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IN THE CHAIR : MR BREGEGERE

Oldest Member

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Opening of annual session

President. — Pursuant to rule 1 of the Rules of Proce-
dure, I declare the 1979-1980 session of the European
Parliament open.

Ladies and gentlemen, in conformity with the Act
relating to the election of representatives to the
Assembly by direct universal suffrage, the peoples of
Europe will in June be called on directly to elect their
representatives in our Parliament.

2. Address by Oldest Member

President. — Ladies, gentlemen, colleagues, as I said
a year ago, at the same time, at the same date, from
the same chair, the privilege of age gives me for the
second time — although, contrary to the proverb,
there will not be a third time, and for good reason —
the pleasure and the pride of opening the annual
session of the European Parliament.

Commission; Mr Amadei; Mr Broeksz;
Mr van der Gun, President of the
Committee on Social Affairs, Employment
and Education . . . ... ... ...... 29
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I had then the opportunity of paying tribute to my
predecessor in this honorary role, my friend Mr
Houdet, as well as to Mr President Poher — a tribute
which I renew today, and which I also pay you, my
colleagues, representative as you are of the various
national parliaments and of the peoples who make up
our ancient Europe, laying claim to your kind indul-
gence and thanking you for the attention which you
are so kind to accord to me.

I saluted your various nations, adding that this was our
Europe with its beauties and its weaknesses, its
mistakes and its achievements, its failures and its
triumphs. 1 added: ‘It is our common heritage, our
resemblances and our differences, our temperate
climates and the sweetness of our lives. I spoke of
Greece and of its Mount Olympus, while on the other
hand, I deliberately refrained from mentioning Spain
and Portugal — a thing I could not dream of doing
today in view of the problems they are posing, or will
pose, to our SuUCCessors.

Difficult problems, even formidable ones, but ones
which will find their solutions, for this is the appeal of
the light and culture of the Mediterranean ; it is also
for us the ocean and the wide open spaces, and to all
those in opposition to, or in conflict with, this enlarge-
ment, I should like to say — quite simply — that as
enlightened men of good will they cannot reject the
new perspectives which, sweeping aside prejudice and
dogma, will allow — it is my hope — the men of the
new society now being formed to approach the truth.
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I know that truth, like justice, is a very subtle element.
She wanders unrecognized among men, but, as
Voltaire said, we must seek her and find her.

The truth is that today we are sinking ever more
deeply into darkness and obscurity ; drama, suffering
and passion are the daily lot of an ailing humanity.
Despair and danger threaten mankind wherever social
and economic inequality reigns.

Hunger and poverty for millions of people, unemploy-
ment and destitution for so many others. Unemploy-
ment : this living, tentactular hydra is threatening our
youth, and thus also our future and our civilization.
The energy crisis is an economic and social reality,
and oil, this new god, threatens Europe and brings the
men of our continent to their knees, reminding me of
a line from Rimbaud, which I quote from memory :
‘And men quaff down a long draught of poison’.

Moreover it is unthinkable that men should cease to
belong to human societies and should be transformed
into horrible machines deprived of all imagination, of
however unromantic a kind. Here I should like to
repeat an appeal by my friend President Spénale, who,
addressing the members of an international commis-
sion at Rome, said: ‘Never forget that behind your
machines and your speculations, there are men’.

And Europe ?

In our Assembly, my, friends, we are well aware of
these difficult problems ; we live through them every
day. It is not for me to analyse them here, but the
President whom you shall elect presently will be able
to do it when our mandate runs to its close, in other
words, in a few weeks when he draws up the balance-
sheet of our work, of our activities in the economic,
social and political fields.

Then he shall tell how we have done our utmost to
defend ‘human lives in human conditions’, as it was
phrased by Montaigne, a son of my own Périgord.

We are sure that the European Parliament to be
elected will make its full contribution, will bring the
whole of its will and of its useful energy to the task of
solving these basic problems. It will say, and we too
say, that for these solutions, the widest possible cooper-
ation between the countries of Europe is indispens-
able : it is a necessity, even, for the Community alone
offers the opportunity and the scope to take up the
technological challenge and to confront, as Jacques
Delors puts it ‘the old or new economic giants and to
lay, on the basis of the Lomé Agreements, the founda-
tions of a collaboration between old industrial socie-
ties and new countries that can serve as an example’.

In the face of the crisis, Europe needs to think again
about its regions and its people ; the problems of the
EEC give you daily proof of this.

However, I shall add my personal observation that it
has taken a long time for our industrial society to turn

its attention to the crucial problem of its survival and
to accept the need to investigate the threats which its
development creates for natural balances. It has only
been the growing seriousness of the situation, the ever
more numerous warning cries from the first defenders
of the environment, and latterly also no doubt the
energy crisis, which have brought about a salutary
examination of conscience and have forced govern-
ments, more or less everywhere in the world, to seek
remedies.

In France, few weeks pass without some new ecolog-
ical association being formed, without some forum or
study group meeting on environmental problems, or
without new writings being published which present a
pessimistic assessment of the dangers of progress or
on the deterioration of the quality of life, which now
seem to be fundamental ingredients of the crisis of
civilization. In our country, a recent opinion poll
showed that 80 % of our citizens were worried about
the damage caused by industrial development and that
86 % of them saw a necessity for the setting up of an
overall project. The Community authorities should
feel themselves swept up by this practically unani-
mous tide and should adopt unswervingly all the
measures necessary for an overall policy.

A percipient observer of Community life wrote
recently in a French journal :

Make no mistake, the fight against inflation, like the fight
for jobs, the adaptation of our industrial and agricultural
structures to the new power alignments in the world
economy, the help which must be given to the develop-
ment of the Third World, protection against pollution
from multiple forces, access to the most advanced tech-
nologies, and the supply of energy can no longer be dealt
with successfully in isolation by countries of dimensions
and means which are too restricted. In a wide range of
spheres, only the European dimension offers a guarantee
— or at least a chance — of effectiveness.

These ladies and gentleman, are statements full of
logic to which we can subscribe. At the same time, an
environmental policy does not conflict with economic
development, although this development cannot
proceed to the detriment of the natural environment
or of the habitat which man fashions for himself and
which conditions his destiny. Thus an environmental
policy comes to influence economic development by
imposing certain limits on it and introducing into it,
with moderation and logic, certain structural changes.

The European Parliament to be elected by universal
suffrage will have the opportunity and the duty to
bring all its new authority to bear on the task of
making our peoples understand the need to conceive
a new European policy, which, commensurate with
the aspirations of the men of our time, will bring
within its scope all the questions to which Europe
alone can give a valid answer.
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I would like to mention in particular the development
of cultural cooperation and, as I stressed here some
years ago in a report which had been entrusted to me,
the training of young people, public health, the
defence of human rights, for which our Parliament
has done so much.

There is another sphere of major importance in which
Europe can and must make a decisive contribution,
and it is that of combating unemployment. Economic
nonsense, human drama, threat to the equilibrium of
the social organism, under-employment is challenge
number one. I have certainly no miracle recipes to
propose. What I know, and our colleague Mr Pisani
recalled this in this forum in the course of a speech
which attracted particular notice, is that we must
define a new concept of the full employment of men
to resolve a structural crisis which results from factors
both internal and external. To build in concert with
both sides of industry, a new society in which work is
a scarce commodity and leisure a commodity very
widely shared — this is one of the major imperatives
of this last quarter of the twentieth century.

To undertake this mobilization against unemployment
with any chance of success, there must be a return to
relative monetary stability, even if this is not enough.
For this reason we congratulate ourselves that the
European Council has laid the first foundation stone
of monetary union by deciding on the entry into
force, today, of the new European Monetary System.
We wish very earnestly that all the Member States
should participate in these mechanisms, which must
affirm Europe’s monetary identity and contribute to
the reconstruction of a true international monetary
order.

The European campaign is now launched. It cannot
be said that in France its 4ébut has gone forward with
perfect serenity, notwithstanding the launch publicity
presented in the form of a bird-man bearing the
laurels of liberty and hope and flying over a land of
men of goodwill.

The crisis will be long, difficult and dangerous to pass
through. Only the unity and solidarity of the peoples
of the Community will make a full awareness possible
of these clear and harsh realities which face us today,
of those which are awaiting us tomorrow and which
place a question mark against the fundamental values
of our society.

We must draw the consequences, all the
consequences, for the destiny, the whole destiny, of
Europe is at stake. Its survival is at stake, and its gran-
deur — its true grandeur, that which flows from its
creative and humanistic tradition, which is written in
deeds and not in words and which is the only one
which lasts.

(Applause)

3. Election of the President

President. — The next item on the agenda is the
election of the President of the European Parliament.

I call Mr Pintat.

Mr Pintat. — (F) Mr President, on behalf of the
Liberal and Democratic Group, I propose that Mr
Colombo be re-elected by acclamation.

President. — There being no other nomination, and
if nobody asks for a vote, I think the European Parlia-
ment will wish to re-elect Mr Colombo by acclama-
tion.

(Applause)

I therefore declare Mr Colombo President of the Euro-
pean Parliament. 1 offer him my congratulations on
his re-election and invite him to take the presidential
Chair. ’ )

(Prolonged applause)

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO

President

4. Address by the President

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, allow me to
express my deep gratitude to you for having kindly
elected me, for the third time, President of our
Assembly — and for the second time unanimously.

I must also thank you for the work we have under-
taken together and for the solidarity and Community
of purpose which, albeit within the diversity of our
respective political positions, we have established
amongst ourselves in the defence and furtherance of
the prerogatives proper to our institution, in the
course of the difficult and sometimes stormy develop-
ment of Community life.

The trust which you have seen fit to renew in me
places me under the duty of striving in the day-to-day
conduct of affairs to give Parliament, through the
support of you all, the efficiency necessary to the deve-
lopment of democracy in the Community.

Your vote places us all under a duty to persevere along
the road marked out by the founders of the Commu-
nity in our activities as representatives of the peoples
of our countries, so that all the objectives — political,
economic and social — set out in the treaties can grad-
ually be achieved.
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We, the Parliament, centre and expression of Commu-
nity democracy, are aware, albeit in our faithfulness to
its ideals, that this democracy is still lacking in polit-
ical, economic and social undertakings, and that, even
now, not a few twilight areas must be dispelled.

We are being asked to strive for a larger measure of
coherence between proclaimed ideals and accom-
plished objectives, right in the middle of a phase in
which an economic crisis, unemployment — above all
among young people and women, a new growth of
violence and of terrorism, added to a diminished
capacity on our part to unite ourselves more closely to
overcome these evils, could precipitate society and its
institutions into a crisis.

Understanding as we do to the full the grave problems
surrounding the life of our Community, these
nevertheless encourage us along our way to decisions
like that adopted yesterday by the European Council
and called for on many occasions by our Assembly of
bringing into force a European Monetary System
which would be at the same time both an instrument
of monetary discipline and the premise and founda-
tion of an organic renewal of the development of our
economy without inflation.

In a few months, to be precise on 17 July next, our
Parliament will meet in this very Chamber, changed
in its composition, and as such the direct expression
of the vote on 10 June.

On that day a very special and a long-awaited event
will have been brought to fruition, to which our most
illustrious predecessors dedicated their commitment
and their energies.

For years our Parliament, with the active and effective
assistance of the other institutions, has been
committed to giving to the directly-elected and
enlarged assembly the best conditions possible for it
to carry out its work.

This is a duty which everyone of us has taken on and
will continue to fulfil, and in which we feel ourselves
morally united, in a way that transcends the differ-
ences in political attitude which are the very essence
of our parliamentary democracy.

Allow me, therefore, strengthened by your trust, to
express the wish :

~— that the political parties involved in the forth-
coming European electoral campaign will present
the electorate with an objective, but living, image
of the Community and its institutions, and will
strive actively from this moment onwards, to put
forward new ideas and to work our practical
schemes for improving their operation and encou-
raging their progress ;

— that the governments of our countries will ensure
full implementation of the provisions of the Act of

20 September 1976 relating to direct election by
universal suffrage and will strive in the Council of
Ministers to achieve progress in relations between
our institutions so as to make their working more
effective, with full respect to the role which is
proper to Parliament under the treaties, as the insti-
tution representing the peoples of the Community
and thus safeguarding its democracy and providing
an impulse to Community development ;

— that the Commission of the Communities,
pursuing and intensifying the line faithfully
followed hitherto, will strengthen its link with,
and its responsibility to, Parliament.

But deepening our solidarity and European responsi-
bility will necessarily impel, and we strongly urge,

— economic and social forces to develop their
programmes and their legitimate claims not only
in the now restricted context of national interests,
but widening their scope to the European level;

— leaders of the press and television to strengthen
their collaboration with Parliament in the vital
area information and public opinion. To those of
them who have consistently followed our work in
this Chamber and outside of it we offer our
sincere gratitude ;

— all the citizens of our countries to realize the
importance of European universal suffrage and,
through the fullest possible participation in the
vote of 7 — 10 June, to demonstrate their will to
give this Community new faith : that, indeed, of
their vote.

Stricken by a serious economic crisis, threatened in its
energy sources, troubled by the crises and tensions
which here and there threaten the peace, the Western
world is looking to Europe and to its Community in
the hope of seeing it ever more united and thus ever
more ready and able to overcome the grave problems
of the time.

But we know that it is also being looked to by the
developing countries in Africa, America and Asia,
convinced as they are of the scope of its potential —
human, economic and political.

We hope that the European elections will represent
for our continent a statement of faith in the process of
unification and, for the world, a message of hope for
peace, for development, for that liberty of the human
individual which only parliamentary democracy can
guarantee.

(Applause)

S. Election of Vice-Presidents

President. — The next item is the election of the
Vice-Presidents of the European Parliament.
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President

I have received from the political groups the following
candidatures : Mr Spénale, Mr Meintz, Mr Scott-
Hopkins, Mr Bordu, Mr Yeats, Mr Adams, Mr
Deschamps, Mr Berkhouwer, Mr Zagari, Mr Liicker,
Sir Geoffrey de Freitas and Mr Holst.

Since the number of nominations is equal to the
number of places to be allotted, I propose that Parlia-
ment proceed to the election of its Vice-Presidents by
acclamation.

(Applause)

I therefore proclaim the previously-named candidates
elected Vice-Presidents of the European Parliament, in
the order or precedence in which their names were
read out.

I congratulate my colleagues on their election.

The composition of the new Bureau will be notified
to the Presidents of the Institutions of the European
Communities.

6. Membership of committees

President. — The next item is the nomination of
members of the committees of the European Parlia-
ment.

The Presidents of the political groups propose that the
existing nominations be renewed without change. I
therefore propose to renew the nomination of the
present members of the committees up to 16 July
1979.

(Applause)

1 take note of the renewal of the nomination of these
members by acclamation.

I also announce that the presidents of the political
groups have proposed that the nominations of the
present chairmen and vice-chairmen of the commit-
tees be confirmed.

In the circumstances, I propose that, as a derogation
to the provisions of Rule 41 (1) of the Rules of Proce-
dure, the President, chairmen and vice-chairmen of
the committees shall remain in office until the first
meeting of each individual committee in which
chairmen and vice-chairmen are to be nominated.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.!

7. Documents received

President. — I have received from the committees of

Parliament the following reports :
— supplementary report by Mr Ripamonti, on behalf of
the Committee on Budgets, on draft supplementary

estimates No 1 of the European Parliament for the
1979 financial year (Doc. 683/78);

! See Annex IL

— report by Mr Ripamonti, on behalf of the Committee
on Energy and Research, on Community participa-
tion in space research (Doc. 2/79);

— report by Mr Mitchell, on behalf of the Committee on
Energy and Research, on the operation of the
Euratom inspectorate with particular reference to the
allocation of duties between the Commission of the
European Communities, the Governments of the
Member States and the International Atomic Energy
Agency in respect of the inspection of fissile mate-
rials in the EAEC (Doc. 3/79)

8. Urgent debate

President. — I have received from the Council,
pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure,
requests for urgent debate on:

— seven . regulations conceming the fisheries sector
(Docs. 634/78, 643/78, 665/78).

The council gives as reason for urgency the fact that
the rules laid down in the aforementioned regulation
cease to hold force after March and must therefore be
extended ;

— a regulation concerning interest rebates for certain
loans within structural objectives (Doc. 633/78).

The urgency of this consultation is based on the fact
that the Council has been asked by the European
Council to consider this proposal by 1 April this year.

I have also received a request for urgency from the
Committee on Budgets concerning
— a motion for a resolution on the application of Article
203 of the EEC Treaty (Doc. 682/78).
The reason for this request is given in the document
itself.

Pursuant to Rule 14 (1a) of the rules of Procedure, the
vote on these requests will take place at the beginning
of tomorrow’s sitting.

9. Order of business

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

On 1 March 1979, the enlarged Bureau drew up the
draft agenda which has been distributed.

Mr Bertrand, chairman of the Political Affairs
Committee, has requested that Mr Johnston’s report
on the expulsion from Malta of Mr von Hassel (Doc.
584/78), included in the agenda for today’s sitting, be
referred back to committee.

This being a request by the chairman of the
committee responsible referral back is of right,
pursuant to Rule 26 (2) of the Rules of Procedure. The
Johnston report is therefore withdrawn from the
agenda.

The report by Mr Nyborg on construction products,
which had been entered in the agenda for the sitting
of Friday, 16 March, has similarly been withdrawn
from the agenda because it was not adopted in the
responsible committee.



Sitting of Tuesday, 13 March 1979 7
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On 5 March 1979, the Council of Ministers informed
me that the Foreign Ministers meeting in political
cooperation would not be able during the March part-
session to answer Mr Fellermaier’s oral question (Doc.
653/78), since it had not been submitted within the
time-limits laid down in the Rules of Procedure. The
Council therefore requests that this question be held
over until the April part-session.

This question is therefore withdrawn from the agenda.

I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — Mr President, at the meeting of
the Bureau I made a point which I would like to
repeat, following your decision that this item has been
held over. My group very urgently desires that the
President-in-Office of the Council himself should
make a statement here as to why he does not feel
himself able to answer this question — under the
pretext that it was not tabled within the time-limit —
after the Council has broken the promise given by the
President-in-Office of the Council of development
ministers at the Parliamentary Conference in Lesotho,
when he gave an undertaking there that a report
would be presented to Parliament at the beginning of
this year on observance of the code of conduct for
European Community firms active in South Africa.
For this reason my group must insist that the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council himself states the
reason here why this question cannot be taken during
this part-session, although the European Parliament is
simultaneously discussing the question of the code of
conduct for firms operating in South Africa under the
rubric of a report by its Committee on Development
and Cooperation. This is the reason for my group’s
formal protest which is aimed at getting the President-
in-Office of the Council to put this on the record
himself.

President. — I call Lord Bruce of Donington.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Mr President, I rise
to ask you to clarify the position resulting from the
announcement you have just made. Is a request by the
Council of Ministers in itself sufficient to secure the
postponement of items which Parliament itself,
through its Bureau, has considered sufficiently impor-
tant to include on the draft agenda ? It seems to me,
Mr President, that Parliament has its own rights in
this matter. The group to which I have the honour to
belong raises this matter as being of the utmost impor-
tance. So far no particular reasons have been given for
the postponement of its consideration by the House.

President. — It is for procedural reasons, specifically
for ones relating to time-limits, that the Council is
asking for the answer to this question to be held over
until the April part-session. However, it will be open
to Mr Fellermaier, or another on his behalf, to ask, by
means of the appropriate procedural instruments, for

what reason the Council of Ministers is seeking this
postponement and to ask for the statement in the way
mentioned by Mr Fellermaier in the Chamber here
this morning.

The President-in-Office of the Council has requested
that, provided the political groups are agreed, the
debate on the statement of the meeting of the Euro-
pean Council in Paris scheduled for the sitting of
Thursday, 15 March, should close at 430 p.m. at the
latest.

Given that this debate will last for four hours and
thirty minutes, I propose that the Thursday sitting be
arranged as follows :

— from 10.00 am. until 1.00 pm.:

statements and a debate on the meeting of the Euro-
pean Council ;

— from 3.00 p.m. until 4.30 pm.:

continuation and closure of the debate on the
meeting of the European Council;

— at 430 p.m.:
voting time

The agenda of the sitting will therefore continue with
Question Time and with the other items originally
put down.

Are their any objections ?
That is agreed.
I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, Chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
— (D) Mr President, apologize for taking the floor in
this first sitting to make yet another request for the
addition of an item on the agenda. You will recall, Mr
President, that at our sitting on 14 February, I said
that we would be submitting a report on the political
and technical guidelines for the 1980 budget just as
we had done in previous years — and I would stress
this point — independently of the document
submitted by the Commission on the problems of the
following financial year,

Since the Council is to hold its first political discus-
sion on the structure of the 1980 budget on 4 April,
this week’s part-session will be Parliament’s last
chance to put its views in writing to the Council.
These are contained in the Bangemann report. The
Committee on Budgets and I myself were astonished
to learn that it its meeting on 1 and 2 March, the
Bureau did not include this report in the order of busi-
ness but, to all intents and purposes, put it down for
the April part-session. In practical terms, this would
leave Parliament on the sidelines as far as its involve-
ment in the 1980 budget is concerned as it would be
unable to put its views to the Council. If I properly
understood the remarks you made on the position of
Parliament following your re-election, on which I
would again offer you my warmest congratulations,
this manner of proceeding cannot be in Parliament’s
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own interests.

I should therefore like the House to discuss and
approve in the course of this week Mr Bangemann’s
report laying down Parliament’s political and tech-
nical guidelines for budget policy in 1980 so that they
can be borne in mind by the Council when it makes
its political appraisal of next year’s budget planning.

I therefore request you to include this item in this
week’s business. The Committee on Budgets’ original
idea was that it could be taken this afternoon
following the Ripamonti report and the Shaw report
as these are all matters which have to do with the
budget. The Committee had also thought that the
motion for a resolution submitted under the urgent
procedure might also be included on the agenda if at
all possible. You said earlier that a decision on
urgency would be taken tomorrow, so I shall not harp
on that point, but my main concern is that the Bange-
mann report should be taken sometime — I shall not
suggest exactly when — during this part-session.

President. — Mr Lange, I thank you for the congratu-
lations you have kindly offered me. As regards the
request you have made, the Bureau has in fact
proposed to consider this argument at the April part-
session, reserving the right to take a decision on the
basis of tomorrow’s meeting.

However, since you are now proposing an amendment
to the agenda, pursuant to Rule 12 of the Rules of
Procedure, 1 will call one speaker in favour and one
against and thus consult Parliament on the request.

I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, it is very diffi-
cult to decide either for or against since the question
cannot be put that way. One thing is clear, however,
and that is that an in-depth debate on such a complex
matter as the political guidelines for the 1980 budget
cannot take place unless it is thoroughly prepared by
the political groups. While I am confident that the
members of the Budget Committee and especially its
most active and capable chairman, have a full grasp of
the subject, I must point out that we cannot discuss
all those matters in trust as it were for the directly
elected Parliament and that we must not have a
debate confined to the budget spokesmen of the polit-
ical groups but a political debate on the budgetary
guidelines. I would therefore request that no decision
be taken until the matter is discussed tomorrow by
the Bureau in the presence of the Chairman of the
Committee on Budgets and a consensus found.

President. — It appears to me that Mr Fellermaier is
basically against the proposal to place this item on the
agenda for the present sitting.

I call Lord Bruce of Donington.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Mr President, I rise
to support what my colleague Mr Lange has said in
regard to this item. Regardless of the direct elections
that are going to take place on 7 June and all the
consequences that flow from that, the budgetary proce-
dure of this Parliament has to continue. It is one
thing that goes on quite irrespective of any changes in
the political complexion or the personnel of the
House that may eventuate from the direct elections.
Now Mr President it may well be convenient to
Council to put forward their meeting on the considera-
tion of the guidelines of the budget for 1980 so that
they will not get the views of the existing Parliament.
Perhaps they may think that it would be much more
convenient to them to present a fast accompli to
those that follow us after June, but I suggest that it
would be for the far greater convenience of Parliament
and more consistent with its traditions of Parliament
were given an opportunity of discussing the guidelines -
before the Council comes to consider them. The
Council will then be deprived of the excuse of saying
to the new Parliament, well, of course, your former
colleagues had no opportunity of discussing this.
Therefore, Mr President, I respectfully submit that the
motion put forward by my colleague Mr Lange ought
properly to receive the support of this House.

President. — I consult Parliament on Mr Lange’s
request.

The request is agreed to.

I propose that Mr Bangeman’s report be placed on the
agenda for the present sitting, after the report by Mr
Shaw.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

The agenda will therefore be as follows :
Today until 8.00 pm.:

— procedure without report

— Ripamonti report and supplementary report on draft
supplementary estimates No 1 of the European Parlia-
ment

— Shaw report on the Financial Regulation of 21
December 1977

— Bangemann report on budgetary guidelines for 1980

— Amadei report on the accession of Greece to the
Community

-— van Aerssen report on a recommendation from the
EEC-Turkey Joint Parliamentary Commitee

The Johnston report on the expulsion from Malta of Mr
von Hassel has been withdrawn from the agenda.

3.00 pm.:
— Question Time (questions to the Commission)

345 pm.:

— Voting Time
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Wednesday, 14 March 1979, 10.00 a.m. and afternoon
until 8.00 p.m. and possibly 9.00 p.m.:
— possibly, continuation of the previous day’s agenda
— Liogier report on agricultural prices

— oral question with debate to the Commission on rela-
tions between China and the Community

— oral question without debate to the Commission on
agricultural production costs

— oral question without debate to the Commission on
tomatoes

— oral question without debate to the Commission on
the workings of the Commission

3.00 pm.:

— Question Time (by way of exception, questions to the
Commission)

345 pm.:
— Voting time

Thursday, 15 March 1979, 1000 a.m. and afternoon
until 8.00 p.m. (possibly until 9.00 p.m.):

— vote on draft supplementary estimates No 1 of the
European Parliament

— statements on the meeting of the European Council
in Paris, followed by a debate

— joint debate on two questions, one to the Council and
the other to the Commission, on the European Mone-
tary System

— oral questions with debate to the Commission and
Foreign Ministers on international summit meetings

— oral question with debate to the Council on the
common agricultural policy

— oral question with debate to the Council on the
protection of the Rhine

The oral question with debate to the Foreign Ministers
on subsidiaries in South Africa has been withdrawn from
the agenda.

-— Lagorce report on the code of conduct for companies
with subsidiaries in South Africa

430 pm.:
— voting time

— after voting time, Question Time (by way of excep-
tion, questions to the Council and Foreign Ministers)

Friday, 16 March 1979, 9.00 a.m.:

— Procedure without report
— Voting time
— Noé report on thermonuclear fusion

— oral question with debate to the Commission on
confiscation of political material

— Lamberts report on indication of energy consumption
of domestic appliances

— oral question without debate to the Commission on
Gravelines and Manom nuclear power stations

The Nyborg report on construction products has been
withdrawn from the agenda

— Lezzi report on food aid
— Fletcher-Cooke report on hijacking

— oral question with debate to the Commission on
asbestos

— oral question with debate to the Commission on
health protection

— Albers report on safe containers (without debate)
End of sitting :

— Voting time
Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.
I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, on behalf of
my group I would request an adjournment before the
Bangemann report is taken so that the political groups
can confer. I propose an adjournment of 45 minutes
so that the political groups can meet.

President. — Mr Fellermaier, you know perfectly
well that a suspension of 45 minutes means the
subtraction in equal time from the period available in
getting through the agenda. I therefore ask the presi-
dents of the groups to reduce the time available to
them for getting through each of the various items on
the agenda, or otherwise we will not be able to
complete our work.

The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 11.00 a.m. and
resumed at 11.55 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is resumed.

10. Limitation of speaking time

President. — Pursuant to Rule 28 of the Rules of
Procedure, 1 propose to limit speaking time as
follows :

— debate on the Liogier report on agricultural prices

Rapporteur : 30 minutes
Draftsmen of opinions : 45 minutes
Commission and Council (possibly) : 60 minutes
Socialist Group : 78 minutes
Christian Democratic Group (EPP) : 64 minutes
Liberal and Democratic Group : 34 minutes
European Conservative Group : 29 minutes
Communist and Allies Group : 29 minutes

Group of European Progressive Democrats :

26 minutes
Non-attached Members : 10 minutes
Comments of the rapporteur and the
Commission : 60 minutes
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— debate on the statements by the Council and the
Commission on the meeting of the European Council

in Paris
Commission and Council : 60 minutes
Socialist Group : 65 minutes
Christian-Democratic Group (EPP) : 53 minutes
Liberal and Democratic Group : 26 minutes
European Conservative Group : 21 minutes
Communist and Allies Group : 21 minutes
Group of European Progressive Democrats :

19 minutes
Non-attached Members : 5 minutes

As usual, I propose to Parliament the following limita-
tion of speaking time for all other reports and
motions for resolutions on the agenda :

— 15 minutes for the rapporteur and for one speaker on
behalf of each group

— 10 minutes for other speakers.

Members of Parliament will of course remember that
with a view to a certain reorganization of our work
and, above all with a view to achieving the aim of not
prolonging the evening session beyond a certain time,
the President has been authorized to discipline the
duration of speeches in conformity with these arrange-
ments.

11. Deadline for tabling amendments

President. — I remind the House that the deadline
for tabling amendments to the supplementary draft
estimates No 1 of Parliament for 1979 has been set at
10.00 a. m. on Wednesday, 14 March 1979.

I propose that the deadline for tabling amendments to
the Liogier report on agricultural prices be set at the
same time, on the same day.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

12. Procedure without report

President. — Pursuant to Rule 27A (5) of the Rules
of Procedure, the following proposals by the Commis-
sion to the Council have been placed on the agenda
for this sitting for consideration without report :

— proposal from the Commission of the European Commu-
nities to the Council for a decision amending Decision
76/557/EEC regarding the inclusion of certain disaster-
stricken communes in Italy among the mountain areas,
within the meaning of Directive 75/268/EEC on moun-
tain and hill farming and farming in certain less-favoured
areas (Doc. 610/78),

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture as the committee responsible and to the
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning
and Transport for its opinion ;

— proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a regulation
opening, allocating and providing for the administra-
tion of 2 Community tariff quota for certain wines
having a registered designation of origin, falling
within subheading ex 2205 C of the Common
Customs Tariff, originating in Morocco {1979/1980)
— (Doc. 614/78),

which has been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture and the
Committee on Development and Cooperation for
their opinions ;

— From the Commission of the European Communities
to the Council for a directive establishing measures
for the implementation of Directive 77/489/EEC on
the protection of animals during international trans-
port (Doc. 620/78),

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture ;

— proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a regulation
amending Regulation No 136/66/EEC on the esta-
blishment of a common organization of the market
in oils and fats (Doc. 631/78),

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture ;

Unless any Member asks leave to speak on these prop-
osals, or any amendments are tabled to them, before
the opening of the sitting on Friday, 16 March 1979, I
shall, at that sitting, declare these proposals to be
approved pursuant to Rule 27A (6) of the Rules of
Procedure.

13. Supplementary draft estimates No 1 of Parlia-
ment for 1979

President. — The next item on the agenda is the
report (Doc. 641/78) and supplementary report (Doc.
683/78), drawn up by Mr Ripamonti on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets on

the draft supplementary estimates of revenue and expen-
diture of the European Parliament for the 1979 financial
year, No 1

I call Mr Ripamonti.

Mr Ripamonti, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, with the resolution approved at
the October part-session it was decided to modify
Parliament’s establishment plan and estimates for the
current financial year by creating 93 permanent posts
(frozen) to cater for the immediate requirements of
the directly elected Parliament with 410 instead of
198 members and for the need to ensure operational
continuity, and by increasing expenditure.
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You will remember that it was also decided to adopt a
rectifying or supplementary budget early this year,
further modifying the establishment plan and the esti-
mates of expenditure on the basis of the Bureau’s
proposals and the decisions required under Rules 49
and 50 of the Rules of Procedure.

The motion for a resolution tabled by the Committee
on Budgets, together with the supplementary report
approved at last night’s meeting pursuant to the deci-
sion adopted by the enlarged Bureau at its meeting on
1 and 2 March — acting in accordance with Rule 50
and taking into account the provisions of Rule 49 (3)
— modified the proposals initially submitted by the
Committee on Budgets ; this resolution contains the
supplementary draft estimates of the European Parlia-
ment for 1979, which amount to 30630995 EUA
broken down as follows :

— expenditure 31 326 995 EUA
— revenue 696 000 EUA

The 1979 budget now totals 145530700 EUA, an
increase of 27-4 % over the initial figure. The
increases proposed in Title I, Chapter 10, amounting
to 5668 200 EUA, cover the adjustment of members’
travel and subsistence expenses and the secretarial
allowances (as a result of the increase from 198 to 410
Members). Staff expenditure in Chapters 11-14 has
been increased by 5271500 EUA. As far as the
proposed addition of three A 1 posts to the establish-
ment plan is concerned, no changes have been made
in the estimates in that the reserve fund is adequately
endowed and the newly elected Parliament can make
transfers from it in order to cover any requirements
that may arise. Operating expenditure under Title II
and in Art. 142 and 143 have been increased by
4 492 400 EUA. In Title III, Art. 370 and particularly
Item 3705, ‘Contribution to secretarial expenses of the
political groups’, appropriations have been increased
by 921295 EUA. The provisional appropriations in
Title 10, Chapter 100, to cover the fitting out and
equipment of new offices in Luxembourg, Brussels
and Strasbourg as well as the refund of expenses to
directly elected members, have been increased by
12 000 000 EUA. In Chapter 101 the reserve fund has
been increased by 2 973 600 EUA. You will note that
of the total increase of 30630995 EUA, 14 973 600
EUA, or 4888 %, are provisional appropriations
earmarked for reserves. Initially set at 16 858 400
EUA, these reserves are now to be increased to
31832000 EUA which the directly elected Parlia-
ment can use to make any adjustments that prove
necessary.

As far as the establishment plan is concerned, the
Committee on Budgets took the view that while the
structural modifications spelt out in the proposals
made by the Directors-General and in the Secretary-
General’s report would likely prove necessary, it was
for the directly elected Parliament to take a decision

in the matter. A full survey of the modifications to the
establishment plan and the accompanying proposals
will be found in Document PE 56 952/rev. 2 and the
justifications are provided in the explanatory state-
ment attached to the motion. It should be stressed
that the Committee on Budgets followed the lines of
the decisions adopted by the House last year and it
should also be pointed out that when we approved the
draft estimates for 1979 last June, the increase of 182
posts was made entirely with reference to the require-
ments stemming from the normal development of
parliamentary activity and did not allow for the
increase in the number of members. I would also
remind you that the 93 posts created pursuant to the
amendment approved by Parliament in its sitting of
25 October 1978 were simply a first instalment
towards meeting the new requirements which the
Bureau considered directly related to the problems
involved in preparing for the initial phase of opera-
tion of the newly elected Parliament, and that the
final arrangements were to be decided in the supple-
mentary budget.

When it originally looked at the problems of the esta-
blishment plan, the Committee on Budgets decided
not to make any structural modifications, but at last
night's meeting, this decision was partly revised
following the decision of the Bureau — referred to in
the supplementary report — to confirm its decision of
1 and 2 March, and three A 1 posts have been created
for Deputy Directors-General in the Directorate-
General for Sessional and General Services, the Direc-
torate-General for Committees and Interparliamentary
Delegations and in the Directorate-General of Admin-
istration, Personnel and Finance.

The Committee on Budgets also decided that the new
posts should be created in two stages as follows : posts
required immediately for the initial period of opera-
tion : 107 plus 2 temporary posts ; reserve posts: 185
plus 3 A 1 (ie. 188) to be frozen, thus allowing the
new Parliament elected on 10 June to cater for new
requirements without having to introduce a new
supplementary budget, a procedure which would not
make it possible to make up the establishment plan
during the six months following the election. In this
way, the directly elected Parliament will be in a posi-
tion to decide on the new establishment plan and to
make any additions when and how it wishes, bearing
in mind the terms of the Staff Regulations and taking
account of whatever requirements arise.

I would point out, Mr President, that with the deci-
sions we adopted last year and this year, the establish-
ment plan has been increased as follows: on 1
January 1978 there were 1 540 posts and last year we
decided on 142 new posts as part of normal develop-
ment, raising the total number to 1 682, an increase of
9-2 %, which was lower than the 12 % increase
decided in 1977 for the year 1978. Coming to the
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posts created for the initial period of operation of the
fiew Parliament, if we add the 93 posts decided on in
October to the 107 plus 2 on which we are to take a
decision today, we arrive at an increase of 202 posts,
almost 12 %, and a total figure of 1 884.

If the directly elected Parliament were to take up all
of the 188 frozen posts — but as I explained a
moment ago, the freeze will allow a debate in the
House on the new establishment plan — the total
would reach the figure of 2 072; if, then, the 390 new
posts, i.e. those created today and those which have
been frozen, are all taken up, the increase in staff will
be 23-18 %, compared with the increase in the
number of members from 198 to 410, in order to
meet the operation requirements of the new Parlia-
ment.

In addition, 8 posts have been added to the reserve list
for the political groups.

The Committee on Budgets considers that its propo-
sals are consistent with the need to ensure that the
European Parliament runs smoothy and that the
directly Parliament is guaranteed autonomous powers
of decision and can adjust the establishment plan if
this is deemed to be necessary and advisable.

As rapporteur, 1 owe a word of sincere thanks to the
Secretary-General, the Directors-General, the Secreta-
riat of the Committee on Budgets, and particularly Mr
Guccione, and to the Committee itself and its staff, for
their cooperation throughout the difficult procedure
whereby the draft supplementary estimates are
adopted by the Bureau pursuant to Rule 50 (2) and
drawn up by the Committee on Budgets under Rule
50 (3).

I hope that the House will vote in favour of the
motion for a resolution tabled by the Committee on
Budgets and the supplementary report.

President. — I call Mr Klepsch to speak on behalf of
the Christian-Democratic Group (EPP).

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, on behalf of my group, I should first like
to thank the rapporteur, Mr Ripamonti, most sincerely
for the work he has done and for the balanced judge-
ment he has shown in what was an extensive and diffi-
cult task. I should also like to thank the Secretary-
General and all those who had a hand in the compre-
hensive studies that were required by way of prepara-
tion.

The supplementary estimates have an importance
which cannot be too highly appreciated. We wish to
allow the newly elected Parliament to get off to a
proper start and to give it scope to arrange its affairs
from the very outset in the manner it sees fit. We are
aware that there is an unfortunate discrepancy

between the hopes which public opinion places in the
newly elected Parliament and the arrangements under
which it will work. Whether we like it or not, the fact
remains that where the status and work of the future
European MPs are concerned, the arrangements made
are not what we as the outgoing Parliament would
have liked to see. The fault lay not with ourselves but
in the problems which the Council had and still has.
The new Parliament will therefore have to contend
with a whole range of difficulties, which is why we
believe — and my group strongly supports this —
that we should help the new Parliament to get off to a
good start at least in those areas in which this Parlia-
ment can do something — and this is what the draft
estimates were intended to achieve.

When I said that there was an unfortunate discre-
pancy between the hopes that have been raised and
the arrangements that have been made so far, I was
thinking of the following points which I should like
to make quite clearly. The directly elected Parliament
is expected to provide a fresh impetus to the policy of
unification. At the same time, however, there is the
hope that the flow of information between Parliament
and the electorate will improve and that — with the
removal of the burden of the dual mandate — efforts
will be made to organize public relations activities in
such a way that there is a steady two-way flow of
opinion and information. Finally, the public hopes
that the work done in the various specialized sectors
by the individual committees will be coordinated with
the work done by the national parliaments ; the whole
process in which opinions are formed and decisions
are reached will confront the 410 members — and the
increase form 198 to 410 is not simply a numerical
increase — with a task which will raise major
problems for the new Parliament. We look to them to
carry out all of those tasks and it is therefore our duty
to pave the way for them as best as we can. I should
like to convey our most sincere thanks to the
Committee on Budgets, particularly to our rapporteur,
Mr Ripamonti, and to all those who have been
involved. I should like to thank them for attempting
to make the best of the situation without leaving the
impression that their views went too far. I believe we
can say that they have succeeded. My group fully
supports the report tabled by Mr Ripamonti and I
hope that the measures introduced will be the first in
a series that will help the directly elected Parliament
to discharge its duties.

14. Order of business

President. — This morning, following a proposal by
Mr Lange, we placed on today’s agenda the report by
Mr Bangemann, to be taken after the report by Mr
Shaw.
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More careful consideration of our order of business
leads us to propose that the Bangemann report be
debated at the beginning of the sitting.

Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.

15. Supplementary draft estimates No. 1 of Parlia-
ment for 1979 (continued)

President. — I call Mr Nielsen to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Brendlund Nielsen. — (DK) Mr President, the
Liberal Group, on whose behalf I am speaking now,
takes a critical view of the proposals in this report by
Mr Ripamonti, although we do of course appreciate
the work he has put into it.

The report proposes a substantial expansion of Parlia-
ment’s staff, and, as Mr Ripamonti himself has already
mentioned in debate, we have discussed proposals for
expansion twice in 1978. We feel it would be better to
let the new Parliament itself decide how much extra
staff it requires. As has been said, there would be a
certain delay before the staff could be taken on, and it
will probably take six months before the new Parlia-
ment has found its feet, and can take an overall view
of its tasks. We therefore feel that it would be proper
for the new Parliament to decide on this matter, and
that it would be inadvisable to expand Parliament’s
staff as rapidly and substantially as we are progres-
sively doing.

If there is to be such a major increase in staff I think
we should query the organizational structure on which
it is to be based. Is it right simply to carry on with the
existing structure ? This is not to criticize the service
we as Members of the European Parliament receive
from our officials, quite the contrary. In my experi-
ence we get excellent service, but when I see those
grades A, B, C, 1, 2, 3, 4 etc. I feel we should stop and
ask whether this in all respects is the right arrange-
ment. One can query the hierarchical structure itself,
and question the economic aspect, the widely
differing pay received by these various grades. Of
course, I do not think there could ever be a situation
where everyone had equal responsibilities and equal
pay. I regard such ideas as simplistic, but there is
room for discussion of their distribution. If we first
consider administrative structures, it is obvious that,
for practical reasons, many operations require a hier-
archy with a clear channel of command, while in
other types of operation a more modest structure
might be preferable, especially in a parliamentary
administration, where we frequently have to cope with
new problems and approach old problems from new
and possibly unorthodox angles. The best way might
be to make more use of working parties, perhaps only
set up for a certain time, but with specific assign-
ments. We could perhaps use an English expression

and describe them as task forces — of course in the
framework of a good organization. I am asking
whether we could not apply modern management
concepts within the European Parliament.

In this context, I feel we should also consider
bringing more people in from outside Parliament to
perform specific tasks. For example, we could take
people from universities and the like, where research
is being carried out, and groups of people with experi-
ence in the private sector, and perhaps individuals
with interesting ideas. But of course these new organi-
zational concepts would have repercussions on both
the structure of the services affected and the number
of staff directly employed by Parliament.

Tuming to the economic aspect, I feel that the
income differentials are too great. As I have already
said, I am not suggesting that everyone should receive
the same, but I do feel that in an efficient organiza-
tion there should be a limit to the amount of credit
for results ascribed to individuals, and the extent to
which salaries can be differentiated accordingly. I thus
feel that there will always be differences — there
should be differences — but that in the present struc-
ture of the EEC administration, they are too great.
Feeling in my country on this matter been aptly put
by our great poet Grundtvig, who said that ‘We shall
have gone a long way towards achieving prosperity
when few have too much and fewer too little’. I would
be a little reluctant to stress the example of Denmark,
as perhaps there the reward even for doing nothing
has come so close to earning for quite demanding
work as to dampen initiative and diligence. However,
I do feel that we could work towards less inequality in
the Community institutions. I am of course aware that
higher wages have to be paid to obtain staff and to
persuade them to leave their native countries to take
employment in a foreign country, even though it is
within the Community. Indeed, experience in my
own country has shown the difficulty of persuading
people to work for the Community, even where there
are unemployed people with qualifications that could
enable them to take work here. All the same, I wish to
raise these fundamental points today, as we are
discussing such a massive increase of Parliament staff
within the existing structure. We know too that the
high wages in the Community play a substantial role.
I do not wish to attack the Members of the Commis-
sion here, but we recall that, for example, there were
discussions of salaries for the directly-elected
Members of the European Parliament, and there was
talk of paying them 60 % of a Commissioner’s salary,
and then 40 % ; but, however presented, the figures
were so high that there was an outcry throughout the
Community, even though the last figure was less than
half a Commissioner’s salary. This tells us something
about certain salary levels, and I feel that the matter
needs looking into.
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I now turn to the additional proposal put to the
meeting yesterday for three ‘A I’ or Deputy Director-
General posts. We in the Liberal Group take a most
unfavourable view of this proposal. I myself find its
adoption hard to credit. I arrived at 11.45 a.m. for the
resumption of the sitting, to find a note inviting me
to a meeting of the Committee on Budgets at 6.00
p-m. on Monday, 12 March 1979. Well, thanks for
telling me that the meeting had been held. As far as 1
could see, there was not even any hint that the crea-
tion of three posts was to be discussed. We have no
choice but to make a formal protest against it, we see
no reason for it, and we oppose these supplementary
draft estimates.

Some may take a different view, but, in the opinion of
the Liberal Group, this proposal for an increase in
staff is far too uncritical. We feel it would be wrong to
increase the establishment now, before examining in
detail the work to be done. Let the new Parliament
itself plan its work and decide on a form and let us —
if there is to be an increase — pay far more attention
to organizational structure, the pattern of work and
the financial side of appointments. I can therefore
announce on behalf of the Liberal Group, with — as I
said before — certain exceptions, or rather one excep-
tion, that we oppose this report.

IN THE CHAIR : MR HOLST
Vice-President

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

Mr Shaw. — Mr President, I shall speak very briefly,
but I have one or two important things that I want to
say on behalf of my group about this very important
report. Of course, the first thing I want to say is how
much we appreciate the work that has been done by
Mr Ripamonti in preparing this report. A tremendous
amount of work has gone into it over a considerable
period of time, and we are indeed grateful to him for
what he has done.

I was not originally going to speak — I was hoping
that we might all agree and get through with it
quickly — but there has been a divergence of opinion
coming through the debate and therefore I felt that I
had to say a few words. I entirely agree that we must
make sure before the direct elections that we do not
create a number of posts which, when the experience
of the new Parliament has been seen and understood,
are found to be either excessive or in some way unnec-
essary, or perhaps to have gone into other spheres of
activity than the ones in which we placed them. This,
I believe, is something that we must resist doing at
this time, and I agree entirely that as far as possible
we should leave the creation of these posts to our
successors, the directly-elected Parliament.

On other hand, I do feel that we should be neglecting
our duty if we did not make sure that adequate
services were available for the directly-elected Parlia-
ment when it took office. That, I think, has been our
purpose throughout our discussions, certainly in the
Committee on Budgets, and, I have no doubt, in the
Bureau too. This is what we have sought to do:
namely, to make sure that they were not hampered at
the outset of their work by a lack of proper staff.

Further than that, if we create posts, we should block
them, and that is again what we have sought to do.
And so I make the first of two points : in blocking the
posts that we have created — and if we look at para-
graph 2 of the motion, where that is set out — I want
to make it quite clear on behalf of my group that
when we say in that paragraph that it will fall to the
elected Parliament to release these posts according to
its requirements, we understand that quite clearly to
mean that it falls to the elected Parliament to release
or not to release them as the case may be. There is
nothing there to imply that the creation of these posts
is to be automatic and I hope that that is quite clear,
because otherwise we are in danger of creating a vast
empire and it may well be that, through the wrong
inferences being drawn, the newly-elected Parliament
is led into the path of creating these new posts before
they have had a chance of really understanding what
their real needs are.

My final point is this, I believe that the directly-
elected Parliament may well feel that there is a need
for a more permanent and a more concerted scrutiny
of staff arrangements than exists at the moment.
There has been a danger, I have noticed, of the
Bureau and the Committee on Budgets not always
seeing completely eye to eye on this matter, and one
or two people might perhaps get together, either infor-
mally or by way of some committee or other, to keep
a close watch on this so that the experience gained
from year to year was added to the experience of the
committee as a whole and not left to a new rapporteur
to pick it up each year, which must make his task, as I
am sure it has done this year, that much more diffi-
cult.

I hope that that will be given due consideration. After
all, they will have many more people to share the
tasks around when the directly-elected Pariament
meets, and I believe this is one of the activities which
they could allocate a certain number of Members to
specialize in.

So, with those few words, Mr President, I should like
once again to give any support and my thanks to our
colleague, Mr Ripamonti, for the hard work that he
has done in preparing this report.

President. — I call Mr Dalyell.
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Mr Dalyell. — Mr President, Mr Nielsen and I have
not always seen eye to eye on issues that have arisen
in this Parliament, but I must say that I share the
misgivings that he expressed in his speech.

Mr Ripamonti and the Committee on Budgets have
been in something of a dilemma in drawing up this
report on the supplementary estimates for the Euro-
pean Parliament for 1979. On the one hand, quite
naturally, they wish to ensure that there are sufficient
staff to permit the new Parliament to functjon. That is
understood : the new Parliament will have double the
number of Members, and many of them will be full
time. On the other hand, they do not want to take
decisions which will preempt the rights of the directly-
elected Parliament to decide on its own structure and
organizational methods. But here we come to the diffi-
culty. Might I remind the House that last June we
added to our establishment plan around 150 new
posts. In October, we added a further 93 new posts,
and it is now proposed to add for immediate use 107
permanent and 2 temporary posts and, in a reserve to
be released by the directly-elected Parliament, 188
further posts. Now the arithmetic is that in less than
twelve months we shall have added to our own estab-
ishment plan a total of over 500 posts, which is an
increase of one-third.

If I may say so to Mr Shaw, it is all very well to say
that we have to ensure adequate services for the new
Parliament and that, of course, the newly-elected Parli-
ament will make up its mind one way or another, that
they won’t be — I think this is the word he used —
led into anything. All I can reply to that is that, you
know, it is a little difficult for newly-elected people —
very few of whom will have the experience that we
have accumulated over the last three or four or more
years — to come to decisions before they know their
own needs. [ just do think that Mr Shaw is being very
unrealistic, given the nature of the new Parliament:
the safeguards that he thinks are being built in simply
will not be.

I sometimes think that if we were as strict with
ourselves as we are with the Commission when it asks
for new posts — I don’t interpret the looks exchanged
by Mr Tugendhat and Mr Strasser, but after the last
three or four years of wrangling that the Committee
on Budgets has gone through on often comparatively
small numbers of posts for the Commission, I really
think that we have to look at the mote in our own eye
— we should, perhaps, end up with a more stream-
lined organization. When the Commission asks for
extra officials, it has its requests subjected to a most
thorough dissection by Council and by Parliament,
and I add for the record the fact that in the last few
years it has rarely exceeded 100 extra posts in any year
despite the new tasks that are given to the Commis-
sion. So the requests for Parliament really do have to
be seen in the light of the attitude that we ourselves
nave taken towards the Commission.

Now, it is of course true that this year is exceptional
for the European Parliament, and it is perfectly appro-
priate that the technical assistance we have provided
by translators, secretarial help, ushers, drivers, etc.,
should be substantially increased; but when it
becomes a question of senior administrative staff, I
think we should be a little more wary. First of all, how
can we be happy with this notion of a reserve of posts
to be released by the directly-elected Parliament ? The
fact is that we have already indicated the exact func-
tions for each of these posts, and this seems to me to
dilute the notion of a reserve. Secondly, we really
must be under no illusions : if we create the budgetary
and administrative possibilities for extra jobs, the
directly-elected Parliament will release them and
release them quickly, because all kinds of pressures
will be built up on it so to do. Since Mr Shaw is here,
I would just commend this as a very realistic man : Mr
Shaw must know precisely the nature of the newly-
elected — I do not say green, but newly-elected-Mem-
bers of Parliament.

I do not think that in proposing posts at the adminis-
trative level we are adhering to our undertaking not to
prejudge the decisions of the directly-elected Parlia-
ment. For example, if you take the committee service,
it is proposed to create 14 new posts for administra-
tors in this reserve. What is the thinking behind this ?
On the basis of what number of committees is this
proposal made ? Given the delays in recruitment that
will take place in any case, could we not have waited
until the 1980 procedure, which will be beginning in
a couple of months in any case ? I would rather like to
have Mr Tugendhat’s comment on that point. Why
could it not have waited, in heaven’s name ? After all,
it is only two months: why are we being stampeded
into all this ?

The most difficult of all for me to accept is the pro-
posal to create three extra posts of Deputy Director-
General, one for committees, one for general services
and one for administration. First of all, let us be abso-
lutely clear: this is a structural change which will
have very serious consequences. If we are creating
Deputy Directors-General in three Directorates-Gen-
eral, won't this lead us inevitably to create the equiva-
lent posts in the other Directorates-General ? Won't
this leave the directly-elected Parliament with a
notion of creating posts of Deputy Director, then —
what ? posts of Deputy Head of Division, etc.? Is not
this multiplication of senior posts designed more or
less to advance the careers of certain individuals rather
than to meet functional needs — exactly the sort of
thing we criticized, as the Committee on Budgets, in
the Commission ? We are very much in the position
of that pot which called the kettle black. I think it is a
matter of some embarrassment that we ourselves
should be doing the very thing that endless sittings of
the Committee on Budgets have been criticizing the
Commission for doing.
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What possible, reason can there be for such new crea-
tions now ? None of the organizational and structural
difficulties that the directly-elected Parliament is
likely to encounter seem to me to be in any way allevi-
ated by the creation of more field-marshals and
generals at the expense of foot-soldiers.

One final point. One particular service seems to have
missed out on this general largesse, and that is the
Directorate-General for Research and Documentation,
where it is proposed to create no new extra posts
immediately. The claims of this service seem to me to
be just as strong as those of other Directorates-Gen-
eral. This discrimination, if it be such, seems particu-
larly difficult to justify, because some of us might have
thought that the one area where more help is needed
— given the new situation — is precisely that of
research and documentation. How does anyone justify
the fact they, of all people, have been left out ?

President. — I call Lord Bruce of Donington.

Lord Bruce of Donington. -— Mr President, when
the Committee on Budgets met on 22 February and
considered the supplementary estimates, it had a
reasonable supposition that the report that was going
to be published, Doc. 641/78, represented the defini-
tive and final view of the Committee on Budgets, and
before I go any further I would like to join my
colleagues in commending Mr Ripamonti on this
particular document, which has been drawn up with
his customary diligence, and which he presented to us
in the Budgets Committee with great persuasiveness.

I go along with much of what has been said by my
colleague Mr Dalyell concerning the staff expenditure
that is envisaged. I don’t, however, quite share his
degree of pessimism, particularly following the stipula-
tions that were laid down by Mr Shaw concerning the
‘block votes’, which, I am quite sure, the newly-
elected Parliament will bear in mind. My reason for
not quite sharing Mr Dalyell's pessimism is that on
present information it would seem very likely that a
very large proportion of those Members of the House
that have the honour of sitting here at the moment
will in fact be returned after the direct elections. This
may not be the case so far as the British component is
concerned, but our colleagues from other nationalities
and indeed other political persuasions are likely to be
quite heavily represented in the new Parliament and I
am quite sure that they will bear in mind the admoni-
tions that Mr Shaw has made concerning the true use
of the term ‘block vote’.

My misgiving centres on the submission by Mr Ripa-
monti today of Doc. 683/78, which is a supplementary
report drawn up by the Committee on Budgets
despite the fact that on 22 February last it thought
that it had parted with the whole thing. Perhaps I
ought to explain that this is entirely due to the
Bureau’s exercising its right under Rule 49 (3) itself to

determine the staff structure and their regulations on
behalf of the Parliament. The Committee on Budgets
reached its considered decisions on 22 February, but
the Bureau wanted to go much further than the
Committee on Budgets.

Now there are two ways of dealing with this situation.
Under the provisions of Rule 49 (3), it would have
been perfectly in order for the leaders of the political
groups comprised in the Bureau to table an amend-
ment to the report and the resolution submitted by
Mr Ripamonti under Doc. 641/78. This would have
enabled Parliament to consider the difference of view
that had emerged between the Budget Committee,
which considers these matters very carefully all the
year round, and the Bureau and then Parliament could
have made up its own mind. The Budget Committee,
as is well known, applies itself with considerable dili-
gence all through the year to these matters, and it
passed its report and resolution on the basis of very
original supplementary estimates presented to it. In
this particular case, what happened was this: the
Bureau used its influence to persuade the Committee
on Budgets to amend the decisions it had already
arrived at. I do not consider this a very straightforward
way of going about it, because it gives the impression
in Parliament that the Budgets Committee essentially
associates itself technically, financially and in every
other way with the decisions of the Bureau. In this
case it did not. Now there is no reason why Parlia-
ment should not support the Bureau’s amendments,
and political groups have their own ways of enforcing
their own particular discipline. I therefore object to
the way in which this operation has been carried out,
because my four years' experience in the European
Parliament has lead me to the conclusion that if there
is going to be a continuation and enlargement of
democracy in Europe, one place where the rights of
back-benchers and of the Parliament as a whole must
be protected is in the European Parliament itself.

Mr President, I will not continue because I see that we
are getting near the time, but I should perhaps
announce to the House that for the reasons I have
given I shall seek to persuade as many of my
colleagues as possible to vote against the amendments
to the motion for a resolution which have been incor-
porated in Doc. 683/78.

President. — I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, Chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
~— (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I shall not
let this occasion pass without commenting on the
extraordinary efforts which Mr Ripamonti, the rappor-
teur, has made since the middle of last year when the
preliminary draft budget for 1979, including Section I,
i.e. Parliament’s budget, was submitted. I shall not
attempt to guess how much time he has spent in
discussions with the administration, the Secretary
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General, the Director-General and also with the Direc-
tors responsible for the normal budget and the supple-
mentary budget.

It is of course extraordinarily difficult for a rapporteur
and a committee — in this case the Committee on
Budgets — to judge whether the increase from 198 to
410 members in the directly-elected Parliament
makes it necessary to create any one particular post.
Last year, when we came to discuss the 1979 budget,
we agreed — and the Bureau and the Committee on
Budgets shared our view — that everything should be
done to ensure that the new Parliament could func-
tion properly but that we should beware of making
structural changes that should be left for the 410
directly members to decide.

It was somewhat difficult to stick to this position.
Both the Bureau and the Committee on Budgets origi-
nally reached the view that only Category C and D
posts were crucial from the operational point of view.
Adjustments in the number of Category A and B
posts would have brought about structural changes
which we wished to leave to the 410 directly-elected
members.

But as time went on, it became clear that it was not all
that easy to leave out Category B posts entirely. We
therefore made one or two very careful adjustments to
the Category B posts following a compromise reached,
but not approved by all members, in the Committee
on Budgets.

It should be observed at this point that there was a
constant risk of conflict between the Bureau and the
Committee on Budgets because some members of the
Bureau came to take up views which went beyond the
original agreement and would have clearly implied
structural changes. The Bureau would then have
referred — as Lord Bruce explained earlier — to its
responsibilities for staffing and staff structure under
Rule 49 of the Rules of Procedure, whereas the
Committee on Budgets is required by Rule 50 to
submit proposals for the budget and any supplemen-
tary budget to the House. It is a fact — and I should
like to emphasize the point quite strongly — that the
Committee on Budgets must discharge its responsibili-
ties in the matter of budget policy and budgetary regu-
lations independently of the Bureau. It must gudrd
against yielding to any pressure, whether strong or
weak, to act in one way or another.

Whether a political conflict between the Bureau and
the Committee on Budgets will actually be allowed to
come before the House is, of course, another question.
This question is one which need not arise if the
Bureau, which at a subsequent stage, becomes the
executive organ — it is the President who implements
the budget — behaves as an executive organ and does
not involve itself in the preparation of the draft
budget. Speaking to those members who are

concerned on this score — this applies to Mr Nielsen
as well as to Mr Dalyell — I would first stress what
Lord Bruce said and add that some of those in the
present Parliament who have budgetary responsibili-
ties will doubtless be able to give the new Parliament
the benefit of their experience.

I cannot imagine that the 410 members will view
matters any less carefully and critically than the 198
have tried to do although, of course, individual’'s views
may differ on requests made by the administration
and not every compromise is approved by all
members of the Committee on Budgets. That is an
open secret and a matter of course.

I would add the comforting thought that in the past,
we have always sought to obtain from the administra-
tion an exact picture of the workload with which indi-
vidual officials are required to cope. We have never
had a document that covered the subject down to the
last detail and the Secretary-General himself has told
us often enough that it is an extraordinarily difficult
task. I hope that in future, it will be taken over by the
Court of Auditors as the body responsible for
checking that administrative management has been
sound. In this way, the new Parliament will, I hope, in
the not too distant future, in other words in 1980 or
1981, have a picture that shows how economically our
administration really works and how the individual
posts are allocated. I feel that we need this in order to
have objective standards by which we can assess the
performance of our administration.

In approving these supplementary estimates for 1979,
I believe that we should remember that it is our duty
to guarantee that the directly-elected Parliament can
function smoothly — even if opinions vary on the
point at which this guarantee is provided — in order
to avoid any criticism that we did not do enough to
enable the 410 new members to take over their new
duties properly. This involves a measure of risk and
each of us, ladies and gentlemen, must accept it
according to his or her own lights and political possi-
bilities and intentions.

President. — 1 call Mr Spénale.

Mr Spénale. — (F) Mr President, the only point on
which at one stage there was a difference of opinion
— which has now been cleared up — between the
Committee on Budgets and the Bureau concerned the
three posts of Deputy Director-General and, in any
case, there was no need to make a meal of them : the
three posts have simply been created for the use of
the directly-elected Parliament should it so decide.
They have been frozen and will only be released if the
new Parliament so desires. Otherwise, some kind of
supplementary budget would have been necessary in
order to obtain them. The Bureau’s view was that they
would be needed in a Parliament with 410 members.
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A distinction between quantitative and structural
requirements has understandably been made but I
must say that under Rule 49 of the Rules of Proce-
dure, it is the Bureau’s responsibility to decide on the
Secretariat’s staffing requirements in terms of both
numbers and structure. I would remind the House
that the issue has already come up in the past. When
I was chairman of the Committee on Budgets, I had a
slight difference of opinion with the Bureau, for I too
thought that it was the Committee on Budgets’ job to
decide on staffing. Mr Scelba was President at the time
and I had to bow to the provisions of our Rules of
Procedure. It is only logical that this decision should
lie with the Bureau since it is the President and the
Bureau who are responsible for the smooth operation
of Parliament, and not any one of its committees, not
even the esteemed Committee on Budgets.

Finally, I believe that the question is now no longer
relevant since, at its meeting last night which I
attended, the Committee on Budgets sides with the
Bureau by voting 9 to 5 for the creation of the three
posts of Deputy Director-General. As a member of the
Bureau and a former member of the Committee on
Budgets, I must therefore recommend that the House
approve the creation of those three posts of Deputy
Director-General.

President. — I call Mr Ripamonti.

Mr Ripamonti, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, I
should like to thank those members who have contri-
buted to the debate with their critical or constructive
comments on the motion for a resolution tabled on
behalf of the Committee on Budgets.

Taking up what Mr Shaw said, I should like to stress
that the Committee on Budgets has provided for a
two-stage increase in the establishment plan: first
there are the posts to be filled immediately to cover
the requirements of the new Parliament during its
initial phase of operation and secondly, there are the
reserve posts which can only be used if the directly
elected Parliament decides on the basis of its new
organizational arrangements to release them. As Mr
Lange and Mr Spénale so rightly pointed out, this has
been done to avoid placing the directly-elected Parlia-
ment in a position where it would be unable to make,
and would have to postpone, any organizational
changes and would subsequently have to adopt the
procedure of submitting a second supplementary
budget to the House in the course of the year and
make allowance for the vacancy-filling procedures laid
down in the Staff Regulations. Hence our resolve not
to limit in any way the new Parliament’s indepen-
dence.

I would say to Mr Nielsen that the reason why the
rapporteur for the Committee on Budgets did not
wish to discuss the merits of the structural changes
was that this should be left to the new Parliament,
despite the fact that on the basis of the Secretary-
General’s report, the proposals and studies made by

the Directors-General and the observations submitted
by the staff, the rapporteur and the Committee on
Budgets could have dealt with the matter. However, a
political decision was taken to leave the choice of
structural changes to the newly elected Parliament.

As for the need to introduce new organizational tech-
niques or technologically more advanced systems of
organization -— a subject which was discussed at meet-
ings with the representatives of the administration and
also within the Staff Committee — it would certainly
be an extremely useful exercise for the new Parlia-
ment to do as Mr Nielsen suggested and as I myself
have unsuccessfully proposed more than once in my
own country, and call in outside consultants to look
into its internal procedures and organizational struc-
ture, for with their experience of company organiza-
tion, they would be able to suggest improvements in
Parliaments’s own organization. I would add that the
talks I had with the Secretary-General and the Direc-
tors made it clear that within the present structure,
there are several ways of reorganizing and improving
the technical and administrative sides of operation.
And the documentation and proposals to this end but,
for the reason I mentioned earlier, we did not go into
the matter.

.

I would point out to Mr Dalyell that in making
comparisons, it is as well to take consistent figures. In
adopting the 1979 estimates last June, Parliament did
not allow for the increase in membership from 198 to
410 when it added 142 posts to the establishment
plan, many of them — 59 if I rightly remember — in
the Information Directorate, an increase which, at
9-4 %, was lower than that made in the normal way
the year before. As far as the new Parliament is
concerned, 93 posts were created in October and 109
today, giving a total of 202 which represents a percen-
tage increase of 12 %. If, as I said in my initial report,
the new Parliament released all of the frozen posts,
thus increasing the establishment plan by a total of
390 posts, we would obtain a figure of 23-12 % ; but
this is tied to organizational requirements, which the
new Parliament will have to discuss, generated by the
increase from 198 to 410 members. The problems of
the new services with which members will have to be
provided were raised by a good many members of the
Committee on Budgets and the Bureau. Given the
likelihood that there will be far fewer dual mandates,
members will no longer be able to use the services of
the national parliaments and will therefore have to
make greater use of those provided by the European
Parliament.

I would also say to Mr Dalyell that it is not true that
we have provided no posts in the Directorate-General
for Research and Documentation; in the establish-
ment plan, which at present contains 85 posts, we
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have provided for 32 frozen posts, precisely in order to
cater for the documentation requirements of the new
members and the need to set up study and research
activities; as regards the Directorate-General for
Committees and Interparliamentary delegations, in
which there are 150 posts at present, the planned
increase, on the assumption that the present commit-
tees continue in operation but not allowing for struc-
tural changes, is 4 posts now and a further 28 that
have been frozen. A lengthy discussion took place on
this increase in the establishment plan, required to
cope with the continued development of committee
activities specially in the case of the Committee on
Political Affairs which requested increases in staff to
deal with the enormous workload entailed by the deci-
sions taken by the Committee itself and the whole
House to hold hearings on matters of major interna-
tional importance.

Lord Bruce made a number of comments on proce-
dure, agreed that the release of posts should be
decided by the directly-elected Parliament and made a
reference to the Rules of Procedure. I would observe
that the Committee on Budgets was duty-bound to
consider the letter from the President, intimating that
at its meeting on 1 and 2 March, the enlarged Bureau
had concluded that the three A 1 posts of Deputy
Director-General should be included in the estimates ;
given that the Committee on Budgets and its rappor-
teur consitute the normal link between the Bureau
and Parliament, it was the rapporteur’s duty to submit
the problem to the Committee on Budgets which was
free to express a positive or a negative opinion. The
Committee expressed a positive opinion and I do not
think that we should use other means to bring this
matter before the House. In my view, the statements
made by Mr Spénale and Mr Lange support the solu-
tion adopted; no pressure was brought to bear, the
only requirement — under the Rules of Procedure —
being that the Committee on Budgets should decide
on the proposal put forward by the Bureau.

I do not therefore believe that we need disagree on
this aspect of the problem of adjusting our structures
to the requirements of the problem of adjusting our
structure to the requirements of the directly elected
Parliament which I feel that Mr Klepsch put most
succintly when he spoke of closer relations between
its members and the European electorate. This will
change the horizon of the European MP who, instead
of being the delegate of a national parliament, will
become the delegate of the peoples of Europe and will
not be restricted in the view he takes of political
events.

I would conclude by saying that in presenting this
report, I have been and am clearly conscious — and
this applies both to the debate we had in committee
and to procedure we followed — of having acted in

the interests of the continuity of Parliament, its expan-
sion and commitment to the real requirements of our
Community.

President. — I note that no one else wishes to speak.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote as
it stands at voting time on Thursday, 15 March 1979.

The debate is closed.
The sitting will now be suspended until 3.00 p.m.
The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1.20 p.m. and resumed
at 3.05 pm)

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO
President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

16. Question Time

President. — The next item is Question Time (Doc.
1/79).

We begin with questions to the Commission.
Question No. 1, by Mr Osborn :

In drawing up its latest proposals on the weight of
commercial vehicles, what consultations did the Commis-
sion have with organizations representing the manufac-
turers of commercial vehicles in the Community and
with those concerned with the protection of the environ-
ment ?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(NL) During its work on the preparation of a new
proposal for a Council directive on the weight of
commercial vehicles, the Commission has already had
occasion to hold a number of meetings with represen-
tatives of transport undertakings, vehicle manufac-
turers and environmental protection organizations
including the European Environmental Bureau Civil
Trust and the Council for the Protection of Rural
England. Following these discussions, the Commis-
sion has given careful attention to the arguments put
forward by the parties concerned. If the Honourable
Members care to examine our proposals, they will
probably note that the Commission has attempted to
strike an acceptable balance between the economic
factors which come into play in this matter and the
requirements of environmental protection and safety.

Mr Osborn. — To what extent do the new proposals
to the Council demonstrate a flexibility which would
allow the Member States to maintain their existing
standards within their own territories, whilst accepting
Community standards for intra-Community traffic ? Is
he satisfied that the Commissioner concerned,
Commissioner Burke, has in fact consulted suffi-
ciently widely and that the interested parties will back
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national governments who will obviously influence
the Council in accepting this new compromise ?

Mr Vredeling. — (VL) In reply to the Honourable
Member’s supplementary questions I must say that
the question of flexible compatibility with national
provisions is a matter for individual judgment. Once
our proposals have been examined by Parliament, I
think that we shall have ample opportunity to decide
whether there is sufficient flexibility. In answer to the
second part of his question — asking whether we did
in fact consult sufficiently widely with the interested
parties — I believe that we did so. We consulted the
circles concerned. We shall continue our consulta-
tions and extend them to other bodies, in particular
the trade unions so as to give them an opportunity to
express their views too.

Mr Spicer. — Whilst I accept all the Commissioner
has said, I wonder if he would just expand on it a lihle
bit. He said that there had been consultations, I think
with the Council for the Protection of Rural England.
Now what consultation actually did take place, what
were the proposals put forward by that Council for
lorry weights in the United Kingdom and what
account has been taken of those views ? We all have
these problems in our national States, we all have to
face up to them and it may be quite impossible for a
common denominator to be acceptable in all Member
States. I wish he could just expand on that a little bit
more ?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) I am sure the Honourable
Member will understand that I do not have the
minutes of our discussions with me now and cannot
give a literal quotation. However, I repeat that we gave
attention to the arguments put forward by the various
organizations ; their arguments are to some extent
contradictory — as is inevitable in this particular area
— and we tried to find a balanced solution.

Mr Normanton. — Would the Commission not
agree that the difference in the specifications for axle
weights, for example as between 32 tonnes in Britain
and 44 tonnes on the Continent, is a difference which
the layman in general cannot possibly hope to differ-
entiate ? And would he like perhaps on some appro-
priate occasion to illustrate that there is this emotional
concern, rather more than the technical and commer-
cial one, and which ought to be given much more
weight when it comes to making Community deci-
sions ?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) I think that there are consid-
erable differences, particularly between the United
Kingdom on the one hand and the Continent on the
other. This is one of the critical difficulties. It is very
difficult to reach a satisfactory compromise here
because conditions in the United Kingdom, particu-

larly as regards the condition of the highways, are in
many respects different from those prevailing on the
Continent. I realize that certain emotional factors —
or rather factors of personal feeling — come into play
here in addition to the usual objective technical data.
But in our political action we have to strike a
compromise between the two aspects and that is what
the Commission is trying to do.

President. — Since the author is not present, Ques-
tion No 2 by Mr Nolan will receive a written reply.

Question No 3, by Lord Kennet:

What action does the Commission intend to take on the
proposal from the EBCU — European Bureau of
Consumers’ Unions — that a network covering the
Member States should be set up to provide rapid informa-
tion on dangerous products ?

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. — (I)
The Honourable Member will no doubt recall that in
the memorandum accompanying the programme-ad-
dress for 1979 the Commission announced its inten-
tion of forwarding to the Council in the second half
of this year a proposal which would enable a system
to be established for the rapid exchange of informa-
tion between the Commission and the Member States
on the risks arising from the use of dangerous
products.

Lord Kennet. — I have two supplementary question
of detail — one is quite important. First of all, what is
the relationship between the proposed rapid informa-
tion exchange, which the President of the Commis-
sion spoke of to this Parliament only last month, and
the longer-standing proposal for a system of informa-
tion exchange, without the word ‘rapid’, which is
already before Parliament and which it is not
proposed to get into operation until 1982 ? The key
word, of course, is ‘rapid’.

My second question is what is the reason, if the
Commission is able to tell us, why the European
Bureau of Consumer Organizations, which proposed
precisely this rapid system of information exchange
on dangerous substances, has received no answer or
acknowledgement from the Council or the Commis-
sion to the proposal which it sent to them in
December 1978, in spite of the fact that the word
‘rapid’ has now been adopted, apparently, by the
Commission ?

President. — Lord Kennet, I would point out to you
that you have not just put a single supplementary
question, but several.

Mr Natali. — (I) Section 78 on page 26 of the Italian
text of the memorandum indicates the Commission’s
intention of engaging in wide-ranging consultations
with the Member States, consumers associations and
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industrial interests in the first quarter of this year.
That is my answer to the second question put to me.

In answer to the first question I can only confirm that
paragraph 79 of the memorandum states our intention
of forwarding to the Council — in the second half of
the year following the initial consultations in order to
take account also of the views of the European
Consumer Association — a proposal for the introduc-
tion of this system which we hope that the Council
will be able to approve at an early date.

President. — Question No 4, by Mrs Ewing:

Will the Commission arrange for an environmental study
to be made on the Moray Firth in view of the importance
of the area in terms of the fishing industry of the
Community as a whole and of Scotland in particular
which would be at risk from pollution from oil-related
and other industrial enterprises and in view also of the
importance of the area to the tourist industry ?

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. — (1)
The organization of a study of the Moray Firth as
requested by the Honourable Member would have to
fit in with the guidelines and regulations laid down by
the competent authorities and would need to refer
also to any other relevant studies which have already
been made. Any such study would have to be
conducted in close cooperation with the competent
authorities.

At this time the Commission has no detailed informa-
tion on the specific problems arising in the context of
the development of this region and it has not been
contacted by the competent authorities on the subject
of a study. The Commission therefore does not intend
to effect an ecological study of the region concerned
at present. I do, however, wish to stress that we are
perfectly aware of the importance of the problem of
reconciling development with environmental protec-
tion.

Mrs Ewing. — Has the Commission detailed infor-
mation on the fearful example of oil pollution in the
north of Scotland and the Shetland Islands which has
affected the sheep, fishing, beaches, tourism prospects
for the coming year? Perhaps it would be possible
therefore to learn a lesson from that case for the
Moray Firth where the Cromarty Petroleum Company
seems to be employing the same substandard tankers
which have caused the trouble in the Shetlands. Is it
not time to look at the recommendations of Lord
Bruce’s excellent report on marine pollution and to
get something done, to use whatever weight we have,
to lean on the oil companies who must accept some
responsibility when they are employing substandard
tankers, often flying flags of convenience ?

Mr Natali. — (I) I am sure that the Honourable
Member will agree with me that the problem raised in
her supplementary question goes beyond the specific

subject with which we are dealing. 1 was asked
whether we proposed to make a study of a particular
region and I answered that we had no relevant infor-
mation or requests from the competent authorities.

The general problem of pollution of the sea was dealt
with in an earlier speech in which I referred to a
series of actions proposed at the level of the Council
of Ministers. If the Honourable Member is concerned
by this specific problem of pollution of the sea in the
region to which she has referred, I would ask her to
bear in mind the series of actions which we have
proposed at Community level.

Mr Prescott. — If the Commissioner really wanted to
do anything effective in this area, he should recognize
that there is a very clear correlation between the
washing of tanks of these oil tankers and the pollution
of waters and the poisoning of fish. All he has to do is
to ask the Community nations to ratify the conven-
tion that requires tankers to show evidence of where
they have washed their tanks. That would clear this
particular problem at a single stroke.

Mr Natali. — (1) I am grateful to you for making
that point, Mr Prescott, but I can only repeat that this
matter has far wider implications and does not relate
solely to the region in respect of which a question was
put to me. This is a much broader issue. I have noted
the requests made to me and I must say that the
Commission has on several occasions called on the
Council to adopt various proposals laid before it.

Mr Dalyell. — When does the Commission hope
that these proposals will be accepted ? That is the key
question.

Mr Natali. — (1) As you know, the Community’s
action programme relating specifically to pollution
caused by the discharge of hydrocarbons into the sea
provides for the possibility of research to control and
reduce pollution of this kind. A first series of results
of the relevant research will be available at the end of
this year.

Lord Bruce. — While the House is well aware of the
initiative that has been taken by the Commission in
this particular field, will he bear in mind that making
requests to Member States has been of little avail ?
Will he exercise all possible pressure within the shor-
test possible time to induce a somewhat reluctant
Council to issue a directive to Member States to ratify
the various conventions concerned ?

Mr Natali. — I well remember the excellent work
done by the committee chaired by Lord Bruce and
have no difficulty in accepting his recommendation.
Nevertheless I am sure Lord Bruce shares my aware-
ness that certain Member States are not particularly
keen to ratify these conventions.
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Mr Spicer. — I am sure we have every sympathy
with the Commissioner, but I wonder if I could just
return to what Mr Prescott said. Is it not quite clear
that all responsible oil companies throughout the
world would give the fullest possible support to any
action taken by the Council upon these lines. More-
over, at a time when we have a massive surplus of oil
tankers, could we not move speedily to drive from the
seas those tankers that persist in washing their tanks
at sea and creating the pollution that has been
referred to by Mrs Ewing ?

Mr Natali. — I have often drawn attention to the
fundamental principle that the polluter must pay. I
therefore hope that all the international conventions
will be ratified and I am aware of the importance of
the requests made to the Commission to take further
action.

Mr Brown. — I wonder if I can press the Commis-
sioner a little further. He tells us about one of the
problems, and asks for our help in persuading the
Member States Would he now identify for us which
States are unwilling to ratify those agreements, so that
we can in fact be very clear as to where our efforts
have to be directed ?

Mr Natali. — (I) I believe that this information is
known to all honourable Members.

President. — Since the author is not present, Ques-
tion No. 5 by Mr van Aersson will receive a written

reply.
Question No 6 by Mr Schyns :

A number of Member States are newly registering
severely handicapped persons in employment.

Can the Commission indicate to what extent the employ-
ment of severely handicapped persons is guaranteed in
the nine Community Member States ?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(NL) In six Member States of our Community — the
Federal Republic, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom — employers
are required by law to employ a given number of
severely handicapped persons, a fixed percentage of
the staff complement of the undertaking being set
aside for this purpose. The exact percentages differ
from country to country; they include both persons
disabled in war and other persons who are recognized

(by an ad hoc procedure) as being handicapped and -

registered as such. The percentage ranges from 2 % in
Luxembourg to 15 % in Italy. In general this require-
ment does not apply to the smaller undertakings, a
concept whose definition also varies. The staff comple-
ment ranges from 20 to 30 or even 50 employees,
depending on the Member State. The requirements
applicable to public corporations generally differ and
are often less stringent.

In two countries, Denmark and Ireland, there are no
official requirements for employers at present. In
Belgium there is a law of 16 April 1976 which lays
down the principle of compulsory employment but as
far as I know there is no fixed quota in this case.

Mr President, I should like to take this opportunity to
point out that this subject will also be dealt with in
the document which we are preparing on supply and
demand for jobs on the employment market.

Mr Schyns. — (F) Has the Commission received
guarantees that the information given to it by the
Member States in fact correpsonds to the real situa-
tion ?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) That is a most apposite ques-
tion. I can inform you that the percentages which I
referred to just now that are laid down by law in some
Member States are not actually attained in any of
them Certain countries, such as the Federal Republic,
do, however, apply more stringent rules than others in
verifying the application of these criteria.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Would not Mr Vredeling
agree that this is a prime area on which the Commis-
sion can really make an impact through the Social
Fund ? Does he not agree that it is about time the
Commission tried to change the emphasis which
exists at the moment on agriculture ? Why does he
not take the initiative here? Perhaps subsidy is
needed : let him look into this matter and see what
can be done, together with national governments, to
encourage the employment of these handicapped
people. Surely there is an enormous field here for the
Social Pund. I know he is very interested in this
matter, so could he not take the initiative and really
do something positive and worth while ?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) I fully endorse the point
made by the Honourable Member. It would be highly
desirable for the Member States in general to respect
the relevant provisions. Mr Scott-Hopkins mentioned
agriculture but I did not entirely follow the connec-
tion because I did not refer to agriculture as a separate
area of activity. The moral obligation applies to every
branch of economic activity. He also rightly referred
to the Social Fund’s role. In principle the measures
could also be subsidized from the Social Fund but we
have the problem that the Council has laid down the
criterion that the handicapped must be employed
under normal economic conditions and that no other
considerations must come into play ; we are trying to
broaden that concept somewhat.

Mr Johnston. — While the Commissioner will be
aware that the criticized is often criticized for wishing
to harmonize things which do not require to be
harmonized, would he not agree that this is an area
where there is a need for harmonization according to
the highest possible standards? Could I ask him
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specifically to say what the Commission is doing to
try and persuade the different member countries of
our Community to maintain higher common stand-
ards and to give handicapped people the same oppor-
tunities throughout the Community ?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) Once again I fully endorse
the tenor of those observations. 1 believe that it would
be desirable to harmonize the percentages, even when
we approach this problem in terms of the common
market. The lowest percentage 1 mentioned was 2 %
for Luxembourg and the highest 15 % for Italy. There
is thus room for rather more concrete action in this
area. We have looked at the matter in the document
which we are preparing for submission to the
Standing Committee on Employment in May. The
Honourable Member also referred to the governments
of the Member States. I would stress the important
role that the social partners can play in this area since
the two sides of industry are the most directly
affected. His suggestion should therefore be directed
both to the governments of the Member States and to
the social partners.

Mr Albers. — (NL) For a number of years the Social
Fund has been open to projects for the benefit of the
handicapped. Can the Commissioner say roughly how
many workplaces have been maintained in the last
few years and how many new ones made available for
the handicapped ? Can the Commissioner also outline
his views on the creation of jobs for the handicapped
in his new employment programme ?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) The Honourable Member
will surely forgive me for not having the precise
figures here with me. We do have these statistics and I
shall make them available to him but I must first
contact Brussels, as I am sure he will realize.

His second question related to the new jobs that we
want to create. I had the impression that he was refer-
ring to the new type of support decided on by the
Council at the end of last year — namely the promo-
tion of employment of young people. This form of
support must be treated separately from support for
the handicapped under the Social Fund from which
young people are of course not excluded. In my view
the new form of aid for young people can also apply
to the handicapped in order to facilitate their employ-
ment. The number of jobs to be created for handi-
capped persons is not known to me at present.

Lady Fisher of Rednal. — Could I ask the Commis-
sioner if any separate statistics are kept on persons
who are disadvantaged through visual eye defects,
including blindness ? Have they the same kind of
guarantees in the Member States, and are they defined
in the nomenclature as ‘severely handicapped
persons’ ?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) This question must be ap-
proached from the angle of the nine Member States in
which nine sets of criteria apply. I do know that the
blind and persons with visual eye defects fall under
the definition of ‘handicapped’ in certain Member
States. I do not know whether this is the case in all
the Member States but 1 think it may well be so.

Mr McDonald. — Has the Commission any definite
plans for offering inducements to employers for the
employment of handicapped persons, possibly as a
follow-up to the monies made available under the
Social Fund towards the provision of sheltered work-
shops for the training, and possibly retraining, of
handicapped people? 1 would have thought that
would have been a logical follow-up.

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) There is no provision under
the Social Fund for special inducements for the
employment of handicapped persons, in other words
there are no direct premiums for the employment of
the handicapped. This concept has applied since a
recent date to young people. 1 have repeatedly stressed
its importance here in Parliament. We do not yet have
similar inducements for the handicapped. As regards
the second question concerning sheltered workshops :
I have already drawn attention to the desirability of
such workshops in answer to previous questions by
Mrs Kellett-Bowman. We must not only subsidize the
occupational training of the handicapped but also
provide possibilites for the severely handicapped
which do not exist at present under the Social Fund.
The Council has specifically excluded the use of the
Social Fund for this purpose — i.e. to finance shel-
tered workshops and the activities pursued in them
not only in the area of vocational training but also as
regards more permanent employment. My answer is
unfortunately that the Social Fund cannot be used for
this purpose. But if the Honourable Member is saying
that the Social Fund should normally be available for
this, then I must say that I share his view.

Mr Normanton. — While the registration of handi-
capped persons may well help them to secure employ-
ment, would the Commission not agree that it may
well be much more appropriate to initiate and fund
research into the causes of their handicaps particularly
the spastic and the mentally handicapped ? Would he
not agree that this is a human problem which is
common to all Member States, and that, since medical
problems know no national frontiers, Community
action would be the most appropriate for giving relief
and help to the handicapped ?

President. — Question No 7, by Mr Radoux:

Can the Commission explain the advantages and signifi-
cance of the sectoral agreement which the Community is
negotiating with Romania, and how it fits into the EEC’s
policy vis-d-vis the Eastern and Comecon countries ?



24 Debates of the European Parliament

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (D) Negotiations between the Community and
Romania fall within the context of the Community’s
overall policy towards the State-trading countries. The
Community is open to negotiations with all of these
countries. The aim of the negotiations with Romania
is to conclude an agreement on industrial products
and an agreement on the creation of a joint
committee. This agreement would supplement
existing accords. It would aim at an extension of trade
and would provide a more stable basis for commercial
exchanges. As you know, the existing agreements
relate to the textile sector and to ECSC products. The
setting up of a joint committee would create a suitable
framework for a regular exchange of views on mutual
economic relations.

I should like to make a further observation : the nego-
tiations with Romania are not connected with the
Community’s current negotiations with the Council
for Economic Cooperation. Those negotiations are
aimed at establishing working relations with
Comecon, and not at laying down provisions of
commercial policy.

Mr Fletcher-Cooke. — The answer of the Commis-
sioner was not at all informative. The only sector that
he mentioned in reply to the written question was the
sector of textiles, which is rather a red rag to a bull.
What sort of textiles does the Commissioner have it
in mind to admit to the Western European market
beyond what is already admitted — in the view of
some of us, far too much — from other parts of the
world ? Why should Romania, for all its bravery in
standing up to the Soviet Union, be blessed, at the
expense of my constituents for this bravery ?

(Laughter)

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) You must have misunder-
stood what I said. I stated that we were conducting
negotiations on an agreement covering industrial
products and that agreements on the textiles sector
already exist — textiles are not the subject of any
current negotiations. There is an agreement in the
context of the Multifibre Arrangement and a further
agreement for ECSC products — in particular for
steel. No negotiations are being conducted in these
two sectors at present. We are now negotiating an
agreement to cover all other industrial products and a
further agreement to set up a joint committee. There
are no negotiations on the textile sector at present.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Could the Commissioner
clear up a small point for me ? I understood that for
the last two years, all agreements with Comecon coun-
tries, such as Romania, were to be on a Community

basis. Yet it would appear that the French Govern-
ment has just negotiated a biateral agreement with
Romania, Will this be superseded by a Community
agreement, or can we all of us negotiate and accept
bilateral agreements from now onwards ?

(Cries of Hear! hear!)

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) For several years now, since
the transfer of responsibility for commercial policy to
the Community, we have observed that in addition to
trade agreements which fall within the competence of
the Community, all the Member States are in many
cases also concluding cooperation agreements of
widely varying kinds. 1 would stress that all the
Member States are involved in this and that coopera-
tion agreements exist everywhere. There is a Council
regulation which requires such cooperation agree-
ments to be made the subject of Community consulta-
tion even if they are concluded at national level. I
repeat that the procedure is laid down in Council regu-
lation. There are also other types of agreement which
do not fall within the Community provisions — e.g.
special agreements on scientific and technical coopera-
tion and agreements relating to cooperation between
individual companies. The Commission has repeat-
edly called upon the Member States to avoid bilateral
solutions in doubtful cases but to place more
emphasis on Community policy instead. From time to
time this requirement has not been met satisfactorily
— and all the Member States are equally at fault here.

Mr Berkhouwer. — (NL) Is it not slowly becoming
clear that an increase in the number of bilateral agree-
ments are being concluded under the cover of coopera-
tion specifically in order to avoid complying with the
requirement of placing external commercial policy on
a Community footing. Does this not conceal a risk of
unfair competition on a very wide scale? I am
thinking of China and of all the other countries with
which we now have contacts. Everyone is involved in
this and a whole range of conditions come into play.
Who gives the cheapest credit ? Who gives the longest
credit ? Who gives the lowest rates of interest and so
on? I have only pointed at some of the relevant
factors but you will readily understand what I am
driving at. 1 should very much like a clear answer
from Commissioner Haferkamp on this. Should not
caution be the order of the day here ?

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) I can only confirm that the
methods and practices adopted by the Member States
in order to exploit every possibility of evading the
conditions of our common commercial policy are
characterized by a great many imaginative steps and
by considerable inventiveness. I am sure that in some
cases this does bring immediate benefits — but in the
long run the Member States will simply be impeding
one another and our competitors, the United States
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and Japan, on the world markets will stand to gain a
great deal. The third countries whom we are outbid-
ding to assist each other with interest subsidies and
special credit terms at the cost of our taxpayers will
also stand to gain. That is perfectly clear. The Member
States too should realize what is at stake. Unfortu-
nately we do not have the legal instruments to take
remedial action in every case. What we can, however,
do is to watch over strict enforcement of the agreed
common commercial policy and attempt to ensure
that the directive an consultations is respected at all
times. Unfortunately we cannot do so in every case.
There is a tendency for the Member States to disre-
gard the Community in all instances where they are
seeking their own immediate advantage through
bypassing of Community provisions, but to make sure
that Brussels is directly involved whenever unpleasant
decisions have to be taken in realtion to third coun-
tries and protectionist measures need to be intro-
duced.

President. — I declare the first part of Question
Time closed.

17. Regulation amending the Financial Regulation
of 21 December 1977

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
642/78), drawn up by Mr Shaw on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets, on

the common position of the Council on the proposal for
a Regulation amending Financial Regulation of 21
December 1977 applicable to the general budget of the
European Communities.

I call Mr Shaw.

Mr Shaw, rapporteur. Mr President, this report,
which I have the honour to present, deals with
changes in the Financial Regulation. It is an unfor-
tunate fact, Mr President, though nonetheless very
understandable, that as soon as the Financial Regula-
tion is mentioned, colleagues tend to lose interest.

(Cries of Hear, hear!)

They tend to say: Oh, that's something for the
Committee on Budgets, or even, in extreme cases:
that is something for Mr Shaw ; and judging by the
way the exits are being crammed, the same is
happening at the moment.

(Applause)

However, I am bound to say that the budgetary
powers that we hold through the Treaty, and which
are supported by the implementing provisions of the
Pinancial Regulation, are vital to the authority of Parli-
ament. I hope that an understanding of this will be
inherited and guarded by our successors. Whatever the

longterm future powers of Parliament may be, so far
as the foreseseeable future is concerned, I profoundly
believe that Parliament’s purpose should be to under-
stand and responsibly fulfil the proper and reasonable
budgetary powers that it already possesses And
through the development of a growing cooperation
with the Council — and of the Council’s growing
cooperation with us — the joint Budgetary Authority
should then, in my view, play an increasingly impor-
tant part in shaping the future of our Community.

Having made that general observation, Mr President, 1
would say straight away that the changes we are
seeking in this document are, as I see them, non-con-
troversial in nature. The background is as follows:

Last summer the Commission put forward a package
of proposed amendments to the Financial Regulation
covering three principal headings: firstly, review of
the arrangements with regard to the approval of the
carry-over of appropriations from one financial year to
another ; secondly, simplification of the way in which
appropriations for research and investment purposes
are presented in the budget; and lastly, the improve-
ment of the budgetary control of borrowing and
lending operations.

So far as the Article relating to the carry-over arrange-
ments is concerned, the Council and I, on behalf of
the Committee on Budgets, entered into initial concili-
ation procedure. I was authorized to try and get agree-
ment, , which I think I have done. It is the view of
the Committee on Budgets that the amendments as
set out on page 7 of this document, as they affect
Article 6 (3) of the Financial Regulation represent the
best that could be arrived at in all the circumstances.

Let me say straight away, Mr President, that there is
no ideal solution in this matter, because it hinges on
sufficient time being given to each institution ; and
each institution wants just a little more time than can
be arrived at by adding all the times up, because of
the deadlines that have to be adhered to. So I hope
the compromise is one which can be accepted by the
Council, the other half of the Budgetary Authority,
and, equally importantly, by our good friends in the
Commission.

So far as the research and investment articles are
concerned, I can say that agreement acceptable to the
Committee on Budgets has been secured as a result of
our informal conciliation negotiations. Still, there is
one exception to this. The Council did not find it
possible in its common position to take on board the
new paragraph 2 of Article 88 that we supported. This
paragraph states that the figures given in programme
decisions or corresponding decisions shall be merely
indicative. The Council would however be prepared to
enter into formal conciliation procedure on this
aspect.
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So far as the last item, the proposal with regard to
borrowing and lending operations, is concerned, the
Council did not put forward a common position. This
was discussed at some length in the course of the
procedure leading up to the adooption of the 1979
budget. It is a matter to which Parliament attaches
significance. Therefore, when approving the report
now before the House, the Committee on Budgets
thought it appropriate to call on the Council to
commence the conciliation procedure on the appro-
priate provisions in the Financial Regulation
regarding the authorization of borrowing and lending
operations in addition to the provisions relating to the
indicative nature of figures in programme decisions.
To stress the urgency which the Committee on
Budgets attache: to this matter, it urges that the concil-
iation procedure on both of these issues be
commenced by 30 April at the latest.

In view of the importance of this conciliation proce-
dure, may I respectfully say that I feel it would be
appropriate for you, Mr President, to write to the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council conveying the wishes of
the Commitee on Budgets and of this House in regard
to the matter. I believe that such a letter, in addition
to the motion for a resolution, is called for, paraticu-
larly, under the circumstances that I have outlined.

With these words, I recommend the report to the
House for its approval.

IN THE CHAIR : MR ADAMS
Vice-President
President. I call Mr Tugendhat.

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, the Commission finds itself, I am happy to
say, completely in agreement with the point of view
explained by Mr Shaw. We certainly urge approval of
the common position taken by the Council with
regard to the changes to be made in the Financial
Regulation. Like the Parliament, we would, of course,
have preferred the Council to have approved the
whole of the initial proposal which we laid before it
in June 1978. I think, however, that we also all know
that at this stage it is better to accept the few changes
that have actually been agreed than to hold up those
changes in the hope of getting something better in
the immediate future.

There are two reasons for this. Pirst of all, the propo-
sals of the Commission conceming the improvement
to be made in the presentation of research and invest-
ment appropriations ought to be adopted as quickly as
possible in order to take account of the agreement
reached during the conciliation procedure of last year,
to which Mr Shaw referred. We wish to formalize the
legal basis for the presentation of these appropriations

in the 1979 Budget. We are, I think, also of one mind
at the moment on the budget that has already been
adopted, and there are enough difficulties surrounding
it without adding to them at this stage.

As regards the adoption of the proposed change in
Article 6 (3), referring to the carrying forward of appro-
priations, this does have a certain practical importance
regarding the achievement during the year in question
of more rational progress in the procedure for auth-
orizing the carry-forward of appropriations and in
particular enabling the time-table in this procedure to
be very much better respected. So there are these two
points, one of which is quite important, the other less
so.

Mr Shaw in his brief speech emphasized the need to
get a move on over the treatment of borrowing and
lending operations, and here we very much agree that
this is something which has been on the table for
some time and we would like to see matters moved on
rather faster than they have been. I hope very much
that this question can become a subject for a concilia-
tion procedure between Parliament and the Council as
soon as possible. I can assure the House that in the
Commission’s mind the whole question of the budget-
ization of borrowing and lending is still regarded as an
important matter: it is still something which we
ourselves would like to see brought into effect.

I am reminded that the indicative nature of the
research  appropriations  connected  with  the
programme decision is something I ought also to have
mentioned, and I fear in my speech towards the end I
overlooked it. But I wanted to say, Mr President,
before sitting down, that I in my capacity as the
Commissioner responsible for the budget have had a
great many dealings of this sort, both in plenary
sittings and in committee, with Mr Shaw, and I look
forward with regret and sadness to the day when these
issues can no longer be left to him, as he put it when
be began his speech. It will not seem the same at all
when I cannot have this exchange with him.

(Applause)

President. — 1 call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, I should like to ask you, as chairman of the
Committee on Budgets, to express a view in the
course of your speech on the suggestion by Mr Shaw
that a letter be written to the President-in-Office of
the Council containing Mr Shaw’s suggestions and the
motion for a resolution.

Mr Lange, Chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
— (D) I shall answer your question, Mr President, as
to my views on Mr Shaw’s suggestion by saying that
we should adopt it, as it is entirely in line with the
recommendation of the Committee on Budgets. Mr
Shaw as rapporteur has accurately conveyed the
Committee on Budget’s wishes in this matter.
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I wish to take this opportunity to refer once more to a
difference of opinion between the Council and Parlia-
ment which was again apparent at last Tuesday’s
meeting between the Council and Parliament’s delega-
tion. I must recall here a statement made in
December 1977 by the then President-in-Office of the
Council at our last meeting to discuss the 1978
budget. The Council expressed the fear that Parlia-
ment might use its budgetary powers to call into ques-
tion the legislative powers assigned to the Council
under the Treaty. We made it quite plain that we had
no intention of disputing the Council’s legislative
powers under the Treaty but added that neither did
we wish to see our budgetary powers under the Trea-
ties called into question or undermined by the Coun-
cil's legislative powers. This is the crucial factor
behind paragraph 3 a and also 3 b.

The Commissioner responsible for the budget, Mr
Tugendhat, has again stressed the indicative nature of
the financing or staffing figures contained in Commis-
sion proposals as both are required for political
purposes and can only be finally decided in the course
of the budgetary procedure. This means that Parlia-
ment must be extremely careful to ensure that the
budget does not simply contain a list of Council de-
cisions for which expenditure is required but always
reflects a certain political will. Hence our call on the
Council to initiate the conciliation procedure in the
question of the binding or merely indicative nature of
the figures contained in its legislative acts so that we
can finally achieve what this Parliament requires to
uphold its own budgetary position. I say this quite
clearly, Mr President, in order to heighten the House’s
awareness of this problem and also to show that budge-
tary matters and even matters relating to the Financial
Regulation are not only the concern of members of
the Committee on Budgets, its rapporteurs, or perhaps
even the chairman of the committee responsible, but
that they concern each one of us. The point is that
the members of this House, with their national
contacts and their knowledge of those matters, are
perfectly well able to make it clear in any conversa-
tions with the responsible people in their national
governments what is really at stake here and hence to
persuade the members of the Council at long last to
do in Europe what is accepted as a matter of course in
their own countries and to abandon once and for all
the curious views which the Council has so far always
taken in this matter.

This explains the demand made in the last paragraph,
although it is of course entirely clear that Section b) is
equally important, for if lending and borrowing is not
included in the budget, a significant area of finance
and hence of policy would escape parliamentary
control ; Parliament would then have no opportunity
at all to call anyone to account for policy financed in
this way or, to put it more mildly, to exercise any

supervision. I would therefore repeat that the Presi-
dent of this Parliament must write a letter couched in
most specific terms to the President of the Council to
ensure that the necessary talks are held between the
Council and Parliament by 30 April. I wished to say
this with all due emphasis in order to impress upon
the President and Council as a whole the urgency of
Parliament’s appeal.

President. — I call Mr Shaw.

Mr Shaw. — Mr President, firstly, I would like to
thank my own chairman, the chairman of the
Committee on Budgets, for his words of support, and
to say to Mr Tugendhat that I may be absent, but I am
glad that the firm but understanding hand of Mr
Lange will still be over the operations of the Budget
Committee. I think we must all be thankful for that,
and I am grateful to him for his words.

So far as Mr Tugendhat's words are concerned, I
would like to thank him too for his kindness, and to
tell him that, of course, this is not the end of the
proceedings, since although we have finished with this
document today, there is conciliation going on, more
or less quietly, on the subject of EUA and on the
subject of the supplementary budgets, so that there is
still a lot of work to be done in this Parliament and
we have got to work together to try and achieve some-
thing on those two very complex subjects.

With that, Mr President, I commend this report to
you and I hope that the House will in due course
approve it.

(Applause)

President. — I note that there are no more requests
to speak.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote as
it stands tomorrow at Voting Time.

The debate is closed.

18. Greece’s accession to the Community

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
670/78), drawn up by Mr Amadei on behalf of the
Political Affairs Committee on

the application by Greece for accession to the Commu-

nity.
I call Mr Amadei.

Mr Amadei, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, we all know that Greece will be a
member of the Community by 1 January 1981 at the
latest. My report on the Greek application for member-
ship therefore comes at a time when the negotiations
on accession have entered their final stage. But this
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does not mean that anything this House may say will
have no practical efffect, for there are still one or two
major problems that remain to be settled not only in
the negotiations themselves but also as regards the
policies and causes of action which both the Commu-
nity and Greece will have to pursue in the years
ahead.

I would like to stress not only the vital importance of
settling in the course of the negotiations those points
which will ensure that membership brings advantages
to both sides but also, what is even more important,
that both the Community and the Greek Government
should take steps to ensure that, both from the
economic and the social points of view, the decisions
taken during the negotiations can be implemented.

Both the Community and the Greek Government
must make the efforts necessary to adapt their
economies to the requirements of a ten-member
Community that includes Greece and also in anticipa-
tion of a twelve-member Community that takes in
Spain and Portugal.

Tomorrow’s Community will thus comprise two major
areas, one with the kind of economy found northern
Europe, with a high industrial content and an agricul-
ture shaped by northern European climate and infra-
structures, the other with a predominantly agricultural
economy and typically Mediterranean products.

This will mean a slight change from the Community
of the Six and even of the Nine whose regions are
fairly homogeneous and the consequences are easy to
imagine. They will be felt mainly in the economic,
social and institutional sectors whereas, from a polit-
ical point of view, enlargement can only bring advan-
tages.

As far as the negotiations on accession are concerned,
we may note that the problems involved have been
settled to the advantage of both sides. But in order to
ensure that enlargement brings genuine benefits, it is
not enough simply to implement the decisions taken
during the negotiations; we need above all to carry
out the changes which the new situation requires both
in the Community and in Greece.

First of all, I would say that it is not only for Greece
to adapt to the Community’s economic system but
that the Community too must modify its structure to
accommodate the new member countries.

For this reason, I believe that both the Community
and Greece should arrange for suitable transitional
periods in which their economies can adjust to each
other in order to avoid imbalances which might well
cause serious problems in particularly sensitive areas
such as agriculture, the social sector and in one or two
branches of industry (e.g. steel and textiles).

It has been decided that, in principle, the transitional
period will last for five years and this seems adequate,

but in a few particularly sensitive sectors, provision
should be made for an extension to not more than
seven years. In my view, the transitional period is par-
ticularly important in that advantage should be taken
in the next few years of the opportunities it offers to
make the necessary economic structural changes on
both sides. We must remember that enlargement
should not be detrimental to the interests of the Medi-
terranean regions of the present Community and that
Greek agricultural production will, to a great extent,
compete with that of our Mediterranean regions
which have so far derived less benefit than others
from the Community’s sectoral policies.

I am aware that with an eye to enlargement, the
Commission some time ago made plans to reform the
Community’s agricultural policy in otrder to cushion
the Mediterranean regions (the Italian Mezzogiorno
and the French Midi) against competition from Greek
agricultural produce. I should particularly like the
Commission to provide us today with a summary of
the practical measures it has decided to introduce for
this purpose. I also wish to stress that the decisions
which the Commission has taken and will take in this
area must be effectively implemented and not simply
remain a dead letter. Effective action is absolutely
essential if enlargement is to bring economic advan-
tages to both sides and if enlargement were to prove
detrimental to the Mediterranean regions of the
Community, this might well compromise the political
benefits which led the Community to accept the appli-
cation for membership and to expand further along
the Mediterranean. In addition to the agricultural
sector, I should like to draw attention to the need for
suitable measures as far as the free movement of
workers is concerned. It is true that on the basis of the
present economic situation in Greece, no particular
problems can be expected in this sector as the statis-
tics in my possession show that Greek workers are
tending to return to their own country. However, the
Community must provide against situations which,
though not possible today, might at a later stage seri-
ously compromise the employment situation to which
the Community must pay particular attention. Sudden
changes are liable to occur on the labour market and
we must take steps far enough ahead to guard against
the consequences of enlargement on the difficult
employment situation in the Community. For this
reason I believe that safeguard measures might be
applied as a last resort.

It is essential, however, that when the accession treaty
comes into force, Greek workers should enjoy exactly
the same working conditions and social security bene-
fits as nationals of the other Members States.

It should be pointed out that in the industrial sector,
Greece should take precautions to protect its young
industries from Community competition but apart
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from this, I would point out that while the Commu-
nity’s industrial system is stronger than its Greek coun-
terpart, it must not be overlooked that in a few highly
sensitive sectors, Greek production, though relatively
low, may cause significant imbalance even in the
Community : I am thinking for example of what
happened as a result of Greek textiles exports to the
Community.

In my opinion, the Community must therefore pay
close attention to the effects of Greek membership in
the industrial sector too, for in some respects it is also
a sensitive sector.’I consider that in the years ahead, a
close watch should also be kept over the steel sector
which, as we all know, is going through a crisis.

We must remember in this connection that while
Greece has been considered as a case apart because of
its association with the Community, which goes back
to 1961, it is also true that the Community must take
an overall approach to the process of enlargement as
far as the Mediterranean countries are concerned and
in the industrial sector, it must be remembered that
the accession of Spain may well have particularly
important consequences because of its production

capacity.

The gist of my argument is that on the one hand we
have the results effectively obtained in the accession
negotiations with Greece on the basis of which prac-
tical decisions can be taken and on the other, we have
a situation which is not quite as certain, depending
substantially, as it does, on the decisions and measures
taken by the Community and the Greek Government
to follow up the guidelines spelt out in the course of
the negotiations. It is therefore absolutely necessary
for the Community to proceed as soon as possible
with the restructuring of its own economic system
with a view to accepting Greece and the other appli-
cant countries which, in some sectors, represent a
production potential that may have a certain effect on
the Community’s economic system.

The unquestionable political advantages which make
enlargement not only desirable but, I would say, essen-
tial, must not therefore be jeopardised by adverse
economic effects which might lead to a situation that
would produce a decisive effect on the Community’s
political order. I trust that what I have said will be
given due consideration by the Community authori-
ties responsible and I would ask the Commission to
provide a clear indication of what it proposes to do in
order to ensure that the enlargement of the Commu-
nity to include first Greece and then the other appli-
cant countries will take place in a manner consistent
with the requirements of the Community as a whole
and of those regions which are likely to be most
affected.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Eduard to speak on behalf ,6f
the Socialist fraction.

Mr. Edwards. — Mr President, after listening to the
excellent speech and report of my colleague, Mr
Amadei, 1 wonder what there is left to say on this
subject. I feel like saying ‘ditto’ and sitting down, but I
have a responsibility for the Socialist Group so I will
try to concentrate on the political reasons why we
should expedite the full membership of Greece to our
Community.

During the two years I have been a Member of this
House, the three major issues before us have been the
question of direct membership to this House to
democratize our Parliament, the monetary fund and
the enlargement of the Community. And it is my .
view that the enlargement of the Community is most
important of the three. The founders of this Commu-
nity issued an invitation to every European country to
join in this Community and to build a united Europe,
to advance social conditions™ for its people, to
guarantee political freedom and to make an important
contribution to the peace of the world. That invitation
is still open, on one condition, and the one condition
is that the European country maintains a free parlia-
ment, free trade unions, freedom of speech and
freedom of the press. And Greece qualifies under all
those conditions of membership.

I was in Athens chairing a British parliamentary dele-
gation when the colonels took over there. Indeed I
was threatened with a tommy-gun by one of their trig-
ger-happy young, arrogant officers, and it was a great
joy to me, and I am sure a great joy to all of us here,
when the dictatorship of the Greek colonels was
ended so peacefully and without the kind of political
upheaval that many of us thought would be necessary
before those black days of the colonels were ended.
Had it not been for the dicatatorship of the colonels,
there is little doubt that Greece would have been a
Member of this Community — very likely the seventh
Member of this Community, but certainly the tenth,
because Greece has a very long association with our
Community.

Way back, I can remember, in 1956, she preferred the
Community to EFTA, because EFTA was just a
customs union and she was interested — her govern-
ment, her people — in joining our Community. And
of course, unlike Spain and Portugal, who I am sure
all of us will welcome into the Community in due
course, Greece has had a long association with us. She
signed an association agreement in, I think, 1961. So
her industries and agriculture have to some extent
been geared to the institutions of our Community,
and her entrance here should be relatively smooth.
She has her problems of agriculture, and particularly
problems of migrant workers, which the rapporteur
has mentioned in close detail, but I am sure these are
minor points relative to the importance of this
country that cradled the culture of our Europe, that
did so much for democratic accountability and that
has had such a colourful part in the history of Europe.
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Politically it is important that democracy is main-
tained in this country after the short period of dictator-
ship that the people had to endure. And when we
come to look at the financial responsibilities, although
to me these are minor points compared with the polit-
ical importance of enlarging our Community, I find
that last year our Community countries exported to
Greece three billion dollars’ worth of trade, and that
we have a surplus with Greece of over two billion
dollars. So they have made a contribution already to
our Community. We do a greater trade with Greece
than we do with Australia or Canada and a trade equal
to our trade with Japan or Brazil. So we should
welcome Greece, and I hope she will have her
membership by 1980, and full membership by 1985.

I hope that negotiations will continue with Spain and
with Portugal — countries a little more difficult —
and I hope not far into the distant future we will find
that Turkey, a neighbour of Greece, will also be part
of our Community. We have to extend the growth of
our Community to those countries who have emerged
from dictatorship, military or fascist, and help them
along the road to democratic accountability. So on
behalf of the Socialist Group I have very great
pleasure in supporting this report.

President. — I call Mr Scelba to speak on behalf of
the Christian Democratic Group (EPP).

Mr Scelba. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
the Christian-Democratic Group for which I am now
the spokesman, will vote in favour of this motion for a
resolution even if we do not fully agree with the
wording of some of its paragraphs.

In expressing our favourable vote we consider it oppor-
tune to draw attention once again to our general views
on enlargement of the Community and to certain
specific problems raised by the accession of Greece.

The Christian-Democratic Group, respecting to the
full the letter and the spirit of the Treaties, favours a
Community which is open to all European nations
governed by democratic systems. For the same reason
our group was firmly committed in the past to enlarge-
ment of the Community to include the United
Kingdom and the other democratic countries of
northern Europe. We therefore warmly welcome the
Greek application and are delighted to learn that the
negotations are proceeding smoothly and will soon be
concluded.

The accession of Greece — like that of Spain and
Portugal — poses problems to the European Commu-
nity and to its Member States, just as the accession of
the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark posed
problems.

We are convinced that the enlargement of the
Community is in itself desirable because it streng-
thens the front of a free, democratic, peaceful and paci-
fying Europe. Freedom and peace are such vital aims
that they are amply sufficient to justifiy possible
economic sacrifices which enlargement may require
of the present Member States of the Community.

If enlargement is to lead to a stronger European
Community, it is also necessary for the economic
problems which it brings in its wake to be solved in a
balanced manner and in a spirit of genuine solidarity
with benefits for all concerned and harm to no one.
That is the spirit underlying the economic and social
considerations set out in the resolution following the
wishes formulated by the competent committees.

Examination of the Greek application for accession
became possible following the return in that country
to a free system of government whose existence is
imperative for membership of the Community. This
condition was stressed in the Pintat resolution on insti-
tutional problems and applies not only to Greece but
also to all the applicant countries and to the countries
which already belong to the Community. In this area
above all, it would not be acceptable for distinctions
to be made between the existing and new members ;
that would be tantamount to discrimination against
the applicant countries.

We are asking for these factors to be taken into con-
sideration in the negotiations because we believe that
undertakings entered into in this area will be an incen-
tive to all of us who belive in the value of a united
and democratic Europe to work in our respective coun-
tries towards the consolidation of our free institutions.

Concern has been expressed in some quarters that the
accession of Greece might have adverse consequences
on the future accession of Turkey because of the
tension between the two countries over Cyprus and
the Aegean. We do not believe that this concern is
justified : we are convinced on the contrary that the
accession of Greece could contribute to a more rapid
and peaceful solution of the present disputes.

Greece is aware of the position of Turkey as an
associate of the Community and a future candidate for
accession. It is therefore clear that the accession of
Greece, based on respect for the existing attainments
of the Community, cannot be an obstacle to the
future membership of Turkey, With the accession of
Greece we believe that the Community will be better
placed to act more effectively as a mediator in the
disputes between the two countries.

To that end and in order to facilitate amicable
contacts between the two associated countries and
affirm the peaceful character of the European Commu-
nity, the Christian-Democratic Group considers it
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desirable for the governments of Greece and Turkey
to be admitted to participate forthwith in the Council
of Foreign Ministers meeting in political cooperation.

Ladies and gentlemen, our Assembly has repeatedly
expressed its support for the enlargement of the
Community through the accession of Greece liberated
from the dictatorial regime which oppressed its
people ; we therefore welcomed with deep satisfaction
the return to democracy in Greece.

Previous expressions of the wishes of our Assembly
make it unecessary for me to speak further on this
occasion in support of the cause of Greek accession.

In recommending the adoption of the resolution now
before us, we express the hope that the current negoti-
ations will be brought to an early conclusion on the
lines suggested by me and that the ranks of the Euro-
pean Community will soon be joined by Greece, a
country whose cultural heritage forms an integral part
of the civilization on which our Community is based.

President. — I call Lord Bethell to speak on behalf
of the European Conservative Council.

Lord Behell. — Mr President, it gives me very great
pleasure, on behalf of the European Conservative
Group, to welcome this report by Mr Amadei and join
with others in the confident expectation that Greece
will very soon be the tenth member of our Commu-
nity. If there is one particular point with which I
would quarrel, on a point of nuance, in Mr Amadei’s
report, it is in the first paragraph of his document,
where he refers to the ‘real prospect’ of Greece
becoming the tenth full Member of the Community.
Speaking personally, 1 would have chosen a stronger
phrase than the one used by the rapporteur. I would
have spoken not of a ‘prospect’, but of a certainty, of a
firm conviction that the European Community will
sign a treaty with Greece within the next few weeks,
indeed within the French presidency, and that this
treaty will be ratified by the ten parliaments in ques-
tion within a year, or at the latest within eighteen
months. So I would see something more than a pros-
pect of Greece’s accession as being before us.

It also gives me great pleasure to see this achievement,
the approach of the conclusion of negotiations with
Greece, as one of the great pluses of the Community
during the past four years. I can recall, myself, as Mr
Edwards has done earlier, the seven years of dictator-
ship in that contry, and | joined with other Conserva-
tives in various movements to try and restore Greece
to democracy. I can recall that the former leader of
our group, Sir Peter Kirk, was one of many Conserva-
tives who worked very hard to try and convince the
world community and the people of Greece that dicta-
torship could have no part of the European scheme of
things. Both in the Council of Europe and in this
Parliament such statements were made from these

benches, and it is in no small part due to the pressure
applied from the Community, I believe, that in 1974
the upheaval took place which brought democracy
back to Greece. I know that the Greek people recog-
nize we in the Community put into their service.

But of course, although Greece made her application
to join as one of her first serious political moves in
the sphere of foreign policy in the summer of 1975,
there were bound to be various stumbling-blocks
along the way, and T can remember going to the first
meeting of the Jeint Parliamentary Committee with
the Greek Parliament in Athens in the summer of
1975 and believing that the negotiations would be
over within a year or two. It has not turned out like
that, Mr President. There have been many stumbling-
blocks, and the people of Greece have at times
become despondent and disappointed — there can be
no doubt about it. Previous speakers have mentioned
the question of textiles. Mr Amadei mentioned the
problem of the movement of labour, which is natur-
ally a concern to the Community because of the high
level of unemployment in several Member States. The
problem of the entry of Mediterranean products into
the Community is naturally of great concern to
various Member States, particulary in view of the pros-
pects of the accession of other Member States in the
next few years, and naturally the political and security
problems raised by the war in Cyprus and conditions
in Turkey have had their bearing on the negotiations.

I think it is very much to the Community’s credit that
in spite of these various stumbling-blocks it did not in
its essential negotiations depart from the principle
that Greece’s application should be treated on its own
intrinsic merits, and it is on this basis that negotia-
tions are concluded, or very nearly concluded, and
Greece will, I firmly believe, sign the Treaty of Rome
with the President-in-Office of the Council by 30
June.

In these last four years, opposition of course has
grown in Greece itself. Disillusionment has communi-
cated itself to a certain section, albeit a minority, of
the Greek people. We have noticed this at recent
meetings of the Joint Committee. So I was particu-
larly glad to hear Mr Edwards’s speech about this
matter, and I hope he will lose no opportunity of
speaking to his colleagues in the Pan-Hellenic
Socialist Movement in Greece and pointing out how
much can be achieved from within the Community,
by negotiation from inside, rather than by firm reis-
tance against accession. The plan of working from
inside a club for reform which is necessary to a
certain Member State’s national interest produces
better results than a refusal to participate or indeed a
threat to withdraw. It is not a question of defending
national interests more strongly by menaces, it is
simply a question of producing the best result, and
experience would seem to tell us in the years that the
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Community has been in existence that more can be
achieved by working from within than by working
from without or by threatening to go without.

This will, I hope, be achieved within, the next few
weeks. The ratification period will set the seal on the
work that we have done over the past four years and I
look forward with great expectation, as does our
Group, Mr Charirman, to Greece’s accession by the
beginning of 1981 at the latest. Greece is the country
which gave us not only the name ‘Europe’, through its
language, but also the word ‘democracy’ and the idea
that every citizen has a right to participate in the
government of a country. This was the ideal of Athens
in the 5th century BC, and it has never been forgotten
by the countries of our continent. It will be a great
day when Greece joins us and becomes part of our
number.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Berkhouwer to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Berkhouwer. — (NL) Mr President, from the
outset my political colleagues and I have always been
strong advocates of Greek accession to the European
Community. We see this subject of accession as vital
to the existence of our Community. At a meeting of
the Political Affairs Committee only a few days ago
someone asked, as I am sure Mr Bertrand will recall,
what are we actually discussing? Accession is above
all a political choice which we have approved from
the start.

The Community has now been in existence for 21
years but when it was born all those years ago the
founding fathers already said: we do not want to
remain limited to six members. For us in the liberal
group enlargement has been a political imperative
from the very beginning. It is also enshrined in the
preamble to the Treaties of Rome. From the start we
called upon all the nations who shared our ideals to
join forces with us. That appeal was heard to the
extent that, as previous speakers have recalled, the
association with Greece was concluded in 1961. In
other words Greece was very soon linked to us, as is
hardly surprising. Greece has after all always been a
European country. Unfortunately there was then a
dark period in the rich history of the Greek people
who have lived through so many vicissitudes and expe-
rienced so many political storms. The country fell
under the yoke of the totalitarian regime of the
colonels. Here I strongly endorse the words of Lord
Bethell. We have no call to congratulate ourselves on
this but it is a fact that in those dark years we kept the
light of Europe burning in the darkness of Greece.
The Council of Europe derserves credit too because it
fought as hard as we did to keep that light burning in
those troubled years.

The previous speaker mentioned the late Sir Peter
Kirk and other politicians. I personally shall never
forget that day in July when, on behalf of this Parlia-
ment, I welcomed the advent of President Karamanlis
to power signalling the rise of a new democratic sun
over Greece.

We are dealing here, first an foremost, with a political
imperative for the existing Community. We have
already witnessed enlargement from six to nine and
we shall see a further enlargement to ten and then
twelve. We have previously considered the question as
to whether the three new applicants should join simul-
taneously or in succession. We favoured a global
approach. I have always maintained that there should
be a coherent link between the accession of the tenth,
eleventh and twelfth members but that there was no
need for a simultaneous solution. We now welcome
the fact that Greece is to become the tenth member
of our Community pending the later accession of
Portugal and Spain. It would be interesting to learn
whether the Commission subscribes to a particular
position on the chronological sequence of accession.
Quite clearly the greatest problems will be created by
the accession of Spain — this will present by far the
greatest difficulties.

There is also the question of balance. When the
United Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland joined the
Community the emphasis shifted to the North-West.
Now Greece will be joining us in the South-East on
our Mediterranean flank. There will then be a more
blanced Community — a Europe spreading from
North to South — although a few countries will still
be missing. Let us hope, as our resolution states, that
the accession of Greece will be followed by member-
ship of the other countries which are still missing in
our Community. Let us hope that the membership of
Greece will lend a fresh impetus to enlargement.

Mr President, it is a significant coincidence that
Greece is preparing to join the Community at the
very time when the EC is about to be strengthened in
its democratic foundations through direct elections to
the European Parliament. Lord Bethell referred to
Greece in the fifth century BC. It is not irrelevant to
remember that in the same fifth century BC, Pericles,
in his address to the Athenians in the year 428 to
commemorate the vitimes of the Peloponnesian war,
outlined the principal characteristics of democracy.

Twenty-two centuries later, Lincoln also spoke to
commemorate the victims of the civil war in Gettys-
burg: he said that the essence of democracy was
government of the people, for the people, by the
people. ‘By the people’ implies the participation of
the citizens in their own government.
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We are about to confirm this principle through Euro-
pean elections which will extend and improve the
participation of the citizens in the process of Euro-
pean unification at the very time when Greece, from
which so much has been handed down to wus, is
preparing to join our Community in order to
strenghten its own democracy — but also the democ-
racy of the entire Community including Spain and
Portugal.

I cannot stress too highly that the accession of all
European countries, from North to South, is a polit-
ical imperative which is enshrined in the Treaties.
Obviously there are difficulties. There are the
problems of unemployment, of southern fruits, apples,
lemons and so forth, but allow me to repeat yet again :
Europe is not a matter of bread and wine but a matter
of political ideals. We want to bring all the people of
Europe together in a political union. That is the funda-
mental issue. We want to see all our peoples enjoying
the greatest possible freedom — without regard to the
problems of southern fruits, wine and milk. We are
convinced that the signing of the agreements will take
place shortly. I should like to hear from Mr Natali
when he expects the contracting states to place their
signatures on the documents. I assume that the treaty
will enter into force on 1 January 1981. I presume
that the transitional period will be flexible and
perhaps not identical for all the different sectors.
Could Mr Natali give us more detailed information on
this ?

Mr President, I shall end with an institutional con-
sideration which is not new but needs too be looked
into closely as the matter is now urgent. We shall
shortly be 410 members here in Parliament, and we
shall then be joined by the Greeks. This will present
us with language problems and also a number of tech-
nical difficulties. I personally shall look upon it as a
pleasure to be able to read documents in modern
Greek. But the foremost problem is that there will
shortly be ten countries sitting at the table; it will
then be difficult to maintain the unanimity rule — if
indeed possible at all. Unanimity will become increas-
ingly difficult to achieve with ten, eleven and twelve
members. What are the Commission’s views on this ?
I am not saying anything original — only drawing
attention to the obvious. And unanimity is not the
only problem. There is also the Luxembourg agree-
ment — the ‘agreement to agree’ in cases where a
country maintains that an issue touches on its vital
interests. But we have set about all this the wrong
way : unanimity has become the rule for practically all
decisions.

It begins at the level of the national officials and then
goes on to the EEC officials. Unless they can reach
unanimity nothing gets off the ground. We in the
Netherlands have an old saying ‘the more the
merriet. But as our Community becomes larger so the

unanimity rule becomes less and less tenable. I would
therefore appeal to the Commission to draw the atten-
tion of the highest bodies in the Community to the
need for the Luxembourg agreement — if it is to be
upheld at all — to be applied only in instances when
the vital interests of a particular country are really
affected. This criterion should not be applied in
matters such as the size of jam jars or the shape of
vehicle tail lights ...

(Interruption by Mr Cointat)

...To judge by his reaction, Mr Cointat does not agree
with me. He still wants unanimity on jam jars and tail

" lights. Yes, that is what Mr Cointat wants — but I do

not. That is why I have put my request to the
Commission.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Eberhard. .

Mr Eberhard. — (F) Mr President, may I make it
clear at once that I am speaking on behalf of the
French Communist members of this Assembly. I
would first like to point out that we are debating a
text which was brought to our attention only at a very
late stage. That is not a satisfactory way of working
and if our debates are to be serious it would have been
wiser to postpone this discussion to a later date.
However, [ realize that to do so would not have
accorded with the wishes of the fervent advocates of
enlargement. They are very worried and their concern
has come to light in some of their speeches. We all
know that the political forces opposed to enlargement
in Greece are increasing their influence with each day
that passes. This is apparent from the election results
achieved by the Greek communist party and the
Panhellenic socialist party; since there is nothing to
prove that the electors who support the present
governing majority are unanimous on this point, it is
not unreasonable to suppose that democratic opposi-
tion to accession is already representative of a majority
of the Greek people.

Is this not why Commissioner Haferkamp wrote in a
German journal : ‘Can the Community remain indif-
ferent to the presence or lack of social and political
stability on its Southern flank’ ? Be that as it may, it is
easy enough to understand the growing opposition of
the Greek people to the accession of their country to
the Community. On the one hand they know that the
Europe which is open to them is a Europe of severe
austerity for the workers and of accelerating concentra-
tion of the multinationals It is a Europe of unemploy-
ment, inflation and increasing disparities between
countries, a Europe of monetary instability in which
the Deutschmark reigns supreme. It is a Europe of
persistent impoverishment in which, according to a
Commission study, 52 % of all Europeans state that
they have to accept certain sacrifices.
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Under these conditions, how could the Greek people
believe that what has been disastrous for the people of
the existing Community could suddenly prove benefi-
cial after the accession of their own country ? The
contrary will in fact hold good. We are convinced that
all the harmful consequences will become still more
detrimental. It is instructive to read the Commission’s
documents on this subject, with particular reference to
agriculture, textiles and the growth of unemployment
— already a scourge of the existing Community. At
the same time it is quite clear that some of our
present Governments which all follow a policy of
austerity would not fail to take their inspiration from
the more negative aspects of the Greek Government’s
policy and try to amend their own social legislation
on the pretext of facing up to new competition. This
is a well-known refrain. To take just one example,
when we consider that 70 % of the vessels in the
Greek merchant fleet — the third largest in the world
— sails under flags of convenience, how could we
expect Community shipowners not to try to imitate
their example ?

Apart from the economic aspects, the political role
which the Community wishes Greece and the other
applicant countries to play, is at least equally impor-
tant. Even if the arguments are shelved for the dura-
tion of election campaigns, there is no lack of declara-
tions by leading politicians and in Community docu-
ments explaining that enlargement to include Greece,
and later on Spain and Portugal, would call into ques-
tion the working of the Community institutions as
they exist at present; in particular we have just heard
that the application of the unanimity rule in the Coun-
cil’s decision-making process should be abandoned.
That is a serious aspect which is liable to adversely
affect the national independence of our respective
countries — it is a development against which we
protest with the utmost vigour.

There is another no less serious aspect relating to the
strategic objectives of this enlargement. Last year we
were able to read in a German newspaper that the
accession of the three new countries would safeguard
the southern flank of NATO. That statement is
confirmed by the President of the Greek Republic
himself in his book entitled ‘Greece and Europe’ in
which he seeks to demonstrate that ‘the presence of
Greece in a united Europe will be beneficial to
Europe as a whole to which Greece offers its strategic
emplacement at one of the most sensitive points on
the frontiers of Europe’. We, for our part, have a
different view which happens to coincide with the
views of the Greek people. We are convinced that
enlargement would heighten the difficulties facing our
peoples and complicate the problems of the Greek
and French economies. It would be one more step
towards the formation of a supranational Europe domi-
nated by Federal Germany and the United States. We
think that_ there is still time to oppose this develop-

ment. That is why I wish to state on behalf of the
French communist members that I am unable to vote
in favour of the report placed before us now.

President. — I call Mr Dalyell.

Mr Dalyell. — Mr President, whilst [ would in no
way wish to minimize the potential political advan-
tages outlined by Mr Scelba and others, which could
result from Greek membership, both for Greece and
for existing members of the Community, before
making such a major decision we really should
remove as many illusions as possible. My own interest
in this goes back to two years’ membership of the
EEC-Greece Committee, and I have also taken an
interest in this in relation to the work of the
Committee on Budgets. I am bound to say that I have
certain reservations about Mr Amadei’s report on
Greek application, because I don’t believe that suffi-
cient emphasis is placed on the massive problems that
Greek membership will create, both for the Greek
economy and for the Community’s economy, and we
must remember that the kind of arrangement which
we come to with Greece will effect the kind of arrange-
ments we come to with Spain and Portugal. Nowhere
in the report of the Political Affairs Committee is
stated the kind of economic aid that Greece will
require and the size of the aid the Community is
prepared to give. If we recall the annual haggle that
takes place over the Community’s budget, often
involving relatively minor sums, as those of us who
work on the Budget Committee know only too well, it
really would be wrong to assume that the Commu-
nity’s pocket is a bottomless pit capable of matching
any requirement placed upon it.

Nor is the reticence of Mr Amadei on these financial
matters a surprise, since the Commission’s much-
vaunted ‘fresco’ on the economic and financial
consequences of enlargement is particularly reticient
when it comes to providing concrete figures. All that
was provided in that document was a budgetary stimu-
lation for 1978 based on a lot of arbitrary criteria
excluding all calculations of the monetary effects of
enlargement and not taking into account any special
aid to remove regional disparities.

As’yet, the Community has not agreed on any special
enlargement fund. Knowing the speed with which
such funds might be disbursed, it is highly unlikely
that Greece would benefit from any Community
expenditure of this kind before the beginning of 1981.
Greek membership would serve to shift the balance of
spending within the Community once more towards
the CAP spending and precisely in the opposite direc-
tion to that wished by this Parliament. Furthermore,
as we move tentatively towards a common fisheries
policy, the very large number of people involved in
fishing in Greece should be borne in mind. Again, in
some of the areas where the Community is assuming
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new responsibilites — perhaps unadvisedly, perhaps
advisedly — such as shipbuilding, where the Euro-
pean industry as a whole is in decline, Greece has
considerable strength with large numbers employed.
Therefore the figure provided in the ‘fresco’s’ 1978
budgetary simulation of an overall 700 to 750 million
units of account as a result of Greek membership
seems exceedingly optimistic. Even this figure,
however, involving a net transfer of some 400 million
units of account, should be sufficient to make certain
member governments hesitant in view of the rear-
guard action that they have been fighting over, for
example, the Regional Fund.

Two further points. The administrative effects of
enlargement : how many extra posts is this going to
make necessary for the institutions? Has anybody
even now done any serious thinking about the effect
on the already overburdened language services and
other facilities offered by the institutions ? Finally, the
Commission’s ‘fresco’ is noticeably reticent about the
financial effects on other Mediteranean countries
following Greek accession. Already certain of those
countries — I am thinking particularly of Turkey, but
not only of Turkey — have been presenting the
Community with very large bills which they consider
will need paying by the Community following enlarge-
ment. There is a danger of a massive reduction in the
market for some agricultural products from some of
these countries. The Commission has made no serious
attemps to quantify the effects which will inevitably
follow upon enlargement.

In view of these considerations and in particular the
absence of serious information, I don’t consider that
Parliament is in a position to provide any considered
view whatsoever on Greek membership, which I
personally believe to be in danger of fostering
illusions both here and in Greece. Mr President, some
of us want Greek entry to be a success: if we foster
illusions, it won’t be the success that most Members
here hope it will.

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

Mr Brugha. — Mr President, I would like to thank
the rapporteur for presenting us today with his assess-
ment of the application made by Greece for accession
to the Community. It is not very long since Ireland
and Denmark joined our Community, and in that
time, political, economic and social developments
have taken place, often at a very rapid rate. When my
country, Ireland, joined in 1973, our economic perfor-
mance in the first year alone showed a considerable
improvement, and provided an example not only of
the immediate impact of membership of the Commu-
nity, but of the determination of my country at the
time to ensure success. During the following period of
recession, there was a turn-down in the economy, but

over the past 18 months, I think, a considerable move
forward in my country has been recorded. Indeed, the
Commission has set out that no other country in the
Community at the present time can show such a
growth-rate as we have experienced over the past two
years.

I am pointing this out, Mr President, so that it may
encourage the Greek people to work towards acces-
sion with unswerving dedication. The application of
Greece to the Community is not something unex-
pected, because the Community is open to all demo-
cratic countries which apply for membership provided
they undertake to respect the rules laid down in the
Treaty of Rome. The right of Greece to seek member-
ship of the Community was further strengthened in
the Athens agreement, and I believe we must stand by
the text of that agreement and do all in our power to
ensure that this accession is not any further delayed.

We have an opportunty now to show that Europe does
have new targets, that it is not suffering from stagna-
tion of ideas, that it sees enlargement as a basis for
strengthening Europe and as a challenge to all of us.
There are those who have said that the economic and
monetary system would never get off the ground. It is
doing so, I believe. There are those who believe that
Community enlargement will harm the present
makeup of the nine Member States. We must prove
otherwise. We must prove that enlargement is good
for us, that it strengthens our Community, by
bringing together countries with long-established ties.
I believe the accession of Greece will add another
strong and democratic voice to the European Commu-
nity, it will strengthen the bonds of friendship that
already exist between our countries, it will bring new
ideas from a nation that has already given us so much
in the past. Greece, in particular of the three applicant
members, and my country, Ireland, have many things
in common, and we are particularly anxious to see our
Greek friends in the Community, as soon as possible.
Indeed, we would suggest that the agreement to be
signed this year should, if possible, be signed, because
of its historical context, in Athens.

Mr President, accession by the three applicant coun-
tries should be seen, I believe, as a natural develop-
ment for our Community if we are to follow through
with the ideals of the Treaty of Rome. These appli-
cants belong, culturally and historically, to Europe,
and their eventual accession will ensure the balanced
development of Europe. In this sense, we should all
see enlargement as a worthwhile aim. Members have
spoken of difficulties and problems. There are, and
there will be, problems, especially economic ones ; but
these must be seen not as barriers or obstacles to
further progress, but as problems that have to be over-
come. It is not so much a question of the new
members as of how the problems are dealt with, and
in this connexion the Council should ensure in
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advance that appropriate financial measures are indi-
cated so as to ensure that the momentum of regional
and social development is maintained. The necessary
fiscal provisions should be written into the budget, so
that our citizens will all know what the contributions
necessary for the development of Europe will be.

Finally, there is need for a greater consciousness of
the historical developments that are taking place
around us, and there is need, amongst all the citizens
of the Community, for political understanding of
these historical developments. Qur joint efforts are,
and will be, necessary to enable the European spirit to
flourish and for Europe to fulfil her role in human
affairs. I welcome Mr Amadei’s report.

President. — 1 call Mr Blumenfeld.

Mr Blumenfeld. — (D) Mr President, I support Mr
. Amadei’s report with all the respect and sympathy
that befit a difficult and problematic task because
producing this report in a relatively short time in the
face of fairly frequent changes in the circumstances
was no simple exercice, one particular reason being
the fact that political questions and problems were
frankly ackled in the Political Affairs Committee
which Mr Amadei has included in his report.

I was prompted to say this with reference to a
Member’s comments in this discussion and because I
feel that Greece’s accession — though it may not be
an event that we have not long seen approaching — is
now politically under some pressure of time.

I do not criticize this fact, I just note the point. I note
that, because of a political timetable, several problems
could not be fully discussed and solved by the
Commission. Our belief is that the Community’s
ecnomic and also non-economic problems in our rela-
tions with third countries and particularly those in the
Southern Mediterranean area can still be solved in the
future, possibly in June when, as we hope, Athens
signs the agreement between Greece and the Commu-
nity.

However, Mr President, the satisfaction that has been
expressed in the discussion in the plenary assembly,
with which, of course, I would like to associate myself,
should not be allowed to hide the fact that we still
have some quite considerable problems in front of us
precisely because of the fact that Greece is the first of
three countries applying for Community membership
and will lead the Community into the danger of
reaching a situation in agricultural production that
will go far beyond self-sufficiency and turn the
Community into a net exporter.

This is not a prospect promising success for Greece
and the other countries that want to join but we must
be careful to ensure that the Community, for Greece’s
sake and later for that of the two other countries, is
capable of meeting the worldwide economic challenge

and will not fall back into antiquated self-suffiency
which will not help us to solve our problems as an
industrial society.

Allow me therefore to say, Mr President, with great
clarity that I can still see major problems before us,
for example the penetration premiums in the agricul-
tural field, that will have to be solved. I hope that Mr
Natali can give us some reassurance here.

One last word : Mr Amadei’s report includes a passage
worth calling your attention to. It reads :

trusts that the accession of Greece will not adversely
affect the right of future applicants to be accepted for
Community membership.

This refers in particular to Turkey’s right to continue
to play the part in our Community that it has so far
played as associate member like Greece. I would like
to stress this point most emphatically so that this polit-
ical and economic question is not pushed aside
because of Greece’s accession but will continue to be
an important concern of this Parliament, its members
and the Commission and Council.

I would go as far as to hope that the signing of the
negotiations between Greece and the Community will
help to smooth out the political problems between
Greece and Turkey highlighed three years-ago in a
plenary part-session of this Parliament and that we
may look forward to solutions in the Aegean and in
other areas that are more satisfactory and speedier
than has been the case in the past. From this stand-
point I also hope that the signing of the agreement in
Athens will open a new chapter in relations between
the Community and its Southern member countries
— in this case Greece and, in the future, Turkey.

President. — I call Mr Spicer.

Mr Spicer. — Mr President, I am delighted to follow
Mr Blumenfeld because much of what I will say —
and I will say it very briefly indeed —follows exactly
the lines on which he has already spoken. I think we
all ought in this Parliament to get one thing clear in
our minds, that over the years in relation to Greece, in
relation to Spain and in relation to Portugal not only
the people in this Parliament but also the leaders of
all our countries said time and time again, when the
happy day dawns and you become democratic once
again then we will bid you welcome into the Euro-
pean Community and back into the democratic fold.
Now, that is a promise made, and that is a promise
that must be kept. That is a political promise, and
whatever economic difficulties may result from the
accession of Greece, Spain or Portugal, we must hold
firm to that promise. Because if we do not do so then
the consequences for this Community could be disas-
trous in the years ahead and indeed we would rightly
deserve such disasters, since we would have brought
them upon our own heads.
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* I accept all the problems that Mr Dalyell has outlined
from the budgetary point of view, I accept all the
economic difficulties. I accept the problem of flags of
convenience, public health, environment, consumer
affairs and everything else but it is the political will of
this Community that is at risk, it is our political
honour that is on the line in this respect.

If I may say so, the spokesmen for the French
Communist Party said what I would have expected
him to say, and at one point he even went so far as to
state that we agree with the Greek people that there
should be no entry into the Community. That, Sir, is
double-talk of the worst order. The majority of the
Greek people wish to join the European Community
and we look forward to their entry. If there are some
in Greece on the Socialist side, on the Communist
side, who do not wish to see that happen they are in a
minority, as a referendum in Greece would prove. I
hope that is acceptable.

I think personally that the whole of this report is
summed up very consisely on page 10 where the
following note is made : ‘Greek membership is justi-
fied first of all on political grounds and because it is
felt that it would add weight to the democratic struc-
ture of Europe.’ I agree with that completely. I also
agree, because I happen to believe in a democratic
and free Europe, that the entry of Greece is not only
of political importance but gives us increased strategic
stability on the southern flank ; and that is important
to me. There may be some who pretend that this
plays no part and the Community has no role to play
in this area, but they are wrong.

If I may make my final point, Mr President, I agree
wholeheartedly with the point made by Mr Blumen-
feld. There are many people taking part in this debate
who serve on the Greek committee, there are others of
us who serve on the Turkish committee, and we know
that we are bidden by the Parliament and quite rightly
so — not to bring in in any way the bilateral
problems that exist between Greece and Turkey. We
accept that ruling by the President, and it is right that
it should be there. But equally there is no point in
disguising the fact that the bilateral problem between
Greece and Turkey cannot be ignored when
discussing Greece’s entry into the Community. And [
would support what Mr Blumenfeld has said in that
respect. Indeed, I had hoped to put forward an amend-
ment, on behalf of my group, but we decided that it
would be much better if I just spelled out what our
view is in this particular context. You see, Mr Presi-
dent, paragraph 12 of the report states that it is
convinced that once it has become a member of the
Community, Greece will encourage the membership
aspiration of other European countries. If you want to
take a narrow view you could say that this means
Spain and Portugal, and of course in their case that
will be so. But I would have hoped that we might
have been able to spell out in more detail that Greece
will support the membership aspirations of other Euro-

pean countries and especially of Turkey, because the
long-term aim of this Community is an enlargement
which will include Turkey. There should be no doubt
in our minds that as a Community we have made that
promise to Turkey, and however long it may take that
is the ultimate aim. Mr President, if the majority of
the Greek people wish to join our Community, if the
Spanish people do, if the Portugese people do then
the same equally applies in Turkey today of the
Turkish people. And I believe it is in the interests not
only of Greece but of the Community that on every
possible opportunity it should be spelled out that the
accession of Greece to the Community, which we all
welcome, will in no way debar Turkey’s entry or in
any way make Turkey feel that she is unwanted by the
Community as a result of Greece’s accession. I am
certain that is in all our minds, I am certain we would
all support that view and I hope we will continue to
do so after the happy day when Greece joins the Euro-
pean Community.

President. — 1 call Mr Broeksz.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Mr President, I think we are all
agreed that the Amadei report is of the utmost impor-
tance not solely for the Greek people but also for the
Community. This is why I am surprised that a
number of closely related questions, like that of agri-
culture and the Social Community referred to in para-
graphs 5 and 9, have not been on the agenda as such
in the relevant committees. Only the opinion of the
Committee on External Economic Relations is
attached to the Amadei motion for a resolution. I do
not think that is enough and I must say I regret it. In
so important a matter 1 feel that other committees,
closely concerned by this question, ought to have
been consulted. Paragraph 5, for example, rightly
refers to agricultural policy and the implications for
agriculture and there are various other references in
the motion that illustrate my point. One illustration is
paragraph 9 where the question of social affairs arises
and I would therefore like to ask for further informa-
tion on this point. The fact is that I am somewhat
concerned about what is said at the end of that para-
graph, namely that considerable difficulties could arise
through the immigration of Greek workers into the
present Community. The motion says — rightly in
my view — that this question needs to be looked at
seriously, but the end of paragraph 9 reads ‘while the
use of a safeguard clause should not be ruled out as a
last recourse’. I looked for an explanation of this
passage in the report but I found nothing. I would -
therefore like to ask for further information. What is
men, in practice, by saying that use may be made of
the safeguard clause ? Does it mean that it may be
decided at a given moment — I do not know because
I cannot check it — not to allow any more Greek
workers into a particular country ? Or does it mean
something completely different? Who is to decide ?
Some of the Member States mentioned in paragraph 9
or the Community ?
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That is not clear either. I would therefore like to know
who is to take such a decision — the individual
Member States or the Community ? These are points
whizh, to my mind, ought to have been thrashed out
and I would repeat my regret that the Committee on
Social Affairs has not been consulted on this question.
I also feel that the Committee on Agriculture ought to
have produced a report. For the rest I am indeed
largely in agreement with what is said in the report
although I can also well understand that Mr Dalyell
should be disturbed but I agree with the principle
that, politically and morally, we are bound by our
promise to accept Greece into the Community.

President. — Mr Broeksz, I think you are now a bit
too late with your complaint about why more, or
other, committees have not been brought in on this.
The President decided the Political Affairs Committee
should be the committee reponsible and the
Committee on External Economic Relations asked for
its opinion. The other committee chairmen — for
example, that of the Committee on Social Affairs,
Employment and Education — would also have had
the opportunity at that time to make their feelings
known. Unfortunately that did not happen. On the
other matters, I am sure the chairman of the Political
Affairs Committee will have something to say.

I call Mr Bertrand.

Mr Bertrand. — (VL) As Chairman of the Political
Affairs Committee, 1 would like to take this opportu-
nity to thank Mr Amadei sincerely for the consider-
able effort he has put into framing a motion for a reso-
lution on so difficult and delicate a subject in which
the concern and anxiety of all groups about Greece’s
accession find their expression. From this discussion I
have the impression that the whole of Parliament —
except for the French Communists — agree that his
report faithfully reflects what we all hope, namely the
speedy accession of Greece to the Community.

I would also like to take this opportunity to congratu-
late the Commission, and above all its Vice-President,
Mr Natali, for the diligence and rapidity with which
they have conducted these negotiations and for
achieving positive results more or less by the target
date. We fully understand that it is always the last
details that are the most difficult, in other words the
most delicate problems are the last to be dealt with.

At the time, we said yes to Greece’s application for
membership and we cannot go back on that. It is our
conviction that Greece’s accession is necessary for
political reasons to strengthen democracy in that
country but also to strengthen democracy in the
Community. We also believe that, in its culture and
history, Greece belongs to the European Community.
On this I feel we are all agreed.

Secondly, in 1961 when the Association Treaty was
signed with Greece we expressly stipulated in that

Treaty that association was agreed upon with a view to
that country’s full membership. If no changes had
taken place after 1961 in the internal political
situation in Greece, then it would probably already be
a member of the Community.

Thirdly, we must not forget that Greece is acceding to
an economic Community, in other words a free
market, production and trade in goods, free movement
of goods, persons and capital in an organised customs
union. I cannot help saying how surprised I am that
there seems to be so much concern about the disrup-
tion that the accession of this small country might
cause in the Community. At the moment the Commu-
nity has a population of 250 million. It is not possible
for 9 million Greeks to set off serious trouble in the
Community. But, on the Community’s side, the
decision to accept Greece as a member implies a new
gesture of solidarity whose purpose is to enable this
country that is not one of the rich industrialised states
and has still a certain leeway to make up, to master its
difficulties. That is the problem, not the fear that
Greece’s accession may disturb the equilibrium in a
Community with the industrial potential, technology
and know-how that it has. We have no need to be
afraid that this small country might put our Commu-
nity into a difficult position. Let us not exaggerate. Let
us take a broad view of the problem and shoulder the
obligation of solidarity implicit in the accesion so that
it may be set in motion as quickly as possible. At the
same time we would point out that the accession is
not simply to the free market that I have just referred
to but also to a common agricultural policy, the only
common policy that we have brought into being. Our
agricultural policy has always been founded on three
main goals : ensuring the Community’s food supplies,
at normal prices and with a guarantee of reasonable
incomes for farmers. These are the three main goals of
the common agricultural policy. This, too, Greece is
adopting in its accession, with the responsibilities
deriving from that common agricultural policy with
regard to prices, quotas, volume of production, etc.

Thirdly, Greece is acceding to political co-operation at
intergovernmental level. This can only be a very
welcome asset to the country. The fact that the
Communists are against this accession is — in our
view — the strongest argument that we have chosen
the right road in having the Greeks join the Commu-
nity as quickly as possible. This can only make the
Community stronger which is naturally not to the
liking of our Communist friends. They, of course,
cannot act solely at the national level, they probably
have to carry out certain instructions in the inter-
national context.

Greece will also be acceding to an area of monetary
stability and will have to assume certain responsibili-
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ties in that respect because, as a small country, it will
come up against certain difficulties. We should there-
fore have enough courage to support the Greeks in
the monetary field so that they are able to keep their
rate of inflation down and successfully accede to this
area of monetary stability.

But, as Mr Scelba and Mr Spicer have both said,
Greece is in conflict with Turkey and Cyprus, two
countries with which the Community has concluded
association agreements. We therefore have a responsi-
bility, because of our association agreements with
Cyprus and Turkey, to ensure that any differences of
opinion among the three contries do not have the
effect, at a later date, of preventing these countries too
from becoming members of the Community. The
European Community must take care to see that other
countries are not excluded from membership by the
unanimaty principle because of the accession of a
particular country.

Now I know very well that under Article 237 of the
Treaty, unanimaty is required in the Council before a
new country can join the Community. Thus, once a
country has become a full member, it can invoke the
provisions of the Treaty but we feel that the Commu-
nity is under a moral obligation, in the negotiations
with Greece in the Commission and later in the
Council, to reach agreement on a protocol or annex to
the Treaty of accession giving this guarantee for the
future to Turkey and also to Cyprus if that is neces-

sary.

Those, Mr President, are the points I wished to put
forward in order to show that we should not exag-
gerate, in the Community, about the accession of
9 million Greeks as though this were a threat. As a
Community with our high living standards, our
economic development and our normal general
growth, it is up to us to show our fellowship and solid-
arity towards Greece so that we can bring this country
into our circle on the same footing as soon as ever
possible. This is the basic principle that I wanted to
stress.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Eberhard.

Mr Eberhard. — (F) Mr President, I cannot let Mr
Bertrand’s comments pass — they suggest that in my
speech I was following certain international instruc-
tions.

[ think that I am in a good position here to say that
we are the only party in this Assembly that has no
international ties and, unless I am mistaken, Mr
Bertrand himself is part of the European Popular
Party which includes all the Christian Democrat
Parties of Europe.

We decide our policy in Paris and we take no instruc-
tions whether from Berlin, Washington or Moscow.
Our policy is produced in Paris and our line of action
is the defence of our country.

President. — I call Mr Natali.

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. — (I)
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I too would like
to preface my remarks by thanking Mr Amadei for his
report and all the speakers who have taken part in this
debate.

With your permission I would like to make a
comment of a more or less introductory nature. Both
Mr Amadei’s important report and a large number of
the speeches made by the representatives of the
various groups referred to the general problem of the
enlargement of the Community with reference not
only to the problem of the accession of Greece but
also to the applications for membership from Portugal
and Spain and other possible applications that might
be submitted.

On this first point, so as not to waste too much time, I
would merely like to refer you to what I said in this
House on 17 January of this year when Parliament
discussed the Pintat report on the institutional implica-
tions of enlargement. On that occasion the positive
and favourable political response that should be made
to all the applications that had been submitted was
stressed on all sides — because of their significance
and importance and for consistency not only with the
wording of the preamble to the Treaty of Rome but
also with the political principle followed by Parlia-
ment and the Community, that of upholding liberty
and democracy.

It is against this background that we acted and intend
to continue to act — a political response, too, as
regards the internal life of the Community itself and
its re-equilibrium in territorial and geographical
terms.

I am simply recalling the statements that I made in
this House when we were tackling a number of
specific and particular subjects that have been brought
up in certain speeches today. I would like to recall the
speech made by Mr Berkhouwer, who referred to
aspects of the Community’s decision-making process.
I remember that in this House I made the point that
this was a problem which the Commission raised, I
think, in paragraph 41 of the document that was
called “fresco” and that we unquestionably agreed that
it would be wrong to think that the accession of these
countries created these problems. The problem of
rethinking the decision-making process in the
Community we already have here and now in the
Community of the Nine. The accession of other coun-
tries may accentuate the difficulties but it does not
alter the fact that we ought to try to solve them now.
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At that time I also said that the process of enlarging
the Community implied another affirmation of a polit-
ical nature. We do not think that the evolution of this
process should mean that we should conceal or deny
the economic difficulties undoubtedly involved in this
impact with structural and economic conditions that
are radically different from those we currently know
in the Community but I added and will add today
that all this should not halt us in our path. From one
standpoint, in fact, our negotiations with these
countries represent our joint effort to achieve the
common objective of harmonious growth in the
Community not by refusing to recognise the problems
— because we have to react against those who think
they can say that the problems do no exist, perhaps
with the secret intention of weakening the Commu-
nity, and against the creation of a sort of free trade
area — but we ought also to contest the position of
those who think that identifying problems means, to
some extent, saying it is impossible to proceed with
the enlargement process.

All these things that I said on that occasion I wanted
to repeat today but I also, and above all, want to stress
something which we said and confirmed then — and
which was echoed here in this House too — and that
is that though we have an overall picture of the
problems involved in the accession of three new
countries, all in the Mediterranean area, the negotia-
tions had to go forward as they have done, treating
each country according to its due. And all this is parti-
cularly important to remember at a time when the
negotiations with Greece are reaching their final
phase.

Negotiations with a country which, unlike the others,
is linked to us through an association treaty which, as
has been recalled here, envisaged accession. With a
country — Greece — which, for example, was unable
to go as far as certain stages laid down in the associa-
tion treaty such as the harmonization of the common
agricultural policy because, in a political act which I
fully support, the Community froze all development
in its relations with Greece when the dictatorship
came to power. A country therefore which found itself
in an indescribably different position with regard to
the other countries.

I wanted to make this point because it is clear that
when we begin the relevant negotiations — in
autumn [ expect — with Portugal and Spain we must
keep the general picture in mind but we must also
remember — [ repeat — the special nature of the
Greek situation.

This having been said, I would like to say, as regards
Greece, that the progress we have made in the negotia-
tions is considerable. Admittedly we may all deplore
the fact that so much time has gone by. Greece made
its application in 1975 and now we are in 1979. But if
we look into the heart of the problem we have to say
that perhaps, all things considered, the time has not

been wasted. A whole series of things had to be done
— studies on problems, the examination of data, all of
which took time. As regards the activity of the
Commission I would simply recall that the last Greek
documents in reply to our questions were submitted
on 17 December 1977 and that the Commission
submitted its first mandate proposal early in January
1978. In the space, therefore, of little more than one
year we have made rapid progress if it is true — as it
is — that in a series of sectors, a series of problems
have already received the agreement in principle of
the Community and Greece. And I am particularly
satisfied to note, Mr Amadei, that the important ques-
tions that have already been solved are listed out in
the motion for a resolution before Parliament today.
These are the transition period, the free movement of
workers, and agriculture. And these points — as I
have already said — are given in the motion for a reso-
lution.

Early last year we had already carefully examined the
dossiers on customs union, steel, Euratom, the move-
ment of capital, economic and financial affairs, state
aids, regional policy and the Institutions. In the tenth
ministerial meeting — held in December 1978 — we
reached agreement, as I said, on the essential issues
under negotiation : transitional measures, agriculture
and social policy. It was agreed to fix a five-year
general transition period and a seven-year special tran-
sition period for some market garden produce in the
agricultural sector and a period of seven years for the
free movement of workers. And in this connection I
would like, with your permission, to support the
comment made by Mr Broeksz with regard to the fact
that, under the agreement signed between the
Community and the Greek delegation, the transition
period for the free movement of workers will last
seven years, so I do not see — my apologies to the
rapporteur — the reason for a safeguard clause just in
the social sector. Probably it was thought that this
problem of the free movement of workers should be
solved. We preferred the answer of having a seven-
year transition period to prevent the principle of free
movement, which cannot be challenged, being trig-
gered off immediately with effects which — at the
economic level — could certainly be of no interest to
Greek emigration at the present stage but could be
negative for the whole policy of employment in the
Commmunity.

From these brief comments, Mr Amadei, you can see
that your principle — spelled out in the motion for a
resolution — of juggling with the transition period,
providing for longer transition periods than five years
for certain specific sectors, as the need aris , and
making a gradual process of the reciprocal in -oduc-
tion of the Community economy into Greek 1 e and
of the Greek economy into Community life is ome-
thing that we have tried to achieve in the negotiations.
As regards the fishing industry it does not seem to me
that, in Greece’s case, any major problems should
arise in the relevant negotiations in view of the coun-
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try’s geographical position. Taxation, the right of estab-
lishment, processed agricultural products and, in parti-
cular, the question of Greece’s participation in the
Community budget are extremely important subjects,
particularly the latter. But by constant observance of
the principle of looking for points of convergence
between the reciprocal interests in the negotiations, I
think that, in the near future, we shall be able to make
sufficient progress — or so I hope — that it will be
possible to finally wind up any outstanding points at
the next ministerial session to be held on 3 April
next. In this way we would be keeping to our time-
table according to which it should be possible for the
treaty of accession with Greece to be signed in early
summer (end of May or early June). Then the process
of ratification will begin in the various national parlia-
ments and I think it would be reasonable to hope for
this process to be completed in time to allow Greece
to join the Community on 1 January 1981.

In this connection I would also like to stress some-
thing I regard as relatively important and that is the
requirement that Greece, once it is in the Community
(not during the transitional period which does not
involve full participation in the life of the Commu-
nity), should be represented at every level and there-
fore in the European Parliament. In this context, since
Greece will be joining after the first Parliamentary
elections by universal suffrage but before the expiry of
Parliament’s five-year mandate we have agreed certain
transitional measures whose purpose is to ensure
Greece’s representation in this Assembly from the
time it joins up to the expiry of Parliament’s five
years.

Greece, as you know, will be entitled to 24 representa-
tives. We decided to leave Greece free to choose
between a group by-election valid just for this shor-
tened period, and the appointment — as an excep-
tional measure — of delegates by the Greek parlia-
ment with a valid mandate to hold office until the
second general election. We thought it was best to
leave the Greeks free to take this decision because we
felt that, particularly in this first phase, it was neces-
sary to underline our respect for the independence of
the Greek parliament in decision-making where we
feel there is a substantial majority in favour of Greece
joining the Community.

The Members who have spoken have all stressed one
problem, that of the relations between Greece and the
other countries in the Mediterranean area. In his
report, Mr Amadei highlighted the concern about the
possible effects of Greek agriculture’s entry into the
Common Market on relations with a number of
countries in the Community and in the Mediterra-
nean region and asked what the Commission was
proposing in this connection and what the Commu-
nity intends to do. As regards the problem of agricul-
tural relations in the Mediterranean area and particu-

larly with the French and Italian agricultural indus-
tries we have made provision — as [ have told you —
for a longer transition period for some sensitive
products but at the same time we cannot fail to
remind Members that 90 % of Greek agricultural
production already comes into the Community under
the treaty of association. This means that Greece
already enjoys special treatment compared with other
countries and explains why, of course, we feel that the
five-year transition period for all agricultural products
is reasonable. I would like to stress that accepting this
arrangement can cause problems not only for the
Community but also for Greece. You merely have to
think — as the chairman of the Political Affairs
Committee pointed out — of what Greek acceptance
of the Common Agricultural Policy means with all its
implications in certain sectors like grain, milk
products and meat products. As you see a whole set of
problems arises on both sides.

For the particularly sensitive products we propose a
seven-year period within which we believe that agricul-
tural structures both in Greece and in the Commu-
nity’s Mediterranean areas can adjust and adapt
reciprocally. Herein lies the significance, for example,
of the so-called ‘Mediterranean package’ which, as Mr
Amadei knows, has been approved by the Council of
Ministers of Agriculture.

That does not mean to say that other problems may
not arise or that other actions can or should not be
planned. We have outlined them in our paper and we
also intend to put forward other proposals if they
should be necessary.

I would like to tell Mr Amadei and the other
Members concerned about the possibility of abnormal
events in the industrial field that we have included a
general safeguard clause in the treaty of accession
against the possibility of serious disruptions similar to
that contained in Article 135 of the Treaty of Acces-
sion of the United Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland.

As regards relations with the countries in the Mediter-
ranean basin and more particularly the competitive-
ness of/or competition in agricultural products, it
seems to me, in the light of the facts I have given,
that Greek agriculture cannot, except in purely
marginal terms, cause any deterioration or imbalance
in our relations with certain countries in the Meditera-
nean region. The Commission is already making a
study to establish what the effects of the enlargement
of the Community might be in each sector and in
each country.

Another problem which has been referred to concerns
the repercussions that Greece’s joining the Commu-
nity may have on our relations with Turkey. Immedi-
ately after this item on the agenda there will be a
debate on the information funished by the EEC-
Turkey Joint Parliamentary Committee and Vice-Presi-
dent Haferkamp is here to reply for the Commission.
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I would merely like to say that I agree with the
comments made by several Members to the effect that
Greece’s entry into the Community will probably
create better conditions for following certain policies
and achieving certain objectives of stability and peace.
This is the context in which the Community is acting
and I believe that Vice-Chairman Haferkamp will be
outlining the package of proposals presented by the
Commission with regard to our future relations with
Turkey.

I hope I have replied to the questions put to me. I
would like to wind up this address by renewing my
thanks to Mr Amadei and to all the speakers in this
debate and by stressing the thought written into one
part of the motion for a resolution to the effect that
we should not forget the bonds of friendship and solid-
arity that we have always had with the Greek people.
We should not forget what Greece has represented for
European culture and tradition and above all we
should not forget that the first act of the Greek govern-
ment after the ousting of the military regime was to
apply to join the Community.

We cannot fail to have all this in mind and we should
do all we can to see that Greece’s accession brings
benefits to Greece itself and to the Community and
respects the principles that are the Community’s inspi-
ration.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR : MR DESCHAMPS
Vice-President
President. — I call Mr Amadei.

Mr Amadei, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, the
discussion we have had shows the keen interest there
is in this question. My sincere thanks go to all the
many Members who have spoken and added depth to
this debate. I also thank them sincerely because,
although we have not really achieved unanimity, all
the groups are not just favourable towards the acces-
sion of Greece to the Community but welcome it with
enthusiam. Mr President, I want to stress the involv-
ment of all the groups. There has been the odd excep-
tion : our French Communist colleague Mr Eberhard,
for instance, who rightly had to say that he was
speaking solely on behalf of the French Communists
because in the Political Affairs Committee the discus-
sion proceeded with contributions and support from
all groups including the Communist Group repre-
sented by its chairman. Hence our satisfaction with
this motion for a resolution and this debate.

Of course there had to be the odd dissentient voice. It
is out of this natural interplay of opposing elements

that democracy is born. And woe betide us if no one
disagreed in so serious a discussion. It is easier to
speak on one’s own behalf than to draft a report on a
subject of this kind and I thank everyone but particu-
larly chairman Bertrand and Mr Blumenfeld because
they showed — like the others, but more than the
others — how well they understood my difficulties.
This report is not my own — which would have been
very different — but that necessary to have the unani-
mous support of the committee and if there are any
improvements to be made I would certainly be quite
ready to agree. When Commissioner Natali asks
whether the last part of Article 9, so brilliantly
analysed by Mr Broeksz, can be removed I agree one
hundred per cent. It should not be forgotten, Mr
Natali, that on this question of the free movement of
manpower there was a very full and very tense argu-
ment — and Mr Lipmann will bear me out — in the
Political Affairs Committee.

I followed the whole of this discussion both in the
EEG-Greece Joint Committee and in the Committee
on External Economic Relations. As Mr Natali knows,
some were all for asking for a period of 12 years for
the free movement of manpower and I am delighted
to be able to remove the last section on the same basis
as the interpretation given by Vice-President Natali. I
had not specified whether the five-year general or
seven-year special transition period should apply to
manpower. Precisely in order to permit the most opti-
mistic interpretation here I had spoken in general of a
transition period and of a gradual process. Welcoming
Mr Broeksz’s comments and interpreting those of Mr
Natali I shall be glad to remove this part of the
wording if required.

As regards the comments made by various Members
on budget difficulties I feel that the various speakers
have given the relevant explanation and it would be in
bad taste to take a discussion of this type any further.
This, ladies and gentlemen, is a report that has met
with everyone’s agreement and which does not satisfy
me in particular but has the unanimous approval of
the committee.

The meetings between the Community and Greece
have been fruitful and I pay tribute to Mr Natali’s
ability and enthusiasm in the progress that has been
made with Greece’s accession. They have not been
easy negotiations. The last and decisive meeting, for
example, went on until four in the morning of the 21
December last year. The discussion had to go on and
was only brought to a close because of the approach
of Christmas. I say this in order to acknowledge that
there were difficulties and we should pay tribute to
the Commission and to its Vice-President Mr Natali
for having overcome them.
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Another point that has to be made is that, in recent
years, Greece has made substantial economic and
social progress, another reason why we should
welcome this accession with enthusiasm, hoping that
it will keep to the timetable set out once again by Mr
Natali. This is why I am convinced that Greece’s acces-
sion, although — and this needs to be said — it
comes at a difficult time not only for Greece but for
the economic situation in the Community, will
nevertheless overcome the difficulties pointed out in
this debate thanks to the enthusiasm shown by all.

As regards the comments made, in particular, by Mr
Blumenfeld and Mr Scelba, the representatives of the
Greek people have many times declared that Greece
intends to develop understanding and good neighbour
relations with all countries and particularly with those
linked to the Community by special bonds. And it
seems right to me that, after the accession of Greece,
the Community should repeat its readiness to
welcome countries applying for membership. The
Political Affairs Committee has never wished to refer
specifically to the distinction between Portugal, Spain,
Greece and Turkey. It has never wanted to refer to
individual cases but this specific obligation is implicit
in these paragraphs and Greece has entered into the
undertaking not to oppose any of these applications.
This is why 1 feel that we can be sufficiently confi-
dient.

I therefore conclude, Mr President — because I do not
think I should abuse the patience of the Members —
with a tribute to the seriousness with which this
subject has been debated. It is clear that Greece’s
speedy and full accession is wished by the whole of
Parliament, particularly for major reasons of a political
nature. I am pleased at the reasons that have been
given. In fact, this country’s accession will not only
constitute a decisive factor in strengthening demo-
cracy in Greece but it will also highlight the demo-
cracy structure of Europe as a whole. This is why, in
the history of Europe, the accession of Greece to the
Community will mark an important step on the road
towards its unification.

(Applause)

President. — Mr Amadei, I heard you say that to
meet the wishes of Mr Broeksz and Mr Natali, you
were ready, in paragraph 9 of the motion for a resolu-
tion, to delete the words ‘and without ruling out the
eventuality of applying a safeguard clause’.

In this case, and in view of the fact that we shall not
be voting until tomorrow, I suggest that in the
interests of regularity of procedure, you table a corres-
ponding amendment before the end of today.

Do you, as rapporteur, agree to this ?

Mr Amadei, rapporteur. — 1 agree, Mr President.

President. — I call Mr Broeksz.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Mr President, your predecessor
reproached me for being a bit on the late side with
my remark but I do not understand how I could have
made it earlier. The report is dated 9 March and that
is only a few days ago. Your predecessor said that the
Bureau had decided to consult only one committee.
True enough, but how can we know what the Bureau
decides ? That court of mandarins decides all kinds of
things that we know nothing about here. And it is to
be hoped that one of the first decisions of the new
Parliament — the continuation of this Parliament —
will be that it must have minutes of the meetings of
the Bureau. The Bureau can decide what goes in the
minutes and what, for the time being, can be left out
but, minutes of the Bureau’s meetings would be
extraordinarily important for the work of this Parlia-
ment.

Mr President, apart from this I can really be very brief
because you have done my job for me. I also wanted
to ask Mr Amadei to table an amendment because
there is some conflict with what was said by the
chairman of the Political Affairs Committee, namely
that it was an act of solidarity with the Greek people.
What is stated in the last sentence is, after all,
precisely the opposite of what an act of solidarity
should be. But, Mr President, you have done my job
for me and for that I thank you sincerely.

President. — Mr Broeksz, this is the first time that [
have been called a ‘mandarin’ but please believe that
this is not at all the spirit in which the Bureau under-
takes the deliberations.

At the same time, you have yourself acknowledged
that the members of the Bureau could sometimes be
useful to the good working of our proceedings, since I
have anticipated you in a suggestion, which, I think,
you had the intention of making.

I would point out to you that the decisions to refer
the various questions to the different committees are
taken at the opening of the part-session, on the
Monday, and figure in the Monday minutes. It is thus
possible for all Members to know if a given topic is
going to be debated or not. This was the case when we
received, only on 26 February, the motion relating to
this report. I do not think there has been any ‘short-
circuit” What you said about the working of Parlia-
ment, and about its relations with the Bureau, has
certainly been noted, and the forthcoming Parliament
will definitely make a decision on this, as indeed on
many other matters.

I call Mr Van der Gun.
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Mr Van der Gun, chairman of the Committee on
Social Affairs, Employment and Education. — (NL)
Mr President, I would not have asked to speak if, in
fact, your predecessor had not more or less called on
me to do so after the speech by Mr Broeksz. I would
however like to point out that the Committee on
Social Affairs has given its opinion — written by Mr
Pistillo — on the treaty of accession and its social
aspects. In that opinion the safeguard clause does not
appear in any way whatsoever in its present form. I
therefore thank you and Mr Broeksz for bringing the
matter up. Public order and public safety play a part
in the safeguard clause but that is a completely
different thing from what is referred to here.

Paragraph 9 of the motion for a resolution refers to
the manpower market situation and employment
problems. For this reason I am most grateful to the
rapporteur for his willingness to delete this passage.
This will make it possible for a number of Members
to vote for this motion for a resolution who would
otherwise not have been able to.

President. — I note that there are no more requests
to speak.

The motion for a resolution, with the amendment
which has been announced, will be put to the vote
tomorrow at voting time.

The debate is closed.

19. Urgent debate

President. — I have received from Mr Berkhouwer,
on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group,
Mr Klepsch, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic
Group (EPP), and Mr Rippon, on behalf of the Euro-
pean Conservative Group, a motion for a resolution
with request for urgent debate pursuant to Rule 14 of
the Rules of Procedure on human rights in Iran (Doc.
5/79).

The reasons supporting the request for urgent debate
are annexed to the document which has been dist-
ributed to you.

I shall consult Parliament on urgency tomorrow
morning.

20. Recommendation adopted on 27 October 1978 by
the EEC-Turkey Joint Parliamentary Committee

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
644/78), drawn up by Mr van Aerssen, on behalf of
the Committee on External Economic Relations, on

the Recommendation adopted by the EEC-Turkey Joint

Parliamentary Committee in London on 27 October
1978.

'I'ca}l Mr Jahn.

Mr Jahn, deputy rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, it falls to me at short notice, as
you have said Mr President, to present this report on
the latest proceedings of the EEC-Turkey Joint Parlia-
mentary Committee in place of the rapporteur, Mr
van Aerssen. It is all the easier for me to give my
views on this matter since I was present at the
meeting of the Joint Parliamentary Committee in
London. The report is very full and also — in view of
the situation in relations and the problems of the re-
lations of association between the EEC and Turkey —
of very great importance.

For one thing the questions relating to Turkey have
acquired a special immediacy since the change in
government in Afghanistan and Iran. Efforts with
regard to international aid also show that Turkey is at
last being accorded the value due to it as an important
partner of the Western world and its political signifi-
cance recognised to which the European Parliament
— as you will remember — has constantly drawn
attention. Because of the topical importance of these
questions, the Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions has taken the opportunity of the latest meeting
of the EEC-Turkey Joint Parliamentary Committee to
inform the European Parliament, in an own-initiative
report, about developments in the relationship
between the Community and its Association partner
Turkey and to propose certain support measures for
Turkey in the industrial sector in the framework of
this plenary debate.

In this connection I would like to draw your par-
ticular attention to Turkey’s problems in the
economic field and above all to the situation of the
Turkish balance of payments which has worsened so
dramatically that international bodies are constantly
discussing how to maintain this country’s ability to
meet its commitments. The necessary import restric-
tions have resulted in many factories in Turkey
working now at only 50 % capacity with production
running at about 25 % down on the 1977 figure. The
layoffs this has caused are aggravating the already crit-
ical situation on the labour market with unemploy-
ment at about 20 %. On top of this, the inflation rate
for 1978 is estimated at about 70 %. The import
restrictions and some improvement in exports have
admittedly helped towards restoring the trade balance
but OECD studies show that the trade balance deficit
in 1978 will still total US $ 2.6 billion compared with
4 billion for 1977.

Allowing for remittances from immigrant workers —
about US $ 900 million in 1978 — and earnings from
tourism and services, the balance-of-payments deficit
for Turkey will still be about US § 2 billion for 1978.
This situation is aggravated by the cumulative foreign
debt running now at about US $ 14 billion (including
7 billion short-term). The International Monetary
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Fund, the OECD, NATO and international bank
consortia are trying to help Turkey. Finally, the USA,
UK, France and Germany agreed at the summit
conference in Guadaloupe, that the various inter-
national measures should be supported and co-ordi-
nated. On the other hand, the IMF is not satisfied
with Turkey and its critical attitude and its statement
that it will be guided by what Turkey does rather than
what it promises is already having a negative effect on
the behaviour of the commercial banks concerned.

As for the Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions, it welcomes and supports international aid
programmes. It is disappointed that the Community
has so far done nothing for its Association partner
Turkey and nothing to meet the wish expressed by
the Joint Parliamentary Committee for an immediate
aid programme. At the same time, however, it feels
that Turkey must do its part in response to these inter-
national measures and meet the necessary basic
economic policy requirements so that lasting consoli-
dation may be achieved in the economic and particu-
larly in the credit area.

In the light of Turkey’s economic problems to which
I have referred the figures in the fourth Five-Year
Plan for 1979-1983 that appeared late last year seem
very ambitious. An annual economic growth rate of
8 % is forecast. To achieve this growth, the invest-
ment planned for this period is US $ 63 — I repeat
63 — billion. Of this the national economy is to
provide US § 48 billion and the Community and the
Member States 15 billion.

The investment code that has been announced should
be of the utmost importance for promoting foreign
investment. In actual fact there is already a very liberal
act — No. 6224 — in this field but this has been
blocked again by the obstacles created by many of the
Turkish administrative offices that foreign investors
are put off, rather than being encouraged to invest in
Turkey. My friends and I empbhasised this point in a
long discussion with the Turkish Prime Minister.

The Committee on External Economic Relations drew
attention to this deplorable state of affairs many years
ago and we in the Association Committee can only
underline it and would therefore be pleased if the
intentions of the Turkish government in this area
could be implemented as quickly as possible. This
applies in particular to the announced streamlining of
administrative procedures and the possibility of repatri-
ating capital, etc.

The report goes into considerable detail about
progress in the work on reshaping the association rela-
tionships between the EEC and Turkey on the basis
of the Turkish proposals. The Community’s reactions
so far to these proposals, and particularly at the last
meeting of the Council on 6 March 1979 on these
questions, indicate already that the Community will

have considerable difficulty in meeting Turkey’s very
high expectations since the Member States — and this
I must stress — are still not ready as things stand to
make even relatively limited economic concessions to
counter possible wide-ranging political consequences
in Turkey.

On this it must be said that the Committee for
External Economic Relations has continually referred
to the importance of Turkey and the same applies to
the Association Committee. Finally, the European
Parliament too unanimously agreed on the impor-
tance of the association relationships between the
EEC and Turkey in a plenary debate on 4 July 1978.
These appeals from the Member States, however, fell

‘on deaf ears because their governments have attri-

buted too little importance to the critical state in
which association relationships have been for some
years now. When we compare, Mr President and ladies
and gentlemen, the relatively small amounts or quanti-
ties involved in the Turkish request in the industrial
and agricultural areas, for example, with the conces-
sions that the Community generously and regularly
makes to other third countries then it is simply incom-
prehensible how the so-called experts of the Council
and the Member governments can cripple the political
will and lack the necessary broadness of view. Here,
with a relatively small expenditure in the way of
concessions, the climate could be defused and some-
thing done to counter the increasingly anti-Western
tendencies in Turkey.

The same applies to the Community’s attitude
towards Turkey's economic crisis. Of course it is a
good thing for the Commission already to be working
on a generous fourth financial protocol but in the face
of Turkey’s short-term indebtedness running into
billions of dollars these resources could come too late
and it is simply not good enough, with regard to the
financing that is necessary, to refer her to other inter-
national bodies. Turkey is associated with nine more
or less wealthy industrial countries in Europe and the
Turkish government and the Turkish population
cannot understand how these countries in the
Community are not in a position to set up an immed-
iate aid programme, already agreed by the Joint Parlia-
mentary Committee in London, to save the Turkish
economy from collapse.

Allow me in conclusion, Mr President, to add the
following in my capacity as deputy chairman of the
Association Committee. All that we have so far heard
from the Community and the other Western countries
is nothing, unfortunately, but fine words. This even
applies to the last Council meeting on 6 March 1979
at which Turkey was discussed.. The conclusion was
reached — now listen carefully, ladies and gentlemen
— that there was a big discrepancy between the polit-
ical will and the practical and economic obstacles for
the individual Member States.

ey
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Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the plain fact is
that Turkey is faced with national bankruptcy. For
months she has been practically insolvent and deep in
debt to other countries. Industry — this is already in
the report — is working at half strength and mass
layoffs are the order of the day — and that with unem-
ployment already running at 20 %. We members of
Parliament know or we should know, with an eye to
other developments in the Near East, the kind of
socialist gunpowder these figures contain. Our
Turkish association and treaty partners expect more
from us in this situation than fine words. We need an
effective short, medium and long-term aid programme
for this country, a kind of Marshall Plan. This was also
the focal point of our case in London. Firstly an
immediate aid programme by the Community to deal
with  Turkey’s short-term  balance-of-payments
problems, and secondly a wide-ranging co-operation
programme in order to set the Turkish economy
going again and make it competitive. So far the
Community countries have not been able to agree on
an immediate aid programme. The aid action on the
part of the Western countries boldly announced in
Guadaloupe, at which we all sighed with relief, has
still not materialised. The Commission’s proposals for
a fourth financial protocol, said to amount to some-
thing like US $ 600 million would seem to be far too
small compared with the billions that the Turkish
economy needs. It is against this background that we
shall be meeting our Turkish colleagues next month
— only three weeks away — in Ankara. How can we
prove our friendship and how can we live up to our
obligations under the association and alliance treat-
ies ?

On that point I shall conclude but I would like once
more to refer to the critical misjudgement of the
governments of the Member States, the Council and
the other Western countries. We risk driving Turkey
into isolation or even into the arms of the East Euro-
pean countries. With our inertia and indifference we
are endangering the Turkish democracy and it is
perfectly possible for events like those in Iran to
repeat themselves. Through the irresponsible be-
haviour of our governments we not only risk losing
Turkey but we are also gambling with the fate of our
countries.

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

Mr Hansen. Mr President, Mr Van Aerssen’s report
on the activities on the EEC-Turkey Joint Parliamen-
tary Committee offers the European Parliament a
most welcome opportunity to hold another important
debate on Turkey today and provides me with the
opportunity to speak about the unsatisfactory develop-
ment of the EEC’s Association relations with Turkey
and the worrying situation in that country. Indeed
Mr President, if we look at the resolution adopted by

the European Parliament after its last major debate on
Turkey on § July 1978 or consider the recommenda-
tion adopted in London in October last year we see to
our great regret that the demands made there have
been satisfied only in part and that the economic
requirements have not yet been satisfied at all. This
worries me very much because, as chairman of the
European Parliament delegation to the EEC-Turkey
Joint Parliamentary Committee, 1 follow develop-
ments in Turkey with special interest as regards
regular contacts and visits to that country.

Mr President, as Mr van Aerssen has already noted in
his report, Turkey has been virtually unable for some
months to pay off its external debt which has now
soared to about 14 billion US dollars. As a result of
the necessary import restrictions, many factories are
now operating at only 50 % capacity and workers are
constantly being made redundant, which further
dramatically increases the current unemployment rate

of 20 %. Meanwhile the rate of inflation has risen to
70 %.

I do not know if you can imagine the difficulties this
causes for the inhabitants of Turkey. Last week I was
in Istanbul, the most European and richest town in
Turkey. Looking at the long queues at the petrol
stations and outside some shops, the lack of medical
supplies due to the import restrictions and the daily
power and water cuts, you can gain some idea of the
problems confronting the inhabitants in the poor
areas of central and Eastern Anatolia and of the seeds
of social conflict being sown there daily. In this situ-
ation, when replying to my Turkish friends’ questions
about aid measures I feel ashamed to have to refer to
the sluggish action being taken by the Community
and other Western countries. It is simply not enough
just to speak of our friendship and solidarity with
Turkey. Friends must prove themselves, and especially
in a crisis like this one, for only then can one distin-
guish true friends from so-called friends.

For years Turkey has been associated with nine more
or less prosperous, industrialized European countries ;
for years it has been allied with other equally import-
ant countries in the West. These countries are aware
of developments in Turkey in recent years, and of
their dramatic deterioration over the last months. But
not even the shock of events in Iran managed to
speed up our adoption of the necessary aid measures
for Turkey, our friend, our partner in association and
defence. Last October Turkey put forward practical
proposals on how we could help it in the framework
of our association. I consider it quite inexplicable and
irresponsible that the wheels of the European Commu-
nity should grind so slowly, when a friend is in such a
critical situation and in such trouble.

The Commission experts took nearly four months to
put forward timid proposals and new compromises to
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the Council in response to this situation. This docu-
ment is now in the hands of the Council experts who
once again will reduce its scope rather than improve
it, adopting narrowminded, sometimes national,
viewpoints. True, finances for a fourth financial
protocol are now being discussed, as is a cooperation
fund, resources for a social fund and even special
financial aid. But so far these are only words — 1
would say, parole, parole — which we have been
hearing for over four or five months. No practical
proposals have yet been made. The Turkish wishes
regarding its workers are falling on deaf ears. The
concessions they want in agriculture have been
refused by various Member States. Turkish textile
exports to the Community are being restricted.

What happened to the great announcements made in
Guadeloupe about the programme of immediate
Western aid ? They have also faded away without any
visible results. So it is hardly surprising if Turkey has
doubts about our friendship towards it, about its associ-
ation with our Community and its alliance with the
Western World. Especially now that Turkey is forced
into a daily struggle to find financial resources under
the most difficult conditions in order to meet only the
most essential daily — and I stress daily — needs of
its country. Western experts are once again making
life difficult for it. This time, it is mainly the experts
of the International Monetary Fund who are laying
down conditions for Turkey as though it were not a
developing country but a westernized industrialized
country. One of the experts’ main demands is for
further substantial devaluation of the Turkish
currency. What is that supposed to achieve ? The
Turkish warehouses are empty ; the means of produc-
tion scarcely suffice to cover domestic demand. In
other words, Turkey cannot export more, and its
imports would become sven more expensive.

Mr President, why am I giving you these details ? Why
am I denouncing here the so-called experts? I have
nothing against experts in principle. They are neces-
sary to keep the complex machinery that regulates our
daily EEC life in motion. Rather, I am saying all this
because our relations with Turkey have reached such a
critical point that we can no longer allow only the
experts to speak and decide. In this situation, the time
has in my opinion come where politicians who can
take an overall view must exercise their authority.
Turkey, one of the few democracies in this sensitive
part of the Mediterranean, is in great danger, unless
we finally take wide-ranging and generous emergency
measures in the days to come, we might not only lose
our friend and partner, Turkey, but we will also
endanger the future and security of the countries of
Europe and the western world.

President. — I call Mr Johnston to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Johnston. — Mr President, one of the members
of the Liberal and Democratic Group, Mr Paul De
Clercq, has done much as the chairman of the EEC-
Greece Joint Parliamentary Committee to promote
good relations with Greece, which, we all hope, will
soon become a member of the Community. The
chairman of the EEC-Turkey Joint Parliamentary
Committee, whom we have just heard speaking, has
had a much harder task. Indeed, as he himself made
clear in his contribution just now, and as Mr van Aers-
sen’s report makes all too clear, Member States of the
Community have adopted a negative and extremely
short-sighted attitude with regard to Turkey. Some
Member States have shown a quite remarkable insensi-
tivity to Turkish fears of the political consequences of
Greek entry into the Community ; others — and it is
with regret that I must say that my own government
is perhaps the worst offender — have been remark-
ably obtuse in their attitude to Turkey's terrible
economic problems. I would, if 1 may, quote briefly
from Mr van Aerssen’s report, because I think he
brings the problem out most clearly and most
succinctly. In paragraph 16, he says:

The Community is having great difficulty in satisfying
Turkey’s high hopes, because the Member States are still
not prepared to make even fairly limited economic
concessions in order to counteract possible far-reaching
political consequences in Turkey. This is particularly
apparent in respect of imports of Turkish textiles into the
Community.

He then refers to the attitude of Britain, which is not
prepared to accept the relatively flexible attitude
which the Commission has promoted.

In paragraph 17, he goes on to say:

If we bear in mind the relatively small amounts involved
in Turkey’s requests in the industrial and agricultural
sectors and the generous concessions which the Commu-
nity is continually making to other third countries, it is
impossible to understand how the so-called experts in the
Council and the Governments of the Member States can
undermine the political will that exists and how they can
be so shortsighted. In this instance, a few relatively insig-
nificant concessions could relieve tension and counteract
the increasingly anti-Western tendencies in Turkey.

I think that puts the matter very clearly and sums it
up very well. It is indeed a sad comment on the level
of political wisdom in our Community that there is so
little enlightenment in the pursuit of self-interest
which marks the attitude of the Nine in their rela-
tions with Tureky.

The fact is that we shall all suffer if the present
Government in Turkey is replaced by another. Mr
Ecevit is making most courageous efforts to maintain
Turkish democracy, to keep her in her alliances and
to develop her trading relations with the West. If he
fails, it will in large part be our fault, because we have
not brought sufficient pressure to bear on our govern-
ments to make a greater effort to help Turkey.
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I think, Mr President, it is so much humbug, when
you think about it, that the same people, the same
governments, who talk endlessly about aid to under-
developed countries and how important this is, take
steps against Turkey when in any respect at all the
trade whith Turkey provides some risk to our own
developed economies. Therefore, the Liberal and
Democratic Group strongly welcomes the report
tabled by Mr van Aerssen and fully supports the
demands which are contained in the motion for a reso-
lution.

As I understand, the most recent proposal from the
Commission, which I expect Mr Haferkamp will be
speaking about in a moment, is to freeze the associa-
tion relationship in the field of customs duties so that
for a period of some five years Turkey will not be
required to phase out customs duties. However, I
understand — and I also gather that this was the case
from Mr Hansen’s remarks — that linked with that is
a lack of any proposals in the agricultural field. In
fact, the Commission has tied together additional agri-
cultural concessions and indicated that they will not
be given until Turkey is able to resume the disman-
tling of customs duties for Community products. In
our view, this is not good enough in the present
circumstances. The Commission must be aware that
these measures will not make an adequate contribu-
tion or even any appreciable contribution at all, to
overcoming the enormously grave economic diffi-
culties which Turkey faces and which have been
already spoken about by Mr Jahn and by Mr Hansen.
I understand, for example, that at the moment there is
an unemployment rate of three million out of a
working population of 16 million. That is really an
appalling circumstance.

These developments and the unfavourable repercus-
sions of the upheaval in the neighbouring country of
Iran obviously lend substance to the fear that Turkey
might succumb to economic and political chaos. As I
said at the beginning, Mr President, if this happens
the Community will bear a heavy responsibility. The
Liberal and Democratic Group certainly will support
all the appropriate measures aimed at providing
Turkey with swift, substantial, adequate and effective
help, for this she most certainly needs.

(Applause)

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

Mr Spicer. — Mr President, may I at the outset say
how very much I, all members of my group, and,
indeed, all Members of the Parliament regret the fact
that Mr van Aerssen is not here today to present his
report. There is a very tragic background to that, and
we would wish, I am certain, to extend our deepest
sympathy to him in the loss which he has just
sustained.

Mr van Aerssen’s report says what has to be said; Mr
Jahn has emphasized it ; Mr Hansen, as chairman of
our Joint Parliamentary Committee, has added his
weight to it; Mr Johnston has said it.

I, as the rapporteur for the committee, can only say
how much I agree with all that has been said. If only
we could take this debate in isolation and say: now,
there is the will — and our Turkish friends in the
gallery are listening to this — and if people in Turkey
could read the report of this debate, they would say :
there is a clear understanding of our position, there is
recognition of the danger that faces not only Turkey,
but also the Western world, if no action is taken. How
can it be possible for people not to take action; yet
my betting would be that in six months’ time we will
be looking at another report — prepared not on the
basis of the meeting of the committee in London, but
on that of its meeting in Ankara on 7 and 8 April
1979, and we will be saying exactly the same things
again. There comes a time when words must be
replaced by deeds.

That time is running out. I am sick and tired of
summit meetings. I belive that this is a place where
words are substituted for deeds. It has been said that
the Commission has perhaps not done as much as it
might do. That may be so; but within the general
guidelines within which the Commission can operate
— as the Commissioner himself understands — there
is only so much that can be done. All we can do is to
implore him to expand his area of authority to the
limit, and do the utmost for Turkey on that basis. But
we know that the needs are much greater than that.
We are only tinkering with an engine that is slowly
seizing up, if we believe that we can deal with it
through action by the Community alone. It has got to
be on a much more massive scale.

It has been said time and time again by responsible
statesmen — Geoffrey Ripon, the leader of my group,
has said this — that we need now a new Marshall Plan
for Southern Europe, and the main recipient of aid
under that Marshall plan must be Turkey.

There is an unhappy combination. Mr Hansen talked
about the queues, the shortages and so on. The
economic situation in Turkey even in the last three of
four months has deteriorated very rapidly in deed. Mr
Jahn talked about the deficit of $ 2000 000 000.
What about an inflation rate in excess of 60 % ? And
the unemployment figures that have been quoted as
well ? All these come together to create an economic
climate that adds to the political instability that exists
in Turkey and makes it almost impossible for any
government in Turkey, however much goodwill exists
within that government to do the right thing, to take
the necessary action without the massive support that
is required from outside. And so we have political
unrest in Turkey. It is not for us to point to the need
for martial law in certain areas or the political killings
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that continue still day by day, even under martial law.
The situation is getting very, very much worse every
day.

And then if you add to that the uneasiness in Turkey
— rightly or wrongly it is there — over the enlarge-
ment of the Community and the feeling that as a
result of that enlargement Turkey is going to be
pushed away and kept at arm’s length and that we
may at some future point go back on our established
and restated promises that Turkey ultimately should
become a member of the Community. In view of his
remarks about Greece’s accession to the Community
and the fears on the economic side, I wonder what Mr
Dalyell, who, I see, has rejoined us, would be saying
here in ten years’ time, from the point of view of the
Committee on Budgets when we start perhaps talking
about the possibility of Turkey entering the Commu-
nity. I am sure he would be a prophet of gloom and
doom. So we have got to help Turkey get herself into
a position where she can make sense of ultimately
becoming a member of the Community.

There is disillusionment with the Community in
Turkey ; that is understandable. It is only a few weeks
ago that I said in this House that it seemed to me that
probably whereas two or three years ago 80 % of the
people of Turkey had expressed their will to stay with
the Community and be part of the Community, I
think that figure drops week by week and month by
month. Do we still have the political will to do what
is necessary, because this is what is required ? It is no
use saying we will do this, we will engineer a Fourth
Financial Protocol. Absolutely splendid! That will
have to be done, but much more needs to be done
than that. We need, as I said already, deeds not words.
We are not talking about Turkey alone. We are
talking about self-preservation for our way of life and
for the democratic institutions of Europe. Because if
Turkey — and it could easily happen — people
mention the problems of Iran — if Turkey should
desert the European Community, turn her back upon
our way of life, then we would all suffer, and whatever
investment is required to prevent that happening is
money well spent and we should not begrudge it.

(Applause)

President. — All the speakers who have spoken on
behalf of the various groups of Parliament have
stressed the concern with which we are now
examining this problem of Turkey — in other words,
Mr Haferkamp, the importance which they attach to
the statement which you are now called on to make.

I call Mr Haferkamp.

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (D) Mr President, I would be delighted if I could
offer a solution for these difficulties but I cannot and
I can only describe what the Commission believes it

can and must do within the limits of its possibilities.
The difficulties in Turkey have been very fully
described but — and this I would like to stress quite
emphatically — reference has also been made to the
extent of the efforts which the Turkish government
itself has made. In this connection I would like to
refer particularly to the many initiatives of Prime
Minister Ecevit since he had his first talks in May
1978 with the Commission in Brussels with the object
of putting the association relationship between Turkey
and the Community on a new basis and to develop
and strenghten it. These efforts of Turkey itself,
however, will only be successful — and that has also
become clear — if the country is supported by its
friends. The European Community counts among
those friends. This puts us under a special obligation
in view of the fact that Turkey is a long-standing
associate member of this Community. In this connec-
tion I would like to say that I share the view expressed
in section 17, paragraph 2, of the report regarding
what is asked of us and what, with relatively minor
resources, can be achieved at the political and psycho-
logical level.

The Commission has worked out proposals designed
to help ease the difficulties. It needs to be clearly
understood that we saw no possibility of meeting the
Turkish wishes and requests, put to us in detail last
autumn, in full or even to any large extent. On the
other hand we have proposed something which I
would like to describe as realistic in the light of
Community’s possibilities and which, if intelligently
appplied, could have a satisfactory and positive effect.
I would also make the point that these efforts should
and must not be seen in isolation but that they should
be dovetailed into other international actions and I
underline the word actions. There has been far too
much talking — something needs to be done.

In this connection I would like to say that paragraph
7 of the motion for a resolution does not, for my part,
describe the situation quite rightly when it says that
Parliament is opposed to the attitude of the Commis-
sion and the Council which — as far as the necessary
aid measures are concerned — refer the problem to
other international institutions instead of taking direct
action themselves.

We are prepared for an action for which the Commu-
nity has the necessary resources and capability. We are
prepared to see this action fitted in with other inter-
national efforts. We do not have the resources or the
possibilities, as a Community, to do anything about
the balance-of-payments situation. That is something
which, as you know, is dealt with in the sphere of the
International Monetary Fund and via the individual
Member States. The Community as such does not
have the legal, technical, financial or monetary
resources to intervene in this balance-of-payments
problem.
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I therefore repeat that we have tried to use our possi-
bilities realistically and are ready to co-ordinate that
with international efforts or organizations which — or
so I hope — will soon be moving into action. We also
anticipate that this will produce a cumulative effect.
Such a merging and co-ordination of several actions is
not just the same as adding them together. But we
also hope — and I say this particularly because I am
grateful for what has been said in the discussion in
this connection — that the Council of Ministers will
not fall short of what we have proposed when it
decides on the Commission’s proposals. What are our
proposals ?

Firstly that we should discuss and agree with our
Turkish friends that the implementation of certain
articles in the supplementary protocol should be
suspended for a period of five years. This relates
mainly to industrial duties and related matters and
could — or so we hope — be a help to Turkey to over-
come certain difficulties in the economic sector. It is
therefore a practical proposal meeting the wishes of
the Turkish side and would suspend certain articles of
the supplementary protocol for a period five years.

In addition we have made proposals in the agricul-
tural sector, the social sector and with regard to
economic co-operation. With regard to the agricul-
tural sector, the Commission has proposed that, for
agricultural products originating in Turkey, the
Community should already enter into the undertaking
and should be ready, at the end of the period of
suspension referred to for certain customs duty
measures, to remove the duties on agricultural
products altogether by stages These stages and the
detailed conditions would be negotiated at the expiry
of this five-year period. In other words we want to
give a firm promise to introduce a step-by-step
removal of agricultural duties after that period. I
believe that this prospect would be important to our
Turkish friends in making their plans. I readily admit
that a discussion on these questions with those
concerned with agricultural policy at both the poli-
tical and expert level will not be easy and I must say it
was not easy to reach that point.

As regards social matters, we have first and foremost
proposed measures to benefit Turkish workers doing
jobs in the Community with particular reference to
vocational training, language teaching and the like
mainly with the object of tailoring their abilities for
subsequent re-integration in the Turkish economy
and to suit its requirements and also to be of benefit
to the workers themselves. These measures would be
financed by the Community.

Finally. we have proposed a set of measures lying
primarily in the financial sector. Firstly let me
confirm some news you already know about : the third
financial protocol has now been ratified. It is, to my
mind, a good thing for both us and Turkey that we

pointed out in the talks we had last year that rapid rati-
fication would mean rapid availability of the 310
million u.a., and that this could, in practice, be
speeded up if we received Turkish projects during the
last few months — before ratification — which could
be checked and scrutinised so that the payments
could be made directly the moment the protocol was
ratified and immediately came into force. We are very
grateful for the fact that our Turkish friends gave us
the opportunity to do this preliminary work a few
months ago so that the funds, now that the protocol
has been ratified, can be allocated very quickly to
their purpose. In its proposal to the Council, the
Commission announced that it would very soon be
making a proposal for a fourth financial protocol
which would come into force immediately after the
third expired. We all know how long procedures take
in the Community and that is why we intend to
propose a fourth protocol now, two years before the
expiry of the third, so that a smooth transition can be
ensured. A figure has even been mentioned that I
shall not repeat. It largely tallies with the ideas of the
Commission but it has not yet been included offi-
cially in our proposal.

In addition we propose to set up a special co-opera-
tion fund whose purpose would be to provide Turkey
with non-repayable funds from the Community
budget within five years to finance economic opera-
tions in co-operation of the most varied kind, perhaps
in the field of the development of technology or trade
or perhaps in support of investment— the details still
have to be defined — that might be interesting in the
medium term for the Turkish economy. Here, too, we
have not suggested any order of magnitude. In addi-
tion, this fund could be drawn upon for such projects
that would have difficulty in meeting the criteria of
the European Investment Bank. If the Council
approves this proposal this will be the first time that
such a special fund will have been set up for such a
purpose. The Commission is waiting for the basic deci-
sion as to whether the Council is ready to tread this
additional new road. If so we shall then table detailed
proposals for the creation of this fund, its order of
magnitude and its use. We believe that this could be
of considerable assistance. These measures — I would
stress once again — are not of such a kind as to
provide direct help with the present balance-of-pay-
ments difficulties but they do offer a positive medium-
term prospect for the Turkish economy and I believe
that, in our discussions, we should attach considerable
importance to doing something which will show our
faith in the future development of the Turkish
economy. I do not think it is sufficient just to put a
certain sum of money on the table; I feel that we
must show, through the way in which we use the
money and through our co-operation with our
partner, that we have faith in that co-operation. This
is what I feel the idea of this fund will make clear. We
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do not imagine that these proposals are a patent cure
but we do hope that they will help soon to elicit a
positive and speedy decision on the part of the
Council.

Ladies and gentlemen, you have clearly voiced your
commitment to this important action. I feel that you
could help us all and the proposals themselves if, in
your own Parliaments, you would speak for this opera-
tion as quickly and as emphatically as you can so that
this will have repercussions on the next meeting of
the Council in Brussels.

One last comment — there have been many refer-
ences to experts. Ladies and gentlemen, these experts
come from your capitals.

(Applause)

President. — I note that there are no more requests
to speak.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote as
it stands tomorrow at voting time.

The debate is closed.

21. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will take place
tomorrow, Wednesday 14 March 1979, at 10.00 a.m.
and at 3.00 p.m. with the following agenda:

10.00 a.m., and afternoon until 8.00 p.m. (possibly from 9.00
p.m. onwards)

— Decision on urgency of 8 Council regulations and 2
motions for a resolution.

-— report on agricultural prices.
— Oral question with debate to the Commission

— Oral questions between China and the European Commu-

nity

— Oral question without debate to the Commission on agri-
cultural production costs

— Oral question without debate to the Commission on
tomatoes

— Oral question without debate to the Commission on the
workings of the Commission

3.00 pm.:

— Question Time (by way of exception, questions to the
Commission)

3.45 pm.:
— Voting time

The sitting is closed.
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ANNEX

Questions which could not be answered during Question Time with written answers

Question No 2 by Mr Nolan

Subject : Exchange programme for young workers

Will the Commission explain why, for 1979, it has decided to drop the exchange programmes for
young workers, in particular young farmers, which have been operating successfully for many years ?

Answer

The honourable Member’s question rests on a misunderstanding. Only last week the Commission
forwarded to the Council, Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee a proposal for a
second programme for exchanges of young workers.

One of the new aspects of the second programme is a provision for short training schemes. This will
enable the numbers of those participating in the programme to be increased considerably.

We expect the second programme to come into operation on 1 June 1979, and young workers will
of course be able to participate in it.

Question No 5 by Mr van Aerssen

Subject : EC — Albania dialogue

Late in 1978 the Albanian party leader, Mr Enver Hoxha, and the Prime Minister, Mr Mehmet Shehu,
stated in public that their country was interested in extending trade and cultural relations with the
countries of western Europe. Can the Commission say whether the European Community has now
established initial contacts with Albania, and if not, whether we may expect such contacts to be made
at an early date ?

Answer

The Commission has not yet had any contact with the Albanian authorities.

The Community offered in 1974 to conclude trade agreements with State trading countries. This
included Albania.

ANNEX 1T

Membership of Committees

1. Political Affairs Committee

Mr Bertrand, chairman ; Mr Radoux, vice-chairman ; Mr Johnston, vice-chairman ; Mr Brugha, vice-
chairman ;

Mr Amadei, Mr Amendola, Mr Ansart, Mr Bangemann, Mr Berkhouwer, Mr Bettiza, Mr Blumenfeld,
Mr Cot, Mr Covelli, Mr Faure, Mr Fletcher-Cooke, Mr Granelli, Mr Hamilton, Mr Holst, Mr Jahn, Mr
Klepsch, Mr de la Maléne, Mr Mitchell, Mr Patijn, Mr Pintat, Mr Prescott, Lord Reay, Mr Rippon, Mr
Ryan, Mr Scelba, Mr Seefeld, Mr Sieglerschmidt, Mr Spinelli, Mr Vergeer, Mr Zagari.

2. Legal affairs commuttee

Sir Derek Walker-Smith, Chairman; Mr Riz, Vice-Chairman; Mr Calewaert, Vice-Chairman ; Mr
Geurtsen, Vice-Chairman ;

Mr Alber, Lord Ardwick, Mr Bangemann, Mr Bayerl, Mr Broeksz, Mr Brosnan, Mr de Keersmaeker,
Mrs Ewing, Mr Fletcher-Cooke, Mr Forni, Sir Geoffrey de Freitas, Mr de Gaay Fortman, Mr lotti, Mr
Krieg, Mr Lagorce, Mr Luster, Mr Masullo, Lord Murray of Gravesend, Mr Pianta, Mr Plebe, Mr Pucci,



Sitting of Tuesday, 13 March 1979

53

Mr Radoux, Mr Rivierez, Mr Santer, Mr Scelba, Mr Schmidt, Mr Schworer, Mr Shaw, Mr Sieglers-
chmidt, Mrs Squarcialupi, Mr Zagari,

3. Committee on economic and monetary affairs

Mr Pisani, Chairman ; Mr Notenboom, vice-chairman ; Sir Brandon Rhys Williams, vice-chairman ;
Mr Leonardi, vice-chairman ;

Mr Ansquer, Lord Ardwick, Mr Cifarelli, Mr Christensen, Mr Cointat, Mrs Dahlerup, Mt Damseausx,
Mr Dankert, Mr de Keersmaeker, Mr Deschamps, Mr Ellis, Mr Glinne, Mr Van der Gun, Mr Haase,
Mr Jakobsen, Mr Lange, Mr Miiller Hans-Werner, Mr Miiller-Hermann, Mr Normanton, Mr Nyborg,
Mr Porcu, Mr Prescott, Mr Ripamonti, Mr Schworer, Mr Spénale, Mr Spinelli, Mr Starke, Mr Stetter,
Mr Vernaschi, Mr Zagari, Mr Zywietz.

4. Committee on budgets

Mr Lange, Chairman ; Mr Aigner, vice-chairman ; Mr Bangemann, vice-chairman ; Mr Cointat, Vice-
chairman ;

Mr van Aerssen, Mr Alber, Mr Amadei, Lord Bessborough, Mr von Bismarck, Lord Bruce of
Donington, Mr Caro, Mr Crozé, Mrs Dahlerup, Mr Dalyell, Mr Dankert, Mr Frith, Mr Hamilton, Mt
Hansen, Mr Krieg, Mr Joxe, Mr Meintz, Mr Nielsen Brandlund, Mr Notenboom, Mr Petersen, Mr
Radoux, Mr Ripamonti, Mr Rossi, Mr Ryan, Mr Schreiber, Mr Scott-Hopkins, Mr Shaw, Mr Spinelli
Mr Vitale, Mr Wiirtz, Mr Yeats.

5. Committee on social affairs employment and education

Mr Van der Gun, Chairman ; Mr Nolan, vice-chairman ; Mrs Dunwoody, vice-chairman ; Mr Pistillo,
vice-chairman ;

Mr Adams, Mr Albers, Mr Bertrand, Mr Bouquerel, Mr Caro, Mr Cassanmagnago Cerretti, Mr Cot, Mr
Dinesen, Mr Dondelinger, Mr Eberhard, Mr Feit, Lady Fisher of rednal, Mr Geurtsen, Mr Granelli, Mr
Howell, Mr Kavanagh, Mrs Kellett-Bowman, Mr Laurain, Mr Lezzi, Mr Meintz, Lord Murray of Grave-
send, Mr Pianta, Mr Pisoni, Mr Power, Sir Brandon Rhys Williams, Mr Santer, Mr Schreiber, Mrs
Squarcialupi, Mr Vandewiele, Mr Vanvelthoven, Mr Wawrzik.

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

Mr Caillavet, chairman ; Mr Liogier, vice-chairman ; Mr Ligios, vice-chairman ; Mr Hughes, vice-
chairman ;

Mr Albertini, Mr Andersen, Mr Brégégere, Mr Brugger, Mr Cifarelli, Mr Corrie, Mr Cunningham, Mr
Dewulf, Mrs Dunwoody, Mr Durand, Mr Friith, Mr Hansen, Mr Herbert, Mr Hoffmann, Mr Howell,
Mr Inchauspé, Mr Joxe, Mr Klinker, Mrs Krouwel-Vlam, Mr Lemp, Mr L’Estrange, Mr Miiller Willi,
Mr Ney, Mr Nielsen Brendlund, Mr Pisoni, Mr Pistillo, Mr Pucci, Mr Scott-Hopkins, Mr Soury, Mr
Tolman, Mr Vitale

COMMITTEE ON REGIONAL POLICY, REGIONAL PLANNING AND TRANSPORT

Lord Bruce of Donington, chairman ; Mr Nyborg, vice-chairman ; Mr McDonald, vice-chairman ; Mr
Durand, vice-chairman ;

Mr Albers, Mr Brosnan, Mr Brugger, Mr Cifarelli, Mr Corrie, Mr Damseaux, Mr Delmotte, Mrs Ewing,
Mr Fitch, Mr Forni, Mr Fuchs, Mr Haase, Mr Hoffmann, Mr Hughes, Mr Ibrugger, Mr Johnston, Mr
Jung, Mr Kavanagh, Mrs Kellet-Bowman, Mr Ligios, Mr Liogier, Mr Mascagni, Mr Noé, Mr Osborn,
Mr Pistillo, Mr Schyns, Mr Seefeld, Mr Starke, Mr Tolman, Mr Zagari

COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT, PUBLIC HEALTH AND CONSUMER PROTEC-
TION

Mrs Krouwel-Vlam, chairman ; Mr Jahn, vice-chairman ; Lord Bethell, vice-chairman ; Mr Baas, vice-
chairman ;

Mr Adams, Mr van Aerssen, Mr Ajello, Mr Alber, Mr Andersen, Mr Bouquerel, Mr Brégégére, Mr
Brown, Mr Cassanmagnago Cerretti, Mr Didier, Mr Eberhard, Mr Edwards, Mr Ellis, Mr Granet, Mr
Herbert, Lord Kennet, Mr Lamberts, Mr McDonald, Mr Muller Willi, Mr Muller Emile, Mr Ney, Mr
Noé, Mr Plebe, Lord St. Oswald, Mr Schyns, Mr Spicer, Mrs Squarcialupi, Mr Verhzgen, Mr Veronesi,
Mr Wawrzik

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND RESEARCH

Mrs. Walz ; chairman ; Mr Flamig, vice-chairman ; Mr Normanton, vice-chairman ; Mr Veronesi, vice-
chairman ;



54

Debates of the European Parliament

Mr Ansquer, Lord Bessborough, Mr Blumenfeld, Mr Brown, Mr Christensen, Mr Covelli, Mr Dalyell,
Mr De Clercq, Mr Edwards, Mr Fioret, Mr Fitch, Mr Fuchs, Mr Granet, Mr Holst, Mr Ibrugger, Mr
Lamberts, Mr Laurain, Mr Leonardi, Mr Lezzi, Mr Liogier, Mr Mitchell, Mr Muller H.-W., Mr Noe’,
Mr Osborn, Mr Pintat, Mr Power, Mr Ripamonti, Mr Vanvelthoven, Mr Vergeer, Mr Verhaegen, Mr
Zywietz

COMMITTEE ON EXTERNAL ECONOMIC RELATIONS

Mr Kaspereit, chairman ; Mr Scott-Hopkins, vice-chairman ; Mr Schmidt, vice-chairman ; Mr Marti-
nelli, vice-chairman ;

Mr van Aerssen, Mr Amadei, Mr Baas, Mr Bayerl, Mr Bersani, Mr Brugha, Lord Castle, Mr De Clercq,
Mr Didier, Mr Fitch, Sir Geoffrey de Freitas, Mr Galluzzi, Mr Inchauspé, Lord Kennet. Mr L’Estrange,
Mr Luster, Mr Mont, Mr Miiller-Hermann, Mr Muller Emile, Mr Patijn, Mr Petersen, Mr Pisani, Mr
Radoux, Lord Rossi, Lord St. Oswald. Mr Sandri, Mr Schworer, Mr Soury, Mr Spicer, Mr Tolman, Mr
Vandewiele.

COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT AND COOPERATION

Mrs Flesch, chairman; Mr Bersani, vice-chairman ; Mr Lagorce, vice-chairman; Mr Sandri, vice-
chairman ;

Mr Bordu, Mr Broeksz, Lord Castle, Mr Croze, Mr Cunningham, Mr Delmotte, Mr Deschamps, Mr
Dewulf, Mr Dondelinger, Mr Feit, Mr Fioret, Lady Fisher of Rednal’, Mr Flimig, Mr Glinne, Mr Iotti,
Mr Jakobsen, Mr Jung, Mr Kaspereit, Mr Lezzi, Mr Liicker, Mr Martinelli, Mr Nolan, Lord Nyborg,
Mr Reay, Lord St. Oswald. Mr Spénale, Mr Vergeer, Mr Vernaschi, Mrs Walz. Mr Wawrzik, Mr Wiirtz.

COMMITTEE ON THE RULES OF PROCEDURE AND PETITIONS

Mr Leonardi, chairman ; Mr Halmilton, vice-chairman ;
Mr Santer, Mr Berkhouwer, Mr Calewaert, Mr Dewulf, Mr de Gaay Fortmann, Mr Lagorce Mr Lemp,

Mr Luster, Mr Masullo, Mr Miiller Willi, Mr Lord Murray of Gravesend, Lord Reay, Mr Riverez, Mr
Riz, Sir Derek Walker-Smith, Mr Yeats

DELEGATION T0 THE JOINT PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE OF THE EEC-GREECE
ASSOCIATION

Mr De Clercq, chairman ; Mr Spénale, vice-chairman ;

Mr Pisoni, Mr Aigner, Mr Amadei, Lord Bethell, Mr Brugha, Mr Caillavet, Mr Cunningham, Mr
Galuzzi, Mr Glinne, Mr Jakobsen, Mr L’Estrange, Mr Liicker, Mr Patijn, Mr Rivierez, Mr Schmidt, Mr
Vandewiele

DELEGATION TO THE JOINT PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE OF THE EEC-TURKEY
ASSOCIATION

Mr Hansen, chairman ; Mr Spicer, vice-chairman ;

Mr Jahn, Mr Adams, Mr van Aerssen, Mr Baas, Mr Bertrand, Mr Bouquerel, Mr Dankert, Mr Edwards,
Mr Fellermaier, Mr van der Gun, Mr Joxe, Mr Lezzi, Mr Ligios, Mr Miiller Emile, Mr Pintat, Mr Porcu



France :

Mr  Stetter; Mr Brunner; Mr H W.
Miiller; Mr Brunner; Mr Nyborg; Mr

Amadei report (Doc. 670/78) : Greece’s acces-
ston to the Community:

Sitting of Wednesday, 14 March 15979 55
SITTING OF WEDNESDAY, 14 MARCH 1979
Contents
1. Approval of minutes . . . . . . .. .. .. 56 Brunner;  Mr  Fletcher-Cooke;  Mr
Brunner; Mr Normanton; Mr Brunner;

2. Documents received . . . . . .. .. ... 56 Mr Flimig; Mr Brunner . . .. ... .. 79

3. Decision on urgent procedure Question No 11, by Mr Yeass: Time lim’;'t
Mr Lange, chairman of the Committee on _?or m;?;g::f’g written  questions fo toe
Budgets; Mr Yeats; Mr Corrie; Lord ’

Bruce ; Mr Sieglerschmidt, on bebalf of the Mr Jenkins; Mr Yeats; Mr Jenkins; Mr
Socialist Growp . . . .. ... ... 57 Mitchell; Mr Jenkins; Lord Bethell; Mr
enkins; Mr Dalyell; Mr Jenkins; Lord

)

4. Fixing of prices for certain agricultural Bruce; Mr Jenkins; Mrs Ewing; Mr
products — Report (Doc. 675/78) by Mr Jenkins ; Mr Shaw ; Mr Jenkins . . . . .. 81
Liogs bebal, the Ci tt

ogser, on . ehalf of the Commitsee on Question No 12, by Mr Nyborg : EEC infor-
Agriculture : d
.. mation officers for the direct elections to
Mr Liogier, rapporteur . . . . . . . . ... 58 the European Parliament :
Mr .Saf”-HOP km'..s, draftsman of —an Mr Jenkins; Mr Nyborg; Mr Jenkins;
opinion; Mr Wiirtz, draftsman of an M . L
L rs  Dunwoody; Mr Jenkins; Mrs
opinion; Mr Croze, draftsman of an ) . .
" . Dunwoody; Mrs Squarcialupi; Mr
opinion ; Mr Howell ; Mr Gundelach, Vice- o . s
. . . Jenkins; Mrs Dabhblerup ; Mr Jenkins; Mr
President of the Commissson; Mr Cail- . .
. . . Petersen; Mr Jenkins ; Mr Christensen ; Mr
lavet, chairman of the Committee on Agri- enkins 82
culture; Mr Liogier; Mr Hughes on Jenkins .
bebalf of the Socialist Group ; Mr Friib, on Question No 13, by Mr Corrie: Spiritous
bebalf of the Christian-Democratic Group beverage contributing most to EC trade
(EPP} . ... ... . . 60 balance :
Point of order: Mr Dewulf; Mr Hoff- 78 Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the
MARR o oo Commission; Mr Corrie; Mr Gundelach ;
. . . . Mr Howell; Mr Gundelach; Mr Blumen-
. Question Time (Doc. 1/79) (continuation) feld; Mr Gundelach . . . . ... ... .. 84
tions to the C ssion ;!
Ques :.om' 0 t9¢ Lommision Question No 14, by Sir Geoffrey de Freitas :
Question No 8 by Mr Edwards: Commu- The teaching of languages in schools :
nity’s relations with India : ) )
Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission; II}””B rugner; Szr. jGMeof;rey de Freitas; Mrs
Sir Geoffrey de Freitas; Mr Jenkins; Mrs etiett-Sowman ; AT STUnner . . . . .« 85
Dunwoody; Mr Jenkins; Mr Corrie; Mr Point of order : Mr Spicer . . . ... ... 8s
Jenkins . . ... L 78
Question No 9, by Mr De Clercq : INFCE 6. Votes . . . . . i 86
Conference : . y /78): Regul
.. Shaw report (Doc. 642/78): Regulation
Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission 7 amending the Financial Regulation of 21
Question No 10, by Mr Stetter: Approval December 1977 :
procedure for certain types of doors in . .
Adoption of the resolution . . . . . . . .. 86



56

Debates of the European Parliament

Explanation of vote : Mr Sandri
Amendment to paragraph 9
Adoption of the resolution
Van Aerssen report (Doc. 644/78): Recom-
mendation adopted on 27 October 1978 by
the EEC-Turkey Joint Parliamentary
Committee :

Adoption of the resolution

.........

7. Fixing of prices for certain agricultural

8.

products (resumption)

Mr B. Nielsen, on bebalf of the Liberal
and Democratic Group; Mr Vitale; Mr
Herbert, on bebalf of the Group of Euro-
pean Progressive Democrats; Mr Chris-
tensen; Mr Hoffmann; Mr Ligios; Mr
Croze; Mr Soury; Mr Mebaignerie, Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council; Mr Power;
Lord Bruce; Mr Tolman; Mr Corrie; Mr
Nyborg; Mr McDonald; Mrs Kellett-
Bowman; Mr Spénale; Mr Pisoni; Mr
Dewulf; Mr Klinker; Mr Spénale; Mr
Dewulf; Mr Spénale; Mr Dewulf; Mr
Kavanagh; Mrs Squarcialupi; Mr
Liogier; Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of
the Commission

Agenda

..................

. Regulations on fisheries — Joint debate on
two reports (Docs. 7/79 and 8/79) by Mr
Corrie on behalf of the Committee on Agri-
culture

IN THE CHAIR : MR BERKHOUWER

Vice-President

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

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of minutes

86
86
86

86

86
117

President. — The minutes of proceedings of yester-
day’s sitting have been distributed.

Since there are no comments, the minutes of proceed-
ings are approved.

2. Documents recesved

President. — I have received the following reports
from the committees :
— report (Doc. 7/79) by Mr Corrie, on behalf of the

Committee on Agriculture, on the proposals from the
Commission to the Council (Docs. 634/78 and

643/78) for :

Mr Corrie, rapporteur

Mr Prescott, on bebalf of the Socialist
Group ; Mr Klinker, on bebalf of the Chris-

tian-Democratic

Group (EPP); Mr

Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commis-

sion ; Mr Corrie

119
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nity (Doc. 661/78):
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122
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Democratic Group (EPP); Lord Bess-
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bebalf of the Group of European Progres-
sive Democrats; Mr Dalyell; Mr Jenkins;
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123
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Mr Eberbard

Mr

Commission
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Gundelach, Vice-President of the
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12. Oral question without debate: Tomatoes
(Doc. 654/78) :

Mr Corrie, author of the question

Mr

Commission
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of the

Gundelach, Vice-President
131

131
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. a regulation laying down certain measures for the

conservation and management of fishery
resources applicable to vessels flying the flag of
Norway ;

a regulation establishing catch quotas for 1979 for
fishing by vessels flying the flag of Member States
of the Community for certain stocks occurring
both in the maritime waters under the sover-
eignty or jurisdiction of Member States of the
Community and in those under the sovereignty
or jurisdiction of Canada;

a regulation establishing catch quotas for 1979
for fishing by vessels flying the flog of Member
States of the Community for certain stocks occur-
ring both in the maritime waters under the sover-
eignty or jurisdiction of the Member States of the
Community and in those under the sovereignty
or jurisdiction of Norway ;

a regulation establishing catch quotas for 1979 for
fishing by vessels flying the flag of Member States
of the Community in Kattegat for certain stocks
occurring both in the maritime waters under the
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sovereignty or jurisdiction of the Member States
of the Community and in those under the sover-
eignty or jurisdiction of Sweden ;

V. a regulation laying down certain measures for
1979 for the conservation of fishery resources
applicable to vessels flying the flag of Member
States of the Community in Skagerrak and
Kattegat for certain stocks occurring both in the
maritime waters under the sovereignty or jurisdic-
tion of the Member States of the Community and
in those under the sovereignty of Norway and
Sweden ;

VI. a regulation laying down for 1979 certain
measures for conservation and management of
fishery resources applicable to vessels flying the
flag of Sweden :

— a report {Doc. 8/79) by Mr Corrie, on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on the proposal from the
Commission (Doc. 665/78) for a regulation amending
Regulation (EEC) No 1852/78 on an interim measure
for restructuring the inshore fishing industry.

3. Decision on urgency

President. — The next item is the request by the
Council for urgent procedure on the proposal from
the Commission to the Council for a regulation
concerning interest rebates for certain loans with a
structural objective (Doc. 633/78).

The reasons supporting this request for urgent debate
are annexed to the minutes of proceedings of yester-
day’s sitting.

I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
— (D) Mr President, it is understandable why the
Council should want an urgent debate. However, Parli-
ament must be given the opportunity to have a careful
look at this extremely important matter from the
point of view of the effectiveness of the European
Monetary System and the resources that will have to
be allocated in connection with it. We cannot rush
through this hell-for-leather — I hope you will excuse
the unparliamentary language. We are supposed to
take a very careful look at it, together with the sup-
plementary budget containing the interest subsidies.
As a result, I feel ] have to state my position and
come out against urgent procedure. I do not think
Parliament should deal with the matter this week,
because the regulation contains one or two crucial
points which Parliament will have to consider and
decide on with great care. The matter can then be put
on the agenda for April and dealt with in a proper
manner. That is how I feel about this request by the
Council for urgent procedure, Mr President. For the
rest, I feel that Parliament ought to declare its posi-
tion on this.

President. — 1 call Mr Yeats.

Mr Yeats. — Mr President, I would strongly urge that
we should comply with the Council’s request. We are

in the position that the European Monetary System
has now just been agreed to. A considerable sense of
expectation has been arousd throughout the Commu-
nity, and I think that if there is now to be this kind of
delay due to parliamentary procedure the people of
the Community will not understand. There is ample
time for the Committee on Budgets to meet today if
necessary to consider this matter in as much detail as
required. I would strongly urge that, in order to satisfy
the expectations of the peoples of our Community, we
should deal with this rapidly.

President. — I put to the vote the request for urgent
debate.

The request for urgent debate is rejected.

The next item is the decision on the urgency of seven
proposals for regulations on the fishing sector (Docs
634/78, 643/78 and 665/78).

The reasons supporting this request for urgent debate
are annexed to the minutes of proceedings of
yesterday’ sitting.

I call Mr Corrie.

Mr Corrie, rapporteur. — Mr President, as rapporteur
might I ask for urgent debate on these matters? As
you know, the fishing industry is in a very fluid situa-
tion, and many interim measures are coming through.
These measures are being looked at at this very
moment by the Council. We had a special meeting
last night of the Committee on Agriculture, and they
went through with one abstention and no objections. I
would therefore call for urgent debate. I do not know
how the Commission is fixed, but it would not take
long to do this, when we have got the Commissioner
here today. I can assure you it would take ten minutes
maximum, and we could put this through last thing
tonight.

President. — I put the request for urgent procedure
to the vote.

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.

I propose that the debate be held during today’s
sitting immediately following the debate on the
Liogier report.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

The next item is the decision on the urgency of the
motion for a resolution on Article 203 of the EEC
Treaty (Doc. 682/78).

The reasons supporting this request for urgent debate
are annexed to this document.

I call Lord Bruce.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Mr President, may I
urge upon the House the necessity for considering
this motion for a resolution as a matter of urgency. It
seeks to protect the rights of this Parliament, and I
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sincerely hope that all colleagues will agree that it
should be debated.

President. — I put the request for urgent procedure
to the vote.

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.

I propose that this item be placed on the agenda of
Friddy 16 March, immediately following the Bange-
mann report.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

The next item is the decision on the urgency of the
motion for a resolution on human rights in Iran (Doc.
5/79)

I call Mr Sieglerschmidt.

Mr Sieglerschmidt. — (D) Mr President, my group
is, to put it diplomatically, somewhat taken aback at
the procedure which has been adopted, namely that in
a matter involving the protection of human rights and
which is constantly referred to by all sides of the
House as the joint concern of the Parliament as a
whole, three groups have tabled a request for urgent
procedure without attempting to incude others, eg.
my own Socialist Group, in this request. We regret
this very much, but owing to the importance of the
subject we feel that urgent procedure should be
adopted and thus ask the House to give its approval.

President. I note your remarks, Mr Sieglerschmidt,
but I also take them to heart.

I put the request for urgent procedure to the vote.
The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.

I propose that this item be placed on Friday’s agenda
after the Fletcher-Cooke report.

Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.

4. Fixing of prices for certain agricultural products

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
675/78) drawn up by Mr Liogier on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture on the
proposals from the Commission to the Council on the
fixing of prices for certain agricultural products and on

certain related measures for the 1979/1980 marketing
year.

I call Mr Liogier.

Mr Liogier, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, as in previous years, this House has
been asked to express an opinion on the Commis-
sion’s proposals to the Council on the fixing of agri-
cultural prices for the 1979/80 year, just a few months
before giving way to the new directly-elected Euro-
pean Parliament. The fact that the agricultural sector
in the Community is going through a difficult period
makes the responsibility resting upon our shoulders

all the more onerous. While we here are debating the
future of agriculture in the Community, those farmers
worst affected by the present crisis — first and fore-
most the producers of pigmeat — have turned to
violence as a means of expressing their desperation.
These reactions on the part of the farmers — whether
we approve of them or not — should make us sit up
and take notice, especially as this kind of thing has
happened before. We must realize that the current
disarray in the farming world is the result of the many
body-blows which have been dealt to the three basic
principles of the Common Agricultural Policy,
namely common prices, financial solidarity among the
Member States and, finally, Community preference.

As a result of the fluctuations in exchange rates,
common prices for agricultural products have become
a mere fiction. The Community has been divided into
as many monetary zones as there are different curren-
cies, and the distortions of competition created by
monetary compensatory amounts have set up new
obstacles to intra-Community trade.

The principle of Community preference, which was
supposed to guarantee secure supplies of agricultural
products within the Community, is day after day
subjected to an increasingly heavy attack. The
Community is now importing 14 million tonnes of
soya beans and 6 million tonnes of manioc, which
means that it is dependent on third countries for its
supplies of these products, with all the attendant
potentially disastrous consequences.

Even the principle of financial solidarity is under
attack. A proportion of EAGGF funds — which are
supposed to come from the Member States as an
expression of their solidarity — now comes from the
levies received from producers; in other words, solid-
arity among the Member States has been replaced by
the financial responsibility of producers.

Even agricultural incomes themselves are in jeopardy.
Based on the gross value added principle, the Commis-
sion has worked out that farmers’ incomes rose by an
average of 3.5 % per annum — compared with 3 %
for the rest of the economy — between 1970 and
1978. However, the gross value added, which takes no
account of things like depreciation, loan repayments
or rents, is not suitable for calculating agricultural
income trends. If we take into account the four factors
I just mentioned, we find that agricultural incomes
have not increased by 3.5 %, but only by 1.9 % in
real terms — quite a different figure.

Far from catching up with non-agricultural incomes,
agricultural incomes have thus in fact been falling
further and further behind. In these circumstances, do
the Commission’s proposals on the fixing of agricul-
tural prices for 1979/80 meet the threats facing the
Common Agricultural Policy and farmers’ incomes ?
The answer, unfortunately, is in the negative. As far as
re-establishing common prices is concerned, the
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Commission has proposed that MCAs be dismantled
over a four-year period by what we might call a ‘semi-
automatic’ process, which could still come into being
despite the introduction of the European Monetary
System.

While four years may be a reasonable deadline for the
existing MCAs applying to the strong-currency coun-
tries to be dismantled, we must allow the weak-
currency countries — in other words, the nega-
tive-MCA countries — to phase out their monetary
compensatory amounts more rapidly, if they so wish.
Moreover, we must set our face against any automatic
mechanism for creating new MCAs. The creation of
new MCAs must be subject to a Council decision, and
any such MCAs must disappear again within one year.
There must also be a revised method for calculating
compensatory amounts for pigmeat so as to put an
end to the present distortions of competition. This
would be a transitional measure pending the complete
elimination of MCAs, and it is urgently needed in
order to remedy the catastrophic situation facing
breeders in certain parts of the Community.

The revised method of calculating MCAs should also
be applied to other products, such as processed
products, to put an end to indirect distortions of
competition between the Member States.

The Commission’s proposals do not offer any reme-
dies to the attacks which have been made on the prin-
ciple of Community preference. There are no pro-
posals for customs duties or levies designed to restrict
imports of soya or manioc. Instead, the Commission
has confined itself to negotiating voluntary restraint
agreements with countries like Thailand, overlooking
the fact that importers can instead turn to Africa for
their supplies of manioc. Voluntary restraint agree-
ments which do not cover all producer countries are
bound to remain basically ineffective. The Commis-
sion is now proposing that the B quota for sugar
should be reduced to 120 %, although it imports
1200 000 tonnes of sugar from the ACP states, and
despite the fact that the surpluses are due in part to
the fact that favourable weather conditions have
resulted in two exceptional crops in succession. There
is therefore absolutely no justification for introducing
a restrictive policy as regards sugar, especially as, only
a short time ago, we had periods of acute shortage
which could easily recur. We realize how essential
such imports are for the economic development of
the producer countries, but we believe it must be
possible to reach an agreement with these countries to
encourage them to diversify production and produce
the protein crops needed by the Community. An
agreement along these lines would enable the
producer countries to finance much of their economic
development programme, and the Community would
be able to reduce its dependence on traditional
suppliers, like the United States. The Community

should also agree on an overall policy on protein
crops, if necessary levying customs duties on imported
substitutes, so as to safeguard the principle of Commu-
nity preference. This should enable the Community
to get to grips with the problem of surplus produc-
tion.

Financial solidarity does not fare any better in the
Commission’s proposals. The new co-responsibility
levy on dairy production — which may be as high as
13 % — would thus yield 3 000 million EUA. We
should then have the extraordinary situation of the
dairy sector being the only sector within the Common
Agricultural Policy to be virtually self-financing. This
is far removed from the original idea behind the
common market in agriculture. Such a highly levy
would be unacceptable, especially in view of the price
freeze proposed by the Commission, which we are not
prepared to back.

The Committee on Agriculture therefore decided to
amend the Commission’s proposals so that the
co-responsibility levy would be regarded as a
temporary measure designed to restore balance to the
dairy market, and would hit only structural surplus
production, with priority being given to the elimina-
tion of surpluses of dairy products.

The Committee on Agriculture also calls for small
farmers, hill farms and disadvantaged areas — which
were required to pay the old co-responsibility levy —
to be exempted from this levy on the production of
milk.

The Committee has also put forward various measures
designed to complement the existing anti-structural-
surplus measures, with special emphasis on encou-
raging farmers to allow dairy cattle to suckle calves in
preference to importing protein feedingstuffs.

Despite the express provisions of the Treaty, the
Commission intends this year to insist on a pure and
simple price freeze. We are fundamentally opposed to
any such move for the following reasons. Firstly, it
will not help to direct agricultural production.
Secondly, it will not restore balance to agricultural
markets by encouraging producers to abandon
products in which there are surpluses in favour of
products in which the Community has a deficit, such
as beef and veal. Thirdly, it may well speed up the
flow of small-scale farmers leaving the land to swell
the ranks of the six million people already out of a job
in the Community — either because they could not
cope with their financial commitments, or because
they could simply no longer make a decent living
from agriculture. Fourthly, a price freeze would create
uncertainty at producer level, in that farmers would
have no means of knowing whether their investment
plans will prove profitable. Finally, it would not give
the strong-currency countries sufficient room for
manoeuvre to eliminate their MCAs.
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The Committee on Agriculture felt therefore that the
rise in agricultural prices for 1979/1980 should at least
compensate for the elimination of MCAs in the
strong-currency countries, so that farmers in those
countries will not suffer a loss of income. The
Committee has thus called for a price rise of at least
3 %, which would leave the strong-currency countries
considerable room for manoeuvre for reducing their
present MCAs and eliminating them completely
within four years in roughly equal stages.

These, Mr President, are the essential points of the
compromise reached by the Committee on Agricul-
ture. We cannot accept the Commission’s proposals in
their present form, and we very much hope that the
Commission will re-examine its proposals in favour of
the farmers, whose cause is a deserving one.

The only positive aspects of the Commission’s propo-
sals are those concerning agricultural structures and
food aid. As far as socio-structural measures are
concerned, EAGGF funds should be concentrated on
the most disadvantaged regions of the Community
and on smallholdings. The Commission’s proposals
on food aid go beyond the amounts fixed by the
Council for the 1979 budget. Unfortunately, the
Committee on Agriculture was unable to express a
view on the detailed socio-structural proposals because
it did not have the proposals in its hands when it
examined this report. While approving the Commis-
sion’s guidelines in this field, the Committee calls for
Atrticle 39, paragraph 1 of the Treaty of Rome to be
adhered to and for the Commission to take account at
long last of the problem of land ownership when it
comes to drawing up any future proposals.

Finally, Mr President, it is important that we get back
to the guiding principles of the Common Agricultural
Policy, but we must also extend this policy by market
organizations for apples, sheepmeat and ethyl alcohol
of agricultural origin, as we are obliged to do as a
result of the Court of Justice’s judgment in the Char-
masson case.

Let me conclude by asking the Commission to let us
have a reply to the fundamental question of where
European agriculture is heading. The public really
must be told whether we intend to treat agricultural
produce as a vital commodity, like petroleum, or
whether we shall be content to process imported agri-
cultural produce, with all the attendant dangers of
dependence on third countries. The point at issue is
no less than the very future of the Common Agricul-
tural Policy, and hence of European unification.

That is why I would ask you most fervently, ladies and
gentlemen, to give your approval to the motion for a
resolution which your Committee on Agriculture
played an important part in amending and finally

approving. I should like to thank the Committee for
its work, and my special thanks — for their valuable
cooperation — go to Mr Scott-Hopkins, Mr Miiller
and Mr Croze, the draftsmen of the opinions of the
Committee on Budgets, Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection and
the Committee on Development and Cooperation
respectively.

President. — 1 call Mr Scott-Hopkins to introduce
the opinion of the Committee on Budgets and to
speak on behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Mr Scott-Hopkins, draftsman of an opinion. — Mr
President, may I first of all congratulate the rapporteur
on the extraordinarily hard work that he has had to
put into bringing this report before the House.
Indeed, the way he has presented it now and the
brevity of his remarks underline the comprehension
which he has of the problems which are facing the
Community regarding agriculture.

This year, Mr President, the Committee on Budgets
was able to adopt unanimously its opinion on the agri-
cultural package, and to do it after a single and fairly
short debate. This happy situation was caused by two
factors, one negative and one positive. I shall deal
with the negative one first. We were faced in the
Committee on Budgets yet again with the fact that
Parliament cannot exert any effective democratic
control over agricultural expenditure. We are now
going through the same ritual dance in this House
that we have gone through year after year.

The Council of Ministers, whose representative I see
smiling at me over there, could not care less what we
say in this House. Not one tiny bit. They listen to us,
they are indulgent like a fond parent, then they go
away and completely forget what we have said. Our
views play no part in the horse-trading which they
undertake with their partners in the Council, and of
course with the Commission as well. What Parliament
has said has been of no relevance to their final deci-
sions at all. That is the situation now, Mr President.
Whether it will be the same when we have 410
directly elected representatives I would not venture to
hazard a guess now. I would sincerely hope that
things will ‘change after June 7, when there is a
directly elected Parliament with all the influence that
those 410 Members will bring to bear. And of course
one hopes that at some stage there will be a procedure
for conciliation between Parliament’s views and those
of the Council. But at the moment there is no way
that is going to happen. Nevertheless, we must put
forward as firmly as we can the views of the House. It
is my task at this moment to put forward the views of
the Committee on Budgets on this particular proposal
from the Commission.
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I said there were two factors ; the second factor is the
positive one as opposed to the negative one which
influenced the Committee on Budgets. It is that,
mainly due to the proposed price freeze, no additional
expenditure will be incurred by the agricultural
package, at least, I do not think it will. Indeed a net
saving of some 80 million EUA is expected in the
1979 fiscal year and 200 million EUA for the 1979-80
marketing year. Moreover the budgetary revenue stem-
ming from the agricultural levies should be increased.
So no supplementary budget, I suspect, will be needed
this year. It should not be and I see that the Vice-Pres-
ident of the Commission is nodding his head. That
must be a positive factor, and indeed the Committee
on Budgets has worked on this prospect.

But there are one or two peripheral matters of impor- -

tance which refer to specific Commission proposals
which I must quickly mention.

The first one concerns the co-responsibility levy. This
year the Commission proposes to raise significantly
the level of this levy, which is going to yield, as a tax,
several million units of account. In the past the
Committee on Budgets has strongly criticized the un-
democratic character of a tax whose nature and rate is
decided solely by the Council without any parliamen-
tary approval either in the national Parliaments or
here at European level. This time the situation is
worse because of the way the Commission’s additional
proposals vary the rate according fo certain criteria
which I maintain are unfair and are not applied equit-
ably throughout the whole of the Community.

The Committee on Budgets also regrets that there is
an imbalance in between the Guidance Section and
the Guarantee Section. I will perhaps say a few words
more about that in a moment when I am speaking as
the spokesman for the Conservative Group. But I do
insist that from the budgetary point of view the
balance between guidance and guarantee is unsatisfac-
tory — there should be more emphasis on the Guid-
ance Section if we are going to get over the problems
of surplus, etc. than there is now.

Lastly, the committee criticizes the inclusion of the
food aid proposals in an agricultural package. I won't
rehearse all the points concerning this, but it is a ques-
tion of whether it is compulsory or non-compulsory
and under which particular Article it comes. We have
had a row — and we shall be having further rows with
the Commission concerning this when we are dealing
with food aid under separate headings. But I should
say that the Committee on Budgets feels that food aid
should be clearly separated from the CAP. In any case,
the decisions on food aid belong to the Budgetary
Authority and not to the Council alone. As I said, we
shall be coming to debate that under the heading of a
separate report for which I also happen to have the
honour of being rapporteur.

What 1 am saying on behalf of the Committee on
Budgets is that Parliament really hasn’t got effective

control over agricultural expenditure. I think we have
got to accept that at the moment and I think it abso-
lutely fair to say this 75 % of the Community’s expen-
diture is out of our control. This is quite obviously
something to be understood clearly throughout the
Community and by this Parliament and, I hope, by
our successors as well. I believe that one of the major
tasks ahead must be to organize real democratic
control over the agricultural policy and agricultural
spending.

Now, Mr President, with the agreement of my
colleagues I will speak very briefly on behalf of the
European Conservative Group. I think there are three
main issues in this debate. The first is the decision by
the Commission to recommend a price freeze. I agree
with them and my group accepts the need for a price
freeze. I can understand what Mr Liogier, the rappor-
teur for the Committee on Agriculture, has said. Of
course there are problems for those countries which
have no margin for manceuvre ; but where you have
surpluses, I cannot believe that it is right to have
overall increases in the price of those particular
commodities. Of course, this is going to be difficult. I
accept that, for instance the Danish colleagues in my
group are unable to accept the idea of a price freeze. I
would have thought that if the House and the
Commission are successful in their horse trading with
the Council, so that at a later stage, a price freeze is
agreed on, then special measures must be taken for
people like our Danish colleagues who have no room
for manoeuvre and whose farmers will be extremely
hard pressed. 1 would accept that that is absolutely
necessary.

The second issue concerns the green currencies. I
understand from the British Minister of Agriculture
that a devaluation of 5% in the United Kingdom
green pound has been already accepted in principle,
though I believe that the final date has not actually
been agreed to. I hope it will be decided at the end of
this month. We were told in the House of Commons
that this final arrangement is purely a technical
matter. I hope this is true, but I suspect that there is a
little more to it than that. Perhaps either the represen-
tative of the Council or perhaps Mr Gundelach, when
he comes to talk in this debate, will say exactly how
firmly this acceptance of a 5 % devaluation has been
agreed to. It is of course true that in the United
Kingdom the farmers’ organizations are asking for a
much greater devaluation — one of up to 15 % ; but
one has to view the other side of the coin as well, and
the other side of the coin is, of course, the consumer
interest. I have piles of papers here from the various
consumer organizations, not only in the United
Kingdom, but elsewhere. We are saying that one
thing we must try not to do is to raise the price to the
consumer of the various commodities throughout the
agricultural sphere. Therefore one would, I think, have
to be prudent and accept that this is as far as we
should go at this time. Though, of course, if further



62 Debates of the European Parliament

Scott-Hopkins

thought is given to price rise, then it would be much
better to put that price rise in terms of increased deva-
luation of the weaker currencies, rather than have a
rise in commodity production which will only exacer-
bate the surpluses.

The third point of importance is something I already
mentioned when I was talking as draftsman of the
opinion of the Committee on Budgets, and that
concerns the co-responsibility levy. Here you have a
situation which is really quite intolerable from the
United Kingdom’s point of view. It really is impos-
sible to accept that there should be a tax on milk
producers which is not going to be borne fairly
throughout the Community. Mr Liogier, our rappor-
teur, put it very blandly when he said that of course
we must exclude this and that, but the end result of
the Commission’s proposals is that only 0.8 % of
British milk producers will be excluded, whereas in
Italy, for instance, 27.5 % will be excluded and in the
Federal Republic of Germany it will be 17 %. That is
obviously grossly unfair. There is a further proposal, as
I understand from the French Presidency, that the
co-responsibility levy should increase according to
litreage produced. Even on those proposals the United
Kingdom would pay 43.3 % of the total levy, and the
French, bless their little toes, would only pay 9.2 %.
That can hardly be called fair. I really do not believe
that the kind of levy proposed by the Presidency
would be any more acceptable certainly to me and to
my group than that which is being proposed by the
Commission. I accept that in mountain areas, which
are very closely defined, milk producers — who
should not be producing anyhow, though some are
being allowed to for certain historic reasons — should
be excluded. But let us otherwise apply this levy right
across the board.

We have a desperate situation of surplus in several
commodities, in particular milk. As has been said by
Mr Gundelach in the committees, we have had an
enormous increase over the last two or three months
of 7 % in milk production. One has to ask oneself :
will these measures in themselves reduce milk produc-
tion throughout the Community ? My answer to the
House must be no. They are not imaginative enough,
and they simply will not do. To think that they will
work, by, for instance, putting a tax on margarine to
encourage the sales of butter, is absolutely lunatic.

(Applause)

You are going to be lowering the sale of margarine as
well as of butter, you are making the darned things
more expensive all round. That is nonsense.

But I really have to say this : if the Commission want
to reduce milk production, they have got to do two
different things; not only have they got to find a
method of discouraging production straight into inter-

vention by fixing the price so that this is not prof-
itable, at the same time they have got to give alterna-
tive means, to make it really worthwhile in the struc-
tural sense, for farmers to convert from milk produc-
tion to other forms of production. If that is an impossi-
bility, then they have got to consider giving a social
subsidy to farmers who cannot so do. I really believe
that they must be imaginative along these lines —
and we could be talking here about a rural fund,
which I believe the Commissioner is not opposed to
in totality. If that can be established, and a regional
infrastructure created in the rural areas, and the Social
Fund used, as well as the Guidance Section, in a much
more imaginative way than at the moment, then I
believe there is a possibility that we can halt the
expansion of milk production and bring it under
control. The same could apply to sugar and sugar-beet
as well. These are issues which have got to be attacked
boldly. I do not believe that what is being put forward
by the Commission is going to achieve that end.

Therefore, Mr President, my group has put down a
series of amendments which I will formally move now
so we will have no need to do so later. I believe that
what the Commission is trying to do as far as the
price freeze is concerned is correct. But I believe that
beyond that they have got to be more imaginative,
they have got to be bolder than they are at the
moment. Although we are going through a ritual
dance, with the Council listening to us now but
paying no heed to our advice at a later stage, I
sincerely hope that the representative of the Council
will notice what we have said in the Committee on
Budgets, in the Committee on Agriculture and in the
political groups, and that when they are doing their
horse-trading at a later stage they will bear that in
mind. And I tell them this: after June, woe betide
them if they do not take much more seriously than
they do now the opinions that this House puts
forward.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Wiirtz to present the opinion
of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection.

Mr Wiirtz, draftsman on an opinion. — (D) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, I should like to begin
by apologizing for the fact that Mr Willi Maller is
unable to present the opinion of the Committee on
the Environment, Public Heath and Consumer Protec-
tion because he has unfortunately lost his voice. I
should also like to thank Mr Liogier and Mr Scott-
Hopkins most warmly for their reports.

Our committee has come out emphatically in favour
of the Commission’s price proposals for the coming
farm year, even though they do not in our view meet
all the demands made in the committee. The Commis-
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sion must pursue a restrictive price policy if the
Common Agricultural Policy is to be saved. Our
committee supports the Common Agricultural Policy,
but feels bound — in the interests of the majority of
200 million consumers in the European Community
— to insist that the CAP’s mistakes and shortcomings
be eliminated. All of us here in this House know
where these faults lie. I would mention in particular
the imbalances in various sectors, the rapidly esca-
lating Community expenditure on agriculture and the
increasing disparity between European agricultural
prices and those obtaining on the world market. [
could quote the relevant figures, but I do not think
that will be necessary, as we all know how things
stand. What we need is not more figures, but facts.
What this House should display today is its political
determination to save and defend the Common Agri-
cultural Policy by refining the instruments at its
disposal and making sure they are applied correctly. I
have no qualms about expressing my support for the
Common Agricultural Policy here in this House,
because I believe we have a duty to do so at a time
when the agricultural sector’s own representatives
have — for what I think are short-sighted benefits and
sectional interests — lost sight of the long-term needs
of agricultural policy. What we must do is get rid of
the existing surpluses in the same way as they first
arose. Over-production was encouraged by prices
which were set too high for years and years. It there-
fore follows logically that what we need now is a price
freeze.

Even the representatives of purely agricultural inter-
ests can no longer deny the validity of this argument.
The market imbalances must be corrected by the
price mechanism so that we can retain the system of
guaranteed prices. Let me stress once again that the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection is not against the system of
guaranteed prices as such. Indeed, we support the
system as being in the interests of both farmers and
consumers. Our committee feels that the benefits of
this system — secure supplies of agricultural products
over the last fifteen years — are there for all to see
and cannot be denied. The opponents of a price freeze
claim that it would be intolerable for the agricultural
sector and would exacerbate the disparity between agri-
cultural incomes and those in other economic sectors.
We do not recognize the validity of this argument,
which has not been improved by being trotted out
repeatedly for the last fifteen years by the agricultural
lobby. According to Commission figures, farmers’ net
incomes have risen by an annual average of 3.3 %
over the ten years between 1968 and 1978. A compar-
ison of per capita income trends over this period
shows that farmers have even had a slight advantage
over other sectors. Another favourite argument is that
farmers in strong-currency countries will be particu-
larly hard-hit by the introduction of a price freeze in

conjunction with the elimination of monetary
compensatory amounts. That is only part of the truth.
Let us not forget that farmers in these countries have
in the past also enjoyed the benefits of the introduc-
tion of monetary compensatory amounts. And what
justification is there for all the wailing and gnashing
of teeth about falling prices in the Federal Republic of
Germany and the Benelux countries over the last
farming year ? Despite falling prices, farmers in my
country for example have seen their incomes rise by
something like 8-8 %, although admittedly the good
harvest, the expansion of productive capacity and
rationalization measures on German farms had some-
thing to do with this.

Ladies and gentlemen, I realize that these global
figures do not accurately reflect the situation of small-
scale farmers in Europe. Income disparities within the
agricultural sector are clearly very much greater than
those between agriculture and other economic sectors.
But this internal disparity cannot be done away with
by manipulating prices. What we need is a deter-
mined structural and social policy, which is some-
thing the Community has so far tackled only reluc-
tantly.

Mr President, our committee welcomes the social
element of the proposed co-responsibility levy, which
is designed to ensure that small farmers may — on
request and subject to certain conditions — be
exempt from the increased levy. This is a first major
step towards treating European farmers differently,
depending on the size of the farm and the level of
income.

Finally, I should just like to comment on an annoying
aspect of European agricultural policy, which is
known to the Commission, but which the Commis-
sion has so far been unable or unwilling to deal with.
What I mean is the jungle of national farming
subsidies, which the Commission again referred to in
its last agricultural report, pointing out that ‘analysis
of national expenditure by country and by category
brings out the diversity, and indeed the divergence of
the objectives that the Member States have set them-
selves in aid of their agriculture’.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the Committee
on Consumer Protection felt that this House and the
people of Europe should be thoroughly ang clearly
informed by the Commission about this jungle of
national subsidies. Thank you very much for your
attention.

President. — I call Mr Croze to present the opinion
of the Committee on Development and Cooperation.

Mr Croze, draftsman of an opinion. — (F) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, I shall be as brief as
possible, as the Committee on Development and
Cooperation has only been asked to express an
opinion on a small part of these proposals, namely the
food aid measures.
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This is the first time this subject has been dealt with
in the Commission’s proposals on the fixing of agricul-
tural prices. In its preliminary draft budget for 1979,
the Commission proposed to the Council that
1135000 tonnes of cereals, 150 000 tonnes of milk
powder and 55 000 tonnes of butter oil be allocated in
food aid. The Council agreed to the proposals for milk
powder, but reduced the quantity of cereals to 720 500
tonnes and that of butter oil to 45000 tonnes. The
Commission believes that the higher figures should be
reinstated.

On 28 November 1977 the Council gave the Commis-
sion a brief to negotiate the new Food Aid Conven-
tion with the Community’s annual participation to be
1 650 000 tonnes, and the ‘Budget’ Council of 18 July
1978 gave an undertaking that, if the Community
participated in the world Food Aid Convention in
1979, the appropriate conclusions would be drawn at
budgetary level. Since the Commisssion has a
mandate to increase the Community’s participation in
this Convention, it is only logical for the Community
to increase its financial commitment, and that is why
the Commission reserves the right to submit appro-
priate measures to the budgetary authorities at the
proper time, so that the financial consequences can be
taken into account.

It should be remembered that the major feature of
Community agriculture in 1978 was a record harvest
of 116 million tonnes of cereals. At the same time, the
cereals deficit in the developing world is growing
continually and seriously and, according to various esti-
mates, will have reached something between 85
million and 200 million tonnes per annum by 1985.

The Commission believes that the total quantity of
butter oil to be supplied should be increased to the
55000 tonnes it originally proposed in the prelimi-
nary draft budget for 1979. It points out that consider-
able aid must still be supplied to India under the
large-scale rural development programme entitled
‘Operation Flood II', which alone accounts for an
annual delivery of 12 700 tonnes. Butter oil is also of
great importance to developing countries, and the
annual shortfall has been estimated at 500 000 tonnes.
This figure alone is enough to demonstrate the impor-
tance of butter oil to developing countries. The addi-
tional costs of supplying the extra quantity proposed
by the Commission are estimated to be 13.8 million
EUA in 1979. As Mr Liogier pointed out — and I
should like to thank him and congratulate him on his
excellent report — these proposals go beyond what
was provided for in the 1979 budget, and we can only
welcome them.

On § March last, Mr Cheysson told the World Confer-
ence of Young Farmers that, in six years, the propor-
tion of the world population unable to satisfy its calo-

rific requirements had increased from 25 % to 28 %.
In the light of these figures, I cannot overemphasize
the fact that this aid programme — which is a new
departure in that it aims to encourage local develop-
ment as well as fulfilling basic needs — is of very
great importance both to the recipient countries and
as a model for a future programme.

The Commission does not propose any other action
with regard to measures concerning developing coun-
tries. Since the Commission does not mention the fact
in its proposals, let me point out that the ACP States
have indicated that they are interested in obtaining
surplus Community agricultural products at stable
prices over specific periods and at preferential rates.
These questions were discussed in the ACP-EEC
ministerial meeting in December 1978 and raised
again at the Joint Committee meeting in Bordeaux in
January and February 1979. In the case of skimmed-
milk powder, Community stocks have been reduced
from 1.3 million tonnes to approximately 700 000
tonnes, which is still an extremely high figure. The
Committee on Development and Cooperation there-
fore believes that this question should be given far
greater priority by the Commission, with a view to
achieving agreement on at least some products as
soon as possible. The Committee hopes that the
Commission’s proposal will be implemented, and that
serious consideration will be given immediately to the
other measures mentioned above, which will reduce
agricultural surpluses and be of benefit to developing
countries, particularly — and I would stress this point
— the poorest ACP countries.

President. — I call Mr Howell, who tabled a ques-
tion on the same subject for Question Time.

Mr Howell. — Mr President, I must make it clear
that I do not speak for my group, as I hold different
views from those of my colleagues in general. I
believe that this is a very poor price review; it is a
negative price review and gives no positive encourage-
ment to farmers to produce those things we could
produce, and I believe it will not have the desired
effect of reducing surpluses. I believe that Mr Liogier’s
report would be better, although that too could not
solve the problem. I ask Mr Gundelach to realize that
discipline must be brought into production in order
to eliminate the huge surpluses which are causing
such difficulty and embarassment.

I agree with Mr Scott-Hopkins when he says we are
going through this ritual dance yet again. I also agree
with him very much in his criticism of the
co-responsibility levy, and it is this which I intend to
concentrate on in my remarks.

The budget report talks of the unorthodox nature of
the co-responsibility levy and its undemocratic origin.
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I wonder how this will stand up if it is brought before
the Court of Justice. I would like to remind Mr
Gundelach of an earlier occasion, before he was
responsible for agriculture, when the skimmed-miik
powder inclusion was challenged in the courts and the
Commission were found to be out of order. I think a
considerable amount of money had to be paid out as a
result.

I do not believe this co-responsibility levy is either
practical or legal, and 1 urge him to reconsider it. |
want to draw his attention to the question which I
tabled, but which was not called yesterday, as to how
it could be policed if it were proved to be legal and
were ever operated. I hope it will not be ; I hope there
will be no attempt to operate this co-responsibility
levy, because 1 believe it will get all of us into great
difficulties. How on earth is he going to police it
when 37 % of German dairy farmers, 25 % of French
farmers, 27 % of Belgian farmers, just to mention a
few, will be likely to claim exemption ? How on earth
are they going to check whether these farmers are
putting in préper claiins ? What is to prevent the
farmers from hiving off part of their herds to their
wives or their sons? All sorts of fiddles will result
from this ill-conceived idea. Again, it is totally unjust,
because if any dairy farmer listens to what the
Commission is saying and reduces his production, he
is going to be penalized just as much as the fellow
who increases his production and ignores the Commi-
sion’s suggestions. This cannot be right. It is such a
strange and unworkable proposal that I find it difficult
to find words to criticize it with.

May I draw the attention of Parliament to the total
failure of the Commission in past years to control
dairy output ? In 1974 production exceeded consump-
tion by 10.8 % ; in 1975, the difference was 12.2 % ;
in 1976, it was 14 % ; in 1978 the Commission says it
will be 18 %, and the 1985 projection is 34 %. Now,
if this isn’t a Rake’s Progress, 1 don’t know what is.

We have had some form of co-responsibility levy
before. This thing is different and much more savage,
but I believe it will still not have the desired result. If
it did cut in strongly enough — assuming if it were
ever operated, which I do not think it ever will be —
we should reach a point where a huge proportion of
dairy farmers were forced out of business, and we
should swing right over to a milk shortage. It is much
too blunt an instrument. May I therefore try to put
forward a practical proposal ?

I implore Mr Gundelach to consider the suggestions
which are being put forward in the ‘own-initiative’
report from the Committee on Agriculture on
measures to deal with the milk surplus. The report
itself does not meet with my approval, but there is a
minority report appended to it. It will come before

Parliament next month, but I think it would save
some time if the Commissioner would give serious
thought to it now. What I think we need to do is to
forget co-responsibility, because it is not practical.

What we need is individual farmer responsibility, so
that if an individual farmer produced more than, say,
90 % of his previous production, he would be seri-
ously penalized so that his production was less profi-
table than if he only produced 90 % of what he had
previously produced. To do this it would be necessary
to have a milk register, and this would take time. But
the sooner we get this milk register throughout the
Community the better, since it would be a first step
towards introducing some discipline into our milk
market, which distorts the whole of our agricultural
production in the EEC and is doing such grave
damage to the whole ideal of our Community. We
should give serious thought now to this form of dis-
cipline, a discipline which would affect each dairy
farmer. If he ignored it, then he would be damaging
himself. I have thought about this for many years, and
the more I think about it the more sure I am that this
is the only way; therefore, the sooner the Commis-
sion takes this on board the better.

One final question which I would like to put to Mr
Gundelach is to ask what he is going to do with this
money when it is collected. I understand that if the
present estimates are correct, something like 3 000
million units of account will be collected in a year.
What on earth is he going to do with it ? We need an
answer to this, because I do not believe it can just go
into the general kitty. Previously the money from the
co-responsibility levy was devoted to general adver-
tising to increase consumption, but that is not prac-
tical with the huge figure envisaged, and so I would
ask him to give me an answer to that question also.
Once again, 1 would beg him not to pursue this
co-responsibility idea, because it will get him into
very deep water indeed.

President. — I call Mr Gundelach.

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission.
— Mr President, I am grateful to you for giving me
the floor at this stage of the debate because, after all,
the House is discussing a proposal from the Commis-
sion and not a report from COPA, even if I am some-
times a little bit in doubt as to what you are really
discussing. But you are here to discuss a proposal
from the Commission, and it is, I think, at this stage
of the debate appropriate for me to introduce the
main political thoughts and the facts of life which lie
behind these proposals.

The annual discussions of prices and related matters
are naturally a high-point in the administration of the
common agricultural policy, and the debates in the
European Parliament are of great political importance.
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I am therefore very happy that, even if it is Commis-
sion proposals you are discussing, the President-in-
Office of the Council, even if for practical reasons he
is slightly delayed, will be with us for the remaining
part of the debate. Because I think it is important that
what is said here in this debate and the conclusions
one arrives at have an impact on the subsequent de-
cision-making in the corridors of the Charlemagne
Building in Brussels, or in Luxembourg, or however it
may be. Mr Scott-Hopkins is naturally right to say that
in the past that has not always been the case to any
pronounced extent, and I, like him, personally regret
that deeply. Because when you are administering an
economic, social and sectoral policy like the common
agricultural policy, which costs the taxpayer a great
deal of money, you must do it on the basis of sectoral
advice, however important that is. One has to do it —
you, Parliament, 1 the Commission, and the Council
— as representing the public interest, and within that
public interest one takes into account this or that parti-
cular interest. But we are here as public servants, and
not as representatives of any particular sector.

(Applause)

I am sure that the debates of Parliament would gain
by Parliament having more influence on decision-
making, including influence in regard to the various
budgetary matters to which Mr Scott-Hopkins made
reference. It would democratize the decision-making
process of Europe. But it would also mean that a
number of statements I have already heard this
morning in this House, and which I am sure I am
going to hear this afternoon, would not be made.
Because then the Members of this Parliament would
have not only to ask : ‘Give agriculture this, that and
the other, and for Christ’s sake don’t take this, that
and the other away. There would have to be a link
between those who make demands and those who
have to shoulder the economic consequences of those
demands. If these is too big a cleft between these two
parts, no debate is really more than a theoretical exer-
cise subjected to pressures from this or that side, and
not likely to have too much influerice on the corridors
of Charlemagne, which need in many ways to be aired
out a bit.

Mr President, I would have thought at this stage that
the background of the Commission’s 1979 agricultural
price proposals was well known, that there was hardly
anyone in the Community who did not know that we
faced growing market imbalances for products like
butter and sugar. But evidently, listening to this
debate, that is still not the case. A great deal of the
public and private discussion on our price proposals
has ignored the backcloth of market disequilibrium.
Instead, we have heard all sorts of arguments, like

clowns in a circus, as to why we should abandon our
prudent price policy and give farmers a three and four
per cent price rise in units of account.

I make no apologies then for beginning my remarks
today ...

Interruption : ‘Clowns in a circus ?)

I will come back to the circus in a minute. I make no
apologies for beginning my remarks today with a list
of our market problems.

First, milk and milk products. We have a quarter of a
million tonnes of butter in public store. Skimmed-
milk powder stocks are below 600 000 tonnes and are
only at that figure because we are spending vast sums
of taxpayers’ money so that we can feed it to animals
or give it in food aid. Our total spending on milk
market support last year was 3.4000 million EUA, and
we expect to have to spend more in 1979.

Second, sugar. We have an exportable surplus of one
and a half million tonnes of home-grown sugar — not
sugar imported from the ACP countries, but grown
here in the Community. When we take into account
our obligations to import 1.23 million tonnes of sugar
from the ACP countries, we are faced with the neces-
sity of exporting 3 million tonnes of sugar on
depressed world markets. To move that sugar into
export markets, we are having to pay export refunds
equal to about 75, sometimes 80 per cent of our
internal support prices.

Third, cereals. We have about 600 000 tonnes of rye
in store, not solely because of good harvests but
because we are paying too high a price to buy it into
intervention. The good harvest will leave us with
about 10 million tonnes of wheat and barley in July
despite reinforced export efforts in circumstances in
which we have to export with refunds at about 70 to
75 or 80 per cent of the price of cereals.

Fourth, beef. We have been going through the beef
production cycle, yet intervention authorities are
continuing to buy, exceptional quantities into store. It
indicates that we have not passed the point of stabiliza-
tion in the beef market, even if there are some signs
in our Community of picking-up of consumption. Is
that then the moment, when at long last the mistakes
of four or five years of beef policy are about to be
corrected that we should again start increasing beef
prices and discourage the beginning of recovery of
consumption of this important product for agricul-
ture ?

We have, by the way, this year also a great quantity of
apples in surplus. I mention this because it has given
rise to the rumour that we were destroying big quanti-
ties of apples. We are not. We do have an excess
production of apples this year, as we have for so many
other agricultural commodities, but in accordance
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with our rules we are withdrawing them from the
market and disposing of them to schools, social institu-
tions and the like. We may have to fall back on using
them for various manufacturing purposes or for
fodder, but not for destruction. I want to make that
absolutely clear at this particular point.

I will end this dreary catalogue here, because I think
the examples I have given are central and heavy
enough to paint a picture which I regret I do not see
in the report from the Committee on Agriculture.

(Applause)

But I hope I have said enough to impress .upon
everyone in this chamber that the Community faces
considerable problems on its agricultural markets.
These problems are due to stagnating consumption
and rapidly growing production, and they are putting
an unbearable strain on the agricultural budget. I am
naturally well aware that for some commodities the
production increase was particularly strong in 1978
becauses of good weather, which is by the way one of
the reasons contrary to other sectors of the economy,
when there is a surplus prices do not fall very much
in agriculture, because we have a system of security of
prices. The farmer can produce more and yet get a
reasonable price. It is not the laws of supply and
demand which apply.

But we have, as I have said before, to take seriously
the underlying trend in production and consumption,
and, as I said in this House at every debate we have
had on these matters, there is for the major products a
year-long trend of increases in production which
compares with a year-long trend of stagnation in
consumption — irrespective of the massive financial
support we have applied to increase that consumption
on internal markets, and on exports, and on food aid.
We cannot close that gap. We have been lucky in
keeping the level of skimmed-milk powder down. We
have been lucky so far in keeping the stocks of butter
down. It is a remarkable success, but at a cost. But
when the curves continue to go away from each other,
something has to be done in order to regenerate the
credibility of the common agricultural policy.

Nobody more than I considers that policy to be a
fundamental cement in the European construction.
Nobody more than I is willing to protect and defend
this policy against abusive criticism, which we are
hearing even these days from people in high office.
But it cannot be done with credibility if we are not
seen to be willing to take the invariably unpopular
measures which are necessary in order to bring a
certain order to the administration of the common
agricultural policy.

The Commission is not suggesting, Mr Liogier, that
the Community should abandon its common agricul-
tural policy, or that it orient itself towards a massive
import of agricultural commodities. We are fundamen-
tally self-sufficient in most important agricultural
commodities. Even if we import some butter from
New Zealand, or some sugar from the ACP countries,
we are still net exporters. The only area where we are
not is in regard to certain feedingstuffs, to which I
shall return. But there is no question of the Commu-
nity moving away from basing its agricultural
consumption to a very large extent on its own produc-
tion. There is no change in that line, but there is a
warning that we cannot go on producing vast quanti-
ties of agricultural commodities for which there is no
market, other than the intervention price. The
taxpayer in all our Member States will not perma-
nently accept such a policy.

(Applause)

There is therefore only one response to this market
situation, and that is to press ahead with the policy of
price prudence that we started three years ago, a
policy that has also contributed a great deal towards
bringing down the rate of inflation in the Commu-
nity. Everything indicates to us that agriculture can
bear such a policy this year. The objective method,
which farmers have made so much of in the past,
shows no need for a price rise. Indicators of real
income show that real incomes are evolving satisfac-
torily in framing.

And, now, Mr President, I shall make an effort to
explain my position in regard to incomes. It was on
this issue that I made, maybe, the unfartunate
comment a little while ago, which I withdraw and
apologize for, about the circus. I apologize. But what
lay behind that emotion on my side was a continuous
debate in Council, with interest groups in Parliament,
on figures which are changing every year, on methods
which are changing every year. In this debate in this
House, you were all standing up last year and telling
me : ‘Commissioner, why are you not basing yourself
more solidly on the objective method ?’ This year I do
not hear about the objective method. I hear about
some other figures which are being calculated this
year and never before. Two years ago, I also had the
objective method, but calculated in a different way, on
different currencies, in order to give a different result.
So 1 apologize for my outburst. It was uncivil of me.
But 1 hope you will bear with me if I am a little bit
confused that one be confronted with entirely
different figures and entirely different methods for
considering the position of agricultural incomes from
year to year. I do not think that it is good for the credi-
bility of any of us with the public to be juggling
around with these figures every year.
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.I am therefore glad, at the outset of my comments on

income figures, to report to the House that with one
very intetested party, the agricultural organizations
represented in COPA, we have reached the point
where at least we agree on the figures, on the various
definitions. And we agree that this confusion to which
I referred with unfortunate words about which they
felt the same way, will be replaced for the future by an
agreed method, so we do not have these changes all
the time. Naturally Parliament must be consulted
about how that method is to be worked out. But it is
of paramount importance that this disarray and confu-
sion, smokescreening and mutual attacks, are avoided,
and we arrive at something which is closer to an objec-
tive basis when we discuss that element of the price
construction which is incomes. It is, of course, one
element. An important one, but not the only one that
is important. Much of the discussion on this has been
based on the Commission’s views in regard to the
state of farmers’ incomes.

Here again, I will try to sketch out the areas of agree-
ment and disagreement. Everyone agrees that farming
is considerably better off now than it was in 1970, or
even in 1968 at the beginning of the common agricul-
tural policy. And I mean better off in real terms,
account taken of inflation. The disagreement is over
the answer to the question : how much better off are
farmers today than they were ? And the other ques-
tion : have farmers’ incomes grown more quickly or
more slowly than in other sectors of the economy ?
Let me put both answers into figures : real per capita
farm incomes have gone up on average by 3.3 % a
year since the beginning of the CAP in 1968. And I
am using a three-year average around that year to
describe 1968 because 1 was accused last year by
COPA of using only one year. That again is why I lost
my temper a little while ago. That figure already takes
account of inflation and, contrary to what you have
been told, of the depreciation on farm building and
machinery. In other words, I must strongly deny the
accusation that the Commission is trying to distort
the facts. Much has been made, over the last few
weeks, of the allegation that by using the statistics of
gross value added as an indicator of income, the
Commission is failing to allow for the depreciation in
the value of machinery and buildings. This allegation,
as I have just said, is not true. The 3.3 % figure I have
given takes depreciation fully into account. Agricul-
tural interests go further and want the Commission to
leave out of the reckoning things like rent and
interest payments and salaries to workers on farms.
This is basically what the argument has been about.
But this I clearly must refuse to do. At the moment
we are comparing the incomes in the agricultural
sector with incomes in other sectors, not one farmer
with an industrial worker, a small industrial enterprise,
a shopkeeper. Little emphasis has been placed on
what we are using as the basis of comparison : it is all

other sectors of the economy, the bulk of which is
made up of industrial salaries where depreciation and
interest do not apply.

So much for the long-term. But what, you may ask,
about 1978 ? Here the picture is substantially the
same. Real income growth in agriculture was more
than 4 %, as against 2.6 % in the rest of the economy.
Here both of my figures make allowance for inflation
and depreciation. The agricultural figure also leaves
out of account the income for producing potatoes and
from national subsidies. Here our partners and critics
against the dictates of good common sense do not
agree. They say that by adjusting for the subsidy
figures and the potato figures we are cheating to some
extent. This of course is not true. We have left out
potatoes and national subsidies because they vary
widely from year to year and have absolutely nothing
to do with the common agricultural policy. I ask you :
should farmers have a price increase because they are
no longer receiving subsidies to compensate them for
the 1976 drought ? It is obviously simply not reaso-
nable. Should we ask our consumers to pay more for
butter because they are paying less for their potatoes ?
The answer to both questions is an emphatic no.
From the Commission’s side then there is neither
truth nor force in the argument that farming needs an
across-the-board price rise because it is not doing
well. Real farm incomes have risen each year on
average since the beginning of the CAP, irrespective
of whether you use the net value added, the gross
value added or whatever method you use. They have
risen more quickly or at least as rapidly, whatever
method you use, whatever figure you take, than those
in the rest of the economy. And 1978 was an above
average year.

Mr Liogier, your figure of 1.9 refers to the net
operating surplus for farmers. That is deducting an
artificially calculated rent for living in your own house
when you have deducted interest rates. But can we
conduct an agricultural prices policy on the basis of
interest rates in Member States in a Community
which has not yet coordinated its economic policies ?
It varies from 4 or 5 % in one country to about 15 %
in another country. Am I to propose price increases
on the basis of the highest interest rate in the Commu-
nity, which I think is Denmark’s ? It, by the way, is
the country which with 12.9 % had the highest real
income in farming in 1978.

Mr Scott-Hopkins, I think your colleague may recon-
sider. In whichever way you calculate, whichever
figure you take, whichever definition you use real
income in farming has increased. And even if you
take the most cautious figures, the figures our partners
in COPA would like us to take, then at least they have
done as well as anybody else. And my figures , I think
are more correct, because they are calculated in a way
which enables them to be compared with figures for
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all other incomes. Your figures, Mr Liogier, cannot be
compared with all other incomes because you have
figures which are composed in an entirely different
way.

One other argument is advanced by those calling for a
3 to 4 % price rise in units of account. They say that
although agricultural incomes may rise more quickly
than those in the rest of the economy they are still at
a lower level. With this I agree. Agricultural incomes
on average are at a lower level than those in the rest of
the economy. We are comparing two averages. But I
want to warn some of the Members of this House,
those who come from poor agricultural regions, that
there is a catch in this argument, and it was to avoid
this catch that I stressed the words ‘on average’. It is
simply that in the poor regions of the Community
many more people live off agriculture than off other
sectors.

It is quite clear that when you lump all these regions
together with the rest of agriculture they will pull
down agricultural average income and so appear to
widen the gap between agriculture and the rest of the
economy. The warning I want to give to the Members
from poor regions is simply this: your farmers will
not be greatly helped by an across-board price rise,
because the volume of their output is so small and ten
years of experience has demonstrated that a price
policy of that kind has increased the differences in
incomes and not narrowed it. They have not been
greatly helped in the past, and the gap between their
incomes and those of farmers in better regions has
remained at least as wide if it has not increased. They
will not be helped by such a price rise now. Do not
give them that illusion, it will backfire. They need
special treatment in the form of cash injection directly
into their regions. They need special treatment like
the plan to help the Mediterranean region by
pumping 3000 million EUA into their agriculture
over five years. The Commission believes passionately
in this approach, and we have enlarged the Mediterra-
nean effort over the past twelve months. Now we are
planning to go a stage further and to re-launch the
Community’s structural policy so as to concentrate on
poorer regions and on less-well-off farmers, thereby
also beginning, the Council willing, to give the alterna-
tives to surplus production to which Mr Scott-
Hopkins was referring. Believe me, this approach will
do more to close the income gap between agriculture
and the rest of the economy than an across-the-board
price rise. Believe me also when I say that it is the
only way to close the growing income gap between
richer and poorer farmers, and it is to closing this gap
that we must direct our attention. It is twice as wide as
the gap between the farming and non-farming aver-
ages.

Let me then sum up this part of my argument : there
are no good reasons for an across-the-board price rise

of 3 to 4 %. Such policies in my view fly in the face
of reason. It goes against the urgent need to bring our
markets into balance. It is not justified by the long-
term or short-term evolution of real agricultural
incomes, nor will it help the farmers of poorer agricul-
tural regions. It will just widen the gap between them
and their better-off competitors. There is only one
healthy price policy this year, and that is the policy
that the Commission is proposing, is fighting for and
is determined to stick to. It is a policy that aims to
maintain present unit of account prices through 1979,
Market imbalances dictate this policy, farmers can live
with it, and for those in poorer regions the Commis-
sion plans special action which is a new endeavour
and one which I think shows imagination.

Even our proposals to maintain present unit of
account prices, an essential element in the package,
are not enough to bring order to the sugar and milk
sectors. For sugar we propose to cut the quota by half
a million tonnes. Clearly the sugar regime will need to
be looked at in a more fundamental way later this year
when we put forward our proposals for the regime
after 1980. For milk we are now proposing measures
that are aimed to reduce milk output. The need for
such action is beyond dispute. Milk output in 1978
rose by more than 3 million tones, not one kilogram
of which was needed by the market. The whole lot
had to be bought or supported in one way or another
by Community taxpayers. And if that was not bad
enough, milk output was increasing more rapidly at
the end of the year than at the beginning, so it is not
just a matter of climate. The centrepiece of the coun-
ter-attack on this waste of resources is a completely
remodelled co-responsibilty levy.

Here I would like to make it clear to the House that I
personally would have preferred a simpler version, a
version which allows the intervention price to fluc-
tuate in relation to the amount of milk produced. I
made that clear, I repeated it to the Council. But a
vast majority of the members of the Council wants to
solve it in the form of a renovated co-responsibility
levy. In order to get something at least in a situation
which I consider to be getting out of hand, I will go
for the second best, but it is a second best. I must say
to Mr Howell that while I regard the intervention
system as the best system, for reasons which he
knows, the quotas are something which stand at the
end of the road where I have left you, because it is for
me the beginning of a planned economy which I
cannot accept. I hope it will not come to that. But
there are other comments by Mr Howell which I shall
return to where maybe our differences are narrowing.

The co-responsibility levy must be variable in accor-
dance with milk deliveries to dairies, and the money it
raises must be pumped back into the dairy industry to
help stimulate consumption. These two elements are
vital. The variable elements are the only safeguard we
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have against farmers increasing their output to try to
compensate for the effect on milk prices. Without it
there will be a grave danger that our measures will
stimulate rather than deter output. Here lies my
answer to Mr Howell : without this kind of progressive
tax — it is not a progressive tax in the sense referred
to by Mr Scott-Hopkins, as proposed possibly by the
Presidency of the Council, but progressive generally,
for everybody — then you are right in saying that it
will not solve the problem. But with that progressivity
it will solve the problem, because it will deter output.
We do have the problem of avoiding a situation where
it penalizes the producer who is sensible enough to
hold back production. Most of the endeavour in our
considerations and discussions with the Council is to
tackle that problem, which is a fair one. It raises a
number of administrative difficulties, but I hope they
can be overcome.

That is why a little while ago I said that on this point
conceivably the distance between the philosophy
represented with such persistence by Mr Howell is
coming closer to the views I am advocating here with
equal persistence.

In using the money we must concentrate on schemes
of central importance. One of the main reasons why
the first edition of the co-responsibility levy failed was
that the money was used for things which were
undoubtedly helpful, but marginal. We must use it for
financing the use of skimmed milk and skimmed-
milk powder for butter subsidies, for a long term
export policy. I am not thinking about export refunds.
Heavyweight programmes, strategic programmes can,
to some extent, help to lessen the gap between an
increasing production curve and a stable, or even
slightly decreasing consumption curve.

We would wish to do this in the name of
co-responsibility to the largest extent possible,
together with producer organizations, but we must
this time insist that there comes a point where a de-
cision is taken and the money is not left in the banks,
unused for months and months, which was the case
with the old co-responsibility levy and one of the
reasons why it was so difficult to maintain it a year
ago.

Here 1 have duly taken into account the comments
made by Mr Scott-Hopkins about Parliament’s role in
using money which may not be part of own resources,
but nevertheless will be part of the overall agricultural

budget. Will we get too much money, Mr Howell 2 T -

don’t think so. I certainly hope that the other
measures we are proposing do not involve further
investment of public money, be it in the form of
EAGGF grants under Directive No 159, or in other
ways, or from national funds. We shall make it clear
to the industry that we are not seeking to penalize it,
but to stop a development which is a waste. If that

happens, then the tax will not be as big as you foresee,
and the money can easily be used within an overall
budget which is coming close to 4 000 million u.a, in
the milk sector. Although the revenue will be much
smaller than 3 000 million ua. but still significant,
there will be ample use for it, and it will ease the
burden on the taxpayers who otherwise have to
shoulder the difficulties in this area.

Much has been said about the exemptions we are pro-
posing to this scheme. Let me cut this short. I think
we were trying to exempt the small farmers who are
not contributing to the overall development of
surpluses. They may be many — about 33 % — but
they only account for 12 % of the total milk produc-
tion. However, this is a corner which is less important
to me than the aspects to which I have already
referred. Consequently, I made it clear so that the
Council may be clear today, that the Commission is
willing to adopt a different policy towards these
exemptions, to do away with the criteria to which we
have referred in our proposals and apply a flat rate.
We can then discuss whether we should have a some-
what lower flat rate for those who only deliver, let’s
say, 8 000 tonnes of milk and no more. On that basis
we shall proceed from here on, and I hope that this
will ease some of the difficulties referred to in this
House.

We accept that what we had proposed, which had a
certain inner meaning, is becoming too complicated
in actual fact, and I want to inform Parliament that we
shall be going for a simpler way to take account of the
problems of the small farmers. But we do not want
them not be taken care of.

There are other aspects of this scheme which we are
perfectly willing to discuss. I will therefore sum up by
saying that what is important to us, since other possi-
bilities are not open to us, is that the levy should be

. introduced, and I think it will be. The levy must be

variable. The proceeds must go to encourage consump-
tion and to help to bring the market into better
balance. There must be exemptions on social grounds
for small producers, but on a simple basis, as I have
just explained.

I think it is relevant when dealing with these
surpluses, that the Commission also draws the atten-
tion of the Council to the need for some increases in
food aid, and one of your rapporteurs has referred to
this in a way which I can accept. I only want to repeat
one thing, which I said in this assembly many times
before. The Community, like other agricultural
producing countries in the world, stands ready to help
those in need of foodstuffs, but we never look upon
food aid as a way of solving our own structural surplus
problems. We will stand ready to help when help is
needed, with what is needed, but we shall not look at
food aid as a means of disposing of our surplus
ourselves.
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The world does need some skimmed-milk powder,
some milk powder, some butter oil, some cereals, and
we stand ready to increase our aid. But we are not
doing it simply because of a surplus situation, but
because there is a need thereof. We should never in
our aid policy get in the way of the development of
the agricultural policies of those countries themselves.

All the problems facing us, as I have said many times
before, cannot be solved by price policy alone, and to
attempt to do so will merely create fresh difficulties.
We accept that measures must be taken to help
farming in poor agricultural regions and to close the
agricultural income gap. We consider it essential to
push ahead with our structural policy reforms and this
is the third main theme of my proposals. We put
forward therefore a framework for the modernization
of existing policy with the aim of adapting it to take
account of changing economic conditions. The
changes follow three main ideas. We want to make a
stronger link with market conditions and we propose
to limit the investment of public money in the milk
sector, in pig production and in glass houses and
encourage the production of alternative crops like
sheepmeat and beef.

Here I should like to say to the draftsman of the
opinion of the Committee on the Environment,
Public Health and Consumer Protection, that we are
also including measures against national aids. The
point he has made is therefore totally in accordance
with the Commission’s proposals and acceptable to
me.

Furthermore, we want to establish a stronger link with
the needs of certain areas, and we propose to concen-
trate aid in less developed regions. We want to esta-
blish a stronger link with the position of individual
farmers and propose to help especially those who are
most needy and have not been able to receive aid in
the past.

There are moments in the debate on prices and agri-
cultal affairs when issues concerned with less de-
veloped regions and poorer farmers are, I feel, pushed
too far into the the background. It is as if people
think they are only of secondary importance. Let me
emphasize once again that this is not the case. Our
structural policy is at a turning-point which is neces-
sary in order to create that solidarity in the common
agricultural policy without which we cannot survive.
Some people say that we have no strategy, but this is
not true. We even have a grand design and naturally
we can only achieve a part of it each year. The propo-
sals now before you give only the framework of how
we want to develop the policy. The start was made last
year with the Mediterranean package and the
measures for the West of Ireland. Soon we shall be
sending detailed proposals to the Council—they were
actually adopted by the Commission this morning.
We accept that these decisions will probably take
longer than those on prices and related measures.

Our aim is to give existing structural policy greater
flexibility and greater strength, and the same applies
to the policy in the mountain and handicapped
regions. We are also proposing special schemes to
help meat production in Italy, pig-processing in the
United Kingdom and certain parts of France, because
the pig problem is not just a matter of monetary
compensatory amounts, it is a matter of efficiency. We
are proposing to aid sheep production in Greenland,
and also to help generally in parts of France and
southern Belgium. .

We are, as I said, developing a new strategy. These
and least year's measures are not something proposed
on an ad hoc basis. They are part of the shift in policy
emphasis. On the one hand we are tackling structural
surpluses in the market place, but in a non-punitive
way, and the establishement of balance is in the
interest of the farmers themselves. On the other hand
we are attacking the vast discrepancies between agri-
cuitural incomes — and that is real agricultural
income problem — in different regions. These are the
most serious income problems we face, and their
elimination must be given the highest priority.

We are making progress on our proposal for the elimi-
nation of monetary compensatory amounts, and thus
returning to a truly unified agricultural market. This
whole question, as 1 am sure you are all aware,
blocked the introduction of the European Monetary
System, and negotiations have been intense since the
beginning of the year. Nor has Parliament been
ignored in this affair. I have twice been to the
Committee on Agriculture and its views have been
regularly reported to me. I have taken them into
account and transmitted them to the Council.

An enormous amount of progress has been made
since January, and last week the Council reached the
frame-work of an agreement. This has allowed reserva-
tions on the introduction of the European Monetary
System to be withdrawn, and it came into force
yesterday. The framework of the agreement covers the
following points : The Council has reaffirmed its polit-
ical determination to phase out exsisting MCAs. It has
not yet agreed to a timetable, but the Commission’s )
proposal that the phase-out should be prepared over
the next four years remains on the table. We are still
pressing the Council to adopt it. Of course it will be
possible for Member States to make more rapid
progress than the timetable lays down, if they wish to
do so. When the arrangement is fully settled it will
only apply to countries that are fully participating in
the EMS. Therefore as things now stand the United
Kingdom will be excluded from the proposal and its
MCAs will continue to be eliminated on an ad hoc
basis. When it fully enters the European Monetary
System, however, it will begin a phasing out process
analogous to that now proposed for the Member States
participating in the EMS.
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The next point covered by the agreement related to
the ways of calculating the MCAs, for example those
for pigmeat. Here the Council will consider proposals
on the basis of a report being drawn up by the
Commission. It has been agreed to take account in
the agreement — which will be submitted to the
Committee on Agriculture — on this year's price
package. But let me say that the green rate adaptations
already agreed will completely remove the pigmeat
MCAs from France and Ireland, and that has to be
taken into account in the proposals we are going to
make, which therefore to a large extent reveal the
so-called bacon coefficients in the pigmeat sector.

The agreement also included the adoption of a 1 %
franchise on new, positive MCAs, something which
would go a long way towards correcting the effects of
overcompensation for monetary revaluation. That is
contained in the present MCA system. There is also
agreement on a series of green-rate changes for coun-
tries with negative MCAs which will come into force
when the Council agrees on the system for phasing
out new MCAs. The green rate devaluations so far
agreed to are of the order of 5% for Italy, for the
United Kingdom and for French pigmeat ; for the rest
of French agriculture the devaluation is 3.6 % and for
Ireland 0-5 %, because the Irish pound has gone up
considerably and therefore the room for manoeuvre is
very limited. Undoubtedly pressures for further devalu-
ations will be felt in the price-fixing, and we must
take into account our -desire, which is shared by the
heads of government to return to unity of pricing as
quickly as possible.

Mr Scott-Hopkins asked me about the chances that
these two things, the agreement on new MCAs, etc,
and the ad hoc devaluation of green.currencies, will in
the face of British reservations be resolved by the end
of March. The British position was that the Commis-
sion’s proposals in these two regards were on the
whole accepted, but they did not want the text in
regard to dealing with new MCAs in particular and
certain other products, which were not in dispute, to
be used as a lever for increasing prices in units of
account with the sole purpose of dismantling mone-
tary compensatory amounts. Why not ? Because if you
increase prices in units of account to dismantle posi-
tive monetary compensatory amounts, you are at the
same time increasing negative monetary compensa-
tory amounts by exactly the same amount and you are
making no progress towards unified prices at all. You
are only changing the composition of positive and
negative. That may have its significance, but one must
be quite clear in one’s mind that that is all one is
doing, and that one is not advancing towards a unified
pricing system.

The Commission has taken the view that these propo-
sals should not lead to any automatic or semi-
automatic increase in prices in units of account to

admit the dismantling of monetary compensatory
amounts : the dismantling of monetary compensatory
amounts of a positive nature must come out of price
increases in units of account which are otherwise
objectively justified, taking into account as well
market consideration, income and other relevant
considerations. What one therefore needs to do is to
find a textual expression which is not so divergent as
to provoke prolonged discussion in the Council. But it
is linked up with a discussion of prices for this year,
and, to be quite candid, I believe that if the Council
were to follow the Commission’s proposals, all these
difficulties. in the monetary compensatory amounts
field would disappear. If the Council, with the support
of Parliament — which I hope will not happen —
moves in the direction of price increases in units of
account, nothing will be solved in regard to monetary
compensatory amounts and we shall find ourselves at
the end of this month in an extremely difficult polit-
ical situation. You must take this seriously into
account when you finally cast your vote.

Otherwise, the agreements partly reached represent a
major breakthrough, a step forward, when we compare
then with the bleak situation in which we found
ourselves in the months of January, with the EMS
blocked and with agricultural discussions in jeopardy.
We are moving, and if we stay on the right track
when I am sure that we can solve all of the problems
in the reasonably near future. But it is no good
believing that one can solve to one’s satisfaction
certain parts of the problem and not take into account
brutal realities on other counts. If everybody wants to
have his pet problem solved and not give in on
anything which is necessary for solving the problems
of others or overall problems, then of course we shall
end up not only with Mr Scott-Hopkins’s horse-
trading, but with trading in lame horses unusable for
any practical purposes.

I may, for many of you, have been too dramatic in
presenting all this, and I apologize once again, but we
are not really here to be pleasant: we are here as
public servants to face the realities as they are, and to
take the decisions which these realities impose upon
us. It never was an easy task to be a politician in an
economy which was not subject to growth as we had it
in the sixties. With the type of growth we have now
and can expect for years to come, the unpleasant task
of deciding on priorities is the lot of all politicians,
and we have to accept that lot, however unpopular,
however difficult, it may be. Market conditions
demand that prices stand still. The incomes of farmers
are in a good enough position for this standstill to
take place without causing serious hardship to
producers. In the milk sector, we must take extra
measures:  the  variable element of the
co-responsibility levy is vital, and so are the measures
to help consumption. An immediate change in green
rates will do no more than compensate for inflation-
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rate differentials and ensure equality of sacrifice. The
other agromonetary proposal must be seen in relation
to the benefits coming from a fully operational EMS,
and we must take new decisions in the field of struc-
tural policy.

Ladies and gentlemen, your deliberations this year will
be watched more closely than usual by a public that
expects action, by a public that will soon be called
upon to express a vote of confidence in the future
effectiveness of a directly-elected Parliament — in
which, as you will understand, I strongly believe. You
must bear that in mind in your deliberations today. If
you do not, the judgment of that public will be harsh.
You have, I am quite sure, already sensed the way the
wind is blowing in public debate in Europe. Take
heed of the direction of that wind before it turns into
a gale which you cannot control.

President. — I call Mr Caillavet.

Mr Caillavet, chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture. — (F) As chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture, I normally make it a rule not to take part in the
debates, but I really must express my amazement at
what we have just heard from the distinguished
Member of the Commission, Mr Gundelach. The
word he used bordered on insolence, even if he later
withdrew his comments.

Leaving this aside though, Mr Gundelach, you have us
to understand at the beginning of your speech on Mr
Liogier’s report — if the interpreting was accurate —
that what we were really talking about was the report
presented by COPA. I cannot accept that point. It is
true that we listened to the arguments presented by
COPA, but we also listened to the representatives of
the European Bureau of Consumers’ Unions, we
listened to what you yourself had to say, and we took
note of your replies passed on to us by your representa-
tives, to whom our thanks are due. No one was under
any kind of obligation. I presided over a genuinely
democratic process, in which everyone had the chance
to table amendments, vote on them or reject them,
and Mr Liogier was speaking for a majority in the
committee. I would therefore appeal, Mr Gundelach,
to your sense of courtesy and fair play in respecting
the position of the speakers in this debate, who — let
me assure you — deserve our full respect.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Liogier.

Mr Liogier, rapporteur. — (F) After calling the
Members of this House circus clowns, Mr Gundelach,
you stepped back into the role of ringmaster. But let
us leave the matter there.

I shall be coming back to the question of farmers’
incomes this evening in reply to the Members who
raise this question. You spoke about the enormous
structural surplus that I commented on when I

presented my report — which incidentally, you do
not appear to have read very attentively.

You completed your introductory list of structural
surpluses with a reference to apples. Now, there is no
reference to apples in the committee’s report on agri-
cultural prices, but you evidently thought they gave
excellent support to the point you were making on
surpluses. As you took the liberty of departing from
the subject of agricultural prices to talk about apples, I
shall do likewise — indeed, it is my duty to do so in
reply to the point you made.

You referred to the enormous surplus of apples which
the Community has at present, and you stressed the
fact that we should have to withdraw them from the
market on a large scale and dispose of them to social
institutions and the like. If my memory serves me
correctly, there was a time, only a matter of two or
three years ago, when the price of apples suddenly
doubled on the Community market. But, despite this
sudden price rise apples from the rest of the world
were not allowed into the Community because they
were still dearer than our own, even after the scarcity
of Community apples had sent the price soaring.

The Commission had to put forward an urgent prop-
osal to remove the customs duties on imported apples
— which amounted, I think, to no more than 13 %
— and the proposal met with the approval of this
House, despite my personal opposition to it. All this
meant — although the Commission never said so in
so many words — was that the world market price for
apples was almost twice as high as our own, so that
consumers within the Community were benefiting.

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

Mr Hughes. — Mr President, I hope the debate for
the remainder of the day will not be bad tempered. 1
see no necessity for debating this matter in an ill-tem-
pered way, but I feel that we should debate it with a
degree of solemnity which I think is essential in view
of the seriousness of the situation.

I would open by quoting, not from some British
Socialist manifesto, but from the communiqué issued
at the end of yesterday’s meeting of Community
leaders in Paris, where they noted that growing imbal-
ances on agricultural markets had led to such an
increase in expenditure on agricultural support. As a
result

a crisis policy suited to the situation and a search for
measures adapted to each type of production are needed
to correct the imbalances which have become apparent
on certain markets and to avoid the build up of surpluses.
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That is not, as I say, the position of a particular polit-
ical group. During many of the discussions in the
Committee on Agriculture, it appeared as though at
times we believed that by increasing tariff protection
on the one hand, by reneging on Treaty obligations
on the other, we could somehow or other both
increase prices to the producers and lower the level of
those surpluses. I and my colleagues in the Socialist
Group do not believe that to be a reality that we can
place any confidence in. At the first meeting at which
I was present in this Parliament to discuss agricultural
prices in 1976, we were dealing with a total of 5570
million u.a. By this year, that sum has risen to 9 700
million u.a. Given the budgetary limitations of own-
resources, we are fast approaching the time when the
freedom of action of this Community to do anything
will have been precluded by the level of expenditure
that agriculture is taking for iself, and over which this
House has no control. At the rate of increase which
we have seen in the last three or four years, and with
the relative stagnation of the economies as a whole,
the own-resources of this Community will before too
long be insufficient even to maintain existing agricul-
tural policies and existing commitments under those
policies. Therefore it is impracticable for this House
to contemplate yet further increases in that expendi-
ture in favour of products for which there is but a
scant market ; remember that 90-odd per cent of the
expenditure for agriculture goes on products and their
support that are in surplus. So at budgetary level, this
Parliament must be very careful how far, in the long
term, we commit the resources of the Community to
the single sector of agriculture. There will of course be
an opportunity in a debate on another report either
later today or tomorrow to go into this in more detail.

I suppose it could be argued that one of our predeces-
sors in an attempt to unify Europe was the Holy
Roman Empire, of which it was said, with much justifi-
cation, that it was neither, Holy, Roman nor an
Empire. I think much the same is getting very nearly
true of the common agricultural policy. It is neither
common, nor agricultural nor, frequently, is it even a
policy. It is not common because in part, as we know,
of currency divergencies, MCA’s and so forth. That we
have a common price available to farmers throughout
the Community is palpably a total pretence. It is not
common in terms of the costs which producers in the
various Member States are asked to bear. As Mr
Gundelach has indicated, interest rates vary enor-
mously between Member States in the Community ;
the cost of renting and buying land varies enormously
within the Community. Even within Member States
there is a lack of commonness about the CAP. In the
years that it has been in operation, the prosperity — if
I may refer to the country of our rapporteur — of the
farmers of the fle de France has increased, while rela-
tively Limousin and other less favoured areas have
become more depressed. The divergences in income
within the same currency areas have grown rather
than diminished. This therefore represents a major

failure of the common agricultural policy to deal even
with the needs of farmers in the Community.

When one turns to much of the expenditure, many of
those who defend the CAP argue that it is not really
an agricultural policy at all, it is a social policy
pretending to be an agricultural one. That would be
truer if the figures on intervention buying by the
Community indicated that they were buying from
those who needed financial support, i.e. if the expendi-
ture by the Community was progressive in that it gave
more money to the poorer and more needy farmers
and less to those who could manage without it. The
whole history of the failure of this Community to
come to terms with Mediterranean problems until last
year is a standing demonstration that at that level the
present agricultural policy, even when it masquerades
as a social policy, has not achieved its objectives.

It clearly has also failed to provide — at least to their
belief — the consumers in the Community with agri-
cultural products at price they believe to be fair. We
may have learned discussions in the Committee on
Agriculture as to whether they are fair or not, but it is
difficult to persuade ordinary people that one should
be paying some £300 a tonne for white sugar inside
the Community when, particularly in my own
country, they can hardly be convinced that sugar-beet
farmers are the most poverty-sticken. Sugar is avail-
able on the world market at £95 to £100 a tonne, and
it is being dumped on the world market with
taxpayer’s support from this Community at that lower
price. It is hard for the ordinary consumer to believe
that the needs of the sugar-beet farmers are the
highest priority in calculating how one should spend
money — and to that I shall return in a moment.

And then there are difficulties as to whether it is a
policy. Because frequently, in agriculture, you have
two sets of policies going in totally different direc-
tions. Frequently national measures are taken which
totally contradict the aims and objectives of Commu-
nity policy. The Community may wish to limit or
reduce production in one area, but for national
reasons, governments will introduce and maintain poli-
cies going in precisely the opposite direction. Many
now believe that the social element of the agricultural
policy may be better dealt with at national than at
Community level.

That is certainly my own private view but not, I must
add, that of my group as a whole — as yet.

Let me now turn to the problems of our position in
the world at large. In the same way as you cannot treat
the agricultural proposals without reference to the
Community budget, nor can you treat them without
reference to our position as a world trading Commu-
nity. We are the largest producer of dairy products in
the whole world. We have increasing difficulties in
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finding markets for our surplus. We cannot even
easily continue to meet our Treaty obligations, and if
we are to believe what they say, some of our
colleagues in this House would wish to renege on
those Treaty obligations. Much of this is based on
imports — in the Liogier report this is frequently
mentioned — and in his speech, Mr Liogier argued
that we run the risk of dependence because we are
buying in soya, or manioc, or maize or whatever. Let
us take soya, as we all know its position in GATT is
such that there would be great difficulty in putting a
tax on it. It would certainly not aid Anglo-American
trade relations — if we want to go back to the years of
trade war with the United States, then suggesting that
we put a tax on soya is about the quickest way one
can think of doing it, other than increasing the tariff
level on imported maize.

When we turn to manioc — why do Community
farmers import manioc ? One of the reasons, might I
suggest, is that it doesn’t have to have its cost insur-
ance and cif price doubled by Community levies. If
you have doubled the import price of maize, feed-
batley and feed-common wheat by import levies, then
you inevitably make manioc more attractive, because
it is not subject to a tariff and is exempted under
GATT. I ask those who want to pursue a tariff against
imports of manioc to consider what contribution that
would have to political stability in South-East Asia. If
you really believe that saying to the Thailand Govern-
ment : ‘Stop sending us your manioc, because we are
going to put a tax on it’ will actually endear them to
the Western World, I think you may be mistaken.
Secondly, why should the farmers of this Community,
as well as the consumers, be denied access to a
perfectly good source of food for their animals?
Because it damages the interests, or appears possibly
to damage the interests, of some cereal farmers?
There are far better ways of helping cereal farmers
than imposing tariffs on imports of manioc, whatever
damage it might do to the pig industry en route.

When we come to the position on butter, we have the
Liogier suggestion that one of the solutions to the
butter problem is to tax margarine. We get continual
reference to artificial farming and artificial products.
The bulk of the content of margarine is as agricultural
in base as that of butter. The process may be margi-
nally more expensive, but you are still using vegetable
oils, and no one is going to tell me that olive oil is
less agricultural than butter. Yet if you turn olive oil
and other oils into margarine, they suddenly become
objectionable industrial products, and should therefore
be taxed. This is a position neither I nor any part of
my group can sustain.

In the Commissioner’s proposals and the further eluci-
dation he has given of them this morning, my group
would wish to welcome the improvement in structural

policy. We have consistently believed and argued in
this House that it is the imbalance between the
Guarantee Section and the structural Guidance
Section that is one of the greater sins of common agri-
cultural expenditure. Until we can make the opportu-
nity of econmic self-sufficiency available to those
farmers who for reasons beyond their control have not
such a chance, so long will the pressure to maintain
prices unnecessarily high have at least the outer
garments of respectability. It is an unrespectable
policy in any case, but as long as you do not have the
structural expenditure, it is given a spurious respecta-
bility. We do not believe, even with these changes,
that the rate of shift of activity from the Guarantee
Section into the Guidance Section is fast enough. I
think it would be totally fair to say that the vast
majority of the Socialist Group backs a total freeze
across the board for this year.

(Applause and cries of ‘Hear! bear!)

It is out of deference to the sensibilities of some of
our own members that the Socialist Group amend-
ment indicates that, while we feel that the unit-of-
account price-freeze recommended by the Commis-
sion is justified in view of the present structural
surpluses on the market for cereals, sugar and dairy
products, we believe there is scope for a modest
increase in other sectors in order to encourage farmers
into those areas where the Community is not self-suffi-
cient, and away from those where the Community is
in surplus. That is the key position of the Socialist
Group. As I say, it is a second-best for many of us, as
opposed to a total freeze on everything. But that is the
agreed position of the group.

I turn finally, Mr President, to what I have already
indicated : the area where the Socialist Group moves
from a criticism of detail to a criticism imbued with
deep moral resentment — and that is sugar. We know
as a House that many of the poorest countries in the
world are monoculture sugar economies that have no
real possibility of converting into anything else. In
defence of the present sugar regime we have put at
us: ‘But look what happened in 73, '74, '75 when
there was a world sugar shortage’ I would turn to
those who say that and ask them to analyse why there
was that world sugar shortage, and to see how the
export refund system stimulated sugar dumping by
this Community on the world market in the late "60s.
That so undermined the economic viability of the
cane producers that they went out of cane production,
partly causing the collapse of production in the mid
and early '70s. We as a Community severally as well
as collectively, are embarking on precisely that road
again; we will find our justification when we have
driven the cane producers to destitution. That is a
long-term policy which I cannot and will not accept.

(Applause)
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No Member of this House can, I hope, stand in front
of his shaving mirror — if he is a male — and antici-
pate with pleasure the damage that this Community is
doing by maintaining the B-quota on sugar at 120 %.
That is not a morally justifiable position in this world.

It is frequently argued in other parts of the House that
the Socialist Group is only interested in the interest of
the consumer. I have so far hardly mentioned the
consumer, because the burden of our support for the
Commission’s proposals is not that they help
consumer interests — though en passant, they prob-
ably do — but that at this point in time they are an
essential which this House cannot run away from. We
have neither the budgetary equipment to fund in
perpetuity these mounting structural surpluses, and it
is in the best interests of the farmers themselves that
they get rid of them. It is also in the interests of
farmers that they themselves accept this freeze as the
precursor of a reformed common agricultural policy
which will give support where it is needed and not
give that support all too frequently to those who need
it least.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Friih to speak on behalf of
the Christian-Democratic Group (EPP).

Mr Friih. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
I should like to start by thanking the rapporteur, Mr
Liogier, who, despite the short time available, has
managed to come up with a document which we feel
accurately reflects the principles behind the Common
Agricultural Policy, and which my group can very
largely support.

As the Chairman of the Committee on Agriculture
has already repudiated Mr Gundelach’s outburst about
circus clowns — and I think we can take it as having
been made in the heat of the moment — I do not
think I need comment any further on it. I would
merely ask our President to censure the remark, which
is what would happen in a similar case in the
Bundestag in Bonn. Perhaps it would be good if this
custom were to be introduced into this House.

(Calls of Hear! hear?)

We would not deny that the Commission has also put
in a great deal of work this year on this subject. I
would accept that the reason why these price propo-
sals were submitted belatedly was not because the
Commission was being dilatory, but because it was at
great pains to reach an agreement before the subject
was debated in this House. We all know that abortive
attempts were made as late as during the Green Week
-in Berlin to reach some kind of agreement.

In the short time remaining, I should like to explain
where my group stands on three points in particular.
One fundamental aspect of this report is the proposed
price freeze. A great deal has already been said here
on this subject, and the previous speaker referred to a
freeze on prices as the only sensible and correct solu-
tion. Perhaps 1 may be permitted to ask, though,
whether the Community’s agricultural sector exists in
a world of its own, and whether it turns out its
produce with no reference whatsoever to other sectors
of the economy ? Is it not true that, the more up-to-
date agricultural production becomes the cléser its
links become with the economy as a whole ? Is agricul-
ture not closely linked to wages and the cost of
supplies, energy and all those things that are not
subject to a price freeze ? What we are talking about
here are prices for the coming marketing year. But
what is the overall situation as regards costs ? Things
are certainly not looking any too rosy, if we take devel-
opments in the energy or wages sector as an example.

Of course, you may say that what counts here is the
wages factor — that is something quite different. But,
as far as the farmer is concerned, wages represent the
price paid for his work, and when Mr Hughes says
that the Common Agricultural Policy is neither
common, nor agricultural, nor even a policy, because
the situation facing agriculture is so different from
country to country, I can only say that we must also
accept the fact that wage levels vary greatly from
country to country. In other words, his line of argu-
ment does not hold water ; we must be flexible in our
attitudes.

I do not think it should be the aim of the Common
Agricultural Policy to iron out all the inequalities
which exist throughout the Community, no more
than we can expect a common economic policy to
create equal wages and equal social conditions in all
the nine countries. That my well be the end product
of a very long economic process involving the whole
Community, but it cannot be brought about at short
notice by the stroke of an administrative pen. I would
therefore ask you to view developments in the agricul-
tural sector in terms of general price and wages trends.
What Mr Gundelach is trying to introduce here is
thus an extremely far-reaching measure, which is
intended to be operative for several years to come. At
least this is what a number of countries — or at least
one country in particular — are calling for — a price
freeze lasting several years. I suppose the idea is to
keep prices frozen for as long as the weak-currency
countries are able to decide on their own price rises
by progressively devaluing their green currencies. As I
say, Mr Hughes, I suppose that is your aim, and let me
be quite honest and say that sometimes I envy your
situation. But is it right for those countries — and
there are several of them — which have made great
sacrifices to bring about stability over recent years to
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be punished for their efforts? Is this to be their
reward ? If so, I can have no confidence any more in
the Common Agricultural Policy, which is bound to
lead to restrictive practices and conflict situations, as
we have heard over the last few days.

Of course we fully realize that market imbalances are
a very great problem, especially in the milk sector. No
one is denying this, and we too are worried about the
situation. But you know perfectly well, Mr Gundelach,
that the real problem lies in the fact that it is not the
farmlands of Europe which are responsible for the
overproduction of milk. Let me explain the situation.
European agriculture has more or less taken over farm-
lands throughout the world, and as prices rise within
the Community, they fall in the USA, Brazil, Africa
and Thailand as the value of the dollar falls against
other currencies. That is the real problem, Mr
Gundelach, and well you know it. We must make a
start here, however difficult it may be. You said you
would obtain voluntary undertakings from the
countries concerned, but we have heard here today
that if such a voluntary undertaking is obtained from
Thailand, then Africa or some other country will prob-
ably take its place.

Mr Hughes, I have the greatest respect for your views,
but I must take issue with your question as to why
Community farmers should be denied access to
produce from those countries for their animals. The
rapporteur thought we had a highly efficient
processing industry and that what we had achieved
was thus an industrialized agriculture which was not
dependent on the amount of land available. This is all
very well, but we surely do not want our food industry
to be as open to blackmail as is our energy industry. If
we continue to play down the value of our stock of
agricultural land, and simply grab the best and
cheapest produce going, and if we cut off the flow of
dairy products back to those countries which could
absorb them from the point of view of purchasing
power and standard of living, it is no wonder we are
now facing such a difficult situation.

A price freeze means stagnation, co-responsibility
levies and deductions, all of which we agree to, but at
the same time it means that we must persevere with
the measures we have already introduced, such as
non-marketing  premiums, consumption-boosting
measures, food aid and resale — you yourself showed,
Mr Gundelach, how stocks have fallen, although the
situation is still anything but satisfactory — and we
must try to base production, and particularly
processing, more securely on the land principle. That
is all I wanted to say on this point. Mr Tolman will be
going into the matter in more detail later on.

We have called for as moderate a price rise as
possible, based on the lowest rate of inflation in the
Community. We all realize that the cause of increased

expenditure is often not so much price increases as
the kind of good weather we had last year. In other
words, the determining factor is an unusually good
harvest. The main thing is to ensure that the problems
facing the Common Agricultural Policy are also taken
into account. I cannot go into that point in any more
detail now.

Moving on briefly to another point, I may say that we
gave our approval to this price increase, which was set
out clearly in the report — and, indeed, put a definite
figure to it — because we realize that any attempt to
phase out monetary compensatory amounts — as the
Commission intends to do and as the Council has
promised to do again and again — without adversely
affecting farmers’ incomes in national currencies will
be doomed to failure unless the reduction in positive
MCAs is balanced out by equivalent price increases.
We believe that phasing out MCAs would remove the
obstacle to the introduction of the European Mouetary
System and thus increase stability in all our countries,
so that exchange rates could be fixed and defended by
mutual currency support measures, with the result that
we could gradually get away from MCAs and count on
our new-found stability to prevent the creation of any
new ones. That is the real contribution we want to
make to ensure that EMS is a success.

Thirdly, we are 100 % in favour of the Commission’s
proposal for a change of emphasis in structural policy.
Speaking from experience in my own country, Mr
Hughes, I think we should beware of thinking that
the surpluses will simply disappear and all our
problems will be over if we concentrate on structural
measures rather than paying guaranteed prices for agri-
cultural products. Our experience in Germany has
been that structural expenditure designed to increase
the productivity of farms has resulted in bigger rather
than smaller surpluses. Let us be quite honest and
objective about this. Especially once the Community
is enlarged, we should stop thinking that we can
improve the situation in agriculture — and particu-
larly in the backward areas — by structural measures.
The only way we shall improve things is — and here I
am echoing much of what Mr Scott-Hopkins said —
by relying on regional policy to create additional jobs
away from the land, and not by forcing farmers to sta-
bilize or increase their incomes simply by increasing
production. What we need is a mixed economy situa-
tion based on a combination — wherever — possible
of structural policy, regional policy, social policy and
the creation of jobs outside agriculture to improve the
income situation of farms, particularly the smaller and
more backward ones.

In the time available, I have only been able to refer to
three aspects of the problem. We are opposed to a
freeze on agricultural prices, particularly when the
freeze is supposed to be operative for a number of
years. We are against a price freeze because costs are
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rising more and more quickly, and because measures
like the co-responsibility levy and deductions —
which we approve of — amount not only to a price
freeze, but to a fall in prices, and because this fall in
prices will be exacerbated for the positive MCA coun-
tries by the phasing out of monetary compensatory
amounts, unless the loss is balanced out by a commen-
surate price rise. You may be sure that, without such a
rise, the elimination of MCAs will be an intolerable
burden. No one could call that an example of
Community spirit in action. It is a scheme which suits
some countries some of the time and other countries
other times. What we need is something which is
palpably fair to all, and I hope you will agree with me
in this. If what Mr Scott-Hopkins said about Denmark
— namely, national subsidies — is not to come about
— and who, after all, wants to see an over-strained
Common Agricultural Policy seek refuge in national
subsidies ? — this House should support our proposal
for a moderate and reasonable price increase. We
should support this proposal to avoid jeopardizing the
Common Agricultural Policy, which is the very basis
of European unification. As this Parliament bows out,
we should pass on to the next Parliament a construc-
tive guideline based on the fundamental principles of
the existing Common Agricultural Policy.

President. — I call Mr Dewulf on a point of order.

Mr Dewulf. — (NL) Mr President, in accordance
with the last paragraph of Rule 31 (2) of the Rules of
Procedure, I should like to make a personal statement.
Mr Gundelach spoke to all the Members of the
Committee on Budgets and all speakers — and I also
am on today’s list of speakers — in terms which are
parliamentarily unacceptable. If a member of the exec-
utive were to use such expressions in a national parlia-
ment, he would be shown the door immediately. I
cannot ask you to call Mr Gundelach to order in accor-
dance with Rule 10, but I would ask you on the basis
of Rule 8 to follow up this incident in a suitable
manner, by entering in the minutes of this sitting the
incident which has taken place this morning.
Hundreds of people withnessed it, and I do not think
that the simple apology which Mr Gundelach made in
passing during his speech is enough. Never in all the
twenty-five years of my parliamentary career, Mr
Gundelach, have I heard a Member of Parliament
being addressed in such terms as you have used here
today.

President. — Mr Dewulf has requested that the inci-
dent which occurred this morning be recorded in the
minutes of proceedings. He has also requested the
President, in accordance with Rule 8 of the Rules of
Procedure, to take appropriate measures in connection
with this incident. I propose, now that the comments
from various quarters have been noted, that considera-
tion should be given to what action can be taken in
answer to this request.

Mr. Hoffmann, do you agree with this proposal or are
you against it ?

Mr Hoffmann. — (D) Mr President, I am against it.
It is my view that we ought to accept the apology
which Mr Gundelach repeated two or three times. I
fail to see why we have to start sparring over another

issue. Agricultural prices are enough to be getting on
with.

President. — Does anyone wish to speak in favour of
this proposal.

Since no one wishes to speak, I put the proposal to
the vote.

As the result of the show of hands is not clear, a fresh
vote will be taken by sitting and standing.

The proposal is adopted.
The proceedings will now be suspended until 3 p.m.
The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1.05 p.m. and resumed
at 3.05 pm)

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO

President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

9. Question Time

President. — The next item is the second part of
Question Time (Doc. 1/79). We continue with the
questions addressed to the Commission.

I call Question No 8, by Mr Edwards, for whom Sir
Geoffrey de Freitas is deputizing :

What steps does the Commission intend to take to streng-
then the Community’s relations with India ?

Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission. — In
recent years there has been a developing relationship
between India and the Community, and we look
forward to a further strengthening of that relationship.
Our trade promotion programme for 1979 which
includes plans for the opening of a comprehenseive
Indian export centre in Brussels, should give a
renewed impetus to Indian export performance,
which, after substantial improvement in recent years,
has fallen back slightly in 1978. As the honourable
Member will know, the Community concluded a
commercial cooperation agreement with India in
1973, and activities under the Joint Commission are
being pursued with satisfactory results.
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The Commission has, however, recently begun explor-
atory talks with India on the possibie content of a new
agreement which would facilitate wider economic
cooperation and increased contacts in such fields as
science and technology. The Commission hopes to
submit to the Council shortly a request for authority
to negotiate an agreement along the lines suggested.

Sir Geoffrey de Freitas. — Will the Commission
look again at the possibility of using New Delhi as a
headquarters for southern Asia? Do not language,
geography and India’s democratic institutions make it
the very obvious site for a representational office of
the Community ?

Mr Jenkins. — The Commission would certainly
like to see a Community delegation in New Delhi
and will certainly consider this in the general context
of its programme for developing its representation
overseas. But I do not think there can be any question
of going back on the decision to open the office in
Bangkok, which was explained to the Parliament by
Vice-President Haferkamp Although [ would very
much like to see an office in New Delhi, I think that
India is itself so large and embracing that an office
there would and should concentrate upon the
problems of the subcontinent rather than upon the
general ASEAN questions which the Bangkok office
is designed to serve. It is really a question of budge-
tary resources, and I hope that this House can
continue to offer its assistance in support of the
Commission’s efforts to develop its external representa-
tion further. In principle, I would very much like to
see an office in New Delhi but not at this stage in
substitution for Bangkok.

Mrs Dunwoody. — With respect to the President,
would he not accept, that, since India is excluded
specifically from the ACP relationships with the
Community, and since there has been a very specific
decision that the Asian office should be somewhere
other than in India, the Indians might have the right
to believe that the Community is not in the slightest
interested in what happens to them, and that the
things he has just offered are very pale substitutes for
a genuine trade agreement and an effort on our part to
assist the Indians — who are specifically excluded ?

Mr Jenkins. — I don’t think that the honourable
lady’s suppositions are correct, and 1 don’t think they
are felt by the Indians either. There is no question of
excluding India from an office because she is not part
of the ACP. The ASEAN countries are not part of the
ACP. Outside the ACP countries India is — as is
pethaps natural and right — the largest recipient of
Community aid. Our relations with India are good
and developing with a very big increase in Indian

exports to the Community over a four-year period up
to this year. There has been a slight flattening out, as I
say, but I hope the progress can be renewed. Certainly
there is no indication to me that India feels excluded
or discriminated against. Mr Morarji Desai paid a visit
to the Commission which was a very welcome and
helpful one, and 1 myself would hope to pay a visit to
India in the not too distant future.

Mr Corrie. — Would the Commissioner agree that
one way that we could give the greatest benefit to
India would be to send out technical expertise from
Europe, and is there any hope that there might be a
budget appropriation for this sort of help ?

Mr Jenkins. — I agree that this might well be a
useful field of cooperation, and I hope that the new
agreement of broader scope which we are discussing
would certainly result in increased contacts in the
science and technology field and possibly assistance of
the sort that the honourable Member has in mind.

President. — I call question No 9 by Mr De Clercq,
for whom Mr Croze is deputizing :

The first conference on the International Nuclear Fuel
cycle evaluation has just completed its work in Vienna.
With regard to the final conclusion, which will be
presented in 1980. there seem to be two different
concepts, one political and the other technical.

Could the Commission, which attended the conference,
indicate the position it adopted in its capacity as Commu-
nity Institution and forward a written communication to
the European Parliament on this matter ?

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. — (D) The
conference on the fuel cycle was a conference of tech-
nical experts, not a meeting for political negotiations.
The Commission delegation took part in the eight
working parties. The positions it adopted were based
on the three documents on reprocessing, the docu-
ment on nuclear waste and the proposal regarding fast
breeders.

The Commission, on the one hand, is endeavouring
to keep the technical options open and, on the other
hand, the Commission delegation wishes to make a
contribution towards the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons.

President. — I call Question No 10 by Mr Stetter :

The French law of 17 March 1978 introduced an
approval procedure for certain types of doors, according
to which before they can be marketed, these doors must
receive the approval of a committee whose chairman is a
French door manufacturer, and which is told in advance
whether a particular door is French or foreign.

Does the Commission feel that this procedure is in
conformity with Articles 30 and 36 of the EEC Treaty
and if not, what steps does it intend to take to stop it?
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Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. — (D) The
Commission has approached the French Government
on this matter. The French Government replied that
there was no question of discrimination since these
requirements applied to all door manufacturers regar-
dless of whether they were French or foreign. The
Commission is currently examining this reply and
will have to decide in due course whether proceedings
in accordance with Article 30 ef seq. of the Treaty of
Rome are called for.

Mr Stetter. — (DK) Is the Commissioner aware that
this question is based on a specific matter namely the
fact that a Danish firm known as Jutlandia has for
many years been fighting the French import ban on
doors, but unfortunately without success so far ? Is the
Commission aware that this Danish firm has spent a
lot of money on trying to gain the approval of the
French authorities for its high-quality doors? I am
naturally prepared to provide the Commission with
the evidence at my disposal and should like to ask in
the light of what I have just said, whether the Commis-
sioner will press this matter so that a positive outcome
may be achieved ?

Mr Brunner. — (D) The Commission has informed
the Danish firm which made this complaint of the
position adopted by the French Government. It is
therefore now up to the Danish firm to adopt a posi-
tion so that the Commission can, if necessary, take
further action.

Mr Hans-Werner Miiller. — (D) Is the Commis-
sion aware that a similar approval procedure has been
introduced for various other products, particularly
toys, which have already been thoroughly tested in
their country of origin, for example Germany. If one
also considers that the capacity of such test establish-
ments in France is limited, might one not be tempted
to suspect that France is trying to introduce import
restrictions through the back door? Is the Commis-
sion prepared to draw the attention of the French
Government to this ?

Mr Brunner. — (D) If any hard facts come to light,
the Commission will, as I said in my original answer,
initiate legal proceedings.

Mr Nyborg. — (DK) I must point out to the
Commissioner that the answer he has given to Mr
Setter’s question, as to whether the Commission
intends to do anything about this matter, is not
wholly satisfactory. You have told us that the Commis-
sion has communicated to the Danish firm the answer
given by the French Government, and that we will
now have to wait and see, etc., but I should like to
draw the Commission’s attention to the fact that it has
had all the relevant information for over a month,
since I saw to it that it was put into the hands of the
responsible member of the Commission.

Mr Brunner. — (D) It is nevertheless for the
complainant, ie. the Danish firm, to contact the
Commission and inform them of the damages
incurred and of their opinions on the answer given by
the French Government so that the necessary steps
may be taken. It is therefore up to the complainant to
make the next move.

Mr Fletcher-Cooke. — But we are still not clear
enough from the Commissioner’s reply whether the
facts stated in the question are true or not. First of all,
is the chairman of this committee on standards a
French door manufacturer himself ? If he is, it seems
that it is not very impartial. And secondly, if it is
merely a test of standards and nothing else, what is
the need to explain whether the origin is French or
otherwise ? Could we know whether or not the facts
stated by Mr Stetter are right or wrong?

Mr Brunner. — (D) The parties involved are in more
or less complete agreement as regards the facts.
However, it does not automatically follow from the
nationality of the chairman of this committee that
this is a case of trade restriction referred to in Article
39 et seq. It will only be possible to make a full legal
evaluation of the facts when the complainant, i.e. the
Danish firm, has stated its views on the subject. This
is how matters stand at the moment. At this stage, i.e.
before the complainant has done this, the Commis-
sion cannot leave out this necessary step in the proce-
dure and adopt a position publicly here in Parliament
as this would be premature.

Mr Normanton. — But would the Commission not
undertake that, upon verification of the facts and the
absolute confirmation that the facts are as stated, they
will take action ? And is it not appropriate, as I think,
to make this kind of commitment at this point in
time ?

Mr Brunner. — (D) As I said in my original answer,
if it should transpire that this is a case of an infringe-
ment of Article 30 et seq, the Commission will in-
itiate legal proceedings. Thus my answer to the
honourable Member’s question is ‘yes’.

Mr Flimig. — (D) Is this case of the doors, in which
technical requirements are operating as a trade restric-
tion, an exception, or has there not been a whole
series of similar complaints ? And might I ask one
more supplementary question? Am I right in
believing — or have I understood you correctly — -
that the Commission can take action on its own initia-
tive when it becomes aware of infringements of this
kind and does not always have to wait for the
complainant to make the first move ?



Sitting of Wednesday, 14 March 1979 81

Mr Brunner. — (D) The Commission can only take
action if a state of affairs of this kind comes to its
knowledge — which is usually as a result of a
complaint. The Commission will take any necessary
steps if it becomes apparent from the position
adopted by the complainant that this is a definite case
of infringement of Article 30 er seq. This is of course
not an exception — it is just one example of many
similar cases which we have to deal with.

President. — I call Question No 11, by Mr Yeats:
In the course of his reply to my oral question without
debate (Doc. 529/78) on 15 January 1979, Mr Richard
Burke on behalf of the Commission, referred to Article
45 of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure and said : ‘We have
not at any stage as a Commission formally engaged to be
able on all occasions to meet the requirements of that
particular rule’

In view of the fact that, ever since the setting up of this
Parliament 20 years ago, the period of one month for the
answering of written questions has been an accepted part
of our Rules of Procedure, without any objection from
the Commission, will the Commission now accept that
there is indeed an obligation upon them to provide such
replies in all normal cases within one month ?

Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission. — I do
not believe that the formal position is in dispute. The
Commission has always accepted that replies to
written questions from honourable Members should
be made as rapidly as possible bearing in mind the
30-day limit set by this House.

The problem is essentially a practical one. In the last
three years, the number of such questions has risen
from 750 in 1975 to over 1 000 in 1978 whereas the
Commission has received no extra staff to deal with
these matters. Moreover, the questions are of varying
length and complexity. Some replies require extensive
research and consultation among the services of the
Commission, and in this event the honourable
Member usually receives an interim reply — in my
opinion, should receive an interim reply. But as Mr
Burke made clear to this House in January, we are
conscious of the need to improve the situation and
wherever possible to meet the monthly deadline.

Mr Yeats. — I do not know whether the President of
the Commission is aware of it, but this is almost
exactly the same answer that the Commission gave to
Mr Vredeling way back in 1964. However I would like
to put this point to the President : is he aware of the
fact that of the 1123 written questions answered by
the Commission last year, 56 were answered within
the month — one question in 20 ? And is this not a
reflection of a total lack of urgency on the side of the
Commission and its staff with regard to the answering
of questions ? And in view of what I can only describe
as an appalling situation, will he undertake to take
drastic action to remedy this matter — if necessary,
asking for further staff, which I have no doubt we in
this Parliament would be happy to produce.

Mr Jenkins. — I have no doubt the Parliament
would be happy to assist us in getting the staff, but
the other part of the Budgetary Authority is not
always quite as forthcoming as the Parliament.
However, as to the figures which the honourable
Member has given, I have not got them before me,
but of course I accept what he says, and I agree with
him that they are not satisfactory. Even if exception-
ally we have to be a little longer with some compli-
cated questions, in my view we must improve on the
average very substantially indeed, and I think that if
we can get the extra staff the general performance
ought to be quite different. But at any rate, if the
honourable Member’s figures are correct, and of
course I assume they are correct as he has given them
— I will check them — then that is not good enough.

Mr Mitchell-— Could the President of the Commis-
sion give us a little more information about the
internal procedures used by the Commission for
answering questions from Members? Is there, for
example, in each Directorate-General one or two or
more individuals who have the specific task of
preparing answers to questions, or is it done by a
much more hazard method ? My second question is :
does the Commissioner responsible approve the
answers to all written questions to Members of Parlia-
ment before those questions are published ?

Mr Jenkins, — There is a special unit in the Secreta-
riat-General which is responsible for coordinating
answers to written questions, though of course, as my
honourable friend will appreciate, the information has
to be obtained from within the Directorates-General. |
think it is probably also generally the case that in
most Cabinets, certainly in my own, there is some-
body specifically — not exclusively, but substantially
— concerned with parliamentary questions, and I
believe it is the case that the Commissioner himself
alsways sees the answer to a written question.
Certainly 1, from long parliamentary experience,
would be loath to let written answers go out under my
own name without reading them beforehand, great
though my trust is in those who prepare them.

Lord Bethell. — Is the President of the Commission
aware that this situation will get seriously worse after
this July, when the number of Members of the Euro-
pean Parliament is more than doubled, and the
number of written questions to the Commission will
undoubtedly increase ? Does he accept that it is really
a matter of some urgency that this special unit that he
has referred to should be rearranged, and if necessary
expanded, in order to meet the needs of Members of
the European Parliament ? Wil he accept this and will
he also accept another principle, that the idea of
answering questions put down for written answer
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within one month should, if possible, be extended to
letters sent privately from Members of the European
Parliament to Commissioners for answers, in which
there is very often a delay of several months before an
answer is received ?

Mr Jenkins. — I certainly accept that the problems
are inevitably going to increase when the size of the
Parliament is more than doubled. As I say, with
existing resources it will be difficult, but with determi-
nation we certainly ought to improve on the present
performance as outlined by Mr Yeats. But I think it
will be very difficult to maintain that improvement,
with a great increase in the number of questions,
unless we have the necessary extra staff. I believe
firmly, too, that replies to letters should be sent as
quickly as possible. It is always a problem, which
many of us have been familiar with in the past, that,
although all letters ought to be acknowledged very
quickly, some take a long time to reply to in
substance. But this is not an excuse for not replying to
the majority of letters, which can be replied to fairly
quickly in a much shorter period than is needed for
the exceptional letter which requires a good deal of
research.

Mr Dalyell. — Is this not a load of cant and
humburg ? Is not the truth of the matter that any
member of the European Parliament who genuinely
seeks the kind of information that is needed in a
written question can very easily get on a telephone to
a Commissioner’s office in Brussels ? It is the experi-
ence of many of us that when we seriously want infor-
mation, we get it much more quickly than we should
get it from our own governments.

(Protest)

Well, that is the truth of the matter, one might as well
say it: if the impression goes out that the Commis-
sion are slower or more reticent about giving factual
information — though I speak only in relation to the
British Government — it is simply not true.

Mr Jenkins. — Well, I take note of what the honour-
able Member says. I may add that the honourable
Member may telephone a good deal, and I am glad he
gets satisfactory answers. He also writes a good deal of
extremely interesting letters, and I believe that in
general he gets fairly quick replies.

(Laughter)

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Is the Commission
aware that Members of this House seem to have little
difficulty in advocating increases of administrative and
other personnel within the European Parliament and
also within the European Council ? Will the Commis-
sioner seek to draw the attention of Council to this
factor, bearing in mind that the requirements of the
Commission in this respect as the executive instru-

ment of the Community are just as claimant as those
of Parliament and of Council ?

Mr Jenkins. — We would indeed greatly like to
receive the full request which we make, or something
near to it, and it is indeed the case as the House will
be aware — and I make no dangerous comparisons. I
merely state a fact — that recent increases in the staff
both of Council and of Parliament have been much
greater than those of the Commission.

Mrs Ewing. — Does the Commissioner accept that a
written answer has a different degree of authority from
an answer to a letter ? If so, may I welcome his sugges-
tion that in cases of difficulty, an interim answer be
given, as I feel that the Commissioner might accept
from me that places on the periphery of the Commu-
nity do feel remote ; one of the links is the possibility
of a Member of this House getting a written answer
with some kind of binding authority. In that event,
would he again look at the possibility of trying to
keep to the rule, and if unable to, certainly giving an
interim answer in every case within the month ?

Mr Jenkins. — I don’t think I would accept the view
that a letter should be replied to more carelessly and
therefore less authoritatively — if that is the implica-
tion — than a written answer. A written answer of
course is circulated through the Parliamentary proce-
dure, and is therefore more widely disseminated ; but
it should not be treated as having a greater authority
than a reply to a letter, which should be carefully
considered. Certainly, as I indicated in my original
answer, I think where it is necessary to take longer,
than a month for a substantial answer, an interim
answer should be given, though an interim answer by
its very nature is a holding answer, and probably not a
wholly satisfactory or informative one.

Mr Shaw. — I wonder if I could ask the President-in-
Office if he would answer Mr Dalyell’s question in
which he queries whether all the questions raised this
afternoon are cant and humbug. Does he or does he
not agree with Mr Dalyell ?

(Laughter)

Mr Jenkins. — I could not imagine myself taking
the view that the questions asked in this House,
including that of Mr Dalyell, fell within the category
of cant and humbug.

(Laughter)

President. — I call Question No 12, by Mr Nyborg :

Has the Commission trained in Denmark 40 EEC infor-
mation officers to run information campaigns about the
EEC in connection with direct elections to the European
Parliament, and if so, will it state what criteria were laid
down for recruiting the information officers, and whether
they are paid by the Commission ?
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Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission. — As part
of its normal information work, the Commission’s
information office in Copenhagen, like that in the
other capitals, organizes a panel of speakers to give
talks about the Community. The panel at present
consist of about 40 speakers who, although they
receive briefing from the Commission’s office, under-
take speaking engagements entirely on their own
responsibility. The members of the panel have been
chosen for their ability to provide objective and
accurate information about the Community and all of
them have a background in information work or
teaching. While they do not receive any regular
payment, speakers on the panel may claim reasonable
travel and subsistence expenses, and in some cases a
small fee may also be paid.

Mr Nyborg. — (DK} I should like to ask whether or
not one of the things the Commission had in mind
when deciding upon the criteria for the selection of
information officers was to try and recruit persons
who were not too closely involved with the individual
political parties and who had as broad a view as
possible of matters relating to the direct elections ? If
so, I find it a little strange that two of this panel of 40
people will themselves be standing in these elections.

Mr Jenkins. — These are certainly not information
officers : there are forty people on a panel of speakers,
they are not salaried members of the Commission.
They may, as I say, rather exceptionally be paid small
fees, but this is a panel. It is in no way a full or even
substantially a part-time job. I would certainly be
against political discrimination, against any political
bias in the selection of such people, but I do not
think it would follow from the fact that there were
two candidates for direct elections amongst the forty,
that the forty were chosen on the basis of political
bias. I hope that amongst the candidates for direct
election the majority would be able to provide objec-
tive information about the Community and our infor-
mation programme as such in Denmark. Our specific
information programme for direct elections in
Denmark, as elsewhere in the Community, will, of
course, end at the end of March before the campaign
itself gets under full way.

Mrs Dunwoody. — Is the Commission’s set of
criteria the same as they apply to all information
officers, and, if so, would the President explain how,
when a series of very beautiful young ladies were
appointed as information officers in Britain and were
asked by the press how they would get people in the
North to vote in the Euro-elections, the most construc-
tive reply appeared to be, Oh, we know that will be
rather difficult ?

Mr Jenkins. — I did not see the interview, so I do
not know whether the honourable lady is giving an
accurate account or not, but it does not sound to me
as though it was an interview in great depth, shall we
say.

(Laughter)
Mrs Dunwoody. — Answer the question for once!

Mrs Squarcialupi. — (1) Mr President, I am some-
what surprised at what Mr Jenkins has said. It is, I
think, possible to obtain objective information from
leaflets, but one can certainly not expect it from indi-
viduals, each of whom has his or her own opinions.

Mr Jenkins. — It may be the case that there is no
such thing as absolute objectivity, but I nonetheless
believe that it is possible to distinguish between a
highly partisan and a broadly factual talk, and while
certainly the Commission uses the written word, I do
not think it should be precluded from using the
spoken word as well.

Mrs Dahlerup. — (DK) Does the President of the
Commission agree that it is a sensible idea to have the
election campaigns of the various candidates for the
European Parliament accompanied by a purely infor-
mative campaign conducted by persons who can be
assumed not to have any vested interest in the
outcome ? Furthermore, does the Commission agree
that the fact that two of the Danish apolitical informa-
tion officers — who are supposed to be politically
neutral — are standing for election could perhaps
have somewhat unfortunate consequences on people’s
views regarding ' the extent to which the persons
involved in the information campaign are indeed polit-
ically unbiased, and would not the easiest way of
settling this matter be for the two persons who are
standing as candidates to conduct their own electoral
campaigns and leave the panel of information
officers ?

Mr Jenkins. — These are people who have been
involved in an information campaign over a number
of years, and it does not sound to me that two out of
forty is an excessive proportion. In any event, the
information campaign in Denmark and elsewhere
comes to an end at the end of March. The Commis-
sion will then be available to provide factual informa-
tion asked for by any candidate, whatever his political
affiliation, whatever his attitude to the Community,
whatever his attitude to the Commission ; but it will
not engage in campaigns after the end of March until
direct elections are over. That is the rule which we
believe to be right. But we think it has been right to
have a general campaign in favour of the importance
of direct elections, of voting in them, a general
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campaign in favour of information about the Commu-
nity up to the end of March, and if you have a group
of forty people from a panel who occasionally give
lectures on the subject of the Community, it does not
seem surprising to me that two out of forty well-
informed intelligent people might be attracted by the
prospect of being Members of this House.

Mr Petersen. — (UK) I should like to hear the Presi-
dent’s views on the following. People are not robots,
and there is no such thing as a totally apolitical
person. It is well known that Denmark’s relations with
the Community in general, and the direct elections in
particular, are highly controversial matters in
Denmark, where people appear to be divided more or
less fifty-fifty in their attitudes. How does the Presi-
dent visualize a panel of information officers of this
kind ? Should it be made up without taking account
of the actual views of the population of Denmark, or,
if not, would it not in practice turn out to operate as a
sort of ‘public relations corps’ promoting the common
market and its interests in connection with the direct
elections. If so, could not this be regarded as unwar-
ranted interference in the internal debate in Denmark
on the question of the direct elections ?

Mr Jenkins. — As I have explained, the information
campaign in Denmark comes to an end at the end of
March. That is in 17 days’ time and well before the
campaign starts. I should add, in slight correction to
what I said earlier, that there are somewhat varying
dates in the different member countries when the
campaign comes to an end. In Denmark, it is the end
of March: in all countries it is some considerable
distance before the date of polling in direct elections.

This has been a campaign of lectures; a programme
of lectures, given not by officials but people on a
panel who are expected to give objective information
about the Community. I said in reply to an earlier
question that it is difficult always to achieve complete
objectivity in any field, but if one is to be too worried
about that then one is hardly going to allow anybody
to expound anything : one is going to get very nervous
about school-teachers, about university professors,
about everybody you can think of. And after all, no
one is forced to go and listen to these people.

Mr Christensen. — (DK) Is the President of the
Commission aware that these 40 information officers
in Denmark are trained for an aggressive and pol-
emical campaign against those parties and movements
in Denmark which oppose official Community policy,
and does the President of the Commission think it
right that persons employed in the European Commu-
nity’s Press and Information Office in Denmark
should be actively making extremely aggressive and
polemical attacks — in the form of readers’ letters and
articles — on those parties and movements which
oppose the official Danish policy on the Commu-

nity ?

Mr Jenkins. — Well, T have no doubt that the
people who take a contrary view of Danish member-
ship of the Common Market never allow aggressive-
ness or polemics to enter into any part of their argu-
ment.

But if there is any excessive use of these two qualities
I am certainly prepared to look into it.

Let me say — for the third time I think : these ladies
and gentlemen of the panel are not officials, they are
people who are on a panel and who can give occa-
sional talks and lectures ; they are not employed by,
they are not officials of the Community.

President. — I call Question No 13, by Mr Corrie :

Will the Commission please state which spirituous
beverage wholly distilled and produced in the Commu-
nity contributes most to the Community’s trade balance
with countries outside the Community ?

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission.
— There are two spirituous beverages produced in the
Community which are of great importance to the
Community’s trade balance with third countries. They
are Scotch whisky, which represents some 500 million
units of account a year, and cognac, representing some
140 million units of account. Now if you wanted to be
very precise you would deduct any costs of importing
cereals which go into the production of whisky : this
can run up to around 40 million units of account per
year, the remainder being indigenous. As far as cognac
is concerned, the whole product is composed of indi-
genous EEC materials.

Mr Corrie. — While I am delighted to hear that my
national beverage comes out in front, does the
Commissioner feel that Community legislation, as it
stands, in any way inhibits the sales of some of these
brands of whisky to countries outside the Community,
and if so, what does he feel could be done about it ?

Mr Gundelach. — I do not think that there are any
serious obstacles in Community regulations which bar
any further extension of the export of these two
products, but there most certainly are regulations and
technical obstacles to trade in some importing coun-
tries which are braking the development of the export
of these commodities. In the ongoing multilateral
trade negotiations we are seeking to do away with
these obstacles and we seem to have a fair chance of
doing so. In regard to cognac, it is a straightforward
question of taxes and duties, while the wine-gallon tax
system in the United States hits both commodities.
We have a fair chance of making significant progress
in the negotiations, provided, of course, we on our
side are willing to make certain concessions in regard
to certain exports from the countries in question into
our markets.
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Mr Howell. — Can Mr Gundelach give me an assur-
ance that no deal is being done which, known as the
salt-and-pepper turkey trade, would relax import
controls of turkey meat, which, I believe, may be
being considered in return for a relaxation of imports
of Scotch whisky into America ? Can I have an assur-
ance that no such deal is being contemplated or has
been made, because it will very seriously affect
employment in my constituency, where we have the
largest turkey producers in Europe ?

Mr Gundelach. — I don’t think I can promise Mr
Howell that no consideration at all will be given to
the turkey sector, because as a matter of fact, in the
so-called poultry war, which involved turkeys, where
the Community was deemed by international trade
authorities to have annulled international commit-
ments, there was some counter-action by some of our
trading-partners which in particular hit the whiskies
and the cognacs, but certain other commodities too in
the agricultural field and outside the agricultural field,
and we are trying to undo the damage done by this, in
my view somewhat unfortunate, little trade war of so
many years ago. But I can assure Mr Howell that the
intention is not to decrease the protection of poultry,
including turkey as such, nor is it the intention to
make it easier to import what he called the salt-and-
pepper parts of turkeys either. But there is the ques-
tion of modernizing the coefficients in our levy
system between the whole turkey — without touching
its overall protection — and cuts of turkey — not the
salt-and-pepper ones but fresh and refrigerated. I do
not believe that this will diminish the protection of
our turkey industry, but it will do away with some out-
of-place technical obstacles to trade, and it is well
worth considering in view of the considerable conces-
sions we can get not only in regard to the items we
have just discussed but also, for that matter, in regard
to cheeses and other agricultural products and indus-
trial products of importance to us.

Mr Blumenfeld. — (D) Can Mr Gundelach assure
the Member States and the people of the Community
that the principle of self-sufficiency, to which so
much importance is attached, will not be adversely
affected in the case of alcoholic drinks produced in
the Community as a result of excessive exports to
third countries ?

Mr Gundelach. — It does not appear that there
would be any market situation in the Community
which prevented us from pushing ahead with out
exports and at the same time assuring supplies to our
own inhabitants.

President. — I call Question No 14 by Sir Geoffrey
de Freitas:

What is the Commission doing to encourage the
teaching in schools of the official languages of the
Community ?

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. — (D) The
Commission sent a communication on language
teaching to the Council of Ministers in June 1978. In
this communication the emphasis was laid, firstly, on
the exchange of experience between the persons
responsible for these questions in school administra-
tions, secondly, on the exchange of language teachers,
whom we hope to enable to study in the country in
which the language in question is spoken, and thirdly,
on exchanges of school children between the ages of
11 and 16. Fourthly, we hope to develop our informa-
tion network in such a way as to be able to make
increasing use of it for the exchange of information
regarding individual aspects of language teaching. We
hope that the Council of Ministers will meet as soon
as possible to discuss this overall programme.

Sir Geoffrey de Freitas. — Is the Commissioner
aware that many of us realize the good work that the
Commission has done in this, but feel that it could do
more. Surely it can impress on the governments that
language-teaching may be a problem, but it is also
one of the greatest opportunities that we have in the
Community.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Has the Commission
taken any steps to extend to other Member States the
pilot project undertaken by the Institute of European
Education at St Martin’s College, Lancaster, with the
help of money from the Commission, to teach parents
Community languages in parallel with their children,
a project which has been highly successful ?

Mr Brunner. — (D) We are currently looking into
this possibility of simultaneous teaching of adults and
young people and hope to be able to make further use
of it in connection with language teaching for adults.

President. — The second part of Question Time ! is
closed.

I call Mr Spicer on a point of order.

Mr Spicer. — Mr President, 1 wonder if I can just
raise once again, as I think we must do in this House,
the kindness and the tolerance which you always
show to supplementary questions from the floor. We
have reached in two days Question No 14. I honestly
believe that we could do better. It does begin to make
those of us who put down questions with a serious
intent believe that perhaps we would be better not to
bother. I am certain every Member of this House
would accept from you your ruling that this continual
sudden thought to put up a hand and ask a supple-
mentary should be at your discretion and not at ours :
the more we can cut down on the supplementaries
and retain those of the two or three people with a posi-
tive interest that is there before Question Time starts,
the better the work of this House will proceed and

1 See Annex.
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the crisper Question Time will become. Sir, we have
said this before many times. You, I know, believe in
this, but you would have our full support if you
proceeded on those lines.

(Applause)

President. — I take note of your views, Mr Spicer,
provided that other Members do not reproach the Pres-
ident for not being sufficiently tolerant towards those
who wish to put supplementary questions.

6. Votes

President. — The next item is the vote on the
motions for resolutions on which the debate has
closed.

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution contained
in the Shaw report (Doc 642/78): Regulation
amending the Financial Regulation of 21 December
1977. The resolution is adopted. !

President. — We shall now consider the motion for
a resolution contained in the Amadei report (Doc
670/78) : Greece’s accession to the Community.

Mr Sandri. — (I) Mr President, I wish to state the the
Italian Communists will vote in favour of the report
and the motion for a resolution by Mr Amadei.

There would have been no need for this explanation if
Mr Bertrand had not made the mistake yesterday of
inferring from the attitude of our French comrades
that the entire Communist Group was against this
motion. He also implied that our opposition was the
result of our subserveince to a foreign power.

I am obliged to correct this misapprehension and also
to reject this slanderous accusation, which certainly
reflects more on the speaker than on us. May I remind
the House that there are in Greece some important
parties, like the Greek Socialist Party, which are
against enlargement. Consequently, I fail to under-
stand how anyone can resort to arguments reminis-
cent of the cold war, as they will not persuade anyone
in Greece that enlargement is right and proper.

As for where the Italian Communists stand on this
matter, I intend to send Mr Bertrand a copy of the
note which the Greek Embassy sent to every member
of the Italian Parliament. The note conveyed the
thanks of the Greek Ambassador and of the supreme
powers in Greece for the commitment of the Italian
Communist Party in supporting Greece’s application
for membership of the Community.

Having clarified this point, I repeat that we shall be
voting in favour of the Amadei report and I deplore

1.0J C 93 of 9. 4. 1979.

the fact that such arguments can be put forward in a
debate which ought to be pointing out the merits of
enlargement and not resurrecting attitudes which in
our view are best forgotten.

(Applause from the left)

President. — I put to the vote the preamble and para-
graphs 1 to 8.

The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 8 are adopted.

On paragraph 9 Mr Amadei has tabled Amendment
No 1 seeking to delete the following :

and without ruling out the eventuality of applying a safe-
guard clause ;

I put Amendment No 1 to the vote.
Amendment No 1 is adopted.

I put to the vote paragraph 9, thus amended.
Paragraph 9, thus amended, is adopted.

I put paragraphs 10 to 13 to the vote.
Paragraphs 10 to 13 are adopted.

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

The resolution is adopted. !

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the wan Aerssen report (Doc
644/78): Recommendation adopted on 27 October
1978 by the EEC-Turkey Joint Parliamentary
Committee.

The resolution is adopted.

7. Fixing of prices for certain agricultural products
(resumption)

President. — The next item is the resumption of the
debate on the report by Mr Liogier (Doc. 675/78).

I call Mr Nielsen to speak on behalf of the Liberal
and Democratic Group.

Mr Brendlund Nielsen. — (DK) Mr President, one
might get the general impression from this year’s
Commission proposals on agricultural policy that the
Community has rather changed course. I should there-
fore like to begin by saying what, in my view, must be
the major objective of the Community food and agri-
cultural policy, an objective which, I think, has been
pursued in an excellent fashion over the years, in
accordance with the extremely detailed provisions of
the Treaty.

1 OJ C 93 of 9. 4. 1979.
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Our ideal must be to supply the people of the
Community with plentiful amounts of healthy food-
stuffs at reasonable prices, produced in a rational
manner without the back-breaking work which agricul-
ture can involve, and in such a way as to provide
farmers with a reasonable income, even though agricul-
tural incomes have normally been below the general
level in the rest of society and have also been subject
to greater fluctuations from year to year as a result of
the major influence of natural conditions.

It seems to me that the Commission is unjustifiably
exploiting this last point by listing figures for the
increases in income over the years following the very
bad years of drought in the mid 70s. We are not going
to get very far by working in the case of certain coun-
tries, including my own, with percentage increases
which are clearly very closely connected with the fact
that the previous years, which were used as the refer-
ence were virtually years of crop failure which called
for special support measures.

I should like to add that another aim of the Commu-
nity’s agricultural policy should be that production
should take place on farms in an agricultural commu-
nity with a healthy social balance. Family farms are a
valuable element here, but these should not be
confused with small production units where the yield
is likely to be too small unless they are substantially
subsidized and which are unable to take advantage of
many modern technological aids. In my view, there is
an almost ideal type of holding somewhere between
this completely uneconomic type and the major indus-
trialized units which to a great extent rely on feed-
stuffs brought in or imported. It appears that exam-
ples of this intermediate type of holding have grown
up in various places in the Community, including
Denmark, partly with the aid of the modernization
measures which form part of the Community’s agricul-
tural policy. The basic principle of the European
Economic Community is a free common market, and
the agricultural and foodstuffs policy is no exception,
but this market must also be a unified market. For
this reason, we must be very glad that progress is now
being made in dismantling the monetary compensa-
tory amounts and the differences between the
exchange rates applied in trade in foodstuffs and the
normal exchange rates. However, one thing which i
important if we are to establish a single market for
agricultural products is to a great extent lacking. I am
referring to the aboliton of the many extensive State
aids where, unfortunately, no progress has so far been
made.

Having made these more general remarks I should
like to comment on a number of the specific points
contained in the Commission’s proposal and the
report drawn up by this Parliament’s Committee on
Agriculture and I should like to say how much I
appreciate the considerable work done by the rappor-
teur, Mr Liogier, in particular, in producing this

repott. It is impossible for me to go into all the points
which merit discussion but I should like to draw atten-
tion to a number of things.

We in the Committee on Agriculture have proposed
that the minimum prices should be increased by at
least 3 %. As many other speakers have already said
here today, this is a very modest figure compared with
the current, and likely future rates of inflation in the
Community.

This proposal must be seen in the context of the
general price and cost developments, but is neverthe-
less an absolute minimum. One should also bear in
mind that this should not be regarded as a kind of pay
rise for farmers since the problems in this sector result
largely from increases in cost. I need only mention
the current increases in energy costs, for example the
substantial rise in the price of diesel oil, which is the
fuel used for both tractors and combine harvesters.
This 3 % should also be seen as a proposal which can
facilitate the dismantling of the existing monetary
compensarory amounts, As regards the whole basic
idea of freezing the minimum prices in the dairy
sector, I should like to say that this might well turn
out to be a mistake, since milk production is condi-
tioned by extremely long-term factors in many indi-
vidual holdings, and it would be very difficult to
control the consequences of intervention in this
sector. In the short term, we might well end up
producing exactly the opposite result from the one we
were aiming at. I am thinking here of the great poten-
tial production capacity of young farmers, in parti-
cular, who have very substantial costs to cover and
have so little money left over for their own private use
that they are not in a position to tighten their belts.
At the moment, if they get a lower price, they simply
have to produce more just to cover their costs.

Thus, this would lead to increased production. On the
other hand, there is, in my view, a good chance that
in the long run, in a few years, when agriculture really
starts to feel the pinch as regards costs and cannot do
anything about it, there may be a greater drop in
production than we had actually wished to achieve. I
therefore feel that we should bear these things very
much in mind when considering the proposed price
freeze.

As regards the co-responsibility levy, I should like to
say that this is a strange aberration in the agricultural
policy. We can accept the co-responsiblity levy under
certain conditions or we can simply reject it, which is
what some of the people in this group are doing. I
must say that it would perhaps be better not to have a
co-responsibility levy at all than to have one with the
conditions subject to which it was adopted by the
Committee on Agriculture, which are practically self-
contradictory. This is true at least in the case of the
form in which the Commission has proposed it which
would militate against the ideal objective for agricul-



88 Debates of the European Parliament

Nielsen

ture I described a few moments ago. I also understood
the Commissioner to say here this morning that it was
already intended to propose this co-responsibility levy
in a different form than had originally been put
forward.

I could go into a number of other questions in greater
detail. I should like to mention some of the points we
in the Committee on Agriculture have drawn atten-
tion to, including the fact that our extensive imports
from third countries include foodstuffs, which is
causing problems within the Community. I should
like to say that we must naturally try to be as open as
possible in our trade with third countries, but one
cannot turn a blind eye to the considerable imports of
protein crops and butter, since, as has been pointed
out, the Community has massive stocks of butter. I
should like to add at this point, however, that,
compared with consumption, these stocks are not in
fact so enormous, but now that we are on the subject,
I might be permitted to say that if people can put
these stocks down to overproduction in the Commu-
nity, one could just as well claim that they result from
excessive imports from other places which must also
be trying to get rid of surpluses.

As regards structural policy, the Commission advo-
cates discontinuing part of the aid provided for this
purpose, and I must say I find this a very dangerous
proposal as I seriously think it would be in conflict
with the healthy development which has consisted of
creating a series of rational and good jobs. In my view,
the plan to discontinue aid to this rationalization is
very near to being, indeed is, in conflict with the provi-
sions of the Treaty. I should like to draw your atten-
tion to Article 39 (1) (a) which states that one of the
objectives of the common agricultural policy shall be
‘to increase agricultural productivity by promoting
technical progress and by ensuring the rational
development of agricultural production and the
optimum utilisation of the factors of production, in
particular labour’.

As I see it, an excellent example of this has been the
subsidies granted, for example, for the modernization
of cowsheds, and I do not think this is something
which should be discontinued.

We in the Liberal Group do not agree with a number
of points contained in the Liogier report, and we have
consequently proposed that these should be deleted. I
am speaking of the invitation to the Commission to
draw up a common land policy. Regardless of one’s
actual views on this subject, I suggest that we vote for
the deletion of this particular recommendation from
the report since it would be most practical to regard
this as more of a long-term issue which will be taken
up at future part-sessions in a report to be drawn up
by the chairman, Mr Caillavet, based on the work of
the Committee on Agriculture at a seminar in

Echternach, for example. This, we think, will provide
us with an opportunity to go into these more long-
term problems. However, I should like to explain hat
the reason why we so strongly oppose the idea of the
Community drawing up a common land policy is
simply that something of this kind would not be in
accordance with the Treaty is, in our view, entirely a
matter for the individual Member States.

Finally, I should like to sound a warning on behalf of
the Liberal Group against any change of direction in
the Community’s common agricultural policy which
might be implicit in these proposals. I should like to
add, however, that there are a number of points which
I have not commented on which I regard as positive.
For example, there is the fact that the Commission is
in favour of stepping up food aid to the developing
countries. However, my fellow Liberal, Mr Croze, has
already spoken on this subject as spokesman for our
Committee. Nevertheless, we in the Liberal Group
must sound a serious warning against any major
changes of course in the agricultural policy. We feel
that the current policy is a good one and that the
Community has done a great deal to strengthen
Western Europe. Various people, including Mr
Liogier, have made a comparison here today with oil,
and it may well turn out during the possibly stormy
decade we are about to enter that the fact of having a
large food production capacity may also be an invalu-
able strengh. If we compare the regions surrounding
us, we can see that agricultural production on such a
scale is not a foregone conclusion given the natural
conditions in Europe. We only have to look a few
kilometres over the border of the Federal Republic to
see that it is still possible there to have to queue for
food, while massive stocks can be built up on this
side.

We therefore regard this development in agricultural
production as a major strength and we must be very
careful not to destroy it. We in the Liberal Group,
therefore, recommend that Parliament vote in favour
of Mr Liogier’s report in its entirety, as adopted by the
Committee on Agriculture.

IN THE CHAIR : SIR GEOFFREY DE FREITAS
Vice-President
President. — I call Mr Vitale.

Mr Vitale. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
in the opinion of the Italian Communists the
Commission’s proposals this year, more than in prev-
ious years, are marked by a basic contradiction which
runs right through the Common Agricultural Policy
and which becomes more and more evident as the
crisis gets worse and the disparities among the
Member States increase.
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What is this contradiction ? On the one hand, these
proposals follow a certain line of thinking which we
feel is correct — and we acknowledge that, Mr
Gundelach — in trying to get to grips with the
general problems of economic development. The prop-
osals recommend a price freeze to combat inflation.
Fine. They call for more vigorous measures to curb
surpluses and to put an end to the tremendous drain
on financial resources which has characterized the
Common Agricultural Policy in the past. This is fine,
too. Finally, there are the agri-monetary measures
intended — unfortunately without success so far — to
tackle the problems of the construction of Europe by
phasing out the monetary compensatory amounts
which are undermining all efforts towards European
union. All this is acceptable — and we do accept it —
even though farmers will be called on to make sacri-
fices. But it is acceptable only — and I am coming to
the contradiction, Mr Gundelach — provided that
these proposals are accompanied by others which will
lead to a general overall programme for agricultural
policy based on a review of the mechanisms and aims
of this policy. This was the request contained in a reso-
lution which Parliament adopted on 17 June 1975. If
I am not mistaken, the rapporteur was Mr Scott-
Hopkins, who is not noted for his love of planning.
What I am saying is that this appeal to producers to
accept sacrifices must be made on the basis of a
planned use of resources and as part of a new
approach designed to eliminate regional and social
disparties, to encourage switching to other products
and to redefine the role of European agriculture in the
international context. I am sure the Commission will
not mind if I say that this kind of approach is conspi-
cuous by its absence. There is not a hint of planning
on the horizon. This is where the contradiction lies.
We want to make a fresh start, but no one seems to
know where we want to go. This is why, in my
opinion, the Commission is in such a poor bargaining
position vis-d-vis the Council, the general public, and
also the various lobbies which are always clamouring
for higher agricultural prices, leading to more and
more surpluses. We end up with ineffective measures
like the co-responsibility levy on milk, which has not
stopped deliveries to dairies doubling in the last year.

These are stopgap measures. The response to urgent
situations is to come up with measures which do not
go beyond the current year. We already know that this
year we shall be paying out — as Mr Gundelach told
us — 3500 million ua. on milk market support,
1 000 million u.a. for export refunds on cereals and
600 million u.a. to shift sugar into export markets. It
is well known that the cause of this wasteful expendi-
ture is to be found in the cast-iron regulations which
protect milk, cereals, sugar and meat. And we all
know that you cannot tamper with regulations!
Instead, every year we adopt interim measures, with all
kinds of exclusions and exceptions, and levies which
are unpopular and ineffective in equal measure. What

we should be doing is getting to the root of the
problem and changing the regulations which every
year are bleeding the Community dry.

It seems that people would rather remain blind to the
fact that there is an increasing gap between Commu-
nity prices and world prices as a result of the falling
dollar. On the one hand there are the dealers in
animal feeds, wha are importing zero-rated American
soya beans and getting rich because of the new
exchange rate for the dollar, while on the other hand
the European consumers are paying three times as
much for their sugar — and indeed four times as
much for their butter — than the rest of the world.
This is where you end up with a day-to-day policy or,
if you prefer, a year-to-year policy without any long-
term planning for an overall scheme of diversification,
changeover to other products, reduction of production
costs and re-establishment of balance within the
Community. This is where you end up when anarchy
prevails, and this is what we are trying to stop.

The policy of price support creates imbalances
between Member: States and makes it very hard for
small producers to survive. And these are only the
tangible signs of the anarchy in production and the
lack of a long-term programme which would in fact
justify asking producers to make sacrifices.

I must admit that many Members cringe at the
mention of planning. We have seen this at meetings
of the Committee on Agriculture. Let me make this
point clear. We are not asking for centralized plan-
ning to be foisted on the producers. We do not feel it
is possible in today’s society or even, in such a form,
in a socialist society. What we do feel is that there is a
need for clear, long-term structural objectives for
production, and on the basis of these we should draw
up multiannual programmes to align the supply and
demand of agricultural products by means of curbs
and incentives in various productive sectors. This
again is something that was called for in the 1975 reso-
lution which I mentioned earlier.

We need clear objectives. For example — and 1
should like a reply from the Commission on this
point — do we want to encourage an agricultural
sector that processes imported raw materials, or would
we rather have an agricultural sector that can itself
produce the raw materials it needs ? Second question :
are we going to encourage the development of small
agricultural holdings, perhaps as part of cooperatives
or producer groups, or are we going to force them out
of business in the name of efficiency and go far large-
scale farming? Third question: are we going to
encourage the access to the Community market of
substitute products like manioc, or are we going to
adopt a protectionist stance and shut the door to these
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products? Mr Hughes asked this question this
morning. Fourthly: as the gap between world prices
and Community prices widens — as it will as a result
of the EMS — are we going to respond with structural
policies to diversify production or with market
measures that create higher and higher customs
barriers ? How are we going to find answers to these
basic questions without planning that goes beyond the
current year instead of just producing stopgap solu-

tions in times of crisis, and which is even prepared to -

query the basic principles of the Common Agricul-
tural Policy — especially the notion of free trade
which is the cause of all the anarchy? This is the
fundamental criticism we make of the Commission’s
approach. We are not criticizing this year’s proposals
— let me make that clear, Mr Gundelach — because,
as I said, on the whole they seem to be along the right
lines. What we are criticizing is the fact that they give
us no indication of where we are going, or just why we
should be asking farmers to make these sacrifices.

Even the structural measures which the Commissioner
outlined this morning are vague and couched in
general terms, and they are hardly likely to guarantee
the development of the millions of small farmers who
are the backbone of agriculture in the Community.
There can be no structural policy without an indica-

tion of the kind of ‘land tenureship we intend to -

encourage. We have to be clear on this, Mr Nielsen,
and we have to know, if we are to have political and
economic objectives to aim for. There can be no
policy without an indication of the pattern of social
relationships we hope to preserve in the countryside
and of the aims in terms of general production we
hope to achieve. The three short pages that the pro-
posals devote to structural policy give no hint of the
Commission’s opinion on these basic issues. Mr
Gundelach spoke about a new strategy, but quite
frankly I cannot see any strategy or any of its inter-
mediate objectives.

I have a final question. We "have tabled an amend-
ment — which the House has already adopted in prev-
ious years — calling for a maximum price beyond
which the guarantee of automatic price support
should no longer apply. This is the crux of the matter
when it comes to moving beyond interim measures to

a properly conceived programme. It will never be

possible to give a clear indication of what the
Common Agricultural Policy is trying to do, as long
as the Community budget is weighed down by the
3500 million ua. needed to pay for structural
surpluses in the dairy sector alone, and as long as the
automatic procedure stops us from setting aside a defi-
nite amount beyond which the Guarantee section of
the EAGGF will be freed of all obligation.

We are even more determined to push this proposal
this year, because we read in Mr Howell’s excellent
report — and I think the figures I am going to give

are more or less correct — that 80 % of the milk
surplus is produced by the large undertakings, while a
million and a half small farmers produce less than
20 % of the milk that is left unsold. Fixing a ceiling
to price support would thus not affect the small
producers, and in any case they could be helped in
other ways, for example with income subsidies or
grants to help them change to other crops.

The time has come when we have to draw a clear
distinction between the supposed, responsibility of the
small producers, be they Italian or French, and the
actual responsibility of the large-scale producers.
French or Italian. This is the heart of the problem.
On this point, I have to say that we much appreciate
the distinction that Mr Gundelach, and the Commis-
sion, have made by exempting the small dairy farmers
from the co-responsibility levy on milk.

One last word, and then I shall sit down. I have not
said anything about the Commission’s agri-monetary
proposals. They are in any case something of a dead
letter in view of the subsequent agreements by the
Council, and there is thus no point discussing them
here. Anyway, the proposed price freeze is already
beginning to thaw at the edges. There is talk of an
increase, and of agreement on a figure of 2 %. There
is one point we must make clear. We are not opposed
to a certain readjustment of green currencies, so as to
encourage the phasing out of the compensatory
amounts, but only within limits. For example, we
could agree to a devaluation of 5 % for the green lira,
but not much more. An overall devaluation by
9-10 % — if that is what were sought — would send
consumer prices up by 1.5-2% in Italy, and this
would be intolerable in the current state of the Italian
economy. But quite apart from this aspect, there is
another basic issue which emerges here. All too often
Parliament finds itself debating topics which have
already been settled at summit get-togethers or by
Council decisions. The Commission must refuse to be
a party to this bypassing of Parliament, which
becomes all the more critical as the workers take a
keener interest in the European Parliament and the
direct elections. On the one hand, therefore, our vote
on the Commission’s proposals will be guided by our
genuine appreciation of the attempts by the Commis-
sion to correct certain aspects of the common agricul-
tural policy, and also the personal efforts of Mr
Gundelach in this matter. On the other hand,
however, our vote will also be guided by the negative
impression we have on account of the lack of any
programme.

We reject the conclusions reached in Mr Liogier’s
motion, which in essence champions a policy which
we have been fighting against for years. We hope that
the new Parliament, with the increased status that will
come from direct elections, will be capable of
achieving changes and showing the producers and the
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consumers that a different agricultural policy is feas-
ible and essential as the first step towards a new
Europe.

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

Mr Herbert — Mr President, like the other speakers,
I would also like to congratulate the rapporteur for his
excellent work in presenting this very detailed and
comprehensive report. I am particularly happy that it
contains many of the principles that my group is
deeply committed to : for example, the preservation of
the family firm, the provision of employment in rural
areas, the improvement of structural policy and the
provision of adequate and just incomes for our
producers.

This year the Commission has once more put forward
a package that is in the main completely unacceptable
to us. Despite what the Commissioner said this
moming with his long lecture on the incomes pro-
posal, I still fail to understand his motivation in
putting forward a price freeze for all products. Surely
the Commission is aware that there is a high degree
of inflation still in the Community. Surely the
Commission is aware that farming costs will rise
considerably in the next twelve months. Why on earth
is farming singled out for a price freeze when every
other sector of society is demanding and getting huge
percentage increases in incomes? The argument that
people can increase their incomes by increasing
productivity surely should apply all round.

We do agree that there are difficulties in the milk
sector. However, once more the Commission has
evaded and avoided any reference to the two major
contributory factors. Firstly, substantial imports of
New Zealand butter still continue to appear on the
Community markets. I am fully aware of the commit-
ments entered into in regard to this butter, but surely
the time is ripe to say here and now that these
imports will terminate after the expiry of the butter
protocol in 1980. Surely it is time that was said.
Secondly, I wish like others speakers, to refer to the
availability of unlimited quantities of cheap imported
feed that are being used in certain parts of the
Community for the production of milk in an indus-
trial fashion. Surely radical measures are needed to
control these imports. The Commission’s vague
promise in this respect is totally inadequate. But I
commend the rapporteur for emphasizing the need
for controlling such imports. We listened to Mr
Hughes this morning speaking in very lofty and idea-
listic tones about the need to trade with Thailand and
other developing countries. We all shared his view:
but surely it is wrong to encourage the production of a
product that is not in demand. Why not encourage
the production of products that are in short supply ?

Is he using the
producers ? Are t
nity producers ar

same yardstick for American soya
hey to be exempted while Commu-
e penalized ? If Mr Hughes wants to

import unemployment into the Community, let him

say so loud and

clear.

I was very disturbed recently to read in the media that

in the context of
Community is

the current GATT negotiations, the
contemplating importing 10 000

tonnes of beef from America. I find it difficult to
understand why the US should wish to export beef to

the Community,

hen they themselves are importing

vast quantities of |beef into their own internal market.
I wish to state clearly that there is no room in the

Community for
ago, there was n
US market, whe

S beef — just as a few short years
room for Community beef in the
we experienced the imposition of

countervailing dyties. They vetoed the export of a
mere 6 or 800 tonnes of beef from my own constitu-

ency. Our first d
rigidly apply the

uty is to our own producers. Let us
principle of Community preference.

We have plenty| of capacity to increase our beef

production, parti
production. But t

I fully agree
co-responsibility
add the oppositi

cularly if we want to reduce milk
his surely is no way to go about that.

with some speakers that the
levy will fail in its objective ; and I
pn of my group to this unjust and

penal tax. However, I do welcome the social dimen-

sion of the levy,

and I commend the Commission on

having an awareness of the social responsibility when
it exempted smdll producers from the levy. I also
welcome the assurance we got this morning from the
Commissioner that the co-responsibility fund would

not be subsumed into the general budget, but would
be used to improve exports,

One of the few
proposals relates
cate that a solutig
thing that our g

areas of hope in the Commission’s
to MCAs. Current negotiations indi-
n may now be in sight. This is some-
roup has been deeply committed to

over a number of years, and it gives us pleasure to
offer every encouragement to both the Commission

and the Council

to reach an acceptable final solution

and rid the Community of these penal border taxes.

I welcome the C

pmmission’s intention to amend and

readapt the structural directives to take account of the
special needs angd traditions of farming in Member
States. In particylar, I would like to welcome the
easing of access to development plans under the farm
modernization directive and the further commitment
to special action |in the weaker regions, especially in
the West of Ireland. However, I sincerely hope that
the proposal for the West of Ireland will not be used
as part of the priges package for the purpose of getting
the consent of the Irish Minister to a price freeze. I
must voice our objection to the proposal to exclude
most dairy, pig and green-house investment from deve-
lopment plans. |Such a policy would completely
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undermine the effectiveness of this directive in
Ireland, and indeed elsewhere in the Community. As
dairying is a major element of farming in Ireland, this
proposal would nullify the impact of the directive and
the impact of the easing of access to development
plans. Should the Commission proposals be adopted,
this is bound to create new pressures to implement
aids at national level, and thereby lead to a fragmenta-
tion of the common agricultural policy. This is a
trend which we wish to avoid.

Mr President, I have put down amendments in my
own name and in the name of my group and I now
formally wish to move these amendments.

In conclusion may I again offer my congratulations to
my colleague, the rapporteur.

President. — I call Mr Christensen.

Mr Christensen. — (DK) Mr President, I have in the
past criticized the basis of the agricultural policy of
the European Community here in Parliament on the
grounds that its two fundamental principles are mutu-
ally incompatible. We are trying on the one hand to
guarantee a reasonable standard of living for the agri-
cultural population, and on the other, to guarantee
reasonable prices to the consumer.

In all the years the Community agricultural arrange-
ments have been operating, or trying to operate, it has
never proved possible to find a way of reconciling
these two principles. This has become really apparent
for the first time in this debate, since, as we can see,
Mr Liogier in his report refers to Article 39 (a) and
uses it as a basis for his opposition to the proposal to
reduce aid for modernization. I would be equally justi-
fied in telling Mr Liogier and his supporters that, in
the light of Article 39 (e), which refers to guaranteeing
supplies to consumers at reasonable prices, I must
reject Mr Liogier’s proposal as being completely in
conflict with the Treaty. It is a fact that there can be
no question of reasonable prices to consumers if we
follow Mr Liogier’s recommendations. It is a fact that
agriculture accounts for 75 % of the total budget, and
we have once again heard in debate that 90 % of this
is used for buying up surplus stocks in many areas.
There is overproduction of dairy products. There is
overproduction, as Mr Gundelach pointed out in his
speech, of butter, skimmed milk, sugar, rye, wheat,
barley, beef and apples, to name but a few, yet there
are some people in this Parliament who are in effect
advocating still more overproduction, this being the
inevitable consequence of raising the prices still
further. All in all, I think we are on the horns of a
dilemma. Perhaps the most important factor is not the
actual level of the State-guaranteed intervention
prices, but rather the fact that they are higher than the
market prices. If prices are high, this encourages
greater production, and if they are low, but neverthe-
less higher than the market price, this can still

encourage farmers to increase production in order to
maintain their current income and pay off interest
and capital on the debts which are fairly common
among farmers. However, it would naturally be in the
interests of society if intervention prices were as low
as possible, and for my part T would prefer this system
to be abolished altogether

If we are to overcome the problem of overproduction,
intervention prices must be reduced and not merely
frozen. Furthermore, the Commission told us last year
that a price freeze would enable us to take some
serious steps to combat overproduction. We can see
how little this has helped, and I can even foresee that,
if there is another price freeze, our overproduction
problems will be even greater next year, and so it will
go on.

In fact, Mr Gundelach is fighting a losing battle
against the protectionist lobby in this Parliament and
the Council of Ministers, and we are getting deeper
and deeper into the mess we are making of our
attempts to plan our economy.

I am against the introduction of a co-responsiblity
level, which is something far worse still. What we
should of course do is to fix intervention prices as low
as possible, preferably below the market price, which
would result in them becoming completely meaning-
less. The co-responsiblity levy is an additional burden
on agriculture and, with all the exceptions mentioned
in Mr Liogier’s report, it would be extraordinarily diffi-
cult to administer. In addition, it is not exactly in
keeping with the plans to modify structural policy for
smallholdings. Badly situated holdings, which are to
be rationalized, will not be liable to this
co-responsibility levy but rational holdings will —
which is a further example of the self-contradictions
inherent in the Community’s agricultural policy.

I am even pleased that we are taking — or hope to be
taking, a further step towards dismantling the mone-
tary compensatory amounts which in effect represent
tariff barriers within the European Community. We
would be glad to see them abolished, but it is prob-
ably a little over-optimistic to think that this is going
to happen as planned here. I should like to say a few
words about the proposals contained in Mr Liogier’s
report. As far as I have been able to keep track, the
report is all in all proposing increased prices or higher
premiums for the following products regardless of the
fact that surpluses are being produced in some cases :
pigmeat, beef, oil seeds, milk powder, butter, alcohol,
fruit, vegetables, wine, rice, tobacco and rye. These,
then, are the things included on this extensive list of
requests, in spite of the fact that there is overproduc-
tion in many cases. In order to make quite certain,
subsidies to suckler cows and for slaughtering heifers
have been proposed. On top of all this, there are a
number of somewhat drastic protectionist plans —
indeed, eight of the 39 proposals involve increased
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protection for isoglucose, sugar, soya, tapioca, manioc,
butter, agricultural products from third countries in
general, and industrial products based on substitute
products from third countries, and, as part of this
protectionism, there is even talk of a levy on marga-
rine. 1 congratulate Mr Hughes on his excellent
speech, which — and I should like to make this clear
to Mr Herbert — was not mere idealism, but also
reflected a sense of responsibility and social awareness,
in contrast to the contributions from the agricultural
lobby which have been so numerous during this
debate.

Mr Hughes pointed out the possible consequences of
a protectionist policy for countries in South-East Asia,
for example. Mr Herbert is making a big mistake if he
thinks that jobs are at stake since what would be likely
to jeopardize jobs would be for the European Commu-
nity to stop importing from the poor countries and
other countries, since this would result in these coun-
tries being unable to buy Community products. This
would lead to unemployment in the Community, and
for this reason, the increased protectionism would,
contrary to the views of the Committee on Agriculture
and its supporters, get us nowhere. Indeed, what it
would in fact lead to would be increased prices to the
consumer, higher subsidies to agriculture paid out of
taxpayers’ money and, last but not least, increased
unemployment. On top of this, we know that coun-
tries hit by this subsidy policy would take reprisals
which would result in massive aids of up to 75-80 %
for exports from the European Community. We have
seen how the USA has taken reprisals, or at least that
there was a risk that they would do so, against the
export of ham, cheese and biscuits, etc. In spite of
these depressing experiences in a whole series of
sectors of the European Community’s agricultural
policy, people are proposing extending this approval
to cover potatoes, sheepmeat and ethyl alcohol. There
appears to be no limits to the list of requests and this
is why there is opposition to the Commission’s propo-
sals and the reduction of modernization aids.

As things stand at the moment, the funds at the
disposal of the Commission can be obtained both for
aid for building cowsheds and for eliminating herds.
This means that those farmers who wish to eliminate
their herds and do not need sheds can receive aid for
this purpose whereas those who intend to extend their
sheds and increase their herd can also receive aid for
this purpose. I think this is symptomatic of the lack
of cohesion in the agricultural policy as described so
excellently by Mr Hughes.

I should like to say that there are no signs of any
progress with regard to the abolition of national State
aids, which is something other speakers have also
mentioned and which we must deplore. The national

State aids account for a sum greater than or at least
equal to the total Community agricultural budget.

They are in conflict with the Treaties and, as one
speaker has already pointed out, frequently tend to
counteract the efforts being made in accordance with
official Community agricultural policy in so far as

there is any cohes

on whatsoever in the latter.

There was, however, one point in Mr Liogier’s report
which I can go along with. This is the question of a

new land policy,
that the prices
disproportionate t
burden on the
Member States. If
tion in agricultural
consequences, we

ince land speculation and the fact

agricultural holdings are often

the yield clearly constitute a
ricultural sector in the various
e did something about this specula-
land, which has unfortunate social
would be making a positive and

constructive contribution to the well-being of the agri-
cultural sector. However, no initiative has as yet been

taken in this area.

Mention has merely been made of

the problem of inefficient land distribution — which

is also a serious m

atter — but the other problem has

simply been passed over.

In conclusion, I urge you for these reasons to oppose

this report.

President. — I call Mr Hoffmann.

Mr Hoffmann.

— (D) Mr President, I suppose

complicated subjects mostly need to be illustrated by

metaphors or simil

es. But T noticed this morning that

one simile which was used, namely that of the circus

clowns, was not particularly appreciated. However, in
defence of their honour it must be said that clowns

are mostly very int
humorous view of

image I could cho

elligent people because they take a
things. And so, because the clown

se and came up with that of poker

image is not so pipular, I thought about what other

players. This year’s

deliberations on agricultural prices

remind one of a gdme of poker in which at least two
of the players havg marked cards. The first one with
marked cards is QOPA, because its arguments have
been accepted wholesale and sometimes without verifi-
cation, as can be sgen, for example, from Annex V of

Mr Liogier’s report

and as can also be explained by a

quotation published on 8 March by the European
People’s Party. I refer here to the trend in producer
prices, and withoyt going into detail I would just
quote what COPAl once again stated on 12 March
1979 in the VWD press service, namely that the

disparities between

agricultural and non-agricultural

incomes, considerable as they were already, have

increased even fur

her. Several speakers have already

gone into this point, but what is beginning to annoy
me in this debate s that these blanket statements do

not contain an ad
admit it — that wi
north-south differe
average agricultural
So average figures

ission — and neither does COPA
hin agricultural incomes there is a
ntial of 10 :1, and that therefore
incomes cover an enormous range.
have very little meaning, and it is

the facts which must be looked at. Let me give three

examples.
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My first example is the Federal Republic of Germany,
where over the last ten years farmers’ incomes have
kept pace with industrial incomes, both increasing on
average by 8 % per annum. Thus the COPA state-
ment is not correct on this point. There is one
country — the United Kingdom — where the level of
farmers’ incomes compared with that of wages in
industry, is relatively high. Thus the COPA figures are
again incorrect.

On the other hand there is one country — France —
where the COPA figures actually do apply to the
majority of farmers. France’s agricultural producers are
in a very weak position, at least in comparison with
industrial workers. But even in this case some differen-
tiation is necessary, since it is not so much the ratio of
producer prices to industrial earnings which must be
looked into, as the problem of a comparison between
small and large producers. There are enormous differ-
ences here, and as far as I am concerned, average
figures of the kind put forward by COPA are simply
not enough. These criticisms which I am directing at
COPA naturally apply equally well to the European
People’s Party and to whole sections of Mr Liogier’s
report.

What both COPA and the rapporteur fail to make
clear enough in the discussion on prices is that these
producer prices must be examined with regard to their
cost structures, e.g. in conjunction with the engi-
neering and chemical sectors, energy questions, the
processing sector and the trade. It is only this overall
picture which can give us an idea of what can happen
to prices and how far we have any chance at all of
exerting the necessary influence on them. The conclu-
sion which must be drawn from this is that a policy
involving a flat-rate price rise is utterly mistaken,
since it takes absolutely no account of this differentia-
tion. We therefore support the Commission in its
cautious prices policy and would urge it to lay greater
stress on structural measures.

So much for the first one using marked cards in this
game of poker. The second one is none other than the
Council, which during the negotiations on the Euro-
pean Monetary System engaged in a certain amount of
horse trading by juggling around a little with the
monetary compensatory amounts ; but the main thing
about these negotiations is that it was tacitly decided
to disregard the market control aspects in dealing with
agricultural prices. That, I think, is what it amounts to.
Therefore the Council has in fact failed, since it ought
to be prepared in this debate to state its views on the
growing problems of the agricultural market, so as to
give us an idea of what the agricultural market is to
look like in the future, especially in view of the forth-
coming enlargement of the European Community.

To sum up this point, the Council is incapable of
giving the necessary impetus to the agricultural policy.
In this way it curbs the positive approaches in the

Commission’s plan, and all Parliament can do is play
an advisory role. If I may keep to the poker-playing
comparison, this means that we may look over the
shoulder of one of the players, i.e. the Commission,
while the Council sits pokerfaced across the table and
COPA already knows who is going to pocket the kitty.

The facts are fairly clear. The European Community
budget for 1979 provides for expenditure of approxi-
mately 35 000 million DM, of which just under three-
quarters is intended for the agricultural sector, where
we have the extremely unfavourable ratio between the
‘Guarantee’ Section and the ‘Guidance’ Section of
which you are all aware. In some critical areas surplus
production is still on the increase, and to illustrate
this I looked at the growth rates for dairy production
in the Community in 1978. For the individual coun-
tries the position is that the increase in production
over the previous year, when production was already at
a high level, was 3 % in France, 4 % in the Federal
Republic of Germany, 46 % in the United Kingdom
and 6'5 % in the Netherlands. If this is the case, and
yet nothing is being done to adjust prices and none of
the measures demanded by some people are being
taken, and if prices are to be raised even more, I
should just like to know by what approach we can
hope to cope with these surpluses. In my view, advo-
cating flat-rate price rises for some products will not
even begin to solve the problem. It has been said that
1979 will see a further growth of 3 % in the dairy
sector, which will certainly do nothing to alleviate this
problem. Thus, if the enlargement of the Community
and the problems I have mentioned are to be
prevented from leading to collapse, the Commission’s
cautious approach must be strengthened. 1 am
perfectly prepared to admit that we cannot throw the
baby out with the bath water, and I have learned in
the discussions in the Committee on Agriculture that
the agricultural industry cannot itself carry many of
the burdens imposed on it. I am perfectly prepared to
admit this, and it must be borne in mind with regard,
for example, to the problem of animal feedingstuffs
and their substitute products, so that for reasons of
cost certain Community products are used less than
imported products. What particularly amazed me in
this context was the disparity between exports and
imports in trade with the USA. The Community now
imports agricultural products worth 7000 million
dollars from the USA, to which it exports only 1 400
million dollars’ worth of products. This is a huge
imbalance, and I know that a similarly unfavourable
ratio of exports to imports in trade with the ACP coun-
tries. I know that these two problems, and others also,
must be seen in a wider political context and that they
are to some extent self-imposed. To that extent, of
course, I must admit that if these costs hit the agricul-
tural industry, it should not have to bear them alone. i
think that this goes without saying, since it involves
political will which goes beyond the agricultural
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policy. A similar situation applies to certain burdens
under the monetary system, but we have dealt with
that in sufficient detail for me not to have to repeat it
now.

The reservations I have just made do not, however,
solve the basic conflict of this year’s debate on prices.
Even if you consider the present level of consumer
prices to be acceptable, any isolated view of prices is
meaningless, since from the consumer’s point of view
what must be considered is not only prices but also
the cost component which is paid through taxes and
is used to manage surpluses. We can only get the
better of this problem if we accept that prices policy
alone is powerless. I would remind you of our debate
on the relation between agricultural, regional and
industrial policy. But I would also remind you of the
fundamental position adopted by the Socialist Group,
namely that direct transfers of income should be used
to help in cases where an overall prices policy which
is cautious cannot otherwise adequately guarantee a
minimum living standard for farmers. I therefore
think that the German Bundesrat was wrong to adopt
the Decision of 9 March 1979, which is fundamentally
opposed to the Commission’s proposals, namely that
price support measures under the common organiza-
tion of markets should be removed in certain subsec-
tors and replaced by aid arrangements.

After what my colleague Mr Hughes has said and on
the basis of my short speech, there are a number of
amendments to the report before us. You will all have
seen that more than 30 amendments have been tabled
by the various political groupings in the House. So I
cannot now deal with these problems in detail. Our
Amendment No 34 serves to sum up our views on
prices policy, since it refers to one crucial aspect. It
reads as follows :

Considers, while recognizing the need for a freeze in the
price of products in which there are structural surpluses,
such as cereals, sugar and dairy products, that it is
possible slightly to increase the prices of products from
other sectors to encourage farmers to produce these food-
stuffs of which there is still by no means a surplus.

I should like to end by wishing the Commissioner
much courage and perseverance in his attempts to
bring home to the Council that, together with Parlia-
ment, it should at last undertake to alter the political
emphasis in the way I have described.

President. — I call Mr Ligios.

Mr Ligios. — (I) Mr President, I feel I can say that
the proposals on agricultural prices which the
Commission has submitted to Parliament this year are

more encouraging
aspects of the prop

than last year’s. There are two
psals I particularly want to dwell on

because I feel they are of special importance. Person-

ally, I think the
certain determinat
pluses. Also, recurr

Commission proposals reveal a
jon to avoid piling up more sur-
ing emphasis is placed on the need

to intensify measutes for structural reform in order to
put an end to regignal disparities in the Community. I
feel that theme runs right throught the Commission

proposals.

Mr Liogier has ma
the various requ
discussions in thg
during the meetin

de a tremendous effort to reconcile
rements which emerged during

Committee on Agriculture and
gs which the committee had with

organizations representing the producers and the

consumers. I feel

hat his efforts should be rewarded

with substantial, albeit not total, support for the propo-

sals contained in t|

his motion for a resolution. In this

respect, it must be borne in mind that, while we are

discussing the con
impact on the inc

crete measures which will have an
pmes of hundreds of thousands of

families in the Community, an even clearer picture

emerges of the co

tradictions in some aspects of the

Common Agricultural Policy which we have been
spotlighting for yeprs and which, to some extent, we
feel ought to be brought up again at this point.

It is our opinion that the price mechanism, used as it

has been up to no

to ensure that farmers have a fair

income, and the tptal or even absolute guarantee to
buy up the surpluses of certain products in the richer
areas of the Community are two factors which, when
taken together dand allowed to continue, have
produced two particularly serious results. I feel that
these are among the worst effects of the Common
Agricultural Policy, which in other respects is quite
praiseworthy, and we have said as much on other occa-
sions.

Firstly, these two factors have led to the creation of
expensive surpluse. I am sure that little imagination
went into the agdministration of these surpluses,
because some thopght should be given to circum-
stances in the world, where millions of people are
suffering from malnutrition and sometimes dying of
it. What I mean is that there should probably be a
different approach fo this problem of surpluses or that
the Community should be a bit more adventurous.

Secondly, the other distortion is the widening gap
between farmer’s incomes in some regions of the
Community and their incomes in other regions. I am
talking about differences in income which already
existed when the Community was born. There is an
article in the Treaty establishing the Community
which states quite clearly that one of the fundamental
aims is to reduce ot eliminate these differences. Unfor-
tunately, however, during the life of this Community
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and of the Common Agricultural Policy, the gap has
not only failed to narrow but has even got bigger, to
the extent that incomes in the richer areas of the
Community are now 2-5 times as high as incomes in
the poorest areas, which are generally regarded as
being the Mediterranean regions.

On top of all this you have the harmful effects of the
monetary compensatory amounts, or rather the
harmful effects of having persevered far too long with
these compensatory amounts. The two factors together
are the root cause of all the disturbances which have
graudally come to the surface in the Community. It is
one of the reasons why we often see farmers at odds
with their colleagues in other Member States — as
witness the recent events on the border between
France and Belgium. Things like this have a negative
effect and only make people wonder if in fact the
Europe of the future will be able to guarantee social
peace in the countryside and align incomes more
equitably, at least within one particular sector of the
economy.

It must be clear from what I have said that I agree
with the Commission proposals when they are
designed to reduce surpluses and achieve a better
balance between incomes in the various regions.
However, 1 have serious doubts about whether a
simple price freeze will be enough to balance the
supply and demand of certain products on the
Community market. Take the dairy sector, for
example. Anyway, there are quite a few difficulties
involved in a price freeze, and this point has emerged
in the speeches we have heard here and during the
meetings of the Committee on Agriculture. What we
have to do is to be somewhat stricter in making the
producers comply with the co-responsibility mechan-
isms. They have to be aware of their responsibilities in
this. At the same time, we have to come up with other
forms of intervention to supplement the incomes of
the poorer farmers, provided that this intervention is
not aimed solely at needy farmers in certain sectors,
but at farmers in all sectors. It was with this in mind
that I put my name to an amendment urging that the
prices of products of which there was a structural
surplus should not be increased.

Lastly, I want to say something about the second
point I mentioned — the need to achieve a better
balance of income among farmers. There is a lot of
talk nowadays about structural reform, amendments to
socio-structural directives, regional policy and a
plethora of measures and initiatives which are all fine
and along the right lines and which we support and
for which we give due credit to the Commission and
the Council. In a way, you can interpret all these
measures as evading the issue. In themselves, in my
view, they are not enough to bring about a better
balance unless we spread wider the net of guarantees
applied to the various products. What I mean is that
we cannot go on giving a total and absolute guarantee

to some products while others are barely covered. Of
course, I do not mean that we should extend to Medi-
terranean products the same sort of system we have
for dairy products, sugar, meat and so on. It would be
ridiculous to start building up surpluses in this sector,
too. What we are asking is that the system be more
widely spread among agricultural products.

Before I close, I want to mention land policy, which
has also been referred to by a number of other
Members including, I think, Mr Nielsen. He
mentioned something in Mr Liogier’s motion which
was adopted by the committee after the tabling of an
amendment signed by myself and others. We are not
setting out to say that the Community should right
away assume the financial responsibility for restruc-
turing land tenureship in the various regions ; but we
do want to draw attention to the facts in certain Medi-
terranean areas. It is not enough to say — as we hear
in Community circles — holdings under five or two
hectares are not even officially registered. If you do
this, you are shutting your eyes to the awful
consequences that will ensue, because many of the
praiseworthy measures worked out by the Community
to help these areas, — the Mediterranean regions, for
example — will come to nothing in practical terms
unless we solve the shocking problem of the fragmen-
tation of agricultural holdings, which is the historical
legacy of land tenureship based on laws passed in
countries with feudal regimes. If this problem is going
to be solved, we need a Community approach.

Lastly, Mr President, I have also put my name to two
amendments that I should like to mention very
briefly. One requests that, in order to help dispose of
Community surpluses, more should be done with
appropriate aid from the EAGGF to transfer interven-
tion centres from the areas of surplus to the areas of
shortage in the Community. The other amendment,
while approving the principle of avoiding the creation
of surpluses, invites the Commission not to limit the
production and processing of Mediterranean fruit and
vegetables.

I could say a lot more, Mr President, on this very
topical subject, but my time is up and I shall restrict
myself to the few comments I have made.

President. — I call Mr Croze.

Mr Croze. — (F) Mr President, I should like to draw
Parliament’s attention to the Community’s external
agricultural policy and to the growing imports of
substitute products.

Can it be said that the Community really has an
external agricultural policy? Contrary to what Mr
Gundelach said this morning, I do not think so, and
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all I need for proof is the fact that our exports in this
sector cover only 30 % of our imports, as against
250 % in the United States. In the light of those
figures, who would still dare to pretend that the
Common Agricultural Policy is tainted with excessive
protectionism ?

In order to restore our trade balance we must increase
our exports and, if I may quote a phrase used by the
President of the French Republic, ‘our agriculture
must be our oil. You will remember that two years
ago we missed the chance of a five-year contract with
Egypt, which would have enabled us to double EEC
exports to the southern Mediterranean region.
Contracts of this kind, particularly for the supply of
cereals, could be concluded with quite a few third
countries, e.g. China, especially since that country is
being very complimentary about the Community at
the moment. The opening of the Common Market to
Greece, Spain and Portugal will give rise to new
surpluses, and for this reason this export policy will
become more and more indispensible. We should
therefore make an immediate start on studying and
seriously planning a policy of long-term contracts.
The balance of the cereal market is being affected this
year by a record harvest and by the rapid increase in
competitively priced imports of animal feedingstuffs.
Vast imports of manioc into the Community, and the
fact that all substitute products together now amount
to almost half the cereals offered for sale as animal
feedingstuffs are likely to have a very adverse effect on
our external relations. In fact, substitute products are
driving from the European market growing quantities
of cereals which must then be sold on the world
market to the displeasure of certain large exporting
countries.

Inside the Community these imports are having more
and more disastrous consequences, to which I should
like to draw the attention of both the Commission
and Parliament. Owing to the increase in our cereal
exports, the amount of refunds has trebled in one
year. The EAGGF can certainly do without this extra
burden! The producers themselves are bearing the
brunt of this situation. The disparities in competition
have become most marked in the pig breeding sector.
They have led to inevitable social unrest, such as the
recent blocking of borders. In this sector manioc
imports have benefited from the system of monetary
compensatory amounts and from the way in which
they are calculated. These amounts have been fixed
according to the quantity of cereal required to fatten a
pig. It so happens that manioc imported from Thai-
land — § million tonnes in 1978 — is half the price
of Community cereals. German, Dutch or Belgian pig
farmers are therefore well advised to use manioc to
reduce their costs, since they receive subsidies calcu-
lated on the basis of products which they have not
used. What is more, vast ‘pig factories’ have sprung up
around the major North Sea ports.

Thus there is only one solution to this problem,

namely to impose
manioc, since sucl\L
upset the entire
continue. Imports

quota regulations and taxes on
a loophole, which is likely to
market, cannot be allowed to

of maize from the USA are taxed

on arrival in the Community, so why not manioc ?

This is all the more|
a low-protein cereal

since imports of manioc, which is
must be accompanied by imports

of soya beans, which in turn increase our dependence
on imports to cover our protein requirements. Mr

Liogier is perfectly

right to demand the penalization

of all industrial praduction which is based solely on

substitute products
must say no to milk
pig factories.

On the highly

mported from third countries. We
factories just as we must say no to

controversial subject of the

co-responsibility levy, to which 1 am personally

opposed I should

ike simply to stress that, should

Parliament considep that the principle must once

again be endorsed

the levy should apply, as our

rapporteur stresses, [only to farms which supply very

large quantities of

ilk and use huge amounts of soya

beans. My personal |opinion is that the Commission’s
proposal to introdude a variable levy, with a minimum
rate of 2 % and subject to review three times a year, is
a perfect example of the involved technocratic mind
at work ! This system is unfair, inefficient and unenfor-
ceable, so much so in fact that the Committee on Agri-
culture rejected it by a very large majority.

To conclude, I should like to stress another inconsist-
ency, namely that which exists in the sugar sector,
between Community policy and the policy of the
Member States. In fact, the Commission has issued a
communication to this effect. In this excellent docu-
ment it points out |that projects in the sugar sector
which have been or|are being carried out in the ACP
countries with national aid from the Community coun-

tries will result, in
by 1981! How ca
farmers accept a fu

sugar surplus of 900 000 tonnes
you make European sugarbeet
rther reduction in their B quota,

when at the same time the ACP countries, who will
be looking for a market for this new production, will
be asking for an indrease in the sugar quota provided
for in the Lomé Canvention ?

Since the system o

sugarbeet quotas is soon to be

renegotiated betwedn the Member States and the

Community, 1 think

that the Commission’s proposal

to reduce the B quota is totally mistimed. Let us wait
until after the renegotiation and especially until our
sugar policy has bgcome more consistent, which is
something which we must also aim at with regard to

isoglucose, which n
sugar, since it is be
certain branches of

pow seems to be competing with
roming increasingly important in
the food and drink industry. The

only way of ensuring a fair basis for competition
between sugar prodycers and producers of isoglucose
is to impose the same restrictions on the latter as

apply to the former

i.e. to introduce quotas.
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These are the few remarks I wanted to make on inter-
national trade in agricultural products. A year ago
hardly any mention had ever been made in this
House of the danger which might be involved in
importing substitute products such as manioc. Thus,
1978 saw new loopholes being opened, aided by the
confused monetary situation, and some people would
like to take advantage of it to widen them. We
Liberals want, on the contrary, to close these
loopholes by negotiating a number of international
agreements which would establish full reciprocity and
equality of obligations, since we do not wish to jeopar-
dize the very foundations of the Common Agricultural
Policy. We are therefore very pleased with the recent
decisions on monetary matters taken by the Council
of Ministers of Agriculture, which should enable us to
return to unity in Community agricultural prices
through the gradual dismantling of monetary compen-
satory amounts, while avoiding any loss of income to
farmers in the countries with strong currencies. I shall
finish by expressing the hope that this view is shared
by the majority in the House, as was the case in the
Committee on Agriculture.

President. — I call Mr Soury.

Mr Soury. — (F) Mr President, on behalf of the
French Communists, I should like to say that, with its
attempt to freeze agricultural prices, the Commission
is going some way towards adopting the new approach
which it considers absolutely indispensable for the
Common Agricultural Policy, particularly with the
prospect of an enlarged Common Market.

For months now this question has been debated in
the Committee on Agriculture, where we have heard it
said several times that, if the policy is not changed in
this way, it will mean a catastrophe in the 1980s as a
result of these surpluses which burden the markets.

It was described to us as a success that, while it had
been necessary to grant a 9 % price rise for agricul-
tural products in about 1975, it had been possible to
reduce this increase gradually to reach some 2 % in
1978, the aim underlying this trend being to achieve
by 1979 — still heading towards what is considered a
success — a zero rate of increase, and it is to this end
that the proposal to freeze agricultural prices was
made. It was even explained to us with great emphasis
at the Echternach Agricultural Symposium that a
move must be made to change the function of prices
for agricultural products. This means that remunera-
tion for agricultural work should no longer be entirely
covered by prices, with the price making up only a
part of that remuneration, and the rest having to be
made up in the form of subsidies. Thus, on the basis
of these cut-rate prices, our agriculture would be
turned into a State-aided branch of the economy. I
know that this is not yet the case, but the European

a

are thinking about it, and in 1979 the attempt to
freeze agricultural prices must be seen as a forerunner
of these proposed changes.

Before the remarks which 1 propose to make to the
House, I should like to say that as long ago as the
October part-session I put a question to the Commis-
sion on behalf of the French Communists, since even
then it was reported throughout the press that the
Commission intended to freeze agricultural prices.

You will remember, Mr Gundelach, that at the time
the tone of your reply was one of indignation, and you
stated very firmly that there was no question of a price
freeze, that you had never seen a subject put forward
by the Commission treated in such a cavalier manner,
and that the question was absolutely pointless since it
was based on false assumptions. If I wanted to pick an
argument, Mr Gundelach — which I do not — 1
could easily say that on that particular day, the cava-
lier methods were perhaps not being employed on my
side. But that is not the point at issue.

Not to be forgotten is the fact that, from the position
you adopted at the time to the fuss now being made
to cover up the move to change the very basis of the
entire Common Agricultural Policy, everything shows
the Commission’s single-minded determination to
achieve its aim at all costs. I would be the first to
agree that it is not an easy task. You are facing a
mammoth task. Let me quote the example of my own
country, where production costs are increasing by at
least about 10 % per year. So I agree that it is very
difficult to go along to farmers and tell them that they
must not put up their prices.

There is the example of social security contributions,
which are increasing in France this year by an average
of 1553 % — and you don’t expect prices to rise ?!
And, as if that were not enough, there is further penali-
zation because monetary compensatory amounts are
in the main to be retained. Surely you do not believe
that farmers are going to accept such a policy, which
will lead — that is perfectly obvious — to the destruc-
tion of part of our agricultural potential. With prices
increasing everywhere else, how do you expect the
agricultural sector to accept a freeze on its own
prices ?

What are agricultural prices ? They are the farmer’s
wages. Freezing agricultural prices is thus tantamount
to condemning farmers to a considerable drop in
income. This is the first time ever, it must be said,
that such an attack has been planned against agricul-
ture. 1 repeat that it is unacceptable. In the
Committee on Agriculture I heard the view expressed
several times that this great upheaval which is
planned against the background of European austerity
may have far-reaching social repercussions. Indeed,
how could it be otherwise ? 1 declare our total soli-
darity with and our active support for the farmers and
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their organizations, who are forced to take collective
action against this policy that can only be called a
policy of decline.

The hardest hit producers in my country have already
reacted. They are the pig farmers of Brittany and the
beef and veal producers in Central France, who
blocked roads and railways during a massive demons-
tration by 10 000 of them and who are preparing for
another major day of action on 28 March. All over the
South of France a powerful movement is taking shape
to combat the enlargement of the Common Market.
Today this is the only way left in which farmers can
make their point. Furthermore, the agricultural organi-
zations have all roundly condemned the price freeze
proposed by the Commission. They are all worried
and reject the method used by the Commission to
calculate agricultural incomes, which involved the
concept of value added per person employed in agri-
culture, as if this value added, which includes produc-
tion costs, could be mistaken for income. But this has
already been discussed. And then certain sectors, such
as the potato sector, are ignored for purposes of calcu-
lating incomes, because it is maintained that they do
not come under the common organization of markets,
while sheep farming is included even though that
does not come under it either. In other words, tricks
like this are being used to boost agricultural incomes
artificially in an attempt to justify the famous price
freeze.

The true situation is that in France, precisely because
agricultural prices are still lagging behind industrial
prices and are unable to catch up with them, 1979
will be the fifth year in which agricultural incomes
have fallen, which means that the situation of small
farmers is becoming very precarious and I repeat what
other speakers have said, namely that it is impossible
to generalize about farmers’ incomes without taking
account of the specific production factors which vary
even within one country and even within a single
region.

Parliament’s Committee on Agriculture rejects the
price freeze and rightly points out that, if the Commis-
sion persists in its policy, many farmers will have to
give up farming entirely and join the Community’s
other six million unemployed. I note that, in this
respect, the committee has arrived at the conclusions
which we Communists arrived at as long ago as the
October part-session and which I referred to a
moment ago. But after making a good start the
Committee on Agriculture pulls up short, since it is in
favour of allowing compensatory amounts to continue.
I should like to reaffirm that this system cannot be
continued any longer. It seems that, contrary to what
is astonishingly so often stated on this subject,
currency differences could be adjusted, according to
the most expert opinions, without compensatory
amounts. Therefore the reasons for keeping MCAs
must be sought outside technical difficulties, even
outside the Community spirit, since what is

happening is that producers are being set against one
another. Compensatory amounts are completely
contrary to the three great principles on which the
Common Agricultural Policy is based : unity of prices,
Community preference and financial solidarity. These
MCAs have been going on for years. Just let them
carry on another four years and we shall see what we
have to show for it ! In France, pig farmers are in great
difficulty, but the same competition affects beef and
veal production. According to the statistics supplied to
us by the Federation of Beef and Veal Producers, a
hindquarter of beef produced in the Federal Republic
of Germany has in recent months been entitled to a
subsidy of 349 old francs per kilo on the hook on
crossing our frontiers, while our beef is taxed when it
leaves the country.

You can talk about Community spirit as much as you
like but it will not change anything ; there is nothing
common left when the markets have been distorted to
such an extent, since the results are quickly felt:
exports from the Federal Republic to France have
increased by 18 % because meat produced by French
farmers is quoted at Rungis at between 16 and 17
francs per kilo on the hook, while the same quality
meat produced in the Federal Republic and subsidi-
zied by Community funds arrives on the French
market at 14-40 francs per kilo. No, this is not accep-
table and our producers will not accept it. No, we
cannot wait four years, as suggested by the motion for
a resolution before us and by Mr Liogier’s report.

" No, there is no longer anything ‘common’ in such a

policy. You can therefore expect the French producers
to take forceful action, since our stock farming would
never recover from the effects of such a policy and, for
our part, we Communist deputies will be forcing
another debate in the Assemblée nationale, since we
feel that this is a question which has to do not only
with producers’ interests but also with the national
interest, and we are ready to assume our responsibili-
ties towards our electors in this field ;

Monetary compensatory amounts are not to be abol-
ished for the time being. And by the way, please note
the extreme discretion shown by the European
Council which has just met in Paris : it made no refer-
ence to MCAs, while the entire press shared the view
that the agreements concluded on MCAs were ambigu-
ous. After all the planned reduction applies solely to
the old negative amounts in France and are subject to
a rise in prices of about 3-6 %. But since the advan-
tages enjoyed by German products remained unaf-
fected, since the whole thing is being allowed to carry
on for another four years and since there will be new
MCAs on the top of it, it only proves that nothing has
been solved ! This is why, taking up the perfectly justi-
fied demands of French producers, we have tabled an
amendment demanding the immediate and total
dismantling of MCAs. What becomes of this amend-
ment will largely determine the way in which we shall
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vote on the motion as a whole. We attach all the more
importance to it because, I repeat, nothing has been
solved. Let us make no bones about it, the Federal
Republic prefers the advantages it has from MCAs to a
price increase, and the remarks made on the subject
by the Federal German Minister of Agriculture leave
no room for doubt. In an article published on 10
March, the United Kingdom expresses its opposition
to a_price increase, and French agriculture thus finds
itself in dire straits. The motion for a resolution as
tabled accepts this situation.

Furthermore, this motion, while rejecting the Commis-
sion’s proposed provisions with regard to the
co-responsibility levy on milk, nevertheless ends up,
by means of various superficial changes, by accepting
it, and what is more, in paragraph 18 opens the way to
the slaughtering of dairy cows. I would say on this
point that, if the proposed measures were imple-
mented, they would sound the death knell for tens of
thousands of family holdings, since the conditions
laid down by the Commisssion for the exemption of
small producers are such that there are not many
people who will satisfy them. How do you expect
anyone to undertake to give up farming at 60, when
agricultural pensions in France are well below 1000
francs a month ? The 25 hectare criterion is arbitrary.
The smallest producers, who are taking up other work
in increasing numbers, will not be by exempt either.
So the way is free for the most dangerous excesses
since, with the rule under which twice the levy rate is
applied to any increase in production, it is easy, as
shown in the report of the Committee on Agriculture,
to arrive at a levy of more than 10 %.

So you can see where we are heading with the policy
of austerity which is being pursued in all the countries
of the Community. Because it has failed to expand the
market in this economy which numbers 6 million
unemployed and to which a further blow will be dealt
by the current dismantling of large sectors such as the
steel and textile industries, the Community institu-
tions are forced to reduce agricultural potential. Is not
the range of application proposed for the
co-responsibility levy a first step towards the revision

of the function of agricultural prices which was’

examined at Echternach at the end of October ? Basi-
cally, the MCAs, the price freeze and the
co-responsibility levy do indeed point the way towards
this new agricultural policy with the sole aim of
reducing the volume of production and, consequently,
of part of our agricultural potential.

Such is the seriousness of the measures we are
examining today. If the Committee on Agriculture
can be criticized for not accepting all the positive
proposals the Commission, for its part, can be criti-

cized for not going all the way. It also is caught up in
the same European political context, i.e. in the same
policy of austerity, and is reduced to putting forward
nothing but superficial changes to cope with the
crisis. But it is fundamental changes that we should be
aiming at, and it is because the Committee on Agricul-
ture is not doing so that it is unable to propose real
solutions. This is why we shall most probably not be
able to vote in favour of the report before us.

President. — I call Mr Méhaignerie.

Mr Méhaignerie, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, it gives me
great pleasure to attend this debate, which will enable
me to take note of Parliament’s opinions and to pass
them on to the members of the Council when they
meet in Brussels on 26 and 27 March next.

The circumstances attending the negotiations on agri-
cultural prices and, going beyond them, on the associ-
ated monetary problems — in fact, someone said a
moment ago that agricultural policy is very sensitive
to all the other developments in European policy —
are rather exceptional.

Firstly, the Community’s overall economic situation
and the employment problems in the industrial sector
make the contribution of agriculture to maintaining
the economic balance particularly important. The
stabilization of the rural population which is taking
place in many countries is not without its repercus-
sions on farmers’ incomes, some of which have
increased over the last 15 years largely owing to a rela-
tively rapid exodus from the country. Nor is it without
repercussions on the limitations and difficulties of a
structural policy which were referred to by many
Members. The employment situation makes this struc-
tural policy much more difficult to implement. Lastly,
in the international context and in the context of the
balance of trade difficulties facing the various Commu-
nity countries, we must pay great attention to
increasing Community exports to offset these growing
imports. In this respect I recognize that, if the Euro-
pean Community is to play a considerable part in
world trade, we must have a cautious prices policy to
avoid too great a gap between Community prices and
world prices.

For all these reasons I should like to thank the
Committee on Agriculture for its extremely detailed
report and to congratulate most particularly its rappor-
teur, Mr Liogier, on the considerable amount of work
he has done, which is a contribution to the work of
the Council of Agriculture Ministers and which I
consider to be increasingly necessary if we want
people throughout the Community to be better
informed about the Common Agricultural Policy and
if we want to avoid reinforcing the myths which do
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not make it any easier to arrive at a European
consensus on the fixing of agricultural prices, which is
difficult enough as it is.

I would add that, also outside this context, the
Council and the Commission have in recent weeks
tackled one of the Community’s most important
problems by trying to get rid of distortions of competi-
tion between Member States due to monetary compen-
satory amounts and to make progress towards
restoring the unity of prices, which is a fundamental
principle of the Common Agricultural Policy. The
political agreement arrived at in the last few weeks
represents an important step towards both restoring
the unity of prices and the fixing of prices, which we
hope will take place very soon.

Lastly, in its initial price proposals the Commission
has for the first time advocated the freezing of agricul-
tural prices in units of account, and I can tell from
everything 1 have heard since the beginning of the
afternoon that this will be one of the main points in
our forthcoming negotiations.

In these very special circumstances, I should like first
of all to take stock of the results obtained in the agri-
monetary field, and then to sum up the Council’s
initial discussions.

Until the last meeting of the Council of Agriculture
Ministers on 5 and 6 March, Community rules
provided for the automatic application of monetary
compensatory amounts without any dismantling
mechanism — unlike the period 1969-1971 — in the
case of currency fluctuations on the exchange market.
This principle involved considerable disadvantages —
distortions in trade, especially for certain products, the
disruption of market unity by a system of export
levies or subsidies, and the high cost of MCAs for the
EAGGF budget. The agreement reached last week
ushered in a new era for the Common Agricultural
Policy in which the new -monetary compensatory
amounts — and I stress new — will be no longer the
rule but the exception, and are to be phased out gradu-
ally. Furthermore, if a currency is revalued, there will
be an allowance of one point which will reduce the
rates of the positive MCAs applied to the agricultural
trade of countries with strong currencies.

The Council has decided, in accordance with the pro-
posals made in the working document and by the
Commission — to which my special thanks go, and
particularly to Mr Gundelach, for the considerable
contribution it has made over the last few months
towards finding a solution — to take, in its examina-
tion of prices, the measures needed to reduce certain
inequalities of competition caused by the way in
which MCAs are calculated.

Furthermore, eight Member States have concluded a
political agreement, based on the same proposals by

the Commission to phase out the new monetary
compensatory amounts over two years without
lowering prices in national currencies and to make
use chiefly of price rises in units of account for the
dismantling of positive MCAs. I stress here that the
United Kingdom’s present reservations with regard to
the mechanism for the rapid elimination of MCAs
ptoposed by the Commission are not prompted by
the methods of implementing this mechanism, but by
a difference of opinion with the eight other Member
States on future policy for agricultural prices.

With the adoption at the end of this month of the
final agri-monetary technical regulations for setting
up the European Monetary System, the green currency
devaluations decided on in principle by the Council
on 6 March last should come into force, and this will
be a further step towards restoring price unity.

It is the monetary negotiations which have held up
the discussion by the Council of Agriculture Ministers
on price fixing, due to take place during the next few
weeks. These negotiations will concentrate on two
main points : the level of prices and the problems of
the dairy industry.

With regard to the overall level of prices in units of
account, most — I would even say almost all — of the
Member States are in favour of a cautious prices
policy. Only the United Kingdom, for the time being,
supports a price freeze for products in surplus. The
other Member States are all in favour of a more flex-
ible prices policy in order, among other things, to
pave the way, by means of a reasonable increase, for
the dismantling of positive MCAs and to initiate a
policy to this end with regard to stocks. I would add
that the production incentive which would result from
an increase in prices in units of account would be
somewhat limited by the fact that the effects of such
an increase would vary greatly if, at the same time,
positive MCAs were dismantled for countries with
strong currencies, and prices were increased at a lower
rate by the dismantling of negative MCAs for coun-
tries with weak currencies.

With regard to the technicalities of the
co-responsibility levy for dairy products, I believe that,
since the dairy sector is such a problem for the
Community, no delegation is opposed to the principle
of the levy. At the present stage of the only discussion
we have had on the dairy question, most of the
Member States are not in favour of the levy rate being
increased every three months according to the growth
in production, since this would complicate the
management of the market. Several countries want the
levy to be progressive and dependent on the quanti-
ties of milk produced, thus benefiting those farms
which use the grazing resources of the Community
instead of imported raw materials.



102 Debates of the European Parliament

Méhaignerie

I think that we must find a compromise between the
countries that want a flat-rate levy and those that want
to promote economic efficiency, we must take
account of the social problems of small farmers, the
great majority of whom'are not responsible for the
increased production, and thirdly, we must take
account of the amount of fodder crops produced or,
vice-versa, the amount of imported animal feeding-
stuffs. 1 think that we must consider these three
factors in our sedrch for a compromise, and that the
levy should be to some extent progressive, even if less
so than some countries hoped.

With regard to pigmeat, some countries consider it
essential that the way in which MCAs are calculated
be revised in order to put a stop to the present distor-
tion of competition. The Council took a decision of
principle on this, but certain countries pointed out
that they had very little room for manoeuvre in this
sector.

This, ladies and gentlemen, is the stage reached in all
the negotiations, which, I would remind you, have not
made much progress on prices, since all the discus-
sions of recent weeks have concentrated on the
dismantling of the new MCAs and the mechanisms
for doing so. I would add that, in the fruit and vege-
table sector, some countries had expressed their
concern with regard to the reform of the regulation on
fruit and vegetables and to the problem of substitute
products; in this connection, the trip which Mr
Gundelach is soon to make to Thailand is important
and should bring a speedy solution nearer.

For my part, I should like to express my hopes for the
end of the negotiations. Like the Commission, I hope
that the discussion will not be drawn out, since the
basically political matters we are dealing with can be
the subject of a political agreement very soon. The
objective which I am proposing to my colleagues —
and I know that it is a difficult objective — is to arrive
at a decision at the end of this month, i.e. to keep to
the deadlines set at the beginning of the marketing
year. However, I think that we need to decide on a
reasonable but very cautious rise in prices in units of
account — in the sectors where the market situation
permits — in order to allow progress to be made
towards the dismantling of MCAs.

Lastly, in view of everything which has been said in
this House, I would add that what we need in the
Community is fuller information on the discrepancies
in earnings, competition and the state of competition
within the Community, on the state of the regions,
and on production trends, and I hope, for my part,
that the Commission will keep both Parliament and
the Council of Ministers supplied with material for
debate so that more detailed information can be made
available. I note here all the wishes expressed by
Parliament with regard to land policy, structural
policy or incomes policy. I should just like to make

two reservations. With regard to incomes policy, it is
difficult to base the calculation of incomes solely on
the number of full-time farmers in the Community ;
otherwise the figures for incomes within the Commu-
nity show extremely wide variations which may
appear serious. As for land policy, I would say that it
represents an important aspect of the Common Agri-
cultural Policy, and if the Community wants in future
to take a more active part in world trade policy, it
must achieve better control of its production costs. In
this context, it is worrying to see what is happening to
certain production costs and, in particular, to the price
of land in the Community. This is a disturbing situa-
tion for the future of world food policy.

Ladies and gentlemen, I should like most especially to
thank the Commission and Mr Gundelach for the
difficult task they have performed in putting forward
their often constructive proposals. I should once again
like to thank the rapporteur, Mr Liogier, for the
considerable work he has done, and I should also like
to thank the Commission and hope that it will supply
the Council with observations and summaries for the
weeks and months to come. And I hope, ladies and
gentlemen, that we shall soon arrive at fair and reason-
able solutions and that, in the months and years to
come more information will be available to enable us
to see a better consensus on this much-debated
Common Agricultural Policy.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Power.

Mr Power. — Mr President, I would like to join in
congratulating the rapporteur on the excellent and
comprehensive report that he has presented to Parlia-
ment today. I feel that it is a report that has, in
comparison to those of previous years, emphasized a
littte more of the human side of agriculture, and I
fully agree with the emphasis he places on the family
farm.

The family farm is something to which the rapporteur
and myself and indeed all members of the Group of
European  Progressive  Democrats are  deeply
committed. It is after all a basic unit of society, particu-
larly rural society. Nowhere in any other sector of
society is co-operation and participation in earning a
livelihood better expressed than in farming, where all
the members of the family have a role to play, no
matter what their age. This is something that is almost
unique to farming, and I feel it is a value that we must
preserve. The maintenance of the family farm has
economic as well as social consequences. The impor-
tance of keeping people on the land in farming has
been mentioned here today, and it is very relevant to
current unemployment statistics. The flight from the
land means additions to the dole queues in the cities.
We are aware at the moment that we have six and a
half million people unemployed in the Community.
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Must we now encourage more people to join these six
and a half million ? Apart from our duty to maintain
people on the land — it is logical to do this — we
must provide our farming community with a reaso-
nable and adequate income so that they can have the
necessary encouragement to remain on the family
farm.

I must voice my diapproval at the current Commis-
sion proposals which constitute the annual agricul-
tural price review. A zero price increase does very,
very little to encourage any worker to stay in an
employment which involves hard work and long
hours, complete commitment and, right now, a very
uncertain future. Mr Christensen today welcomed the
zero increase and was even unrealistic enough to look
for reductions in prices. Farming is not something
that you can plan from week to week, or even from
year to year. Farmers must be able to see clearly ahead
for three years at least and plan with this in mind, and
an annual stop-go policy is unacceptable to farmers all
over the Community.

Many people have a preoccupation with surplus
products. Unfortunately, their attitude tends to be
negative, in that they say that products in surplus
must be eliminated. I can’t agree with this approach
of penalization and the excessive use of harsh
measures. I would prefer to see a more positive
approach, an approach of encouragement whereby
farmers producing basic products which are not really
required would be financially encouraged to produce
alternative products which are in short supply.

At the moment the EEC is importing vast quantities
of foodstuffs and animal feedingstuffs. Much of this
we can produce ourselves and so provide employment
at home and reduce our import bills. Some people are
very quick to point out that we have obligations under
GATT and under longstanding international trading
agreements. I would like to say to these people that
we are not so naive as to expect to import quantities
in excess of our own requirements, particularly in
view of the fact that the EEC is the largest importer of
food in the world. I would like to ask the Commis-
sion, who handled our international trading negotia-
tions on behalf of the Community, if they really feel
that their influence is so minute when it comes to
negotiating our trading arrangements with third coun-
tries.

I would like to make a general comment regarding
food surpluses and the generally expressed attitude to
them. We live in a world where one-third of the
people are born into hunger. They live their miserable
lives in hunger and they die without ever getting
enough to eat. We have the capacity to feed them, and
yet we suppress the growing of food in many parts of
the world, and it appears that we lack the will to feed
those that want food. Distribution difficulties are some-
times advanced as an excuse, but I cannot accept this

excuse. In an age when we can send men into outer
space we can surely send food to the needy. I wonder
must politics always take priority over charity ? And
how is it that we cannot arrive at a decision to limit
the manufacture of arms that will be used to take life
although we can limit the growing of food that is so
badly needed to preserve life ?

Only a few years ago the Community was exporting
beef to the United States and in the difficulties
resulting from the international crisis in the beef
sector, which was particularly felt in my own country,
Community exports of beef to the United States were
halted, following what seems to have been a unilateral
decision by the United States. This trade was stopped
when domestic beef supplies in the United States
were adequate and the method used was the imposi-
tion of countervailing duties. At the moment the
United States has a substantial shortage of beef and is
importing vast quantities of beef from third countries.
However, none of these imports are coming from this
Community, and surely this is the time for the
Community to renegotiate entry for its beef exports to
the substantial United States market. I do know that
many farmers in Ireland would welcome the re-op-
ening of this traditional outlet to them.

The Commission has placed great emphasis on the
structural aspects of the prices package this year.
Unfortunately we do not have the full details of many
of these proposals. And in working out the details it is
important to learn from the lessons of the last few
years. The need for flexibility in the farm moderniza-
tion directive must be apparent to all by now. The
straightlaced aspect of the directive must be elimi-
nated so that the benefits available can be given to
those farmers who really need them. Improvements
are also needed in the farm retirements directive.
Here, in particular, we need greater incentives to
encourage older farmers to make their land available
to younger farmers. And with regard to younger
farmers I would wish to question the recent budgetary
decision to withdraw support for the exchange of
young farmers between Member States. This was a
very useful exercise in the past which was very well
received by the young farmers who participated. It is
now considered to be a major loss to these organiza-
tion. The cost involved wasn’t very high and it was a
scheme with a high Community content. I would like
specifically to request the Commission to reintroduce
this scheme as soon as possible.

And I must say that when the plain people of the
Community examine the directives that emerge from
Europe and look at the farm modernization directive
and the farm retirement directive and see the decision
to discontinue the exchange of young farmers, they
must seriously doubt if the directives are made with
the good of the farming families in mind. I would
suggest that those who make the directives and take
decisions that impinge on the lives of many farming
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families should be guided by what is best for these
families.

In conclusion, Mr President, I would like to register
my disappointment with the Commission’s proposals
for the coming year. The motion for a resolution is
broadly speaking a fair enough interpretation of my
view, but in particular I would like to associate myself
with the final paragraph which called on the Commis-
sion to review its proposals. While I may not agree
with all the paragraphs in the motion, that is one
which I feel is fundamental and worthy of the support
of this House.

President. — I call Lord Bruce to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Mr President, at an
earlier stage there was a request made for the produc-
tion of certain tape-recordings, with which, if I had
been here, I would have been only too delighted to
have associated myself, because of course they would
reveal the extent to which individual speakers who
have opposed the Commission’s proposals have them-
selves a farming interest. Mr President, the normal
supposition by the general public in these debates is
that every Member of this House talks as a completely
independent politician with regard to the general
weal, and far be it from one to suggest anything to the
contrary concerning my colleague. So lest their
natural modesty may have inhibited them from
mentioning it, may I therefore disclose to the House
that out of the 26 speakers that are down for today, no
less than 10 have a direct agricultural interest, which
in my own country, Mr President, it is customary to
declare in a debate when a subject is being discussed.
I repeat, the modesty is very touching and reflects
very great credit, and one only hopes in the future
that my colleagues will be a little more emboldened
to announce their interest in these matters.

This particularly applies, if I may say so, Mr President,
to the speakers — Mr Soury — representing the
Communist party, who of course is himself an agricul-
turalist or is so described in the Community publica-
tion. I must say to the House that I have very rarely
listened in this place to a more cynical speech than I
listened to from Mr Soury, who sought to disprove at
every point, in what I will call a naked electoral
speech, the very harsh logic that emanated from
Commissioner Gundelach.

Commissioner Gundelach and myself, and sometimes
my party, have had our differences, but I would like to
go on record as saying that in my experience here we
have never had a farm Commissioner with a greater
degree of intellectual integrity and honesty than we
have in Mr Gundelach. He is the one agricultural
Commissioner who meets every question head on,
who does not seek to evade and is quite frank with his
observations to the House. And far from the farming
community denouncing Mr Gundelach, they should,

if they had any sense whatsoever, be hailing him as
their saviour. Because let us make one point abso-
lutely clear: it is only by pursuing policies substan-
tially on the lines enunciated by Commissioner
Gundelach that the common agricultural policy itself,
in which I presume the farmers of Europe have a
direct interest, is in fact going to survive. At the
present time, the common agricultural policy with its
mountainous surpluses costing 1 500 million units of
account in storage alone, lies like a dagger pointed at
the heart of the future of the Community, as indeed
Commissioner Gundelach has made quite clear.

I was a little amazed to listen to the President-in-Of-
fice, Mr Méhaignerie, speaking in the debate. True
enough, he congratulated Commissioner Gundelach,
but he saw fit to align himself in the middle of the
debate, however mildly and with whatever degree of
dispersant words he found it possible to use, squarely
behind the policy of the rapporteur of this particular
report. He gave a nod and a wink in support of a price
increase in agricultural prices, and he was good
enough, as indeed was his fellow-countryman, Mr
Soury, to indicate the position of the United Kingdom
in this matter. Well, my constituency happens to be
the United Kingdom, and since the United Kingdom
has been brought into the debate I am very happy to
give further information on