not abuse the Fund
by using the aid provided by the Community
to offset national budgetary deficits instead of
to provide a bonus to the disadvantaged areas,
something which, as we all know, the Com-
missioner himself would dearly welcome.

Mr Thomson. — The Fund is designed to be
extremely closely linked to the provision either
directly of jobs or, indirectly of aid to the infra-
structure, which is closely related to providing
jobs.

That is the present situation. As to the actual
geographical distribution of projects for grants
under the Fund, that is for the member govern-
ment concerned, and that part of the honour-
able Lady’s question ought to be asked in the
House of Commons and not in this Parliament
here. With regard to the question of member
governments ensuring that the Regional Fund is
a bonus over and above what they spend on
regional policy nationally, this is of course a
matter for continuing discussion between the
Commission and the member governments, and
I simply repeat that I think the success of the
Fund will be judged by the degree to which
we are able to show that this has, in fact,
happened.

(Applause from certain quarters)

Mr Normanton. — Mr Thomson, I am sure,
would like to be advised that on Thursday of
last week the Cheshire County Council received
notification from the Commission of the
approval of Community grants to three specific
projects in that administrative area. The Com-
missioner might like to be made aware also
of the fact that the receipt of those grants
was greatly appreciated and that immediate
steps have been taken by that local government
authority to publicize the Community action
on the widest possible basis.

Mr Thomson. — I am glad to know about it.
(Laughter)

President. — I call Question No 13 by Mr
Laban:
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What progress, if any, has been made in the
preparation of a Community policy on Vocational
Training?

Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission,
— The Council resolution of 21 January 1974,
concerning a social action programme, expressed
the Community’s political will to implement the
common vocational training policy. It was
agreed that the approximation of training
standards was particularly desirable and that
the setting up of a European vocational training
centre would help progress in this field as well
as in the broader policy area. The European
Vocational Training Centre has now been
established by Council Regulation (EEC) No 337/
75 of 10 February 1975. It will be in West
Berlin and its director has been appointed.

The Commission has of course been engaged
in a series of actions and consultations designed
to provide a basis for a common policy on
vocational training. In the past year this work
has been focused on the list of 13 priority
actions decided by the Council of Ministers in
March 1973. The information and ideas emerg-
ing from the contribution of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Vocational Training, which includes
representatives of the governments and social
partners, has been particularly valuable. I hope
to have a report from the Advisory Committee
in June, and I hope that the Commission may
submit to the Council and the European Parlia-
ment a document putting forward the Commit-
tee’s conclusions and suggesting the guidelines
to be drawn from them.

Mr Laban. — (NL) While stressing that it is all
taking a very long time, I should nevertheless
like to thank the Commissioner for the inform-
ation he has provided on this matter.

Does not Mr Hillery think that vocational train-
ing is, to a large extent, an educational matter?
I should therefore also like to ask to what
extent the Directorate-General for Education
and Training, i.e. DG XII, is involved in this
whole question of vocational training.

Mr Hillery. — The services of the Commis-
sion, of course, work together in developing
policies; the Commission, of course, is a college.
I would like to say that education is quite dis-
tinct from training when it comes to people
being properly trained for employment, and
one of the main difficulties which we discovered
in our studies of youth unemployment was the
fact that education systems do not prepare
young people for the employment available.

President. — I call Oral Question No 14 by
Sir Brandon Rhys Williams:

‘Is it the Commission’s intention to form a new
Banking Department to handle negotiations with
the purpose of raising loans without recourse to
agents: and will the Commission state its policy?’

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commis-
sion. — (D) Mr President, the answer to the first
question is no.

Secondly, the honourable Member asked me to
explain the Commission’s loans policy. I can
naturally only give the bare bones of this mat-
ter during Question Time. For over 20 years the
Community has had considerable success with
loans on the basis of the ECSC Treaty. In view
of this very positive experience the Commis-
sion feels that use should also be made for
similar activities of the other possibilities pro-
vided for in the Treaties.

Some time ago, therefore, the Commission pro-
posed, among other things, that use should be
made of the possibilities offered by Article
172(4) of the Euratom Treaty. The Commission
feels that use should also be made of these
instruments for promoting Community policies.

The Community is highly respected on the inter-
national capital markets. This means that we
can negotiate our loans on the best possible
terms. This in turn results in considerable
advantages for the borrowers for whom we are
obtaining this money, ie. the industries spe-
cified in the Treaties.

I should like to draw attention to two more
points. The Member States are not required to
provide any guarantees for these operations,
and in addition, the Community is not required
as it is in the case of similar operations by
the European Investment Bank to provide funds
from its budget, as, for example, when the
capital of the Bank has to be increased.

Clearly, the Commission can carry out these
operations through the existing banking sys-
tems.

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. — Does the Com-
missioner not agree that the negotiation of
loans in the world money-markets involving
very large sums of money is a matter which
it is best to leave to specialists and does the
Community not need a nucleus of experts who
can handle this work? Would it not be appro-
priate now to proceed to appoint officials to
the European Fund for Monetary Cooperation
and make them responsible on behalf of the
Commission for entering into these delicate and
highly technical negotiations on money matters?

(Applause from certain quarters)
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Mr Haferkamp. — (D) I agree with the honour-
able Member that experts are needed to handle
these matters, but we already have experts of
this kind. If we consider what has been achiev-
ed over the last 20 years up to very recent
times on the basis of the relevant article in
the ECSC Treaty, it is quite evident that we
have these experts. The conditions on which
we have negotiated loans are frequently more
favourable than those of other institutions and
frequently more favourable than those of the
individual Member States.

As far as the Monetary Cooperation Fund is
concerned, its primary function, in our view,
does not lie in the normal capital market and
banking field. It is chiefly concerned, in our
view, with currency matters. It should serve
above all, as a centre for cooperation and co-
ordination of certain operations carried out by
the central banks. The Commission has made
several proposals regarding this Fund in recent
years. Unfortunately, the Council of Ministers
have not always fully adopted these proposals.

The Commission would be particularly pleased
if this currency fund were given greater power
on the basis of existing proposals. We intend,
moreover, to submit further proposals this year.

In general terms, I should like to say that the
Commission is naturally doing everything in its
power to coordinate the activities both of the
existing institutions of the Community, and of
those still to be set up.

President. — I call Oral Question No 15 by
Miss Boothroyd:

‘What plans does the Commission have to provide
money from the new European Social Fund for
occupational therapy for mentally-handicapped as
well as for physically-handicapped persons, and
to what extent is the Commission restricted in
the operation of the Fund by criteria used by
Member States in regard to assistance for occu-
pational therapy and re-training for mentally-
handicapped persons?’

Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission.
— According to the rules governing the new
European Social Fund, assistance may be grant-
ed from the fund for operations in favour of
handicapped persons who may be able to pursue
a professional or trade activity after medical
rehabilitation, vocational training or retraining.
Occupational therapy forms one part of the
overall process of rehabilitation and training.
Assistance from the fund does not discriminate
as to the origin or the nature of the handicap.
Since the beginning of its operation, whether
under Article 4 or Article 5 of the Council
decision of February 1971, the fund has sup-
ported projects in favour of both mentally and

physically handicapped persons. For the 1976
financial year a total of 45.93 million u.a. is
available for allocation under Articles 4 and 5
for operations in favour of handicapped per-
sons. )

Miss Boothroyd. — Does the Commissioner
accept that to restrict grants—and I believe
that they are restricted under Article 5 of the
social action programme—for projects which
enable the handicapped to pursue a professional
or trade activity after medical rehabilitation is
too severe when dealing with the problems of
the mentally handicapped? For many of these
people, occupational therapy wunits are their
only form of activity for very many years. For
other groups the sheltered workshops may well
be the only type of employment they are
capable of taking on. Projects of this type may
well eventually be self-supporting but they are
not profit-making, and the individuals cared
for there are not able to take their place in
normal industrial life. In an earlier reply, the
Commissioner talked about the political will in
relation to the vocational training programme.
I wonder whether he accepts that we should
also have a compassionate will so that while
we are improving the standard of living of our
peoples we must also improve the quality of
life of our peoples; will the Commissioner apply
greater flexibility when providing aid for occu-
pational units, for sheltered workshops or
whatever they may be, for this very deprived
section of our community within all the Member
States?

Mr Hillery. — The programme for the handi-
capped was envisaged as taking place in two
parts, the first being for people who could
foresee being able to work in an open economy.
Later it is intended to have a programme for
those confined to sheltered workshops, and I
think that what the Member asks of me will
be soon coming before us for discussion.

President. — I call Oral Question No 16 by
Mr Noé:

‘Does not the Commission think that the recently
established Business Cooperation Centre could
be given greater powers both to facilitate mer-
gers and cooperation, between firms at the de-
velopment stage in different Member States and
to provide support in times of economic crisis?’

Mr Borschette, Member of the Commission. —
(F) A report on the activities of the Business
Cooperation Centre during its’first few years
will be submitted to Parliament in the near
future. The Commission is aware that the effici-
ency and impact of the Business Cooperation
Centre depend upon the resources and staff it
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is possible to assign to it. The Commission is not
unaware of the benefits which could accrue
from giving the Centre greater powers but, on
the other hand, it feels that this would be
difficult at this time on account of its policy of
restraint. The same would apply, to an even
greater extent, if it was intended to give this
Centre further tasks, particularly preparing and
facilitating mergers between firms both within
the Community and with third countries, par-
ticularly the developing countries.

As regards Mr Noé’s last question, I do not
quite know what he means. If he wants to
know whether this Business Cooperation Centre
could provide support to facilitate mergers of
small and medium-sized firms, I can say that
this is not possible for reasons connected with
finance, the regulations and the nature of the
institutions. On the other hand, if he wants
to know whether or not the Commission has a
specific attitude to Member States wishing to
grant aid to facilitate mergers between small
and medium-sized firms, I can say that we
would indeed be in favour of such a course of
action.

Mr Noé. — (I) I have been following the com-
mendable work this Centre has been doing to
facilitate mergers between healthy firms. Does
not the Commission think that in the present
economic situation it would be extremely useful
—in terms of its effects on the social situation,
too—if it also took measures to assist firms in
difficulties in a Member State which, if they
merged with similar firms in another Member
State, might survive rather than being forced
to fold?

Mr Borschette. — (F} I can only repeat that in
the case of such proposals the Commission
would take a favourable view of the granting
of certain aid by the Member States involved.

President. — I call Oral Question No 17 by

Mr Gibbons:
‘As the EEC Directives on farm modernization
and disadvantaged areas have now been imple-
mented in all the Member States for some time
and experience has shown that many improve-
ments are needed, does the Commission not think
that it is an opportune time to review these
Directives?*

Mr Thomson, Member of the Commission. —
The Commission is preparing a report on the
implementation of the EEC structural schemes.
This report will be transmitted to Parliament
and the Council during the first quarter of this
year. The Commission report will, as necessary,
contain suggestions for changes in the existing
directives.

Mr Gibbens. — Is it not the case that experience
has shown that the otherwise admirable
schemes at present in operation have shown
certain defects that would need to be corrected,
and that one of these defects, I would suggest,
is the uniformity of application of assistance
throughout the Community as a whole? This, in
my opinion, has tended to militate against the
less well-off areas in the Community.

Would the Commissioner not also agree that the
Community financial participation in the
scheme should be greater? Lastly, does he not
think that in their present form the schemes
tend to assist the more prosperous farmers to
a greater degree than the poorer ones?

Mr Thomson. — I am aware from my own
recent visit to Ireland, where I talked with
agricultural organizations in the west of the
country, of the dissatisfaction there about the
way the scheme is working. I think in general,
however, that the schemes have been so recently
introduced in most Member States, sometimes
after considerable delays, that it is early yet to
come to a final judgment about their operation.
Nevertheless, the honourable Member’s inter-
vention is timely, and I will, of course, draw
the attention of those who are preparing the
report which I mentioned to the remarks he has
made.

Mr Frith. — (D) Is the questioner really right
in assuming that the Directives on farm
modernization have been implemented for some
time, and if so, is the Commission prepared to
concentrate the implementation of these Direc-
tives on regional requirements to a greater
extent in view of the unsatisfactory results
which have been achieved so far?

Mr Thomson. — No, as I indicated the actual
length of experience of the working of these
directives is still a fairly limited one and indeed
I am sorry to tell the House that the directives
are not yet implemented completely in some
Member States.

I think that fact must be taken into account
in the report that is being prepared.

Mr Hirzschel. — (D) Is the Commission aware
that, particularly in areas with a large number
of small agricultural holdings, small farms are
no longer a viable proposition in view of the
excessively high production threshold, which
is to be raised even further, and what does the
Commission intend to do about this unsatis-
factory situation?
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Mr Thomson. — This is one of the aspects that
is of course being studied in the preparation of
this report, but I would draw the honourable
Member’s attention to the fact that the Com-
mission, in its proposals to the Council in con-
nection with the present agriculture price
review, has for example proposed to increase
the EAGGF contribution from 25% to 40% in
connection with the so-called hill farming
scheme,

President. — I call Oral Question No 18 by
Mrs Ewing:

‘At what administrative level, and in what force,
is the Commission represented in Scotland and
in Wales; does it consider such representation
adequate to the needs of those two countries,
and their wish to participate fully in all spheres
of Community activity?’

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission. — (I) I should like to say first of
all that the Commission does not have repre-
sentation offices in the Member States but press
and information offices.

As regards the activities, I should explain that
we—of course together with the European Par-
liament—have played a considerable role in the
decentralization of information, particularly in
the regional sector. In this connection we have
asked the Council of Ministers to authorize
the establishment of two offices in Cardiff and
Edinburgh. We had also asked for regional
offices to be set up in other Members States,
but our applications were rejected. We feel that
these offices will perform an extremely useful
function and we also feel that the decentraliz-
ation of information which the Commission is
hoping to achieve may in the coming years
further contribute to the general awareness of
European problems.

Mrs Ewing. — On a day when the distinguished
Foreign Minister of the smallest of the Nine
takes office for the third time, would it not be
appropriate for the Commission to recognize
that when Scotland and Wales—which are not
regions but nations—achieve their independ-
ance, they may apply for the Nine to become
eleven? At this minute a great debate is taking
place on the floor of the House of Commons
to devolve considerable legislative powers to
Scottish and Welsh Assemblies.

Is the Commissioner not being a little debonair,
when the fact of the matter is that the staffing
is two in Edinburgh and three in Cardiff? How
can such a staff be adequate to create the new
links that will be required when these Assem-
blies are set up?

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I) The Commission
hopes to have greater means at its disposal to
fulfil staff requirements in the future. For the
time being, however, the staffing in Cardiff and
Edinburgh is adequate.

Mr Fletcher. — Would the Commissioner agree
that regional representation should be seen in
the context of the Community as a whole and of
the institutions of the Community? Surely, the
Members of this House are representing their
regions here, and surely we have a similar
responsibility to represent the Community as a
whole in our regions. I, as a British Member
of Parliament, do not expect the British Parlia-
ment to open a parliamentary office in my
constituency, and my constituents do not expect
it either. Finally, does the Commissioner agree
that the creation of the EEC as a supra-national
authority does not imply that we should now
create the means to dismember the nations that
comprise the Nine, as Mrs Ewing constantly
advocates?

(Applause from various quarters)

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I} As I have already
said, we are in favour of decentralizing inform-
ation. We must wait and see what we can do
about decentralizing the Community.

Mr Hamilton. — Mrs Ewing campaigned activ-
ely against British membership of the common
market, and the result in Scotland was a subs-
tantial majority for membership. On a more
serious note, can the Commissioner say when
this office in Edinburgh will be established,
and will he give an undertaking that there will
be no racial discrimination against English
people who might want to serve there?

(Laughter)

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I} There will be no
discrimination.

President. — I call Oral Question No 19 by
Mr Seefeld:

‘How does the Commission regard the following
statement which appeared on 18 December 1975
in the highly regarded technical journal “Deut-
sche Verkehrszeitung” after the last meeting of
the Council of Transport Ministers:

“More and more Member States are considering
how they can solve their problems alone. A
fundamental question is being raised, namely
whether the creation of a common transport
market could be dispensed with and whether it
would not be enough merely to subject trans-
frontier traffic to Community regulations. At
national level each country could then do what
it thought necessary”,

and are there any indications that this is so?’
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Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission. — (I) Mr Seefeld is quite aware
of my personal opinion and the opinions of the
Commission on this question. There are dif-
ficulties, but we expect to be able to solve them
in the future.

The idea of a common transport market is not
directly provided for in the Treaties. The Com-
mission, however, is doing all it can by means
of directives to translate this idea into reality.

As regards prospects for the future the Com-
mission feels it has valid reasons for not sharing
the pessimistic views of the German journal.

I should also like to say that in a few days
time I shall be reporting to the European Par-
liament’s Committee on Regional Policy and
Transport on the progress made by the Council,
and I hope then to be able to explain exactly
what is being done.

Mr Seefeld. — (D} Following the last meeting
of the Council of Ministers of Transport last
December, which did not turn out to be parti-
cularly successful, does the Commission intend
to continue its efforts towards settling the basic
issues underlying a European transport policy,
and does it perhaps intend to reconsider the
whole matter and have another go with some-
what different proposals?

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I) Firstly, we shall
be discussing a number of social questions with
the trade unions in February. Secondly, we
shall be meeting Mr Mart, the current President
of the Council of Ministers of Transport, to
discuss a schedule for future activities.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Does not the Commissioner
feel that Parliament’s Committee on Regional
Policy and Transport fares particularly badly
at the hands of the Council of Ministers, judg-
ing by the most recent decisions taken in this
field?

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I) It is transport
policy as a whole which is in difficulties, Mr
Giraud.

President. — I call Oral Question No 20 by
Mr Spicer:

‘What is the trend of private investment by EEC
Member States in the developing countries?’

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commission. — The figures that we have cover-
ing the past decade show that the trend of
private investment from the Community into

the developing countries, at least until 1974, has
been irregular but with a tendency to increase
over the years. The figure for private direct
investments rose from $965 million in 1965 to
$1 692 millions in 1974. But the figure for 1974
was some 30% down on that for 1973. The
reasons for this recent fall are of course to be
found in the general recession through which
our economies have recently been passing.
Developing countries will no doubt recognize
in this yet another demonstration of the high
degree of interdependence which we must all
recognize as lying at the foundations of the
world economic system.

Mr Spicer. — Certainly this does show a gene-
rally upward trend. But would Sir Christopher
Soames not agree with me that a Community
backed guarantee for investments outside the
Community would add great attraction to pri-
vate investment? May I remind him that in
September 1973 there was a question by Mr Du-
rieux on this guarantee for investments out-
side the Community, and this was followed up
in March 1974 by this Parliament approving
proposals from the Commission in this respect.
I wonder what progress has been made since
then?

Sir Christopher Soames. — The Commission has
submitted to the Council a communication set-
ting out its ideas for a European Export Bank
to perform this very function. Industry has
now been consulted, there has been a green
paper, a number of organizations have been
consulted. In principle the Commission feels
that this is right, that there are considerable
benefits which the Community could draw from
such a bank. We will be putting forward a
more concrete proposal to the Council of Minis-
ters shortly which will, of course, be sent to
this House for debate.

President. — I call Question No 21 by Mr Nor-
manton:

How are relations with Rumania developing in
the field of reciprocal trade and commerce?

Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President of the
Commission. — I visited Rumania last week as
the guest of the Rumanian Association for
International Law and International Relations,
which had invited me to give a lecture in Bucha-
rest. While I was in Rumania I was extremely
pleased to have the opportunity for useful and
constructive talks on the development of econo-
mic and trade relations with President Ceau-
sescu, with Mr Patan, the vice-Prime Minister
responsible for external trade and with the
Foreign Minister Mr Macovescu. The Commis-
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sion had previously invited the Rumania
Government to enter into negotiations for a bila-
teral textile agreement within the framework
of the GATT multifibre arrangement, and I am
glad to say that the Rumanian Government has
agreed to do this.

On wider issues of trade and economic rela-
tions we found our views very close, and in
particular they agree that the development of
Community relations with COMECON should
neither hinder nor be hindered by the develop-
ment of relations between Rumania and the
Community and between the Community and
other countries of Eastern Europe.

Mr Normanton. — The House, I know, and the
European textile industry, will be most grateful
to Sir Christopher Soames for this statement
and the clarity and precision with which he
presented it. But would he now confirm the
view which is held most strongly by many
leaders in all sectors of industry and in the
political field that, to the Soviet Union and her
satellites, international trade is merely an ins-
trument for furthering political objectives.

Would he therefore, in the light of that, assure
this House that he will keep this fact constantly
in mind in any negotiations he undertakes to
avoid further erosion of European industry
such as that being generated by the export of
commercial vehicles and cars in growing quan-
tities and at prices totally unrelated to their
true cost of production?

Sir Christopher Soames. — Sir, undoubtedly the
differences in the trade and particularly the
pricing formation habits of the market econo-
mies, on the one hand, with all their transpa-
rencies, and of the socialist countries on the
other, are considerable. There are, therefore, a
number of problems, of which this, of course,
is the main one; in our view, we will only be
able to find satisfactory solutions to these prob-
lems if proper and normal relations can be
created between the Community on one side
and the countries of Eastern Europe on the
other.

President. — Question Time is closed. I thank
the representatives of the Council and the Com-
mission for their statements.

3. Welcome to the Turkish Delegation

President. — It is my pleasant duty to welcome
to the official gallery, both on behalf of Parlia-
ment and personally, the Turkish Delegation to
the Joint Parliamentary Committee of the EEC-

Turkey Association. The Delegation is led by
Senator Inan. In welcoming them to the House,
I express the hope that the work in progress
will lead to the strengthening of relations be-
tween Turkey and our Community.

(Applause)

4. Statement by the President-in-Office
of the Council

President. — The next item is the statement,
followed by debate, by the President-in-Office
of the Council on the work programme of the
Luxembourg Presidency.

I call Mr Fellermaier on a question of proce-
dure.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, before the
President-in-Office makes his statement, I
should like to raise an important point of proce-
dure.

We—and here I speak on behalf of all the
political groups—consider that the importance of
this statement at the beginning of 1976 is so
great that we believe it is Parliament’s political
responsibility to enable the political groups to
hold brief group meetings following the state-
ment by the President-in-Office, in order to
make an initial provisional assessment of the
statement so that the group spokesmen can
reply to it with the full weight of their political
opinion, and so that the President-in-Office of
the Council, and Parliament can prepare them-
selves.

Mr President, may I ask that this matter be
settled immediately. A break of about an hour
after the statement by the President-in-Office
would be enough, and this would also fall in
with his plans, since I know that later this
afternoon he must be in another capital city,
where he has further commitments in his capa-
city as President-in-Office of the Council.

President. — I call Mr Thorn.

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) Mr President, if you will permit me to
speak in this distinguished Assembly on a ques-
tion of procedure, I should like to say, simply
in order to avoid any misunderstanding—since
we are concerned with organizing both your
timetable and mine—that, thinking the debate
would be over this morning, I made arrange-
ments to leave after lunch.

I now hear that the political groups wish to
suspend the sitting, which would result in our
having to continue this afternoon.
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The honourable Members’ kindness in speaking
of the importance of an address which they
have not yet heard does me too much honour.
Perhaps they will change their minds, but be
that as it may, I greatly appreciate this advance
approval...

Furthermore, I would point out to Parliament,
for its guidance, that I shall not be speaking
at length on the North-South dialogue, for ob-
vious reasons: it will first be discussed in the
Council, and since the Council has not met
since I took office, I do not wish to carry on
a debate on these current negotiations. I am
letting Parliament know these facts so that it
can decide whether the morning sitting will
allow them enough time to reply to my modest
contribution or introduction to this debate.

I would add that my address has not been dis-
tributed in writing. I did not want to be guilty
of such an insult to Parliament. One does not
give a prepared speech to Parliament: as its
name implies, it must be a forum, not for com-
paring notes, but for real discussion...

(Applause from various quarters)

In the meantime I shall try, through my staff,
to contact the foreign capital where I am
expected this evening to find out whether I can
be got there on time by special plane. How-
ever, I cannot give you the answer immediately.

President. — I call Mr Scott-Hopkins on a ques-
tion of procedure.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — I do not disagree with
what Mr Fellermaier said, but my point of order
is not the same, and I would like to make it
before President Thorn starts his speech. Do
you not think that you might control the num-
ber of press and photographers, in the middle
here? It is really more like a circus than a
parliament. I think there are probably some-
thing like 12 or 15 gentlemen walking around
there. I would like to see the President-in-Office
speaking, but I shall be unable to do so, much
as I like looking at the back views of these
gentlemen here. Perhaps you might be able
to do something about it.

President. — I call Mr Seefeld.

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Mr President, I wish to speak
on Mr Scott-Hopkins’ proposal that the jour-
nalists present in the House should be requested
to leave. Mr President, I ask you not to do
this, and the reason is perfectly simple. The
European Parliament is foreover complaining
about, indeed bemoaning, the fact that the
public does not pay any attention to it. Today

a number of television companies are present.
If the gentlemen are forced to stay in the centre
of the Chamber, it is only because we have not
yet been able to provide them with better
working conditions. Expelling these gentlemen
would mean that this sitting would not be
reported.

On the contrary, I urge the television reporters
to visit the European Parliament not only today
but very often, and I ask you to give this matter
your support, Mr President.

(Applause from various quarters)

President. — We must, I think, steer a2 middle
course between these two extreme proposals.
These gentlemen will have to record the opening
moments of the debate, but after that I hope
that they will come to some arrangement among
themselves so that only two or three remain
and there are no screens blocking our view,
television screens though they be!

I now call Mr Thorn.

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, you
have acknowledged the endeavours of previous
Presidents of the Council in improving rela-
tions between our two Institutions and in estab-
lishing with you a dialogue which, while not
always easy nor completely satisfactory to Par-
liament, has nevertheless helped to inspire
greater mutual confidence between Parliament
and the Institution over which I currently pre-
side. This, at any rate, is my opinion.

I, in turn, should like to prove myself worthy
of this confidence, even if the task of expending
the views and the policies of the Council is in
itself a difficult one.

Today this task is made easier for me because,
since I took over the functions of President-in-
Office of the Council, the Council has not yet
held a meeting. However, I regard it as a valu-
able innovation that a President of the Council
taking up office for the first time is able to
offer his initial reflections to Parliament and
freely express some personal views here, so that
you can help him to ensure that they do not
turn out to be illusions.

Last year ended with two events that were
important for Europe and the Community and,
in the case of the ‘North-South dialogue’, for
the future of our countries and of the world as
a whole.

My predecessor has already given you a full
and detailed report on the first of these—the
European Council in Rome. I shall not, then,
return to this, except to emphasize the excep-
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tional political significance of two decisions
taken, namely

— the fixing of a date for elections to the Euro-
pean Parliament by universal suffrage,

— the decision that the Community should par-
ticipate with a single representation in the
Conference on International Economic Co-
operation.

Dwelling for a moment on these two major
decisions, I can assure you that I am resolved
to do everything possible to ensure that the
Convention, which will enable Members of
Parliament to be elected by universal suffrage,
is adopted as quickly as possible. I hope very
sincerely that these elections will take place
at the same time in all of the Member States
of the Community, and not just in seven or
eight of them.

(Applause}

Parliament has made a very substantial contri-
bution to the discussions currently being carried
on in the Council. Without the draft which you
prepared and voted on, it would certainly not
have been possible to make such considerable
progress in so short a time. I gladly pay tribute
for this to Parliament as a whole, and in parti-
cular to your rapporteur, Mr Patijn.

It goes without saying that Parliament will
continue to be associated with this important
undertaking.

The Convention will subsequently have to be
ratified by each of the nine Member States, and
it is already clear that you will have your part
to play in ensuring that the national procedures
are accomplished successfully and rapidly, with-
in the period proposed.

The fact that the prospect of elections to the
European Parliament by universal suffrage is
already provoking—sometimes impassioned—
political debate is further proof of the great
importance of this act.

I would however alert you to the attempts in
certain quarters to divert this process. In orga-
nizing elections of this kind, we are strictly
within the limits of the Rome Treaties. This is
an important point which must be stressed, if
only to dispel all doubts about the legitimacy
of such a move or indeed about the limited
scope of this act. Election of Members of Parlia-
ment by this method is a development formally
provided for in the Treaties and will provide
you with that extra authority which is necessary
for the normal exercise of your important func-
tions.

It would therefore be inappropriate and unfor-
tunate on this occasion to revive old quarrels

of the kind which occurred not so long ago
in connection with another proposed European
Treaty relating to a purpose different from the
matters ultimately covered by the Rome
Treaties, namely the EDC. Here we are con-
cerned with changing the method of appointing
the Members of a European Parliament which
already has incontestable democratic legitimacy
since it is by definition composed of Members
of national Parliaments.

For certain of those who will attempt to oppose
elections to Parliament by universal suffrage—
as they opposed other Community initiatives in
the past—the principal concern is to eliminate
anything which might further the construction
of Europe.

It seems to me illogical to allow the existence
of the Communities, while refusing to make
them more democratic, or to wish to develop
a European identity while refusing to give its
Institutions additional democratic legitimacy
and hence greater authenticity.

I would even concede that 25 years ago certain
people felt a genuine concern to safeguard
national identities against the upsurge of what
was then called ‘supra-nationalism’. Today it
is rather the opposite extreme which we have
good reason to fear, namely an excessive incli-
nation to magnify national interests, often to
the detriment of the common interest of all
the peoples of Europe.

It is precisely this common European interest
which should be strengthened by direct elec-
tions to the European Parliament, and without
the slightest threat to national identity. From
this point of view, the election of Members of
this Parliament by universal suffrage is not
only an important step in the construction of
Europe but is demonstrably an act in tune
with the movement of history and with the
common interests of all the citizens of our nine
States.

However, I have one other concern, and I hope
most sincerely that this is shared by Parlia-
ment. It is essential that, when the first elec-
tions to the European Parliament by universal
suffrage are held, the electorate should turn
out in force to ensure that the most represen-
tative European parliamentarians are elected.
Parliament, Council and Commission, which
today all have a valuable role to play in admi-
nistrating Community affairs, have joint res-
ponsibility in this matter. To this end, each
Institution must realize that its present actions
have exemplary value for the future.

Should not then our primary concern be to
convince our fellow citizens—through the



Sitting of Wednesday, 14 January 1976 97

Thorn

quality of our work, the sense of our respon-
sibilities and awareness of a common European
good—-that the election of Members to the Euro-
pean Parliament by universal suffrage is a mat-
ter which concerns them all, individually and
collectively? In other words, the Community
Institutions and those who have prerogatives
and duties within them bear a large part of the
responsibility for the success of this operation.

Parliament will have to discuss the Conference
on International Economic Cooperation on many
more occasions. It seems to me premature,
indeed impossible, to deal with this in detail
today. However, from next week onwards the
Council will endeavour to develop and define our
common position on all the topics which will
be discussed at this Conference. This will not
be an easy task, as you can imagine. I should
like to assure you that the Luxembourg Presi-
dency will make every possible effort to ensure
that this tender and vulnerable plant, the com-
mon position of the Nine, takes root and flou-
rishes. This will require great creative ingenu-
ity on the part of the Commission and, on the
part of Parliament, constant and resolute sup-
port for everything which can further such an
enterprise.

As for the Council, it has a period of strenuous
work ahead of it. This is why I intend to pro-
pose next Tuesday in Brussels that in accor-
dance with the wish expressed by the Heads of
State or Government the Ministers for Foreign
Affairs should carry out the Council’s general
mission of ‘giving impetus and providing co-
ordination’, a mission which is essential and
at the same time becoming more and more
difficult to perform successfully.

It is patently clear that the common position
which since the Rome Summit we have agreed
to adopt can only truly come into being if
the Community can make substantial progress
internally in working out and introducing pre-
cisely those policies which bear a direct relation
to the matters to be discussed in Paris: I refer
in particular to the policies on energy, raw
materials, development aid and the direct finan-

cial implications of these.
4

Consequently, if the.Community were to delay
further in defining and then developing these
policies, a gulf would develop—which would
be difficult to bridge—between a common posi-
tion which, at worst, would end up by becoming
a fiction, and an internal reality marred by its
deficiencies. The question would then imme-
diately arise as to whether we are able to carry
out the promises made in Rome. This is a situa-
tion I should not like to have to face. I shall
therefore spare no efforts—as my successors

will not—to use the authority conferred on the
President of the Council by virtue of his office
to remind the Council of the political respon-
sibility it bears in this matter, particularly at
the present time.

Parliament would not expect me to comment
today on the report submitted to the European
Council by my friend and colleague, Prime
Minister Tindemans of Belgium. Not that I do
not have a number of thoughts on this impor-
tant document, but my present position as
President-in-Office obliges me, more than any-
body else, to listen beforehand to the opinion
of the Heads of State or Government meeting
in that body. But I can assure you that I have
not been wasting my time. As I consider that
the President should be the ‘motor’ of the Coun-
cil I have already started taking soundings, and
discussions are under way. Parliament, for its
part, will doubtless soon have an opportunity
to discuss this report more fully.

However, two observations would seem neces-
sary at this stage. It is natural that a document
of this kind should not be greeted with enthu-
siasm by those for whom the present stage of
European unification is one which ought to
continue without major changes for a relatively
long period, even at the risk of imperilling a
number of past achievements.

The fact that the Heads of State or Govern-
ment asked that this document be drawn up
by a figure well-versed in the harsh realities of
politics, that is to say the art of the possible,
implied from the outset that the Head of the
Belgian Government would endeavour to sketch
a number of concrete possibilities rather than
depict an ideal Community in bold strokes.

Nevertheless, I consider it essential that the
concrete proposals contained in this report
should not be approached selectively or too res-
trictively. This could result in a series of
measures being taken the minimalist nature of
which could completely betray the spirit in
which Mr Tindemans’ document was conceived,
and even the idea of a European Union itself,
which must be approached as a whole.

It is my personal view that it is not by making
certain detailed reforms at random that the
European Council—which will be ultimately
responsible for inspiring and guiding the
development of the Community system—will be
able to achieve the qualitative leap that the
Belgian Prime Minister advocates so convin-
cingly. We are a long way, ladies and gentle-
men, from averting the risk of finding ourselves
in the impasse which would result from insisting
principally on affirming distant objectives
while satisfying ourselves in the immediate
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future with a few changes superficial enough
to meet with rapid unanimous agreement. Mr
Tindemans’ effort thus calls for an effort on
the part of the political authorities in our coun-
tries and the Community Institutions, including
Parliament.

My personal contribution in the coming months
will be principally to ensure that Mr Tinde-
mans’ proposals result quickly in a number of
coherent decisions so that the impetus he has
given is not lost in the byways of procedures
and theoretical or even academic discussion.

Touching briefly on the questions which will
concern the Council in the coming months, I
am delighted to say that after years of difficult
discussions the Community’s Mediterranean
policy finally seems to be achieving concrete
results.

The Council will soon be discussing the opinion
which the Commission will be presenting in
the coming weeks on Greece’s application for
accession. We were unanimous in welcoming
the return of democracy to this country, which
is an essential condition for realizing the po-
tential offered by the Treaty of Athens. The
time is now approaching when we must decide
on the opening of negotiations. We must ensure
at the same time that the Association between
the Community and Turkey is given its full
value—not only with a view to intensifying eco-
nomic relations but also, and perhaps above all,
to enable the Community to play, in this Euro-
pean part of the world, the role which should
naturally devolve on it, namely that of an agent
of agreement and mutual understanding.

I am also delighted with the happy outcome of
the negotiations which the Community has con-
ducted with Tunisia and Morocco. Negotiations
with Algeria are due to start tomorrow, and we
hope that they will soon be concluded. For our
part we shall do our utmost to ensure that this
is the case, and I am sure that this is also Par-
liament’s wish.

The approval of a mandate—for the moment
only partial—for negotiations with the Mashrek
countries will, in the coming weeks, enable the
Commission finally to begin discussions with
Egypt, Syria, Lebanon and Jordan, with a view
to concluding agreements which offer a prac-
tical demonstration of the European Commu-
nity’s will to intensify its relations with the
Arab peoples of the eastern Mediterranean, in
parallel with the agreement concluded with
Israel some months ago; it will also be a con-
crete demonstration of Europe’s intention to
contribute to re-establishing peace and stability
in that part of the world.

Othe developments are also likely to occur in
our relations with certain Mediterranean coun-
tries. It is certainly the Community’s duty and
in its interests to achieve a rapprochement with
Spain.

This list must of necessity be incomplete, since
it is impossible for me to mention all of the
projects currently being carried out by the
Community. I should like, however, to express
my sincere hope that the Lomé Convention will
very soon have been ratified by all nine Parlia-
ments, thus permitting the entry into force in
the very near future of this agreement to which
we all attach special importance.

(Applause from certain quarters)

As Parliament itself has pointed out on numer-
ous occasions, there remains a disturbing
discrepancy between the dynamism shown by
the Community in its external relations and the
slow and hesitant progress internally.

This situation threatens, in the long term, to
affect seriously the process of European con-
struction itself, and I believe that Mr Tindemans
shares this opinion.

This situation can, of course, easily be explained
by a number of factors—recession, the struggle
against unemployment, anti-inflation policies—
which constitute at present the principal head-
aches of each of the nine governments, and, to
put it mildly, do not create a favourable climate
for developing economic integration between
the Nine, something which requires sacrifices
on all sides. While recognizing these difficulties,
I am nonetheless convinced that there are many
important areas in which the development of
Community policies is not only still possible,
but is becoming more imperative than ever. It
would be pointless to list the numerous matters
still before the Council, or which are still being
discussed by Parliament, on which we cannot
escape the conclusion that the -Community’s
dynamism is sadly lacking.

Of course, a number of initiatives developed last
year will be continued. Such is the case with
consultations between the Council, the Commis-
sion and representatives of employers and
labour. Once the preparatory work which has
been entrusted to the Commission has been
completed, a second conference will be convened
like the one held in Brussels last November, for
the purpose of tackling a number of economic
and social problems practically and with a view
to evolving a general approach at Community
level. We have raised a number of hopes in
taking this initiative. It would be a serious, and
indeed dangerous matter if we were to disap-
point by not making every effort to meet the
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expectations of the wvarious social categories,
which hold the conviction, often more keenly
than governments, that action in the economic
and social field can no longer be a purely
national concern.

I genuinely hope that a future Council will also
be able to get a number of important projects
under way again in the field of research. It is
unfortunate that we were not able to achieve
this last December, essentially because of the
well known difficulty of the location of the
important thermo-nuclear fusion programme, a
field in which Europe has genuine potential.

I should be wary of regarding as negligible a
problem of the kind with which the Italian
Government was particularly concerned, and I
am sure that the same goes for Parliament.
Problems of locating and siting Community
activities are in all cases problems of a highly
political nature which outweigh by far the
operational aspects as such. Parliament, too, is
certainly fully aware of this.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, as you will
have noted, this initial statement to you claims
to be neither a stocktaking nor a programme.
My intention was to offer you a few observa-
tions, very incomplete I know, so that through
you those who have invested their faith and
hopes in the work which we are carrying out
together—and they are more numerous than
we often imagine—may realize the enormity of
the tasks, the extent of the difficulties, but also
our common will to further the construction of
Europe.

You will understand that I cannot say more
before I have presided over the first Council
meeting of this year. But having, for the last
few months, occupied a position in which I was
able to view Europe and the Community from
the outside, I am more convinced than ever that
only our efforts to unite and our action as a
single entity can offer all our countries an
opportunity of confronting the problems of
tomorrow’s world. The efforts which the Com-
munity has made to present concerted positions
with a single voice have had a considerable
effect, notably at the 7th special session of the
United Nations. But I have also noted that too
often the absence or inadequacy of common
policies is a serious handicap for Europe. Being
excessively preoccupied with our own problems,
we have perhaps not grasped fully enough that
throughout the world other regroupings have
come about which are more and more solid and
effective in their actions.

As President of the United Nations General
Assembly I have witnessed at first hand the—
admittedly variable—effectiveness of these

other organizations or groups in taking inter-
national action, and have been able to compare
it—not without some melancholy-——with the
difficulties which we Europeans generally
experience in reaching agreement among our-
selves on problems with which we have long
been familiar.

I have also noted that, apart perhaps from the
United States, the Soviet Union and China, no
country, whether large or small, will henceforth
have sufficient power and means to conduct its
own international policies alone. Viewed from
a certain distance, the disunion of the European
States, or the absence of common policies, ap-
pears incomprehensible and self-destructive.

(Applause)

Our quarrels and our differences appear ana-
chronistic and, conversely, each time we succeed
in our efforts to act as an entity, we gain rapidly
in influence and consideration, for the advan-
tage of each of our countries. Only a realization
of these truths will enable Europe to play a
useful part, and with prospects of success, in
the great North-South dialogue which opened

recently. For this to come about, our Institutions

must also function efficiently. Like many of you
I have in the past been unable to conceal my
apprehensions and criticisms in this respect. In
assuming, for the third time, the great honour
of presiding over the Council of the Com-
munities, and for the first time the European
Council, I intend to devote all my energies to
enhancing the effectiveness and the political
authority of our Institutions.

Our procedures are, admittedly, complex and at
first sight appear cumbersome. But they repre-
sent an irreplacable guarantee that the interests
of all are being given due consideration,
whether it be the Member States themselves
or the different sections of our populations. I
shall therefore endeavour to ensure that the
rules and procedures laid down in our Treaties
are applied in all circumgtances. This is a task
in which I rely on the unreserved support of
Parliament, just as it is natural that others
should expect the same from you. Our common
enterprise requires enormous efforts, in the
future even more than in the past. We must, of
course, be exacting, both towards ourselves and
our Institutions. But for heaven’s sake let us
not take healthy criticism to the point of self-
destruction. Let us protect our Institutions from
our own failures, the effeets of inadequacy or
the errors of our common policies. Let us also
respect those who work for our common cause
—and I am thinking here particularly of the
great majority of Community officials, to whose
dedication and competence I should like to pay
special tribute.
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These, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, are
some of the points which seem to me essential
at the beginning of this year. I have been parti-
cularly honoured to be able to address these
remarks to this Parliament on the benches of
which I made by own début in European
politics and to which—as you know—I remain
irrevocably attached.

(Sustained applause)

President. — Thank you, Mr Thorn. I am sure
that the applause with which your speech was
greeted at several points, particularly at the
end, show you how well-disposed and attentive
the House was and how much it appreciated
your words.

Without going into detail, I should like to tell
you straight away that the European Parlia-
ment appreciates the commitments which have
just been announced in the House by the
Luxembourg Presidency. Knowing you as we
do, since you served with us for a considerable
time, in particular as the chairman of the
Committee on Development and Cooperation as
well as President-in-Office of the Council on
two previous occasions, we know that, with
your European conviction and political tempera-
ment, you will do everything in your power
to fulfil these commitments during your term
of office, short though it may be.

Cooperation between the Council and the Parlia-
ment will be essential to this undertaking, and
you can count on our enthusiastic participation
and, if need be, our forceful protest.

We count on you to help in making this first
half of 1976 a period which will go down in the
history of the Communities as a vital and
dynamic one, marked above all internally by
a definite decision on the election of the Euro-
pean Parliament by direct universal suffrage,
and externally by the definite application of the
Lomé Convention and, we hope, by harmonious,
fair and necessary arrangements between the
countries of North and South. You can count
on our help in these matters.

Lastly, I should like to take up a small point in
your speech, perhaps simply a small point of
terminology but perhaps also a more fundamen-
tal one. Referring to the statement you were
about to make to Parliament on the programme
and intentions of the Luxembourg Presidency,
you described it as a ‘valuable innovation’. I
should like to tell you that your predecessors,
Mr FitzGerald on behalf of the Irish Presidency
and Mr Rumor on behalf of the Italian Presi-
dency, also came at the beginning of their terms
of office to present their programmes and in-
tentions to Parliament. Therefore it is no longer
a valuable innovation. It is already a third or

fourth step in what we, for our part, now con-
sider to be a happy and indispensable tradition.

I call Mr Thorn.

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) Mr President, we have long been accust-
omed to hearing each other’s point of view.
Allow me to explain what I meant by innov-
ation.

My predecessors were fortunate enough to
appear before Parliament after a Council meet-
ing: I have come here before one!

(Laughter and applause)

President. — Ladies and Gentlemen, we must
now take a decision on Mr Fellermaier’s request
to suspend the sitting for one hour.

I call Mr Thorn.

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council, —
(F) Mr President, I have just been informed that
another means of transport has been found, so
I shall be able to stay in Parliament this after-
noon until 4.30 p.m. If the sitting is resumed at
3 p.m., I shall thus be able to remain for a fur-
ther hour and a half.

President. — I call Mr Bertrand.

Mr Alfred Bertrand, chairman of the Christian-
Democratic Group. — (F) Mr President, I pro-
pose that we resume the sitting this afternoon
at 2.30 p.m. instead of 3 p.m.

This would allow time for a two-hour debate.
President. — I call Mr Durieux.

Mr Durieux, chairman of the Liberal and Allies
Group. — (F) Mr President, I do not know if
there is any point in suspending the sitting.
Half an hour would, in any case, be enough;
then we could resume proceedings before noon
and carry on until 12.30 p.m. at least.

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, in view of
the importance of this debate and the number
of speakers listed, we shall only be able to finish
by 4.30 p.m. if we make use of part of this
morning.

I therefore propose that the sitting be suspended
for half an hour.

Are there any objections?
The sitting is suspended for half an hour.

(The sitting was suspended at 11.25 a.m. and
resumed at 12 noon)

President. — The sitting is resumed.
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5. Membership of committees

President. — I have received from the Liberal
and Allies Group a request for the appointment
of Mr Caillavet to the Committee on Budgets
to replace Mr Houdet.

I have also received from the European Conser-
vative Group requests for the appointment of
Mr Fletcher to the Committee on Budgets, to
replace Sir Peter Kirk, and to the Committee on
Regional Policy and Transport, and of Mr Spicer
to the Associations Committee and to the Joint
Parliamentary Committee of the EEC-Turkey
Association.

Lastly, I have received from the non-attached
Members requests for the appointments of Mrs
Ewing to the Legal Affairs Committee, of Mr
Romualdi to the Committee on Regional Policy
and Transport and of Mr Clerfayt to the Com-
mittee on External Economic Relations, to re-
place Mr Pierre Bertrand.

Are there any objections?

These appointments are ratified.

6. Change in agenda

President. — The President-in-Office of the
Council said earlier that, with regard to the
next item on the agenda, namely the Council
and Commission statements on the outcome of
the Conference on International Economic Co-
operation, he was unable at present to make a
clear-cut statement defining basic positions.

It appears that the same applies to the Com-
mission.

This being so, we must ask ourselves whether it
is appropriate to retain this item.

I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, I imagine
that the Community Institutions will be con-
cerned with the North-South Conference through-
out the year and that a discussion based on a
reasoned report by the President-in-Office of
the Council and the President of the Commis-
sion ought to take place. Therefore I propose
that this item be removed from the agenda but
included in the main items on the agenda of the
February part-session, and that both Presidents
be asked to see to it that by that time reasoned
statements by both the Council and the Com-
mission are available,

Mr Scott-Hopkins, — Mr President, I have no
tremendously strong feeling about this, as Presi-

dent Ortoli feels that he has not got an awful
lot to say to us at this particular moment, but
what I do think must be quite clearly understood
by the President of the Commission is that what
we would like is an interim report when he has
anything of interest to tell us. We would like to
know as a House what is going on, what progress
is or is not being made and where the blanks
are, and if he says that there are certain dif-
ficulties and that he has not too much to say
at this particular part-session, then I would
agree with Mr Fellermaier that this item should
come forward, and I hope it will, at our Februa-
ry part-session in the form of a constructive,
substantive statement.

President. — I consult Parliament on the pro-
posal by Mr Fellermaier, seconded by Mr Scott-
Hopkins, that this item be removed from the
agenda and included in the programme of the
February part-session and that the Presidents
of the two institutions concerned be asked to
provide as much material as possible on which
to base the debate on this question.

That is agreed.

7. Statement by the President-in-Office
of the Council (resumption)

President. — We shall now resume the debate
on the statement made this morning by the
President-in-Office of the Council.

I call Mr Radoux to speak on behalf of the So-
cialist Group.

Mr Radoux. — (F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we have listened with great interest
to the speech made by the President-in-Office
of the Council and I congratulate him on the
innovation he has made today.

As we have only very little time at our disposal,
I think that instead of wasting time in long
speeches we should confine ourselves to asking
the President certain questions and, where
necessary, reiterating some of this Parliament’s
beliefs.

The first question I should like to raise is that
of the election of Parliament by universal suf-
frage, and in this connection I have two com-
ments. Firstly, it needs to be constantly repeated
that the decision to proceed to the election of
this House by universal suffrage is in accord-
ance with the Treaty of Rome, and no-one can
maintain the contrary. For the record, I think
this is a point which should be stressed.

Secondly, it is of the utmost significance for
this Parliament that this decision has been
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taken since it will help us finally to escape from
the familiar circular argument, namely that
Parliament has no powers so it should not be
elected, and it should not be elected since it has
no powers.

This is why, Mr President, we are particularly
keen that the Council should take a decision as
soon as possible, and on behalf of my Group I
urge that this be done at the next meeting of
the European Council. Only if the Council acts
quickly will it be possible for all the necessary
procedures relating to the electoral campaign to
be got through by our national parliaments
early enough for the European elections actually
to be held in 1978. In this connection, I would
be grateful if the President-in-Office of the
Council could tell us here and now the exact
date of the European Council’s next meeting.
I ask this for the reason I have just mentioned,
but also for a second reason related to the report
drawn up by Mr Tindemans.

My Group agrees with you that a report of such
importance cannot be discussed in depth today.
As we all know, the 1972 Summit asked each
of the Community institutions to draw up a
report. This was done, and Mr Tindemans was
then requested to produce a comprehensive
report, which he has just completed. He was
unable to accept an invitation to come and
address the European Parliament, nor a similar
invitation from a national parliament. We quite
understand his desire to address the European
Council on the matter first of all, and I would
therefore ask the European Council to deal with
this issue in March so that this Parliament may
hold a debate on it as soon as possible.

So much then for institutional problems.

I turn now to the common policies, to which you
referred in your address, Mr Thorn, where you
say, as Parliament has often said, that there is
an alarming discrepancy between the Com-
munity’s dynamism in its external relations and
the slow, hesitant progress we are making in
internal affairs.

We should like to reaffirm our belief, Mr Presi-
dent, that the achievement of the common
policies is as important as the progress which
needs to be made in institutional matters.

We must concern ourselves with short-term
objectives, such as Community measures for
economic recovery, the continuation and con-
clusion of present endeavours to achieve an
energy policy and new proposals for the setting
up of a European Export Bank and for the
implementation of a common policy for the
aeronautical sector.

These are only a few examples, but they are
examples which show that as well as the insti-
tutional questions which Parliament is consider-
ing, it is necessary to maintain our efforts to
achieve common policies. One issue should not
be used as an alibi for not achieving another
objective.

You raised the question, Mr Thorn, of joint
consultation between the Council, the Commis-
sion and the two sides of industry and recalled
the fact that they have already had their first
meeting. It is our belief that further meetings,
provided that they are preceded by preliminary
discussions and careful preparation, will lead
to the establishment of a new type of relation-
ship between the Community’s institutions and
the social partners. If this does not come about,
if a solution is not found in the course of this
year, this will put the Community back a step
compared to the progress so far achieved in each
of our States as regards the rdéle which the
social partners play, and have been playing,
efficiently and in the general interest, for many
years.

You spoke lastly of the North-South Conference,
Mr Thorn, and said, as President-in-Office of
the Council, that the position of the Nine was
still—and I quote—‘a tender and vulnerable
plant’. You asked for—and I quote you again—
‘constant and resolute support’ from Parliament.
This appeal is in our view fully justified and
we believe that Parliament should make every
possible effort to encourage the Council of Min-
isters to present a common position on behalf
of the Nine in international negotiations. Such
a policy is, indeed, consistent with the spirit
of the document which the Ministers signed two
years ago on what they called the ‘European
identity’.

I should like to close by thanking you, Mr
President, for the spirit of Community solidarity
which your statement displayed. In the present
state of affairs, given the responsibilities of each
of the institutions of our Community, it is fair
to say that it is not Parliament, nor the Com-
mission, but the Council of Ministers—and now
to a certain extent, the European Council—
which is in a position to make sure that deci-
sions are taken in the area of common policies
and external relations.

If your speech is backed up by action, if the
Council really starts taking decisions in the
interests of the Community as a whole, this
Parliament will give its full support to the
President of the Council and its members. At
one point in your speech you seemed to be
calling on your colleagues to ensure that the
Council really would deal with the matters, far
too many in number, still awaiting its attention
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and make decisions, and that it should make
them in a spirit of Community solidarity. This
is why we wished to emphasize that in interna-
tional relations we believe that the Council
should indeed, as you said yourself speak with
a single voice.

Mr President of the Council, if your statement
is really followed by action, you will encounter
no hesitancy on the part of Parliament; on the
contrary, I am sure that you will receive the
support of us all.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Bertrand to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Alired Bertrand. — (NL) Mr President, the
Christian-Democratic Group is delighted that
for the next six months the Presidency of the
European Council and of the Council of Min-
isters will be held by the smallest Member
State, the smallest country, but a country with
great European dynamism. We are also delight-
ed that the Presidency will be occupied by Mr
Thorn, a former Member of this Parliament and
a convinced European. He is a man of great
experience and today he showed exceptional
courage in announcing his intentions to this
House and the plans which he intends to carry
out as President of the Council in the next six
months.

I presume that when making this public under-
taking before Parliament here today to take
certain action and certain initiatives, Mr Thorn
was aware that six months is far too short a
time to implement such a comprehensive pro-
gramme. The Christian-Democratic Group
would like to use this opportunity to point out
once again the disadvantages of this system. It
is absolutely vital that the authority of the
President-in-Office of the Council should be
strengthened by extending the duration of the
Presidency to at least one year. Only then will
each President-in-Office of the Council be able
to play a dynamic role and take initiatives with
a view to implementing a specific programme.

Six months is far too short a period and the
present rotation of the Presidency has not
proved to be the most suitable method of giving
the Presidency greater powers or greater
opportunities. Mr Tindemans also laid particular
stress on this problem in his report.

Secondly, I would ask Mr Thorn on behalf of
the Christian-Democratic Group to respect the
felicitous precedent set by his predecessors and
maintain regular contact with this Parliament
by joining us for at least one day of each part-
session, thus ensuring a fruitful dialogue

between the Council, the Commission and Par-
liament.

Thirdly, I would ask him, in view of his heavy
political responsibilities at national, world and
now European level too, to keep sufficient time
available for his European work to allow him
to carry it out without undue pressure and to
devote the necessary time to the programme he
has outlined.

Mr Thorn, you today courageously accepted the
responsibilities of your Presidency before this
Parliament. We Christian-Democrats will assess
your Presidency according to the results which
you will announce to us, we hope, at the end
of the Presidency in June.

In our view your Presidency is faced with three
major responsibilities which we hope you will
fulfil.

Mr Radoux has already mentioned the first of
these. We hope that on 7 and 8 March, when
the meeting of the European Council now seems
certain to take place, the final convention
regarding direct general elections to this Parlia-
ment will be approved. This is essential if we
are to have enough time to have this convention
ratified in the nine Parliaments with a view to
holding the elections in May or June 1978. Any
delay will jeopardize this date.

We therefore expect you to ensure that a deci-
sion is taken on these elections on 7 and 8 March
next. You will have the great advantage of
being able to contribute to this decision in two
capacities. The Council of Foreign Ministers
must prepare the convention under your chair-
manship and the European Council, too, must
finally approve, sign and submit the convention
for ratification with you in the chair. This is an
advantage which your predecessors did not
enjoy in that they did not hold both offices at
the same time. In this regard you thus have a
heavier political responsibility than that borne
by previous Presidents of the Council, since you
hold both offices.

The second point on which we expect you to
make political progress is the Tindemans report.
We believe that you and your Presidency—and
the undertakings you have made today have
strengthened this conviction of ours—can ensure
that an initial discussion of the Tindemans
report is held in the European Council on 7 and
8 March. As the European Parliament meets
from 7 to 11 March we hope—and I make this
request today on behalf of the Christian Demo-
crats—that Mr Tindemans will make his first
statement on his report here in Parliament on
Wednesday 9 March, and that this will be fol-
lowed by a communication from yourself
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regarding the Council’s discussion of the draft.
In this manner we shall be able to cooperate
with the Council and the Commission with
respect to implementing the objectives of this
report.

That is the second point to which we wish to
draw your attention, and I support what you
said in connection with the elections, namely
that if a representative and sufficiently autho-
ritative European Parliament is to come into
being, the fullest possible participation in the
elections in the various Member States is abso-
lutely essential. You launched an appeal for
cooperation between the Council, the Commis-
sion and Parliament and for a joint Community
effort to achieve this objective. In this respect
you can count on the full support of the
Christian-Democratic Group.

You have a third and final problem to face to
which we attach the utmost importance. You
drew attention in your statement to the enorm-
ous gulf which exists between the dynamism
of the Community’s foreign policy and the
hesitant progress made in its internal develop-
ment, and on the need to give added impetus to
this internal development.

I quite understand that as President-in-Office
of the Council you do not at the moment wish
to discuss the delicate issue of the North-South
dialogue at the Conference on International
Economic Cooperation, all the more since the
young shoot of unity is still very vulneréble.
But I would point out to you that public opinion
will have no confidence at all in the sincerity
of efforts to show a united European front in
the discussions on the new economic world order
which Mr Tindemans mentions in his report,
unless it proves possible under your Presidency
to solve the Community’s internal difficulties
by devising a common energy policy and a
common policy on the supply of raw materials,
and by implementing a common development
aid policy. If these three conditions are not
fulfilled we cannot possibly present a united
European front in the North-South dialogue,
because there will be no agreement on the three
problems which constitute the very foundation
of the dicussion taking place at that Conference.

You realize therefore that there is an enormous
responsibility on your shoulders and I have the
feeling, assuming our information is correct,
that the Commission will not hesitate this time
to submit the necessary proposals to the Council
to ensure that a common energy policy, a com-
mon policy on the supply of raw materials and
a development aid policy are defined because
it is essential that these three requirements are
fulfilled if Europe is to speak with a single voice

in the North-South dialogue and take its place
in the new economic world order.

Mr Thorn, you are faced with an extremely dif-
ficult problem which I think will also largely
determine the quality of life and future develop-
ment of the Community. If we fail in this area
I really fear that our presence will not be felt
to the desired extent in the new world order
which will inevitably grow out of the contacts
made possible by this North-South Conference.
In this connection I would also draw your atten-
tion to the fact that, in addition to these three
issues, the problem of internal development also
has to be faced. The arguments which are now
being advanced to advocate a return to the
adoption of all sorts of national measures,
namely recession, inflation, unemployment and
the lack of job opportunities also constitute
arguments in favour of revitalizing the Com-
munity’s internal development. It is not enough
to make emotional speeches about growing un-
employment among young people in the Com-
munity—we must take action too. I should
therefore be glad to hear your views on the
tripartite conference, the purpose of which is
to achieve coherent cooperation between the
two sides of industry, the Commission and the
Council with a view to drawing up a practical
programme to solve the economic, monetary and
social problems with which the Community is
so heavily burdened at this time.

In conclusion, I should like to voice my appre-
ciation of the fact that you gave Parliament
today the benefit of your experience as Presi-
dent of the United Nations General Assembly.
In this office you were able to observe what
we Christian-Democrats have long been pro-
claiming, namely that Europe’s influence in the
world increases as the countries of the European
Community show a more united front and speak
more often with a single voice. You were able
to observe this in the General Assembly when
Mr Rumor submitted his proposals on behalf
of the European Community. The other groups
suddenly listened with greater attention be-
cause a proposal was being made on behalf
of the Nine. You also noticed that the African
continent, the Middle East, the whole Mediter-
ranean areas and Latin America have greater
faith in European cooperation than we our-
selves. It is these very groups of countries which
expect us to show a united front and contribute
to greater stability and equilibrium in inter-
national relations, thus allowing these areas of
the world to free themselves from the tutelage
of the two superpowers which are attempting
to draw the whole world into their sphere of
influence. These peoples can see only one way
of preventing the two superpowers from divid-
ing the world up between themselves and that
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is by signing trade, economic and technical
agreements with the European Economic Com-
munity. This is another major problem with
which you will be faced. I therefore understand
why Mr Tindemans suggests in his report that
the distinction between the ordinary Council of
Foreign Ministers and the conference of Foreign
Ministers for political cooperation should be
abolished, and that they should be combined
into a single Council in order to achieve a single
common policy.

Mr Thorn, your European convictions are our
guarantee that you will do everything in your
power to achieve this rapprochement during
your Presidency. This would represent a signifi-
cant step forward along the way towards the
implementation of a common foreign policy.

Finally, I would like to assure you that the
Christian-Democrats are 100% behind you—
though there is one further point to which we
would ask you to pay particular attention. You
said that the Council had at last made a start
on the Mediterranean policy and you mentioned
the agreements with Tunisia and Morocco, and
the negotiations with the Maghreb countries and
the eastern Arab States. However, this only
means that the Community has made a start
with negotiations and association agreements in
the commercial, economic and financial spheres.
It has, however, not so far succeeded in defining
a common Mediterranean policy in the proper,
political, sense of the term. Hence the divergent
points of view and the tension between Turkey
and the Community; hence our inability to exert
any influence in Cyprus; hence our impotence
vis-a-vis the serious conflict in the Lebanon.
All these failures are due to the fact that we
have so far been unable to agree on a common
Mediterranean policy at political level.

We suggest that you examine the possibility of
laying the foundations of a Mediterranean con-
ference between the Community and the Medi-
terranean countries, at which all the problems
of these countries can be thoroughly discussed
with the Community. A conference does not
commit anyone to anything, but can lead to
highly surprising results. You would in any case
have set something in motion in the Mediter-
ranean area, where much is still expected of
us and where we as a Community could take a
valuable initiative.

Mr President of the Council, I must apologize
for the fact that we expect so much of you but
I am sure you will understand. ‘Noblesse oblige’!
You are a convinced European and we therefore
expect to see considerable progress during the
six months of your Presidency.

Good luck!
(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Durieux to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.

Mr Durieux. — (F) Mr President, Prime Min-
ister, your former colleagues in the Liberal
Group are delighted to see you presiding over
the Council of the Communities at such a deli-
cate and vital stage of the progress towards
European integration. I am sure that, as Mr
Bertrand has just said, convinced European
that you are, you will pass the test with flying
colours.

The next six months will be decisive for the
development of the Community, for the exer-
cise of its responsibilities at international level
and for its independence.

We have just received Mr Tindemans’ report
but we do not wish to give an opinion on it
today for the proposals it contains need to be
studied at leisure. We are, however, gratified
by the hopes placed in this Parliament, the
leading part assigned to us in the construction
of Europe and the firm resolve to democratize
a Community too often accused of Eurocracy.

The economic crisis and recession with which
we have been afflicted for the past two years
seem to be abating, but the recovery may be
only short-lived if we are unable to draw the
right conclusions from this hard lesson. There
is a ray of hope from Kingston where the
developing countries have secured a bigger
share of international credits which will enable
them to keep at bay the scourge of famine
with which they are constantly menaced. But
our attention centres particularly on the work
of the special committees at the North-South
Conference, thanks to which there will be con-
tinuous dialogue between areas of the world
with complementary interests. Let us not forget
that while the western nations have difficulty
in selling off their surpluses the poorer coun-
tries cannot even afford to buy any. This world
conference will not solve all our problems,
least of all the problem of the price of oil.
But the dialogue taking place will make it pos-
sible to face them in a more responsible man-
ner; it will lead to a better understanding of
the difficulties experienced on each side and
ensure that the developing countries do not bear
the burden of the current spiral—the fivefold
increase in the price of oil and the increased
price of manufactured products.

The Liberal Group has defined its line in this
area. We cannot do without substitute energy
sources because we run the risk of seeing our-
selves reduced to playing the role of inter-
mediaries between post-industrial societies and
developing countries. By the end of the century



106 Debates of the European Parliament

Durieux

the superpowers—the USSR and the USA—will
be meeting half of their energy requirements
from atomic power. We must therefore make up
our minds quickly if we want to stay in the
race. The Community cannot be dependent on
the outside world for its basic requirements,
i.e. for its defence and its energy supplies, since
dependence in these areas would make it impos-
sible for it to maintain its proper role and
fulfil its responsibilities in world affairs.

Achieving independence here will require no
less than the complete unanimity of the Nine,
on which you laid particular stress in your
speech. That is why it is of the utmost impor-
tance that Europe should speak with a single
voice in the North-South dialogue. I hope, Mr
President of the Council, that you will always
be resolute in upholding this European unity.
Similar toughness will be necessary to ensure
that the draft Convention on the election of the
European Parliament by universal suffrage is
adopted, and also in other areas in which full-
scale common policies need to be elaborated.

Furthermore, the Community must be given its
due place in international relations and, more
especially, in its relations with the countries
with which we have already signed agreements.
We are therefore extremely pleased at the
emergence of a spirit of Community solidarity
in the energy sphere and the steps taken
towards achieving a Mediterranean policy. The
Mediterranean area is a crossroads for three
continents and this strategic position provides
Europe with an opportunity which it should
not miss of stamping its identity and securing
its proper place in the concert of great world
powers. This is a fact of which you are well
aware, of course, Mr Thorn, and to which you
drew attention as President of the United
Nations General Assembly only a few weeks
ago. Our absence from the scene of the major
conflicts is also due to the fact that we do not
have a common European policy. In this con-
nection I should like to quote something from
your speech here today which seems to me to
be very important: ‘I am more convinced than
ever’, you said, ‘that only our efforts to unite
and our action as a single entity can offer all
our countries an opportunity of confronting
the problems of tomorrow’s world.” The efforts
which the Community has made to present con-
certed positions have had a considerable effect.
And the absence or inadequacy of common
policies is a serious handicap for Europe. You
went on to say, ‘Viewed from a certain distance,
the disunion of the European States, or the
absence of common policies appears incompre-
hensible and self-destructive, our quarrels and
our differences appear anachronistic and, con-
versely, each time we succeed in our efforts to

act as an entity, we gain rapidly in influence
and consideration.’

I think these extracts from your speech con-
tain some very important points, Mr President
of the Council, and we trust that you will draw
the attention of your colleagues in the Council
to them. As President of the United Nations
General Assembly you enjoyed an exceptionally
privileged position which made you aware of
how essential it was for the European Com-
munity to speak with one voice.

I conclude, Mr Thorn, by expressing the Liberal
Group’s conviction that we need to improve the
general climate, be it in the social, economic
or political sphere. There is now cause for
optimism and it is our firm hope that by the
end of your term of office, short though it is,
further steps will have been taken along the
road to European integration.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr de la Maléne fo speak
on behalf of the Group of European Progres-
sive Democrats.

Mr de la Maléne. — (F) Mr President like the
other speakers before me, I should like to
begin with a few words of welcome.

We have known you for too long now, Mr
Thorn, we are too familiar with your out-
standing qualities, your faith in the construction
of Europe and your faith in free societies not
to be confident that the six months during
which you will be performing your exacting
duties will be crowned with success.

But six months is a short time and it is to be
regretted that the Presidency of the Council
moves around so quickly. Is there not a case
for envisaging an extension of the duration of
the Presidency? Such a reform would hardly
cause a sensation but would, I am sure, be
beneficial.

In his introductory speech President Thorn
touched on external, internal and institutional
problems. I shall follow the same order in these
brief remarks.

Priority number one is our external relations.
It is putting it mildly to say that the organiz-
ation of the world—particularly of the free
world—in the area of trade, diplomatic rela-
tions, in the monetary sphere and many other
areas has deteriorated seriously over the past
few years. And, of course, this deterioration has
been primarily detrimental to the weakest and
poorest countries, in other words, the develop-
ing countries and, perhaps, the European coun-
tries too.
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In the field of raw materials, in the energy
field, and in the monetary and commercial
spheres attempts to move forward are being
made or will be made in Jamaica, Paris,
Geneva and elsewhere. A great deal depends on
the success of these attempts to restore order.
Should they fail, the future of our free society,
such as we understand it and want it to be,
would undoubtedly be seriously jeopardized.
Hence the enormous importance which we
attach to these negotiations, to these attempts
to reestablish law and justice in relations be-
tween nations and in the distribution of the
world’s riches. The construction of Europe is
certainly at stake in this area too, as was very
clearly felt at the recent Rome conference.

While it is true that these major attempts at
reorganization by no means provide solutions
to all external policy problems, they are the
starting-point for these solutions. You men-
tioned Greece, and we are all gratified at the
developments in that country and hope for its
accession in the very near future. But we must
not forget Turkey, which might have gained
the impression that Europe is no longer treat-
ing it on equal terms with its neighbour—this
is surely not the case and would be a tragic
mistake if it were.

You mentioned the Mediterranean policy, of
which we are still unwavering supporters.
Developments in Spain have taken a turn which
everyone welcomes, even if some would like
to see things move more quickly. In that coun-
try too, hope has been born. Throughout history
the Mediterranean has been alternately a bat-
tlefield for rival factions and a haven of peace
and friendly encounter. It is obviously in
Europe’s fundamental interest to do its utmost
to ensure that, tomorrow, the second of these
two descriptions will be applicable to this area,
to which we feel so intimately bound.

Our second priority, which comes under both
external and internal policy, is the energy
problem._ This problem has been in the lime-
light for many long months now and is likely
to stay there for quite some time. We discussed
it yesterday and we shall be discussing it again
tomorrow and the day after tomorrow. No
matter what hymns are sung to the glory of
Europe, no matter what is done in the relatively
straightforward area of institutional reform, the
acid test of the reality of Europe and its ability
to move forward will be our success or failure,
our progress or lack of progress in solving the
energy problem.

Will we really pool our resources, all our
resources? Will we pursue a supply policy fair
to all? Shall we not be providing some with an

easy living, thus benefiting them but harming
others? When the North-South Conference is
over, it is the answers found to these and many
other questions in the energy field by which we
shall be able to judge whether the progress
achieved in the construction of Europe consti-
tutes real, and not just verbal progress.

There is a third priority, on the domestic front,
and that is the fight against inflation. Inflation
is slowly but surely gnawing away at the foun-
dations of our free society. This cannot be said
too often, especially in my own counfry. But,
to return to the subject with which we are
concerned today, inflation is also gnawing away
at the foundations of Europe: it is placing the
agricultural policy, the very bedrock of our
construction, in serious jeopardy; it has wrecked
economic and monetary union, in which work
will have to start all over again. All that
remains is an ‘incomplete’ snake, whose relev-
ance for Europe is now even being doubted in
some quarters.

If in six months’ time, Mr President, when you
hand over the torch to your successor, our Com-
munity can offer the spectacle of nine countries
engaged in a united and effective combat
against inflation, then you will indeed have
achieved something for Europe. If, on the other
hand, in six months’ time, .inflation rates have
dropped in some countries but gone up in
others, you can take it from me that your work,
all your work, in every single field, will have
been in vain.

As well as these three priorities, there are of
course all the problems which we habitually
discuss every day, problems which I shall not
go into now—common policies in the agri-
cultural, social, transport, aeronautical and data
processing fields. Think of all the work that
needs doing in all these areas!

I come now to my closing remarks. How can all
this be achieved? What institutions are needed
to do it? You mentioned the Tindemans report,
and also direct elections, which you discussed
at some length Mr President-in-Office. Well, I
myself shall be fairly brief. I shall be brief
because, in the first place, we often discuss
this topic, because we shall soon be holding a
full debate on the Tindemans report, but also
because we believe that institutional reform
is not a panacea and may sometimes be used
as an alibi. We are much more concerned to
have practical policies, real policies. We have
much greater faith in actual political resolve.
We feel that, with or without the institutions,
joint and determined efforts would long since
have made possible a great deal of progress
in many fields and would have spared us the
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long drawn-out debate on the creation of a
paltry European identity card and a false
European passport.

As you said, a Convention will be submitted to
our parliaments for the election of this House
by universal suffrage. Some of our states—
indeed most of them—will probably approve it.
But do we really think that in the absence of
clear objectives, clear policies in the energy
field, in the monitoring of the activities of the
multinationals, in external policy and so on, our
peoples will feel particularly concerned by it?

Obviously, it is necessary and useful to make
progress as regards the means, but an agree-
ment on the ends, on why we want to build
Europe, would be far more significant and give
much greater cause for hope.

It is on this note of hope, however, that I wish
to conclude these brief comments. You have
raised hopes in us, Mr President, and I am
pleased to see you in the post which you are
now going to occupy.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Scott-Hopkins to speak
on behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Mr President, I was not
sure whether you were going to break for lunch
or whether you were going to ask me to speak
first. I am delighted that I should be able to
speak before my lunch and enjoy my lunch
much more because of it.

May I join with the other speakers who have
congratulated the Prime Minister and Presi-
dent-in-Office for coming here and speaking
in the way he has so frankly and so clearly.
He has indeed put in a great effort and the
programme of work that he has submitted is
one that would tax the abilities of any man
occupying the positions of responsibility that
he does. It goes without saying that I and my
group wish him the very best of good fortune
during these six months; nevertheless, I would
join with the other speakers who have all said
that this period is too short a time to be able
to carry out the tasks which he himself has set
himself-—indeed, six months is too short a time
for any President-in-Office. I was glad to see
that one of the recommendations in the Tinde-
mans’ report, which we are not going to deal
with in detail in this debate, is that this period
of office should be extended to one year. Can
the President-in-Office give us some idea of
whether this recommendation might be imple-
mented during his present tenure of office, so
that we should have the pleasure of his com-
pany not only until the end of June but until

the end of December 1976? Is it possible that
this might happen?

His is a unique position: he is Prime Minister
and Foreign Minister of his own country and
therefore President both of the European Coun-
cil and the Council of Foreign Ministers; at
the same time he is President of the Conference
of Foreign Ministers. He has the unique ability
to take an initiative not only in this field, but
in other fields too. I know he has been in
similar exalted positions before, so it is with
respect that I say that the decision-making
process, the decision-making methods of the
Council are to be deplored by everybody here,
and I sincerely hope that he will be able to
really stir things up and get things moving, not
only by extending his own term of office but by
getting other things done as well.

It is really one of the saddest features of this
Community that so many proposals come from
the Commission, are debated by Parliament,
adopted or amended, and then returned to the
Council. Then what happens? I do not know,
Sir, but I think you have God knows how many
draft directives and regulations waiting for
decisions. We look to you to see that by the
end of your period of office—12 months, I hope
—they will nearly all have been dealt with.

That is one point. As other speakers have
already said one of the main issues you have
concentrated on has been direct elections. I and
my group congratulate you on your determin-
ation to get this settled during the initial few
months of your Presidency; I hope you succeed.
We shall certainly give you all the support
we can on this particular matter. By all means,
let us have direct elections by May or June of
1978. Let us have a duly elected Parliament
in 1978, based on the Convention I hope you
will get through. But, without the right powers,
that directly elected Parliament will be vir-
tually useless, and if I can trespass just once
more into the realms of Mr Tindemans’ report,
it would appear that decision-making—I don’t
say power, but decision-making—is going to be
concentrated in the Council of Ministers and
in the COREPER, to whom power would be
delegated. This, frankly, won’t do, and I hope
that you, Sir, as a parliamentarian of long-
standing and great stature, will accept this and
will be able to reassure us that you do believe
that Parliament itself has got to have more
power, more decision-making ability. Own-
initiative reports, which Parliament was given
the right to draft in, I think, 1961, are not
enough.

We want more decision-making ability, Sir. I do
not think, either, that this House really wants
the Commission, as is in essence proposed in
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Prime Minister Tindemans’ report, to become
just a civil service apparatus carrying out the
executive wishes of the Council. This is not its
function today, but it looks very much as
though that is the function Mr Tindemans is
envisaging. I hope, Sir, you will be able to
give us some reassurance that your initiatives
will not be along those lines. But I would emph-
asize to you, Sir, the importance that we attach
to this Parliament, once it is directly elected,
having the ability to take decisions which will
be of consequence in the European Community.

I turn now to an area of your activity which I
think is of great importance—political cooper-
ation. As we know, in both your capacities as
President of the European Council and of the
Council of Foreign Ministers, you have to use
your own staff. And it must tax you and your
people enormously to have to bear this addi-
tional responsibility, whilst managing your own
country’s affairs at the same time. This is not
something new that I am going to say now.
But it is something which has concerned us
for a very long time. Surely the time has come
for you to take the initiative here—it is some-
thing I was hoping to hear you say when you
were making your speech—in setting up, per-
haps under the political affairs Directorate
within the Council, a proper directorate to
assist you and your successors in carrying out
your functions as President of both the Council
and in particular, of the Council of Foreign
Ministers. I do not believe that the existing
system is either efficient or helpful for the
European Community. We have all been talking
about how we want to speak with one voice, of
how we want you, Sir, to represent us in all
the important issues of debate with third coun-
tries, with the United States, with Russia, and
so on. But I would suggest to the House that
it is extremely difficult if the staff working for
you is changed every six months. Various senior
officials who served previous Presidents of the
Council have referred to the difficulties that
they have faced. But, somehow, things have
functioned, though perhaps not as successfully
or smoothly as they might have. The prepar-
ations for the meetings of the Council of Foreign
Ministers are absolutely vital; that is when the
papers are prepared, the documentation readied,
the research and all the rest of it done. It is
this important preparatory work which enables
the ministers, when they get together under
your chairmanship, to reach conclusions and
give you the mandate to talk on behalf of the
Community.

I do not believe that the existing system is as
efficient as it should be; it certainly is not in
the interests of the Community, in my view
and that of my group, that this should continue.

So I sincerely hope that you will be able to
persuade your colleagues that this is an essential
issue which must be resolved.

Another point which has been mentioned by
many colleagues who have already spoken con-
cerns the Mediterranean policy. We wish you
well here, Sir. I was particularly delighted to
hear you briefly mention the Spanish situation,
and express the hope that there would be a
relaxation and indeed progress in the renewal of
negotiations during the coming months. I hope
that you will be able to pursue that with your
colleagues in the Council. I agree that the whole
situation in the Iberian peninsula is changing
rapidly, and changing rapidly for the better,
in the democratic sense. What we can do here
in the Community and what you, with your
prestige and authority, can do, will help the
democratic forces both in Spain and Portugal
to establish a permanent democratic system of
government in those two countries, which can
but be to the advantage of Europe in the long
term. Moreover, we wish you well in the
negotiations which will undoubtedly come
about, perhaps during your term of office, if
you succeed in prolonging it to December, con-
cerning the possible entry of Greece into the
Community following the Commission’s recom-
mendations. But I would reiterate the plea
which I think was made by Mr Radoux or Mr
Bertrand, not to forget the Turkish agreement
and our Turkish friends, because their intention
and their wish to join the Community is just
as strong as that of their neighbours in Greece,
and I hope that both we and you, Sir, will be
able to help them in moving closer to the
European Community.

I think most people would wish to wind up this
part of the debate now, so I would like to
conclude by wishing you very good fortune, Sir.
I believe that this is an opportunity which
very rarely comes to a man of your stature and
your position. I think that the Community is
ready for somebody like yourself to take the
initiative and get things moving forward again.
There are many spheres that I have not men-
tioned; they may be raised by other speakers.
They include economic and monetary union, for
instance, moving forward there, progress in the
social fields, in the regional field, all areas.in
which we are rather holding back at the mo-
ment. The time has come for a breakthrough
to be made, and I and my group firmly believe
and hope that you are the man to make it.
And we wish you Godspeed in doing it.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mrs Iotti to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.
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Mrs lotti. — (I) Mr President, I really do not
think I can go into much detail within the
space of a mere five minutes, so I shall try
to be as brief as possible.

Mr President of the Council, I listened closely
to your speech and, as a representative of a
party which is in opposition in Europe—I think
there can be no doubt about that—I must admit
that your statement succeeded very skilfully
in covering a wide variety of questions and in
highlighting effectively the problems of Europe.

Nevertheless, Mr President of the Council, may
I be allowed to make one remark on your
speech: it is true, as I said, that your statement
dealt with the problems of Europe, but I never-
theless had the impression that the seriousness
of these problems and their complexity—which
I feel are becoming critical—were rather glos-
sed over. I realize that this was your first speech
since taking office, but I do not think that we
are in a position today to give you a positive
answer—insofar as our respective positions
would allow this—by supporting the solutions
you have outlined.

I am sure we are all aware of the gravity of
the situation in Europe, and I should like to
draw particular attention to the seriousness of
the economic crisis, and also of the political
crises.

For we must not forget that there is also a
political crisis within the Community between
the stronger and weaker Member States; this
is a major problem, a serious question mark
hanging over the Community.

But the primary problem, in my view is the
economic crisis which is affecting the living
standard of the European masses with un-
employment in all the countries of the Com-
munity—even in the strongest such as West
Germany—at the highest level for a very long
time. The countries of full employment thus
once again have a very large number of un-
employed.

This is a problem none of us should lose sight
of and one that should be central to our con-
siderations, as it affects the lives of millions
and millions of Europeans.

For this reason, Mr President of the Council,
we approve the proposal in the last part of
your statement regarding the continuation of
the tripartite conference; we welcomed this con-
ference as a positive move by the previous
Presidency, but we can hardly say that the
November meeting produced good results. In
our view, this failure was due to the lack of
concrete proposals which the Commission ought

to have submitted to the Council of Ministers
at this conference, since only concrete proposals
can provide the impetus to overcome the eco-
nomic crisis and hence the fears of such a
large part of the population of the European
Community.

Let me turn now briefly to two other points
which are essentially political. In the short
time available to me I should like to reaffirm
the Italian communists’ approval of elections
to the European Parliament in 1978; this is not
simply because we think that this Parliament
would then become genuinely democratic, in
that—if only at one remove—it would find its
justification in direct elections and would thus
acquire true democratic sovereignty; it is not
just that we think its democratic sovereignty
would be confirmed by direct elections, but
also because we feel that direct election of the
European Parliament by universal suffrage is
essential if the entire Community policy is to
be given a new impetus. It is thus a political
factor of extreme importance.

We thus welcome the direct elections to the
European Parliament in 1978 and we feel that
this will initiate a dynamic process of major
importance for the Community. However, we
must also point out—as we have done on other
occasions—that we intend to insist that the
European Parliament should be elected by pro-
portional representation, since we feel that this
system best reflects the modern concept of
representation of the people. We realize that it
will be extremely difficult to achieve this, but
we also realize—and this is an institutional
problem which the Council of Ministers cannot
ignore—that the European Parliament must be
elected under a uniform law, since this is laid
down in the Treaty of Rome.

I am well aware of the possible objections to
this proposal, and I am familiar with the tra-
ditions in the countries of the Community.
However, Mr President of the Council, I raised
this point not only to remind you of our views,
which we think represent a useful approach to
the development of unity, but also because I
believe it is essential to find—to ‘invent’, so to
speak—new forms of legislation in order to
eliminate, at least at European level, any dif-
ferences which may arise in the electoral system
at national level.

We shall have occasion to return to this question
later, but I should just like to repeat briefly
that we agree fully that the powers of the Euro-
pean Parliament should be widened since direct
elections to the European Parliament without
an adequate increase in its powers seem to us
pointless.



Sitting of Wednesday, 14 January 1976 111

Iotti

Finally, one brief remark on the President of
the Council’s statement about the need for
common policies on the part of the Member
States. If the question is put in this way, if we
speak of Community approaches to the major
international questions such as energy, raw
materials and relations with the Third World,
then of course we agree on the need for them.
In fact, in the world of today, without these
common approaches—as many other speakers
have stated—the Community would lose much
of its power and importance.

Nevertheless, ladies and gentlemen, it is per-
haps here that the most serious question marks
arise. How are we to achieve these common
policies? Who is to draw them up? And how
are the national parliaments to be involved?
This problem of the relationship between the
powers of the Community and the powers of the
national parliaments cannot be sidestepped by
the institutions of the European Community.
How are these common policies to be for-
mulated, and by whom? We feel that this prob-
lem must be tackled immediately, taking into
account the importance not only of the political
and institutional forces at national and Euro-
pean level, but also of the various social groups,
which cannot be left out of the formulation
of the common European policy. This is a large
question, and we consider it to be of major
importance.

We are thus reserving our position on Com-
munity policies and, while appreciating that
they are necessary if we are to move towards
European unification, we must stress this aspect
because our yes or no depends on the answer
given to it. All the more so—I am just finish-
ing, Mr President—since the Tindemans report,
which I too feel should be discussed in greater
detail on another occasion, outlines—albeit
extremely cautiously—the idea of a process of
European integration taking place at different
levels and different times. I do not know what
the programmes are, but I do know, for ins-
tance, that Mr Ortoli—if I have correctly under-
stood the report in a French newspaper—attack-
ed this approach or at least expressed reserv-
ations about it.

Faced with this prospect—which even now we
can say we totally reject— the problem of
working out common policies becomes even
more serious. What, indeed would become of
Europe if this approach were adopted?

Would it still be the Europe of the Community?
Hardly! What is more, would not the common
policies agreed on simply be imposed by the
stronger countries on the weaker ones? Is this
really the path we must take? Mr President,

ladies and gentlemen, we all feel that we are
in a moment of crisis for Europe, not only
because of objective conditions, but also because
of the choices we must take. We would emph-
asize that on these decisions to be taken now,
and on our ability to see clearly the path to be
followed, depends the possibility of giving—as
I believe we all hope—a new impetus to a
Europe which—to use an expression which
appears in the Tindemans report and which
occurred in a report by Mr Ortoli two years
ago—is ‘the master of its own destiny, auto-
nomous and independent’, and hence able to
implement the desired policy of friendship and
cooperation with all parts of the world.

(Applause)

President. — The proceedings will now be sus-
pended until 3.00 p.m.

The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1.20 p.m. and
resumed at 3.05 p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR MARTENS

Vice-President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

The next item is the resumption of the debate
on the statement by the President-in-Office of
the Council on the work programme of the
Luxembourg Presidency.

I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the President of the Council said
today, and I quote from the text of his speech,
‘However, I have one other concern and I hope
most sincerely that this is shared by Parlia-
ment. It is essential that, when the first elec-
tions to the European Parliament by universal
suffrage are held, the electorate should turn
out in force to ensure that the most represent-
ative European parliamentarians are elected’.

Mr President of the Council, we can support
this wholeheartedly, but on one condition, ful-
filment of which is up to the European Council.
One of the things on which the role of the
future, directly-elected European Parliament
will depend is the division of legislative powers
in Europe between the Council and the Par-
liament.

Mr President of the Council, what kind of
programme are the European political parties
to submit to the electorate in 1978? Are we to
say that we, the peoples of Europe, are electing
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a Parliament with control over 76 million u.a.
in the budget and—if we are to believe Mr Tin-
demans—with the right to launch initiatives.
For in actual fact, Parliament has no say in
things, since legislative powers lie exclusively
with the Council.

This brings me to a very pertinent question
concerning the relations between Council and
Parliament. I ask myself: can we continue
expecting the public of Europe to put up with
the fact that the Council meets not in an open
‘glasshouse’ like the one on the East River in
New York, but in a closed bunker, and that
it fobs the public off with a diet of meagre
communiqués? Is it not time—since this would
require no change to any treaty—that the Coun-
cil appeared of its own wvolition before this
House, after each legislative decision, to justify
in public why it has decided this way or that
on behalf of the citizens of Europe? I think this
would be real democratization, and we could
then see whether the necessary political resolve
on the part of the Heads of States and Govern-
ment was really there. Another factor is that
the Council must consider how it visualizes its
future relations with Parliament.

This week, for instance, the Council replied to a
question by a Member who wished to know
whether the Council did not think that the
Member States of the European Community
should set up a joint embassy in Guinea-Bissau.
This Member’s question, Mr President of the
Council—I know you were not responsible per-
sonally, but I am addressing the Council as an
institution—was submitted almost a year ago.
Now we get an answer which is perfunctory
and says nothing at all. It is not just in major
questions, but precisely in such small matters,
that Parliament must assess how it is being
treated by the Council.

There is something else which must be pointed
out in this context. One of your predecessors,
the Irish Foreign Minister Mr Fitzgerald, said
in his farewell speech to the Political Affairs
Committee in Dublin—and this was in reply
to a request by a Member of the Committee—
that he would suggest to the Council that, in
future, its President should attend topical
debates—as the Commission already does—and
should make a formal statement to Parliament
that he would, in future, attend not only Ques-
tion Time with all its inadequacies, but also
topical debates, provided policy so required and
Parliament felt it was justified in calling a
debate.

Mr President of the Council, I should be grate-
ful if you could perhaps give us an assurance
today that these two small steps in the phase

of transition to direct elections in 1978 will be
taken under your Presidency. And now for a
third remark. In Question Time this morning,
the President of the Commission adopted a for-
malistic position with regard to the seat of the
European Parliament. We are now fortunate
in having