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2 Debates of the European Parliament 

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO 

President 

(The sitting was opened at 5.10 p.mJ 

President. - The sitting 1s open. 

1. Resumption of the session 

President. - I declare resumed the session of the 
European Parliament suspended on 15 September 
1978. 

2. Death of His Holiness john Paul I 

President. - At the meeting of the ACP-EEC 
Consultative Assembly of 29 September in Luxem
burg, we learned with surprise and grief of the death 
of Pope John Paul I. 

Although John Paul I was barely able even to outline 
the tasks he wished to accomplish, the impact of his 
brief reign was far greater than could have been 
expected in only 34 days. 

His choice of name was a clear indication in itself that 
he intended to continue the work of his two distin
guished predecessors, John XXIII and Paul VI. His 
first statement to the world gave a clear indication of 
the course he intended to steer : 

We are all committed to the effort to direct the world 
towards a growing sense of justice, a more stable peace 
and more sincere cooperation ; and it is for that reason 
that we beg and entreat you all, from those at the very 
humblest level in society, who are linked to the peoples 
of all other nations by the common bonds of humanity, 
to the most distinguished heads of state, to participate 
actively in creating a more just and more authentic order. 

This message from what has been the shortest pontifi
cate for three centuries cannot fail to have a lasting 
impact on the Church and on the world. 

(The Assembly stood for one minute's silence) 

3. Membership of committees 

President. - At its meeting of 28 September 1978 
in Luxembourg, the Bureau provisionally approved, 
pursuant to Rule 37 (4) of the Rules of Procedure, the 
appointment of 

- Mr Nielsen as a member of the Committee on 
Budgets, to replace Mr Caillavet ; 

and of 

- Mr Caillavet as a member of the Committee on Agri
culture. 

Since there are no objections, these appointments are 
ratified. 

4. Petitions 

President. - I have received : 

- from Mr G. Maertens, on behalf of the Europa Espe
ranto Centre, Brussels, a petition on the improvement 
of communications between citizens of the Member 
States of the European Community and the officials 
of the institutions of the European Community; 

- from Mr H. Meinardi, on behalf of the Federation 
against Epilepsy, a petition on a certificate of fitness 
to drive for epileptics. 

These petitions have been entered under Nos 17/78 
and 18/78 respectively in the register provided for in 
Rule 48 (2) of the Rules of Procedure, and, pursuant to 
paragraph 3 of that same rule, referred to the 
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions. 

5. Domments receit·ed 

President. - I have received : 

a) from the Council, requests for opm•ons on the 
following Commission proposals : 

I. a fourth directive amending Directive 69/169/EEC on 
the harmonization of provisions laid down by law, 
regulation or administrative action relating to exemp
tion from turnover tax and excise duty on imports in 
international travel, 

II. a second directive amending Directive 74/651/EEC 
on the tax reliefs to be allowed on the importation of 
goods in small consignments of a non-commercial 
character within the Community, and 

III. an amendment to the proposal for a directive on the 
exemption from taxes on importation of small 
consignments from third countries of goods of a non
commercial nature 

(Doc. 314/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
External Economic Relations ; 

- a letter on the Council's recommendation concerning 
the discharge to be gi"ven to the Commission in 
respect of the implementation of the budget and of 
the amending and supplemen~ary budgets of the Euro
pean Communities for the financial year 1976 (Doc. 
317/78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets; 

- a directive amending Directive 64/433/EEC on health 
problems affecting intra-Community trade in fresh 
meat (Doc. 323/78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on the 
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec
tion as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on Agriculture for its opinion ; 
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I. a regulation on the control of the wine-growing 
potential and amending in particular Regulation 
(EEC) No 816/70, 

II. a regulation laying down further provisions on the 
grant of conversion and permanent abandonment 
premiums in wine production, 

III. a directive on the programme to speed up the conver
sion of certain areas under vines in the Charentes 
departments, and 

IV. a regulation on collective projects for the restruc
turing of vineyards 

(Doc. 324/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul
ture as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on Budgets for its opinion ; 

- regulation opening, allocating and providing for the 
administration of a Community tariff quota for wines 
from fresh grapes and grape must with fermentations 
arrested by the addition of alcohol falling within 
heading No 22.05 of the Common Customs Tariff, 
originating entirely in Greece (Doc. 328/78), 

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 Budgets for their opinions ; 

- a regulation on the total or partial suspension of 
Common Customs Tariff duties on certain agricul
tural products originating in Turkey (1979) (Doc. 
329/78), 

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 Budgets for their opinions ; 

regulation on the opening, allocating and 
administration of a Community tariff quota for 
frozen beef and veal falling within subheading 
No 02.01 A II (b) of the Common Customs 
Tariff (1979) (Doc. 330/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul
ture as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on External Economic Relations and the 
Committee on Budgets for their opinions ; 

- a directive amending Directive 72/159/EEC on the 
modernization of farms (Doc. 331/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul
ture; 

- a decision amending Decision 77 /186/EEC on the 
exporting of crude oil and petroleum products from 
one Member State to another in the event of supply 
difficulties (Doc. 332/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on Energy 
and Research as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs for its 
opinion; 

- a decision adopting a multinational research and deve
lopment programme for the European Economic 
Community on the recyclmg of urban and industrial 

waste (secondary raw materials, indirect action 
1979-82) (Doc. 349/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on Energy 
and Research as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on Budgets for its opinion ; 

- a decision adopting a multinational research 
programme for the European Economic Community 
in the field of Climatology (indirect action 1979-83) 
(Doc. 350/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on Energy 
and Research as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and 
Consumer Protection and the Committee on Budgets 

for their opinions ; 

b) from the committees, the following reports : 

- by Mrs Dunwoody, on behalf of the Committee on 
Agriculture, on the proposal from the Commission to 
the Council for a decision adopting joint research 
programmes and a programme for coordinating agri
cultural research (Doc. 318/78) ; 

- by Mr Lezzi, on behalf of the Committee on Develop
ment and Cooperation, on the communication frnm 
the Commission to the Council concerning the 
management of food aid (Doc. 320/78) ; 

- by Mr Albers, on behalf of the Committee on 
Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport, on 
the proposal from the Commission to the Council for 
a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 3164/78 
on the Community quota for the carriage of goods by 
road between Member States (Doc. 321/78); 

- Regulation (EEC) No 1191/69 on action by Member 
States concerning the obligations inherent in the 
concept of a public service in transport by rail, road 
and inland waterway and 

- Regulation (EEC) No 1107/70 on the granting of aids 
for transport by rail, road and inland waterway (Doc. 
322/78); 

- by Mr Amadei, on behalf of the Political Affairs 
Committee, on a communication from the Commis
sion to the Council interim report concerning 
Community action in the cultural sector (Doc. 
325/78); 

- by Mr Albers, on behalf of the Committee on Social 
Affairs, Employment and Education, on the forth
coming 1978 Community Tripartite Conference 
(Doc. 326/78) ; 

- by Mr Ellis, on behalf of the Committee on the Envi
ronment, Public Health and Consumer Protection, on 
the 6th, 7th, 8th and 9th reports of the Steel Industry 
Safety and Health Commission and the 12th, 13th 
and 14th reports of the Mines Safety and Health 
Commission (Doc. 327/78); 

- by Mr Damseaux, on behalf of the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs, on the 7th report of 
the CommissiOn on competition policy (Doc. 
334/78); 
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- by Mr Ansquer, on behalf of the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs, on a draft Commis
sion decision establishing Community rules for aids 
and interventions by Member States in favour of the 
iron-and-steel industry (Doc. 335/78); 

- by Mr Ibriigger, on behalf of the Committee on 
Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport, on 
the proposal from the Commission to the Council for 
a decision concerning the Memorandum of Under
standing of 2 March 1978 between certain maritime 
authorities on the maintenance of standards on 
merchant ships (Doc. 348/78); 

- by Mr Liogier, on behalf of the Committee on Agri
culture, on the proposal from the CommissiOn to the 
Council for a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) 
No 525/77 establishing a system of production aid for 
tinned pineapple (Doc. 352/78); 

- by Mr Shaw, on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, 
on the proposal from the Commission to the Council 
for a regulation amending the Financial Regulation of 
21 December 1977, applicable to the general budget 
of the European Communities (Doc. 353/78); 

c) the following oral questions with debate : 

- by Mrs Dahlerup, Mrs Dunwoody, Mr Adams, Mr 
Kavanagh, Mr Lezzi, Mr Albers, Mr Cot, Mr Donde
linger, Lady Fisher of Rednal, Mrs Krouwel-Vlam, Mr 
Schre1ber and Mr Vanvelthoven, to the Commission, 
on application of Directive 76/207/EEC on the imple
mentation of the principle of equal treatment for 
men and women as regards access to employment, 
vocational training and promotion, and working 
conditions (Doc. 336/78); 

- by Mr Fellermaier, Mr Sieglerschmidt and Mr Cot, on 
behalf of the Socialist Group, to the Foreign Ministers 
of the Nine Member States of the European Commu
nity meeting in political cooperation, on arms 
supplies from Community Member States (Doc. 
337/78); 

- by Mr Meintz, on behalf of the Liberal and Democ
ratic Group, to the Commission, on Community 
action on education (Doc. 338/78) ; 

- by Mr Meintz, on behalf of the Liberal and Democ
ratic Group, to the Council on Community action on 
education (Doc. 339/78); 

- by Mr Notenboom, on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP), to the Commission, on the 
entry into force of the Community VAT (6th Direc
tive) (Doc. 340/78); 

- by Mr Aigner, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group (EPP), Mr Lange, on behalf of the Socialist 
Group, Mr Bangemann, on behalf of the Liberal and 
Democratic Group, Mr Cointat, on behalf of the 
Group of European Progressive Democrats, and Lord 
Bessborough, on behalf of the European Conservative 
Group, to the Commission, on implementation of the 
Community budget for 1978 (Doc. 342/78); 

- by Mr Forni, Mr Cot, Mr Joxe, Mr Lagorce, Mr 
Laurain, Mr Pisani, Mr Spenale, Mr Glmne, Mr Dondc
linger, Mr Faure, Mr Bregegere, Mr Didier, Mr Zagari 

and Mr Lezzi, to the Commission, on the situation in 
Iran (Doc. 343/78) ; 

by Mr Fuchs, Mr Brugger, Mr Starke, Mr Noe, Mr 
McDonald and Mr Schyns, to the Commission, on 
regional policy (Doc. 344/78); 

- by Mr Rippon, Sir Derek Walker-Smith, Mr Stetter 
and Mr Fletcher-Cooke, on behalf of the European 
Conservative Group, to the Commission, on Commis
sion policy on the harmonization of national legisla
tion (Doc. 345/78) ; 

- by Mr Glmne, Mr Dondehnger, Mr Hoffmann, Mr 
Laurain, Mr Pisam, Mr Haase, Lord Ardwick and Mr 
Dankert, to the Commission, on the crisis in the iron 
and steel industry (Doc. 347/78); 

- by Mr Soury, Mr Ansart, Mr Bordu, Mr Eberhard and 
Mr Porcu, to the Commission, on the possibility of a 
price freeze in dairy products (Doc. 368/78) ; 

d) the following oral question without debate : 

by Mr van Aerssen and Mr 
Commission, on stateless 
341/78); 

Aigner, to the 
money (Doc. 

e) for Question-time on I 0, II and 12 October 1978, 
pursuant to Rule 47 A of the Rules of Procedure : 

- oral questions by Mr Nyborg, Mr Kavanagh, Mr 
Klepsch, Mr Pmtat, Mr Pisoni, Mrs Dahlerup, Mr 
Howell, Mr Noe, Mr Hamilton, Mr Corrie, Mr 
Edwards, Mr Fitch, Lord Bessborough, Mr 
Normanton, Mr van Aerssen, Mr Osborn, Mr Scott
Hopkins, Sir Brandon Rhys Williams, Mr Porcu, Mr 
Cifarelli, Mr Dondclinger, Mr Herbert, Sir Geoffrey de 
Freitas, Mrs Ewing, Mr Zywietz, Mrs Dunwoody, Mr 
Stetter, Mr Fellermaier, Mr Bertrand, Mr Edwards, Mr 
Soury, Mr Howell, Sir Geoffrey de Freitas, Mr Scvtt
Hopkins, Mr Dalyell, Mr Dankert, Mr Spicer, Mr 
Osborn, Mrs Ewing, Mr Hamilton, Mrs Ewing, Mr 
Lagorce, Mr Brugha, Mr Bordu, Mr Dondelinger and 
Mr Dalyell (Doc. JS!/78); 

f) from the Commission: 

- a report on the application of Council Directive of 4 
May 1976 regardmg a Community procedure for infor
mation and consultation on the prices of crude oil 
and petroleum products m the Community (Doc. 
333/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on Energy 
and Research ; 

- on 15 September 1978 

- a proposal for the transfer of appropriations from one 
chapter to another within SectiOn III : Commission, 
of the general budget of the European Communities 
for the 1978 finanetal year (Doc. 31 J/78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets; 

- on 6 Oaobt·r 1978 

- a proposal for the transfer of appropriations from one 
chapter to another Within Section III : Commission, 
of the general budget of the European Communities 
for the 1978 fmancial year (Doc. J62/78) 



Sitting of Monday, 9 October 1978 5 

President 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets; 

- on 6 October 1978 

- a proposal for the transfer of appropriations from one 
chapter to another within Section III : Commission, 
of the general budget of the European Communities 
for the 1978 financial year (Doc. 363/78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets; 

- a proposal for the transfer of appropriations from one 
chapter to another within Section III : Commission, 
of the general budget of the European Communities 
for the 1978 financial year (Doc. 364/78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets; 

- a proposal for the transfer of appropriations from one 
chapter to another within Section V: Court of Audi
tors, of the general budget of the European Communi
ties for the 1978 financial year (Doc. 365/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets; 

- a proposal for the transfer of appropriations from one 
chapter to another within Section III : Commission, 
of the general budget of the European Communities 
for the 1978 financial year (Doc. 366/78), 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets. 

Since these four proposals for transfers concern expen
diture not necessarily resulting from the Treaties, I 
have, on behalf of Parliament, consulted the Council 
on them in accordance with the provisions of the 
Financial Regulation ; 

g) the following motions for resolutions : 

- by Mrs Walz, on behalf of the Committee on Energy 
and Research, on adapting the objectives of the 
Community's energy policy to the latest develop
ments (Doc. 315/78) ; 

- by Mr FHimig, on behalf of the Committee on Energy 
and Research, on the need for urgent Council deci
sions on outstanding Commission proposals in the 
energy sector (Doc. 316/78). 

6. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council 

President. - I have received from the Council certi
fied true copies of the following documents : 

- Act of notification of the approval by the Community 
of the Convention for the protection of the Rhine 
against chemical pollution and of the additional agree
ment to the Agreement signed in Berne on 29 April 
1963, concerning the International Commission for 
the protection of the Rhine against pollution ; 

- Act of notification of the approval by the Community 
of the Agreement on the accession of Papua New 
Guinea to the ACP-EEC Convention of Lome ; 

- Act of notification of the approval by the Community 
of the Agreement on the accession of the Democratic 
Republic of Sao Tome and Principe to the ACP-EEC 
Convention of Lome ; 

- Act of notification of the approval by the Community 
of the Agreement on the accession of the Republic of 
Cape Verde to the ACP-EEC Convention of Lome ; 

These documents have been deposited in Parliament's 
archives. 

7. Authorization of reports 

President. - Pursuant to Rule 38 of the Rules of 
Procedure, I have authorized committees to draw up 
reports as follows : 

- Politict~l Af(illrJ Commtttee 

- report on the situatiOn of the Jewish community 
in the Soviet Union 

- Committee on Regional PoliC)', Regwnal, Planning 
and Tramport 

- report on the third annual report of the European 
Regional Development Fund. 

8. Urgent procedure 

President. - I have received the following motions 
for resolutions with requests for debate by UQ5~nt 
procedure, pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Proce
dure. 

- by Mr Blumenfeld, Mr Noe and Mr Fuchs, on behalf 
of the Christian-Democratic Group (EPP), on air
traffic control (Doc. 319/78); 

- by Mr Fellermaier, on behalf of the Socialist Group, 
on the violation by European companies of the sanc
tions against Rhodesia (Doc. 346/78) ; 

- by Mr Fellermaier, Mr Spenale, Mr Hansen, Mr 
Dankert and Mr Radoux, on behalf of the Socialist 
Group, on the situation in the Lebanon (Doc. 
360/78); 

- by Mr Klepsch, on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP), on the situation in the 
Lebanon 370/78); 

- by Mr Fellermaier, on behalf of the Socialist Group, 
on the situation in Nicaragua (Doc. 361/78); 

- by Mr Klepsch, on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP) on the violent repressions in 
Nicaragua (Doc. 371 /78); 

- by Mr Klepsch and Mr Bertrand, on behalf of the 
Christian-Democratic Group (EPP), Mr Pintat, on 
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group, and Mr 
Rippon, on behalf of the European Conservative 
Group, on the outcome of the Camp David Summit 
(Doc. 372/78) ; 

- by Mr Dalyell, Mr Lange, Mr Lagorce, Mr Lamberts, 
Mr Mitchell, Lord Kennet, Mr Albers, Mr Edwards, 
Lord Castle, Mr Ellis and Mr Fttch, on the massacre 
of seals (Doc. 369 /78). 

Pursuant to Rule 14 (1 ), second paragraph, of the 
Rules of Procedure, the requests for urgent procedure 
will be put to the vote tomorrow at the beginning of 
the sitting. 
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9. Decision on urgent procedure 

President. -The first item on today's agenda is the 
request for a debate by urgent procedure on the 
motion for a resolution on the numerous deaths and 
extensive damage caused by floods in the Ossola 
region of Northern Italy (Doc. 311/78). This motion 
was tabled at the sitting of 15 September 1978. 

Are there any objections ? 

Urgent procedure is adopted. 

I propose that this motion should be placed on the 
agenda for this sitting as the last item. 

Since there are no objections, that is agreed. 

10. Order of business 

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

At its meeting of 28 September 1978, the enlarged 
Bureau drew up the order of business for this part-ses
sion which has been distributed. 

The Cointat report on the discharge in respect of the 
budget of the Communities for 1976, which was to 
have been debated at this sitting, and the Howell 
report on degerming maize, which was to have been 
debated at tommorrow's sitting, have been withdrawn 
from the agenda since they were not adopted in 
committee. 

Mr Meintz has informed me that his oral questions on 
Community action on education (Docs 338/78 and 
339/78) have been postponed until the November part
session, when they will be included in the debate on 
the motion for a resolution on the same subject now 
being drawn up by the Committee on Social Affairs, 
Employment and Education. 

The authors of the Oral Question (Doc. 368/78) on 
the price of dairy products have asked for it to be 
placed on the agenda of this part-session. 

In accordance with the decision of principle made by 
the Bureau on 14 September 1978, I propose that this 
question be placed on the agenda for Tuesday, 10 
October 1978, as the last item. 

I call Mr Rippon. 

Mr Rippon.- Mr President, I certainly see no objec
tion to this item being taken on Tuesday, but I would 
request that the debate should be held after the Oral 
Question with debate (Doc. 345/78) which, with a 
number of members, I tabled on behalf of the Euro
pean Conservative Group, on Commission policy on 
the harmonization of national legislation. This item is 
already on the agenda and those concerned feel that it 
ought to be placed higher up on the agenda. 

President. - Since there are no objections, that 1s 
agreed. 

I call Mr Lagorce. 

Mr Lagorce. - (F) Mr President, one of the items 
on tommorrow's agenda is the report (Doc. 352/78) by 

Mr Liogier, on behalf of the Committee on Agricul
ture, on the proposal from the Commission for a regu
lation on a system of production aid for tinned 
pineapple. The Committee on Development and 
Cooperation has been asked for its opinion, but has 
not been able to consider the matter. But as this 
subject is of some importance to the Committee on 
Development and Cooperation, I request on its behalf 
that, if Parliament agrees, discussion of the report be 
postponed until the November part-session. 

President. - I call Mr Hughes. 

Mr Hughes. - Mr President, as no other vice
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture seems to 
be in the Chamber, I can see no objection on the 
committee's part to having this postponed. 

President. - I call Mr Cointat. 

Mr Cointat. - (F) Mr President, I should like to ask 
Mr Lagorce why he doesn't like pineapple. 

President. - I call Mr Lagorce. 

Mr Lagorce. - (F) I said that the Committee on 
Development and Cooperation had quite simply not 
been able to consider the matter and, as it attaches 
some importance to it, it has asked for the debate to 
be postponed until after it has done so. I, as vice
chairman, am speaking on behalf of Miss Flesch, the 
chairman of our committee. 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - Mr President, could I ask for your 
guidance on the request for urgent debate tabled by 
Mr Lange, Mr Lagorce, Mr Lamberts, Mr Mitchell, 
Lord Kennet, Mr Fitch, Mr Elles, Mr Edwards, Mr 
Albers, Lord Castle and myself on the massacre of 
seals ? In its motion for a resolution Parliament urges 
the Commission to make representations to the 
British Government to make public the scientific 
evidence on which they base their decision to allow 
the culling of seals in the Orkney islands by commer
cial hunters from Norway, and to allow time for it to 
be examined by representatives of conservation organi
zations, before and not after the seals are massacred. 

President. - I have already said that I shall consult 
Parliament on urgent procedure tomorrow morning. 
Perhaps you were not in the Chamber, or your atten
tion was distracted. 

Mr Dalyell. - Mr President, I was in fact here. I am 
just trying to state coherently the point we are trying 
to make. I would not normally make a point like this, 
but if the House is to debate this matter at all it must 
do so at once. It is extremely urgent, since the 
slaughter of the seals may even be taking place 
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tonight, or tomorrow. If we are to debate it at all, we 
really must do so within the next 24 hours. I was 
asking whether it was in your power, Sir, to allow it to 
be debated tonight rather than tomorrow. 

President. - When the decision is taken on urgent 
procedure tomorrow, we shall also decide when these 
items are to be debated and will be able to take into 
account your statement about the immediacy of this 
matter. 

I call Mr Deschamps. 

Mr Deschamps. - (F) I should like to say three 
things, Mr President, on the subject of pineapple. 

Firstly, I should like to assure Mr Cointat, who seems 
to want our opinion on pineapple, that I like it very 
much. 

Secondly, I should like to second Mr Lagorce's 
request. Pineapple is clearly a product that comes 
from developing countries and it is essential to the 
economies of some of them. 

Thirdly, we have heard the most eminent representa
tive of the Committee on Agriculture present in our 
midst say that he could see no objection to post
poning the debate. I therefore presume that Mr 
Cointat will also have no objection. 

President. - I call Mr Klepsch. 

Mr Klepsch. - (D) I have no objection at all to the 
proposal that this item be held over, but I would like 
to remind the House of one thing : we had agreed that 
when a committee responsible tables a report, the 
opinions of any committees asked for their opinion 
should be obtained beforehand. We have also 
discussed on several occasions, both here and in the 
Bureau of Parliament, the time limits within which 
this must be done. It can of course be said today that 
this is a matter on which we are all agreed and that we 
are ready to postpone this item until the next part-ses
sion. I, too, can endorse this, only I do not want to set 
a precedent, as we have unfortunately often had to 
contend in plenary session with a report that needed 
to be referred back for the fourth or fifth time on 
account of one or other of the committees not yet 
having drawn up its opinion. At the time we said that, 
if this could not be done within the allotted time 
limit, we would debate the matter notwithstanding, 
because otherwise it would never be settled. This is, in 
fact, what we agreed and I would now make a request 
to the members of the Committee on Development 
and Cooperation : you, too, know what topics the 
Committee on Agriculture is discussing and I would, 
in fact, have thought that the secretariats of the 
Committee on Agriculture and of the Committee on 
Development and Cooperation were sufficiently in 
touch with one another for it not to be recesson, if the 
Committee on Development and Cooperation has 
comments of this kind to make and if the Committee 

on Agriculture has no objections, to wait for the 
matter to be raised here in the House but for agree
ment to be reached beforehand not to place the report 
in question on the agenda. 

I endorse this proposal but regard it as an exceptional 
case. 

President. - I call Mr Cointat. 

Mr Coin tat. - (F) Mr President, I asked the question 
because the overseas departments sometimes get the 
impression that they are the poor relations and rather 
cut off from the Community, I would not like them 
to think, if we postpone the debate, that it is because 
we are not 'for pineapple'. 

But as Mr Lagroce has assured me that that was not 
the case, I hope the Committee on Development and 
Cooperation will take the steps needed - especially 
with regard to the Commission - to obtain all the 
necessary information, so that the debate can be held 
at the next part-session. 

President. - I call Mr Lagorce. 

Mr Lagorce. - (F) As I am being forced to do >o, 
Mr President, I will explain what happened ; I do not 
want it to be thought that the Committee on Develop
ment and Cooperation is the guilty party. The 
Commission is. The day the Committee on Develop
ment and Cooperation wanted to consider the matter 
no Commission official was available to appear before 
it. I did not want to say so, but I have been forced to. 

President. - I note the request for the report (Doc. 
352/78) by Mr Liogier on tinned pineapple to be post
poned until the November part-session. 

I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith, Chairman of tbe Legal 
Affairs Committee. - Mr President, •I rise to suggest 
an amendment of the agenda with regard to the Cail
lavet report on liability for defective products. (Doc. 
246/78) due to be considered on Thursday. The Legal 
Affairs Committee's report was submitted to Parlia
ment in July. Since then, however, the rapporteur and 
I, together with other members of the committee, 
have had informal discussions with Mr Davignon, the 
Commissioner responsible, who has indicated to me 
that the Commission is prepared to undertake amend
ments, within the context of its proposals. In these 
circumstances, Mr President, it would hardly be useful 
to discuss the matter at this part-session and, I accord
ingly propose that it be referred back to committee, 
under Rule 26 (2) of the Rules of Procedure. 

I should, however, make clear the context in which I 
make this proposal. I am not proposing referral back 
to committee in order to allow the committee to go 
over the ground already covered, i.e., to reconsider the 
text and decisions already taken. That would be 



8 Debates of the European Parliament 

Walker-Smith 

neither procedurally correct nor democratically 
proper. 

If the matter is referred back, Mr President, there are 
two possibilities. First, that the Commissioner should 
withdraw his text and submit another for the commit
tee's consideration, following the precedent of 
Commissioner Gundelach on the Liogier report. The 
second would be for the Commission, without 
formally withdrawing his original draft, to submit his 
proposed amendment. In the first case, the committee 
would formulate and submit a new report covering the 
whole matter. In the second case, it would and could 
consider only the proposed amendments and formu
late and submit a supplementary report covering only 
those items. In that case, both the original report and 
the supplementary report would be before Parliament 
and the rapporteur and other members could, if they 
so wished, submit amendments to the original report 
deriving from the content of the supplementary report 
and the Commission's amendments. 

The choice between the two alternative methods is 
primarily a matter for the Commissioner. Both are 
posstble, though for my part, I think the first is both 
simpler and better and does not seem to present any 
significant disadvantage. I must say, on the other 
hand, that the second possibility would be likely to 
create more difficulties not only for my committee, 
but for this Parliament in plenary session. I hope, 
therefore, that the Commissioner and those advising 
him will seek and have the benefit, Mr President, of 
your experienced and sagacious advice and that of 
those who sit with you at that table and indeed, of 
experienced Members of this Parliament in consid
ering which of these courses to pursue. In either 
event, the matter would not be restored to the commit
tee's agenda pending receipt of the Commission's 
proposals, whatever they may prove to be. In these 
circumstances, Mr President and for these reasons, and 
within these parameters, I respectfully ask Parliament 
to approve referral back to committee under Rule 26 
(2). 

President. - I call Mr Calewaert. 

Mr Calewaert. - (NL) Mr President, I fully support 
the suggestion of the chairman of the Legal Affairs 
Committee. However, there are a number of things in 
the text submitted which might give rise to misunder
standings. 

It has been said that this question need not be fully 
reconsidered in committee. I entirely agree. The 
Committee must of course decide itself what it should 
do. However, the chairman of the Legal Affairs 
Committee said that what has been decided cannot be 
undone, that there might be new proposals and that 
they will then be the subject of a second report. This 
is, of course, problematic, because if amendments can 

be tabled when the text is referred back to the Legal 
Affairs Committee, it is clearly possible for amend
ments to be proposed to the resolutions set out in the 
first report. 

My purpose in asking to speak is to avoid any ambi
guity. As regards the substance of the matter and the 
comments made by the chairman of the Legal Affairs 
Committe, I do, however, fully agree. 

President. - Since the request for reference to 
committee has been made by the chairman of the 
committee responsible, it is granted automatically 
pursuant to Rule 26 (2) of the Rules of Procedure. I 
call Mr Hughes. 

Mr Hughes. - A question, Mr President, on the 
ruling that you have just made. I do not question the 
ruling itself, but I would like clarification as to 
whether this reference to committee is conditional or 
unconditional, because it would seem to me that it 
has to be established clearly whether reference to 
committee is wholly unconditional, under Rule or 26, 
conditional. I would like clarification from the Chair 
as to whether this reference to committee is wholly 
unconditional. 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, if I have under
stood correctly, you stated that if at the end of the 
sitting requests are received for the adoption of urgent 
procedure on certain texts pursuant to Rule 14 of the 
Rules of Procedure, they will then be referred to a 
committee. I assume that if such a request is received 
at the last moment, the matter mtght well be very 
urgent, and reference to committee is not therefore 
possible in every case. I assume that you will take this 
into account. I hope that I understood correctly what 
you said at the beginnmg of the sitting. 

President. Mr Broeksz, are you referring the 
request for urgency on the motion for a resolution by 
Mr Albertini ? 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, I thought you 
had made the general statement that if a request for 
urgent procedure is made at the last minute, pursuant 
to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, the relevant, text 
would be referred to committee. If I have misunder
stood, I should be grateful for a further explanation 
from you. 

President. - As regards the specific matter of the 
motion for a resolution on the floods in the Ossola 
region, I would point out that this has already been 
resolved with the decision just taken by Parliament. I 
would remind the House that Parliament agreed at the 
September part-session to take the decision on urgent 
procedure at this sitting. 
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As a general rule, I would suggest that when an item 
is introduced on the last day of a part-session, instead 
of requesting urgent procedure there and then it is 
better to refer it to committee so that it can be 
discussed between one part-session and another and 
then placed on the agenda of the part-session immedi
ately following. 

I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, I perfectly under
stand that. I merely wished to point out that if a 
request is made at the last minute, it might be 
prompted by a political event of extreme urgency. In 
such cases reference to committee and consideration 
by Parliament one month later would hardly be a 
rational procedure. I hope that in such cases you will 
take account of urgency. That was all I wanted to ask. 
I imagine that you will do that on your own initiative ; 
my comment was just a general one. 

President. - Even if the committee has failed in its 
duties, there is still the question of urgency, and in 
this case it can be dealt with immediately. 

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. Mr President, it has 
frequently happend in this House that a debate on a 
report from a committee has had to be postponed 
because a committee asked for its opinion has not 
been able to deliver one, as has just happened now. 
Would it be possible, Sir, for you to ask the 
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions to 
consider introducing a time-limit for committees to 
submit opinions, and could not a committee unable to 
meet the time-limit be entitled to give its opinion 
orally at a time suitable to the committee respon
sible? 

President. - Mr Scott-Hopkins, there has already 
been extensive discussion of the point you have just 
raised first, between the committee chairmen and the 
President and subsequently in the Bureau. I am sure 
you will rec~ 11 that an agreement was reached on this 
matter which we intend to implement. I did not want 
to raise this matter today in order to avoid a proce
dural dispute, but you did well to draw this to my 
attention, since we should stick to the procedures that 
we have agreed on. 

I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. -(NL) Mr President, I think it is 
extremely difficult to make a general ruling on this. 
The situation we are faced with now is that the 
Cmmission will probably be submitting a new prop
osal. We have no idea when that will happen, nor do 
we know long the Legal Affairs Committee will take 
to consider the matter. In a case like this, therefore, it 
seems to me extremely difficult to set a deadline. So 

many different cases can crop up that it seems prefer
able to me that you or the bureau should give a ruling 
in individual cases because once something like this is 
laid down in the Rules of Procedure things only 
become more complicated. We are all confident that 
the President and the Bureau will be able to find an 
acceptable solution. 

President. - I note your statement, but if we go into 
this now, we will never get through today's agenda. 

The order of business will therefore be as follows : 

This afternoon : 

- Procedure without report 

- Statement by the Commission on action taken on the 
opinions of Parliament 

- Oral Question with debate to the Commission on 
Community VAT 

- Oral Question with debate to the Commission on the 
implementation of the budget for 1978 

- Shaw report on the Financial Regulation 

- Motion for a resolution on the floods in northern 
Italy 

Tuesday, 10 October 1978 JQOO a.m and afternoon: 

- Decision on urgency of various motions for resolu
tions 

- Pisoni report on illegal migration 

- Oral question with debate to the Commission on 
equal treatment for men and women 

- Albers report on the 1978 Community Tripartite 
Conference 

- Dunwoody report on agricultural research 
programmes 

- Oral question with debate to the Commission on 
harmonization of national legislation 

- Oral question with debate to the Commission on a 
price freeze in dairy products 

3.00 p.m. : Question Time (questio.1s to the Commission) 

3.45 p.m.: Voting Time 

Wednesday, 11 October 1978, 10.00 a.m. and afternoon: 

- Oral question with debate to the Foreign Ministers of 
the Nine Member States of the European Community 
meeting in political cooperation on arms supplies 
from Community Member States 

- Oral questions with debate to the Commission and 
the Council on summertime 

- Joint on two motions for resolutions, one by Mrs 
Walz and one by Mr Flamig, on Community energy 
policy 

- Oral question with debate to the Commission on the 
situation in Iran 

3.00 p.m. : Question Time (questions to the Council and 
the Foreign Ministers) 

4.30 p.m. : Voting Time 

Thursday, 12 October 1978, 10.00 a.m. and afternoon: 

- Lezzi report on food aid 

- Ansquer report and an oral question on aids to the 
iron and steel industry 
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- Oral question with debate to the Commission on ore 
supplies 

- Damseaux report on the Seventh Report on Competi
tion Policy 

3.00 p.m.: 
- Question Time (questions to Commission) 

3.45 p.m.: 
Voting Time 

Friday, 13 October 1978, 9.00 a.m. 

- Procedure without report 

- Possibly, continuation of Thursday's agenda 

- lbriigger report on maintenance of standards on 
merchant ships 

- Oral Question with debate to the Commission on 
regional policy 

- Ellis report on safety and health in the steel industry 
and the mines 

- Albers report on the carriage of goods by road 

- Albers report on transport by rail, road and inland 
waterway (without debate) 

- Oral Question without debate to the Commission on 
stateless money 

End of sitting : 

- Voting Time 

Since there are no objections, that is agreed. 

11. Limit on speaking time 

President.- In accordance with our usual practice, I 
propose that speaking time on all reports and motions 
for resolutions on the agenda be limited as follows : 

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

10 minutes for other speakers. 

Since there are no objections, that is agreed. 

12. Procedure without report 

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

- Council regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No. 
950/68 on the Common Customs Tariff (Doc. 
236/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on 
External Economic Relations ; 

- regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 1544/69 
on the tariff treatment applicable to goods contained 
in travellers' personal luggage (Doc. No. 254/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on 
External Economic Relations ; 

- directive amending Directive 75/726/EEC on the 
approximation of the laws of the Member States 

concerning fruit juices and certain similar products 
(Doc. 259/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on the 
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec
tion as the Committee responsible and to the 
Committee on Agriculture for its opinion ; 

- regulation opening, allocation and providing fo~ the 
administration of a Community tariff quota for fresh 
or chilled tomatoes falling within subheading ex 
07.01 M of the Common Customs Tariff, originating 
in the African, Caribbean and Pacific States and in 
the overseas countries and territories (Doc. 262/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on Deve
lopment and Cooperation as the committee respon
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture for its 
opinion; 

- Regulation on the total or partial suspension of 
Common Customs Tariff duties on certain products, 
falling within Chapters I to 24 of the Common 
Customs Tariff, originating in Malta (1979) (Doc. No. 
27!/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on 
External Economic Relations as the Committee 
responsible and to the Committee on Agriculture and 
the Committee on Budgets for their opinions ; 

I. Regulation on the opening, allocating and providing 
for the administration of a Community tariff quota 
for Malaga wines falling within heading ex 22.05 of 
the Common Customs Tariff, originating in Spain 
(1979/80) 

II. Regulation on the opening, allocating and providing 
for the administration of a Community tariff quota 
for wines from Jumilla, Priorato, Rioja and Valde
penas falling within heading ex 22.05 of the 
Common Customs Tariff, originating in Spain 
(1979/80) 

III. Regulation on the opening, allocating and providing 
for the administration of a Community tariff quota 
for sherry falling within heading ex 22.05 of the 
Common Customs tariff, originating in Spain 
(1979/80) 

(Doc. No. 273/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on 
External Economic Relations as the committee respon
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture for its 
opinion; 

I. Regulation opening, allocating and providing for the 
administration of Community tariff quotas for 
Madeira wines, falling within heading ex 22.05 of the 
Common Customs Tariff and originating in Portugal 
(1979/80) 

II. Regulation opening, allocating and providing for the 
administration of Community tariff quotas for 
Setubal muscatel wines falling within heading ex 
22.05 of the Common Customs Tariff and origi
nating in Portugal (1979/80) 
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III. Regulation opening, allocating and providing for the 
administration of Community tariff quotas for port 
wines, falling within heading ex 22.05 of the 
Common Customs Tariff, and originating in Portugal 
(1979/80) 

(Doc. 275/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on External 
Economic Relations as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on Agriculture for ts opinion ; 

I. Fourth Directive amending Directive 69 I 169 /EEC on 
the harmonization of provisions laid down by law, 
regulation or administrative action relating to exemp
tion from turnover tax and excise duty on imports in 
international travel 

II. Second Directive amending Directive 74/651/EEC 
on the tax reliefs to be allowed on the importation of 
goods in small consignments of a non-commercial 
character within the Community 

III. amendment to the proposal for a Directive on the 
exemption from taxes on importation of small 
consignments from third countries of goods of a non
commercial nature 

(Doc. No. 314/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on 
External Economic Relations ; 

- Directive amending Directive 72/159/EEC on the 
modernization of farms (Doc. No. 331/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture ; 

Unless any Member asks leave to speak on these prop
osals or amendments are tabled to them before the 
opening of the sitting on Friday, 13 Octobre 1978, I 
shall, at that sitting, declare the proposals to be 
approved pursuant to Rule 27 A (6) of the Rules of 
Procedure. 

13. Time-limit for tabling amendments 

President. - The time-limit for tabling amendments 
to the report by Mr Pisoni (Doc. 238/78) on illegal 
migration has been fixed for Tuesday, 10 October 
1978 at 0.00 a.m. 

14. Action taken by the Commission 
on the opinions of Parliament 

President. - The next item is the statement by the 
Commission on the action taken by it on the opin
ions of Parliament. 

I have received a letter from Mr Jenkins, the President 
of the Commission, informing me that Parliament 
will henceforth receive on the Friday preceding a part
session, or in exceptional cases, not later than the 
Monday morning of a part-session, a written statement 
in the various languages on action taken by the 
Commission on the opinions of Parliament. 

I think that this request by Parliament, which has led 
to a considerable exchange of letters with the Commis
sion, can now be regarded as settled. 

I call Lord Bruce. 

Lord Bruce of Donington. - Mr President, I am 
very relieved that I do not have to raise this matter in 
extremely trenchant terms, this being the fourth occa
sion since the original complaint was made on which 
we still have no written statement in front of us. But I 
am quite sure, Mr President, that in view of your 
successful representations, we can thank the President 
of the Commission for having taken action. We now 
look forward to receiving a written statement in 
future. May I, through you, Mr President, convey to 
the President of the Commission that we shall 
undoubtedly examine it with the greatest possible 
care. 

President. - I call Mr Burke. 

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. - Mr Presi
dent, during the September part-session the European 
Parliament adopted eight opinions on the basis of 
Commission proposals. Parliament approved five prop
osals without modification, and suggested amend
ments, in three cases. In regard to one of these, the 
Herbert report on the common organization of the 
market in sheepmeat, the Commission indicated the 
reasons why it wished to maintain its proposal. 

As for the two other matters on which the Commis
sion undertook to take into consideration the sugges
tions of Parliament, the situation is as follows : 

a) The Commission services have prepared an 
amended proposal, in response to the report by Mr 
de Keersmaeker, for a directive on the coordination 
of Member States' laws regarding commercial 
agents. This text will receive the formal approval of 
the Commission in the next few days before being 
forwarded to the Council. The Commission will 
not neglect to forward the new texts also to Parlia
ment as soon as the amended proposal has been 
lodged with the Council. 

b) In regard to the report by Mr Vitale concerning an 
agricultural advisory service for Italy, the Commis
sion did not find it possible to adopt a detailed 
position during the September part-session, 
because of an unforeseen change in Parliament's 
agenda. I can however tell you today that the 
Commission accepts the views of the rapporteur in 
four particular respects : 

1. That existing training centres may be used as 
appropriate for the training of agricultural 
advisers under this regulation ; 

2. That an adequate priority will be given to the 
training of advisers for assignment to the 
Mezzogiorno ; 
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3. That diploma holders from technical institutes 
of higher secondary agriculture education may 
be accepted as participants in trainng courses 
for general advisers and, under certain condi
tions, in training courses for specialist advisers ; 

4. That provision be made for the review of the 
outline advisory plan every four years. 

These amendments have already been approved in the 
course of discussion with the Council, and I hope that 
the proposal thus amended will be adopted at the end 
of the month, so that the opinion of the Parliament 
will in this way be taken into consideration. 

The Commission has also taken note of the motion 
for a resolution tabled by Mr Albertini and others 
concerning the floods in the Ossola region, although 
the motion has not yet formally been adopted by Parli
ament. The Commission has decided to grant emer
gency aid amounting to 700 000 u.a. to the victims of 
this disaster. 

In addition, I recall that on 3 September 1978, the 
Land of Baden-Wiirttemberg was affected by a severe 
earth tremor which caused many casualties and consid
erable damage. With a view to extending emergency 
aid to the population of this region, the Commission 
has decided to make available the sum of 200 000 u.a. 

15. Entry into force of Community VAT 

President. - The next item is the following Oral 
Question with debate (Doc. 340/78), tabled by Mr 
Notenboom, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group (EPP), to the Commission : 

Subject: Entry into force of the Community VAT (6th 
Directive) 

Can the Commission state what stage has been reached 
in the drafting of regulations or legislation by those 
Member States which have not yet modified their tax 
systems in accordance with the 6th Directive adopted by 
the Council on 17 May 1977 1 ? 

Does the Commission intend to initiate the proceedings 
provided for in Article 169 of the EEC Treaty against any 
Member State which has not taken the necessary 
measures by I January 1979 ? 

I call Mr Deschamps. 

Mr Deschamps. - (F) Mr President, please accept 
Mr Notenboom's apologies for his absence. He was to 
have moved this question but he has been retained by 
a very important discussion in his national parliament. 

Mr President, I should like to explain very briefly 
what prompted our group to put this question to the 
Commission. It was on 21 April 1970 that a Council 
decision, ratified by all the national parliaments, was 
taken to replace Member States' budgetary contribu
tions by Community VAT. The decision stipulated 

I OJ L 145, 13. 6. 1977 

that Community VAT would come into force on 1 
January 1975. In fact, it was not until 17 May 1977, 
seven years later, that the Council finally adopted the 
Sixth Directive on the harmonization of national legis
lation on the subject. I do not think there is any need 
for me to remind you of how Parliament pressed for 
that Council decision. However, a year and a half after 
adoption of the Sixth Directive, most of the Member 
States have still not passed the relevant national legisla
tion. The directive will thus perhaps or more likely, 
probably not come fully into force before 1 January 
1980. There will thus have been a five year delay in 
the introduction. of Community VAT and therefore 
- and this is important - in achieving full financial 
autonomy in the Community. 

May I say, Mr President, that we are both surprised 
and disappointed that the Commission did not 
consider it worthwhile alerting Parliament to this situa
tion, and that Parliament had to be reduced to 
constantly questioning the Commission to find out 
what the situation was and to prompting it to do its 
duty - in other words, to force the Member States to 
fulfil their obligations. It is because of all that, because 
of the time that had elapsed, because we sensed that 
the Commission was not going to take the initiative, 
that we have tabled the oral question now on the 
agenda, and I reserve the right, depending on the 
Commission's answer, to put any other questions 
needed to obtain fuller information. 

President. - I call Mr Burke 

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. - Mr Presi
dent, three Member States - Belgium, Denmark and 
the United Kingdom - have already adapted their 
VAT systems to conform with the provisions of the 
Sixth Directive. The present state of parliamentary 
procedure in the six other Member States is as 
follows: 

France : the draft law has just been laid before the 
National Assembly. 

Ireland: the Value Added Tax Bill (1977), which 
provides for the implementation of the Sixth Direc
tive, passed its second stage in the Irish Parliament on 
30 November 1977, and was referred to a special 
parliamentary committee. This committee has been 
convened for 11 October 1978. 

Italy: on 4 July 1978, the Italian Parliament autho
rized the Government to take the necessary measures 
for implementing the Sixth Directive. 

Luxembourg : the draft law was laid before the 
Chamber of Deputies on 24 May 1978, and awaits the 
opinion of the Council of State before being 
examined by the appropriate parliamentary 
committee. 

Netherlands : the draft law was presented to Parlia
ment on 13 December 1977. Discussions in Parlia
ment will probably open in November. 
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Germany: on IS May I978, the Government sent the 
draft law to Parliament. The first reading took place in 
the Bundesrat on II April 1978, and in the Bundestag 
on II May I978. The Finance Committee of the 
Bundestag began the examination of the draft law 
after 3I May I978, but this examination has not yet 
been completed. The German Government has indi
cated that the implementation of the Sixth Directive 
cannot take place on I January I979. 

It clearly results from these indications that Germany 
will not implement the Sixth VAT Directive as from I 
January I979. As regards the other Member States 
which have not yet passed the necessary legislation, 
the possibility that one or more may be in the same 
situation as Germany cannot be excluded. The 
Commission considers that this is a highly unsatisfac
tory situation, especially from the point of view of the 
full application of the Community's system of own 
resources, to which all Community institutions attach 
the utmost importance. I might, by the way, in paren
thesis, say that, of course, the real significance for me, 
as fiscal Commissioner, is that this important measure 
of harmonization should take place in its own right. I 
therefore intend to renew my personal interventions 
with the governments concerned, with a view to 
obtaining respect of the I January I979 deadline. 

I would recall that this deadline was voluntarily 
accepted by all Member States as recently as 26 June 
I978, on the occasion of the adoption of the Ninth 
Council Directive on VAT. It is also appropriate that I 
point out that respect of this deadline is the responsi
bility not only of the governments concerned but also 
of the national parliaments. I therefore appeal to those 
honourable Members directly concerned in the 
passage of the necessary legislation to play their part 
in ensuring the entry into force of the Sixth Directive. 

As regards the Commission's intentions, it was made 
clear to the Member States when the postponement 
proposal was put forward, that the Commission 
regdrded the I2-month delay as sufficient to permit 
parliamentary procedures to be completed, and that 
no further proposal for postponement would be made. 
The Commission also informed the Council at that 
time that it will initiate the proceedings provided for 
in Article I69 of the EEC Treaty against any Member 
State which has not taken the necessary measures by I 
January I979. 

IN THE CHAIR : MR BERKHOUWER 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Lord Bruce to speak on behalf of 
the Socialist Group. 

Lord Bruce of Donington. - Mr President, the 
House will have learned with some regret of the 
inability of certain Member States to carry into effect 

the provisions of the Sixth Directive. We in the 
United Kingdom had some considerable hesitation 
before we ourselves assented, in the Finance Act 
(I977) and the ancillary legislation, to the carrying out 
of the proposal, since it meant, so far as the United 
Kingdom Parliament was concerned, a permanent alie
nation from the control of Parliament of its direct 
contributions to the European Economic Community. 
We ourselves therefore viewed the proposal with some 
caution, but we did in the United Kingdom loyally 
abide by the requirements of the Sixth Directive and 
by the undertakings given by our Ministers in the 
Council of Ministers, and so, at the end of I978, we 
found that the United Kingdom and Belgium were 
the only good Europeans in this respect. 

Mr President, you will recall that in the debate which 
took place subsequently, in the earlier part of this 
year, I myself asked the Commission what steps they 
proposed to take in order to ensure that the new date 
of I January I979 was kept to. On that occasion, we 
received the assurance from the Commission that, so 
far as they were then informed, they were of the 
opinion that I January I979 would provide adequate 
time. I also asked on that occasion, on behalf of my 
group, what monitoring processes the Commission 
proposed to take so that they could keep this matter 
under constant review : I was assured that monitoring 
would take place, and Parliament as a whole was 
assured that, if at any time it seemed that the date of I 
January I979 was not going to be kept to, then the 
Commission would give serious consideration to 
bringing the matter before the European Court. It 
now appears that once again, and despite the agree
ment of the Council of Ministers, comprising minis
ters in all the governments concerned, there is going 
to be this further delay. I venture to suggest that the 
position is becoming pretty intolerable. It is all very 
well for Members of the Council of Ministers, who are 
members of their own governments at home, to come 
here with a fine show of unanimity to assure us that 
they are going to get this done by a certain date. But a 
moment later they turn their heels on Luxembourg 
and go jet-propelled back to their own capitals, 
proceeding within their own cabinets to ignore the 
very undertakings that they gave in their dual capacity 
in the Council of Ministers. 

Well, there is no course of action that Parliament can 
take on this, except to visit Parliament's comtempt 
and displeasure on the whole proceedings, and I hope 
that through you, Mr President, these feelings will be 
suitably conveyed to those Member States that are still 
in default. 

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

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle
men, I only want to make a brief comment. I would 
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like to remind the Commission and, more especially, 
the Council that we have adopted two budgets subject 
to a conditio sine qua non, i.e. that, as we expressed it 
at the time, financial autonomy for the Community 
must be achieved by 1977, then by 1978 and now by 
1979. This now applies with added force - I hope 
there is no doubt about that - to the 1979 financial 
year. 

I feel we should remind the Council in particular that 
it has itself agreed to and adopted this condition stipu
lated by Parliament. My request to the Commission is 
that it take all the necessary steps to ensure that this 
undertaking given to Parliament is fulfilled. 

President. - I call Mr Spinelli to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Spinelli. - (/) Mr President, for my part, I wish 
to inform the Commissioner that a month ago, in 
Parliament, I took the initiative of asking the Italian 
Government what were the reasons for the delay and 
whether it intended to keep it's promise to adopt the 
Sixth Directive before the end of the year. The answer 
was positive and I would hope that this time, Italy at 
least will keep its promise to adopt the Directive by 
the end of the year. On this point, should there still 
be some Member States who have not taken the neces
sary measures by the end of the year - as a deadline 
- I would ask the Commission to take the last resort 
and initiate proceedings for infringement without 
delay. We are in fact in a tragi-comic situation: we are 
approaching a stage when the 1 % VAT will cease to 
exist and new resources will have to be found, and we 
have not yet implemented the provisions for 
obtaining that 1 % ! 

In my view, therefore, the time has come for the 
Commission to stop exerting guarded pressure and to 
initiate the proceedings for infringement. 

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

Mr Cointat. - (F) Mr President, I will be very brief, 
especially as Mr Deschamps has explained the 
problem so clearly and the Group of European 
Progressive Democrats fully agrees with all he has 
said. 

Our colleague, Mr Notenboom, has got into the habit 
of asking the same question every year, and he is 
anxious to know how many more years he will have to 
ask it, but he sincerely hopes that this will be the last. 
I listened very attentively to the Commissioner who 
said that some progress had been made, but, as Jean 
de Ia Fontaine said, they hastened slowly. I am 
grateful to him for having said that the Commission 
would be very firm, since we lay great store by the 1 
January 1979 deadline for Community VAT. I also 
noted Lord Bruce's humourous reminder that the 
United Kingdom had been the first to comply with 

Community regulations. May I just say that I hope the 
United Kingdom will always be the first to comply 
with Community regulations. 

(Laughter) 

But it is essential, Mr President, for these own 
resources, created in April 1970, to be introduced, and 
for two reasons : firstly, we see in one budget after 
another that the Member States' contribution increases 
in relation to current Community resources such as 
levies, customs duties, etc. It would be running 
counter to the concept of own resources if we did not 
introduce Community VAT, and that would be 
contrary to the Community's political will. Secondly, 
one of the arguments in favour of elections to the 
European Parliament by direct universal suffrage in 
June 1979 is precisely that, as from 1 January 1979 
when the Community budget will be entirely 
composed of own resources, national parliaments 
would no longer have any control over it. But on the 
other hand, if we do not create these own resources 
we will be providing further arguments for those who 
have doubts about elections by universal suffrage, and 
I do not want that to happen. 

Those are my views, Mr President. I should like to 
thank Mr Notenboom and Mr Deschamps for having 
put this important question. 

President. - I call Mr Cunningham. 

Mr Cunningham. - Mr President, I am afraid I 
must fracture the agreement between Members with 
which the Commissioner's remarks have been 
received. I am not rising to make any national point, 
because, as my colleague Lord Bruce has said, the 
United Kingdom has complied with the directive, nor 
am I making a point about whether it is a good thing 
or not that the directive should be complied with by 1 
January 1979. I rise because of the nature of the 
remarks made by the Commissioner, and I am 
surprised that his remarks were received as calmly as 
they were. I do not accept that national parliaments 
are in any way bound, legally or morally, to comply 
with decisions made in the Council of Ministers. He 
not only implied that, but positively said it in his 
remarks : he said that this was an obligation resting 
not only upon national governments, as having been 
represented in the Council of Ministers, but on parlia
ments as well. Now, insofar as democracy exists in the 
European Community, it exists in the national parlia
ments, not here, and national parliaments are free to 
do or not to do what they consider to be in the inter
ests of their populations. If they, in their wisdom or 
unwisdom, decide that they want to proceed more 
slowly or not to proceed at all, they have the right to 
do that, founded in the fact that they are elected by 
their electorates, and it is for them, not for the 
Commission, to decide whether or not they should act 
in a particular way. 



Sitting of Monday, 9 October 1978 15 

Cunningham 

I think it is high time the Commission got accus
tomed to the fact that democracy is a good thing and 
that democracy exists here, as I say, in the national 
parliaments. Speaking as a national parliamentarian, 
albeit from a parliament which has in fact complied 
with the directive, I say that if it applied to another 
subject I would resent the remarks which have been 
made by the Commissioner ; indeed, I resent them 
even in this case, because the point of principle is just 
as much involved here though Britain has complied. 
It is not for the Commission to lecture national parlia
ments in that way, and as a member of one national 
parliament I say I will not stand for it. We decide 
whether or not to do the things we are permitted to 
do or not to do, and the Commission is facing an 
almighty battle, and a battle which it will lose, if it 
attempts to treat the national parliaments in the way it 
has just done. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange. -(D) Mr President, the last speech really 
calls for a major discussion about the obligations 
entered into by countries that have joined the Commu
nity. 

(Applause) 

On this issue I cannot in any circumstances share the 
view that has just been expressed by my colleague and 
fellow member of the Socialist Group, George 
Cunningham. That is completely out of the question. 
There exist Community framework laws which the 
Member States are obliged to act on. They cannot get 
round them, neither can they decide whether they 
want to act on them or not, but they must comply 
and they must comply in the best possible way. This 
is quite definite. No national Parliament may decide 
whether to do or not to do what is required under a 
European framework law - in other words, a direc
tive. The House of Commons cannot get round this 
either and, this being so, there will not be any kind of 
holy war, because the House of Commons will 
continue to act as it has acted in connection with the 
Sixth Directive. The other question is simply whether 
this eminently European attitude is a sufficient basis 
for long-term drawing rights on the European attitude 
of the United Kingdom. But that is another matter 
altogether ! 

The issue now at stake is that Parliament has, in very 
clear terms, called on the Commission to proceed 
under Article 169 of the EEC Treaty against all those 
Member States that have not brought into force by 1 
January 1979 the necessary legislative measures 
required by the Sixth and Ninth Directives. 

Mr Burke, I hope - and I deduce this from what you 
said - that the Commission sticks to this line, 
because Parliament really means business in pressing 
for appropriate sanctions against Member States that 
do not comply with what were originally their own 
decisions. The other piece of advice you gave, Mr 

Burke, has in fact already been followed, as attempts 
are now being made to remind the dilatory parlia
ments - I deliberately use the phrase 'dilatory parlia
ments' - of their obligation to put these arrange
ments into effect or cause them to be put into effect 
by 1 January 1979. There is really no way round this. 
It was certainly very interesting to hear what you said 
about the communication from the Government of 
the Federal Republic of Germany, but this does not 
release the Federal Republic from the requirement to 
settle the matter by 1 January 1979 so that the new 
arrangements can enter into force on that date. I do 
not believe that any country, and, least of all, the 
country at present exercising the presidency, would 
find it pleasant to have to appear before the European 
Court of Justice to answer a complaint. 

I hope, therefore, that the means open to the Commis
sion of influencing the Member States will also be 
used in exactly the same way as they have been used, 
and will continue to be used, by the Members of this 
House in their national parliaments. 

President. - I call Mr Patijn. 

Mr Patijn. - (NL) Mr President, like Mr Lange, I 
should not have asked to speak if my friend Mr 
Cunningham had not given rise to a misunder
standing. The whole question of compliance with 
Treaty obligations is not a matter for debate between 
parliaments and the European Parliament. The EEC 
Treaty is perfectly clear. It is a matter for the Commis
sion, the Council and the Member States. And if 
someone commits an infringement by not complying, 
that someone is a Member State. The EEC Treaty does 
not give the slightest explanation as to what is meant 
by 'Member State': the Parliament, the government or 
whatever body of that Member State. Now, in the 
matter of responsibility for non-application of the 
Sixth Directive, the Commission will approach the 
British Government and the Dutch Government, or 
the German Government. For a government to point 
to the fact that its Parliament has done or failed to do 
something is of no consequence to the Commission. 
The Commission deals only with the Member State. 
We know that the British Parliament is autonomous, 
the House of Commons takes its own decisions -
and that is true of the Netherlands' Parliament too -
but the Community rules do not allow the Commis
sion to dialogue with any entity other than the 
Member State. And in most cases it is the government 
of that Member State which has to account for its 
actions to the Court of Justice. And that government 
can then say : 'we were in favour but our Parliament 
wasn't'. That does not, however, mean that the Court 
will not rule against that Member State if Treaty obli
gations are involved. I think the situation is perfectly 
clear and that no one needs to worry about one parlia
ment encroaching upon the autonomy of another 
parliament. 

President. - I call Mr Burke. 
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Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. - Mr Presi
dent, it remains for me to thank Parliament for the way 
it has approached this very important matter this 
evening. I should like to stress that not only have I got 
responsibility for the harmonization of tax in the 
Community with my colleagues in the Commission, 
but as a minister of a national government, I was present 
at the meeting in October 1976 when the first and 
important steps were taken in this regard. I would also 
like to remind the House, as I think has already been 
done in fact, that in February of 1977 a crucial and 
important Council decision was taken in Brussels on 
this very matter. I was personally involved with the 
various governments in seeing that any difficulties that 
could have been obviated at that stage were dealt with as 
far as we in the Commission could do so. 

I take the points made, particularly that by Lord Bruce 
when he pointed out the importance of the United King
dom's lead in this area. It is fair for him to say- and I 
would like to underline it - that in this case they have 
shown an example to the Community. I know that this 
point was taken up by Mr Cointat - and I appreciate 
that there are mine-fields here if I were to pursue it any 
further. 

May I point out that I raised the matter with the German 
Government in July of this year in the course of a 
meeting in Bonn with responsible people in that govern
ment. I have already mentioned in my introduction that 
I shall be contacting the Member States again in the 
near future. I would point out something which is prob
ably obvious : that it is still possible for other govern
ments to come into line on this matter before I January 
1979. I have got a specific indication only from one 
such government. May I point out also to those who 
would ask us what our intentions are in regard to Article 
169, that I have already tried to answer that in my 
opening remarks. I would just like to emphasize that, of 
course, the Commission cannot bring matters before 
the European Court until infringements exist. In this 
case, of course, infringements will not exist until I 
January 1979, if they do at all. 

In regard to the point raised by Mr Cunningham, may I 
say that in my judgement he has been answered admir
ably by two members of his own group, and I therefore 
don't want to pursue this, except to say that I understand 
he is a Member of the United Kingdom Parliament, and 
that that Parliament passed the Finance Act of 1977 
which implemented the directive insofar as the Sixth 
VAT Directive was concerned. To quote my own words 
again : 'I appeal to those honourable Members directly 
concerned in the passage of the necessary legislation to 
play their part in ensuring the entry into force of the 
Sixth Directive. I did not say precisely what they were to 
do, because parliamentarians can use their own descre
tion in these matters. There are all kinds of avenues of 
influence open to parliamentarians. In this regard, may 

I say that the Commission can only do so much in their 
diplomatic and ministerial contacts with governments 
and I can only appeal - and I do so again - to 
Members here to share with us in that diplomatic and 
ministerial contact. 

I thank the House for the various points made, and I 
note the efforts of various Members in their respective 
domains to pursue this matter. I would make a sugges
tion to Parliament, if I might be permitted to do so with 
the utmost respect. This I think echoes the feelings of 
some Members of the House; this matter should be put 
back on the agenda of Parliament in the very near 
future, preferably on a Wednesday when we might have 
an opportunity of having a full discussion. I do this 
because I think the time is now approaching when we 
must face up to our responsibilities on this matter. I 
would put that respectfully before the Bureau of Parlia
ment, through you, Mr President, and hope that it might 
find your acceptance. 

President.- I call Mr Deschamps. 

Mr Deschamps.- (F) I should like to thank Mr Burke 
for his answers. If not exactly encouraging, they were at 
least detailed. He explained that the Commission was 
not entirely guilty and that it intended to insist that the 
governments who have not yet fulfilled their obligations 
as regards the Sixth Directive should do so. 

Let me add that the standard of the debate proves how 
pertinent the question was, and thanks are due to the 
persistence of our colleague Mr Notenboom and to our 
group, which supports him. The unanimity that 
emerged has been fully understood by the Commission. 

Lastly, we have taken note of the fact that the Commis
sion is ready to use all the means at its disposal to put 
pressure on those who have not fulfilled their obliga
tions by I January 1979. You have heard the basic legal 
and budgetary reasons for the need for progress and 
speedy decisions ; several of our colleagues raised that 
point. We are counting on the Commission, Mr Presi
dent, and we hope to have the opportunity to return to 
this problem soon and obtain any further information 
that you may be able to give us. 

President.- The debate is closed. 

16. Implementation of the budget of the 
Communities for 1978 

President.- The next item is the following Oral Ques
tion with debate (Doc. 342/78), by Mr Aigner, on behalf 
of the Christian-Democratic Group (EPP); Mr Lange, 
on behalf of the Socialist Group ; Mr Bangemann, on 
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group; Mr 
Coin tat, on behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats ; and Lord Bessborough, on behalf of the 
European Conservative Group, to the Commission : 
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Subject: Implementation of the Community budget for 1978 

On 15 December 1977 the European Parliament finally adopted the budget of the European Commu
nities for 1978. By virtue of the powers conferred on it by Article 203 of the EEC Treaty, the Euro
pean Parliament entered the following amounts by amendment - this is non-compulsory expendi
ture - in the following articles of the budget, against which the Council had entered nothing or 
very little, with a view to implementation of this expenditure under the budget by the Commission 
(Article 205 EEC Treaty). 

-Art. 266 

-Item 2729 

- Art. 293 
-Art. 307 

-Art. 316 

-Art. 321 

-Art. 322 
-Art. 323 

- Item 3240 
-Item 3241 

-Item 3242 

- Item 3333 

-Item 3358 

Regional studies 
(Irish border regions) 
Information projects relating to direct elec
tions 

Promotion of human rights 

European Trade Union Institute 

Vocational training of farmers 

Prospecting for uranium deposits 
Aids for coal stocks 
Use of coal in power stations 
(commitment appropriations) 
Community energy-saving programme 
Coal gasification and liquefaction 

Exploitation of geo-thermal resources 

Physical protection measures of the JRC esta
blishments 
(commitment appropriations) 
Irradiated fuel re-processing 

- Item 3359 Phasing-out of nuclear installations 

- Chapter 100 (Item 3358 and 3359) 
- Item 3361 Primary raw materials 

-Item 3362 

- Item 3363 
-Item 3364 

-Item 3620 

- Chapter 1 00 

Long-term forecasts and assessments 

Light-water reactor safety 

Uranium ore prospecting and processing 
First and second three-year projects (informa
tion) 

Item 3710 Technical research in the aerospace sector 
- Item 3711 Aids to the aerospace industry 

- Chapter 100 (Article 373) Financial operations in transport 
infrastructure projects 

- Item 3750 Loan interest rebates (structural changes in 
industry) 

- Item 3751 

- Chapter 1 00 

- Chapter 59 

- Item 9001 

-Art. 909 

-Art. 930 

-Art. 945 

Investment premiums (structural changes in 
industry) 

(Art. 390) Research projects in the field of tech
nology and industry 

Disaster aid 

Actions intended to favour the export to the 
EEC of beef originating in ACP States 

Operating costs of the Commission delega
tions to the ACP States 

Financial cooperation with non-associated 
developing countries 
Community contribution towards schemes 
concerning developing countries carried out 
by nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) 

Amendments 

frozen 
+ 160 000 

2 000 000 

+ 200 000 

+ 500 000 
+ 81 100 

+ 3 000 000 
Token entry 

+ 10 000 000 
+ 2 000 000 

+ 2 000 000 

+ 2 000 000 

+ 4455 000 
+ 5 500 000 
Token entry 

Token entry 

+ 1 500 000 

+ 2 000 000 

+ 532 600 
Token entry 

+ 800 000 

+ 1 750 000 

+ 1 000 000 

Total 

500 000 

(frozen) 

200 000 
500 000 

131 100 

5 300 000 

Token entry 

10 000 000 
2 000 000 
2000 000 

2 000 000 

4455 000 
5 500 000 

Token entry 

Token entry 

2 000 000 

532 600 

Token entry 

800 000 

2 850 000 

1 000 000 

Token entry Token entry 

+ 1 000 000 

+ 2000 000 

+ 15 000 000 

+ 2 000 000 

+ 5 000 000 

Token entry 

Token entry 

+ 6 000 000 

+ 2 000 000 

2 000 000 

15 000 000 

5 000 000 

Token entry 

Token entry 

40 796 000 

6 000 000 

As the implementation of the 1978 budget is one aspect to be covered by the debate on the 1979 
budget, we find it necessary to put the following questions to the Commission : 
1. What use did the Commission make in the first half of 1978 of the funds voted by the European 

Parliament ? 

17 
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2. How does the Commission intend to implement the budget by the end of the year in accordance 
with the decisions of the European Parliament ? 

3. Does the Commission consider that the budget as adopted constitutes a legal basis for using and 
spending the appropriations ? 

4. Has the Commission met difficulties in implementing the 1978 budget in respect of articles or 
items other than those listed above ? 

5. Will the Commission also indicate the progress made in the budgetization requested by the Euro
pean Parliament of 

- Euratom loans (Art. 329) 
- Community loans (Chapter 42) 
- European Development Fund (Chapters 90 and 91)? 

I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should like, on behalf of all the authors 
of this question, to make a few preliminary remarks. 

You will appreciate that, given our wish to incorporate 
in the discussions on the 1979 budget the appropriate 
lessons and conclusions drawn from experience of 
implementation of the budget for the 1978 financial 
year, we are simply bound to table this question at 
this particular time. I would draw attention first and 
foremost to the fact - and this seems to me to be the 
starting point for all the authors of the question -
that the Council and Parliament constitute the budge
tary authority and that Parliament occupies the 
strongest position in respect of non-compulsory expen
diture - this consisting primarily of the new 
measures by the Community - quite irrespective of 
the provision that a budget can only ever be adopted 
at all by virtue of Parliament having the final say and 
granting its consent. 

The aim of our budgetary policy has always been, 
through majority decisions in Parliament, to open the 
way for new policies, particularly in areas blocked by a 
unanimous Council. We are therefore also naturally 
interested now, with an eye to the 1979 budget debate, 
in what has become of our initiatives in the field of 
energy policy, industrial policy, research, etc. 

Mr President, we are naturally aware of the problem 
inherent in the fact that, while Parliament has budge
tary rights and hence, together with the Council, 
constitutes the budgetary authority, it does not, 
however, have any legislative powers. This is, by its 
very nature, a potential source of conflict and it was, 
of course, for this reason that the budgetary authority, 
Council and Parliament, devised machinery for elimi
nating this element of conflict, namely the concilia
tion procedure. 

I would, however, point out, Mr Tugendhat, that if 
something is adopted by both parts of the budgetary 
authority, then both parts are in practice obliged to 
implement this budget, and that means the Council 
too. Parliament has no legislative powers, but the 
Council does. As joint budgetary authority it has 
accepted a shared obligation to implement the budget 

as adopted by both parts. This is the primary legal 
basis for implementation of the budget. We are not, 
therefore, unaware of the problem but we do need a 
solution. We are naturally interested, therefore, Mr 
Tugendhat, particularly after last year's discussions, in 
the answer to the third question : does the Commis
sion consider that the budget as adopted constitutes a 
legal basis for using and spending the appropriations ? 

Mr President, I should like to say here straightaway for 
the benefit of the Commission and Council that for 
the 1979 budget - if there is a budget - we will in 
no circumstances continue to condone the failure to 
formulate the legal basis in the justification of the indi
vidual entries in terms such as would enable the 
Commission, when the Council is in default to imple
ment this budget even without the Council and in 
accordance with the wishes of the budgetary authority. 
This is our firm intention and the general rapporteur 
has already spelt it out in appropriate terms in his 
report. 

authorizing Mr President, allow me to address one last 
remark to the Council. We all regret the fact that the 
Council is not, in practice, as capable of action and of 
operating effectively as a Community institution as 
the proper functioning of the Community as a whole 
would warrant. What is the reason for this ? I believe 
the reason is that the ministers attending Council 
meetings are simply inadequately briefed on the 
various issues. The ministers themselves, i.e. the 
members of the Council, must find the answer to this 
state of affairs. 

Another major point, however, seems to me to be in 
fact that very few members of the Council see our 
policy, or the funds earmarked for this policy, as an 
investment in their own future but, in practice, more 
as an investment for an anonymous third party that is 
only of marginal interest. Our chief criticism of the 
implementation of this budget is therefore primarily 
levelled at the Community institution called 'the 
Council of Ministers' ; that this is the case - and the 
Commissioner will of course be replying on this point 
- is clear from the question, which lists the 1978 
figures side-by-side with the 1979 figures, thus 
making it plain for any member of the general public 
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that the Commission has incorporated our policies 
virtually wholesale in its preliminary draft but that the 
Council has nevertheless gone on to question them. I 
should be very grateful, Commissioner, if you could 
perhaps somewhat alleviate our main misgivings in 
this respect. 

President. - I call Mr Tugendhat. 

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. - Mr 
President, the House is grateful, I am sure, for the very 
brief introduction which Mr Aigner gave to this 
debate. I hope it will bear with me in the very much 
longer speech that I find myself forced to make. It is a 
long and rather complicated speech so I think it will 
be better if I stick fairly closely to a prepared text and 
go through a number of difficult points in as much 
detail as I possibly can. 

I begin, of course, by welcoming the fact that this 
debate on the implementation of the budget has 
become a traditional part of our budgetary discussions, 
even though it is not technically part of the budgetary 
process. I think it is an example of the best sort of 
pragmatic improvisation and I think that the debate 
we had last year certainly served to pinpoint a number 
of important issues. I have no doubt that this debate 
will do so as much. 

It is certainly right that before the first reading of the 
draft budget for next year, Parliament should know 
how, and to what extent appropriations entered partly 
or entirely on Parliament's initiative have been, or are 
likely to be, spent. The Commission also welcomes 
the opportunity to state once again its position 
regarding its responsibility for the implementation of 
the budget and to remind the House of its constant 
efforts to achieve a full and transparent budgetization 
of all activities. I should like to begin by dealing in 
detail with the situation on the thirty items to which 
this year's question refers. Thirty items is a great deal 
more than last 'year. 

As far as the implementation of the budget is 
concerned, these items fall into three main categories. 
First of all there are those where the expenditure 
could be committed at once, because the budget entry 
alone is sufficient basis for the expenditure. Then 
there is a second category : those where a separate 
legal basis is needed, which has been adopted by the 
Council only recently, thus delaying implementation. 
And thirdly, there are those where the Commission, 
for reasons I shall explain, has not been in a position 
to act. These are the three categories into which I 
want to divide the points. 

The first category includes eleven items covering activ
ities executed by the Commission on its own responsi
bility and without a separate authorizing regulation. 

First of all there is Art. 266 - regional studies. The 
total amount voted by Parliament has been 
committed. 

Item 2729 - information projects related to direct 
e/ectiom. The implementation of this action started 
after the information programme was agreed between 
the Commission and Parliament. It is clear, however, 
that because elections have been put off until next 
June, the whole amount will not, and indeed should 
not, be spent before the end of this year. The Commis
sion has already explained that it intends to request a 
carry forward of 3 million EUA for 1979. 

Art. 293 - subsidies for organizations pursuing 
humanitarian aims <tnd promoting human rights. I 
know that this is an issue in which Mr Aigner, in his 
capacity as a Member of Parliament, as distinct from 
his membership of the Committee on Budgets, takes a 
particular interest. The Commission will soon decide 
on the allocation of that part of the appropriation 
which has not yet been committed. This decision has 
been considerably delayed by long talks with the 
possible beneficiary and in particular with Amnesty 
International ; which shows that these organizations 
have been taken somewhat by surprise by the Commu
nity's offer. 

Art. 316 - vocational trammg of farmers. Eighty 
per cent of the amount has been spent, and the whole 
amount should be spent without difficulty before the 
end of the year. 

Art. 321 - pro.1pecting for uranium in the Commu
ni!)'· Almost the entire amount can now be 
committed since, following the tendering procedure, 
the Commission has selected nine projects which 
conform to the Community intervention criteria. 

Art. 307- the European Trade Union Institute. The 
amount in the budget was an estimate for a full year. 
But the agreement laying down the relationship 
between the Institute and the Community was only 
concluded in June. So far one instalment has been 
paid ; the second instalment is likely to be paid before 
the end of the year, but the total amount provided for 
will not be needed this year. 

Item 3333 - phpical protection in the ]RC 

The preparatory work and contact with national and 
regional authorities have taken longer than expected. 
However, by the end of the year the Commission 
hopes to have committed 90 % and paid 20 % of the 
1978 allocation. We also took account of this situation 
in our request for 1979, in which we assumed that 
appropriations not used would be carried forward. 

Art. 373 - transport infrastructure proiects. The 
Commission has selected three studies to be carried 
out in this field. The request for a transfer of the 
amount from Chapter I 00 is about to be approved by 
Parliament. That is the only obstacle to the commit
ment of this expenditure. 
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Chapter 59- aid to disaster victims in the Commu
nity. I imagine that the fact that 75% of the total 
sum has been spent will not be regarded by Parlia
ment as something which it can be particularly happy 
about. After all, by definition the disaster fund is only 
activated when disasters occur. But it does mean that 
Parliament's wish is being met, i.e. that the Commu
nity should be present in the measures taken to help 
the victims of severe disasters, and that I think is an 
important point. 

Art. 930 - financial cooperation with non-associ
ated den:lopinK countries. The Commission has 
submitted a proposal for a Council regulation in this 
sector, which has not yet been adopted. But as you 
know, the Commission has taken the view in this case 
that, until the regulation is adopted, money could be 
spent on the basis of a mere entry in the budget, and 
will act in the same way this year. 

Art. 945 - aid to non-got·ernmmta/ dn·elopmmt 
orK<Iniz<ltions. We are satisfied with the rate of both 
commitment and payment. Commitments have to 
wait for examination of the investment projects 
involved, but there is a good flow and payments 
follow commitments at the normal rhythm of such 
activities. 

This brings me, Mr President, to the second category 
of items which I mentioned earlier and which 
includes three cases where the Council has only 
recently adopted the necessary legal basis. Those are 
three research programmes: Item 3361, primdl)' raw 
m<lterials; Item 3362, long-term forecasts and assess
ments; ,tnd Item 3364, ur,wium ore pro.1pecting ,wd 
processing. The first and the third were adopted in 
March 1978 and the second in July 1978. This 
explains why there was a delay in the first half of the 
year. The Commission is now doing its best to use the 
appropriations in time. 

The third and last category includes all the cases in 
which the Commission has not been in a position to 
act. Only in one instance is the Commission itself at 
fault Article 375 Community participation in reorgan
ization and redeployment operations in certain indus
trial secton·. We are now, Mr President, on the point 
of adopting the proposal for a framework regulation. 
The drafting of this regulation certainly involved 
much preparatory work including long consultations 
with the industry. But I am quite prepared to recog
nize that it should have been submitted earlier. As I 
said, it is the one instance in which the Commission 
itself is at fault. That is certainly not a reason for 
letting the Commission off lightly. But I think that 
we can perhaps remember some of the things which 
were said in the Bible about all the fuss that is made 
1bout the one lamb that goes astray and is returned, 
md the lack of fuss that is made over the lambs that 
Ktually stay under the shepherd's control. 

Item 3 711, aids to the aeroJpace industry, is a special 
case. The Commission cannot finalize a proposal on 
the financing of an aeroplane research and develop
ment programme while current negotiations, which 
will vitally affect the shape of this sector, still 
continue. I think Parliament itself recognized this situ
ation by voting only a token entry, and certainly I am 
sure that everybody in this house like myself, hopes 
that those negotiations will reach a satisfactory conclu
sion. 

As for the rest, Mr President, on all the items I have 
not yet quoted, the Commission is still awaiting a 
Council decision. And here we have a positive flock of 
sheep, I may say. There are three main areas. First of 
all there is energy: Art. 322, aid for coalstocks; our 
proposal dates back to 14 October 1977. Item 3230 
use of coal in power stations; our proposal was 
submitted in December 1976. And even Art. 324, aids 
to demonstration projects under the Communit)' 
energy progrclmme, for which the Council has adopted 
regulations, but which will not enter into force before 
all the relevant implementing regulations are adopted. 
Then we have Item 3358, irradiated file/ reprocessing. 
The Commission cannot be expected to prepare a 
programme before the Council has approved its 
communication on a Community strategy in this 
sphere ; and this was presented in July 1977. Item 
3359, the phasing out of nuclear inst<tllations and 
Item 3363, the ligbt mtter mlctor safety programme, 
bring up the rear of that particular category. 

As far as industry is concerned, we again have a 
number of items : Item 3620, tbe tbree-rea r 
progrL~mme in dommental)' research; Item 3710, tecb
nological research in tbe aero.1pace sector; Item 390, 
research projects in the field of tedmologr <Znd 
industt)'. I would like to point out, Mr President, that 
in almost all these cases the Council has had a prop
osal on its table for a good twelve months and often 
for substantially longer. 

Finally, Mr President, there are two items which I 
have set aside in order to deal with them separately. 
The first of these is Item 9001. Parliament felt it neces
sary last year to enter this new line for actions 
intended to favour export to the EEC of beef origi
nating in ACP states. There is no disagreement 
between the Commission and the Parliament on the 
substance of this action, which amounts in practice to 
granting preferential treatment for imports of ACP 
beef into the Community. But since it does not 
involve any movement of funds, the Commission 
thinks that it should not appear in the budget. That is 
the problem. 

Then we have Art. 909 - operating costs of tbe 
Commission ddeg<~tions to the ACP St,lfes. Here the 
legal situation is clear. It is part of the Lome Conven
tion that such cost will be borne by the European 
Development Fund. There is, therefore, no altering 
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this particular point before the end of the fourth EDF. 
But the question can certainly be looked at again in 
the framework of the renegotiation of the Lome 
Convention and of the budgetization of the EDF, a 
subject to which I will return in a few moments. 

The authors of this question, Mr President, also ask 
whether the Commission has met difficulties in imple
menting the budget in respect of items other than 
those listed by them. I would therefore like to 
mention another case of failure by the Council to 
decide. It is lttm 3201: txploration pro;ats in tbe 
h;·drocarbon sator, where the Commission proposal 
dates back to 1974 though we modified it, it is true, in 
October I 977. 

Problems also arise because, in certain important 
areas, the Commission has little or no influence over 
the rate at which the funds available are used. This 
can be entirely in the hands of the Council, which 
has, for example, kept to itself the right to select all 
the development projects in the hydrocarbon sector, 
Item 3200. It can also depend very much indeed on 
the rate of applications received from indiviual firms 
or national governments for assistance from the Social 
and Regional Funds. This the Parliament knows. The 
delays are particularly important now in the Social 
Fund. With the Regional Fund, we also have this year 
the difficulty that the use of payment appropriations 
will be low in relative terms because, as this House 
knows very well, the level of payment appropriations 
this year is unrealistic. 

Against this background, Mr President, I turn to para
graph 3 of the question : 

Does the Commission consider that the budget adopted 
constitutes a legal basis for using and spendmg the appro
priations? 

Mr Aigner mentioned this point particularly in his 
introduction. On this point, I do not think that I can 
add to the statement I made a year ago. I shall, 
however, briefly restate it. To the Commission, the 
budget, as adopted, constitutes the legal base indis
pensable for the use and expenditure of appropria
tions; witho1.,1t the appropriate budget entry there can 
be neither expenditure nor receipts. However, this 
basis is not always alone sufficient. The Community 
can only operate on the basis of the powers attributed 
under the Treaties to each institution and within the 
framework of regulations and decisions relative to 
each Community policy. That point I hope is clear 
following the specific reference that Mr Aigner made. 
I agree that it is a very important one. 

I turn now to some points illustrated by reference to 
the thirty items referred to in the question on which 
the total increase in payment appropriations at Parlia
ment's initiative was 61 m u. a. Of these ,the sum of 
those eleven items on which payment is being 
engaged on the basis of the budget entry alone is 24m 
EUA, or some 36 % of the total. A further three items 

for some 3m u. a., or 4 %, is covered by recent 
Council decisions. Of the balance, one article, Article 
375, accounts for 17m u. a. or 25 %. I have explained 
that on this Article the failure so far rests with the 
Commission. The remaining twelve items represent 
some 35 % of the total voted by Parliament on this 
list of amendments. For those items the inability to 
engage expenditure rests entirely with the Council. So 
for twelve items, representing some 35 % of the total, 
it is the Council that must carry the responsibility. 

I believe, Mr President, that these figures put our 
present debate into perspective. To a large extent the 
wishes of Parliament expressed by its budget amend
ments are being implemented, because on many items 
it is clearly recognized that inscription in the budget 
is alone an adequate basis for expenditure. On the 
others, Parliament has increased the provision for 
actions where the Council decision exists. In these 
cases also, there 1s no legal obstacle to expenditure. If 
the Regional Fund has been covered by the question, 
the share of Parliament's amendments which could be 
implemented without legal obstacles would have been 
greatly increased. It is true that this is not the case for 
all actions, as is explained by the inability to spend on 
other actions, where, in all but one case, the Council 
has failed to decide on proposals from the Commis
sion. But on the basis of the Commission's interpreta
tion, Parliament's wishes can be met to a very signifi
cant degree. 

In the light of these remarks, Mr President, I should 
like to repeat again that the Commission hopes that 
there can soon be a concertation on the interpretation 
of Article 205 as envisaged by both Parliament and 
the Council, as well as by the Commission, during the 
discussions on the financial regulations last year. 

This, Mr President, prompts me to make a more 
general remark. A considerable part of the difficulties 
underlying the present question relates to failures on 
the part of the Council, or to different interpretations 
by the Council of Article 205 - interpretations that 
in effect mean that they don't wholly share the inter
pretation of the Commission. As I stressed in the 
debate on the preliminary draft budget and draft 
budget, the Commission has to remain reasonably 
realistic about the limits of action the Council will be 
ready to accept, even if this is disappointingly low 
compared with the Commission's hopes or with the 
Community's needs. As it is, it constantly exceeds 
what the Council will tolerate. In these circumstances, 
I would suggest that it would be useful if, when, as I 
hope, this question is asked again next year, it could 
be addressed not only to the Commission but also to 
the Council, which has to bear most of the responsi
bility for Parliament's frustration. Certainly we should 
bear our share of the responsibility. I hope that the 
next Parliament will also be able to get the Council to 
bear its share. 
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Lastly, Mr President, I turn to the separate issue raised 
in part 5 of the question about the budgetization of 
loans and of the EDF. Here, in contrast to earlier parts 
of my speech, I can be extremely brief. Insofar as the 
Euratom and Community loans are concernd, the prin
ciple of the budgetary basis is already agreed. The 
Commission has this year prepared a new presenta
tion in the budget with the corresponding modJfica
tion of the Financial Regulation. We shall hav-. an 
occasion to debate this specifically later on tonight. So 
far as the EDF is concerned, the Commission has not 
only often said, both to Parliament and to the 
Council, that it wishes to see the EDF included in the 
Community budget when the existing Lome Conven
tion is renewed in 1980; we have, of course, also 
formally proposed this. The matter will shortly be 
discussed in the appropriate groups of the Council. 
The Commission hopes that Parliament will again 
urge the Council to make this very important change, 
and that we won't find ourselves facing the kind of 
deplorable delay to which my colleague, Mr Burke, 
was referring in a different context earlier this 
evening. 

Mr President, I have had to make a rather long 
speech, but I felt that it was best to go through the 
points item by item trying to show what has been 
done, what hasn't been done, why what hasn't been 
done has not been done, and also trying to show 
where the responsibility lies for failure to implement 
or for only partially implementing. 

President. - I call Mr Spinelli to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Spinelli. - (/) Mr President, I can see from this 
question and the Commissioner's reply how right our 
Group was to vote against last year's budget. I think 
that the Commission is perfectly right to draw our 
attention to the fact that its failures are far outweighed 
by its inability to keep certain political commitments 
as a result of the Council's inability to take the neces
sary decisions. 

I think that this is an important point which should 
be made clear to the directly elected Parliament, since 
it ought to be aware that the present Community is 
founded on a mistaken principle, namely that the 
legislative decisions necessary for its development 
must be taken by a body such as the Council ! 

It is not true, Mr Aigner, that the Ministers arrive 
unprepared : they arrive extremely well prepared. 
They are surrounded by an entire information 
network comprising permanent representatives, offi
cials from the various administrations, etc. etc. It is 
precisely because there are nine decision-making 
processes, each ignorant of the other and proceeding 
in separate ways, that it is impossible to express a 
common European will. We have examples of this 
every day, whether it is a question of the budget or 

the European monetary system which, although 
adopted by the Council, cannot be implemented 
because of the Council's own chronic inability to find 
an agreement. 

If our Community is to develop, it must transcend its 
present institutional situation or we will just go on 
making our complaints year in year out, the Commis
sion will make its complaints and the Council, sphinx
like, will remain impassive since it is incapable of 
expressing its opinion just as it is incapable of taking 
decisions with the necessary continuity. 

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

Mr Cointat. - (F) Mr President, this is another oral 
question that is put every year, and, apart from a few 
subtle differences, the wording is practically the same. 
But an identical question obviously deserves an iden
tical answer, for we have not changed our opinion, 
and I would like to thank Mr Aigner for his explana
tions. 

I, for my part, will simply refer you to what I said last 
year without going into details, since Mr Tugendhat 
has been kind enough to give us the justification for 
each heading and chapter in the budget. 

The purpose of my comments is, like last year, 
twofold ; behind the rather technical exterior lies a 
more political aspect. In other words, this oral ques
tion raises two basic problems : the role of the budget 
and parliamentary control of it. 

The budget must be the instrument of Community 
policy and an economic forecasting tool. It must 
provide information on all Community activities and 
expenditure, either as a guide or as an integral part of 
the budget. That is the first point. 

The second basic question is implementation of the 
budget, and more important, parliamentary control of 
implementation. In the opinion of my group, 
approval of the budget means that the budgetary 
authority has appended its signature, that Parliament 
and the Council have approved the budget and that 
therefore it must be implemented. That would seem 
simple and evident. 

We have been concerned about the legal basis for the 
appropriations for a long time. We have often 
discussed it, but it has to be admitted that we have not 
made much progress. As far as the Group of European 
Progressive Democrats is concerned, there are two 
possibilities ; either we have appropriations of a 
secondary nature or appropriations for specific 
projects, in which case we feel there is no need for a 
supplementary Council decision ; no special legal 
bases are needed. That has been the practice followed 
in recent years. You have never wanted to acknow
ledge the fact, honourable members of the Commis
sion, but in practice you have done so. The second 
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case is when an activity leads to a new policy. In that 
case, we think a regulation is needed, but because the 
Council has approved the budget without reservation 
it has to approve the regulation in the financial year 
in question. That also implies that the Commission 
for its part has put forward proposals which - it must 
be admitted - is not always the case. We cannot 
therefore always hold a grudge against the Council for 
not taking a decision if the Commission has not put 
forward the relevant proposals. I wanted to make this 
point because it has never been raised until now. 

Once again, I draw your attention to the need for a 
perfectly defined budgetary policy before elections to 
the European Parliament by direct universal suffrage, 
otherwise we will have insurmoutable difficulties with 
the directly elected Assembly. That is why we want 
everything to be clear and transparent as regards the 
budget, so that there is no misunderstanding as to 
who is responsible for what. 

These are the two basic problems that prompted me 
to support his oral question on behalf of the Group of 
European Progressive Democrats. 

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

Mr Shaw. - Mr President, first of all, I must thank 
the Commissioner for the very helpful way in which 
he replid to this debate. I beieve that he has done it 
better than it has ever been done before. It has given 
us a very clear understanding of the problems 
involved and of the achievements made by the 
Commission - and we mustn't overlook them - and 
indeed the shortcomings, which he himself drew to 
our attention. But I think the most important matter 
that he drew to our attention was the fact that the 
intentions of the budget, and indeed of the Commis
sion, are too often thwarted by lack of action on the 
part of the Council. And perhaps I could say just one 
word about that later on. 

I speak as the rapporteur for last year's budget, and I 
remind the House that we had lengthy discussions 
with the Council on the subject of the budget, 
discussing amendments and total amounts involved in 
a very thorough way indeed. And at the end of it we 
did achieve success - here in this very building. I 
think it is a great sadness to feel that expenditure and 
projects that were agreed in those hard discussions are 
now being held back because the necessary legislation 
has not been agreed by the Council. 

Perhaps I could just pick up that earlier point now : 
we have a certain view in this House - or most of us 
do - about the implementation of the budget and 
the authority that goes with the budget. The House 
well knows that I do not entirely agree with the 
majority view. I agree with the objective as to what we 
should have, but I do not agree with what the law is at 
the present time. But the point is this : since we 

obtained our new powers, since we became the joint 
budgetary authority, since we achieved by agreement 
what I believe are very proper and fair financial regula
tions. I have had a growing feeling that the Council 
has realized that we have some real power and 
authority vested in us as the joint budgetary authority. 
I feel that too often they are looking round corners to 
find ways in which they can baulk the use of budge
tary authority in the implementation of the budget. I 
suppose that at every conciliation meeting I have 
attended - and I have attended a few now - I have 
said that, in my view, the overriding subject that we 
all ought to be discussing is implementation. Until we 
are agreed on what is meant by implementation, and 
what our powers exactly are, we shall continue to have 
serious divergences of view. I hope that this matter 
will come before some conciliation meeting in the 
near future so that we can thrash it out - even if at 
the end of the day we reach a disagreement, because 
at least we shall know what the difference is, and we 
can then set about tackling it. 

So far as the implementation by the Commission goes 
this year, I would commend the two substantial docu
ments that have been prepared by the Commission. 
They act as a background to the very thorough review 
that the Commissioner has made this evening. I am 
not going to go through them all tonight, save to say 
that they do provide a tremendous amount of back
ground for all the specialist committees who want to 
see how their own projects are getting along. I would 
commend to the specialist committees of this House 
the speech of the Commissioner tonight. I would 
hope that each one of them would go through that 
speech and pick out the items that are being held up 
- not through any fault of the Commission - but 
are being held up for one reason or another - and 
usually, it seems by the Council - and would start 
bringing pressure to bear on the Council by way of 
questions as to why these things are not being imple
mented. 

So I conclude, Mr. President, by saying the Commis
sion has a very important job to do. We too have 
considerable power, but we cannot look at the whole 
picture, much as we should like to, until the end of 
the year. So we welcome this progress report by the 
Commission, and we promise you that even though 
we approve of what has been done we shall still 
examine the end result most carefully indeed. 

President. - I call Mr Lange. 

Mr Lange. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, this debate is repeated each year, as Mr 
Tugendhat said. Why ? Because there are certain 
points at issue between Commission, Council and 
Parliament regarding the implementation of the 
budget, with the Commission on one side and the 
Council and Parliament on the other, being part of 
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one and the same budgetary authority, with the 
Council failing to fulfil the legislative responsibility it 
incurred when it approved the budget. That is the 
crucial point ; although the question is addressed to 
the Commission, fundamentally this debate should 
involve the Council, and not simply the Commission 
and Parliament. 

As much as two or three years ago we proposed talks 
between the three parties on the interpretation of 
Article 205 of the Treaty establishing the European 
Community. Last year, when the then President-in
Office Eyskens voiced the concern of the Council that 
Parliament's budgetary powers could undermine the 
legislative powers of the C'>uncil, we agreed to talks 
with the Council on the t.latter. But we said at the 
same time that w~ did not wish to undermine the 
Council's legislative powers, but felt that, quite on the 
contrary, the Council should not attempt to use its 
power as a legislative authority to undermine Parlia
ment's budgetary powers, and to put itself in a 
completely altered relationship to the Commission, by 
acting, with its di'atory attitude to legislation, as a 
delaying executive body. I am convinced that this is 
wrong. 

At this point I should like to ask Mr Tugendhat to 
reconsider carefully what he said, repeating his 
remarks last year, on the role of the budget as the 
proper legal basis for the expenditure of appropria
tions and on the need for certain further bases to be 
established by the Council. If the Commission persists 
in taking this view it will only encourage the Council, 
acting either unantmu.;:!~, or at least by a majority, to 
delay or even prevent the achievement of political 
goals on specific matters in what we have agreed are 
essential policy areas. I myself regard it as vital that 
what is er. cred in the budget and agreed between the 
budgetary aiJthorities be actually carried out, and if, 
for example, we freeze appropriations pending clarifi
cation of procedure or objectives - and this has 
happened in the past - it should not be taken to 
mean that the Council has for ever to decide ; it must 
without delay ensure that there is a basis for imple
menting the budget during the financial year. 

This means assessing the Council's legislative powers 
concerning the implementation of the budget differ
ently from its legislative powers in general. This is a 
topic requiring further discussion. I would ask you, Mr 
Tugendhat, to rethink your position, and see whether 
you cannot come round to my way of thinking, as 
agreement between us would simplify the implementa
tion of the budget for the Commission, if we found 
the right solutions. I am assuming that we shall find 
solutions, and not simply argue the matter out, as Mr 
Shaw put it, to find that we do not agree or that we 
agree to disagree. 

It would therefore be useful if the Commission appro
ached the Council again on the matter. We shall there-

fore take the first opportunity of pressing this point in 
our discussion of the budget with the Council under 
conciliation procedure. In the same way the new 
Financial Regulation gives rise to a number of 
changes regarding the compulsory nature of decisions 
on financial and staffing figures in prooposals for 
directives, in directives as such or in regulations, and 
the amended Financial Regulation states categorically 
that these items are non-compulsory, as we have long 
maintained. 

So it would be a good thing, Mr Tugendhat, if this 
line of thinking - and what we have said here about 
the role of the Council/Parliament budgetary 
authority and the Council as legislator is a line of 
thinking - were to be pursued, and you did not, as I 
understood from your remarks, retreat to your position 
of a year ago. There has been a great deal of discus
sion since then, which might have moved even the 
Commission to go a stage further than last year's posi
tion, and embark on a joint effort with us and the 
Council to clarify this problem of the budget and the 
legislative powers affecting the budget. I should be 
grateful to you if it did so. 

President. - I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I believe that this debate has been valu
able, and would have been necessary even if there 
were no conflict with the Council, in order to intro
duce experience of implementation into the negotia
tions and in connection with the new budgetary privi
leges. I turn to Mr Spinelli. Your name did not appear 
on this question because you rejected the budget. By 
doing so you refused responsibility for its authoriza
tion and it was reasonable to assume that you would 
not wish to take any responsibility for its implementa
tion. Speaking for myself, I should welcome a 
different attitude on your part in our deliberations on 
the 1979 budget. 

Mr Tugendhat, what I have to say will not take long. I 
value your reply as highly as did Mr Shaw. We have 
seen a great step forward on implementation and in 
the Commission's attitude, as all political actions advo
cated by Parliament have been incorporated in the 
1979 draft, even where the Council was in default 

On one particular point I entirely agree with Mr 
Lange, and it was my main reason for believing that 
we should discuss the matter with the Commission 
first, and that is question No. 3. Your analysis of the 
legal position when one arm of the budgetary 
authority is in default, Mr Lange was excellent. Here I 
feel you should incline more to our view, especially in 
order to avoid possible conflict with the Commission 
over the implementation of the 1979 budget, for, as I 
said at the outset - and I hope I was speaking not 
merely for myself, but for all political groups we 
should word the justifications of budget entries where 
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the Council is in default so that we may hold the 
Commission alone responsible. 

One could sum up in Galileo's words 'E pur si 
muove'. However slow progress might be on the 
powers of Parliament and the implementation of the 
budget, the Community does move.' 

I feel that one of the major points of the debate 
should be the conclusion - as the interpretation of 
Article 205 has given rise to certain differences 
between Council, Commission and Parliament - that 
we should proceed to conciliation as rapidly as 
possible. I am convinced that we shall soon have a 
cogent reason for conciliation, and I feel that, in the 
mean time, the Commission should again review its 
legal opinions, and attempt to align them fully with 
Parliament's views, for only then will we be able to 
address these questions to the Council next time, and 
officially to conduct this debate with the Council. 
That is the point I wanted to put. 

President. - I call Mr Tugendhat. 

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. - Mr 
President, may I first of all thank the Members of 
Parliament who expressed appreciation for the work 
done by the Commission. It goes without saying -
and the House will quite understand it - that a 
speech of that sort and the preparation that goes into 
it is a tribute not to the Commissioner, but to the 
department that reports to him. In that respect I am 
particularly glad to have Mr Strasser, the Director-Gen
eral of DG XIX, as well as my chef de cabinet, present 
with me this evening. 

The most important point raised was, I think, the 
point about the Council and the Parliament as joint 
arms of the budgetary authority. This does seem to me 
a matter of very particular importance, because the 
Commission has no aspirations - I must emphasize 
this - the Cpmmission has no aspirations by itself to 
.be a legislator. The task of legislation in this area lies 
with the joint arms of the budgetary authority. And in 
that respect I would like to draw attention to the 
remarks which I made earlier about the legal basis of 
the budget. I said - and I think this is a very impor
tant distinction that the budget constitutes an indis
pensable legal base, but that it is not always of itself a 
sufficent base. I think that it is very important for me 
to make that distinction, because it would be a great 
pity if the impression grew up that the Commission 
was aspiring to build the budget up into an inde
pendent form of legislation. I know from difficulties I 
had in the Council at the back end of last year that 
there were a number of people who were only too 
anxious to try to put an interpretation on my remarks 
that took them somewhat further than I had intended. 
So I emphasize that particular point. 

I would also like to welcome the suggestion made by 
a number Members of Parliament, including Mr 

Lange and Mr Aigner, about the need for concertation. 
This does seem to me a particularly necessary thing in 
the context in which we are talking. I hop very much 
that it will be possible to arrange it. 

We will otherwise look at all the ideas which were put 
forward, particularly a point made at the outset by Mr 
Spinelli about passing these matters on to the directly 
elected Parliament. That after all is where the nub of 
it all is going to lie in the not too distant future. 

President. - The debate is closed. 

17. Regulation amending the Financial Regulation 

President. - The next item i · the report (Doc. 
353/78 drawn up by Mr Shaw, on behalf of the 
Committee on Budget, on the 

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a regu
lation amending the Financial Regulation of 21 
December 1977 applicable to the general budget of the 
Communities. 

I call Mr Shaw. 

Mr Shaw, rapporteur. - Mr President, the changes 
in the Financial Regulation that we are discussing 
tonight come in Document 353/78, my report and the 
Commission document that goes with it. The Finan
cial Regulation, let me remind Members of this 
House, is a document in the nature of a working rule
book. The text clarifies Parliament's role, it sets out 
the responsibilities of the Commission, shows how 
the budgetary authority functions and spells out the 
various responsibilities in regard to auditing and 
control. 

Last year we had a major revision of the Financial 
Regu ation, and at the end of it we had to confess that 
there were one or two matters that we left aside 
because they had not been finally worked out, and 
also because the Court of Auditors, being newly insti
tuted, had not had a chance to make, as was its right, 
comments and recommendations. I think that, in the 
main, we were all agreed that rather than hold up 
procedure for those comments and for the matters 
that still had to be resolved, we completed our work, 
and as a consequence we now have the amendments 
put forward in this document. 

There was one small difficulty in looking at these 
matters, and that was that the Court of Auditors did in 
fact send a report to the Council. But unlike docu
ments such as the budget, copies were not automati
cally sent to us. Rather than hold the procedure up to 
discuss the matter - and technically of course they 
were right - we have gone ahead with our review in 
the Committee on Budgets and we hope that, as a 
matter of courtesy, if no more, the Court of Auditors 
well see their way to supplying us with copies of any 
reports that they may make in future. 
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The proposal before us falls into three broad head
ings : first, budgetization of borrowing and lending 
operations ; second, added clarity in the presentation 
of research and investment appropriations ; third stan
dardization of the procedure for handling requests for 
the carry-over of appropriations. As I pointed out in 
the explanatory statement, the formula put forward by 
the Commission for dealing with the budgetization of 
borrowing and lending activities is relatively simple. It 
is transparent, readily comprehensible and makes for 
improved political control. The amendments relating 
to research and investment operations also represent 
some advance on the presentation we had a year ago. 
This is a rather tangled area of the budget, and we 
have experienced considerable difficulties in our 
efforts to improve transparency. But I do feel Mr Presi
dent, that the proposal now under consideration repre
sents an advance and merits being endorsed. 

On the last item, appropriations carried over, Parlia
ment has had grave reservations in the past, mainly 
because it had not been possible for Parliament to 
control the disposal of sums carried over from one 
financial year to another. In fact, amounts carried over 
could in the past be diverted to purposes not approved 
formally by Parliament. Now, however, under the 
revised Financial Regulation, Parliament has the last 
words in regard to the approval of transfers of a non
compulsory nature. This, of course, now applies to 
transfers of carry-overs as well as to all other transfers. 
Therefore, our concern about this matter has been 
considerably allayed. The Commission proposes that 
the deadline of one month within which Council has 
to pronounce on carry-over applications should be 
extended to six weeks, and I feel that this is accep
table. 

I hope, Mr President, that colleagues will see their way 
to endorsing this package of amendments to the 
Financial Regulation. Colleagues will notice that the 
Committee on Budgets did not demand that recourse 
be had to the conciliation procedure should the 
Council tend to depart from the proposal for amend
ments to the Financial Regulation endorsed by that 
committee in this report. As I see it, when it comes to 
the Financial Regulation, recourse to the conciliation 
procedure is, if necessary, an automatic right of Parlia
ment. I confidently recommend this report to the 
House for its approval 

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

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, I should like to say 
just a few words. First, I want to thank the rapporteur 
for the work he has done. We- I speak on behalf of 
my group - agree completely with his report and 
conclusions. Of course, we hope that we shall go on 
discussing this, since, in two years' time at the latest, 
we are to review the situation in the light of experi-

ence, above all since the opinion which the Court of 
Auditors has to deliver in the light of its own experi
ences will be available to us. On concciliation, I 
should like to say that I - and all those of us who 
were present - found this first exercise in concilia
tion very gratifying : it was in fact the first time. conci
liation of a legislative nature had taken place between 
Council and Parliament, and the outcome was excep
tionally positive ; if this kind of conciliation were to 
become the rule, we could both count ourselves 
fortunate and I think, judging by our experiences with 
the Council, that we ought to take the short-out 
proposed here. 

Just a brief word on loans. I am glad that the Commis
sion has now changed its attitude on one decisive 
question. My group and I have never understood how 
the Commission could propose that an institution 
other than the three decision-making bodies of the 
Community, that is, the European Investment Bank, 
should become the actual decision-making centre of 
the Community, with the Commission demeaning 
itself in an advisory role. That could not possibly be 
tolerated by a Parliament which is, after all, the parlia
mentary control body in respect of the Commission, 
too. 

Mr President, in saying this I do not wish to give the 
impression to outsiders that this Parliament does not 
have complete confidence in the EIB. On the 
contrary, we have had the best possible experience in 
that regard. But the basic structure of the Commu
nity's decision-making procedures obviously cannot 
be changed in such a way that the centre of gravity 
lies outside the Community with the result that Parlia
ments rights are also seriously affected. 

President. - I call Mr Spinelli to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Spinelli. - (I) I wish simply to thank the rappor
teur and to say that we share Parliament's opinion on 
the amendment of the Financial Regulation. 

President. - I call Mr Tugendhat. 

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. - Mr 
President, the French, I believe, have an expression : 
les absents ont toujours tort, and I am afraid that this 
is the position that we are getting into with the 
Council tonight - though it is not our fault that they 
should be absent, and no doubt next year they will be 
more present. 

The position is quite clear, I think. Parliament has 
made its views absolutely apparent : there is no doubt 
that our proposals are extremely important, and I 
hope very much from what has been said that they 
will receive a sympathetic response. I think it is also 
extremely important to bear out that the fact that the 
Financial Regulation has not yet been fully approved 
is no reason at all why the budget should not 
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proceed : only last year we had a very good example of 
how that can very easily happen. On this occasion we 
are dealing with something which is, perhaps, of not 
quite such overwhelming importance as the introduc
tion of the EUA but which is by any standards a very 
important development of the budget. It is very impor
tant that the budgetary authority in both its arms 
should exercise the control which it ought to be able 
to exercise, and I therefore hope very much, Mr Presi
dent, that you will excuse me from further words, and 
support my proposal. 

President. - I note that no one else wishes 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. Floods in Northern Italy 

President. - The next item is the motion for a reso
lution (Doc. 311/78) tabled by Mr Albertini, Mr Noe, 
Mr Ajello, Mr Lezzi, Mr Amadei, Mrs Squarcialupi, Mr 
Mascagni, Mr Ripamonti, Mr Brugger and Mr Vitale, 
on the numerous deaths and extensive damage caused 
by floods in the region of Ossola in Northern Italy. 

I call Mr Albertini. 

Mr Albertini. - (I) The flood disaster of 7 August 
1978 which caused exceptionally serious damage - as 
witnessed by the North-East region of Piedmont -
has prompted us, as on the occasion of similar occur
rences in France and Italy, to table the motion for a 
resolution which we are considering today and whose 
two-fold aim is : 

I. to ask the Community to provide emergency aid for 
the disaster victims ; this the Commission has in fact 
already done with commendable speed by granting 
the sum of 700 000 u.a. I am sure that I speak for the 
people concerned when I thank the Commission for 
the concern and solidarity it has shown, 

2. to propose that the Community further a return to 
normality in the disaster areas by providing aid 
commensurate with the serious losses incurred and the 
repairs required. 

The extensive floods which particularly affected the 
Ossola valley and its neighbouring valleys (Isorno, 
Vigezzo, Anzasca, Antrona) and to a lesser extent the 
Valstrona and Valsesia valleys (in Italy) and the Val 
Maggia region in the adjoining Swiss Canton of 
Ticino, caused loss of human life : 15 dead, 4 missing 
and several injured in Italy; 6 dead and one missing 
in Switzerland. 

Moreover, large-scale damage has been done to 
primary services, infrastructures, houses, business activ
ities, small industries, agriculture and the tourist 
industry in the disaster areas, with serious disruption 
of the hydrogeological system. 

The region worst affected is Vigezzo which is one of 
Italy's finest beauty spots. 

The disaster was the result of hydrological factors 
which caused a through of low pressure to lie over a 
wide area of western Europe during the days 
preceding 7 August. 

This baric situation, accompanied by a rapid change 
in temperature, caused a series of atmospheric distur
bances in the western Alps, with thunderstorms, heavy 
rain and extensive flooding in the river basins, particu
larly in the abovementioned regions of Piedmont and 
Ticino. 

In this situation created by the intensity and concen
tration of the rainfall on 7 August which, at its focal 
point in the Vigezzo valley, exceeded 300 mm in 24 
hours, reaching a level of over 150 mm in two hours 
between 6 p. m. and 8 p. m. as registered by the 
Domodossola pluviometer, disaster was bound to 
follow, particularly in view of the geological character 
of the area, the steepness of the mcuntains 
surrounding the valleys, the inability of the river beds 
to take the enormous amount of water and debris so 
suddenly released and other natural causes which 
further aggravated the situation. 

If we go on from this brief outline of the causes to 
consider the actual damage, it will be possible to have 
some idea of the disastrous results of the flooding. 

In addition to the irremediable loss of human life and 
the damage to the hydrogeological system in the 
disaster areas, which will entail an enormous amount 
of work and expenditure, including the implementa
tion of plans for the construction of ba~ins to prevent 
the recurrence of similar disasters, considerable 
damage has been done to the communications system 
and long stretches of the 339 State road linking Val 
Vigezzo with the Ticino Canton and the 549 State 
road in the Anzasca valley have been destroyed or 
damaged, motor and pedestrian traffic has been 
completely stopped and several bridges have been 
destroyed. Various connecting provincial roads and 
the 229 State road in the Sesia valley have also been 
damaged, albeit to a lesser extent. 

The Centovalli railway has also suffered serious 
damage. As a direct link between the Ticino Canton, 
the Ossola valley and the Vallese Canton via the 
Vigezzo valley, it forms an important part of the halo
Swiss international transport system and is used daily 
by the many frontier workers who commute to and 
from their work in Switzerland. The collapse of four 
bridges on this line, the total disappearance of 
hundreds of metres of railway line and the destruction 
of long stretches of line, will necessitate considerable 
financial outlay and work over a long period and it 
would seem desirable to examine various technical 
solutions which would of course have to be carried out 
in conjunction with the re-establishment of the 
valley's hydrogeological system. To complete the 
disaster, aqueducts and other primary services were 
also destroyed. 
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Not only have s~rvices and infrastructures been 
damaged but business, handicraft, agricultural and 
tourist activities have also been adversely affected with 
wide repercussions, particularly since several impor
tant industries are involved such as SISMA, the semi
State iron and steel industry, Rumianca in the Ossola 
region and SILT in the province of Vercelli which 
together employ thousands of workers. SISMA has 
been worst hit since two electric power stations which 
supplied energy for the operation of the Villadossola 
works have been completely destroyed. 

The Italian Government has drawn up legislation 
providing for the allocation of 80 000 million lire 
(over 75 million EUA) for the necessary rehabilitation 
work, to which must be added the heavier expenditure 
required for the hydrogeological and infrastructural 
changes. It is to be hoped that the European Commu
nity, which on similar occasions in the past, has 
shown its solidarity through practical and effective aid, 
will also demonstrate its concern now, not only 
through the emergency aid which it has already 
granted so promptly and for which we are extremely 
grateful, but also by examining the possibility of 
adopting measures which will contribute to the reha
bilitation and readjustment of the disaster areas. 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - Mr President, I make no apology for 
speaking as a non-Italian because I went to Friuli at 
the request of the Committee on Budgets, and have 
been interested in the Community's role in emergen
cies ever since. 

Now the motion for a resolution from my colleague, 
Mr Albertini and others, highlights a particular and a 
general problem. I believe that, as regards the parti
cular case which is the subject of this resolution, no 
one in their right mind would question the gravity of 
the disaster, nor the need for help from as many 
sources as possible. The European Community and its 
institutions have normally shown an appropriate 
degree of urgency in dealing with domestic disasters, 
and Mr Albertini in his speech paid tribute to what 
has been done, and done quickly. I merely need cite 
the examples of Friuli, of the oil pollution in Brittany, 
and of the drought and flood damages of 1976 and 
1977 respectively. Now the question that I would like 
to put to Mr Tugendhat is this. We proceed, it seems 
to some of us at the moment, on a purely case-by-case 
basis. Is there any clear notion as to the degree of 
Community responsibility, or to the appropriate 
policy instruments ? Because it really does seem to 
some of us on the Committee on Budgets that it is a 
question of a few million units of account here and a 
few million units of account there, without regard to 
any discernible objective criteria. If I am wrong, 
perhaps I will be told what these discernible objective 
criteria are. 

The truth is that we have a tiny reserve in the budget 
at Chapter 59, under the heading 'aid to disaster 
victims in the Community', with 5 million EUA 
earmarked in 1978. But we have no clear idea as to 
how these funds should be released, and according to 
what priorities they ought to be released. If a major 
catastrophe involving the lives of hundreds of people 
occurred, then clearly, if it was thought that the 
Community should do something, a supplementary 
budget would have to be introduced. But I really do 
think it would be helpful, even at this late hour 
tonight, if the Commission could undertake to submit 
some kind of a paper indicating its own criteria for 
Community action. I do not ask this on the spur of 
the moment, and if the Commissioner says, 'Look, I 
want to think about it', of course that would be wholly 
reasonable. But I do say this in all frankness to my 
colleagues : surely the Community cannot take respon
sibility for every accident, every mishap and every 
disaster which takes place in any one of our Member 
States. 

lo 

Now one final point, and I suppose I ought to declare 
an interest as a vice-chairman of the Control Sub
Committee. Can the Commission include in any 
paper or in any reply a few ideas on control in this 
situation ? Wherever aid has to be distributed quickly 
in the wake of a disaster, as we saw in Friuli, it is 
sometimes difficult to strike a satisfactory balance 
between the need for speed and that for careful 
control. 

I do not think that one can talk in terms of absolutely 
exact control, and in a situation such as has happened 
at Ossola or elsewhere in Northern Italy, I would not 
like to be finicky about control. I must say to my 
Italian colleagues, that I had nothing but admiration 
for their fellow countrymen that I saw in those camps 
at Friuli, so this is not a criticism of the Italian authori
ties at all. On the contrary, from what I saw, I thought 
the funds were being used pretty well by those 
regional authorities in Friuli. But having said this, 
there is a general question that arises, and it really 
ought to be put. If there is a misuse of Community 
funds destined to help disaster victims, it is particu
larly difficult to protect the good name of the Commu
nity. We must be particularly vigilant on this, and this 
need for vigilance requires us to move away from what 
one can only call the 'ad-hocery' of policy that is prac
tised at the present time, by which I mean that which 
is done, it seems, purely on the basis of a reflex action, 
without any clear criteria or any clear ground rules for 
action. That is why my intervention, Mr President, is 
simply to ask how we can move towards some kind of 
ordered framework in these emergency situations. I 
would be relatively satisfied tonight if the Commis
sioner was to say, 'Well look, we will think seriously 
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about these things and reply at a later stage'. But I do 
hope some thought will be given to it. 

President. - I call Mr Tugendhat. 

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. - Mr 
President, I hope that having been asked, as it were, 
for a snack, I will be able to provide a meal, because 
in answer to the first speaker, I can of course say that 
we have already granted the money under the emer
gency aid procedures - 700 000 EUA - and I am 
delighted that we were able to do so : the need was 
certainly very great. It is, of course, too· early yet to say 
whether the Commission will be able to give more, 
but clearly whatever it is able to give - and I must 
stress that it is too early to decide whether it should 
be given - can hardly be designated 'emergency aid' 
because it comes after the emergency itself. Therefore 
we would have to consider the matter very carefully in 
the light of further information fro'm the Italian 
authorities on the damage sustained. That, I think, 
shows an acceptable position. 

Now so far as Mr Dalyell's question is concerned, I 
would like to make two points. First. of all, the 
Commission does have a set of criteria against which 
it measures applications and requests to provide aid in 
emergencies. The first is the general seriousness of the 
disaster. The second is the financial cost of the 
damage suffered. The third is the budgetary figure 
available - the amount we have available. Fourthly, 
the need to conserve a certain amount in the fund 
against possible further emergencies in the year, and 
finally - an important point, I think - the probable 
psychological effect of any aid. Now in the nature of 
things, these are not very absolute criteria. They are, 
in the nature of things, I think, guidelines rather than 
firm instructions. But I would not like the House to 
feel that we simply react on an absolutely ad hoc 
basis. Inevitably, since the amounts of money at our 
disposal are quite small, and since we receive a good 
number of requests, and since we are also anxious to 
maintain as far as possible an equally open approach 
to all parts of the Community who might submit a 
request - we gave some money, for instance, in 
Baden-Wiirttemberg recently - inevitably it may 
appear <ts if we are just scattering little bits here and 
little bits there. But I think it is important to recog
nize that behind that there are criteria against which 
the requests can be measured. Nonetheless, I will 
certainly convey Mr Dalyell's points to the President 
of the Commission, because the emergency fund is 
one of his services. 

The other point that I should make is that the ques
tion of having a standing committee to consider emer
gency cases of this sort has indeed been raised 
recently in the Council. The idea was that there 
should be a standing committee to deal with applica
tions coming in from different parts of the Commu
nity, so that they could be handled on a Community 
basis. The President-in-Office of the Council, Mr 
Genscher, when asked whether this would be a good 
idea, felt it would not be. Indeed, he flatly refused to 
accept the idea, saying that private initiatives and 
Member State initiatives should be kept. Well now, as 
we have said in earlier debates, this is something 
which affects not just the Commission but other insti
tutions as well. So I will bear what Mr Dalyell has said 
to the President of the Commission, and though the 
Parliament will no doubt form its own views on what 
should be done, I think it is also important to bear in 
mind that this matter has been raised in the Council, 
with on the whole rather an unpromising reception. 

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

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

The debate is closed. 

19. Agenda for the next sitting 

President. - The next sitting will be held tomorrow, 
Tuesday 10 October 1978, at 10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m., 
with the following agenda : 

10.00 a.m. and afternoon: 

- Vote on urgency of eight motions for resolutions 

- Pisoni report on illegal migration 

- Oral Question with debate to the Commission on 
equal treatment for men and women 

- Albers report on the 1978 Tripartite Conference 

- Dunwoody report on agricultural research 

- Oral Question with debate to the Commission on the 
harmonization of national legislation 

- Oral Question with debate to the Commission on the 
prices of dairy products 

3.00 p.m.: 

- Question T~me (questions to the Commission) 

3.45 p.m.: 

- Voting Time 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 8.00 p.m.) 
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IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO 

President 

President. - The sitting is open. 

(The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.mJ 

1. Approval of the minutes 

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

Are there any comments ? 

The minutes of the proceedings are approved. 

2. Documents received 

President. - I have received from the Council 
requests for opinions on the following Commission 
proposals: 

- for a directive on the approximation of the laws of 
the Member States relating to the roll-over protection 
structures of wheeled agricultural or forestry tractors 
- static tests - (Doc. 354/78) which had been 
referred to the Committee on Economic and Mone
tary Affairs as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning 
and Transport for its opinion ; 

-for 

I. a Community programme on codes and standards 
for fast reactors 

II. a Council decision adopting a research 
programme for the European Atomic Energy 
Community on codes and standards for fast
breeder reactors (structural integrity of compo
nents) (Doc. 355/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on Energy 
and Research as the committee responsible and to the 
Committee on Budgets for its opinion ; 

- for a decision concerning the acceptance by the 
Community of Resolution No. 119 (revised) of the 
Economic Commission for Europe on the standardiza
tion of forms used for authorizations for international 
goods transport by road (Doc. 356/78) which had 
been referred to the Committee on Regional Policy, 
Regional Planning and Transport ; 

- for a regulation on trade in oils and fats between the 
Community and Greece (Doc. 357 /78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on Agricul
ture as the committee responsible and to the Committee 
on External Economic Relations for its opinion ; 

-for 

I. a regulation opening, allocating and providing for the 
administration of a Community tariff quota for wines 
of fresh grapes falling within subheading ex 22.05 C 
of the Common Customs Tariff, originating in 
Cyprus (1979) 

II. a regulation opening, allocating and providing for the 
administration of a Community tariff quota for 
liqueur wines falling within subheading ex 22.05 C of 
the Common Customs Tariff, originating in Cyprus 
(1979) (Doc. 358/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on External 
Economic Relations as the committee responsible and to 
the Committee on Agriculture for its opinion ; 

- for a regulation on the abolition of postal charges for 
the presentation to customs of consignments of goods 
from another Member State which are relieved of 
internal taxes payable at importation (Doc. 359/78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs ; 

- for a regulation temporarily and partially suspending 
the autonomous Common Tariff duties on certain 
types of fish (Doc. 367 /78) 

which had been referred to the Committee on External 
Economic Relations as the committee responsible and to 
the Committee on Agriculture and the Committee on 
Budgets for their opinions. 

3. Transfers of appropriations 

President. - By its letter of 6 October 1978, the 
Committee on Budgets has informed me that at its 
meeting of 21 September 1978, it delivered a favour
able opinion on the proposal for the transfer of appro
priations from one chapter to another within Section 
III - Commission - of the general budget of the 
European Communities for the financial year 1978 
(Doc. 267 /78). 

This is a transfer of appropriations within the 
meaning of Article 21 (2), 4th and 5th subparagraphs, 
of the Financial Regulation. 

Are there any objections ? 

The transfer is approved. 

4. Decision on urgency 

President. - Pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of 
Procedure, voting will now take place on the requests 
for urgency announced during yesterday's sitting. 

I consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent proce
dure for the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Blumenfeld, Mr Noe and Mr Fuchs on behalf of the 
Christian-Democratic Group (EPP) on air traffic 
control (Doc. 319/78). 

Are there any objections ? 

Urgent procedure is adopted. 

I propose that this motion for a resolution be placed 
on the agenda for Thursday, 12 October 1978 as the 
last item. 

Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 
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President 

I now consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure for the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Fellermaier on behalf of the Socialist Group on the 
violation by European companies of the sanctions 
against Rhodesia (Doc. 346/78). 

I call Mr Prescott on a point of order. 

Mr Prescott. - Mr President, the adoption of urgent 
procedure for some of these items is presumably agree
able to all concerned, and will not require debate. I 
am not so sure that this will apply to this motion for a 
resolution, and I wonder whether I can claim my right 
to speak in favour of urgent procedure on behalf of 
my group. 

To be specific, Mr President, is there not the right, 
under Rule 14 for one of those tabling a motion offi
cially to move it ? Can I claim that right ? 

In other words, may I be allowed the opportunity to 
state, pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, 
why I believe urgent procedure should be adopted ? 

President. - I call Mr Deschamps. 

Mr Deschamps. - Mr President, we are well aware 
of the importance of this matter. At its meeting in La 
Napoule, the Christian-Democratic Group made a 
detailed study of the problem of sanctions against 
Rhodesia and against countries practising apartheid. 
We have no hesitation whatever on the principle 
involved. In the words of the first recital, the continu
ing importance of the economic sanctions decreed by 
the United Nations against the Rhodesian regime is a 
principle with which we are in full agreement. 

On the other hand, Mr President, we do not wish to 
engage in arguments based on reasons of political 
expediency ; in this particular case, the British are 
most directly concerned since debates have been 
opened on this subject by the opposition in Westmin
ster. According to newspaper reports and other infor
mation at our disposal, an enquiry is to be opened. 
Therefore, while we agree that Parliament should 
continue to study developments in this area with close 
attention and that the Political Affairs Committee 
should be responsible for further consideration, we fail 
to see the need for an urgent debate today. The new 
elements - the Bingham Report and the report of 
the UN special delegate - are not of an urgent and 
immediate nature. In consequence, while we approve 
the principle and its application, we cannot approve 
the adoption of urgent procedure. 

President.- Pursuant to Rule 14 (2) of the Rules of 
Procedure: 

Where a request for urgent debate relates to the placing 
of a report on the agenda, only the person making the 
request or one speaker in favour, one speaker against, and 
the Chairman or rapporteur of the committee responsible 
may be heard, in each case for a maximum of 5 minutes. 

therefore call Mr Prescott to explain his request. 

Mr Prescott. - I thought the Rule stipulated one 
speaker for and one against, plus the group chairman 
or rapporteur. I have some difficulty in understanding 
how Mr Rippon comes into the debate. 

Mr Rippon. - Mr President, if Mr Prescott is going 
to make a little speech on the merits of this motion 
for a resolution, then someone ought to have the 
opportunity of speaking against before a man has 
spoken for. 

President. - I call Mr Klepsch to speak on a point 
of order. 

Mr Klepsch. - On a point of order, Mr President : 
at this stage in the proceedings we should confine 
ourselves to the question of urgency and not open a 
debate on the substance of the issue ; we can hear one 
speaker for, and one against ... 

President. - Pursuant to Rule 14 (2) of the Rules of 
Procedure, which I have just quoted, I shall now call 
Mr Prescott to justify his request. 

Mr Prescott. - Mr President, I think I only neec' to 
justify to the House the urgency of the matter. I do 
not think that there is any dispute about the substance 
of motion for a resolution, i.e. the importance of main
taining sanctions against the illegal regtme in 
Rhodesia. That indeed is the policy of all our nations 
and the Foreign Ministers meeting in political cooper
ation. 

What the motion seeks to bring to the attention of 
this House is that certain events have occurred within 
the last few weeks which make it necessary for it to 
address itself to the topic as a matter of urgency. The 
motion specifically mentions two areas where substan
tial evidence has come to light justifying a number of 
the allegations of breach of sanctions made over the 
last few years. The report of the United Nations' 
special delegate clearly shows that many European 
companies, registered in the Community, have been 
actively involved in violating sanctions against the 
illegal regime in Rhodesia. 

The more substantial report, the Bingham Report, 
commissioned by the Labour Government and 
published last month and which is available to this 
House, reveals the role of oil companies in actively 
conspiring to break the laws of a number of the 
Members States and to defy the political objectives 
laid down by the Foreign Ministers meeting in politi
cal cooperation. The Bingham Report shows that Euro
pean and American oil companies, i.e. British Petro
leum, Shell and Total, acted in concert to supply and 
sustain the illegal regime, in clear defiance of our laws 
and the political objectives of our countries. The cons
piracy, which involved companies, civil servants and 
politicians, is described in detail in the Bingham 
Report. 
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Prescott 

The motion for a resolution calls for an urgent debate. 
We think these are matters of substance to which this 
House should address itself and therefore justify an 
urgent debate. The need for such a debate is urgent in 
two respects. First, we were informed that this very 
matter was on the agenda of the Council of Ministers, 
and if this House could have a debate, we would 
provide the opportunity for the Council to give us a 
report on what was said at their last meeting, instead 
of attempting to extract this information by means of 
questions. Secondly, we would call on them to make a 
more deliberate and definite report on what they 
intend to do, in the light of this evidence, to improve 
the sanctions policy with regard to Rhodesia. 

In conclusion, Mr President, I think the substance is 
considerable ; it is a matter of urgency and anyone 
attending the ACP-EEC meetings two weeks ago will 
know that to be so. The Americans are investigating 
the role of American oil companies ; I think hearings 
are being held in Holland, and we hope that they will 
take place in Britain. I do not know of any action 
regarding the French oil companies. Surely, Mr Presi
dent, this European Assembly, which claims the right 
to deal with problems of a European dimension, has 
here one of considerable subst:!nce in that European 
oil companies have been acting together in a cons
piracy to defy our laws. We feel that the Political 
Affairs Committee might investigate the evidence and 
request the oil company chairmen who will be 
attending the American hearing to appear before our 
committee and explain their companies' policies 
regarding the future. We hope this Assembly will take 
this step now in this emergency debate. 

(Applause from the left) 

President. - I call Mr Rippon. 

.Mr Rippon. - Mr President, there is no doubt that 
this is a matter of substance, in the way that Mr Pres
cott has suggested. I am not so sure that we would be 
right, in a continuing discussion of this character, to 
say that we should have a debate as a matter of 
urgency simply because certain things have happened 
in the last few weeks. I can see a situation arising in 
which we could make the same claim at every 
meeting of this Parliament for several part-sessions to 
come. I think we must be a little concerned about the 
number of debates that we have on matters of 
urgency. It is quite true, as Mr Prescott has said, that 
since we last debated the subject of Rhodesia certain 
new events have taken place, but if the resolution of 
the Socialist Group were accepted, we in the Conserva
tive Group would certainly want to delete all the 
words after 'Parliament' and substitute an entirely 
different and much more constructive resolution. We 
would certainly want to take note of certain things 

that have happened recently, as Mr Prescott has said 
- for example, the very welcome initiative by the 
United States to invite members of the Rhodesian 
Council to make a presentation of the internal settle
ment to world opinion. We would certainly want to 
take the opportunity to deplore the attempts by 
outside political forces to interfere with the self-deter
mination of the Zimbabwe people. We would 
certainly wish to take an opportunity to deplore the 
support that is given to Marxist terrorist guerillas, and 
on the other hand we would like to note and express 
our full understanding for the recent initiative taken 
by President Kaunda to open the frontiers of his 
country to trade with Rhodesia, which, of course, gives 
a new twist to the argument about sanctions. There is 
certainly room for a great deal of debate ; there is 
certainly room for a discussion of recent events ; but I 
do not believe that this is a matter which ought to be 
thrashed out tj_me after time in this Assembly, in this 
form. Perhaps we should set aside a whole day for the 
discussion of the Rhodesian problem, and it may be 
the enlarged Bureau could take that into account. 

I also think certain difficulties are created by esta
blishing a precedent whereby the proposer of a resolu
tion for which he demands urgency takes the opportu
nity to canvas the merits of it. I find it a little difficult 
to rise and put shortly all the feelings which my 
group have about the nature of the deplorable resolu
tion which the Socialist Group have tabled. 

(Applause from the right) 

President. - I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand. - Mr President, having regard to the 
discussion that has just taken place, I propose that the 
motion for a resolution should be referred to the Polit
ical Affairs Committee to enable it to prepare a text 
which Parliament might then endorse. 

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

Urgent procedure is not adopted. 

Pursuant to Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedure, the 
motion for a resolution is referred to the appropriate 
committee which in this case is the Political Affairs 
Committee. 

I now consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure for two motions for a resolution on the situ
ation in Lebanon, that tabled by Mr Fellermaier, Mr 
Spenale, Mr Hansen. Mr Dankert and Mr Radoux on 
behalf of the Socialist Group (Doc. 360/78), and that 
tabled by Mr Klepsch on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP) (Doc. 370/78). 

Are there any objections ? 

Urgent procedure is adopted. 
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President 

I propose that these two motions for resolutions be 
placed on the agenda for Wednesday, 11 October 
1978 for joint debate before the joint debate on the 
Community's energy policy. 

Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 

I now consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure for the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Fellermaier on behalf of the Socialist Group on the 
situation in Nicaragua (Doc. 361/78/rev.). 

The motion for a resolution by the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP) on the same subject has 
been withdrawn as that group has supported the 
motion for a resolution by the Socialist Group. 

Are there any objections ? 

Urgent procedure is adopted. 

I propose that this motion for a resolution be placed 
on the agenda for Wednesday, 11 October 1978 
before the joint debate on the two motions for resolu
tions on the Community's energy policy. 

I call Mr Cunningham. 

Mr Cunningham. - Mr President, clearly the 
House does want to discuss these matters. I voted 
against on both occasions, because I think that the 
House ought not to concentrate on matters for which 
it has no responsibility. If we are to continue in this 
way, we shall be debating everything except what we 
are responsible for. We are leaving out matters for 
which we are responsible in favour of matters for 
which we are not responsible. However, that is a deci
sion which the House has taken, in my view unwisely. 
But surely it would be preposterous to take a matter 
like this which is-let me put it as impartially as I 
can-marginally the concern of this Parliament and 
to put it on the agenda ahead of matters which are 
much more our direct concern, such as energy policy. 
If we are going to discuss it, for goodness' sake let it 
take its proper place in the agenda, after matters 
which are more directly the concern of the European 
Parliament and the European Community as such. 

President. I call Mr Rippon. 

Rippon. - I think I would like, on this occasion, to 
associate myself with the views which have been 
expressed by Mr Cunningham. It is clearly the wish of 
the House that this matter should be discussed, but I 
think I endorse what he has had to say about the 
importance of giving proper priority to the matters 
which are already on the agenda and which are of 
direct concern to the Community as a whole. 

President. - I should like to make two observa
tions : the first concerns the statement by Mr 
Cunningham that this subject is not of interest to this 
Parliament. This seems to me a somewhat restrictive 
opinion. This Parliament discusses everything which 

is the subject of political cooperation, in other words 
everything which is discussed or can be discussed by 
the Council of Ministers meeting in political coopera
tion. And it would be very serious if we ourselves were 
to place a limitation on Parliament's competence to 
intervene. 

The second, in reply to Mr Rippon, concerns my 
reason for proposing that the 'motions for resolutions 
on Lebanon and Nicaragua be placed on the agenda 
before the joint debate on the motions for resolutions 
on energy. Given that these two subjects are of a polit
ical character and as such can only be discussed in the 
presence of the President-in-Office of the Council, I 
beg my colleagues to respect the planned order of 
business since at that sitting the representative of the 
Council will be present in the Chamber. 

I now consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure for the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Klepsch and Mr Bertrand on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP), Mr Pintat, on behalf of the 
Liberal and Democratic Group and Mr Rippon, on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group on the 
outcome of the Camp David meeting (Doc. 372/ 
78/rev.). 

I call Mr Mitchell. 

Mr Mitchell. - Mr President, I wish to oppose 
urgent procedure in this case, so perhaps Mr Klepsch, 
or perhaps Mr Rippon, should put forward his reasons 
for urgency first. 

President. - Since the item in question is a motion 
for a resolution, the dispositions of Rule 14 (2) of the 
Rules of Procedure are applicable. 

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

Mr Bertrand. - Mr President, the reason for urgent 
procedure is that Parliament has not yet had an oppor
tunity to discuss the fortunate turn of events repre
sented by the Camp David agreement between Israel 
and Egypt, brought about at the initiative of the 
American President. We discussed the situation on 15 
December last year when the President of Egypt 
visited Jerusalem. There had been no further impor
tant development until this new agreement. 

The negotiating phase is to begin next Thursday in 
Washington and it would be incomprehensible for the 
European Parliament not to deliver its opinion on 
these developments in the Middle East and on their 
importance for the attainment of peace. I therefore 
felt it necessary to request urgent procedure so as to 
make our opinion known to the parties directly 
concerned before the negotiations begin. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Mitchell. 
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Mr Mitchell. - I had no intention whatsoever of 
opposing urgent procedure for this resolution until I 
heard the speech by Mr Rippon opposing the one on 
Rhodesia. Exactly the same arguments apply to this 
resolution as he put forward in his speech, and I will 
quote what he said. He said: 'We have far too many 
motions for urgency ; we cannot have a motion for 
urgency merely because something has happened in 
the last few weeks, Well, Camp David has happened 
in the last few weeks, and precisely the same argu
ment applies to this resolution as applied to the other 
one. Mr Bertrand's argument is that we have not had a 
chance to discuss it yet: Nor have we had a chance to 
discuss the Rhodesian sanction-breaking yet either. 
Exactly the same arguments apply in both cases. So I 
hope that both the Christian Democratic and the 
European Conservative Group will join us in opposing 
urgency here as they did on the other one. 

President. - What is it for, Mr Klepsch ? 

(Interruptions) 

Mr Klepsch. - Mr President, I want to speak m 
favour ... 

(Continued disturbances) 

President. - I should like to recall that Rule 14 
permits the rapporteur or one speaker to speak in 
favour and one speaker to speak against and also 
permits the chairman or rapporteur of the committee 
to be called. Since Mr Bertrand has already spoken, I 
can only call you if you still wish to speak as 
chairman of the Political Affairs Committee. 

Mr Bertrand. - I shall merely ask for the urgent 
procedure to be approved, Mr President. 

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

Urgent procedure is adopted. 

I propose that this motion for a resolution be placed 
on the agenda for Wednesday, 11 October 1978 
before the joint debate on the two motions for resolu
tions on energy. 

Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 

I now consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure for the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Dalyell, Mr Lange, Mr Lagorce, Mr Lamberts, Mr 
Mitchell, Lord Kennet, Mr Edwards, Lord Castle, Mr 
Ellis and Mr Fitch on the massacre of seals (Doc. 
369/78). 

I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - May I just make two very brief points. 
The first is that this is emphatically a matter which 
concerns all the Member States bordering on the 
North Sea. Although the grey seal is increasing in 
numbers in British waters, there is evidence that its 

numbers are decreasing in German, Dutch and 
Danish waters. It is therefore a matter not just for one 
Member State but probably for five or six Member 
States. 

Secondly, is it not a matter of principle that those 
who propose to slaughter 5 000 seals should make 
available the scientific evidence for what they propose, 
before and not after the event takes place ? They 
should allow sufficient time to enable knowledgeable 
people to challenge their findings before irrevocable 
damage is done. The reason for requesting an urgent 
debate is that the slaughter may take place today, 
tomorrow or possibly the next day. That is why I am 
asking colleagues to allow a short speeches - for the 
urgent debate. 

President. - I call Mr Hughes. 

Mr Hughes. - I do not question that the cull of 
seals is imminent. It will clearly take place this week. 
What I question is, the position of other countries 
outside the Community, such as The Faroes, Norway 
and Iceland which are also affected by the grey seal 
population. In the case of those countries the seal 
population is clearly increasing and there is consider
able evidence that they pose a threat to their fishing 
resources. The suggestion that the evidence has not 
been made public is unfounded. The fisheries sub
committee, which I chair, has considered this 
evidence at great length, in particular the special 
report of the Cambridge group which looked into it. 
This has been made public. What is clear is that scien
tists disagree about the evidence. The evidence has 
been published, but marine biologists disagree about 
what ought to be done. 

Finally, I do not quite see what authority the Commis
sion has for making representation to the British 
Government about the cull of seals. I would be very 
grateful if a representative from the Commission 
could indicate to this House, when we discuss the 
urgency, how they set about making these representa
tions. Was it through normal channels, i.e. through 
Mr Gallagher Director-General for Fisheries ? 

President. - I note that no one else wishes to speak. 
I put the request for urgent procedure to the vote. 

Urgent procedure is adopted. 

I propose that this motion for a resolution be placed 
on the agenda for today as the last item. 

Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 

I call Mrs Walz, on a point of order. 

Mrs Walz. - I protest against the way in which the 
agenda has now been drawn up ; it means that the 
energy debate has gradually been relegated to the end 
of the list. You know how vital the whole matter of 
energy is to our countries, but now that preference has 
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Walz 

been given to all these urgent topics our debate will 
be held late in the evening and nobody will be inter
ested any longer. Energy is one of the most important 
topics with which we have to deal, and I would ask 
you to consider whether we would not do better to 
consider it early on the following day instead of in the 
evening ; once our agenda has been drawn up there 
should not be all these changes. It is unacceptable for 
preference to be given to so many requests for urgent 
debate so that Members who have previously put 
down important topics for discussion no longer have a 
chance to raise them. 

(Applause) 

President. - Mrs Walz, I take note of your regret 
which to some extent I can share, even if many of 
those who applauded it were among those who voted 
in favour of urgent procedure. 

As I have already mentioned, the precedence accorded 
to these political subjects is due to the fact that the 
President-in-Office of the Council will be present in 
the Chamber at the beginning of the sitting. At the 
same time, I shall make personal efforts to chair these 
debates in such a waY" as not to prejudice the debate 
on energy and to order Parliament's business in the 
way that you desire. 

I call Mr Cunningham. 

Mr Cunningham. - Mr President, I would just like 
to ask you, very briefly, if you would give further 
consideration to the point in the Bureau of the Parlia
ment. It is clearly going to create a problem for the 
future if so many motions for urgency are not only 
accepted, but if having been accepted, they then take 
precedence over other items on the agenda. One 
could perfectly well vote to discuss one of these topics 
but still feel that it ought not to take precedence over 
other matters which are more central to the responsi
bility of this Parliament, I would, therefore, ask you to 
give further consideration to this problem, otherwise 
Parliament is going to be in real difficulty in the 
future. 

(Applause) 

President. - Mr Cunnigham, I assure you that 
account will be taken of your two points. Neverthe
less, I must point out that a concentration of 
numerous requests for urgent procedure, as we have 
had at this sitting, is exceptional. 

5. Directit·e on illegal migration 

President. - The next item is the debate on the 
report (Doc. 238/78) drawn up by Mr Pisoni on behalf 
of the Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and 
Education on the amended proposal from the 
Commission of the European Communities to the 
Council (Doc. 58/78) for a directive concerning the 

approximation of the legislation of the Member States 
in order to combat illegal migration and illegal 
employment. 

I call Mr Pisoni. 

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. - (/) Mr President, my 
motion for a resolution and report relate to the prop
osal for a Council directive on the approximation of 
the Member States' legislation to prevent illegal migra
tion and illegal employment. 

It is a subject that was discussed not so long ago in 
this House when we debated the Commission's first 
proposal in the matter ; on that occasion, we gave a 
clear response in approving the Commission's prop
osal but one of the specific requests we made was that 
it should be supplemented by social measures to 
protect and safeguard the rights of migrant workers, 
including those who had entered the Community ille
gally. We saw this as a fundamental point and as a 
vital addition to the proposed directive if the objec
tives proposed by the Commission were to be prop
erly pursued. And now that those points have been 
included in the proposal, we should record our appre
ciation of the efforts made by the Commission and by 
Mr Vredeling in submitting this new regulation so 
promptly and for their sympathetic response to the 
requests submitted by Parliament. 

To make a general point, I would say that it would be 
a good thing if the Commission were always so atten
tive to Parliament's opinions : it would add to the 
powers of both institutions and make it possible to 
introduce regulations with a much more obvious 
Community content. Very often, the lack of coopera
tion between the Commission and Parliament leads to 
measures which are Community in name only but 
further what in fact are national interests. I would 
therefore again thank the Commissioner for having 
accepted Parliament's advice. 

We cannot let the occasion pass, however, without 
pointing out that a number of Member States put up 
strong resistance to the proposed directive, which was 
virtually tantamount to refusal in the case of the 
United Kingdom and partial refusal in the case of 
France. I fear that this negative attitude towards the 
proposal and the attempt to reduce it to the status of a 
recommendation would rob it of all significance and 
rule out any chance of taking action to combat and 
remedy a state of affairs which is taking on extremely 
serious proportions. 

I therefore welcome the fact that the Council has 
taken a different attitude than in the past and accept 
the proposed directive. I hope that Parliament will 
confirm its approval today for it is purely and simply 
a matter of confirmation, not only of the text 
proposed by the Commission but also of the proposals 
made and approved by Parliament in its last motion 
for a resolution on the subject. 
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Measures to combat illegal migration do not imply a 
self-centred attitude towards less highly skilled 
workers or towards poorer countries than our own 
even if we say that their effect must be to refuse entry 
to the Community to persons who do not have the 
proper papers, do not already have a job or the possi
bility of legal employment in the Community. We are 
perfectly well aware that there are many countries 
outside the Community that are worse off than 
ourselves ahd that many people see us as a sort of 
haven in which they can seek a new livelihood. Our 
campaign against illegal migration, however, is also 
intended as a campaign in defence of the fundamental 
rights of the worker and citizen. It is a defence of the 
weakest ; we all know to what hardship the migrant 
worker is exposed even when he migrates legally 
through normal channels. We can therefore easily 
imagine how much harder it is for the illegal migrant 
perpetually forced to hide and to suffer exploitation 
and abuses without being able to claim the protection 
of the law, as this would mean his expulsion. It is all 
the more important to approve this directive in that, if 
we succeed in reducing the length of the working 
week, the conditions will arise in which new migrant 
workers can be absorbed. Furthermore, with the acces
sion of further countries to the Community, the 
labour pool will grow much larger with all the 
problems which this implies. For this reason too, the 
adoption of the directive is a matter of urgency. 

The proposal before the House incorporates the 
requests made by the Council of Ministers, the 
Council of Europe, the International Labour Office 
and the Economic and Social Committee in the 
matter of harmonization of the regulations to combat 
illegal migration, the introduction of penalties, 
including penalties under criminal law, against exploi
tation, and the social protection of workers who 
despite themselves, end up as illegal imigrants in 
other countries. I should like, if I may, to explain 
briefly the main points of the directive ; first and fore
most, it introduces harmonization, in other words 
uniform Community measures to prevent persons 
from entering the Community without the proper 
authorization ; it alerts public opinion by denouncing 
the adverse effects of illegal immigration and it 
involves both employers and trade unions in the 
campaign to abolish it. It seeks to draw public atten
tion to the problem, not only in our own countries 
but also in third countries, by pointing out that all 
that glitters is not gold and that, even in the Commu
nity, illegal immigrants are exposed to great hardship. 
However, it also guarantees to migrant workers the 
full social and civil rights enjoyed by other workers. It 
requires the employer to pay the full social security 
contribution and the full salaries and fiscal charges as 
they would do for normal workers, the intention being 
that migrant workers should enjoy the benefits of an 
assured situation and be able to 'buy back' the periods 
of work for which those contributions cannot be trans
ferred to their country of origin. These workers are 

also given the opportunitly to seek redress in the 
courts and to claim free legal assistance if necessary. 

The resolution previously approved by Parliament 
contained two other points which were not accepted. I 
should like to recall them here as they may be useful 
to the individual Member States when they come to 
implement the directive : the first had to do with the 
harmonization of the penalties provided for under 
criminal law in order to prevent disparities in the treat
ment of exploiters, those merchants in the trade with 
human lives ; the second point - and this can be no 
more than a recommendation to the individual States 
- is that when they come to apply the regulations on 
illegal immigration, they should take as broadly 
sympathetic an attitude as possible towards workers 
who are already in the country and make every effort 
to spare them further hardship and legalize their situa
tion. We regard this as a dutiful act of human solid
arity. 

I shall conclude by recalling that Parliament has made 
it clear on more than one occasion that illegal immi
gration can only be successfully fought by striking at 
the roots of the problem, by seeking to establish an 
economic system in which wealth is shared more 
fairly, in which industrial plant and the sources of 
properity are allocated differently and which leads to 
uniform and not to haphazard growth. Present dispari
ties are the real and primary cause of forced emigra
tion. The distinction I make between forced and free 
emigration is a deliberate one : we ought to have free 
emigration which is a factor that genuinely contri
butes to growth and trade. Forced emigration, on the 
other hand, is simply the consequence of the huge 
disparities in growth which we have at the present 
time and of poverty in general. This is the goal which 
we should set ourselves in all our Community poli
cies, whether they are aimed at the new Member 
States or, above all, at the countries of the Third 
World; and I mean all the countries of the Third 
World and not only those which are members of the 
Lome Convention. 

I trust that this House will approve this new proposed 
directive and that it will be implemented in the 
Member States as soon as possible and without any 
further delays. 

(Applause) 

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

Mr Albers. - (NL) Mr President, in the discussion 
of the phenomenon of migrant workers and illegal 
migration which has been continuing for several years 
now in Parliament, we have seen how the positions of 
the Socialist and Christian-Democratic Group -
initially quite different - have gradually moved 
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closer together. A broad measure of agreement has 
been reached between the two groups on the nature of 
the phenomenon and the measures which must be 
taken against it. I must congratulate my colleague, Mr 
Pisoni, on his report on behalf of the Committee on 
Social Affairs, Employment and Education in which 
he once again draws specific attention to aspects 
which we have already discussed several times here in 
Parliament, in particular when dealing with the action 
programme submitted by the Commission in 
December 1974; it was noted as the time that illegal 
migration accounted for some I 0 % of total migration 
in the European Community - without even 
counting members of migrants' families. 

It was then pointed out that there are some 600 000 
illegal workers in the European Community. We have 
seen how these people are exploited and exposed to 
intimidation. We also discussed the attendant risks to 
public health. There are health checks on legally 
employed workers but not for illegal employees ; this 
brings with it a risk to public health in general. We 
also discussed the risk that the social position of legal 
migrants might be seriously damaged by the pheno
menon of illegal migration. It is by no means impos
sible that the present high level of unemployment 
among legal migrants is attributable in no small 
measure to the existence of illegal migration. Illegal 
migrants are of necessity prepared to work for lower 
wages and under worse conditions : they have no exis
tence in law and cannot defend themselves. They take 
up jobs which could otherwise be filled by legal 
migrants. 

In the resolution which it adopted almost unani
mously in October 1976, Parliament stressed the need 
for the fullest possible coordination at Community 
level of penalties for the recruitment of illegal 
migrants and asked for appropriate sanctions. Parlia
ment thus called for a unified policy in this matter 
and this view was supported by the Council of Minis
ters in its resolution on the action programme. In its 
resolution of February 1976, the Council of Ministers 
stressed the need for joint action by the Member 
States to combat the illegal immigration of workers 
from third countries. Suitable sanctions must be 
provided against the practices of the intermediaries 
who procure employment and against all the other 
abuses connected with illegal immigration. Action 
must also be taken to ensure that the obligations of 
the employers are met and the rights of workers in 
respect of the work done by them safeguarded, 
without prejudice, however, to the other consequences 
which must be drawn from the illicit nature of their 
residence and employment. 

I think that there can be no misunderstading on this 
point. The Commission, Parliament and Council have 
all spoken out clearly on this matter, and agree on the 
need to combat this unacceptable situation. However, 
the original proposal on which Parliament delivered 
its opinion in November 1977 does not in every 

respect meet the requirements I have just outlined ; it 
does not fully reflect the views of Parliament or even 
those of the Council. The fact that the original prop
osal left too much latitude is all the more regrettable 
as Convention 143 accurately defines what is meant 
by illegal migration, what possibilities exist to combat 
it and what rights and duties may result from illegal 
migration. The statute drawn up last year by the 
Council of Europe for migrant workers also sets out 
clearer provisions than the original directive. In 
dealing with the original directive we took the view 
that we should not make too many amendments -
that was the Socialist Group's feeling - because too 
much time had already been lost. As I have already 
said, we have been discussing this subject for years 
and no concrete measures have yet been taken. But 
the Commissioner responsible did eventually feel that 
an effort must be made to improve the directive. Mr 
President, on behalf of the Socialist Group I welcome 
this amended proposal, as far as it goes. It does have a 
number of merits : it sets out a better definition of 
migration and illegal migration and also explains 
more fully what must be understood by illegal employ
ment. The need for information, which is a most 
important factor, is fully defined in this directive -
particularly the information which must be given to 
the outside world to prevent people from chancing 
their hand in coming to our countries to look for 
work. 

I support Mr Pisoni's observations about free legal aid, 
and I would stress the desirability of suspending 
proceedings where an illegal worker is discovered by 
the authorities and lodges an appeal in order to show 
that he was acting in good faith. 

I note that the amended draft directive no longer 
speaks of the harmonization of legislation but only of 
'adaptation', which is a less binding concept. I 
imagine that the Commission has made this change 
in order to increase the likelihood of gaining accep
tance for its proposal in the Council. That is a ques
tion which I want to put to the Commissioner respon
sible : how likely does he in fact think it is that the 
Council will now approve this amended text ? Is it 
now possible that the Council will take an early deci
sion, thus enabling the proposal to enter into force, or 
are there likely to be further difficulties ? You all 
know that opinions differ on this problem and I well 
remember that the resolution of February 1976 
contained a paragraph 'stressing the political resolve 
to take the steps indicated in this resolution, having 
regard to the powers of the Community institutions 
on the one hand and to those of the Member States 
on the other.' That was of course a most important 
paragraph and it is important to know whether the 
text of the amended draft directive also satisfies this 
provision in the Council's resolution: is there still 
sufficient latitude for the Member States to exercise 
their own powers and is sufficient account being 
taken of the powers of the Community institutions ? 
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Mr President, we cannot of course be satisfied with 
these measures. We must also look into the cause of 
this phenomenon and consider why so many people 
from the Mediterranean countries try to find work 
here without having the necessary employment 
permits. Time is short and I do not need to dwell on 
this aspect here ; it is perfectly clear that there are 
great differences in economic development between 
the countries of the European Community and those 
of the Mediterranean region. We cannot therefore be 
satisfied with measures to combat illegal migration 
but must also seek solutions enabling the wide differ
ences in economic development to be lessened. 

It is unacceptable for the Member States to seek to 
export their own difficulties to other EEC countries 
and it is just as unacceptable for the Community as 
such to try to solve certain problems by unilaterally 
passing them on to the countries from which these 
people come. 

In the past we have strongly advocated the organiza
tion of a conference by the Commission with 
migrants' organizations from the entire Community 
in order to discuss these problems fully again. I regret 
that no such conference has ever been held. I believe, 
and this view has been clearly stated by Parliament, 
that such a conference is highly desirable to provide a 
forum for an open exchange of views. 

I therefore greatly welcome the fact the European 
Union organization will shortly (in November) be 
holding a conference on migrants' problems in 
Greece ; it will then be possible to discuss all these 
issues in the wider context of the enlargement of the 
Community. The return of migrant workers to their 
home countries, and the creation of job opportunities 
in them, will no doubt also be an important point on 
the conference agenda. Finally, Mr President, a word 
about the two amendments which I have tabled with 
the support of my group. The first amendment 
concerns Article 1 (2) which refers to the bad faith of 
illegal workers. Bad faith must be demonstrated by the 
judicial authorities. I find this description to be too 
wide. The real issue here is whether the illegal worker 
is guilty of repeating a punishable act and I consider 
that this should be clearly stated in the text; it is then 
for the judiciary to show that the worker concerned 
has repeated the offence. If that is the case he merits a 
different treatment from migrants who in a sense have 
acted in good faith. 

My second amendment relates to Article 7 (2) which 
refers to the recording and payment of premiums to 
which there is still an entitlement. I think that this 
approaches the problem from the wrong angle. The 
issue is not the payment of premiums after the event; 
the real point is that illegal workers must be given the 
possibility of enforcing their rights to benefits in 

re•p<ct of whkh prem;um• h•ve o' •hould h>v< h«l 
paid - I think that this should be clearly stated it 
the directive. 

Mr President, I believe that is is in the interest of Parli
ament to adopt both these amendments and I hope 
that they will be duly approved. 

(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR : MR BERKHOUWER 

Vice-President 

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

Mr Jahn. - (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
on behalf of my group, I should like to say that I 
approve Mr Pisani's excellent report and motion for a 
resolution. With your permission, I shall comment on 
the facts of this problem and put forward one 
example. Like many Member States, the Federal Repu
blic of Germany is also faced with the problem of 
illegal imigration and illegal employment. Week in, 
week out, hundreds of Turks and Pakistanis are ille
gally smuggled into West Germany via West Berlin. 
We can have no sympathy for this influx as it 
threatens to create havoc on our labour market, quite 
apart from the terrorist implications involved. 

The German Democratic Republic is obviously inte
rested in creating disturbances on the West German 
labour market by sending in those illegal immigrants 
who land at their home airports and travel on to 
Berlin. I am convinced that we must use every legal 
means at our disposal to stop this practice. We must 
as a matter of urgency put an end to this uncontrolled 
influx and here, all of the Member States must act in 
concert, for not all those immigrants stay on in West 
Germany. Those who do not find work there cross 
over the border and try to find jobs in other areas of 
the Community with the assistance of highly suspi
cious helpers. This is where ~ am convinced that the 
Member States must act together and much can be 
done to achieve our objective by the stringent applica
tion of the Commission's directive, amended as recom
mended by this House. I am sure that we are all 
agreed on this point. 

Appropriate action must now be taken in the indi
vidual Member States. Mr Pisoni referred earlier to the 
difficulties which arise in the United Kingdom and 
France. We believe that unless we stop this, confi
dence in the official processes of labour recruitment 
will also be undermined. I therefore agree with the 
Commission when it says in its explanatory memo
randum on the extension of this directive that illegal 
migration and illegal employment must be prose-
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cuted. The disadvantages suffered by illegal immi
grants as a result of their situation must be alleviated 
by defending their rights and by ensuring that they 
themselves and also their employers fulfil their obliga
tions. In the countries I have mentioned - I referred 
to two - the governments too must undertake the 
task of informing migrant workers as part of the 
campaign against misleading methods of recruitment, 
for if they do not, they will run into difficulties when 
they are asked officially to provide manpower. 

The most important thing of all is that there should 
be effective control. In the Commission's view there is 
no effective control at the Community's internal fron
tiers. If that is the case - and I believe that the 
Commission's experience is sufficient - then control 
should be exercised at the place of work, in other 
words with the employer, for he after all must know 
where his workforce comes from. In Germany we 
have the labour office which directs manpower to the 
companies that ask for it, so that we have continuous 
control. If an undertaking employs illegal immigrants, 
the records are falsified which means that the existing 
control procedures do not show that there is anything 
untoward. 

Here, of course - and this is a point mentioned by 
Mr Pisoni - we must pay particularly close attention 
to working hours. We are also convinced that when it 
comes to prosecution, it is essential - and here my 
group is in full agreement with the Commission -
group strongly deterrent penalties should be imposed. 

Like the previous speaker I particularly welcome the 
fact that the Commission has added a provision to the 
directive under which the rights of illegal immigrants 
in respect of work already performed must be 
protected and employers must fulfil the obligations 
thus entailed. Under Art. 7 (1 b), employers convicted 
of employing workers illegally are required to comply 
in full with the obligations arising from such employ
ment as if it were a normal case of employment. I am 
thinking here, of cour&e, of the entire social sector. 

To this extent I feel that the proposed directive is 
properly balanced and does not load the dice against 
the employer. In the interests of even greater balance, 
however, I agree with the amendment proposed by 
the Legal Affairs Committee to the arrangements 
contained in Art. 5 in the matter of repatriation costs. 
It is only fair that the employer should not be 
required to pay those costs if he was unaware that the 
employment was illegal, in the case, for instance, 
where he was provided with forged papers by the 
manpower agency. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we are all agreed that this is an 
urgent matter which must be speedily dealt with. We 
have already considered it as such and my own feel
ings have been confirmed today by what Mr Pisoni 
has said. I therefore fail to understand why no one has 

thought of cutting back the time allowed under Art. 
10 (1) for incorporating the directive in national legis
lation from two years to one year, and I shall therefore 
take steps in this direction this afternoon. It would be 
quite a feasible thing to do considering that the 
Member States need not make any basic changes to 
their present regulations which are designed in any 
case to restrict and control immigration from third 
countries. 

Nor are there any major legal problems as the 
Commission, in its amended proposal, does not recom
mend that the penalties for infringements should be 
harmonized at Community level, which in itself 
would have been a desirable thing. The differences in 
the Member States' criminal law - and here I address 
myself particularly to my colleagues from the United 
Kingdom - will not therefore be affected by the 
present directive ; this is why I am surprised that so 
many difficulties have cropped up in this area. 

Furthermore, it is no fault of this House that so much 
valuable time has been lost. It should be remembered 
that the first Commission proposal in this matter was 
put forward back in November 1976. We all agreed at 
the time that the matter was urgent. In order to make 
up for at least some of the time that has been lost, I 
feel that there is a good case for cutting a year off the 
time allowed for implementation. I am familiar with 
the objections of an administrative nature, etc. that 
may be made, perhaps also by the Commission and 
the Council, but I consider the proposal to be justified 
in view of the fact that we have so far made a point of 
stressing how urgent the matter is. 

You must remember, ladies and gentlemen, that the 
planned measures cannot be implemented until 1980 
at the earliest. I therefore propos~ an amendment on 
those lines to Art. 10 ( 1) of the prv posed directive and 
hope that we can agree to it this afternoon. 

Finally, I should like to say how much I welcome the 
requirement placed on Member States under Art. 10 
(2) to inform the Commission of all and not only the 
most important legal and administrative measure 
planned under the directive, for if it is not informed, 
we shall not have a clear picture. I therefore stress the 
point that the Commission must be informed of all, 
and not only of the most important legal and adminis
trative measures planned under the directive so that it 
can state its views far eough in advance. On many 
other occasions in the past, we have recommended 
that more extensive information be required in the 
interests of uniform implementation of Community 
directives in the Member States. 

Our group will approve the motion for a resolution. 

(Applause) 
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President. - I call Mr Cifarelli to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) I wish to say, on behalf of my 
group, th.at we approve the amended proposal for a 
directive before the House. 

We have listened to what the other speakers have had 
to say and I do not intend to repeat their arguments. I 
should simply like to recall that when we came to 
discuss the report tabled by Mr Pisoni - whom I 
should like to thank on behalf of my group for the 
work he has done - we expressed our approval after 
having reviewed the thorny problem of illegal migra
tion and employment. 

We have already drawn attention to the serious 
human, economic and political problems caused by 
this type of migration and employment. We should 
therefore like to express our approval for what the 
Commission has done, for in submitting a directive 
that is binding on the Member States and must be 
incorporated in their legislation, it has not been 
content with the weaker types of arrangement that are 
possible under the Community's legislative system. 
Personally, I am in favour of regulations and - a 
fortiori - I am in favour of this draft directive. 

The aim we are pursuing is essentially to prevent and 
sanction illegal migration and employment, to miti
gate the adverse effects which this has on the work 
situation of migrant workers and to ensure closer coop
eration in this respect between the Member States. 

What is fundamentally new in this draft directive is 
that is safeguards the rights of illegal migrant workers 
as far as work already performed and fulfilment by 
employers of the relevant obligations are concerned. 
This is a vital point and it must be implemented as 
radically as possible if we· are to bring the situation 
under control, for here we are striking at one of the 
roots of the problem. It is clear that those who work 
illegally do so because of the unsatisfactory economic 
situation in their own countries and, more specifically, 
because of the scourge of unemployment. The coun
tries which import labour of this kind are the gainers 
in that it helps their own economic development. It 
would, of course, be going too far to encourage illegal 
employment, making it cheaper with expulsion as the 
only alternative, as this would completely fail to recog
nize the position of the workers involved and the 
work they had already performed. 

From this point of view, wage-earners are the veritable 
scapegoats of existing economic imbalances and we 
have always protested against this short-term view, in 
accordance with which workers are taken on in large 
numbers when the economic situation is favourable 
and made immediately redundant and repatriated 
when it takes a turn for the worse. 

We are also convinced, Mr President, that what we are 
faced with is a structural problem which must be 
tackled at its roots. In order to combat illegal immigra
tion and employment effectively, it is not enough to 
take preventive and punitive measures but, as Mr 
Pisoni said in his report, we must do something to put 
an end to the economic advantages that are obtained 
from taking on illegal labour. In this context, the need 
to harmonize legal penalties must be borne in mind. 
We all know that as matters stand, there is no 
Community criminal law and that claims are made in 
support of separate bodies of criminal legislation 
based on appeals to genuine federal structures such as 
obtain in the United States of America. But we must 
realize here that if there are differences in penalties 
under criminal legislation and in the underlying basis 
and effects of such legislation, it will be difficult for 
the Community to close the door on illegal immigra
tion, with the full consequences which this implies 
for the Member States. 

I shall conclude by stressing, Mr President, that 
beyond the immediate measures advocated by the 
Commission to settle this problem once and for all, 
we must come to grips with its structural aspects. If 
we wish to have a broader based regional policy, we 
must therefore grant practical assistance to develop 
the economies of those countries whose workers illeg
ally enter the Community. What we also need in the 
Community is a change in mental and social attitudes 
towards certain types of work that are considered 
degrading and are shunned because they are not well 
enough paid. The result is that people in the Commu
nity prefer to sign on the dole rather than accept this 
type of work. This is an immoral and harmful attitude 
and raises serious questions about our system of educa
tion, our social organization and the vocational 
training that we provide. We must attend to this 
problem if we wish our economic systems to remain 
viable in our own day and age which has seen a 
change in many of our traditional assumptions about 
economic relations between countries, both within the 
Community and between the Community and the rest 
of the world, and particularly with the developing 
countries. 

I shall conlude my remarks by confirming that my 
group will vote in favour of Mr Pisoni's report. 

(Applause) 

President.- I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman to speak on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. - In redrafting this directive 
on illegal migration and illegal employment, the 
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Commission has alas, in the view of the European 
Conservative Group, tackled the problem with a lack 
of sensitivity, both to the fact that the circumstances 
of illegal migration differ very considerably indeed 
within the Community. 

I am very sad indeed that, because of the very 
different circumstances in the United Kingdom, we 
are at variance with our friends and colleagues in the 
other Member States on this particular directive. 
When we discussed this matter in committee, I was 
astounded to hear the representative of the Commis
sion admit, when pressed a second time, that no talks 
of any sort, shape or kind had taken place with any 
immigrant groups in the United Kingdom, despite 
the very great anxiety which this proposed directive is 
causing to all our immigrant communities and to 
everybody in the United Kingdom who is seeking to 
promote racial harmony - and heaven knows, Mr 
President, we are doing our best in the United 
Kingdom to do exactly that. 

I shall address myself, Mr President, on this occasion 
mainly to the draft directive itself. As I said in 
committee, we do not believe that Mr Pisoni's report 
- although he put it forward very moderately and 
persuasively this morning -gives sufficient considera
tion to the important differences between the first and 
second drafts of the directive as put before this Parlia
ment. We simply cannot give our agreement to the 
blanket support which he expresses in his motion for 
a resolution. I can assure Mr Pisoni that our opposi
tion is by no means negative, as he described it in his 
opening remarks. We are indeed very positive in our 
opposition to this directive as it stands ; we wish to 
amend it positively, and have put forward amend
ments to that effect. 

The nub of our objections to the directive is that it 
interferes with national law and creates, in the case of 
the United Kingdom, the wholly new crime of illegal 
employment. I am very well aware that in other 
Member States this would not be regarded as extraordi
nary or as being in any way as important as the bene
fits which the directive would confer on illegal immi
grants who are being exploited and for whom we have 
considerable sympathy. But that is not the case in the 
United Kingdom. For us, the concept of illegal 
employment and the need to police the law on illegal 
migration and employment through checks at the 
place of employment would place a grave strain on 
race relations. I do not agree with Mr Jahn that our 
checks at the place of entry - we are an island 
community - are in fact ineffective. It would damage 
the chances of immigrants with employers and, 
because of the possible need to introduce some kind 
of identity card system, would render the Community 
extremely unpopular in the eyes of the general public 
- and this just on the very eve of direct elections. 

Let me make this point step by step. The draft direc
tive we now have before us removes the alternative 
that existed in the earlier draft whereby Member 
States could exercise controls either at the place of 
employment or the place of entry ; and it is by no 
means as flexible in its terms as Mr Albers implied in 
his remarks. One of the more damaging aspects of the 
Pisoni report is that it fails to mention this change, 
even though its social reverberations in the United 
Kingdom would be very considerable indeed. At the 
present moment, the United Kingdom authorities 
exercise control on illegal migrants at the place of 
entry, but not - except perhaps in very isolated 
instances - at the place of employment. British 
employers are under a legal obligation to obtain from 
their employees their tax and social security details, 
but there is no obligation whatsoever on them to ascer
tain whether the employee is or is not a legal migrant. 
Indeed, there exists no system, as there appears to in 
Germany, of documentation which would give the 
employer this information. Hence, people in Britain 
have tended to conclude that a directive like this 
would mean identity cards for everybody, as indeed it 
well could. 

We agree with the Commission that the present situa
tion is very far from ideal. Our problem in Britain is 
not so much with the illegal migrants who come in 
on false papers or attempt to evade the authorities alto
gether, but with what we call the 'over-stayers' -
those who have come in with visitor or student status 
and have stayed on to work illegally. Their numbers 
may well be considerable. We have no means of 
knowing, and they may well be liable to exploitation 
by unscrupulous operators. It is for that reason that 
the next Conservative Government in Britain will set 
up an enquiry to investigate ways of controlling illegal 
immigration and unauthorized overstaying, which is 
our main problem. 

The Commission, I believe, tends to regard British 
controls at ports of entry as so patently inadequate 
that they think the United Kingdom would be willing 
in time to conform to the directive's terms. They cite 
the Home Secretary's statement of 9 February 1977 
that methods of ensuring that all applicants for 
employment are entitled to take it will be discussed 
with both sides of industry. They refer also to the state
ment by the British Junior Minister for Employment, 
Mr John Grant, of 15 June 1977, that employers 
should be prepared to count workers within minority 
racial groups. They point out that the British Home 
Office and Department of Employment, through the 
use of computers, should one day be able to have a 
much more accurate picture of the size of the 'over
stayer' population than it does now, and that this 
could make policing of illegal immigration after entry 
much easier. 
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But there is a long way from these statements and 
possible developments to a directive which says that 
there must be controls at the place of employment -
a directive which, if Mr Pisoni has his way, will be 
adopted by the Council in the shortest possible time, 
and, if Mr Jahn's amendment is successful, in an even 
shorter time still. We believe that it should be left to 
the Member States to decide whether they wish to 
institute controls of employers at the place of employ
ment, or whether they consider their existing controls 
at the place of entry are adequate or can be made 
adequate. This much direction must be left to the 
Member States, and this is the purpose of our amend
ment to Article 3. 

It follows from our arguments on this point that we 
cannot agree with the language of the directive in Arti
cles 1, 4 and 5, where provision is not made for the 
fact that employers may not, in certain countries, be 
liable or able to ascertain whether or not workers are 
illegal migrants. This is certainly the case in our 
country at the present time. Unless a system exists 
whereby employers can ascertain the legal status of 
potential employees, then the sanctions against 
employers, the placing on them of deportation costs 
and so on, are quite manifestly unfair. This is the 
reason why we are proposing amendments which 
would restore safeguards for those employers who 
could not reasonably have known that they were 
employing illegal migrant workers. 

We have two further objections to the directive in its 
present form, Mr President. Firstly we do not feel that 
a directive should be as specific about legal penalties 
as this one is in Article 4(b). Again, this a question 
that should be left to Member States. Secondly, we feeL 
that the Commission has taken too little account of 
the differences in national law in drafting Article 6. At 
present, anyone who has entered the United Kingdom 
legally but stayed on illegally has a right of appeal 
against deportation. But anyone who has. entered ille
gally may be deported without the right of appeal. 
This may be a distinction which the United Kingdom 
authorities will wish to continue to observe, and again 
we feel that this is a matter for them. For these 
reasons, I have put forward, in the name of my group, 
Amendments Nos 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 ; though if we 
failed to get all our amendments through we would in 
fact be supporting those of the Legal Affairs 
Committee. We feel that our amendments are abso
lutely vital if this draft directive is to stand the 
slightest chance of being passed in Council. I was inte
rested to hear this point raised by a Member. We wish 
to redraft Article 1 (1 b) and insert the words : 

illegal employment shall mean the knowing and delib
erate paid employment of a person. 

Because we believe that it 1s wrong to punish an 
unwilling fault. 

In Article 3, we wish to delete the word 'especially' 
and insert 'if necessary', thus restoring the option 
which was in previous drafts of the directive, so that 
we will still be able to control our immigrants only at 
the port of entry. In Article 4a, we wish to insert the 
word 'knowingly', so that this will read, 'sanctions are 
applied to persons who knowingly organize, etc.' Now 
when we had the House of Commons Select 
Committee discussing this matter, they were very 
concerned with the fact that in this re-drafted direc
tive the word 'knowingly', which they believe was a 
safeguard, has been omitted. As to Article 4b, we wish 
to delete this sub-paragraph, on the grounds now 
expressed by the Legal Affairs Committee in its 
opinion, namely that under Article 189 of the Treaty, 
a directive should be binding as to the result to be 
achieved, but national authorities are free as to the 
methods to be used therein. As to article 5, we would 
like in fact to delete this because we think it is wrong, 
but failing that we would support the Legal Affairs 
Committee on this matter. 

Mr President, I end as I began. Mr Pisoni likes this 
directive, and all the other speakers who have spoken 
also like it. He feels that it would greatly improve the 
lot of the many illegal migrants in this Community, 
who, driven by economic necessity, are cruelly explo
ited by unscrupulous traffickers and employers. He is, 
in my opinion,-absolutely right as regards their exploi
tation, but not in believing that this directive, as it 
stands, would improve their lot. He is perfectly 
correct, of course, in saying that we must set up a tool 
for combating the problem, but in the view of my 
group this is not the proper tool. I therefore beg him 
and the Commissioner to see that there is another 
side to this question. 

In the context of the United Kingdom, this directive 
is bound to seem extraordinarily insensitive to those 
whom it is intended to help, namely the migrant 
population. Our migrant population has to contend 
not simply with social prejudice but very often with 
deep racial prejudices. Over the ye;lfS we have made 
remarkable progress in the United Kingdom towards 
the creation of peaceful multi-racial communities. 
This directive could blow that apart. It can be inter
preted to mean the necessity of police raids on factor
ies, in which dark-skimmed or black immigrants 
would inevitably be the focus of attention. It could 
sour relations between employers and workers. It 
could damage the employment chances of minority 
groups. We think this is a question which needs far 
more delicate and sympathetic handling than the 
Commission has given it. This, Mr President, is the 



Sitting of Tuesday, 10 October 1978 45 

Kellett-Bowmann 

reasoning behind the position we have adopted on 
this directive, and the reason for our amendments. I 
do hope that other groups will sympathize with us 
and support us in our amendments, because this, I 
would respectfully suggest, is the only way that this 
directive will go through the Council. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Pistillo to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Pistillo. - (/) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the problem before the House concerns 
the package of measures that have been or are to be 
adopted in order to combat effectively illegal migra
tion and illegal employment and our group finds itself 
in agreement with the draft directive. The subject is 
one which has already been discussed on many occa
sions and has often given rise to heated and, I may 
add, unbalanced debate. Our view is that this problem 
calls for specific measures at Community level and for 
this reason, we are in agreement with the Commis
sion's directive on the approximation of Member 
States' legislation. We realize that this is not an easy 
matter and that it cannot be resolved in a short space 
of time. There are too many legal differences, too 
many established situations and (why should there not 
be ?) too many interests at stake to make it an easy 
matter to approximate the legislation of the nine 
Member States on uncontrolled and non-assisted 
immigration. This having been said, Mr President, we 
should have the courage to affirm the need for 
progress in this field through a series of measures to 
aid workers, to protect their social security and to 
uphold their dignity and equal status with all other 
workers ; it is equally necessary to adopt measures 
against those who make a living out of illegal employ
ment, against those who speculate on the need to 
work of millions of human beings in other countries 
who come here without adequate assistance only to 
find that they are not fairly rewarded for work which, 
in certain countries, no one else is prepared to do. 

As I have already said, we therefore approve the draft 
directive and call on the Commission and Council to 
ensure that it is duly implemented in all nine 
Member States, even although we recognize that this 
must be a gradual process. 

What is important - and this point, I feel, is clearly 
made in Mr Pisoni's report - is not so much the 
prosecution of speculators - although this should be 
part of the process - but preventive action either 
under the general policy of the Community to create 
new employment - particularly in poorer areas - or 
in the form of measures designed to protect the 
workers in question. In our opinion, the problem also 
calls for greater trade union commitment at European 
level. 

There is a further point to which I should like briefly 
to call your attention : many of the illegal immigrants 
come from the poorer countries of the Mediterranean 
basin and the Third World as a number of other 
speakers have already pointed out. The reason seems 
perfectly clear. There are large numbers of people 
concentrated in those regions who are without work 
and who are anxious to escape from hunger, despair 
and misery. It is from those regions that huge 
numbers of men, women and children are recruited in 
circumstances which are invariably dreadful. What we 
have is a full-scale slave trade with modern methods 
but it is no less ignoble and inhuman than the slave 
trade of old. I am struck and not a little surprised by 
the somewhat hypocritical arguments I hear from 
those who claim that there is no illegal immigration 
and illegal employment and who call for greater 
liberty. What they are in fact calling for is greater 
liberty to exploit labour, especially when it is non
assisted and undefended. Sometimes those arguments 
are advanced in the name of racial parity but it is the 
need to accord the same treatment to all workers, 
regardless of their country of origin, which underlies 
our own support for the proposals and the other 
measures which should be adopted in this field. 

If it wishes to provide a political and moral lead, the 
Community must wage a sustained campaign against 
exploitation, against the humiliation of countless 
workers and against the serious disparities that need to 
be gradually removed. We agree with Mr Albers' prop
osal that it might be useful to convene for this 
purpose a European conference on emigration ; it is 
not a new proposal but a conference of this kind 
should be held as soon as possible ; it should be 
attended, first and foremost, by representatives of the 
immigrants themselves who would have much to say 
about their condition, the rights they have been 
denied and the claims they wish to make (I am 
thinking here not only of illegal immigrants but also 
of workers from other Community countries). The 
Europe which we wish to build, Mr President, ladies 
and gentlemen, should set an example by showing a 
new way of treating workers, regardless of their race or 
country of origin. With the draft directive before us 
today, our Parliament should be able to give an 
earnest not only of its political sensitivity but also of 
its concern for man. 

(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR : MR SPENALE 

Vice· President 

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

Mr Nyborg. - (DK) Mr President, the problem of 
illegal migration and illegal employment has clearly 
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been made topical by the economic cns1s in the 
Community and the consequent increase in unem
ployment. It is necessary, firstly, for the Community 
and its companies to protect themselves against unfair 
competition harmful to the interests of workers in the 
EEC, and secondly, to apply provisions protecting 
illegal workers against exploitation and excessively 
arbitrary methods. We must therefore, in our view, 
make policies for preventing illegal immigration more 
stringent, in order to tighten up controls on entry
points into the Community from non-Member States. 

If we are to achieve satisfactory results, both sides of 
industry must take part in the implementation of this 
preventive policy. Both management and labour must 
therefore comply with all obligations and rights 
connected with work already being performed ille
gally. This means that, when such cases are discov
ered, employers must fulfil their social obligations as 
regards working conditions, just as workers are natur
ally bound by related obligations such as having to 
pay taxes. In cases where the illegal worker is not 
expelled immediately, it would also be reasonable that, 
as regards notice of dismissal, his length of service 
should be taken into account. 

Close cooperation on the penalization of persons or 
organizations exploiting illegal workers is called for at 
EEC level. However, as the Commission also stresses, 
it would hardly be reasonable to harmonize penalties 
in this field. The argument in the report advocating 
support for third countries' economies as a contribu
tion to the elimination of illegal migration and illegal 
employment carries little weight, for I cannot imagine 
that this will solve the problems in either the short or 
the relatively long term. The proposed amendment by 
the Legal Affairs Committee concerning employers' 
good faith with regard to the fixing of the cost of repa
triating illegal workers is extemely fair. The Group of 
European Progressive Democrats supports that amend
. ment and also recommends the House to vote in 
favour of the motion for a resolution. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Lezzi. 

Mr Lezzi. - (I) Mr President, I too should like to 
congratulate Commissioner Vredeling on the job he 
has done within the Commission and I hope that irres
pective of the decisions subsequently taken by the 
Council of Ministers the directive will be ascrupu
lously complied with. The Council must clearly bear 
in mind that the European Parliament has made a 
substantial contribution to the drafting of the directive 
as evidenced by the modified proposal that emerged 
from one of the most significant phases of the action 
pursued by our friend and colleague Mr Pisoni in the 
Committee on Social Affairs and also in the course of 
the general debate. 

At a time when one of the topics discussed in Europe 
and elsewhere in the world is human and civil righrs, 
the amended proposal recognizes at long last that the 
position of the illegal worker should be assessed essen
tially in terms of the work he performs and not in 
terms of the infringement of rules of sojourn. Finally, 
thanks to the Commission's initiative, there is recogni
tion of a right to fair remuneration, to payment for 
holidays which have been earned but not taken up 
and to social security contributions. In other words, 
immigrants affected by expulsion measures should in 
the last analysis enjoy the same treatment as accorded 
to national workers. 

Earlier on, Mr Pistillo expressed the hope that the 
trade unions would play their proper part in the 
process. I share this hope, in the awareness and 
certainty that at Community level, the trade unions 
have always had the situation and fate of the unem
ployed and of illegal immigrants very much at heart 
and are well aware that measures of this kind may 
well have a substantial revolutionary content. 

We all know very well that illegal immigrants have 
found employment in the major industrial democra
cies of Europe. But where have they found employ
ment ? In jobs which other workers have refused to 
take, and this at a time when there is a shortage of 
unskilled labour. 

Clearly, we must very soon lay the foundations - and 
we shall probably discuss this in connection with the 
report on the tripartite conference - for a different 
manpower structure and for a revaluation of manual 
work. Otherwise it will be extremely difficult to 
provide occupational outlets for the young generation, 
who may well possess the academic and professional 
certificates required but will be unable to find employ
ment and thus take part in the process of economic 
development . 

Finally, the problem of illegal immigration has been 
tackled not in legal but in political terms. I am aware 
of the tremendous difficulties there are in harmon
izing the various legislations and of the deep-rooted 
concerns that lie behind those difficulties, but the 
central issue is the recognition of the rights acquired 
by illegal workers in the performance of their work. 
This is the nub of the matter and all other questions 
can, in my view, be more closely considered and 
reconsidered in order to ensure that the aim of 
harmonizing legislation at the earliest possible date is 
not thwarted. 

I believe that this directive will help to create the 
conditions in which - at a time of crisis and growing 
unemployment - we can begin to plan the various 
aspects of the national and international labour 
market and to remove the distortions in the imple
mentation of investments and development plans in 
the sectors of production in order to upgrade the 
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status of manual work and also to create a different 
wages dynamic, for we know perfectly well that illegal 
and uncertain employment have hitherto resulted in 
extremely low wages. 

Mr President, Mr Commissioner, the draft directive 
which this House is about to approve forms a link 
between the labour policy guidelines of the European 
Parliament and the Community institutions and those 
adopted by the various international labour organiza
tions and by the 60th International Labour Confer
ence. 

The Europe forged by the Community, the Europe 
which will shortly be seeking the votes of hundreds of 
millions of electors must show a human face and a 
moral commitment in tackling the problems which 
lie in the forefront of public international interest. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Cunningham. 

Mr Cunningham. - Mr President, I think there are 
some points on this subject which virtually go with 
out saying and on which we would all be agreed. First 
of all, it is a very important subject. It is an area in 
which great hardship is caused to individuals and to 
families. It is an area in which there is a great deal of 
abuse and exploitation of individuals. It is a subject
matter on which legislation is clearly required, 
whether that legislation is at Community level or 
national level, and that legislation, at whatever level it 
is made, needs constantly to be reviewed. Changes 
may therefore be required in the laws which apply in 
each of our countries to this subject. All that can be 
taken without argument. But the question before us is 
surely first of all whether this is a subject on which 
Community legislation is appropriate at this particular 
time and time, stress 'at this particular time' because it 
might well be that if it is not appropriate now it 
would become appropriate as, by a voluntary process, 
there is a greater approximation of laws in the years to 
come. 

This directive is being offered under Article 100 of 
the Treaty. That, of course, is a very curious article, 
elastic to an infinite degree, because it allows the 
making of directives for the approximation of laws 
wherever it is thought that the lack of it directly 
affects the establishment or functioning of the 
Common Market, and pretty well any approximation 
of laws would be legally permissible, I think, under 
that definition. I am not suggesting, though I think it 
could be contended, that this directive is ultra vires 
with respect to the Treaty. It would be an interesting 
argument and it is about time somebody tried it, but I 
am not contending that for the moment. What I do 
say is that a directive providing for the approximation 
of laws on this subject - and, indeed, on many others 
- may be legal but may not be wise at a particular 

point in time. Article 100 should always be used with 
an infinity of caution ; otherwise, we are going to have 
a resentment built up against Brussels which is both 
unnecessary and unhelpful to everyone, whatever view 
they take of the pace of unification in the Commu
nity. 

I would argue that whenever the Commission brings 
forward a proposal under Article 100 it ought quite 
specifically to argue the need for the approximation of 
laws on that particular subject. In this debate so far it 
seems to be taken for granted that there is an infringe
ment of free competition entailed in having different 
national laws on this subject. Does anyone seriously 
contend that an employer in the Federal Republic has 
either a significant - I underline the word 'signifi
cant' - advantage or disadvantage vis-a-vis an 
employer in Italy or the United Kingdom as a result 
of our not having Community law on this subject ? I 
should have thought that there were very many other 
differences in our countries' conditions and laws 
which were far more significant in giving to 
employers in one country an advantage or disadvan
tage over employers in another country. 

And so the case has not been made out that there is a 
justification in practice as against in law for the invoca
tion of Article 100. This subject, we would all agree, is 
highly sensitive politically in all our countries and I 
doubt whether, with the greatest respect, any Commis
sion sitting in Brussels could ever possess that degree 
of responsiveness to varying national conditions 
which would make it appropriate for them to draw up 
a directive on this subject at this point in time. So in 
the absence of evidence having been convincingly 
brought forward that there is a significant infringe
ment of free competition entailed in going on as we 
are now, I would argue that the case for the directive 
has not been made. 

It has already been said that in the United Kingdom 
we have the particular problem that our form of 
control is different in nature from that adopted in all 
the other countries of the Community except the 
Irish Republic. That is, of course, because we are an 
island. I happen to believe that the method used on 
the continent is better and that we ought to move 
towards the internal method of control instead of our 
normal method of control ; but I must say, speaking 
as a Member of the House of Commons, that the 
chances of getting such a change through the House 
of Commons are virtually nil. And as for the notion 
that that you could pass legislation of that kind 
through the House of Commons by the expedited 
procedure permissible for legislation under a directive 
in the course of twelve months, well, that is laughable. 
There is just no chance of that, I would say, at all. 
And therefore to proceed on the basis of complying 
with such a directive within twelve months is simply 
to invite non-compliance by at least one member of 
the Community. 
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However, if the Community does go ahead with a 
directive on this subject, then I have one particular 
grievance about the particular text which is before us 
and, if I may say so, more particularly with the general 
content of Mr Pisoni's report. The implication both in 
the directive and in that report is that the main 
responsibility for the breaches of law entailed in 
illegal immigration rests with the employer. Now I 
cannot speak about other countries, although I know 
that there is very great abuse in the south-western 
parts of the United States, where I dare say the main 
responsibility will lie with employers, and the same 
may be true, for all I know, of some parts of the 
Community, but it is certainly not so in the case of 
the United Kingdom. There are, perhaps, occasional 
employers, particularly in the hotel trade, who make a 
practice of trying to recruit labour from outside the 
country, and they are not very interested in whether it 
is legal or illegal. But as a general rule there is no prac
tice in the United Kingdom of employers trying to 
recruit and to hold illegal labour because they know 
that they can employ them on cheaper terms. That is 
not our problem, but the responsibility for the illegal 
immigration which takes place in the United 
Kingdom, in my view, rests virtually entirely with the 
illegal immigrant. 

Now the illegal immigrant may not know precisely 
what subsection of what law he has infringed. He 
would find it difficult to explain to you what his citiz
enship status in the United Kingdom is, because in 
the United Kingdom we have such a citizenship law 
that hardly anybody comprehends it, including, I 
would say, half the members of the Cabinet. However, 
though he doesn't know exactly what law he has 
infringed, he does know that he has infringed the 
law ; because everyone all over the world knows that 
you cannot simply enter a country as, let us say, a 
visitor, which, as my colleague Mrs Kellett-Bowman 
said, is a very common way of entering the United 
Kingdom, and then stay on and take a job. He asserts, 
of course, when he is caught that he didn't know he 
was breaking the law, but you wouldn't expect him to 
do anything other than that. Therefore, at least in our 
conditions - and, I would have thought, in those of 
other countries in the Community too - far more 
blame attaches to the individual illegal immigrant 
than is implied in the Pisoni report and in this draft 
directive, and that, if we are going ahead with the 
directive, needs to be reflected in the measures that 
are laid down for placing the blame and the penalty 
for the criminal action. 

My preference in this case would be to say that the 
directive should be dropped for the moment, since 
our laws and our conditions are not sufficiently 
similar for it to be sensible to have a directive of this 
kind at this time. However, I do accept, by contrast 
with some other subjects on which we have attempted 
to approximate laws, that this is a subject on which 

some coming together of the law is desirable ; and so 
what I would hope to see - and I think the Commis
sion has a useful part to play in this - is : drop the 
directive, but do not drop the work ; organize meet
ings between national authorities on this subject, as 
has happened in the past, so that there is a voluntary 
harmonization of legislation and conditions over a 
period of years. Then we can look forward to a time 
when we can expect it to become appropriate to have 
a directive on the subject. 

(Applause) . 

President. I call Mr Vredeling. 

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission.
(NL) Mr President, allow me to begin with a word of 
recognition for the tenacity of Parliament in dealing 
with this difficult subject. On the last occasion when 
our proposal was discussed the overwhelming majority 
of Members of Parliament made certain critical obser
vations to which the Commission listened closely. We 
have adapted our proposal to the amendments 
adopted. We have taken account of the wishes 
expressed by an overwhelming majority in Parliament 
and adjusted out text accordingly, particularly in the 
matter of social protection for illegal workers in the 
Community. Mr Pisoni's report is logically argued and 
I wish to congratulate him on its clear and systematic 
structure. To find out how matters have developed you 
need only read the Pisoni report which contains a 
succinct and clear statement of the facts. 

For all these reasons I do not think there is any need 
for me to repeat what I said last time when I 
explained the reasons for bringing out a directive. But 
I do want to make a few remarks prompted by the 
reactions of Mrs Kellett-Bowman and Mr 
Cunningham. 

First a general observation. The problem of illegal 
employment does not exist in our Community on the 
same gigantic scale as in an industrialized country like 
the United States. The number of illegal workers in 
that country is many times higher than the number 
that we estimate to be present in the Community. 
When I visited the United States early in September, I 
heard various estimates ranging from 6 to 12 million. 
If the true figure lies somewhere between these two 
extremes, you will have an idea of the scale of the 
phenomenon in the United States where practically 
nothing has been done through appropriate legislation 
to regularize the migration of Mexicans and people 
from the Caribbean. That is why the problem of 
illegal migration has become so vast in the United 
States. It is so difficult that the Secretary of Labour, Mr 
Marshall, asked me whether he could visit the 
Community to see how we tackle the problem on our 
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side. He has the impression that he and the other 
responsible authorities in the United States can learn 
a great deal from the way in which we are trying to 
solve the problem of migrant workers, and I think he 
is right. 

We in Western Europe have no reason for self-satisfac
tion but, in comparison with the United States, we are 
pursuing a relatively active policy in this area at 
national level. We are now engaged in the definition 
of a Community policy. The free movement of 
workers is an example of what we are trying to do. 
The Community has thus taken the right path and 
must continue on it by dealing now with measures to 
combat illegal migration. 

Mr Albers, Mr Cifarelli and Mr Nyborg made a 
number of remarks about the fact that we have not 
referred to sanctions but only drawn attention to the 
need for suitable measures in this area in the Member 
States. They feel that we should really take more 
uniform action. I already pointed out on the last occa
sion that it is very difficult to reach uniform agree
ments in this area at Community level because crim
inal law falls outside the sphere of Community respon
sibility. We can make recommendations or try to 
attain certain objectives, but it is very difficult to lay 
down uniform criteria for the penal measures to be 
taken in the Member States when the rules are 
broken ; a directive is certainly not a suitable instru
ment for this purpose. 

It is not impossible that we may have to do more 
about this in the long run but it will take a lot of time 
and we did not want to delay the directive by making 
this particular aspect our central concern. That is why 
we have simply spoken of appropriate sanctions 
without specifying exactly what form they should 
take. 

Mr Albers rightly supposes that the conference on 
migrant workers in Thessalonika will also be dealing 
with the problem of illegal workers. I am sure that the 
conference organized by the union movement will 
include that point on its agenda. 

Mr Albers referred to certain amendments which I 
shall be looking into when they come up for discus
sion. I shall then be able to discuss his observations 
further. With your permission, Mr President, I shall 
return to the amendments later. 

The other speakers all supported the broad outline of 
the Commission's proposal. I agree with Mr Pistillo 
who drew attention to the less well-known pheno
menon of clandestine migration into Italy. We know 
that the phenomenon also occurs in that country. We 
are also familiar with the phenomenon of migration 
into Berlin. Mr Jahn referred to this point. Only 
recently I had a visit from Mayor Stobbe of Berlin 

who spoke to me about this. He also referred to the 
measures which the Berlin authorities were planning 
to take. In particular, better educational facilities are 
to be provided for workers who migrate to Berlin and 
we can provide assistance for this purpose from the 
Social Fund. 

I must now inevitably deal with the views put forward 
by Mrs Kellett-Bowman and Mr Cunningham. It is of 
course difficult to deal with both of them in the same 
terms : the remarks by Mr Cunningham were much 
more sensitive than those of Mrs Kellett-Bowman and 
also somewhat more courageous. He was right when 
he said that it is exaggerated to claim that the 
employers are always at fault. We have made no such 
claim in our directive. Both parties may be to blame 
- the illegal immigrant and the employer. But we 
must obviously take account of the fact that they are 
not equal partners in the economic context, and there 
are also great social differences. But Mr Cunningham 
was right to say that it is not always the employer who 
bears the sole blame. Illegal workers sometimes also 
know very well what they are doing : they go to work 
in a particular country even though they know that it 
is illegal to do so. They are thus perfectly aware of the 
risk they are taking. We are understandably concerned 
at the social lot of illegal workers but we would 
certainly not go so far as to describe these social 
outcasts - I use the word advisedly - as angels who 
know no wrong. That would be perfect nonsense. No 
one is wholly good and illegal workers certainly 
cannot be put into that category. But when we come 
to take practical measures, we must remember their 
weak social position. This distinction must be made. 
Mr Cunningham stressed the need for legislation at 
national or Community level. Well, if we agree on 
that point we can engage in further discussion. The 
question then arises of expediency and of whether this 
is the best time to take action. A word now on this 
aspect. Mrs Kellett-Bowman wondered whether the 
Treaty in fact gave us powers in this area. We 
discussed the matter last time, but I want to make it 
perfectly clear that the principle of free movement of 
workers is enshrined in the Treaty of Rome. Workers 
are thus able to move freely within our Community. 
We all agree that the phenomenon of illegal migra
tion exists and if it is tackled differently in one 
Member State than in another, that still does not 
affect the underlying principle of the free movement 
of workers. The fact that the free movement of 
workers is one of the four fundamental freedoms of 
our Community, and that illegal migration is so 
closely bound up with it, constitutes in itself full justi
fication for Community action in this area. 

Then there is another reason which is also enshrined 
in the Treaty itself. One general principle of the 
Treaty is the improvement of living and working 
conditions for workers in the Community. That is one 
of the objectives which were set down in the first Arti
cles of the Treaty. However, in many parts of the 
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Community the phenomenon of illegal employment 
detracts from the possibilities for regular improvement 
of working and living conditions of Community 
workers. In practice, serious discrimination often 
exists between different groups of workers. Given the 
fact that the situation on the labour market in the 
Community today is so unfavourable, it is therefore all 
the more. necessary to introduce legislation at the 
Community level. 

Mr Cunningham said that in formal terms Article I 04 
of the Treaty could also provide the basis for the 
proper exercise of powers at Community level, but 
that it was not reasonable to make use of that possi
bility. 

I would draw Mr Cunningham's attention to the fact 
that it was the Council itself which asked us to take 
action in 1976. The Council invited us to put forward 
proposals to solve the problem of illegal employment. 
That is one point. And when we did come up with a 
modest little proposal the European Parliament told 
us, by an overwhelming majority, that our proposal 
was acceptable. It said that we must broaden our 
measures and we then submitted our new proposal. 
Even if I agreed with Mr Cunningham and Mrs 
Kellett-Bowman - and I repeat that I do not like to 
mention them in the same breath - I should still be 
obliged to make this proposal. But there is much 
more to it. I myself am able to put these proposals 
forward with very great conviction. All in all, I find 
that Mr Cunningham's criticisms overlook the fact 
that his views are opposed to those of the Commis
sion and of an overwhelming majority of members of 
the European Parliament. He said that there would be 
resentment against Brussels. But there are two sides to 
the matter. If we do nothing, the union movement in 
the countries where this is an urgent issue will say 
that we never do anything for which they ask. That 
would create dissatisfaction. Obviously we cannot 
make arrangements for the United Kingdom alone. 
Let us be perfectly clear on that point. Probably that 
was not what Mr Cunningham was asking for anyway. 
It is quite impossible. We must look at the situation 
in all the Member States. We have chosen the instru
ment of the directive, precisely because its application 
can be fully adapted to the local situation. It is 
entirely up to the national authorities and national 
parliaments to apply the directive in the way which 
best suits their own situation. 

I therefore do not feel that dissatisfaction with Brus
sels will be increased by our proposal. With one 
proviso, however, which is that responsible persons, 
among whom I number members or parliament, must 
not say - and Mr Cunningham did not in fact do so 
- that our proposal implies police checks on factor
ies and other things of that kind. If you talk in those 
terms you run the risk of bringing about just what you 
claim to oppose. At the very least you will get a round 

of cheap applause. In reality there is nothing whatever 
in our proposal which points in that direction. Mrs 
Kellett-Bowman mentioned a statement by John 
Grant that it would have to be possible to count the 
number of workers coming from other countries. But 
he sees no reasons of principle to oppose such a count 
- he merely said that it would take a long time 
before it could be done. In our directive, we have 
proposed a period of adaptation of two years. 
Someone may say that the period should be extended 
by half-a-year. Here it is being said that the period of 
adaptation is too long and should only be one year. I 
am inclined to agree with Mr Cunningham. One year 
is too little to make the necessary adjustments, but a 
period of two years seems to us very reasonable to 
enable the changes necessitated by our directive to be 
made. 

Our proposal is in reality confined to illegal, paid 
employment. We are not concerned so much with 
illegal residence in a particular country as with illegal 
work. Because that is the purpose of our directive, we 
felt it necessary - in order to be able to determine 
whether illicit labour is being employed - to refer to 
the 'place of employment' as a means of effecting veri
fications. We are not seeking checks on individuals 
but controls to ascertain whether undertakings have 
illegal employees. 

It is by no means unknown - in the United 
Kingdom and elsewhere - for attempts to be made 
to determine the extent of illicit employment. 

The only question which then arises is whether, in the 
case of a directive concentrating on illegal, paid 
employment, you can be satisfied with checks on 
entry into the country. In my view they are not 
enough. 

Mr Cunningham rightly pointed out that there are 
people who enter a country as tourists or on a short 
employment contract for one or two years and then 
do not leave again. That is a well-known pheno
menon, not only in England but in other Community 
countries too. At the end of a period which is rela
tively short in the case of tourists and sometimes 
rather longer for employment contracts of fixed dura
tion, the person concerned has, by definition, no 
further legal right of residence and runs the risk of 
being expelled. The right of residence is checked -
in the United Kingdom just as it is in other countries. 
I cannot see why all this emotion should suddenly be 
generated - unless it is being artificially fanned, 
perhaps by presenting a distorted picture of the real 
situation. I do not see why measures which are 
applied as a matter of course in all the other Member 
States should suddenly bring about revolutionary 
changes in the United Kingdom, unless it is 
constantly being repeated that police raids may be 
organized as a result and that people will be stopped 
in the streets on a large scale because of the colour of 
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their skin and that identity checks will be necessary. 
But none of this is provided for in the directive, abso
lutely not, and assertions of this kind simply 
undermine its prospects of success. I have heard it 
said that these objections are cheap and irresponsible 
- and indeed they are a way of playing with 
dangerous, popular sentiments. I repeat that it seems 
to me quite irresponsible to evoke sentiments of this 
kind as an objection to our directive. Of course, Mr 
President, Mr Cunningham did not do so. He 
attempted to make an objective refutation of our argu
ments and I find it much easier to discuss the matter 
with him than with persons who play on dangerous 
emotions. 

The. other argument that we have not held the neces
sary consultations is quite unfounded. We did hold 
discussions Mr President, for example with the union 
movement we are concerned here specifically with 
workers in paid employment and whom are we to 
consult in this area rather the union ? What is more, 
in this particular instance we personally received the 
Select Committee of the House of Commons and 
held a detailed exchange of views on this proposal. 
We held discussions in a very calm atmosphere, and 
we recognized that illegal employment is certainly a 
very real problem at present and that it is high time 
for action at Community level. 

Finally, Mr President, I want to comment on the very 
general problem of the amendments submitted at this 
stage. We are now discussing a proposal for the 
second time. We had originally submitted a proposal 
which we adjusted after Parliament had delivered its 
opinion. If Parliament now makes further amend
ments we shall have to refer a new, modified text to 
the Council - and so it may continue for a long 
time. I am not in any way disputing Parliament's right 
of amendment but merely pointing out that this is the 
second occasion on which we are dealing with this 
proposal for a directive. 

As to Mr Albers' crucial question about the feasibility 
of our proposal and whether there is sufficient polit
ical determination to reach decisions, I would say that 
my experience of the work on our proposal at the 
level of the experts does not make me terribly opti
mistic about the further course of events. There must 
obviously be room for national measures in this area, 
but if all we are left with is an empty shell with the 
word 'directive' becoming practically meaningless, the 
Commission, or I myself at least, is bound to ask 
whether it is worth all the trouble of trying to bring 
about European provisions at this level. Perhaps then 
those persons who say 'I told you from the start that 
this is all impossible' will smile smugly and feel that 
they have achieved their aim ; I personally would find 
that a very sad state of affairs. It is really inconceivable 
that events should turn out as they now seem to be 
doing : that we submit a proposal which has the full 
support of the Economic and Social Committee, the 

union movement and the European Parliament, only 
to find that the Council wishes to be content with the 
absolute minimum. Of course the whole matter still 
has to be discussed in the Council of Ministers. We 
hear so much about the achievements of the Commu
nity in the sphere of comme,rcial policy and economic 
afffairs But when it comes to the social sector nothing 
whate\.:r is done at Community level. We now have a 
chance of taking measures in one specific sector and I 
appeal to the Council, over the head of the European 
Parliament, to adopt a positive attitude on this occa
sion. 

I shall now look briefly at the amendments. Amend
ment No 1 by Mr Albers seeks to replace our words 
'bad faith' by 'illegal migrant workers who have been 
shown by the judicial authorities to have remained in 
illegal employment.' Mr President, I do not like this 
change. I do not like it because Mr Albers' wording 
'shown by the judicial authorities to have remained in 
illegal employment' will by definition extend to 
persons who entered the country on a vona fide basis 
at a given point in time. Our own term 'bad faith' 
excludes that possibility. Mr President, I prefer our 
own version. I understand Mr Albers' intention but it 
will not be achieved through his text, on the contrary 
the whole concept will become even looser. His text 
runs the risk of covering cases of good faith which is 
impossible in our version - by definition, because we 
use the words bad faith. And the fact remains that in 
any legal system bad faith must be proved while good 
faith is assumed to exist. 

Mr Albers' second amendment refers to benefits in 
respect of which premiums have been paid or are 
owing until such time as the migrant worker leaves 
the territory of the Member States. I have no objection 
to this text as such, but our own draft expressly stipu
lates that illegal migrants are to be treated in exactly 
the same way as nationals of the countries concerned ; 
there can therefore be no question of differences in 
treatment. In other words, Mr President, we already 
have full protection especially as Article 7 (3) requires 
the Member States to see to it that the workers 
concerned - that is to say the illegal workers - can 
have their rights enforced at any time. The combina
tion of these two provisions makes the amendment 
redundant. I believe that the system we have laid 
down is watertight. Illegal migrants must be treated in 
exactly the same way as nationals. 

Mr Calewaert expresses concern in his amendment 
that the employer will have to pay the cost of repatria
tion, even if he could not reasonably have known that 
the employment was illicit. This concern is in fact 
unfounded because our proposal certainly does not 
require employers to pay these repatriation costs when 
they could not have known the employment to be 
illegal. In other words Mr Calewaert's fear is super
flouous. 
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The fourth amendment to the resolution is technical 
in nature and I shall not dwell on it here. 

Amendment No 5 by Mr Calewaert on behalf of the 
Legal Affairs Committee relates to a change - or 
rather an improvement - desired by his committee 
which seeks to alter the text of the relevant article to 
read that an illegal migrant cannot be expelled if the 
judicial authorities have not found him to be acting in 
bad faith. But a judge never finds that a person 'has 
not been acting in bad faith.' This turn of phrase is 
not well chosen. As to the second part of the amend
ment. I consider the addition 'in the absence of an 
employer or incapacity of the employee or employer, 
and if the latter did not know, and could not reason
ably have known, the employment to be illegal' to be 
quite acceptable. We shall gladly raise this point in 
the Council and I am choosing my words carefully, 
Mr President. because if I said 'we accept this amend
ment' I should then be involved in the whole process 
of seeing to the amendment of the proposal by the 
Commission, its submission to the Council etc. I hope 
that Parliament will agree to the promise that my 
colleagues and I will state, in dealing with this point. 
that we find it to be a reasonable observation by Parlia
ment ; in this way it will be possible to avoid the 
cumbersome procedure that I just mentioned to you. 

As to Mr Jahn's amendment reducing the time limit 
to twelve months, I already said with reference to Mr 
Cunningham's observations that it does not seem reas
onable to reduce our proposed time limit of two years 
to twelve months. This is a very complex subject and 
we shall need time to make the adjustments. I there
fore hope that Parliament will reject this amendment. 

As to the amendments tabled by Mrs Kellett-Bowman, 
I would briefly say this : there is, Mr President. a 
fundamental difference of opinion between her and 
the Commission, and indeed an overwhelming 
majority of Members of this Parliament. We see a 
need for legislative provisions in this area and I must 
say that the amendments which she has tabled 
amount partly to a repetition of the points made in 
previous discussions when she made her views known. 
I believe that a majority of Members of Parliament 
will now wish to reject these amendments at the stage 
of second consideration and I strongly advise them to 
do so. If - and I do not expect this to be the case -
the amendments are adopted, I must inform you that 
the Commission has no intention of adapting its prop
osals to them. 

President. - Thank you, Mr Vredeling, for that long 
statement and for the position you have taken on the 
amendments. 

If I might express a wish, it would be that the 
Commission did not state, before Parliament had 
expressed an opinion on a given subject. that whatever 
it did it would not modify its position. 

I note that no-one else wishes to speak. The motion 
for a resolution will be put to the vote, together with 
the amendments that have been moved, this afternoon 
at voting time. 

The debate is closed. 

The proceedings will now be suspended until 3 p.m. 
The House will rise. 

(the sitting was suspended at 12.50 p.m. and resumed 
at 3.00 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

6. Question Time 

President. - The next item is Question Time (Doc. 
351/78). 

We shall begin with questions to the Commission of 
the European Communities. The representative of the 
Commission is requested to answer these questions, 
and any supplementary questions. 

Question No 1, by Mr Nyborg 
How long will the Commission tolerate the United King
dom's repeated disregard of the provisions of the Treaty 
of Rome, including those applicable to fisheries policy, 
before it brings an action against the United Kingdom in 
the Court of Justice ? 

And Question No 27, by Mr Stetter : 
How does the Commission intend to have the illegal 
British restrictions on fishing in the North Sea 
rescinded? 

These questions, relating to the same subject may be 
taken together. \ 

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission. 
- Article 169 of the EEC Treaty stipulates that the 
Commission may bring matters - including those 
referred to in the questions by the two honourable 
Members - before the Court of Justice, if it considers 
that a Member State is still failing to fulfil an obliga
tion under the Treaty after the Commission has deliv
ered a reasoned opinion on the matter and given the 
Member State concerned the opportunity to submit its 
observations. 

With regard to the national measures taken by the 
United Kingdom Government over a period of time 
in the fisheries sector, to which the honourable 
Members seeem to be referring, the Commission was 
notified in accordance with the procedures laid down 
in Annex VI to the Council Resolution of 3 
November 1976. The resolution, as you may recall, 
states that. at least for the time being, a Member State 
may adopt national conservation measures provided 
certain conditions are fulfilled. The measures must be 
temporary, urgently necessary, non-discriminatory, 



Sitting of Tuesday, 10 October 1978 53 

Gundelach 

and in accordance with the main lines of Community 
policy, and the Member State must seek the Commis
sion's approval. The Commission's approval has been 
sought. In its reply to the United Kingdom Govern
ment of 29 September 1978 the Commission indi
cated that it could not approve some of the British 
national measures. With regard to others, additional 
information was requested and is forthcoming. The 
Commission made it clear that it could not approve 
the measures taken by the United Kingdom Govern
ment regarding the so-called Norway pout box, the 
Mourne stock, the Isle of Man etc. 

In other cases, e.g. the ban on herring fishing west of 
Scotland, the British measures are in line with propo
sals made by the Commission itself. 

There only remains the question of the Firth of Clyde 
which is in the process of being clarified. 

Then there is the question of the 10% by-catch, 
which is again a matter where the Commissioner 
made a identical proposal as far as the main substance 
is concerned, but where there is the anomaly that 
national measures are being taken in an area where 
there seems to be agreement which could lead to a 
Community measure. If there is a Community 
measure that cannot be a national measure, and there 
was a failure in the Council about eight days ago to 
take a decision in a situation where actually there was 
agreement. 

Finally, in regard to the 70-mm mesh-sizes for 
netrope, the Commission itself proposed their intro
duction. The discussion is about the date of applica
tion of the new rule. The Commission has proposed 
the end of August 1979, while the British national 
measures come into force on l November. 

Now, Mr President, with regard to the matters where 
the Commission has communicated to the United 
Kingdom Government that it cannot under the provi
sions of the Hague resolution approve the measures 
taken by the United Kingdom Government, we have 
until now not received a formal reply from the United 
Kingdom Government. We have received some of the 
additional information we requested, but we are given 
to understand from public announcements that the 
views of the Commission are not going to be 
followed. Some of the measures which were to be 
introduced on l October were introduced an I 
October irrespective of the views expressed by the 
Commission, in the latest instance on 29 September. 
Consequently, a situation has arisen where the 
Commission has to take certain decisions as to how it 
proceeds further under the Treaty article to which I 
referred at the beginning. This decision has not yet 
been taken by the Commission : all relevant factors 
are being very actively and rapidly studied and a deci
sion will be taken by the Commission in the very near 
future. 

Mr Nyborg. - (DK) I can very well understand 
what a difficult position the Commissioner is in when 
he has to try to sort this matter out. My personal view 
is that the British are violating the Treaty of Rome 
when they take measures which flagrently disregard 
an other Member State's interests. What is at stake 
here is the livelihood of thousands of families and 
therefore I should like to ask Commissioner 
Gundelach : Can the procedure which Mr Gundelach 
has mentioned be concluded at an early date, how 
quickly and in what way can this be done ? 

Mr Gundelach. - The honourable Member is 
entirely right to stress that considerable interests, 
including those of third countries, are at stake, and 
that consequently, if peace is to return to the high 
seas and an atmosphere is to be reestablished in the 
Council which permits negotiations on the overall 
common fisheries policy - which is, after all, our 
primary objective - to be resumed, this uncertainty 
must be removed. For these reasons, it is necessary 
that the decisions to which I referred are taken as a 
matter of urgency by the Commission. 

Mr Stetter. - (DK) Vice-President Gundelach's 
answer shows that the Commission is fully aware of 
every aspect of this question. I do not think that 
anything new can be said about this problem. Great 
Britain is causing another member country, Denmark, 
enormous human and economic inconvenience and 
difficulties. In view of this I should like to ask 
Commissioner Gundelach : When does the Commis
sion intend to fulfil its obligations under the Treaty 
and take the North Sea fisheries questions to the 
Court of Justice? We cannot wait any longer for a 
clear decision on this matter and I feel it is absolutely 
necessary that it should be made clear to Great Britain 
that it is now necessary to go to the Court of Justice. 

Mr Gundelach. - As I said in my reply to the prev
ious honourable Member and will repeat to Mr Stetter, 
there can be no doubt that the general situation 
concerning fishing activity in the North Sea, as well as 
the general climate in the Council, is deteriorating to 
the detriment of agreement on a common fisheries 
policy. That is not a matter of fulfilling a wish, but a 
matter of absolute necessity, because no fishing nation 
in the Community is capable of solving fishing policy 
problems on its own, either in practical or legal terms. 
In order to get out of the present impasse, to find a 
square and objective solution to problems of contesta
tion and to secure peace on the sea - which is now 
at risk - there must be a decision by the Commis
sion as to how to proceed in the immediate future. It 
is, in my view, a matter of not very many days. But I 
also, naturally, wish to underline to the House that in 
matters of this importance, the Commission could not 
have proceeded without having secured the best 
possible basis for its actions. 
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President. - I would ask Members to keep their 
questions short and the Commission representative to 
make his replies brief. 

Mrs Ewing. - I would like to thank Mr Gundelach 
for a very considered and thoughtful reply to a very 
serious case of Denmark bashing Britain - involving 
the British pond, of course, of which Scotland has 
sixty per cent. I think it is a very dangerous thing that 
Denmark is doing, and I wonder if the Commissioner 
would agree with me there, particularly in the light of 
the fact that a few days ago, the British Minister, Mr 
Silkin, who has fought for a 50-mile zone with the 
backing of every single party in the House of 
Commons and every single fishing MP of all parties, 
was bashed personally on this issue by Mr Eamon 
Gallagher, the Irish Director-General. I would firstly 
like to ask the Commissioner if he dissociates himself 
from the remarks about Mr Silkin by this man, who is 
after all in a high position in the Commission. I think 
I am entitled to ask that question. 

Secondly, I would like to know whether it is Mr 
Gundelach's view, in common with Mr Gallagher, that 
this 'Dundee Courier' is a trivial matter in EEC terms, 
representing 1 % of the gross domestic product. He 
doesn't say of what, but can I just ask Mr Gundelach 
to consider the effect this will have on the relation
ship between citizens in Scotland and the rest of the 
UK and this Community. Can I ask him to bear in 
mind that fishing, as I have said so often, is the rock 
on which we may very well perish ? That in many 
ways would be a great pity in a noble European experi
ment. 

Mr Gundelach. - The honourable Member has in 
effect put three questions. 

(Laughter) 

The first question I can't answer, because I am not 
here to defend any other interests than those of the 
Community as such. For the Community as such it is 
a matter of arriving at a common fisheries policy. 

(Applause) 

You are not going to trap me into making any state
ment which is going to make that policy more diffi
cult to establish than it already is. 

Secondly, as regards one of my officials, who is after 
all not a Member of the Commission, I have made it 
quite clear to the press-and I don't want to go into 
this at length again-that he was not speaking in my 
name or with my authority. That has been clarified in 
the press quite clearly, and his views are therefore not 
my views, except where he has explained the content 
of our communications over the last few days. That 
has been made clear. I do not have to go into that 
again. 

On the third point, the honourable Member will 
know from many previous debates in this House that 
I have never used the share of fishing production in 
the overall national product as a yardstick for the 
importance of the fishing industry. It is quite evident 
- and this is an elementary part of our policy propo
sals and one on which there is agreement between the 
Commission and this House - that regional aspects 
play a predominant role in a common European 
fishing policy. Because there are indeed regions where 
there is no alternative to fishing activities, just as there 
are in agriculture certain areas which are dependent 
upon, for instance, wine production or milk produc
tion. These are social factors which we have to take 
into account in any genuine common policy in the 
Community. 

Mr Dalyell. - In terms of the prov1s1ons of the 
Treaty of Rome, is the Commission competent to init
iate a scientific investigation into the effect grey seals 
may or may not have on the fishing stock ? 

Mr Gundelach. - The basic rules on which the 
common fisheries policy is being established do, as a 
matter of fact - whether this is logical or illogical I 
shall not discuss - cover whales and seals. The 
Community and the Commission are therefore compe
tent to initiate studies in regard to seals. 

(Laughter) 

Mr Muller-Hermann. - (D) At almost every sitting 
we have the pleasure of witnessing not only Mr 
Gundelach's negotiating skill but also his extraordi
nary skill in using different words to say the same 
thing over and over again. We are getting no further 
on this fisheries policy. In each debate in this Parlia
ment we have emphasized that we appreciate Great 
Britain's special interest in this question. 

My question, Mr Gundelach, is : is it not true that a 
Member State - one has to say it - is blatently 
misusing the unanimity rule in the Council for its 
own interests a rule which is not even established by 
the Treaty ? Ought not the British Government now, 
at least outside Great Britain, face up to the criticsm 
that it is behaving in a way tantamount to sabotaging 
European Community policy ? 

Mr Gundelach. - It is well know that these is dis
agreement in the Council on certain aspects of the 
fishing policy between a majoritory of the countries 
on the one side and one major fishing country, the 
United Kingdom, on the other. I would like to make 
the comment I have made before here that the area of 
disagreement, striking as it is, is smaller than the area 
of agreement that has been reached. That is why I am 
continuing to insist on the necessity of striving to 
close the remaining part of the gap. As long as that 
gap is not bridged, there is the risk that national 
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measures which can be taken on the basis which I've 
indicated earlier in this discussion will create 
increasing difficulties between the parties to the 
common fisheries policy. 

There is no doubt that some of the measures which 
have been taken do have a serious economic effect on 
other Member States. That is why it is of such great 
importance to judge objectively how to deal with a 
matter where such enormous interests are at stake on 
more than one side. 

It is unfortunate that we are living, in my personal 
view, in a Community where even smaller matters 
have to be subject to unanimity. I think there were a 
great number of minor technical issues in the fishing 
policy which could have been agreed by now if there 
had been more use of majority voting as foreseen in 
the Treaty. 

On the other hand, I think everybody ought to be 
sufficiently realistic to see that the major elements of 
a common fisheries policy, like previous common 
policies, cannot be brought about unless supported by 
all the Member States, in particular by all those -
and I say all those, not just the United Kingdom -
who have vital interests at stake in the fishing 
industry. 

President. - I do not wish to cut anyone off, but I 
should like to invite everyone to be more brief. 

(applause) 

Mr Prescott. - I think, Mr President, you should 
find a more satisfactory way for written statements to 
be given to this House so that we can deal with them 
other than in this protracted way, through questions. 
My brief question would be to Mr Gundelach, if he 
can answer it : in view of the statement he has made 
about Mr Gallagher's remarks, in which he referred to 
non-cooperation with Britain regarding economic and 
monetary union, can I ask him - and, if his only 
responsibility is fishing, through him, the President
in-Office of the Council - is he satisfied that these 
civil servants can make such political statements ? 

(Applause from certain benches on the left) 

Mr Gundelach. - I thought I had made it quite 
clear that I do not believe that civil servants should 
make political statements, and I have acted accord
ingly. 

Mr Hughes. - Can Mr Gundelach confirm that the 
pout box suggested by the United Kingdom is one of 
the alternatives suggested in the ICES report on the 
pout box requested and commissioned by the 
Commission itself, and that what the British Governe
ment has proposed is one of three alternatives put to 
the Commission by ICES. Secondly, what is the 

current legal status, in international law of the sea, of 
the Community, if any, and the Berlin agreement, if 
any? 

Mr Gundelach. - In regard' to the scientific report 
from ICES which is the foundation for the action 
which has been taken by the United Kingdom, I have 
two comments to make. 

The first is that the biologists have not got the respon
sibility, and do not want to have the responsibility -
and should not have the responsibility, following this 
little exchange of views we have just had a while ago 
- to decide policies. They are putting forward recom
mendations in regard to the biological situation : if 
you do so and so, you will end up with this and this 
situation ; if you do so and so, with that and that situa
tion. In that context, I cannot say that the ICES 
recommended to the governement they should do so. 
They did not ; it would have been outside their respon
sibility to do so but one of the models they operated 
with was the two-degree box. In that sense, the answer 
is affirmative to that question. But we have commis
sioned a further study by the ICES, and I think I am 
well-informed in saying - the ICES is meeting this 
week - that they will deliver a new study, owing to 
the fact that since their first study a new by-catch rule 
of 1 0 % has been in force whereas their study was 
made on the basis of the then existing 20 % by-catch 
rule. Furthermore, total allowable catches have been 
lower this year than in the year when the study was 
made, and finally a box of varying degrees has been in 
operation since the report was made. Therefore a new 
report is requested, and I think everybody agrees that 
such a report should be forthcoming. In regard to the 
various acts to which the honourable member 
referred, I would like to say that the Hague resolution 
obviously has a solid standing in Community law 
since if is a specific resolution unanimously adopted, 
on a proposal by the Commission, by the Council, 
and it is in conformity with specific rules of the 
Treaty. It therefore has a standing. As far as the 
so-called Berlin agreement is concerned, it has no 
standing in Community law, because it was an 
informal meeting between ministers to which, of 
course, everybody was not present, as you know. But 
even if everybody had been present, no decision in 
that place could have had a binding effect on Commu
nity law because it was an informal meeting and not a 
proper meeting of the Council. 

Mr Patijn. - (NL) Now from the Commissioner's 
reply it seems that there may perhaps be some doubt 
about the legal status of the Hague Agreement as part 
of Community law and, particularly with regard to the 
policy agreement, could the Commission state 
whether it considers that Article 169 offers sufficient 
legal grounds to go to the Court and, if so, how such a 
procedure extending over many months will influence 
negotiations on fisheries policy in the Council ? 
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Mr Gundelach. - I cast no doubt on the standing 
in Community law of the Hague resolution. And there 
is no doubt being cast on that resolution by any 
Member State. The United Kingdom has based its 
action on that resolution. There is no doubt the exist
ence of that instrument and its place in Community 
law. Whilst what hppened in Berlin has no standing 
in Community law, since it was a conversation 
between Ministers. Whatever political significance it 
may have is another matter. But now you are asking a 
question, like your predecessor, in regard to law. 
There is no place in Community law for any agree
ment in Berlin. None. 

Mr Friih. - (D) Mr Gundelach, you have said previ
ously that a better atmosphere for negotiations must 
be created in the Council. Do you think that this 
atmosphere is created when the responsible minister 
of the said government makes contradictory or nega
tive statements in public and, in view of this, do you 
believe that any confidence should be placed on your 
optimistic hope that the British Government will 
make a formal reply in a few days' time ? 

Mr Gundelach. - Mr President, I do not believe 
that excessive statements, from whatever quarter they 
may come, are of any particular help to the situation. 

Secondly, I have not expressed any particular opti
mism about overcoming the difficulties with which 
we are confronted with regard to a common fisheries 
policy. I was expressing, if you like, a negative opti
mism in that any man who has any knowledge of this 
area knows that no fishing nation in Europe can main
tain its fishing activities without the existence of a 
common fisheries policy, because no country by itself 
may negotiate with a third country - Norway, 
Canada or any other. No country itself can ;nstall 
quotas : it is not entitled to do so under the '. 'reaty. 
And so forth and so on. Certain measures of a 
temporary nature can be taken on a national basis 
within certain very close limits, but the whole basis 
for the fishing industry can only - thi~ is not wishful 
thinking but a matter of fact - be supplied by a 
common fisheries policy. I am optimistic enough to 
believe that all responsible ministers and parliamentar
ians will realize that in the end they would do better 
to come off the pure discussion and get down to the 
work which is necessary to provide what everybody in 
the end vitally needs. 

President. - Question No 2, by Mr Kavanagh, for 
whom Mr Schreiber is deputizing. 

Will the Commission explain the omission of Art. 3052 
- Community System of income Maintenance for 
workers undergoing retraining - a proposal originally 
made in the Social Action Programme - from the preli
minary Draft Budget for 1979? 

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission.
(Nl) I think myself lucky that the subject of the ques-

tion that I have to answer is probably a good deal less 
controversial than the previous subject although quite 
unjustifiably I must say. In answer to the question 
about the Community system of income maintenance 
for workers u 1dergoing retraining, I can say that the 
Commission originally put forward this idea in its 
proposal for a social action programme in 1973. Its 
intention then was to give Community aid to workers 
who were involved in retraining schemes not already 
being supported by the European Social Fund. 
However, this idea was not at that time accepted by 
the Council. The Council resolution on the action 
programme does not include this idea and so the 
Commission has not pursued its proposal further. 

In view of the present alarming employment situation 
in the Community, the Commission's policy is now 
directed towards expanding the activities of the Social 
Fund as such. I have already stated that we have 
submitted proposals to the Council on expanding the 
activities of the Social Fund in order directly to 
combat unemployment amongst young people. This 
proposal is still being discussed by the Council and 
my hope is that, despite some difficulties in recent 
months, the Council will take a positive decision in 
the near future. 

Other proposals which we are preparing as part of the 
Social Fund include measures to accompany the plans 
which the Commission is drawing up, Mr Davignon 
in particular, for the reorganization and restructuring 
of the shipbuilding industry. On a previous occasion I 
told you that we were drawing up a social chapter as 
an integral part of these restructuring measures. This 
policy is reflected in new budgetary items for the 
Social Fund. For these reasons there is no longer any 
need for item 3052, forgive this technical jargon, that 
is to say, aid outside the Fund. 

Mr Schreiber. - (D) Can you tell us, Mr Vredeling, 
under what items of the budget these measures are 
entered and how soon the Commission is intending 
to propose concrete measures so that they can be 
taken into account in the budget ? 

Mr Vredeling. - (NL) You will find our proposals 
for combating employment amongst young people in 
Chapters 50 and 51, the Social Fund chapters. We 
intend, although I must say that discussions are still 
going on in the Commission, to include under this 
heading social measures connected with sectoral 
policy in general. 

Sir Brandon Rhys Williams. - Is it the Commis
sion's long-term aim to harmonize the levels of basic 
social-security benefits throughout all Member States 
so that ultimately every citizen of the Community can 
enjoy the dignity and self-respect of a minimum 
income guarantee ? 
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Mr Vredeling. - (NL) The Honourable Member 
will see from the statements which the Commission 
has made on the work programme for the current year 
and for the future that we are drawing up something 
on what he has mentioned in the framework of 
economic and monetary union. Here the Commission 
considers that the conditions are such as to allow what 
Sir Brandon Rhys Williams has called for, namely a 
greater standardization of social protection systems in 
the Member States. 

Mr Porcu. - (F) Mr Vredeling, you have spoken of 
measures designed to accompany the restructuring 
schemes which are to be implemented according to 
the plans drawn up by the Commission. Can you tell 
me, with particular reference to the European Steel 
Industry, and taking account of the fact that the 
restructuring schemes envisaged in this industry will 
involve a considerable loss of jobs since there has 
been talk of 140 000 men being laid off, what 
measures you are intending to take firstly to guarantee 
resources in the case of cyclical unemployment, i.e. 
partial unemployment in firms, secondly, introduce 
the possibility of early retirement for all from the age 
of 55 and thirdly, to allow for early retirement before 
this age in cases where firms are reducing their labour 
force. Fourthly, do you not think that a fifth shift 
should be created in all European firms operating 
round the clock in order to reduce daily working 
hours and hence workers, fatigue and also to create a 
certain number of jobs. Finally, a question to which 
you can reply either today or in the next few days : 
what are workers rights in the various Member States 
with regard to length of work and retirement ? 

President. - The subject of the iron and steel 
industry will be discussed in the place which has been 
reserved for it on the agenda of the sitting on next 
Thursday. I should therefore like to ask speakers to 
restrict themselves to questions relating to the specific 
subject of this question. 

Mr Vredeling. - (NL) If I am to comply with your 
wishes, I shall have to say nothing since the Honou
rable Member has asked questions about the steel 
industry. May I make a few very brief remarks in 
reply ? 140 000 men will have to be laid off in the 
steel industry if no accompanying measures are taken. 
The accompanying measures which we have proposed 
aim at preventing these 140 000 men having to be 
dismissed. 

Second question : What measures have we proposed ? 
The measures which Mr Porcu has mentioned are to 
be found in the proposal which we sent to the Advi
sory Committtee for the Coal and Steel Industry for 
its opinion. This committee indicated its approval in a 
unanimous declaration by the representatives of 
employers and employees in this sector - with one 

exception, and this will probably interest Mr Porcu, 
namely the representatives of the CGT. They did not 
vote against but abstained. 

Third question : Must a fifth shift be introduced in all 
firms ? As you are aware this is being considered by 
the Ministers of Social Affairs and Employment. The 
French Minister of Social Affairs has stated on more 
than one occasion that he is in favour of introducing a 
fourth and a half shift, as he called it. He indicated 
that this would only be possible if it was implemented 
at Community level. We have greeted this with 
interest since we suggest the same thing in our prop
osal. 

Fourth question : What are the rights of workers with 
regard to the length of time worked and pensions, 
early retirement ? The rights of workers are laid down 
in collective agreements and in regulations which 
governments adopt. What we want to do is to intro
duce more uniformity in the measures which the 
Member States take on this matter. This therefore 
forms part of our proposal. 

President. - Question No 3, by Mr Klepsch : 

Subject : Proposal by the President of the French Repu
blic to the heads of government of the Commu
nity regarding the functioning of the Commu
nity institutions (the setting up of a Council 
'three wise men). 

Does the Commission intend to adopt a position on this 
proposal and to state what consequences the setting up of 
such a 'Council of Wise Men' might have for the 
Community's institutional organization ? 

And Question No 4, by Mr Pintat : 

Subject : (see preceding question) 

Does the Commission intend to state what consequences 
the setting up of such a 'Council of Wise Men' might 
have for the current negotiations with the applicant 
states? 

These questions, relating to the same subject, may be 
taken together. 

Mr Jenkins, President of the Commisson. - The 
letter of the President of the French Republic consti
tutes an interesting initiative which merits careful 
examination within the Community. The Commis
sion, as the House will kno v, has already made a 
number of proposals for the institutional development 
of the Community in the so-called 'fresco on elarge
ment' which it put forwrd in April of this year. So far 
as negotiations with the applicant countries are 
concerned, I know of no suggestion that such negotia
tions should be held up. We shall continue our work, 
and by the end of the year we hope not only to have 
begun negotiating with Portugal and to have 
completed the opinion on Spain, but also to have 
finished the main points of the negotiation with 
Greece. 
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Lord Kennet. - In view of the fact that the severest 
quarrel now tormenting the Community - namely, 
that between the United Kingdom and everybody else 
about fish - is obviously due to the wide gap 
between what was proposed for a common fisheries 
policy before British accession and what could 
possibily have been accepted by any British Govern
ment, will the the Commission do whatever is in its 
power to ensure that at least one of the Three Wise 
Men, if the plan goes forward, knows one end of a fish 
from the other ? 

(lAughter) 

President. - This problem does not relate to the 
question under discussion and is therefore impermiss
able. 

Mr Jenkins. - I congratulate my noble friend on his 
determination in getting in the question he tried to 
ask to Vice-President Gundelach in a question to me. 
It is a well known parliamentary technique. 

It does not lie in the power of the Commission to 
appoint the Three Wise Men. In any event, when 
considering the future of the Community I hope we 
shall not be too preoccupied by present issues which, 
however difficult they may be, it will, I hope, be 
possible to solve in the near future. 

Lord Bruce of Donington.- May I ask the Presi
dent of the Commission to note, when giving consid
eration to the proposal of the President of the French 
Republic for the appointment of Three Wise Men, 
that it may well need three wiser men than the Three 
Wise Men themselves to determine their identity ? 

(lAughter) 

Mr Jenkins. - Well, no doubt there are infinite 
degrees of wisdom to which we can hope to progress 
from year to year. 

(lAughter) 

Mr Cifarelli.- (/)Would the Commission's attitude 
be a favourable one if the conclusions reached by the 
Three Wise Men were then introduced into the 
normal decision-making process of the Community ? 

Mr Jenkins. - The attitude of the Commission is 
that there are genuine institutional problems on a 
major scale, which exist already and which are accentu
ated by the imminent prospect of enlargement. The 
attitude of the Commission is not, therefore, one of 
saying that we cannot have a broad look at these 
matters. The attitude of the Commission will be that 
it will wish to contribute to this look, and that, obvi
ously, it will wish to play its part in judging the 
results, so that we achieve a more coherent Europe in 
the future with a better decision-making process and 
with a suitable role for this Parliament, which I 
believe also involves an important role for the 
Commission. 

Mr Patijn. - (NL) Can Mr Jenkins give his view of 
the exercise, which is in itself interesting, suggested 
by President Giscard d'Estaing, that, on the one hand, 
institutional provisions concerning the accession can 
be discussed without further ado during the negotia
tions and that, on the other hand, the institutional 
section of the Tindemans Report was dead and buried 
not six months ago ? 

Mr Jenkins. - I agree that action, so far at any rate, 
on the Tindemans report, does not in itself provide 
powerful evidence that enquiries provide the solution 
to the problems of Europe. Nonetheless, let us hope 
that if there is another enquiry, and I do not think it 
is likely to be better than that of Prime Minister 
Tindemans, it will at any rate lead to more effective 
action for the unity of the Community. 

Mr Blumenfeld. - (D) In view of the answers that 
Mr Jenkins has just given, I should like to ask him 
whether the Commission intends to take up an offi
cial position on the Three Wise Men proposal, as it 
was not clear to me from his first answer whether the 
Commission intends to give a formal answer or 
whether it believes it is obliged to give one. Does it 
not consider that the existing institutions already have 
the best expertise at their disposal and that wisdom is 
very likely to be found there ? 

Mr Jenkins.- The Commission takes the view that 
certain major institutional questions face us at the 
present time, and it does not therefore wish to give 
the impression that it is opposed to a fresh look at 
them. It believes that the proposal in the letter from 
the President of the French Republic needs to be 
looked at within Community institutions. This will be 
done in the corse of the next few months. The 
Commission will naturally be willing to cooperate in 
any study which the Community institutions agree 
upon. 

Mrs Dunwoody. - Is the President of the Commis
sion aware that that answer was given with his normal 
total lack of clarity, and that if there is to be a ques
tion of anyone regarding the conditions under which 
the three new nations should come into the Commu
nity, one of the most important things is the fact that 
Spain has one of the largest fishing fleets anywhere in 
the world? We would not like to see other nations 
put in the position where decisions were taken before 
they entered whch bound them after their entry 
without their having been a party to them. 

Mr Jenkins. - I doubt very much whether that ques
tion has any relevance to the future institutions of the 
Community, or to whether or not three wise - or 
wiser - men should be asked to look at them. 
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Mr Sieglerschmidt. - (D) From your previous 
answers I gather that this plan is being taken 
extremely seriously by the Commission, as indeed it 
should when it is put forward by the Head of State of 
one of the Member States. Are there not however 
grounds for concern that there will be considerable 
delays in taking the decisions on accession because 
these decisions cannot logically be taken before The 
Wise Men have reported or do you not attach that 
much importance to this report so that the Commu
nity can p_roceed to take the decisions outstanding on 
the accesston of the three candidate countries ? 

~r Jenkins. - The honourable Member, alas, clearly 
dtd not hear the first half of my original answer, in 
which I said that, in my view, there was no question 
of our delaying our procedures, and indicated what 
our timetable was in relation to (1) Greece, (2) 
Portugal, (3) Spain. 

President. - The first part of Question Time is now 
closed. 

I call Mr Spicer on a point of order. 

Mr Spicer. - Mr President, I think many Members 
assembled here today will be very disturbed to see the 
way in which Question Time is moving away from 
w~at most of us understand to be a proper Question 
Ttme. Could you, Sir, take into consideration that all 
of us will give you the fullest possible support in exer
cising the right of the Chair to rule out of order those 
people who extend any question into areas that 
should not be dealt with under a question ? Could you 
also draw to the attention to the President of the 
Commission the quite excellent way in which he has 
replied to questions today ? Perhaps he might have a 
word with the other Commissioners, to see that their 
answers to questions reflect the exercise in brevity that 
he has shown today. We are moving so far away from 
the concept of Question Time that the thing is 
becoming an absolute nonsense, and I would rather 
see us do away with it and have oral questions with 
debate. 

(Applause from certain benches on the right) 

President. - I call Mr Prescott. 

Mr Prescott. - I do not think this difficulty can be 
~esolved simply by giving you more authority, Mr Pres
Ident. Could you ask the Committee on the Rules of 
Procedure and Petitions to look at the fact that the 
C:ommission is faced with the problem of trying to 
gtve answers t~at are nearer statements ? Too many 
people are askmg more, than one or two questions. I 
do not think you, Mr President, can take on the 
awesome task of acting arbitrarily. Could you ask the 
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions to 
give you guidance so that you could act on the 
authority of that committee in chairing a more effec
tive Question Time ? 

President. - I call Mr Mitchell. 

Mr Mitchell. - I has all been said already Mr Presi
dent, but I think the statement made by Commis
sioner Gundelach in answer to the first question was a 
very valuable statement indeed. But it was a statement 
and not really an answer to a question. If we are going 
to have answers of that length, then we are never 
going to get Question Time to be what we want it to 
be. However, there must be alternative provisions for 
making that kind of statement, which was very impor
tant. I too hope that you will ask the Committee on 
the Rules of Procedure and Petitions to look at the 
whole matter to see if we can find a way of handling 
urgent matters which does not involve taking up the 
whole of Question Time on four questions. 

President. - I call Mr Jenkins. 

Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission.- Mr Pres
ident, I intervene with a degree of hesitation and reti
cence because I am not in a full sense a Member of 
this Parliament, though I have to and enjoy playing a 
considerable role in it. But it does appear to me that 
there is a real problem here. I do not think that the 
40 m_inutes ~hich I think we spent on the fishing 
question was m any way wasted time. It was clearly a 
matter of major importance, and I do not think that 
words were wasted either by those who asked ques
tions, or by the Vice-President who replied. It was a 
major issue. But if it had been possible to have dealt 
wi~h this separately, it could have been prediCted, I 
thmk, ~ha~ _this was bound to be a debate, perhaps a 
more stgmftcant one than many which this House has 
had. If an hour could have been devoted to a state
ment and then to a reply, instead of two subsequent 
questions it might easily have been possible to have 
got through eight or ten questions. I believe it would 
be of great value to this House if the possibility of 
looking at major issues, particularly when they sit on 
the threshold of Question Time as this one did, could 
be dealt_ with separ~tely, without in any way restricting 
- but mdeed addmg to - the rights of this House. 

(Applause from certain benches on the right) 

President. - I should like to remind those who have 
noted that various times during this Question Time I 
called on Members to be brief, that they must choose 
between . two methods : the courteous one, whereby 
the Prestdent leaves the responsibility to them, and 
the other, less courteous, whereby the President cuts 
them off or refuses to accept questions. At the next 
part of Question Time, I shall experiment with the 
second method : I shall be very strict and I shall 
reduce the number of questions. We shall see how 
Parliament adapts to this. 

(Applause from some seats) 
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7. Votes 

President. - The next item is votes on motions for 
resolutions on which the debate has closed. 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution contained 
in the report (Doc. 353/78) by Mr Shaw : regulation 
amending the Financial Regulation. 

The resolution is adopted. 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution contained 
in the report (Doc. 311/78) by Mr Albertini: floods in 
Northern Italy. 

The resolution is adopted. 

We shall now consider the report (Doc. 238/78) by Mr 
Pisoni: 

Directive on Illegal Migration. 

Before considering the motion for a resolution, we 
must vote on the amendments tabled to the proposal 
for a directive. 

On Article 1 (b), I have Amendment No 7 tabled by 
Mrs Kellett-Bowman, on behalf of the European 
Conservative Group, seeking to change the beginning 
of this sub-paragraph as so to read as follows : 

'(b) 'Illegal employment' shall mean the knowing and 
deliberate paid employment of a person .. .' 

What is the opinion of the rapporteur ? 

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. - (I) Mr President, I oppose 
all the amendments tabled by Mrs Kellett-Bowman, 
not because I have any prejudice against her, but 
because these amendments, as Mrs Kellett-Bowman 
herself said this morning, aim to modifiy the structure 
of the directive. Her purpose is to render· it nugatory 
under the pretext of it being unworkable in Great 
Britain which does not seem a valid reason to me inas
much as the directive proposes objectives and leaves 
the individual States to choose the instruments for 
attaining them. So let me say now that I am opposed 
to all the amendments tabled by Mrs Kellett-Bowman. 
I reserve the right to comment on the others when 
the time comes. 

President. - I put amendment No 7 to the vote. 

Amendment No 7 is rejected. 

On Article 1, paragraph 2 (b), I have amendment No 
1 tabled by Mr Albers, seeking to amend the para
graph as follows : 

'. . . . . illegal workers whom the juridical authorities 
show to have persistently engaged in illegal employment.' 

What is the opinion of the rapporteur ? 

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. - (I) Mr President, whilst 
accepting the spirit of this amendment to the extent 
that it provides further protection for illegal migrant 
workers, we would not want the word 'persistently' to 
give rise to ambiguity. We cannot know whether 
'persistently' means two, three or four times. For this 
reason I will not oppose the amendment, but I leave it 
to Members to' make up their own minds. 

President. - I put amendment No 1 to the vote. 

Amendment No 1 is adopted. 

On Article 3, I have amendment No 8 tabled by Mrs 
Kellett-Bowman, on behalf of the European Conserva
tive Group, seeking to replace the word 'especially' by 
the words 'if necessary'. 

I put amendment No 8 to the vote. 

Amendment No 8 is rejected. 

On Article 4 (a), I have amendment No 9 tabled by 
Mrs Kellett-Bowman, on behalf of the European 
Conservative Group, seeking to amend the beginning 
of this subparagraph to read as follows : 

'(a) Sanctions are applied to persons who organize .. .' 
(rest unchanged). 

put amendment No 9 to the vote. 

Amendment No 9 is rejected. 

On Article 4(b), I have amendment No 10 tabled by 
Mrs Kellett-Bowman, on behalf of the European 
Conservative Group, seeking to delete this subpara
graph. 

I put amendment No 10 to the vote. 

Amendment No 10 is rejected. 

On Article 5, I have two amendments : 

Amendment No 5, tabled by Mr Calewaert, on behalf 
of the Legal Affairs Committee, seeking to amend this 
Article as follows : 

'Article 5 

Member States shall take the necessary measures to 
ensure that, in the case of deportation of an illegal 
migrant who has not been recognized as acting in bad 
faith by the judicial authorities concerned, repatriation 
costs are borne : 

(a) by the employer(s) concerned unless he (they) did not 
and could not reasonably have known that the 
employment was illegal; 

(b) in the absence of an employer, or in the case of his 
(their) default, or if he (they) did not and could not 
reasonably have known that the employment was 
illegal, by any other person(s), proven quilty of having 
organized, aided and abetted or participated in the act 
of illegal migration of illegal employment ; 

and, where an illegal migrant has two or more employers or 
employments, Member States shall be free to determine the 
extent of each employer's liablity, if any.' 
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and Amendment No 11, tabled by Mrs Kellett
Bowman, on behalf of the European Conservative 
Group, seeking to delete this article. 

What is the opinion of the rapporteur ? 

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. - (F) Mr President, the 
amendment tabled by Mr Calewaert was drawn up by 
the Legal Affairs Committee which asked the 
Committee on Social Affairs to endorse it. 

The amendment aims to protect employers who are 
not aware that the employment is illegal. I think that 
this amendment can be accepted particularly since it 
provides a further defence of good faith where it is 
offcially verified. 

I think that this position, if adopted by the States, 
could be incorporated in Member States' legislation 
without changing the framework of the directive itself. 

I am therefore in favour of Amendment No 5. 

President. - I put Amendment No 11 to the vote. 

Amendment No 11 is rejected. 

I put amendment No 5 to the vote. 

Amendment No 5 is approved. 

On Article 7, paragraph 2, I have amendment No 2, 
tabled by Mr Albers, seeking to amend the paragraph 
so as to read as follows : 

'Member States shall take measures to insure that migrant 
workers who are subject to deportation shall receive treat
ment no less favourable than that accorded their own 
nationals as regards benefits for which the contributions 
have been paid, or are due, for as long as the illegal 
migrant remains in the territory of the Member States.' 

What is the opinion of the rapporteur ? 

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. - (I) Personally, I feel that 
the addition made here is already covered in the prev
ious paragraphs and is thus not strictly necessary. 

However, since it makes the protection given to 
migrant workers more explicit, including illegal 
migrant workers who must be put on the same legal 
footing as legal workers, I think it can be accepted. 

President. - I put amendment No 2 to the vote. 

Amendment No 2 is adopted. 

On Article 10, paragraph 1, I have amendment No 6, 
tabled by Mr Jahn, seeking to amend the paragraph so 
as to read as follows : 

'Member States shall institute the necessay provisions in 
laws, regulations and administrative acts to comply with 
this Directive within twelve months of the date of its noti
fication and shall inform the Commission thereof 
without delay.' 

What is the opinion of the rapporteur ? 

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. - (I) Mr President, the prop
osal for a directive allowed Member States 24 months 
in which to enact their implementing legislation. 

I think that Parliament can accept this amendment 
provided that this does not mean - as it might in 

fact mean - that we are asking for something impos
sible to be done and thereby endangering the whole 
project. This is the reservation I have and I want to 
make it here because to demand the impossible some
times means to achieve nothing obtainable. 

However, by shortening the deadline for the adoption 
of national legislation, we will be able to make up the 
delay which has occurred in the adoption of this prop
osal for a directive. 

President. - I put amendment No 6 to the vote. 

Amendment No 6 is adopted. 

We now come to the notion for a resolution. 

I put the preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2 to the 
vote. 

The preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2 are adopted. 

After paragraph 2, I have amendments No 3 and No 
4, tabled by Mr Calewaert, on behalf of the Legal 
Affairs Committee, seeking to insert the folllowing 
two new paragraphs : 

'2(a) is, however, concerned that the proposal would 
make the employer responsible for repatriation costs even 
if he could not reasonably have known that the employ
ment was illegal ; 

And 

'2(c) requests the Commission to adopt the following 
amendment to its proposal, pursuant to Article 149, 
second paragraph, of the EEC Treaty.' 

What is the opinion of the rapporteur ? 

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur (I) Mr President, I do not 
think there is anything to say about Amendment No 
4/rev. since, having made some changes to the direc
tive, it is natural that the resolution should say that 
the Commission is asked to accept them. 

On the other hand, I think that Amendment No 
3/rev. is completely superfluous because what it says is 
already included in the amended proposal for a direc
tive and so I would advise that this amendment be 
rejected. 

President. - I put amendment No 3/rev. to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 3/rev. is rejected. 

I put amendment No 4/rev. to the vote. 

Amendment No 4/rev. is adopted. 

Before putting the motion for a resolution as a whole 
to the vote, I can accept requests to speak on an expla
nation of vote. 

I call Mrs Dunwoody, 

Mrs Dunwoody. - I have opposed this document 
on its way though the whole of the Committee on 
Social Affairs, Employment and Education, and I 
think I should make quite clear that I regard it as an 
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unequivocally racist document. It is divisive. It will 
enter into a field where there has so far been no inter
ference from the Commission. It will extend the 
powers of the police. It will create enormous problems 
for the immigrant community. It is a toally and 
utterly despicable document. I shall oppose it in any 
way I can in my national parliament, and I am 
ashamed that it has been passed by so-called democ
rats in this Assembly. 

President. - I call Mr Cunningham. 

Mr Cunningham. - Mr President, rise on an 
explanation of vote only in respect of one point, and 
that relates to the amendment we have carried in rela
tion to Article 10, paragraph 1, where we have now 
put into this directive that it must be carried out 
within 12 months instead of 24 months. Now the 
rapporteur advised the House when we were consid
ering that a moment ago, that he accepted that it was 
almost certain that that would not be complied with. 
But he said let us make the change because it may 
encourage people to be a bit quicker about complying 
with the directive than they would otherwise be. Now 
is this a Parliament or is it Disneyland ? That provi
sion is just as compulsory as any other provision. It is 
absolutely clear : it is saying Member States shall insti
tute the necessary provisions in laws, etc., to comply 
with this directive within 12 months. Now that para
graph is no different from the rest of the provision. 
And therefore, I think we have committed a 
nonsense ... 

President. - You had the right and the duty to 
make this declaration at the time when we adopted 
this amendment. At this point you can only say if you 
are voting in favour of the resolution or against it. We 
cannot reopen the debate. 

I call Mrs Kellet-Bowman. 

Mrs Kellett-Bowman.- Mr President, we have just 
heard the various explanations of votes. We regret that 
Mrs Dunwoody, having opposed this in committee, 
was unfortunately unable to be here to help us to 
oppose it this morning in the plenary. My group will 
be opposing this motion for a resolution because we 
believe that it quite inoperable as far as the United 
Kingdom is concerned, that it will cause immeasu
rable damage to race relations in the United Kingdom 
and undo the great good that has been done in the 
way we have pursued our policies in that country, and 
that we cannot possibly enforce it - certainly within 
the time limits laid down. Therefore my group will be 
opposing it, as we did in plenary this morning, and as 
we have done throughout the committee sessions. 

President. - I call Mr Cifarelli. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) Mr President, I asked to speak to 
give an explanation of vote only when I heard the 
manner in which this measure and our vote were 

being interpreted. I cannot tolerate a Member of this 
Parliament being accused of having racialist intent. I 
feel that this kind of language is not to be used 
between us and that it is absolutely contrary to the 
intentions of all those who participated in this debate 
and have voted in favour of the resolution. 

I think we are voting in favour because there are two 
just battles to be fought : one against the speculation 
of entrepreneurs who want to enslave labour from 
countries which have serious social problems ; the 
other because we feel that it can give a stimulus and 
this is written into the directive submitted to us by 
the Commission - to take intervention at the source, 
i.e. to create a regional policy and an international 
policy to develop the economies of these countries in 
difficulty and not to adopt the hypocritical position of 
saying that, in order not to interfere in these coun
tries, slaves can be exploited to the advantage of our 
economies. 

President. - I call Mr Albers. 

Mr Albers. - (NL) Mr President, I think it is very 
important as a democrat and as a Socialist to explain 
my vote. This draft directive forms part of an action 
programme which is designed to improve the living 
conditions of migrant workers and we now are talking 
about 6 million people who have come to the Euro
pean Community from third countries. 

In November of last year we debated the original prop
osal. At that time - you can read the Report of 
Proceedings - it had the general support of Parlia
ment including those who now feel they have to 
oppose it. My view is that this amended directive is 
considerably better than the earlier one because the 
interests of the employees concerned, the illegal 
employees, are much better served. If we want to be 
logical and consistent about this then those who voted 
for the previous directive the previous time ought now 
to vote for this directive as well. 

President. - I call Mr Mitchell. 

Mr Mitchell. - Mr President, I shall be voting 
against this motion for a resolution, but before 
explaining why I do so I want to dissociate myself 
completely from the extremist remarks made by my 
colleague, Mrs Dunwoody. I think they were quite 
unnecessary, and uncalled for. There are three reasons 
that I shall vote against this document today. One is 
that I believe that it is unworkable. Two, I believe it is 
unnecessary. And three, I think in fact, in the United 
Kingdom context at least, it will do positive harm, 
particularly to race relations. 

President. - I call Lord Kennet. 

Lord Kennet. - Mr President, it seems to be neces
sary to specify that in voting against this resolution 
one is not necessarily doing so because one holds it to 
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be racialist or despicable. I do not think it is either 
racialist or despicable, nor do I think that it would be 
hypocritical or tending towards a perpetuation of 
slavery if one voted for it. I shall vote against it 
because I consider that it is not fully thought out and 
would not be entirely useful in all the countries of the 
Community. 

President. - I call Mr Ellis on a point of order. 

Mr Ellis. - Mr President, I wonder, on a point of 
order, whether you would agree that it would be much 
more appropriate for anybody who wishes to give an 
explanation of vote to do so after he or she has, in 
fact, voted, so that those of us who are not particularly 
keen to hear the reasons why are in a position to leave 
the Chamber. 

(Laughter) 

President. - Obviously the explanation of vote has 
to take place before and not after the vote. Who else 
wishes to give an explanation of vote ? I call Mr Yeats. 

Mr Yeats. - Mr President, while I believe that a 
measure such as this is essential in the interests of the 
migrants themselves, not being at all sure that this 
one is welcome, I propose to abstain. 

President. - I call Mr Liogier. 

Mr Liogier. -(F) Mr President, I have two reserva
tions. From a legal and political point of view, I do 
not think that a Community directive is the ideal 
instrument to resolve this very delicate problem since, 
on the one hand, it envisages repressive measures and 
on the other hand, cooperation with the States from 
which the immigrants are coming. If a Community 
instrument must be adopted, it ought to be a simple 
recommendation giving some general guidelines and 
not employing any legal commitment and leaving 
each Member State sufficient room for manoeuvre as 
is necessary. If a more coercive system is found to be 
necessary in future, it could take the form of just an 
inter-governmental measure similar to the one which 
exists, for example, to combat trafficking in drugs. 
Moreover, the contents of the proposal for a directive 
is full of ambiguities to the extent that in some ways 
it puts the illegal migrant in the same position as the 
legal migrant. The former would have identical social 
security rights as the latter. It is certain that such ambi
guities can only make the efforts made to combat 
illegal migration ineffective. 

President. - I call Mr Vandewiele. 

Mr Vandewiele. - (NL) Mr President, I should like 
to give an explanation of vote by first of all expressing 
my pride at the fact that we, that is to say myself and 

many of my friends in my group, are able to support 
Mr Pisoni's motion for a resolution, since it will give 
greater legal security to people who have been inade
quately protected up to now. Some Members have 
used adjectives which I do not want to repeat but I am 
convinced, knowing them as I do, that they do not 
really mean what they say. 

Mrs Dunwoody has obstinately but very amiably 
debated with us for hours on end. We listened to her 
attentively. I am convinced that she did not mean a 
word she has just used. I shall gladly give my vote to 
this motion for a resolution although I know, as those 
Members have rightly said, that it will be extremely 
difficult to completely achieve with our national legis
lation what Mr Pisoni is aiming for. But we must 
nevertheless the legal security of a number of people 
who until now have too often been the victims of 
misunderstandings. I am thus very pleased and I hope 
my whole group will follow my example. 

(Applause from certain benches on the right) 

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

The resolution is adopted. 

I call Mr Vredeling. 

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. -
(NL) Mr President, I should like to speak more on a 
point of order than anything else. I should like to say 
just this. To the extent to which the words which Mrs 
Dunwoody used about Mr Pisoni's Report will also to 
some extent apply to our proposal, I must tell you, 
since Mrs Dunwoody was not present during today's 
debate, that the words and the comments and the argu
ments which I used this morning with regard to Mrs 
Kellett-Bowman are also addressed to her. 

President. - I call Mr Cunningham on a point of 
order. 

Mr Cunningham. - Mr President, I would be 
grateful if you would receive this representation to you 
about the ruling which you gave in the course of the 
explantion of vote that I was making, and I make it 
very seriously. I do not particularly ask you to 
respond ; indeed, frankly I would prefer that you did 
not respond at this stage. 

I was making an explanation of votes as you informed 
me, based upon one particular paragraph in the resolu
tion. I submit to you, Sir, that that should not be out 
of order. One may have all sorts of reasons for 
opposing a particular resolution : it may be that one 
disagrees with every word in it, it may be that one 
disagrees with only one single sentence in it ; one can 
be voting against it because of one sentence, or 
because of a 50-page passage. 
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I make this point, Sir, as a point of procedure totally 
unrelated to the actual incident. I do ask you to 
consider whether it is correct to say that a Member 
may not give an explanation of vote if he is relating 
his remarks only to one particular paragraph in the 
matter which has been voted. Having said that, I do 
accept that the Member must be careful not to go over 
the debate on one particular amendment, and some 
caution is therefore required from the Member. I 
would ask you to consider this for future occasions. 

President. - I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith on a 
point of order. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. - Mr President, could I 
respectfully ask you to consider giving your guidance 
to the Parliament, if not now, at a time convenient to 
yourself after consideration, as to the proper time at 
which explanations of vote are to be given. Today, we 
have had a number of explanations of vote, all given 
before the vote was taken, and in a situation like that 
it comes very close to reopening the general debate. 
Certainly, when I first came to this Parliament, the 
explanations of vote were always taken after the vote. 
The Rules of Procedure do not, I think, refer to an 
explanation of vote sub nomine, but it does seem to 
appear from Rule 31 (2) : 

a Member who asks to make a personal statement shall 
be heard at the end of the discussion of the item of the 
agenda being dealt with, 

that that is prima facie authority for the proposition 
that explanations of vote should be taken after the 
vote is taken. It certainly was the custom ; if it is no 
longer the custom, I think the Parliament should 
know the reason why. 

President. - I shall reply first of all to the question 
raised by Mr Cunningham. By all means he can take a 
particular criterion to explain why he is voting against, 
and no one can prevent him from doing so. I had the 
impression that he was not saying, I am voting against 
because I am opposed to Amendment No 6, but that 
he was reopening the debate on the article concerned, 
and that is why I enjoined him to keep to the point. 
However that may be, my reply to his query is that 
obviously an explanation of vote may be made even 
when it is based on a single article. 
As regards Sir Derek Walker-Smith's question, apart 
from customs that may be peculiar to the parliament 
from which he comes, I see that the Selected Texts, 
on the application of Rule 26 of the rules of Proce
dure, concerning the voting procedure in plenary 
sitting, speak, in paragraph 3, of a 

vote on each paragraph of the resolution, preceded by 
vote on any amendment tabled to that paragraph ; where 
an amendment is rejected, a formal vote on the para
graph in question ; ... 

in paragraph 4, of 
any explanation of vote ; ... 

and, in paragraph 5, of a 
vote on the resolution as a whole and thereby on the 
entire matter on which Parliament was consulted. 

In the absence of a contrary interpretation (the matter 
could, incidentally, be examined by the Committee 
on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions), I therefore 
consider that explanations of vote must be made 
beforehand, not only because they constitute state
ments of a personal character but also because they 
may help to influence the votes of other Members. 

I call Mr Hughes on a point of order. 

Mr Hughes. - Mr President, earlier today the House 
voted to hold an urgent debate on the culling of seals. 
Since then, with the arrival of the newspapers from 
the United Kingdom, we have learned that the 
Minister of State for Scotland, the Minister respon
sible, has agreed to review the situation. As this is 
exactly what the motion for a resolution requested, is 
there any means whereby we can avoid holding the 
urgent debate ? 

President. - In my view, Mr Hughes, your argument 
fails to justify a reconsideration of what we have 
decided. In fact, a debate in this Parliament this 
evening would be opportune precisely because a 
review of the situation is taking place in the country 
concerned. I see no reason why we should defer the 
matter. However that may be, if you make a formal 
request, I shall put it to the vote. 

I call Mr Hughes. 

Mr Hughes. - I am reluctant in the absence of my 
colleague, Mr Dalyell, to make such a formal request. 
I nonetheless, wish to record that it does seem a bit 
curious to debate something which has already been 
agreed in substance by the country concerned. But as 
Mr Dalyell is not present, it would be most ungracious 
to press for a vote. 

President. - In any case, a request for reference to 
committee can be made this evening by the author of 
the motion, that is, by Mr Dalyell. 

I call Mrs Dunwoody on a point of order. 

Mrs Dunwoody. - Mr President, I wonder if you 
would be kind enough to draw to the attention of the 
Commissioner concerned that I have sat through 
every committee meeting on this directive, and I 
repeat that it is utterly unacceptable, and my views are 
based on the content which I have studied at quite 
inexhaustible length. 

President. - I do not think that the Commissioner 
wanted in any way to doubt the earnestness or since
rity of your contribution to the debate. 

Mrs Dunwoody. - In that case, sir, I am very 
grateful to you for your interpretation of what the 
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Commissioner says, but I would not like my words to 
be misunderstood. I know exactly what is in this direc
tive and I regard it as quite indefensibly racist. 

President. - I call Mr Vredeling. 

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. -
(NL) I conclude from this that I reacted correctly to 
what the Member said. 

8. Directive on Equal Treatment for 
Men and Women 

President. - The next item is the oral question with 
debate (Doc. 336/78) tabled by Mrs Dahlerup, Mrs 
Dunwoody, Mr Adams, Mr Kavanagh, Mr Lezzi, Mr 
Albers, Mr Cot, Mr Dondelinger, Lady Fisher of 
Rednal, Mrs Krouwei-VIam, Mr Schreiber and Mr 
Vanvelthoven, to the Commission : 

Subject: Application of Directive (76/207/EEC) (I) on 
the implementation of the principle of equal 
treatment for men and women as regards access 
to employment, vocational training and promo
tion, and working conditions 

Given that the 30-month period laid down in the first 
subparagraph of Art. 9 of the above-mentioned directive 
has elapsed, will the Commission state : 

I. What laws, regulations and administrative provisions 
have been put into force in the various Member States 
and notified to the Commission, and on what dates ? 

2. For each Member State, details concerning these laws, 
regulations and administrative procedures, referred to 
in Articles 3 (2) (c) and 5 (2) (c), contrary to the prin
ciple of equal treatment, which were regarded as neces
sary for protection ? 

3. The results of any examination or first revision, of 
these laws, regulations and administrative provisions 
carried out in accordance with Art. 9 (I) undertaken in 
any of the Member States ? 

4. How it intends to ensure and facilitate the collection 
of information from the Member States necessary for 
the drawing-up of its report on the application of this 
directive for the Council ? 

President. - I call Mrs Dahlerup. 

Mrs Dahlerup. - (DK) Mr President, the debate 
requested for today by members of the Socialist 
Group concerns the Council directive of 9 February 
1976. 

This directive stipulates that equal treatment for men 
and women as regards access to employment, voca
tional training, promotion and working conditions, 
must be implemented now throughout the Commu
nity. The directive is therefore an important one and 
has been in force now for two and a half years. It 
requires the introduction of legislation in the Member 
States to translate into reality the principle of equal 
treatment for men and women. 

The deadline for the introduction of this legislation 
was 9 August 1978. By that date the Member States 

should have forwarded to the Commission details of 
the legislation they had introduced. The Member 
States then have two years in which to send the 
Commission all the information necessary to enable 
the Commission to draw up a report on the applica
tion and implementation of the directive. 

What I myself and the members of my group are 
most interested in hearing about at the moment is the 
actual legislation. We would like to know whether 
legislation has now been introduced in all the 
Member States. We have given the Commission two 
months since the expiry of the deadline so we expect 
full and detailed answers to our questions. 

We wish to know the following: What laws have been 
put into force in the Member States and on what 
dates ? Furthermore - and we regard this as a very 
important point - we want specific details of the 
nature of the exceptions referred to in Article 2 (2), 
which gives a Member State the right to exclude from 
the scope of the directive certain occupations where 
the sex of the worker constitutes a determining factor. 

In our question we have asked for details of any laws 
contravening the principle of equal treatment - laws 
which, at one time, were regarded as necessary mr 
protection - and for particulars of all revisions and 
amendments to such laws. The directive stipulates in 
this connection that the Member States are periodi
cally to assess the occupational activities referred to in 
Article 2 (2) in order to decide, in the light of develop
ments, whether there are telling reasons for main
taining these exceptions. 

It is left to the Member States to notify the Commis
sion of all the results of such exceptions. Can the 
Commissioner tell us whether any Member State has 
yet done this and does he expect that any will ? 
Would it not have been more appropriate for the 
Commission to draw up a plan for the abolition of 
such discrimination and, at regular intervals, to ask 
the Member States for a progress report ? 

Another important point in connection with this 
directive is that it is without prejudice to measures to 
promote equal opportunities for men and women, 
where positive measures of this nature can remedy 
existing inequalities that adversely affect women's 
opportunities on the job market. 

How many countries - and which ones are they -
have taken positive legislative initiatives of this nature, 
and what creative proposals and ideas has the Commis
sion provided by way of stimulus ? 

How many countries - this is also something we 
would like to know - have taken steps to ensure that 
women can remain on the job market and not - as 
we know is the case at present in a number of coun
tries - be forced to leave working life on worse terms 
and at different ages than their male colleagues ? 
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Another question with very direct reference to the 
Commission is : How does the Commission intend to 
ensure that the directive is implemented in its own 
departments and at how rapid a pace ? I would refer to 
information I have recently received from the 
Commission showing that a total of nine AI posts 
were filled -: either through new appointments or 
promotion - during the five years from 1972 to 
1977, none of them with women. Fourteen A2 posts 
have been filled, one of them with a woman. 34 A3 
posts have been filled, none of them with women. 207 
A4 posts have been filled, 34 of them with women. 

What are the Commission's plans in this connection? 

Lastly, we would like to ask how the Commission 
intends to collect all the information necessary to 
enable it to prepare its report for the Council. A 
second question that inevitably arises in this context 
is : How will the Commission perform all the tasks 
necessary for implementation of this directive ? The 
directive comes under the responsibility of the bureau 
for questions concerning women's employment. 

I am not sure exactly whether the number of staff at 
present employed at the Commission is 8 000 or 
10 000, but I do know for certain that the Commis
sion has felt able to spare only one official and one 
secretary for this particular task, i.e. to the bureau for 
questions concerning women's employment. I must 
say that, in my group, we are very worried about this. 
We feel that the bureau should be expanded and 
given adequate staff to enable it to perform its various 
tasks effectively. The Commission has, in the past, 
merely confined itself to a number of extremely vague 
and abstract comments on this point, but I and some 
of my colleagues in the group have tabled an amend
ment to this year's budget, seeking at least to give the 
women's bureau a chance to carry out its work. 

I hope that the Commission's answers to us will be 
detailed and I hope they will be satisfactory. There are 
thousands and thousands of women wanting to know 
- and wanting to know now - what this Commu
nity, in which they are actively encouraged to show a 
democratic interest, has done to improve their lot. 

A great many promises have been made. Very little 
has been achieved. Headway must be made if interest 
is to be aroused among women for the Community, 
and extra effort and progress are required if women 
are to enjoy the same opportunities as men in this 
Community. 

IN THE CHAIR : MR DESCHAMPS 

Vice· President 

President. - I call Mr Vredeling. 

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission.
Mr President, may I begin with a word of appreciation 

for the Members who have taken the initiative of 
tabling this oral question because it concerns a subject 
to which public attention cannot be drawn too often. I 
find it encouraging that a debate should be held in 
Parliament shortly after the expiry of the time limits 
laid down in the directive on equal treatment of men 
and women. I hope that Parliament will continue in 
the same spirit. 

The text of the directive stipulated that the legislation 
concerned should have entered into force in the 
Member States on 12 August this year. The date set 
was thirty months after entry into force of the actual 
directive. In answer to the question put to the 
Commission, I am able to give you the following infor
mation on the state of affairs in the Member States on 
12 August of this year - since when we have received 
no new details. From Italy, law No 903 of 9 
December 1977 had been reported to us; from the 
United Kingdom, the Sex Discrimination Act of 12 
November 1975, from Denmark, law No 161 of 12 
April 1978, from Belgium, Title 5 of the law of 4 
August 1978 and from Ireland the Employment 
Equality Act of June 1977. 

That is the full list from which you will see that three 
Member States, the Federal Republic, the Netherlands 
and Luxembourg, have still not reported. Because 
these three countries have still not met their obliga
tion of informing us of the position in them as of 12 
August, I have arranged for a letter and be sent to the 
Governments of these three Member States this week 
to remind them of their obligation. 

We are now engaged in an analysis of the legislation 
reported to us. I must point out that the evaluation of 
the texts submitted to us is complicated to some 
extent by the fact that, as the Honourable Member has 
himself indicated at two points in the question, 
certain elements may be found in the legislation 
which conflict with the principle of equal treatment 
- but these elements are motivated by protective 
intentions. 

Now this is where the difficulty lies : the Member 
States have been granted a longer period than the 
thirty months in the case of protective measures, and 
this period does not expire until the end of the total 
permitted time of four years, i.e. in February 1980. 
The Member States are required to adapt their provi
sions before then but in the case of the protective 
provisions which the directive also stipulates must be 
adjusted, the final date is not 12 August this year. 

I must say that we already have a strong suspicion that 
certain provisions in the legislation that we have 
already received do not entirely accord with the prin
ciple of equal treatment. We are looking into this, and 
as soon as our investigations are complete we shall 
take immediate action if our suspicions are confirmed. 
We shall then take all the necessary measures to 
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ensure a rapid revision of the deficient legislation. For 
this purpose we shall make use of all the possibilities 
held out to us by the Treaty. 

As I have said, the directive fixes a different date for 
statutory provisions with protective effect than for the 
adjustment of legislation as such ; the time limit in 
this case is four years after publication of the directive. 
This means then that the Commission must be 
informed on 12 February 1980 of amendments to 
existing protective provisions which are no longer 
permitted from then on. 

I hope that the Member States are now actively 
pursuing the adjustment of their legislation and of the 
measures existing in this particular area. They will 
certainly have to give their attention to the matter. I 
firmly intend to approach the Member States again in 
the foreseeable future in order to enquire whether the 
adjustments which they are required to make will in 
fact be carried out in good time. They will have to 
bring preparatory measures into force to ensure that 
the adjustments are made in time and that such new 
statutory provision as is necessary is also made. 

In addition to the protective measures which can at 
present be encountered in this legislation, there are a 
number of other exceptional provisions. I would point 
out at once that the boundary between protective 
measures on the one hand and exceptional measures 
which are not in fact permitted is very difficult to 
draw. Great care is necessary here, particularly because 
- as I have already pointed out - when we believe 
that national provisions conflict with this directive we 
shall not hesitate to go to the highest judicial authori
ties to see that the directive is implemented. But to do 
this we must be perfectly sure of the facts, because if 
we were to report a case and bring it before the Euro
pean Court of Justice only to lose our action, that 
would do more harm to the cause of equal access to 
employment for women than if we set about our work 
more carefully. 

In Italy, possible infringements of the principles of 
the directive are permitted in the case ok.particularly 
strenuous work as described in the corresponding 
collective employment agreement. In addition, sex-rel
ated conditions for the exercise of a profession are not 
considered discriminatory in the case of professional 
activities in such areas as fashion, the arts or the 
theatre. 

In the United Kingdom, exceptions apply to occupa
tions and functions in the church and army, in 
domestic employment, in undertakings with less than 
five employees and whenever a profession is closely 
bound up with the sex of its incumbent. In the 
United Kingdom there are also certain measures 
designed to protect women in employment. 

France has a number of statutory protective provisions 
applicable particularly to women ; these provisions 
relate to days off work, working and rest times,- night 
work and certain kinds of unusually strenuous work. 

In Denmark, the Minister of Labour, after consulting 
the committee on equality of treatment, may make an 
exception from the principle of equal treatment if the 
sex of the worker is a determining factor in the exer
cise of an occupation. 

In Belgium, exceptions may be made from the prin
ciple of equal treatment by Royal Decree taken in 
consultation with the committee on women's employ
ment and/or other specialized bodies ; this may be 
done in particular in cases where sex is a determining 
factor in the exercise of a particular occupation. Other 
exceptions relate to the protection of workers, e.g. in 
the case of strenuous activities. 

That brings me to Ireland - the last Member State 
on which we have information at our disposal at 
present. In Ireland there are exceptions relating to 
occupations in the armed forces, police and prison 
service. Family concerns are also excluded and special 
provision is made for occupations in the case of which 
the worker's sex is a determining factor. 

To avoid any misunderstanding, let me make it clear 
that I have merely listed the facts of the situation 
without making value judgments. We have sim~ly 
reproduced the information reported to us by the 
Member States. We are now ascertaining whether all 
this accords with the directive, and that will naturally 
take time. I have already referred to the Commission's 
own activities and to our cooperation with the social 
partners in the examination of protective provisions 
and the necessary statutory changes. However, we also 
remain heavily dependent on the very important 
contribution which the national parliaments could 
make by exerting pressure on all concerned in order 
to ensure that the activities necessary for adaptation to 
the directive are put in hand and compled as speedily 
as possible. 

As to the fourth question put by the Honourable 
Members, I am able to inform you that the existing 
network of independent and expert informants in the 
Member States will be further extended. Knowledge of 
labour law will be vital here - although it is a very 
complex subject - as will familiarity with the posi
tion of women on the employment market. A great 
deal of attention has been given in the press to the 
entry into force of this directive early in August. I 
think that this too is of great importance because 
while the cooperation of experts and of the union 
movement is essential, it can never be sufficient on its 
own. A great deal depends on the activities of both 
individual working women and women's organiza
tions. The greater the publicity given to this directive 
the more we can expect the women directly 
concerned to insist on its implementation, or so I 
suppose. We naturally need the strongest possible 
national legislation for this purpose. I have already 
said that the Commission will do all in its power to 
help. 
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In answer to Mrs Dahlerup's question as to whether 
the Member States have notified the introduction of 
exceptional measures, I can tell you that the six 
Member States which have reported their legislation 
have also drawn attention to certain exceptions. We 
are now studying their reports. This whole subject 
requires very serious and detailed study ; it cannot be 
dealt with overnight. Mrs Dahlerup asked whether the 
Member States will provide more detailed information 
if we ask them to do so. I take it for granted that if 
our study of the Member States' answers shows further 
information to be necessary, the Member States will 
provide that additional information too. I have already 
told you which Member States have notified us of 
their legislation and of possible adjustments to it. 

Mrs Dahlerup also asked how many countries have 
taken positive steps towards bringing their legislation 
into line with the directive and measures in the area 
of equal access to employment as stipulated in the 
directive. I cannot give you a precise answer because 
that would amount to a value judgment on the 
measures which the Member States have reported to 
us. This matter is far too complicated for me to make 
a final assessment of the highly complex legislation 
reported to us only two months after we have received 
it. We need more time for this. If I were now to make 
a final assessment, I should rightly be accused in 
some quarters of superficiality in my judgments. 

The Honourable Member also asked whether, in the 
present economic situation, women are more badly 
placed on the labour market than they were a few 

·years ago. That at least was how I understood her ques
tion. The answer is a very definite yes. Women are 
confronted at present with far worse conditions ; rela
tively speaking their situation is worse than that faced 
by men. This holds good for both young and older 
women. Women are relatively speaking extremely 
hard hit by unemployment : women account for no 
less than 40 % of the registered unemployed and I 
have the firm impression, which I believe will be 
confirmed by all the experts, that unregist~red unem
ployment is far higher among women than among 
men. 

Mrs Dahlerup also asked how the Commission can 
guarantee full application of the directive and whether 
it is even being fully applied at the Commission itself. 

I noted with interest Mrs Dahlerup's question - it 
was, I think, a written question. I have also seen a 
comparison of the number of years for which women 
have held relatively high posts at the Commission and 
I am bound to admit, in all honesty, that in this 
respect the Commission is in the same position as 
similar institutions, Governmnt departments and so 
on. The number of women occupying senior positions 
in business life, in the civil service and at the Commis
sion is always relatively low. You only find that 
women are over-represented when it comes to func
tions such as cleaning the buildings ! 

If Mrs Dahlerup put her question with a view to high
lighting the social problem of women in this area I 
can only endorse the point made in her question. It is 
perfectly true that men hold a dominant position in 
senior posts. I belong to a group of thirteen Commis
sioners and not one of them is a woman ! I seldom if 
ever meet women from the Member States at Council 
meetings, although it is true that you sometimes find 
women at the meetings of the Council of Ministers of 
Public Health. 

It is therefore true that women are very poorly repre
sented in senior posts throughout our society. The 
Commission is no exception, and this is not really 
surprising given that the Commission reflects the 
social situation as it exists today. I am not making 
excuses but only explaining the facts. This will of 
course have to change : on that point I agree 
completely with the Honourable Member. 

I have also been asked when the report which we are 
preparing will be submitted to the Council. The dates 
have been fixed : the directive stipulates that the 
report must be presented to the Council in August, 
1981. But that does not mean that we shall stand idly 
by in the meantime. I have already told you that we 
are sending reminders to the Member States which 
have not yet replied. I have also pointed out that we 
shall continue to keep ourselves informed of adjust
ments to legislation between now and the expiry of 
the period fixed in the directive. 

Finally there is the problem of manpower. How are 
we to solve it ? This is a weak point at the Commis
sion, a very weak point indeed. We are experiencing 
very real difficulties as regards staff strength. We are 
terribly understaffed, not only to deal with the 
problem of women but also in respect of practically 
every other subject which falls within the Commis
sion's responsiblility and on which a Community 
policy has to be developed. In my own Directorate
General we find ourselves in the same boat, except 
perhaps that our understaffing is even more painfully 
apparent, because our Directorate-General for Social 
Affairs and Employment is responsible for esta
blishing new forms of policy which did not exist previ
ously. I can thus only confirm that our staff strength 
is very modest to handle all our tasks, and I hope that 
Parliament will give us its support when proposals 
relating to the staff complement are put to the 
Council. If we could obtain more staff some of them 
would certainly go to the department responsible for 
following up the implementation of this directive. 
This is necessary because the directive on equal pay 
and equal access, together with the directives on 
which we are at present working in the area of equal 
social security treatment, is of central importance to 
half of the population - the half which by definition 
is made up of women. Had we been concerned with 
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the other half of the population, men, then I am quite 
sure that, to put it modestly, at least 75% of what we 
are asking for women would long since have been 
achieved ... 

President. - I call Lord Bruce of Donington to 
speak on behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Lord Bruce of Donington. - Mr President, my 
group is very grateful to Mrs Dahlerup for having 
drawn Parliament's attention to this question so soon 
after 9 August, the 30 months after the publication on 
9 February of the original directive. I must compli
ment the Commissioner, Mr Vredeling, on the report 
that he has given us. It is, however, of course subject 
to very considerable limitations. Quite clearly, with 
the staff at the Commission's disposal for this specific 
purpose, it is not possible for the Commission, at this 
stage to give Parliament anything more than a very 
general indication of what is happening. 

The requirements of the directive itself were quite 
specific and quite definite. And I would rather have 
hoped to have heard from the Commission what 
reason has been given by the three Member States that 
are in default, with their reports. The directive is 
specific : the Member States shall put into force the 
laws, regulations and administrative provisions neces
sary in order to comply with this directive within 30 
months of its notification and shall immediately 
inform the Commission thereof. Well, Commissioner 
Vredling knows which Member States are in default. 
What explanation has been given for the default ? 
And I do observe 'en passant' that the President-in-Of
fice of the Council that signed this directive on the 9 
February 1976 was none other than the representative 
of the Grand-Duchy of Luxembourg, who is himself 
in default in this matter. Mr President for this direc
tive to become effective, it is quite clear that there has 
to be very continuous monitoring, that there has to be 
a detailed examination by the staff of the Commission 
- not only of the notifications given to it by the 
Member States as to the progress of their legislation, 
but of the legislation itself. All nine Member States are 
democracies. They all publish their legislation. They 
do not have to send it to the Commission : the 
Commission can buy it at the bookstalls. They can see 
what legislation has been passed, and their task is to 
see, without waiting for notification from the Member 
States, whether or not it does in fact comply with the 
provisions of the directive. You cannot do that with 
two staff on the Commission. 

Now Mr Vredeling said that the Commission itself 
welcomes the initiatives that have been taken to see 
that is was provided with more staff for this purpose. 
No doubt he does. He should have talked to his 
colleague, Mr Strasser, of the budget and control 
section of the Commission, because I have a distinct 
recollection when moving certain amendments to staff 
for specific directorates, or specific directorates-gen-

era!, in the Commission, Herr Strasser was extremely 
cagey about this and said, of course, the Commission 
will not tolerate any intervention by Parliament in the 
way it organizes its affairs. In other words, the 
Commission was not prepared to accept a position in 
which Parliament made certain stipulations as to 
where the increased staff should go. So Mr Vredeling 
has got a problem on his hands. It may well be that 
Parliament may decide to agree to the increased staff 
that are required, not only in this field, but in quite a 
number of others which will be the subject of a later 
debate. What he has got to be careful of is that these 
are not cannibalized immediately and put in other 
directorates-general by a Commission which of course 
is completely male-dominated, as he has said. 

Mr President, on behalf of my group, I do not speak 
in this Parliament this afternoon, in what is popularly 
called 'the feminist cause', whatever that may mean. 
What I do know is this, that the progress of civiliza
tion in the world has marched at almost precisely the 
pace at which the emancipation of women has in fact 
been achieved. And that the greater freedom of 
women, the establishment of their role and of their 
status, has marked the progress of human freedom in 
the democracies themselves. It is not a purely female 
problem. It is a problem for us all, because freed _m 
and opportunity are indivisble and ougth to take no 
account of either the sex or indeed the race of the 
person or the persons concerned. Mr President, we 
have made very considerable strides over these past 
few years - in fact over the past 50 years - in the 
field of education. As I came to this Parliament this 
morning, I passed by a school along the side road 
leading from my hotel. And I saw very roughly equal 
numbers of girls and boys that were undoubtedly 
going to receive equal education and are probably of 
equal or average ability. What we have to ensure 

President. - I call Mrs Squarcialupi to speak on 
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mrs Squarcialupi. - Mr President, I should have 
liked to speak at greater length on the topic of equal 
treatment for women but I do not wish to go beyond 
my speaking time and shall therefore confine myself 
to essentials. 

I have followed the progress of legislation in my own 
country on equal work opportunities for women and 
listened to the comments which more conservative 
circles had to make on a bill which was launched at a 
time of severe economic crisis. The bill was looked 
upon as an encroachment by women at a time when 
male workers too were faced with serious difficulties. I 
take the opposite view, believing that the most 
suitable time is a time of serious crisis, when the new 
status of women in working life should not take on 
the appearance of a forced entry but be seen as a natur
ally occurring change in working life and in society. 
If, therefore, we must resort to legislation to combat 
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the sources of discrimination, which spring mainly 
from tradition and custom, we must accept the argu
ment that discrimination is at its most serious in 
times of ec()nomic and social crisis and employment 
shortages. I have before me the unemployment figures 
for the month of August 1978 : the biggest increase in 
the unemployment figure of six million compared 
with the previous year was to be found among 
women, who account for 44 % of the total jobless 
figure. Those figures should make us think. They 
should make us think because, when it comes to 
equal treatment for women at work, the Commission 
should not simply assume the role of a notary and 
take note of what is being done in the Member States, 
nor should it confine itself to the role of a judge, 
passing comment on the discrimination still 
contained in legislation. What the Commission must 
do is to come to grips with the major economic issues 
in order to combat unemployment : those issues 
include investments, programming, intervention by 
the public sector alongside the private sector and the 
coordination of Community funds. There is a further 
issue with which we are concerned and which the 
Commission is now debating ; I refer to the redistribu
tion of work. We feel that with the situation as it is 
today, all that women can expect from a redistribution 
of work are the leftovers, the less skilled jobs and I am 
thinking particularly of part-time work. 

I should like to make a further comment on the 
policy required to help women to campaign effec
tively against discrimination at work. The policy I 
refer to relates to information. We know that an unin
formed person is a subject and that an informed 
person is a citizen. Well then, we wish to see women 
considered as citizens and properly informed. When 
the Commission submitted its report to Parliament, 
proposing that effective means be found to keep 
women in the Community properly informed of the 
major developments that concern them, we felt that 
this need for continuous information could best be 
fulfilled through women's associations and the 
women's sections of the political parties etc. This is 
the only way in which the women's movement can 
present a united and solid front on the labour market. 
Until now, the market has discriminated against them 
and we feel that legislation would help to remedy this 
situation. However, until such time as the employ
ment basis is extended, we feel that women will be 
forced to contend with further difficulties before the 
serious problems which face them in working life are 
resolved and before the laws designed to abolish 
discrimination against than are fully implemented. 

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

Mr Yeats. - Mr President, I am very glad that this 
debate is taking place today, as the principle of equal 
treatment and of equal access to promotion and 
training is one of fundamental importance. It is a prin-

ciple, I suppose that is now accepted universally, but 
it is very far from existing universally in practice. We 
do also, of course, face considerable difficulties with 
the full implementation of the earlier directive on 
equal pay. This directive has now been in force for 
several years, and its actual effect to date, at least in 
my country, has not been very great. But at least it can 
be said that the equal pay directive presents no really 
difficult problems of interpretation. Whether a man 
and a woman are in fact doing equal work and ther
fore are entitled to equal pay is a technical matter that 
can be solved by purely technical means, provided 
that there is a genuine will to reach a solution. Unfor
tunately, that genuine will is too often absent. We all 
pay lip-service to the concept of equal pay, but very 
little seems to happen, and we in this Parliament 
must continue to press the Commission to do much 
more than they have done up to the present to ensure 
that universal equal pay exists without any further 
unnecessary delay. 

The problem of equal access and opportunity, 
however, is a much more difficult one. It is very easy 
to say that women must have equal access to promo
tion, for example, but in any particular case, how is 
one to prove that there is discrimination ? Whereas 
with equal pay one can set up machinery to establish 
as a definite fact whether the principle applies in any 
particular case, with problems of equal treatment the 
matter is much less clear-cut. Who is to say whether a 
man was appointed to a position just because he was a 
man, or because he genuinely was the best candidate ? 
Equally, how is one to say whether rules laid down 
with regard to maximum weights that may be carried 
by women are a genuine reflection of their lesser phys
ical strength ? In most cases they may well be, but at 
least in some instances these rules have been laid 
down by men as a means of preserving their own 
monopoly of a particular economic activity. I read the 
other day, for example, of the case of a lady who had 
trained herself as a television technician, servicing tele
vision sets. She is apparently now employed by her 
firm in clerical work, because they said she would not 
be able to carry the heavy sets. I do not know. Perhaps 
she would, but pehaps the men on the job were not 
too keen to have a female colleague. These are 
problems, as I am sure the Commissioner well knows. 

There is some welcome evidence that progress is 
being made as a result of this directive. In airlines, for 
example, male stewards are now being employed 
where in certain cases only women were previously 
employed. On the other hand, women pilots are now 
at last being trained in a field always until now 
reserved in practice for men. 

It is now, Mr President, nearly l 00 years since the 
poet William Morris took a High Court action in 
London to establish the principle that a woman ought 
to be entitled to join a printers' union and so. be 
enabled to take part in the printing industry. He won 
his action. It was an historic action of the day. But at 
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the present time, almost a century later, can it be said 
that many women are employed in printing, either in 
the United Kingdom, or in Ireland ? 

I recently saw a copy of Das Orchester the German 
publication that is the most important periodical cate
ring for professional musicians in Europe. Of the 
several dozen advertisements in that journal listing 
vacant positons in orchestras, at least two-thirds were 
specifically reserved for men only. It is happenings 
such as this that make one wonder whether any really 
serious effort is being made to implement the prin
ciple of equal treatment and equal access of employ
ment for men and women. In this connection I would 
like to ask the Commissioner whether, for example, if 
I bring a copy to him of Das Orchester with these 
men-only advertisements, he will himself take action 
rather than rely on some member government to deal 
with it, because if so, I shall be happy to send him a 
copy. 

One must express the hope that the Commission will 
not be satisfied - and I am sure it will not - once 
national legislation has been safely enacted and all in 
conformity in due course with the terms of the direc
tive. The creation of law is one thing, its enforcement 
is quite another, and I think the Commission must all 
the time reckon with this unpalatable fact. Certainly it 
behoves the Commission to treat this entire matter 
not as one that will settle itself in due course but as a 
problem that must be dealt with and as a matter of 
urgency. We in this Parliament also have a responsi
bility. We frequently debate problems of deprivation 
of human rights throughout the world. We must be 
equally conscious of the deprivation of human right 
that occurs every time a woman is excluded from 
employment or from promotion, or whose working 
conditions suffer merely because of her sex. 

President. - I call Mrs Ewing. 

Mrs Ewing. - Mr President, I have very much 
enjoyed this debate. It is not particularly controversial, 
and I would like to say that I appreciated the Commis
sioner's answer to Mrs Dahlerup, whom I would like 
to congratulate on her excellent delivery of the points 
she made. 

I would like to take up first the Commission's rather 
wlnerable position with regard to its staff. The heart
rending problem of how they do not have enough 
people to help them could perhaps be solved very 
simply by employing another Commissioner - a 
woman - and putting her in charge of this 
programme. It is a serious enough matter to warrant 
it. It is a comparatively short time since women got 
the vote, and great strides have been made since they 
did. It took a war, as far as the United Kingdom was 
concerned, and the need for the work of the women 
- not the sudden enlightenment of the male sex -
to bring the original change about. That is my first 
suggestion. 

My second suggestion is perhaps a very practicable 
one to all the political parties in this Parliament. I 
could perhaps suggest when you look round this Parli
ament, that we cannot really blame the Commission 
too much. Because there are only ten women here out 
of 198. That must be somebody's fault; half the 
people in the world are women, and half, in my view 
anyway, of the talent in the world reposes in the 
female sex. So it must be the fault of the political 
parties in this House. Here we have a chance, Mr Presi
dent. Next year we are going to have a drastic change 
in this House. We are going to have direct elections. 
What is to stop each political group in this House 
recommending that half the number of its candidates 
should be women ? That would be a start to show the 
seriousness of the political group in this House. I may 
add that my party has made this party policy, at any 
rate if we can find four women willing - there are 
only eight seats for Scotland - to accept such an 
onerous undertaking. 

Mr Yeats asked : how do you prove discrimination ? I 
think that is a very fair question. I think the Commis
sion must be prepared, somehow or other, despite its 
staff problems, to get the answer to that question from 
the basic statistics. These must be readily available. 
There is a travelling exhibition going round Britain at 
the minute ; I happened to see it in my native city of 
Glasgow only on Sunday, Mr President, and it gave 
the whole history of the women's movement, and all 
the advances that have been made so painfully, inch 
by inch over the last years. 

Here are one or two facts from the United Kingdom : 
2 % of judges are women, as are 36 % of doctors -
but only 6 % are consultants ; 50 % of girls at school 
sit their 0-levels, the earliest serious exam, but a very 
much smaller percentage sit A-levels ; the engineering 
fraternity has to smile, because less than 1 % are 
women. I think the Commission has to look at these 
simple statistics. And that answers Mr Yeat's question. 
A simple look at the statistics for the senior posts in 
our professions shows how we prove discrimination. 

I would like to make another practical proposal. 
When the Commission are making their progress 
reports, as I think they indicated they were willing to 
do, in answer to Mrs Dahlerup, I would like to see the 
Commission really look at the problem of advice to 
school leavers, and ask all the Member States to 
provide information. Because they are simply not 
giving the same information, in the United Kingdom, 
to boys and girls. 

We have an ancient idea in UK tax law that husband 
and wife are one in the eyes of the law - except 
where it suits estate duty purposes, when all of a 
sudden they are two in the eyes of the law, because 
they pay double estate duty that way. I suggest it is 
time we threw away ideas of that kind, and treated 
everyone as an individual - for tax as for everything 
else. 
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These are just a few of the practical suggestions 
wanted to raise, and I do really commend to all the 
groups the proposal that half the candidates for direct 
elections should be of the female sex. 

President. - I call Mr Porcu. 

Mr Porcu. - Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
Articles 117-119 of the Treaty of Rome provided for 
an improvement in the situation of workers and the 
implementation by the mid-sixties of the principle of 
equal pay and treatment for men and women. 

The matter is still under discussion in 1978. We must 
face the fact that the situation has scarcely changed 
and at times, it has even got worse ; I could repeat, 
word for word, what my friend and colleague Marie
Therese Goutmann said in the debates on this very 
same topic in 1974, 1975 and 1976. 

In every Community country there are wide gaps 
between the gross industrial hourly rates paid to men 
and women : the gap ranges from 15 % to 40 % 
depending on the country. In France the overall gap 
between average annual wages is 33.4 %. Two thirds 
of the worst paid workers are women. Women at work 
are well and truly penalized and this is because 
employers discriminate not only in the matter of 
wages but also when it comes to job classification, 
qualifications, promotion and vocational training. 
Many of them still entertain the old notion that a 
woman's wage is money on the side. 

As to unemployment, the scourge of modern times 
and the capitalist system and one of the more obvious 
defects in the European Community, it is our women 
who are hardest hit. At the end of August, 2 600 000 
women were registered as unemployed in the nine 
countries of the Community. In actual fact, the 
number of women seeking jobs is very much higher. 
The emancipation of and equal treatment for women 
is one of the facts of contemporary life. If we are to 
satisfy this demand, we must recognize the right to 
work for all women and create social and working 
conditions tailored to their role as women, citizens -
and also mothers - and we must set up industries in 
the urban environment so that they ·can carry out 
their dual responsibilities. We also need to put an end 
to the discrimination which labels jobs for women as 
'female employment'. Of course, there are certain 
arduous jobs which they cannot perform but that does 
not mean that they should be restricted to office work, 
house work or sewing : they should be able to take up 
any occupation. 

Recently I was reading through the press reports that 
were written when the Common Market was inaugur
ated ; what a wealth of praise and promise ! The era of 
social progress, economic progress and full employ
ment had finally dawned ! twenty years on, we have 
exactly the opposite - economic recession, social 

regression and persistent unemployment - a sad 
anniversary indeed ! 

Must we say that the communists are not at all 
surprised ? Far from being the prophets of doom, we 
were right to say that for as long as Europe was caught 
up in the selfish interests of multinational monopolies 
- in other words in the profit motive - things could 
not be different. 

We cannot make do with declarations and directives; 
we must not have a mistaken belief in legislation 
which, under the present system, remains a dead 
letter, nor must we have it believed that it is all a ques
tion of prejudice or attitude. What we must do above 
all is to take such political and economic action as 
will allow legislation to be implemented. It is not a 
Community freed from the yoke of the multinationals 
and committed to satisfying the needs of the workers 
that will accomplish this task. It is a democratic 
Europe capable of wide-ranging initiative and the 
action of the workers themselves which will translate 
the principle of equality into effeciive practice. 

President. - I call Mr Halvgaard. 

Mr Halvgaard. - (DK) Mr President, 1t IS regret
table that the European Parliament should devote 
time to a debate on such a question, when there are 
Community problems of a much more far-reaching 
nature that urgently need to be resolved. 

It is no coincidence, of course, that it is the women 
members of Parliament that have raised this question, 
although I believe that it would be in the interests 
both of the women's movement as a whole and of the 
Community's standing in the Member States for Parlia
ment to concentrate more on the really serious 
problems. The EEC administration has enough impor
tant tasks to cope with concerning men and women. 
Staff shortages have also been mentioned. An attempt 
should therefore be made to apply a sensible system 
of priorities to the various tasks to be performed. 

Certain measures relating to this directive have already 
been implemented in Denmark and it should be 
common knowledge by now that pretty well the 
whole of the population - not least the women -
regard many of these measures set down in the direc
tive as either self-evident, pointless or downright ridi
culous. 

Irrespective of one's attitude to the feminist cause, 
anyone with a grain of common sense should be able 
to agree that directives and legislation of this kind are 
out of place in this forum, and it could therefore be 
wished that this directive and directives of a similar 
nature had never been adopted. My question is there
fore whether implementation of this directive cannot 
be postponed indefinitely. 

President. - I call Mr Albers. 
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Mr Albers. - Mr President, the European Commu
nity has taken active steps to promote the equal treat
ment of men and women. In itself, it is no bad thing 
for Parliament to put questions in order to find out 
how things stand with application of the directive, 
but, having regard to the importance of this issue and 
of the redistribution of labour and so on, it would, I 
think, be preferable for us to be regularly informed of 
developments. Looking at the unemployment figures, 
we find that in August this year 41.3 % of all the 
unemployed were women but, depending on the indi
vidual Member State, the precentage is sometimes well 
below the Community average and in other cases well 
above. 

It would therefore be interesting to determine through 
appropriate studies the reasons for this phenomenon 
and the contributory factors ; in the case of part-time 
work, for example, we already know that there are very 
considerable differences between the United Kingdom 
and the rest of the Community. It is therefore impor
tant to determine the policy reasons underlying this 
situation. 

I should therefore welcome it if the Commission 
would keep Parliament better informed on these 
matters than it has up to now, especially as many ques
tions are put on this point during meetings in prepara
tion for direct elections throughout the Community. 
The sitting Members of the European Parliament need 
to know how things are shaping out in this area. Direc
tives, recommendations and so on can bring certain 
results but the main action must come from the 
persons directly concerned. This holds good for the 
young unemployed and just as strongly in the case of 
equal rights for women. We often hear at our meet
ings that people are unaware of the possibilities. It is 
true that the press gave some attention last summer to 
the entry into force of this directive, but I think the 
Commission must itself make a greater effort to 
provide more information. In many Member States it 
is standard practice for the ministries or departments 
of social affairs to publish small folders explaining the 
rights of workers. It would be very useful if the 
Commission's information services could also regu
larly issue similar folders explaining existing rights. 
That would encourage action by the persons directly 
affected. 

I should like to put one final question bound up with 
these points : what is the present position as regards 
the proposal on equal security rights ? Is there any 
likelihood of its being adopted soon or must we 
expect it to remain with the Council for some time to 
come? 

President. - I call Mr Vredeling. 

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. -
Mr President, I think that my second speech can be 
quite short because I agree with most of the remarks 

that have been made. I shall therefore just make a few 
observations in response to various questions. Lord 
Bruce said that the Commission could itself make 
arrangements for a better distribution of its staff. 

In principle that is so, but if you have an overall staff 
shortage, as we do, you cannot plug one hole by 
opening another. That is the real problem : we have a 
shortage of staff right across the board. Especially now 
that we have prepared or are in the process of 
preparing directives, I hope that it will be possible to 
take account of the additional work involved in 
controlling the implementation of the directives in 
the Member States. We shall do all we can but the 
problem must be seen in the light of the overall staff 
shortage. We are confronted with the eternal cuts that 
the Council makes to the Commission's requests for 
appropriations. Parliament can of course help the 
Commission here, as it always has done in the past. I 
do not know what Mr Strasser said to the committee 
responsible. Lord Bruce seemed to suggest that Parlia
ment has nothing to say about the way in which the 
Commission employs its staff. I do not think that is 
entirely true. In general it is a wise policy to leave 
thing to the executive and not to tread on its toes ; 
that is quite true. But when you have a situation in 
which it is flagrantly apparent that certain activities 
cannot be carried out for lack of staff I think Parlia
ment is fully entitled to concern itself with the matter. 
That is perfectly normal. 

I thought it a pity that Lord Bruce could not finish 
his story about the schoolchildren because his 
speaking time was up. I was curious to see what he 
was driving at when he said that he saw the girls and 
boys going to school this morning. 

It is also a great pity that Mr Ye- •s is no longer with 
us now. I had also wanted to comment on his speech. 
Even though he is not in the House at the moment, I 
still want to say how much I admire the way in which 
he, as an Irishman, constantly speaks out in favour of 
equal treatment of men and women. It is far less easy 
to do that in Ireland than in the Netherlands or 
Denmark. I wanted to draw your attention to that 
point. He also referred to a German periodical 
containing advertisements for musicians where two
thirds of the posts were reserved for men. There you 
have a good example. If he wishes to report such cases 
to the Commission, so much the better. And if there 
is indeed discrimination in the matter of access for 
women to the particular profession something must 
be done about it. You know that we have to make 
certain reservations to ensure adequate protection for 
women but I find it hard to imagine that in this parti
cular case protection of women could be a relevant 
consideration. Of course we are dealing here with a 
directive, but that is a juridical consideration and not a 
matter of policy. In the case of a directive, the 
Member States must see to it that the legislation and 
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other conditions are suitably adjusted. We also keep 
watch on advertisements - we look at them ourselves 
and read the newspapers ; such staff as we have 
depend for their information in large measure on the 
press, especially the local press. We find all kinds of 
information there which is relevant to equal treatment 
or equal pay for men and women. I hope that Mr 
Yeats will send us the periodical containing the adver
tisement to which he referred. 

I want to thank Mrs Ewing for her stimulating 
remarks. She made several very good points. I was 
particularly struck by her reference to the guidance 
given to school-leavers. What kind of guidance is 
given to girls on the one hand and to boys on the 
other ? Here too there may be a certain inequality in 
treatment - that would not surprise me. I find it 
good to draw attention to these things. 

She also referred to direct elections and said that half 
the members of this Parliament should be women -
and indeed in any Parliament. Her observation was 
quite correct. But in fact Mrs Ewing answered her own 
question when she entered a reservation. She said that 
a great deal was being done in Scotland and that her 
party gave women a central role ; but then she made 
an important aside when she said 'if we can find 
them.' That at least is how I understood it : if women 
are ready to accept the onerous task. That is absolutely 
right, even if far from satisfactory. We have a vicious 
circle here. Women are relegated to the background 
in our society, to their families. They have to stay at 
home when their children are small but when their 
children have grown up the need for them to do so is 
less obvious. All these factors play a part. The problem 
is indeed reflected in the composition of this Parlia
ment and I think it good that Mrs Ewing has drawn 
attention to it. 

Mr Halvgaard said that the directive is highly desir
able but that we must never lose contact with reality. 
Well, as we see it, this directive brings us into particu
larly close contact with certain shortcomings in our 
society ; the same holds good for the directive on 
equal pay for men and women, and certainly also for 
the directive on equal access to employment as well as 
the directive which we are now drawing up on equal 
treatment in social security. 

That brings me to Mr Albers' question. The directive 
is now being considered but it is no easy matter. The 
technicalities are highly complex. Some countries 
already have special provisions. The Netherlands has 
general provisions for all its citizens while other coun
tries have different stipulations. We must try to bring 
this down to a common denominator. The transitional 
periods are very important here. But I do hope that 
we shall be able to make progress, however complex 
the subject. We are working very hard on it. 

Mr Albers proposed that a study should be made of 
the reasons for which unemployment among women 
differs so much from country to country. How easy it 
would be for a Commissioner to make a promise on 
this ! But such a study would have to fit in with our 
work as a whole. I shall certainly look into this later 
because I am also struck by the differences. Some
times, when you look a little closer, you find that the 
reason is very simple because the way in which the 
information is collected differs. I do not know 
whether that is a complete explanation but I promise 
the Honourable Member that I shall determine 
whether an analysis of the kind he asked for would fit 
in with our overall work programme. It is true that 
questions of this kind tend to be neglected. This is a 
source of some discrimination which is altogether 
unjustified. I also agree with Mrs Ewing that a discus
sion of this kind which steers clear of controversy, is 
nevertheless useful because it throws up a number of 
useful ideas and suggestions. 

President. - I call Mrs Dahlerup. 

Mrs Dahlerup. - (DK) Mr President, there is no 
reason to open a debate at this juncture. I wish to 
thank the Commission for the answers we have 
received, while also pointing out that I have not, in 
fact, received answers to all my questions. This may 
be due to interpreting difficulties; some of the 
Commissioner's answers would seem to point to this. 
I hope he will read the report of proceedings very care
fully when it appears and that we can, at a later date, 
receive answers to the points that were missed out 
today. 

I would, in addition, like to address a few words to 
those members who spoke in the debate yesterday -
with the obvious exception, of course, of Mr Halv
gaard. I would like to thank the rest of my colleagues 
in this House for the extremely positive way they 
approached the debate. In the midst of all the misery 
facing us today, it is at least a pleasant feeling to know 
that all the speakers - still with the exception of Mr 
Halvgaard of course - have shown a genuine interest 
in the achievement of equal treatment for men and 
women thoughout the Community. 

President. - The debate is closed. 

9. 1978 Community Tripartite Conference 

President. - The next item is the report (Doc. 
326/78) drawn up by Mr Albers, on behalf of the 
Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and Educa
tion, on the forthcoming 1978 Community Tripartite 
Conference. I call Mr Albers. 
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Mr Albers, rapporteur. - It gives me great pleasure, 
in my capacity as rapporteur for the Committee on 
Social Affairs, Employment and Education, to address 
you on the subject of the forthcoming tripartite confer
ence at which representatives of the employers and 
workers organizations, together with members of the 
national governments and representatives of the 
Commission, will be discussing the present growth of 
unemployment. These tripartite conferences were initi
ated in 1975 out of concern at the increase in unem
ployment and with a view to investigating ways of 
bringing about healthy and lasting economic growth. 

Three such conferences have been held up to now : in 
November, 197 5, in the summer of 1976 and again in 
the summer of 1977. We are now moving towards the 
fourth tripartite conference and the role which the 
European Parliament should play in this connection is 
not easy to define. Already in July I discussed the 
matter with Mr Vredeling and we did not agree on all 
points. Up to now the European Parliament has only 
had observer status at these conferences ; that fact is 
not without significance when we consider what is at 
stake here. In 1976 for example the Commission 
compiled a working document which noted that 
economic developments were unfavourable, that infla
tion and unemployment were too high, that the 
protectionist approach was illusory because it cannot 
bring improvements, that demand must be stimulated 
and inflation held down. That restructuring is neces
sary in certain sectors and regions, that particular 
attention must be given to the need of specific groups 
such as the young unemployed, women, the handi
capped and migrant workers and also that the possibil
ities of small and medium-sized undertakings must be 
investigated. In general, attempts must be made to 
create a better climate for new economic development 
and a reduction in unemployment. Parliament did not 
stand idly by since, in 1976, our colleague, Mr Glinne, 
put forward a number of suggestions in a detailed 
report on the basis of the social action programme 
which was received very favourably here in Parlia
ment. His proposals related to 'educational leave' for 
the purpose of acquiring new skills or training in a 
different occupation, to measures against tax evasion, 
to the compilation of genuinely comparable statistics 
and the need to strengthen the European Social and 
Regional Funds. His report also pressed for harmoniza
tion of regulations on early retirement, longer periods 
of annual leave, shorter working hours, control of the 
economy and the direction of employment opportuni
ties to areas where the need is greatest. Finally, Mr 
Glinn's report also gave attention to the humanization 
of work and to the possibility of public activities for 
industrial development purposes. We began to feel in 
1976 that the tripartite conference could lead to an 
effective structural approach. In those days we also 
heard pleas for better cooperation between the social 

partners and suggestions relating to the implementing 
bodies and institutions of the European Community. 

It therefore came as a great disappointment in 1977 to 
find that the structural approach was tending to be 
abandoned. Mr Santer was the rapporteur at that time. 
He presented a report before the conference was held 
and a second report afterwards in which he was 
obliged to point out - a fact that was confirmed by 
Parliament as a whole - that the constructive 
approach of 1976 had not been continued. There was 
in fact no dialogue. Lectures were given on generali
ties which are common knowledge, but it is quite 
obvious that lectures alone will not make for progress 
and the situation becomes even worse when the diver
gencies between the Member States are concealed 
behind general appeals for European solidarity which 
lead nowhere at all. In paragraph 6 of his report, Mr 
Santer asked for a review to be made of the position of 
the Economic and Social Committee and of the 
Standing Committee on Labour Market Affairs. I 
know that Commissioner Vredeling always refers to 
the Standing Committee on Employment, but its offi
cial title is still the Standing Committee on Labour 
Market Affairs. It is not a good name - but what's in 
a name ? We heard reference for the umpteenth time 
to joint working parties for each sector and to the 
making available of more financial resources as a 
response to the situation. During the 1977 conference, 
Commissioner Vredeling made a few proposals. He 
spoke of selective investments and selective policy. He 
referred to the role of the services sector and stressed 
the part to be played by the public authorities. The 
reduction of working hours was also discussed again, 
and further reference was made to the particularly 
difficult situation of women and young people and to 
the role of labour exchanges. Job placement was 
discussed, as was the whole problem of vocational 
training and retraining. But in reality the 1977 Confer
ence brought no concrete results, not one resolution 
could be adopted and the English chairman made a 
summary in order to bring out at the very least a few 
pointers for future policy. He mentioned the points 
with which we shall also be dealing today, namely the 
new division of labour and its consequences as regards 
cost price, efficiency and productivity in industry. 
Reference was also made to the creation of jobs in the 
tertiary sector, to the competitiveness of industry in 
the European Community under the new interna
tional division of labour and to the possibility that 
jobs may be lost because they are too expensive ; 
finally investment policy was discussed : should we 
step up profits to enable new jobs to be created ? 

The Commission thus had a great deal of work to do 
and it did not sit idly by. Quite clearly by presenting 
its working documents the Commission encouraged 
the social partners to arrive at suitable solutions. 
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One highly interesting document relates to the redis
tribution of available work : the Standing Committee 
on Labour Market Affairs has also been able to 
discuss this. In its opinion, that committee calls for 
closer cooperation between the government and the 
social partners in putting forward proposals with the 
broadest possible basis of acceptability, but at the 
same time without encroaching on the freedom of 
collective bargaining and giving the fullest attention 
to regional and social aspects. 
A second document has been put forward on the 
tertiary sector and the possibility of creating jobs in 
the public departments : that document has also 
been considered by the Standing Committee. 
Our Committee on Social Affairs has naturally also 
looked at these documents. It has, however, found 
that it is impossible to reach conclusions on this 
basis alone, since the two other documents dealing 
with the influence of investments on job creation 
and the role of the international division of labour 
have not yet been submitted. That is why we put on 
record our disappointment this summer and asked 
whether there was really any point in holding the 
tripartite conference. Was it not likely that another 
conference would be held which merely consisted in 
a series of lectures, as in 1977, and brought no 
concrete results ? As the rapporteur, I can tell you 
that we have considered these documents at several 
meetings ; the members of the Committee on Social 
Affairs have found the texts to be fragmentary and 
lacking in cohesion ; there is no overall view of the 
situation. The document on redistribution calls for 
an approach to the problem of overtime, but for 
many workers overtime makes up a substantial part 
of their income, and in countries such as Ireland 
and the United Kingdom, overtime is particularly 
important. Here too there are differences with other 
Member States. It has been noted that 'black work' 
is on the increase and that the role of part-time 
work differs from country to country. In the Euro
pean Community, part-time work represents 5 to 
6 % of all employment, while in the United States 
the corresponding figure is 17 %. 
The Committee on Social Affairs has ~iscussed the 
question of early retirement, but the problem here is 
that skilled personnel would then be lost from the 
production process in areas where it is just not 
possible to attract young replacements. Some 
members of the committee noted that the right to 
work might in fact be an illusory concept and it has 
even been said that the Commission's ideas are 
'worthless' : if unemployment benefits were abol
ished people would soon set to work. These views 
have been expressed in the Committee on Social 
Affairs. There is in short a good deal of confusion, 
but I must say that the lack of a summary docu
ment from the Commission can only encourage 
such confusion. 
In May, we compiled a detailed questionnaire 
because we wanted to know more about the redistri-

bution of work, shorter working hours and so forth. 
We have not received a clear and satisfactory answer 
to our questions. We held a hearing in September. 
The employers said that they had no interest in 
attending because the necessary documents were not 
available, while the unions stated that no views 
could be put forward in the absence of a summary 
document. 

Therefore, Mr President, and with this I shall 
conclude my introduction to the report, we are 
bound to e~press the fear - although I hope 
Commissioner Vredeling will be able to prove other
wise - that the tripartite conference in November 
will simply be an occasion for the expression of a 
number of platitudes without any clear line 
emerging, as it in fact now should. I want to make 
one more important point in this connection : when 
Mr Jenkins addressed us in January in his capacity 
as President of the Commission, he said that he 
would be treating Parliament as though it were 
already directly elected. Unfortunately, the practice 
leaves much to be desired in this respect. It will be 
necessary to strengthen Parliament's role very greatly 
in this whole area and for that purpose Parliament 
needs more information. There have been a number 
of discussions and a number of studies have been 
carried out on employment policy, on job placement 
services, and career guidance etc. but we in Parlia
ment do not know what the real results of these 
studies have been. I would urge most strongly that 
Parliament be informed of the results of such 
studies. 

I do not wish to give the impression here of crttl
cizing one particular Commissioner. The press will 
probably report me as saying that 'Commissioner 
Vredeling does not provide enough information' but 
that is not of course true. We have in fact received 
two interesting documents - but the other docu
ments to which I referred are still lacking. Mr Vred
eling may be very energetic, but I cannot suppose 
that he is able to present these documents on his 
own. Other Members of the Commission must also 
be involved. Therefore if criticism is the order of 
the day it must be directed at the entire Commis
sion and also at the Council of Ministers which may 
well not be doing enough to deal with these matters 
in a timely fashion. 

That brings me to another question : is it enough to 
express criticism and anxiety ? Clearly it is not 
because this whole affair must be seen against the 
general background of the European Community 
which will be facing a trial of strength next year 
with direct elections. It is therefore essential to 
interest the citizens of the Member States in the 
achievements of this Community and I am pleased 
to have been able to lay stress on a number of posi
tive points in my report. I have emphasized the 
improvement of the structures for consultation, some-
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thing which Parliament has repeatedly called for in 
the past. Clearly the social partners must play a 
greater role in the development of social and 
economic policy in the Community ; nobody 
disputes that need. We must also look at the way in 
which the Economic and Social Committee and the 
Standing Committee on Labour Market Affairs func
tion; we have the impression that there is room for 
improvement here. We have therefore urged the 
Commission to study these points and come up 
with proposals. Above all, it is essential to set up 
joint committees for the major industrial sectors 
which are facing difficulties at present. We feel that 
the Commission has a strong weapon in its hands 
here : whenever the resources of the Social Fund are 
to be used for the redeployment of labour the 
Commission should insist on the creation of such 
joint committees. 

Mr President, I have tried to give a more detailed 
explanation of the report and I hope that Parliament 
will view these observations favourably. 

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

Mr Lezzi. - (I) Mr President, sadly I must begin 
by saying that I share the disappointment expressed 
by Mr Albers over the limited - to use a 
euphemism - respect shown for Parliament by The 
Commission and the Council in relation to the 
forthcoming Tripartite Conference, especially so in 
view of the gravity of the present situation. I think 
that we should at least consider the role -
secondary though it may be - of Members of Parli
ament in the shaping of public opinion, particularly 
as regards the workers and especially in the face of 
certain difficulties that do not always affect all coun
tries simultaneously but - as is true of Italy -
come along some years later in countries with a 
much lower level of economic and social develop
ment and therefore with a less well-developed trade 
union structure. Consequently, the topics on the 
agenda of the second Tripartite Conference should 
give rise to an interesting debate, not just in this 
House but also in the course of the preliminary 
talks taking place in the Member States between the 
various trade union organizations. The interest of the 
debate will be centred around the measures that are 
certain to be introduced if we are to tackle the 
continuing crisis in the economy through invest
ment and development. 

On behalf of the Socialist Group I wish to express 
my appreciation of the report, which is yet another 
tribute to the competence and diligence of Mr 
Albers, and also to say that the salient points of the 
proposed policy, which will no doubt be endorsed 
by the Tripartite Conference, are as follows : 
increased investment; coordination of the economic, 
social and regional policies of the Member States to 
prevent the introduction of protectionist measures 
that would prejudice international division of labour 

and expansion of world trade ; sectoral aid to be 
restricted to modernization and restructuring 
programmes in those sectors affected by interna
tional redistribution of labour. 

I quite agree with Mr Albers when he says that we 
should avoid treating workers as objects and recog
nize them as individuals. We need to invest in 
measures designed to increase employment and 
improve working conditions. Workers should be 
allowed a say in the process of structural adjustment. 
Unless we change our attitudes, all our efforts to 
create the conditions for an economic revival, to 
keep down rising costs, especially wages, to improve 
the distribution of employment and to improve inter
national monetary stability so as to restore a 
semblance of order to investment decisions will be 
m vam. 

As we all know, 1978 marked the fifth year of crisis 
for the Western world. The target of full employ
ment is virtually unattainable with a rate of expan
sion of less than 5·5 %, as was pointed out by the 
UN Economic Commission for Europe, among 
others. 

In these circumstances it is dangerous folly to rely 
on economic revival, however necessary that may be, 
for an improvement of the employment situation. 
We are convinced, therefore, that before we can 
formulate an investment policy we need to discuss 
calmly all the topics on the agenda of the Tripartite 
Conference. Through detailed discussion of such 
things as working hours, leave, overtime, flexible 
working, moonlighting and so on we might be able 
to arrive at some solution to the employment 
problem. 

Nevertheless, the fundamental problem is still one 
of economic recovery. To put it another way, if the 
economy is allowed to continue to stagnate this will 
result not only in a furtber rise in unemployment 
but it will also bring with it other problems of a 
political and social nature. 

We must rely on an accelerated rate of expansion 
and on a greater adaptability of our economies to 
bring about higher levels of employment. Just such 
a strategy was presented in Bremen and Bonn, 
together with proposals for reducing the Commu
nity's dependence on external energy sources, for 
creating a more balanced international trade struc
ture and for mitigating the adverse effects of fluc
tuating exchange rates by the gradual introduction 
of a European monetary system. 

Given such a strategy, the tertiary sector could play 
an important part in providing a large number of 
jobs and, at the same time, help to fulfil certain 
social objectives. We should remember that since 
1960 this sector has been the main factor respon
sible for rising employment. One imagines that 
improved technology of the kind that is already now 
being introduced in this sector will have some effect 
on this phenomenon. 
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This strategy is based on the premise that the redis
tribution of employment can contribute effectively 
to more equitable sharing of the available work in 
the future. Of course a reduction in working hours 
cannot by itself have any effect without a restruc
turing of industry and without some degree of 
improvement in productivity. 

Undoubtedly a reduction in working hours would 
pose various problems in many sectors and regions 
and the costs could not be borne entirely by busi
ness. It is by no means easy to implement the 
universal right to work, given the uneven distribu
tion of employment between industry and agricul
ture, commerce and the tertiary sector. 

What we need now is a society which will give the 
organization of work a certain flexibility. This is 
essential not only to ensure that everyone can enjoy 
a minimum of well-being but also create for 
everyone an equal opportunity to develop on a civil, 
moral and political level. So many problems, from 
the emancipation of women through political and 
cultural education of the young to the lot of the 
elderly, are bound up with the problem of employ
ment. 

The state and the workers themselves must make 
their contribution, recognizing that full employment 
is a political objective as well as an economic one, 
and it cannot be attained with the likely rate of 
expansion. Moreover, it is difficult to deal with 
vandalism as long as we support an economic 
system which every year adds thousands upon thou
sands of our young to the already swollen ranks of 
our unemployed youth. 

- In a society that denies a large part of the popula
tion the right to work we should not wonder at the 
moral crisis that is pervading it or at the criminality 
that it engenders. 

What will we have achieved by the end of 1978 : 
And in the following years ? A string of questions 
come to mind : In what sectors, in what regions, 
with what sort of investments can we expect to 
increase employment ? What can we expect our 
Community institutions and the governments of the 
Member States to achieve in a reasonable span of 
time? 

What will be the effect of technological progress 
over the next few years on employment in general 
and on the industrial sector in particular ? 

To what extent would a reduction in working hours 
result in increased employment and, conversely, to 
what extent would it perhaps lead to an increase in 
moonlighting ? 

What would be the cost of this to business and 
industry ? Could it be achieved without a reduction 
in wages in real terms ? These and other questions 
should exercise the minds of everyone - experts 

and politicians alike - and spur us all to serious 
thought, research and constructive discussion. The 
drive for technological progress is such that, as we 
approach the year 2000, we should all be able to 
find a way of working a little less and so enable 
everyone - the young, women, the handicapped, 
people in depressed regions, people in the emerging 
nations - to do a productive job. 

If we place any value on work - and we do -
then the redistribution of wealth should ideally be 
brought about through the 'medium of employment. 
The only alternative to this is public assistance and 
this has been rejected by all : by the young, by the 
elderly and by the emerging nations. 

I endorse wholeheartedly Mr Albers's requests that 
Parliament be provided with immediate information 
on the current contacts between the national employ
ment departments and the Commission. I agree that 
there is a need for measures to improve the employ
ment market, to reduce the discrepancy between 
supply and demand and for employment and advi
sory services. I agree that there is a need to improve 
the structure of the consultative machinery between 
the Council, the Commission, the Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee on Employ
ment and I am in favour of extending the number 
of European joint committees of employers and 
workers, which was proposed by the trade union 
movement at the very first Tripartite Conference to 
cover all the main sectors in the European Commu
nity. 

On behalf of the Socialist Group, I endorse the 
Albers report and express the hope that the Tripar
tite Conference in November will provide some 
insight into the complex problems now facing the 
world of work, and guidance on how to tackle them. 

10. Agenda 

President. - Before calling the next speaker I 
should like to make a communication on the order 
of business. 

This morning Parliament decided to hold a number 
of urgent debates which it entered on the agenda 
for tomorrow, Wednesday, immediately after the 
debate on energy policy. In order to prevent this 
important debate from continuing too late, and in 
view of the impossibility of holding it over until 
Thursday, the President, in agreement with the 
chairmen of the political groups, proposes to allo
cate a total speaking time of four hours to the ques
tions or motions for resolutions on arms supplies, 
summer time, the Camp David meeting, the situa
tion in Lebanon and the situation in Nicaragua, on 
the understanding that these items will be dealt 
with separately. The four hours 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. 
and 5 to 6 p.m. will be allocated as follows : 
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Council : l hour 

Commission : 1 hour 

Socialist Group : 54 mins. 

Christian-Democratic Group (EPP) : 45 mins. 

Liberal and Democratic Group : 22 mins. 

European Conservative Group: 181/2 mins. 

Communist and Allies Group: l8 1/2 mms. 

Group of European Progressive Democrats : l 7 
mins. 

Non-attached Members : 5 mins. 

The remaining items could be taken from 6 00 p.m. 
onwards when Parliament would revert to normal 
speaking times and procedures. 

Are there any objections ? 

It is so decided. 

11. 19 78 Community Tripartite Conference 
(resumption) 

President. - The debate on the Albers report 
(Doc. 326/78) is resumed. I call Mr Vandewiele to 
speak on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr Vandewiele. - (NL) Mr President, I should 
first like to thank Mr Albers for his excellent intro
duction and above all for the ardour with which he 
repeatedly drew our attention, during the discussions 
in the Committee on Social Affairs, Employment 
and Education, to certain questions which have now 
come up for discussion. With his familiar tact, he 
succeeded in being fairly hard on the Commission 
without placing too much personal blame on his 
friend - and the friend of us all - Mr Vredeling. 

Mr Vredeling, I am going to address you too. That 
is somewhat unusual, but you were for many years a 
member of this Parliament - and are now back 
here again though in a different capacity - and I 
should really like to have heard you discoursing at 
length on a blue-print for a new employment 
policy. I should like to have heard a Vredeling 
speech to the Commission and the European social 
partners. I am sure that they would not have found 
it easy to reply to your proposals and questions. So 
I should like to echo Mr Albers' and Mr Lezzi's 
words by saying that if we now make certain 
remarks to the Commission they are not meant 
personally. Our remarks are directed at the institu
tions, which we expect to start doing something at 
last. Our group fully supports the Albers resolution. 
There is no doubt about that. We worked at it long 
enough to know what it contains. My only objection 
is perhaps that it is a little too long. But we agree 
with the concern it expresses at the fact that the 
Commission has not only not made adequate prepa
rations by a reasonable deadline but has not made 
any preparation at all for this debate. We had 

expected at least a document containing a few prop
osals. We know very well what making proposals 
means. They are usually scrutinized very critically by 
the social partners themselves, approached from 
various points of view and when they finally reach 
the Council the same problem arises again. So let us 
try to be realistic about this: 

Mr Luns recently made a statement which I find 
particularly appropriate. His words were as follows : 
'ladies and gentlemen, you are all entitled to your 
own opinions, but you are not entitled to your own 
facts'. I find it extremely gratifying to recall these 
words because here we are confronted with those 
facts. As you know, Mr Vredeling, it is extremely 
difficult to organize a Tripartite Conference. But 
why then are we holding it? Would it not be better 
to put it off for a couple of months if we have not 
come up with precise proposals. At the hearing with 
workers' representatives, with the European Trade 
Union Confederation, Mr Albers, Mr Lezzi, I myself 
and others put a number of searching questions to 
these gentlemen. From their answers we were forced 
to draw the conclusion that they had had great diffi
culty in reaching agreement among themselves on 
every detail of the measures to be taken. That is 
perfectly clear. But what then is the point of 
holding a Tripartite Conference ? I should like to 
read out to you what we said in the report on the 
previous conference. You will notice how nice it 
sounds if you print it only once. You cannot, 
however, repeat it the following year. 

At Community level mention must be made of the 
Tripartite Conference at which efforts were made to 
pave the way towards economic recovery by a better 
analysis of the problems and by the drawing up by the 
Commission and the Member States of a work 
programme to study specific structural problems which 
are hampering economic recovery. 

Please note the words 'study', 'research' etc. The text 
goes on: 

This involves in particular research into the possibility 
of introducing measures in respect of a new distribu
tion of labour, the role of the tertiary sector, the public 
sector, etc. At the same time the Commission has 
examined ways in which the measures relating to the 
employment of young people can be improved and 
made generally more effective. 

This is all written in the conditional mood, in 
connection with the previous Tripartite Conference, 
and we agree with it. Of course this cannot be 
produced out of the hat. We are not sorcerers' 
apprentices. But we cannot keep on saying that we 
are going to carry out research or make efforts to do 
such and such a thing. With direct elections coming 
up this is something we cannot get away with any 
more. Mr Albers stressed that quite clearly. we must 
be more precise, or else we must say : silence, on 
prepare! 
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In any case - and this is something on which we are 
in full agreement - we want the position to be 
perfectly clear as regards the principal features of our 
industrial policy in each individual sector. We 
recently held a meeting here - at which Mr Vred
eling was present - with representatives from the 
textile industry. At that meeting the workers' represen
tatives and employers' representatives were courageous 
enough to accept the fact that restructuring in the 
textile industry and in related industries would require 
sacrifices. And not only sacrifices of a financial nature. 
These measures will give rise to problems, particularly 
social ones, for a number of people. The same applies 
to shipbuilding and other sectors too. We know this, 
we have already said it several times, but we now 
expect that more than this should be said at the forth
coming Tripartite Conference. And if those concerned 
are not ready yet then I think they should wait. 
However, it is not for us to decide. What we are 
asking for is precise proposals. Admittedly, this is not 
easy but if we had a draft conclusion we could at least 
deliver certain opinions on the matter although they 
might not always be consistent. 

Let me give you an example, and I address this 
remark to the Commission. Is there agreement in 
Commission circles, and does the Commission expect 
there to be agreement in employers' and workers' 
circles, as to whether or not measures should be taken 
to reduce working hours, to limit overtime, to extend 
holidays and to extend part-time employment ? 
Everyone knows that this cannot all be done over
night. We know that. Some people want one thing, 
other people want something else, but most people 
want harmonization at European level. That is fine, 
but I think that it is the role of the Commission, 
unless things have changed, to take greater risks than 
this. I think the Commission must commit itself to a 
proposal. Parliament could then deliver its opinion on 
it. The Council can reject the proposal and send it 
back, but new proposals could then be made. We 
cannot keep going round in circles by considering 
and studying mere communications. 

I think that at the present time sonething more is 
called for. That point has already been made in the 
Glinne report and Mr Albers has made it again in his 
resolution. We are expecting that it will be empha
sized by the various sides that protectionism is no solu
tion, though we all know that certain measures are 
being taken at the present time. These measures are 
being euphemistically referred to as 'flexible forms of 
interventionism' or ways of securing certain temporary 
guarantees to ensure that the national industries are 
not hit too hard. In fact, however, this is protec
tionism, though nobody dare say so ! I would refer you 
to the report of mine that we discussed last month. 
We are clearly faced with a menace which is growing 
every day and which ultimately does not constitute a 
solution for Europe's workers. As Mr Lezzi rightly 

said, the only real solution is not Malthusianism -
that is my expression, not his - but greater expan
sion and greater development opportunities for our 
national and European industry. That is clear. We 
must be progressive, we must innovate. But this is 
something that must be clearly stated by the various 
parties. I am aware of the fact that this is not the sort 
of language usually used by workers' representatives. 
This is also true of particular sectors which are in 
jeopardy. Certain employers also sometines find it 
difficult to accept this kind of language. 

When one agrees with what has been said by the prev
ious speaker, one does not need to spend half an hour 
repeating the things one agrees with. I should simply 
like to emphasize one or two points. The most impor
tant of these, as was rightly stressed by Mr Albers, has 
to do with the problem of the structure of the consul
tative machinery, which he considers should be more 
differentiated. 

I should now like to put a question to the Commis
sion. Can we assume that we shall now be gradually 
establishing sectoral consultative structures, called 
joint committees in the Albers resolution, for all the 
main sectors ? Can the Commissioner now tell us 
anything further about this ? Does he think that this 
should be advocated at the Tripartite Conference ? 
Does he have the intention of doing so ? Hwever that 
may be, I think, and the other members of the 
Committee on Social Affairs agree with me, that these 
big, general conferences which try to treat all manner 
of subjects at the same time will be of very little prac
tical use in the future. We shall increasingly have to 
hold European consultations for shipbuilding, textiles, 
the footwear industry etc. That is why we urge that the 
European joint committees mentioned in the resolu
tion should stand out very clearly. 

I shall conclude with a reference to the Tindemans' 
report, which was prepared at great length with all 
Europe's trade union leaders. It was the outcome of 
discussion with heads of businesses, and with govern
ment officials from the various Member States. When 
I first came here I heard Mr Vredeling say in connec
tion with his blueprint for a social policy that if all we 
could make was an economic Europe it would never 
be anything worthwhile. We must also make a social 
Europe, not just a monetary Europe, a social Europe 
with which large sections of the population can really 
identify themselves. Now Mr Tindemans says the 
same thing and he in fact supports the proposal 
contained in our resolution when he talks about social 
policy. The Community's social policy must, in his 
opinion, express itself in specific measures which 
reflect at a European level the social objectives of our 
work. In connection with consultation he has said that 
the gradual transfer of certain decision-making powers 
in the economic field to European level corresponds 
to a development which has already occurred in 
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respect of big companies. We have known for a long 
time what multinational undertakings are, but we also 
know how difficult it is to bring about multinational 
talks between trade union leaders ! At present some of 
them want shorter working hours, others will not hear 
of that and want longer holidays instead. Yet others 
want part-time work systems to be adopted. They 
must all get together to coordinate their efforts so as 
to be able to speak with a single voice at the confer
ence. 

It is not our intention to put anyone in the dock. But 
we would ask the Commission to accept the chal
lenge. It must give the necessary impetus for a refur
bished policy in this area. We as Parliament have our 
job to do and I think that it is our responsibility -
and indeed the resolution makes this clear - to draw 
attention to the fact, for the sake of Europe as a 
whole, that a Tripartite Conference which merely 
repeats the same hackneyed phrases would do more 
harm than good. It must be properly prepared, it must 
lead to positive results and take account in its resolu
tions of what Parliament wants. We are after all repre
sentatives of the European people and we shall be 
judged according to our actions. Mr Lezzi has tabled 
certain amendments. I have pleasure in saying that if 
the rapporteur is in agreement with them my Group 
is inclined to support these amendments. 

IN THE CHAIR: MR YEATS 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Cifarelli to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) Mr President, the liberal and 
Democratic Group fully supports the report drawn up 
by Mr Albers and wishes to express its admiration for 
the way he has brought into focus the whole range of 
problems relating to this complex matter. 

I ought to say at the outset that, whereas normally our 
own views coincide pretty closely with those of the 
Commission, on this occasion we cannot hide our 
astonishment at the fact that even though the Council 
has given the green light for the Tripartite Conference 
the Commission seems to be undecided and down
right unforthcoming on the subject. We all know that 
in the present economic situation the problems are far 
too complex for a solution to be found simply by 
waving a magic wand and that the Tripartite Confer
ence is in real danger of turning into a dialogue of the 
deaf and of ending in the unilateral presentation of 
demands according to sector, or country, or even 
ideology. We need to prepare ourselves, therefore, for 
the possibility that the Tripartite Conference may 
come to nothing. In the face of this eventuality we 
have to define the points of reference, gather together 
objective assessments and incontrovertible facts and 
even suggestions so that the work of coordinating and 

motivating, of forcing the pace here and putting the 
brakes on there, which has always been the special 
function of the Community, can continue. What we 
are now asking the Commission to do is to stop 
prevaricating and to face up to these problems which, 
given their scale and complexity, can no longer be 
disregarded by the Community institution which 
bears prime responsibility in this area. I may also say 
that we fully support Mr Lezzi's proposed amend
ments, which are designed to ensure a more coordi
nated policy in the future. 

And since I have mentioned Mr Lezzi, I would like to 
refer to a point he made in his speech and with which 
I wholeheartedly agree, namely that we must beware 
of expecting miracles from the Tripartite Conference. 
However, for us who are answerable to the general 
public and who together make up the Parliament of 
the European Community, the dialogues in them
selves provide an opportunity to gain a better under
standing of the problems. And I also want to say, here 
and now, that it is no use our pussy-footing around -
as the French say 'Ia ~·ie est surtout du courage~ So we 
are to get to grips with these problems we must be 
prepared for a bit of rabble-rousing and even to be 
roundly jeered at. 

I want to refer to another thing Mr Lezzi said about 
the need to work a little less. Well, I suggested that we 
need to earn a little less and consume a little less ! 
Lenin once spoke of the colonial empires riding on 
the backs of the leading industrial nations of the day 
and asserted that once these empires had been 
smashed with them would collapse the principles of a 
free economy and that then the boot would be on the 
other foot. Thank the Lord, it did not come to that. 
However, with the disappearance of the colonial 
empires came the problems of rising costs, of raw 
materials, of energy resources, problems with the 
strengthening of the labour movement, with a new 
international division of labour, and so on. The great 
Italian political thinker, Mazzini, said that it was this 
division of labour between national economic 
complexes that marked the beginnings of what he 
already then foresaw as the United States of Europe -
a new Europe composed of free and organized 
nations. With reference to paragraphs 7 and 9 of the 
Albers report, I have to say that, if working hours in 
industry were to be reduced without an attendant 
reduction in labour costs, the effect would be to 
increase production costs which in tun'l\ could destroy 
the international competitiveness of a country like 
Italy, whose economy is dependent on the processing 
of raw materials, since it has neither minerals, nor 
oilfields, nor energy resources. The same goes for the 
idea of lowering the age of retirement. The effect of 
this would be to increase the non-productive section 
of the population and consequently put a greater 
burden on society. When Mr Lezzi says he believes in 
providing jobs and not assistance I am entirely behind 



82 Debates of the European Parliament 

Cifarelli 

him on this and also on what he has said regarding 
the job prospects of school-leavers. All these things 
are very close to the heart of my party. We cannot 
build a modern democracy without economic plan
ning, just as we cannot conceive of a planned 
economy in the context of an authoritarian or totali
tarian state, which believes not in economic planning 
but in imposing its will from above. Economic plan
ning should be accompanied by an incomes policy 
that would apply equally to the rich and to the poor, 
to the haves and the have-nots, to those in work and 
to those out of work. However much of an outcry 
such incomes policies may provoke I believe they can 
be effective, as the example of the United Kingdom 
has shown us. I understand that at the moment Mr 
Callaghan is in the trough of a wave but I am sure he 
will recover. In spite of attempts by the trade unions 
to persuade him otherwise he has· chosen to stick to 
his guns and if the European democracies are seeking 
an example to follow they would do well to benefit 
from the experience of the United Kingdom, particu
larly under the labour government of the last few 
years. 

Mr President, I want now to refer to paragraph l 0 of 
the motion for a resolution, which some of the other 
speakers have dealt with at some length. This para
graph contains a reference to protectionism. My group 
firmly believes in freedom of initiative and considers 
that making profits is not a crime. We believe also in 
the need to use taxation as an instrument for reducing 
the disparity in earnings and not to reduce earnings as 
such. Consequently, we endorse what Mr Glinne said 
about the dangerous, not to say criminal, folly of 
protectionism. It is a sign of real progress that virtu
ally all the parties - including the one to which Mr 
Albers belongs - recognize that protectionism may 
be a palliative but can never be a solution to difficult 
situations. It can provide a remission but never a cure. 
Indeed it can even exacerbate the situation in the long 
run. The 1929 crisis was a case in point. It is a fact 
that the greatest weakness of the democratic system 
lies in the tendency to see things in the short term 
rather than the long term. 

We must make it our task to resist such tendencies. 
Protectionism is one of them and perhaps the most 
dangerous. For this reason I look forward to receiving 
an answer from the Commissioner that will prove to 
us that he recognizes - not so much he, personally, 
since I have no reason to doubt him in this matter -
that the Commission recognizes the problems that we 
have outlined to them in anticipation of the forth
coming Tripartite Conference. 

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

Mr Normanton.- Mr President, first of all I should 
like to place very firmly and indelibly upon the 
records of this House the firm conviction, as far as the 

European Conservative Group is concerned, as to the 
importance of consultation in both the field of poli
tics and public life and in that of industry, but I am 
bound to express the strongest possible endorsement 
also for the deep anxieties and concerns which have 
been, in my opinion, so ably and sincerely and passio
nately expressed by Mr Vandewiele on behalf of the 
Christian-Democratic Group. I believe that in 
presenting the balanced but very, very sympathetic 
and constructive views which he did, he made a very 
valuable contribution to the views of this House-to 
the stature of this House - and that is something 
which is to be highly recommended, and we would 
strongly support him in the line which he argued. I 
am not therefore going to go over the kind of argu
ment or the process of logic which he so effectively 
deployed to get his views across, but I do endorse, and 
endorse very strongly, his criticisms of the Commis
sion on this whole question of the way in which the 
Tripartite Conference is appearing to develop year by 
year. 

The Tripartite Conference, in my opinion, is another 
example of the way in which we believe we can see 
the creation of a 'them-and-us' situation crystallizing 
out into the system of a corporate-statism and that is 
not what parliamentary democracy and a free democ
ratic society should welcome - indeed it should 
abhor it at all cost. And it is this encouragement 
which the Commission appears, certainly to us, to be 
giving to the concept of corporate-statism which is a 
point which we strongly feel should be resisted by this 
Parliament. The creation of two sectors of human life, 
those who are the workers and those who are the 
employers, is a complete travesty of a free democratic 
society. It is a travesty in the sense that it is creating, 
not forces to coalesce and create collaboration, but to 
enshrine division and separatism, and that is the begin
ning of the end of a free democratic parliamentary 
system in Europe. So that development, as we think 
we can see it coming and developing thoughts of the 
Commission in this context of the Tripartite Confer
ence, is something which we strongly feel this House 
should resist. 

The division of everybody into workers and employers 
is wrong in principle, and it is absurd to imagine that 
organizations can represent people at institutions like 
the Tripartite Conference on that particular, precise 
basis. They can't, and I hope we will get away from 
that and accept that reality quickly. And above all, 
since we in this House on many, many occassions -
from all quarters of the House - have drawn atten
tion to the importance of looking at and considering 
the interests of the small entrepreneur, the small busi
nessman, the small and individual operator in the 
economic sense, it must be said that this establish
ment of the Tripartite Conference fails completely to 
reflect their existence. What we must recognize is that 
the peoples of Europe are not divided into huge mono
lithic industrial structures on the one side and remote 
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and impersonal business managers on the other. We 
are a mixed society in every way in the best sense of 
that word. The big battalions and the big organiza
tions are still, thank heaven, in the minority when we 
come to analyse the make-up of the 250 million 
people in Europe. It is still an area where the small 
businessmen, the small entrepreneur, the individual 
carrying out his particular profession or his particular 
occupational activity, is still the majority of society. 
He is not reflected, he is not represented in the Tripar
tite Conference and the institutionnalizing of consulta
tion in this particular forum. The big firms and the 
big unions are represented in it, and the majority of 
those engaged in economic, industrial and commer
cial life are, by the ptocess of thought which appears 
to be dominating the Commission in this context, 
excluded. And that is something deeply to be 
deplored. 

I have no intention, Mr President, of delaying the 
debate on this subject, other than to refer briefly to 
one amendment which has been tabled in my name, 
and that is Amendment No 4. If there has to be a 
conference, and if Parliament has to give a report, 
then the Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs is just as involved in giving a report on this 
particular area of political consideration as is the 
Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and Educa
tion, and the Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs, as far I am aware, has not been consulted on 
this issue. I deplore it. I deeply regret it, and it creates 
a very conspicuous gap in the reflection of the 
opinion of this European Parliament. 

As regards the three amendments which are standing 
in the name of the Socialist group, I for one will 
recommend my group to support them. The first one 
corresponds, I think and hope the House will agree, to 
what I can call a sense of realism. We will support it. 
On the second one, I would agree it could be much 
better to use the existing organizations, although we 
have certainly, our doubts about their current opera
tion and the way in which they are being used or not 
used. The third one could really be included, by a 
slight modification, in the amendment standing in my 
name. I hope the proposer of the particular amend
ment, Amendment No 3 will express his willingness 
for his to be merged with the amendment which I 
have tabled to enable a common ground to be 
accepted. Personally, Mr President, I frankly would 
prefer that this report be taken back to the Committee 
on Social Affairs Employment and Education and that 
fuller account be taken of the points put in Mr Vande
wiele's highly constructive and highly realistic presen
tation in this debate. And secondly, that the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs be 
given an opportunity to consider these extremely 
important social, economic and industrial implica
tions contained in the holding of, and preparations 
for, the Tripartite Conference. 

But frankly, above all I know that the European 
Conservative Group would much prefer the Commis
sion to sit back and re-think their proposals and 
consider whether they should, or how they should, 
hold the next Tripartite Conference. I for one believe 
it would be far more fruitful, far more effective if this 
next one - for which there is totally inadequate and 
totally inappropriate prepa\"ation apparently being 
made by the Commission - were held over to enable 
the deeper and more long-term aspects of it to be 
given much more realistic consideration. 

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

Mr Nyborg. - (DK) Mr President, I share many of 
the views expressed here in the speeches we have 
heard, but I am bound to say that I am perhaps even 
more worried than my colleagues. This is not, of 
course, the first time that Parliament is discussing the 
problem of tripartite conferences. It is, in fact, an 
annual event and, in general, it has to be said that the 
establishment and exchange of contacts between the 
three parties in an attempt to solve the problems of 
the labour market is a positive feature, especially at a 
time when - as at present - we are experiencing an 
economic crisis. 

On the other hand, these tripartite conferences have 
not, to date, been of any benefit but have merely been 
the forum for fine phrases lacking in any real 
substance. Banalities of the kind served up each year 
on these occasions are of no use to the two sides of 
industry. The problems are simply far too grave. 

The report says that the Commission should reach 
conclusions on the shortening of the working ·week, 
on limiting overtime, lowering the retireme9t J age, 
etc., in connection with the creation of new jobs. I do 
not believe that this would be the best solution to the 
unemployment problem facing us. 

The vicious circle starts with falling exports and 
ensuing unemployment in the export industries. 
Employers become more cautious about investments, 
which entails further unemployment. The separate 
Member States consequently start thinking in terms of 
import restrictions, measures to boost domestic 

- consumption and subsidies to national industries, with 
the result that, time and again, one country ends up 
exporting some of its own difficulties to another 
Member country. 

This sort of thing must be avoided, and solutions to 
these problems must therefore be sought at Commu
nity level. To avoid mounting inflation or a worsening 
balance of payments and foreign exchange, we must 
export our way out of our difficulties, and we can only 
do this by being competitive on the world market. In 
my view, public spending must therefore be cut and 
the savings obtained used to reduce income tax and 
thereby improve the real wages of workers, so making 
it possible to dispense for a while with wage increases. 
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By this means we can, without any increase in the rate 
of inflation and without foreign exchange difficulties, 
restore our competitiveness on the world market, 
which will mean an ensuing upturn in employment, 
increased optimism on the part of investors and, 
hence, more jobs available in the Community. 

A solution simply must be found to unemployment, 
as it is a question not merely of economic problems 
but, to a very considerable extent too, of many people 
being exposed to psychological effects and lacking 
human and meaningful existence. 

With their firsthand knowledge of the problems and 
their ability to indicate constructive solutions, the two 
sides of industry must naturally be involved in the 
efforts to solve the problem of unemployment in our 
Member countries, although I am very much afraid 
that these tripartite conferences will not get anywhere 
near solving any of these problems but may, on the 
contrary, afford scope for delaying the implementa
tion of necessary measures to combat unemployment 
in the individual Member States. 

President. - I call Mr Pistillo to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Pistillo. - (/) Mr President, our group approves 
the motion for a resolution on the forthcoming Tripar
tite Conference drawn up by Mr Albers. We wish to 
add our support to the strong criticism of the Commis
sion in connection with the preparatory material for 
the Conference. It is truly incredible, Mr Vredeling, 
that Parliament should be completely cut off from any 
opportunity to make any kind of pronouncement on 
the time and place of and the procedures for the 
Tripartite Conference. 

Is this due simply to a bureaucratic slip, to some 
delay, to laziness or is it a political decision ? If, as we 
suspect, it is the latter one might wonder what is 
behind it. Perhaps the Commissioner will shortly be 
kind enough to give us some explanation. Further
more, the essential document dealing with investment 
and employment strategy is already in the possession 
of the various governments, whereas the Committee 
on Social Affairs - and therefore Parliament, too -
have not yet had an opportunity to examine it in 
detail and put forward appropriate proposals. 

In the absence of more detailed information we must 
insist on some points of reference for a policy of full 
employment and we suggest that the Tripartite Confer
ence should dwell on these if we are not to see some
thing even worse than last year's conference, which all 
of us criticized, not least yourself, Mr Vredeling - I 
well remember the opinion you expressed during a 
meeting of the Committee on Social Affairs. 

At the heart of our argument, Mr President, is our 
conviction that a policy of full employment is an 
essential part of the overall economic policy both of 
the Community as a whole and of the individual 

Member States. This may seem self-evident, but it 
isn't. In fact, none of the Community's activities in 
the social field seem, in our view, to take this prin
ciple into account. The policy tends to be, rather, to 
think in terms of separate, even sectoral issues. In our 
opinion the activities and the operation of the Social 
Fund bear this out. 

This kind of global approach leads one to the conclu
sion that we should channel our investment into job 
creation schemes, but within the framework of an 
overall plan. This debate is clear evidence that this is 
an increasingly important preoccupation. It is enough 
to look at the programme of the European People's 
Party or, better still, at the draft programme of the 
Socialist Party to find confirmation of this. The trade 
unions and the European Trade Union Confederation 
are also very much involved. 

Recognizing the hopelessness of achieving the objec
tive of full employment ·by 1980, everyone accepts 
that we cannot rely on spontaneous market forces 
alone to increase employment. And it is not only we 
in the Communist Party who say this. The Economic 
and Social Committee itself has said that the spon
taneous reaction of the market need not necessarily 
lead to the creation of full employment. 

It goes without saying, therefore, that the need to 
begin investment planning, including industrial 
restructuring, cannot take precedence over the employ
ment problem. The latest information seems to indi
cate, however, that the employment problem is being 
largely ignored. The recent Multifibre Arrangement 
has put many more thousands out of work. If this 
process of restructuring continues to be divorced from 
employment issues there can be no doubt that the 
figure of 6 million unemployed, a record figure in the 
history of the EEC, will soon be easily overtaken. 

Mr President, I just want to say a few brief words on 
two points. Much has been said about the tertiary 
sector being the key to higher employment over the 
next few years. One newspaper even suggested that 
Europe is gradually becoming a continent of clerks -
nearly every other European engaged in some form of 
work is in fact employed in the public sector. 
According to results published by the Statistical Office 
of the European Communities on the basis of a 
census carried out in the nine countries of the EEC 
between 1968 and 1971, 47·2% of the working popu
lation of Europe is employed in the service sector, as 
against 43 % in industry. The same newspaper, incid
entally (it was an Italian newspaper, but it isn't just the 
Italian press that comes out with statements of this 
kind), came up with this truly 'political fiction' head
line - I don't know how else to describe it - 'In ten 
years there will be more jobs than workers'. 

Does anyone seriously believe that the tertiary sector 
can really be the key to full employment ? I say again 
that we have the gravest doubts on this score ; this is 
not the way to tackle the root of the problem. The 
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problem is still how to plan investment and use the 
resources available at the level of the individual states 
and at Community level. The problem still lies with 
the underdeveloped regions of the Community, with 
the regional imbalances which persist in the Commu
nity and which are the reason behind the frightful 
phenomenon of unemployment, in the face of which 
we cannot honestly say that we have found suitable 
and just ways of coming to grips with it. As things 
stand at the moment, the future is in the hands of big 
business and of the big monopolies whose traditional 
criteria are maximum profit and deflation, the corol
lary of which is higher unemployment. 

Secondly - and I am coming to the end now - that 
much-discussed matter of working hours which Mr 
Albers refers to in his report has been linked with the 
much more important and decisive problem of 
employment, and I would like to say a few words on 
this. 

We do not believe a reduction in working hours could 
be the key to solving the unemployment problem. 
And, as we understand it, this is what was openly sugg
ested at the Tripartite Conference. All the European 
press kept repeating that by reducing working hours, 
ly lowering the retirement age and by other more or 
less similar measures we could increase employment 
dramatically in a short space of time. We prefer to 
take a cautious approach ; it might be that these 
measures could be worked out in more detail and 
even be put into effect in some cases. 

Coming back to what Mr Lezzi said, it is foolish to 
imagine that with a small blanket you can cover both 
the head and the feet. What we have to do is open up 
new employment possibilities, find new jobs. It is 
with this in mind tha we must go to the Tripartite 
Conference with precise proposals if we do not want 
to repeat the failure of last year, as Mr Albers in his 
report fears we might. 

We want to make one thing clear and that is, if we 
stake everything on, say, a reduction in working hours 
it could lead - and as far as Italy goes it already has 
led - to a new influx of immigrants from those coun
tries in which the exodus began in past years and 
which are now suffering from an even greater imbal
ance. These immigrants come into congested areas 
that have a particularly well-developed industry, or 
resort to moonlighting, which has already been 
referred to, growing rich in areas that are already rich 
and growing poor in areas that are already poor. 

None of this seems to us to constitute the correct 
approach to the unemployment problem. Unfortu
nately, we have so far been unable to consider the 
Commission's fundamental document. This is an 
extremely unsatisfactory state of affairs. We subscribe 
to what has been said in the report and to what has 
been said by other speakers today. Since it appears 
that the Tripartite Conference will go ahead - at any 
rate everything is ready and the various governments 

are already moving towards it, so I don't see it being 
put off - we ask that we at least be given the opportu
nity of passing an opinion on the actual proposals that 
the Commission intends to present at the Conference 
itself. 

I think we should do everything in our power to 
clarify our ideas and put forward proposals more in 
line with the needs of the workers and with the 
extremely serious unemployment problem afflicting 
the Community today. 

President. - I call Mr Pisoni. 

Mr Pisoni. - (/) Mr President, I will be very brief. I 
really do not want to go into the subject-matter at all, 
however much I may be tempted to do so. 

I noticed a certain scepticism in the speeches 
concerning the outcome of this Conference and also a 
degree of perplexity. I would therefore like to put a 
direct question to the Commissioner and ask him if, 
on the basis of the information he has available, he 
feels that this Conference can have positive results. If 
so, could he perhaps also give some indication of his 
grounds for saying this so that we can come to some 
more precise conclusions of our own. 

In the event of the Conference proving a failure -
the last three produced no satisfactory results besides a 
lot of analyses - what does the Commission intend 
to do about it ? In fact, if the Tripartite Conference 
should fail to come up with proposals for solving the 
unemployment problem we cannot just simply let the 
matter drop. In that situation the Commission should 
perhaps seriously consider the proposal that no 
further tripartite conferences be held, since I doubt if, 
in the event of such a failure, it could command 
enough faith in further meetings of this kind. 

These are my questions to the Commissioner. I 
believe that a reply to them would enable us to look 
at the future more realistically. 

President. - I call Mr Vredeling. 

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. -
(NL) Mr President, it is with a certain amount of satis
faction that I can today submit to the European Parlia
ment the Commission's document containing: the 
recommendations on a common strategy for growth 
and stability and the restoration of employment levels 
which we shall make to the Tripartite Conference to 
be held on 9 November. The Commission's decision
making procedure has just been concluded, or to be 
more accurate, was concluded at 5 p.m. yesterday. So 
you will be the first to know the main outlines of our 
ideas. Parliament is thus the first to hear our views, Mr 
President. However, I should like to make one prelimi
nary remark about how the preparations were made, a 
remark which confirms the relationship between Parli
ament and Commission. I am well aware that there 
are those among you who feel that Parliament should 
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have been informed earlier of how the Commission's 
ideas were taking shape. They go even further than 
that. There are a number of members who consider 
that Parliam_ent should have been actively involved in 
the preparations for the Tripartite Conference. I 
should like to begin by clearing up the misunder
standing that the Commission neglected to do so 
because of indolence, sloth or, even worse, disdain for 
Parliament. 

There was no idleness, sloth or disdain for Parliament. 
How could I underestimate Parliament, Mr Vande
wiele, when I myself was a Member for so long ! Out 
of the question ! That would be impossible for me ! I 
would be repudiating myself ! 

But the important issue is quite different. We did not 
think it proper to involve Parliament in the discus
sions and consultations which we were conducting 
with the social partners and the governments. We 
deliberately abstained from doing so, and there are a 
number of reasons for this. Mr Pistillo asked me to 
explain myself and I shall gladly do so. May I point 
out that the Tripartite Conference is a conference 
which aims principally at organizing a meeting 
between the social partners and government represen
tatives. Those are the three parties. That is what the 
word means. Those are the th(ee parties represented at 
the Conference : representatives of the governments, 
representatives of Community employers and represen
tatives of Community workers. The Council takes the 
chair. This is one of the wrong decisions we have 
taken in the Community but so it was decided, and it 
is a fact of life. The Council has the chair, not the 
Commission as should have been the case as it ought 
to have done in my opinion. But consequently the 
Commission has a different role than many might 
imagine as regards this Conference. We must prepare 
the documents for the Conference and that is what we 
do. Beyond that, we naturally act as instigators and as 
intermediaries. We do attempt to bring the parties 
closer together but the Council provides the 
Chairman and no one knows better than you, Mr Presi
dent, how important the chairmanship is. So the 
Commission has a rather curious and strange position. 
Now, I wanted to begin by stressing that because 
there is a lot of misunderstanding about it. The three 
groups involved, the representatives of governments, 
employers and worker are the only ones to be invited 
to bear their joint responsiblity. Those are the three 
parties which attend the Conference although they do 
so at the initiative of the Commission and with the 
Commission's cooperation. An attempt is then made 
at the Conference to reach agreements of principle on 
the policy to be followed. At that stage when the repre
sentatives of governments, employers and workers 
meet together to try and reach agreement, in that sort 
of meeting, Parliament as an institution or discussion 
partner would represent a totally improper element. I 
therefore cannot understand this reproach and I am 
therefore also against this concept. And then Parlia-

ment has the opportunity of delivering an opinion on 
the Commission's policy at the Tripartite Conference, 
the way in which the Commission has reacted to the 
specific requests made to it and the way in which it 
has tried to help the parties involved to reach agree
ment ; Parliament will, I hope, do this in complete 
freedom, critically and thoroughly, taking account of 
all the relevant background facts. 

I would also refer to the fact that the Council, too, 
tried to arrange for prior inspection of our document, 
possibly, I think, in an attempt to influence the 
contents of the document while we were drawing it 
up. They tried to do so, but for reasons of even greater 
principle almost I rejected them out of hand. In this 
matter the Commission bears its own responsiblity, of 
course under the supervision of Parliament. Parlia
ment can check that too. You will receive today the 
document that we are sending to the social partners ; 
you will receive it today, almost as soon as the Confer
ence participants. I therefore think that Parliament's 
opinion on this matter should now be heard. 

I should like to say one more thing about the prepara
tions for this Conference. It has indeed taken a long· 
time, from last July until now. It proved impossible to 
fix the date any earlier than the beginning of 
November, in fact 9 November as I told you. It took a 
long time but the preparations were correspondingly 
thorough. And this time they aimed at giving the 
Conference participants maximum insight into the 
problems facing us and at showing them how neces
sary it was to arrive at a common view, to try and 
reach agreement. We are therefore much much better 
equipped this time than was the case in June 1977 
when the Council took the decision to hold the 
Conference in April. Then we scarcely had time to 
prepare the document. At that time the Commission 
had only just been formed, and the social partners, I 
think had only one or two weeks to consider the 
matter. 

This time progress has been much smoother. From 
the outset we have involved the social partners in the 
preparation of our documents, we have involved the 
Standing Committee on Employment, for two of the 
subjects we have involved the Economic Policy 
Committee and at one meeting the social partners 
were also represented. 

In short, I must say that the preparations have at least 
satisfied the social partners. Mr Lezzi said that is was 
very important for Parliament to be involved as well 
because the trade union movement would approve. 
Well, I have seen a very recent letter from the trade 
union movement, about which they were kind 
enough, to inform me, which was sent to Mr Van der 
Gun, the chairman of the Committee on Social 
Affairs, in which they expressed their complete satis
faction with the way in which the Commission had 
prepared this Conference. The trade union move
ment! Now, I ask you! The trade union movement is 
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not so easily satisfied as a rule. I spent some time in 
the movement, so I know that for sure. So if they say 
that then it proves that we organized the involvment 
of the social partners to the best possible effect. 

And who could have prevented Parliament from 
putting something on this subject on the agenda ? No 
power in the world, nobody ! You could have done 
that. We said that documents from the Commission's 
departments were available which you could have 
obtained. And do you know what you did ? You never 
asked me for them, not once ! You would have 
received them if you had asked for them and now 
suddenly you start critizing the way in which we 
prepared the Conference. Well, I can take a lot but I 
must say frankly that it gets under my skin a little, 
and that is an understatement. It is also more sensible. 

Mr Albers said that this Conference should not result 
in platitudes. True, but I cannot prescribe for the 
leader of European trade union movement or the 
employers or governments what they should say. I 
cannot forbid them to speak in platitudes. Even in 
this Parliament I cannot prevent people from 
speaking in platitudes. I am sorry but I think that 
even your powers do not stretch so far, Mr President. 
So what am I to say to Mr Albers' comment ? The 
commission has no control over the remarks which 
will be made at this Conference by the representatives 
of the governments, the employers and the workers. 
We are trying to reach a consensus, to reduce the 
views to a common denominator, to reach broad agree
ment. 

This is also my reaction to Mr Normanton's 
comments. The Council chairs this meeting and is 
therefore largely responsible for the way the Confer
ence is run. I should now like to summarize the 
content of our document which was finalized by the 
Commission early this week. 

The document contains the broad outlines of a 
strategy to improve the employment situation. I can 
best summarize the main outlines and conclusions as 
follows : Firstly : restoration of growth in a balanced 
and coordinated manner, in accordance with the guid
elines agreed at the meetings of the Heads of Govern
ment in Bremen and in Bonn. Secondly : the promo
tion of investment for the production of goods and 
services, taking account of the needs of society and 
bearing in mind the interests of the Third World. 
Thirdly : restructuring of sectors in difficulties and the 
maintenance and extension of the Common Market, 
together with the development of growth sectors and 
new industries. Fourthly the incorporation of essential 
social measures in the growth and restructuring plans, 
a more active labour market policy and an improve
ment in working conditions. Fifthly : a better distribu
tiOn of available work. There are now 6 million unem
ployed, a horrifying number, and two elements play 
an important part here : demographic trends, and the 

ever-increasing supply of women on the labour 
market. We also know that in the next few years 
several million people more will be looking for paid 
employment. At the same time, all economic forecasts 
suggest that there will be 'no more than modest 
growth in the Community in the next few years. For 
those reasons, we simply must incorporate work
sharing measures into the employment policy. 

Fortunately more people are now realizing that a 
strategy such as that of which I have just given you 
the brief outlines has no hope of success unless it is 
pursued at Community level. It is, therefore, impos
sible to attain the objectives of which I have given you 
a rapid summary at national level, that is by national 
efforts. We believe that the Commission will have to 
propose a number of Community programmes. We 
shall suggest that to this Conference and we look 
forward to hearing what the parties at this Conference 
have to say about it. 

We have a number of measures in mind. Firstly, the 
resumption of growth based on continued moderation 
in prices and incomes. The new monetary system, 
together with greater convergence in the Commu
nity's economic and social policy, will be extremely 
important. 

Secondly, we shall work for growth in investment, 
both private and public. At Community level I would 
mention the infrastructure projects and selective co
financing of investment in growth sectors and public 
projects, such as energy supplies. The Commission 
will also examine a number of factors which are most 
important for the conduct of an investment policy, in 
particular the influence of investment bonuses and 
the financing of social security. The Commission will 
also consider how greater insight into investment 
plans can be achieved. 

Thirdly, the stimulation of external demand from the 
developing countries by an increase in Community 
financial aid. 

Fourthly, the Community will have to play an active 
role in the restructuring of the sectors in crisis. This 
will involve the worker at Community level as well. In 
the restructuring of crisis sectors, social measures are 
an essential and integral part. The Nine must work 
together to ensure that restructuring plans are aligned 
with the trade and competition policies. 

And finally, Mr President, a redistribution of available 
work. The Commission has continued its work in this 
sphere partly as I just mentioned on the basis of the 
conclusions of the Standing Committee on Employ
ment. It is considering initially a common 
programme to reduce overtime, a programme which 
must precede a reduction in the annual number of 
hours worked in some form or other. 

Another Commission proposal will concern the intro
duction of a flexible retirement age. 
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Another point concerns employment agencies. The role 
of employment agencies must be controlled, and in the 
somewhat longer term, Commission initiatives may 
lead to results in the following spheres. Firstly, shift
work, secondly, part-time work and thirdly, increased 
opportunities for vocational training for young people 
and adults. 

Some sections of the strategy have been the subject of 
consultation and preliminary discussions, especially the 
redistribution of available work and the role of the 
tertiary and public sectors. As regards work-sharing, 
differences of opinion have not yet been overcome, but 
we are not entirely without hope that even here we shall 
reach common agreements. 

I should like to point out that in some Member States, 
certain elements of this policy have already taken on 
initial practical shape and content. In this context, I 
would refer to the recent French Government plan 
announced a few weeks ago in which the subjects for 
discussion are of the same nature as those I just 
mentioned, although they can only be successfully 
tackled at Community level. 

In our document we have made an attempt to bring 
together the social partners and the representatives of 
the governments and to get them to agree with the 
broad outlines of a policy, a strategy which the Commu
nity can help along. The success of the strategy depends 
on the extent to which all those concerned are prepared 
to make a real contribution. So the Commission would 
take this opportunity of calling on the Conference parti
cipants not to be afraid of committing themselves, not 
to speak in platitudes but to have the courage to take on 
commitments. The enourmous problems facing us of 
economic recession and unemployment cannot be 
solved without real commitment and participation. 

In this context, I should like to give an unequivocal 
answer to the question which Mr Pisoni asked just now, 
the question us to why the Commission hopes that we 
can achieve concrete results this time. In the summary I 
just gave you I stressed the need for the Community to 
get to grips with the points I mention!!d. My hope is 
based on the assumption that the representatives of the 
social partners in general are sensible people who will 
realize now important this matter is ahead. If, however, 
no progress is made then I see trouble. It would adver
sely affect the situation in the Community. The reaction 
of the trade union movement would then be very nega
tive. I have noted that in the preliminary discussions 
which I have had. Then they will say that they must 
again try to achieve more at national level since nothing 
could be done at Community level. Then you would 
have an irrevisible change of direction. I am positively 
convinced, and here I agree entirely with Mr Pisoni, that 
if this year's Tripartite Conference ends in failure - I 
dislike talking about it in those terms, but he did ask me 
- then we can forget about holding another Confer
ence, possibly not for ever, but at least for a long time. 

Mr President, one comment on the resolution tabled by 
the Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and 
Education. As regards paragraph 7 I should like to thank 
the committee and the rapporteur for the support which 
Parliament is thereby giving to our policy. Paragraph 9 
is very comprehensive. It reads : 'Asks for the European 
Parliament to be provided with immediate information 
on .. .' and then there is a long list of subjects. 

We are and we always have been ready to provide Parlia
ment with information on all these matters. At the last 
meeting of the Committee on Social Affairs, my Chef de 
Cabinet was prepared to provide information on all 
these items, but the chairman of that committee was 
unable to call him for lack of time. So it is not our fault, 
but frequently a result of the conditions under which we 
work. At a future meeting of the Committee on Social 
Affairs, one of my staff or I can certainly give the immed
iate information which is requested, but there must be 
no misunderstanding that we are not prepared to give 
that kind of information. 

I should now like to make a few comments on the 
subjects contained in the motion for a resolution. For 
example, like the Committee on Social Affairs we 
consider the labour market policy highly important. 
Early in July an entire conference which Mr Andreotti 
attended in which Mr Scotti, the Italian Minister for 
Social Security played an important part and which I 
attended on behalf of the Commission. We shall give 
aid to Italy, financial and technical aid, and know-how 
for the restructuring and redirection of the entire 
employment service sector. I hope that in this way we 
can make a very practical contribution to the improve
ment of the situation in one of our large Member States. 
Regular meetings are held between directors for the 
labour supply to promote and coordinate plans and 
projects which the Member States submit. I could go on 
and on like this but it would take too long to cover all 
the points before this Assembly. You will find most of it 
set out in our annual reports, and if you wish for more 
information I can give you a piece of very good advice : 
do not throw your monthly Bulletin straight into the 
wastepaper basket, but just read the chapter on social 
affairs. Then you will receive every month full informa
tion on everything that we are doing, the meetings we 
are holding, and so on and so forth. You will find all that 
in there. The Bulletin might well be in need of certain 
improvements but for the time being it will keep you up 
to date with everything that we are doing and you can 
also see what we are not doing. And for those matters we 
shall come to Parliament so that you can tell us about 
them. 

I would make one comment on paragraph ll of the 
motion for a resolution. I agree entirely that the social 
partners must be involved in the continued develop
ment of social and economic policy. I can tell you that 
we have already discussed the matter with the Council. 
You are aware that at the European Council in Bremen, 
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that point was also discussed. We also spoke about the 
matter at the informal meeting of the Ministers of Social 
Affairs and Employment in Gravenbruch. I recall in 
particular that the British Minister, Mr Albert Booth, 
drew our attention to the importance of setting up such 
committees. Then this matter was also recently 
discussed in Copenhagen in the OECD. In this context 
we have a number of concrete steps to report. Since the 
Tripartite Conference we have noted greater activity on 
the part of the joint committees. 

To Mr Vandewiele who asked a specific question about 
that matter I can say that just recently we set up new 
committees for the footwear sector, for example, and for 
the glass industry. 

But apart from those joint committees which have a 
certain formal structure because that is what the social 
partners, the emplyers and the workers demand, there 
are numerous others. Regular consulations between 
employers and workers are held in some 20 sectors 
although there is no official committee. The reason is 
that in those cases the social partners decide what to do, 
and frequently it is the employers who are compara
tively more prepared than the workers to discuss matters 
ad hoc and also to come to a agreement to meet again 
without forming a special committee for the purpose. In 
this respect I am very pragmatic. I find it much more 
important that they meet at European level, talk to each 
other and make agreements with each other than that a 
specific committee is set up. I must say with respect to 
paragraph 15 of the resolution that I share the opinion 
that if a Community policy is to be pursued in certain 
sectors - I am thinking here about the iron and steel 
sector, where we have one already, shipbuilding and the 
synthetic fibre sector where a specific request was made 
to the Commission but on which I do not wish to 
expand at present- in such situations the Commission 
should set up a joint committee of representatives of 
employers and workers following the pattern of the 
Coal and Steel Community, if the Community's 
industry requests financial support. That is in itself a 
very good idea which is set out here in the resolution. 

Those are the points that I wanted to emphasize. In para
graph 12 the Commission is called upon to draw up 
proposals for improving the structure of the consultative 
machinery between the Council, the Commission and 
the European workers' and employers' organizations. 
This appears to me to be very diffcult in this context 
because the employers and workers must first point out 
the need. As soon as they do so, we shall not so much 
make formal proposals as intervene and provide facili
ties for meeting and for translation. You are all well 
aware of this, we are then very diligent and encourage 
the parties so as to give form and content to such consul
taltations at European level. What kind of proposals 
should we draw up, and for whom ? I feel that that is not 
entirely clear, but perhaps you are satisfied with what I 
have said. If you should want more specific information 

on the way in which we set about our business, then I 
am always prepared to provide information through one 
of my staff at any time, if you include that item on the 
agenda for the Committee on Social Affairs, Employ
ment and Education. 

Mr President, in view of the importance of this subject 
and the length of the debate I thought it was a good idea 
to go into the matter in detail, in particular because it 
appeared to me that Parliament, because it lacked a total 
view of the matter, was not aware of the way in which a 
Tripartite Conference of this nature is arranged. I have 
tried to show you that in broad outlines. It was said that 
the criticism was not levelled at me personally, but in 
the last analysis I am responsible for the organization of 
this Conference. So it does not really matter whether the 
criticism is levelled at the person or the institution. I 
hope at all events that I have in some way succeeded in 
clarifying for you why the Commission has deliberately 
acted as it has in preparing this Conference. 

President. - I call Mr Albers. 

Mr Albers, rapporteur.- (NL)Mr President, as rappor
teur I should still like to say something about the 
detailed reply which Commissioner Vredeling has 
given. I am very glad that this is a comprehensive docu
ment which is now being submitted. We should be able 
to deduce from it that our fears that the Tripartite 
Conference was doomed to failure are not entirely justi
fied. The Commissioner must realize that we did not ask 
for the 'prevention' of platitudes. Everyone knows that 
that is quite impossible. The paragraph he quoted reads 
somewhat differant : 'Fears that the mere repetition of 
banalities on this subject, particularly at the last Tripar
tite Conference, scarcely does justice to the human and 
political problems involved'. That is what is really 
worrying Parliament and the Committee on Social 
Affairs, Employment and Education. And precisely 
because we know so well how these Tripartite Confer
ences have been conducted in the past, because we 
attended them, we have been so awkward with our ques
tions. Precisely for that reason we have asked for more 
information. In my interim report of last July I clearly 
asked for more information, more clarification, and we 
even discussed the point of holding the Conference at 
all if the prepartions were insufficent. We know very 
well that last year's Confert>nce was perhaps somewhat 
forced. We know- we remember it very well- that 
the new Commission was really not ready for this 
Conference and it was also said here in this House : 'do 
not hold such conferences so that people can make 
pretty speeches but make it into a proper conference on 
employment ; and although this is not the first time that 
we have a comprehensive document from the Commis
sion- we had one in 1976 as well which is why I said 
that the hope then arose that this would be a structural 
approach - we can hope, Mr President, that after the 
somewhat more thorough preparations which have 
been made it may really become a conference on 
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employment with a proper follow-up, and then we shall 
not hesitate to express our opinion upon it and reflect 
our impressions in a new report. I think that we really 
must do so, and I am also very pleased that the Commis
sioner thought that paragraph 15 was so positive, that in 
fact financial support can be made conditional on the 
setting up of joint committees. 

And as regards the requirements of the workers with 
respect to improvement of the structural consultations I 
would refer you to an address given last week by the 
chairman of a Dutch trade union to a group of European 
journalists - and the Commissioner was also present 
- in which he specifically broached this point and he 
said : 'we must aim at improving consultations with the 
institutions of the European Community' ; I am sure 
that as far as the trade unions are concerned, and 
possibly as far as the employers' organizations are 
concerned, the requisite proposals will be forthcoming. 

Mr President, in view of the time we can call a halt here. 
I am sure that this exchange of views have been very 
useful. 

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

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote, 
together with the amendments that have been moved, at 
4.30 p.m. tomorrow. 

The debate is closed. 

12. Decision adopting agricultural 
research programmes 

President.- The next item is the report (Doc. 318/78) 
drawn up by Mrs Dunwoody on behalf of the 
Committee on Agriculture, on the 

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a deci
sion adopting joint research programmes on a programme 
for coordinating agricultural research. 

I call Mrs Dunwoody. 

Mrs Dunwoody, rapporteur. - Mr President, with 
these views very firmly in mind, I think I should say that 
the Committee on Agriculture regards this as a very 
important report, and I can tell you why in a very few 
brief words. The agricultural policy of the Community 
is not only its best known but also its most voracious 

• eater of funds. It is renowned throughout the world, as 
well as in the Nine for its capacity for spending money. 
One of the ways in which the Committee on Agricul
ture feels the Community could best spend its money is 
by actually looking at those areas of the agricultural 
industry which are in need of assistance. 

When discussing, in the highly charged and emotional 
atmosphere of the price review, the problems of restruc
turing agriculture we frequently say that the decisions 
we take at the time are directly connected with the need 
to change the agricultural situation in the Community. 
We hear long and emotional speeches about poor 

farming communities which, in many areas, have very 
real social problems, and about the diffculties that 
would face them if they were driven off the land. But 
surely what we should actually be considering when 
discussing restructuring is what is happening in those 
regions of the Community which are most in need of 
assistance. I mean the communities which, although 
they depend on agriculture, nevertheless have not 
reformed, modernized, changed their units or been able 
to benefit from many of the advances of other wealthier 
agricultural industries and have, for the most part 
remained small and in need of considerable assistance. 

We in the Committee on Agriculture welcome this parti
cular programme, simply because we believe that it is a 
step in the right direction. One of the speakers in the 
previous debate said that we should not have a confer
ence where we only uttered banalities, as that would be a 
waste of everybody's time. I did rather feel that, in that 
case we might occasionally find ourselves in difficulty 
with several of the European Institutions. But it seems 
to me that this is one of the least banal of the reports 
that we have had to discuss, and I should say at this 
point that I very much admire and welcome the work of 
the secretariat of the Committee on Agriculture ; it is 
through them and through the Members of the Commis
sion that we have been able to produce one or two very 
positive points. 

We say, for example, that it is tremendously important 
to understand that price policy alone will not improve 
agricultural incomes. What we need is an improvement 
in the general quality, both of stock and of produce, that 
will make it viable and welcome on all the markets of 
the world. We are saying that the research programme is 
absolutely vital to that kind of change and we believe 
that it is important that scientific knowledge should be 
sought, not for its own sake, but in order to allow the 
benefit of these sophisticated methods to be diffused 
throughout those regions ''here they are most needed. 
We do not, I may say neglect consumer involvement 
and we expect this to be a developing area of the 
Commission's involment. Moreover, when we talk 
about the need to deal with animal diseases and to 
improve the quality of the stock, what we are seeking is 
harmonization on the highest possible level. We are not 
interested in the lowest possible common denomi
nator ; that would not be in the interests of the farming 
community and it would certainly not be in the interests 
of the consumer. 

A great deal of development and money are being 
invested in the whole question of fish-farming, and I 
would have thought that, with the problems that we 
have in the Community at the present time, it is abso
lutely essential that this developing industry be given 
every practical assistance. There are many areas in the 
Community where the sea waters are clean and abso
lutely ideal for fish but we know so little about this new 
science that we can very easily allow disease to wipe out 
whole stocks of fish. It is important, I think, for the 
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Community to focus its research programme on topics 
like the development of the knowledge required to 
prevent fish diseases and on ways and means of helping 
the fishing community to derive maximum benefit 
from the results of current research. 

Although we did not specifically mention it in the 
report. I take it that the Commission, when .gatheri~g 
information from all the different sources, wtll bear m 
mind the fact that many ACP countries will bnefit from 
this research and that many associated countries are very 
willing to give us considerable statistics in this particular 
area. The Israelis, for example, have wide experience in 
the field of fish farming. They are making that expertize 
available to many African and developing countries. It 
is, I believe, important that there should be a constant 
cross fertilization of ideas between ourselves and many 
of the associated countries. 

What we are saying, in effect, is that here we have a 
means of actually doing something positive in the agri
cultural field. Instead of eternally looking at the diff
culties of using the price support mechanism, either to 
keep the consumer happy or to produce a decent 
income, let us for once do something constructive. Parli
ament has not just asked for a rigid system of reports 
within a five-year system. What we want is a continual 
rolling programme of research which, as it deals effec
tively with one subject, is sufficiently flexible to move 
on to the second subject. But this will mean not only 
making veterinary and the advisory services available 
but having people in the Commission who are capable 
of making this particular aspect of the work really effec
tive. I think that it is extremely important that we 
should have strong support along these lines. 

Because, of the lateness of the hour, I do not intend to 
go into great detail on the areas which I think the 
Community can and should develop in the field of agri
cultural research. I would only say, that as a doctor's wife 
Jiving in a farming Community, I learnt the hard way 
that animal diseases, particularly those which are trans
mittable to human beings, can cause enormous harm 
and very real social problems. The elimination of brucel
losis, animal leucosis, made an enormous difference to 
the pattern of health, not only in animals •. but also. in 
agricultural communities. I want to see that mformat10n 
spread throughout the Community much more effi
ciently than it is at present. 

We in Britain were able completely to transform our 
agriculture over a period of 25 years because the agricul
tural services, which were initially set up in wartime to 
advise and improve the quality of agriculture, proved 
useful to the country as a whole. Some form of support 
of that kind should be available to all the agricultural 
industries in the Community. I believe that without 
highly specialised assistance, we shall once again be 
supporting a system of highly interesting a~d no do.ubt 
erudite scientific seminars without any practical applica
tion, and I would have thought that the time for that 

kind of self-indulgence is long past. If we are to have 
better veterinary control, if we are to have freer trade in 
produce, it must be of the highest quality and it must be 
done on the basis of genuine scientific research and 
complete awareness of the real practical problems, not 
only in the area of environmental health but in that of 
public health and agricultural investments as a whole. 

Let me conclude by saying that the Committee on Agri
cutlure has made its position perfectly clear. The 
committee is alarmed because they do believe that the 
staff available is not sufficient even to carry out the 
research programme that you have asked for ; although 
they make no criticism of those members of the 
Commission who have assisted us in preparing this 
report. But they feel that if we are to realize any of these 
many grandiose plans for change in the agricul~ural 

industries of the Nine, we must do so on the basts of 
informed assistance, scientific knowledge, and goodwill. 
This report is not meant to support the large industrial 
farming units, it addresses itself specifically to the ~eeds 
of the poorer agricultural regions and to the questton of 
the help they can derive from highly specialised 
research and assistance. If this kind of help is not forth
coming, we shall, in the coming year, still be talking in 
general terms about the need to change the agricultural 
industry incomes, without giving any indication that we 
actually mean what we say. I therefore recommend this 
report very strongly to Parliament. 

President. - I call Mr Caillavet to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Caillavet. - (F) Mr President, the Liberal and 
Democratic Group accepts in its entirety the report 
before us. Mrs Dunwoody was indeed right to empha
size the importance of agricultural research. Unfortu
nately, research is still all too often left to private enter
prise and, except for basic research, is somewhat 
neglected by governmental bodies. With t~e prese~t 
threat to Community products from substttutes thts 
research is becoming all the more indispensable. As you 
said, Mrs Dunwoody, vegetable oils are posing a threat 
to Community milk and butter. Likewise we might say 
that isoglucose could give rise to difficulties in the sugar
beet sector. We could even conceivably see massive 
imports of cassava as a danger to fodder cereal pr~duc
tion. We could in fact witness a breakdown of regwnal 
structures and a narrowing of the gap between the pros
perous and underdeveloped regions of the Community. 
We agree that the correct way of dealing with this part~
cular situation is to intensify scientific research. Thts 
could perhaps help to find a fresh balance, in other 
words development. We feel that it is now up to the 
Commission to coordinate the research are dissemi
nated as widely as possible so as to introduce a measure 
of cohesion into our approach. 

President.- I call Mr Corrie to speak on behalf of the 
European Conservative Group. 
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Mr Corrie. - Mr President, may I start by congratu
lating Mrs Dunwoody, not only on her report but on 
the way she has put it over this evening ? I wholeheart
edly agree with everything that she has said. We 
certainly can never have enough research. We have 
had tremendous changes in the agricultural industry 
over the last 50 years. These have mainly been 
brought about because we required increased output 
from the same amount of ground, but this in many 
ways has of course led to problems with the high 
amount of fertilizers being put on the land. Now we 
are running into problems with our water and our 
streams being clogged by the amount of fertilizer 
being washed off. In the insecticide area we have 
dressed crops to clean them of weeds, and we have 
killed off our wildlife and our insects. In sheep 
diesases, we used to have DDT: we put our sheep 
through baths and we had to withdraw that from the 
market because of the damage it was doing, because it 
was staying within the body of the sheep and then 
when the sheep was eaten by dogs or other animals 
there was a build-up of that particular substance in 
those animals. Now that particular product has been 
withdrawn, tremendous problems have again arisen 
because the products we are now using are not in fact 
killing off the fly that was doing the damage to the 
sheep, and in my own country this year we have liter
ally had thousands of animals that have had to be 
destroyed because the fly has done so much damage 
to the body of those sheep. 

I think Mrs Dunwoody did stress most of the impor
tant points in this report. I think one thing we must 
try to do is not have a duplication of research. As I 
have travelled throughout Europe, I have looked 
behind many closed and locked doors and found 
dozens of organizations doing exactly the same thing 
and spending millions of pounds doing it, and the 
more cooperation we can get, surely the better it will 
be. 

Another thing we must do is try to research in areas 
where we can increase agricultural products which are 
not in surplus, because we already have mammoth 
problems in the field of beef and milk, and we want 
to try to improve and help those areas on the 
periphery of the Community. I think we must see that 
once the research has been done that it gets out to the 
farmer, so that practical use can be made of it. I would 
in fact stress point 10 of Mrs Dunwoody's report, 
because I think in the field of fish and fish-farming 
there is a tremendous chance here for development, 
particularly again in my own country back home in 
Scotland. One of the major problems that is holding 
this industry back is the amount of disease that does 
arise. And in fact later on tonight we are discussing 
seals, but in fact there is a problem and a link-up 
between seals and many of the fish diseases that we 
have in our seas. Mr Dalyell is calling for the British 

Government to publish its figures and facts on that 
particular score, and perhaps here is an area we could 
research into in the Community. So I would 
commend this report to the House. I think it is 
extremely well written, and I found it very interesting 
indeed. 

President. ~ I call Mr Vtale to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Vitale. - (I) Mr President, we agree with Mrs 
Dunwoody that the second agricultural research 
programme is an improvement on the first one, not 
only because of the increased appropriation but also 
because the areas of research touch upon many of the 
problems affecting the Mediterranean region.Having 
made that point, I have to say that the funds are still 
far from adequate in relation to the objectives. The 
funds available are not commensurate with the more 
ambitious programme. More importantly, we are still a 
long way from the point where scientific research is 
accepted as central to our common agricultural policy, 
as I believe Mrs Dunwoody suggested. There is in our 
lands of Europe the challenge of the age in which we 
live, of the eighties, compared with the agriculture of 
the rest of the world with its abundant arable land, its 
greate natural resources and where there is a more 
favourable relation between the population and the 
land than in Europe. I am thinking of the USA, Argen
tina and Australia. We have to compensate for all this 
by giving ourselves over to scientific research and to 
agricultural experimentation - one cannot separate 
the two. There is till the other difficulty that Medtterra
nean agriculture - at present that means Italy but 
soon it will include Greece, Spain and Portugal -
poses problems for scientific research that have up to 
now been completely ignored, problems typical of 
agriculture in hot-humid and hot-dry climates 
whichhas a tremendous potential for production, as 
clearly demonstrated by a country like Israel. But 18 
million is certainly not enough to crack these 
problems. Nor do I have much regard for whatever 
body was responsible for drafting the programme that 
the Commission has put forward. 

The programme falls short particularly when you 
consider the needs of the less-favoured regions. The 
18 million represents, I believe, just two per cent of 
the money spent under our policy of supporting farm 
prices. The other weak aspect of the programme is 
that, so it seems to me, emphasis is placed not so 
much on concerted action as on coordinating the 
activities of individual Member States. 

Undoubtedly there is a need for greater flexibility so 
that research can be adapted to the different regional 
conditions, but I would like to remind the Commis
sion of its obligation to preserve the integrity of the 
Community and of the common responsibility for the 
finalization of these studies and research projects. 
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In our judgment the programme is too unambitious 
from the financial point of view, is too limited in its 
objectives, and does not seem to be inspired by a suffi
ciently strong Community spirit. We believe that this 
is due to the fact that in agriculture as well and not 
only in industry, as Mrs Dunwoody said, scientific 
research is still largely dominated by private monopo
lies and multinational companies rather than by 
public research centres and by governmental bodies. 
The timidity of the programme is no more than a 
reflection of our helplessness - machinery, fertilizers 
and pesticides are all in the hands of big industry, 
whose research policy is dictated not by the interests 
of farmers and the need to find ways of increasing 
productivity in the less-favoured regions, but by a 
desire to increase profits. Agricultural research can 
never be directed towards the major objectives of 
general interest so long as it remains subordinate to 
private research, which is more concerned with tech
nical developments than with agricultural research 
proper. To quote just one example, since time is 
running short, consider agricultural machinery, which 
is generally designed specifically for use in lowland 
regions because that is the most profitable market. 
What would it benefit Fiat to conduct research into 
methods of mechanization that could be used in 
mountainous regions with steep slopes where agricul
ture is poor ? These markets have no attraction for 
Fiat. The same applies to fertilizers, for the combina
tions of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium which 
are forced on us even though it is common know
ledge that, for example in Italy, they have the effect of 
cutting productivity by some 25 to 30 % compared 
with more rational combinations which, however, are 
not so profitable to the industries that manufacture 
them. 

In conclusion, I wish to say that besides the purely 
technical problem of research there is also a political 
problem to be resolved which this second programme 
certainly cannot resolve without the goodwill of the 
Commissioner and the Commission. The problem is 
in the growing divergence between the general 
interest of producers and consumers and the way in 
which scientific research is organized, the forces that 
control it and the objectives set. 

It is to be hoped, therefore, that the Commission will 
look into this contradiction and put forward serious 
proposals for harmonizing national legislation on 
scientific research and for closer coordination at Euro
pean level between the various public bodies with the 
aim of directing their efforts towards the achievement 
of the objectives now put forward. 

To sum up, we do not feel it right to oppose the 
Commission's proposal, since at least it provides 
evidence of good intentions and marks the beginning 
of a debate to be taken up again and broadened in the 
future. However, as things stand at the moment, such 

are the many obstacles, instances of political and 
cultural timidity and operational weakness as to make 
the second programme inadequate in our view and 
undeserving of a vote in favour. We therefore propose 
to abstain. 

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

Mr Liogier. - (F) Me President, we approve the 
Commission's five-year programme for coordinating 
agricultural research and encouraging research activi
ties within the Member States. 

We join the rapporteur in urging the Commission to 
adopt such measures as may be expedient to improve 
the effectiveness of agricultural research and to ensure 
that the small farmer is not excluded from the bene
fits of such research. 

These research programmes ought ideally to take into 
account the most urgent problems presently facing 
the common agricultural policy, that is the socio
structural problems experienced by the least deve
loped regions, the market imbalances in certain 
sectors which implies the need to encourage produc
tion of new crops for which the Community is in 
deficit, the need to improve productivity in the beef 
and veal sector and the desirability of reducing obsta
cles to trade resulting from animal diseases. 

We thus have a two-fold objective: to coordinate, at 
Community level, certain national research activies so 
as to ensure the dissemination of the results, and also 
to implement joint projects designed to supplement 
work undertaken in the Member States in fields of 
particular importance to the Community. 

The content of the Community research programmes 
should be determined by the evolving character of the 
Community's agricultural policy and the problems it 
faces. It is satisfying to note that the scope of research 
has been extended, moving away from the previous 
emphasis on animal diseases and livestock produc
tivity, to include the requirements of the less-favoured 
regions of the Community and an evaluation of the 
impact of new production and pest control methods 
on the environment and the consumer. 

The proposed research programmes should also 
determine the optimum use of land and water 
resources in the less-favoured areas. This will involve, 
for example, drawing up a soil map of the different 
regions of the Community, determining areas suitable 
for particular crops and cataloguing existing methods 
of managing water resources. 

On a more general level, it is essential to ensure that 
research efforts are concentrated on practical applied 
research so that the farming and food-processing 
sectors may benefit from research supported by the 
Community. The purpose of research is not solely 
limited to the publication of articles of interest to 
scientists. Research must be translated either into 
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Community legislation or into advice which is offered 
to the producers themselves. The translation of 
research into legislation is, however, only one test of 
the effectiveness of research. Improvements in crop 
varieties, stock-breeding and land and water manage
ment must be disseminated throughout the farming 
population. This cannot be achieved by scientific 
conferences. A very high degree of coordination with 
national agricultural advirory services must be 
achieved. At the same time, the Commission should 
ensure that the publication of results is carried out at 
the popular as well at the scientific level. There is 
little evidence from the proposal that sufficient work 
has been done to ensure that the farming population 
is made aware of the results of research. 

President. - I call Mr Baas. 

Mr Baas. - (NL) Mr President, I, too, should like to 
congratulate Mrs Dunwoody on her report. But I 
should also like to make a number of comments on 
what the Commission is doing. 

What I look for in vain is a clear vision of purpose. In 
which fields do we want to undertake research, and 
what do we want to coordinate in such research ? In 
all honesty, Mr President, I must say that there seems 
to be a lot of confusion about what the tasks of the 
Member States are. According to some of my 
colleagues, groundwater and soil maps and suchlike 
are the responsibility of the Member States. So where 
does the Community's special responsibility begin? 
That is the basic question, and I must say that I can 
find no clear answer. We have exactly the same situa
tion in the coordination of research into environ
mental problems. I have been following that subject 
closely for three years now, but nothing has emerged. 
And the reason for this is that we do not give the 
Commission the instruments or the staff they need. 
They, too, have said that they barely have the staff to 
carry out such coordination. And so when I see what 
research is being undertaken, I wonder whether we 
really want a joint research programme. Does that 
mean that an administrative organization cannot lay 
down guidelines for the research ? 

And then you must not try to coordinate ! The 
Commission does not know what it wants. The 
Commission has not the faintest idea about guidance. 
And even Mrs Dunwoody's report gives no clear line. 
When in paragraph 2 of the motion for a resolution 
Mrs Dunwoody says that the price policy alone is not 
sufficient to achieve a better market balance and that 
therefore productivity of stock-breeding should be 
increased, then I am forced to conclude that if there is 
one thing which the Community does not need, then 
it must be an increase in stock-breeding productivity 
because the end result of that is simply that we 
produce even more milk. But that is what Mrs 

Dunwoody says in black and white, and I fear that it 
could cause problems. 

This means, Mr President, that the Commission must 
decide on the guidelines for the research : technical, 
technological, etc. And as Mr Caillavet has already 
said, the European Community is plunging blindly 
into the future, although we know that enormous 
changes will have taken place by the end of the next 
decade. And then we should not be making so much 
fuss about the milk problem. Fifteen years ago I told 
Parliament that it was heading down a blind alley 
because it lacked the courage to undertake research 
into the real technical and technological problems 
involved. We deliberately reared calves on vegetable 
fats and the proteins we produced ourselves at knock
down prices. In this way we ourselves broke the cycle 
of the natural balance within the dairy farming 
industry. We did it ourselves. We need a research 
programme for technologal development, and we 
must make an immediate start on it. And as Mr Cail
lavet said, of course we cannot stop people producing 
sugar from maize, of course we cannot prevent them 
from producing protein from fish and fish offal. That 
proposition is quite untenable. We talk about 
consumer protection and then prevent that same 
consumer from enjoying the benefits of technological 
progress. And trying to encourage the production of 
products of which as yet we have no surplus is a dead 
end. What we need are practical answers to practical 
questions : is our agriculture still competitive - not 
in the Community, but on world markets ? Can we 
still produce food for other people who are starving 
and begging for food ? I think that that is the line we 
must follow. I therefore consider that technological 
guidance, economic guidance and - despite what the 
Communists say - even political guidance can be 
necessary at a given moment. I am thinking in parti
cular here of restructuring measures, etc. 

But the Commission has neither the instruments nor 
the staff to coordinate or lay down guidelines. The 
Commission cannot even lay down guidelines for 
what we want. All it can do is tinker with the small 
print : continued research into waste substances in the 
agricultural industry and the bio-industry. We can 
study together the problem of liquid and solid 
manure. That's really great! Let's study it together! 
And then problems in animal pathology. The 
spreading of liquid and solid manure, the quality of 
one foodstuff and animal health. 

And finally the question of biological pesticides. This 
involves technological guidance for the future agricul
tural production structure. I think that Mrs Dunwoody 
is right when she says that we should meet together 
each year to exchange views. But, and here I should 
like an answer from the Commissioner, can we look 
forward to the results of this research being 
published ? That has not happened in the case of the 
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research programme into environmental problems. 
The coordination of the research problems into envi
ronmental problems has been frustrated by the 
matieral and economic interests of certain groups. 
And I should therefore like to know how long it will 
be before we are notified of the results of this coordi
nation of agricultural research programmes. 

I believe that we need more vision and a greater effort 
for the future guidance of the Community's agricul
tural production. We want the Commission to be able 
to tell us clearly and precisely where it is putting its 
emphasis. Is the emphasis in these research 
programmes to be laid exclusively on practical points, 
or can we look forward to the actual implementation 
of pioneering research work ? 

Mr President, may I close by saying that we have now 
made enough progress to be able to develop the fish
eries resources in the Blue Nile area to such an extent 
that we could supply the whole of the African conti
nent with the protein which is so vital to that part of 
the world. But such projects have come to a standstill ; 
instead we are talking about liquid and solid manure 
and about other banal problems which mesmerize us 
to such an extent that we have no concept of what we 
should really be doing. Nor are we prepared to turn 
our minds to it. 

I therefore fear that the Community is unfortunately 
not shouldering its responsibilities, at least not if it 
approaches agricultural problems in the same way as 
it approaches environmental problems. 

President. - I call Mr Osborn. 

Mr Osborn. - Mr President, I would agree with the 
last comment of Mr Baas, that the Community is prob
ably not shouldering its responsibilities, but first I 
would like to congratulte the rapporteur on having 
produced a report on this very important subject, and 
I welcome the fact that we have a Commission docu
ment dealing with this. I support paragraph 9 of the 
motion for a resolution saying that there should be a 
dialogue and accept that the Commission is a lynch
pin. 

But following Mr Baas, I would agree that we must 
have a clear vision of the purpose of agricultural 
research. Obviously, we must differentiate between 
what needs doing - and I include restructuring the 
agricultural policy - and on the other hand research 
and development itself much of which has been put 
in Annex I (whether it is a right list for Annex I or 
not, I am not in a position to judge), but finally we are 
concerned with the right application of this. 

But first, I intervene as a parliamentarian and scientist, 
and I have been an officer of the Parliamentary and 
Scientific Committee in the British Parliament for 
some time. Some fifteen years ago, I posed the ques
tion whether the world, using science and new tech
nologies, including irrigation and fertilizers, could 

feed and sustain its rapidly expanding population, 
which is now over 4 000 million and might well be 
8 000 or 10 000 million by the turn of the century. 
When we had the first minister for science, I posed 
this question to Lord Hailsham. The Parliamentary 
and Scientific Committee had a meeting, at which the 
Agricultural Research Committee and Professor Sir 
James Hutchinson, from Cambridge University, were 
present. As a parliamentarian then, I saw no problem. 
I was impressed by the way British agriculture went 
hand in hand with perhaps Empire agriculture, 
colonial agriculture, Commonwealth agriculture and 
worked through British aid programmes. I was 
impressed by the fact that most people felt that, prop
erly organized, we could feed, then, a population of 
8 000 million or 12 000 million. It was emphasized to 
me the problem was more environmental and a ques
tion of whether we could handle the task. Last week I 
should have been with the Nuffield Professor of Agri
cultural Strategic Studies at Reading University, seeing 
what is going on in strategic studies in one university 
and concentrating on Britain's problems. There are 
heads of research institutes who are concerned with 
the wider aspects of the problems we have debated 
today, and of course nutrition and health come into 
this. Their learned society is looking at this - at the 
moment I am discussing a December meeting of the 
Parliamentary and Scientific Committee on nutrition 
and agriculture. Obviously it would be in the British 
sense, but I very much hope we can have more 
dialogues where Members of Parliament, Senators and 
others can understand the issues facing those in agri
culture and those advising agriculture. In Britain, in 
December, they will decide to what extent British agri
culture is tied up with Community agriculture, and I 
suspect that I will have to present the Commission 
document forcibly at this meeting. And what is being 
asked in Britain must be asked in in every other 
Community country. But Britain does have to import 
45 % of its food and the EEC, as such, in the strategic 
sense, is or could be largely self-supporting and 
sustaining. But in this economically unstable world, to 
what extent is it in the interests of Britain and the 
Community to be increasingly self-sustaining-in the 
strategic sense, I reiterate ? I welcome the fact that stra
tegic agricultural studies will, I hope, be enhanced, 
bringing in the brains from outside the Commission. 

Now, the Commission and this report are concerned 
with improving the plight of citizens in the poorer 
agricultural areas, and quite rightly so ; with providing 
employment in the poorer regions, and quite rightly 
so. Mrs Dunwoody in her speech made the right type 
of political plea on behalf of Community citizens, and 
I share Mr Baas's view that we must have. a closer 
analysis of what the problems are, and what has to be 
overcome, and how it can be dealt with. After this 
debate I have gained the impression that agricultural 
research in the member countries and maybe in the 
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·Community, is still too much the preserve of the 
farming lobby. Why is it that within the Commission 
it is Mr Gundelach and not Mr Brunner and the scien
tific section, thas has been brought in ? In national 
governments, why are agricultural research projects so 
much the preserve of a minister of agriculture, not of 
a minister for science ? I accept that in the future the 
issues are wider-nutrition, food and health-but if I 
may say so, I am speaking today as a member of the 
Energy and Research Committee, and I regret that Mr 
Brunner has not given an opinion on this, and that 
those in that research committee have not 
commented on the tackling of this agricultural 
problem. We have still to tackle what problems are of 
world interest, where there should be international 
contact throughout the world. If I may put in an 
aside, we have had some agricultural equipment manu
facturers in Strasbourg this week, they are engineering 
firms : now to what extent is agriculture bringing in 
engineers from outside and developing those new tech
nologies, perhaps waste power from power-stations or 
fish-farming that has come in ? That is the equipment 
for agriculture. And to what extent is there a greater 
case for the Commission sponsoring indirect and 
action-concerned programmes as against direct 
programmes ? 

Now it is a late hour, Mr President; I can elaborate on 
this much more ; but being interested in this problem 
in my own country, in a European and world context, 
I very much hope that Mr Gundelach and the 
Commission will be able to bring in brains from every 
aspect of this, to take this one stage further. 

President. - I call Mr L'Estrange. 

Mr l'Estrange. - Mr President, I would like to 
congratulate Mrs Dunwoody on her report. I agree 
with much but not with all of it. I would say that I am 
sick and tired of the criticism and the lectures about 
the common agricultural policy that we frequently get 
here from certain members of the Labour Party. 
Indeed, I would like to ask her : are we all out of step 
with our Johnny? Is it in Europe's interest, or is it in 
their own, that the great reformers speak here about 
reforming the common agricultural policy ? 

We all know that Great Britain in the past- indeed 
until the advent of the EEC - got cheap food from 
Ireland and from the rest of the world. But that could 
not continue. Remember, Britain can give fair prices 
to her farmers and sell cheaply to the consumers 
because only two and a half percent of the people of 
Great Britain are working on the land ; the other nine
ty-seven and a half percent are in industry and 
services, and they can subsidize, and are subsidizing, 
the farmers. Surely Mrs Dunwoody knows and under
stands that the farmers have to get a fair price, and 
that they are getting it because the people of England 
are taxed to pay a fair price. She can do it ; we in 

Ireland cannot, with agriculture accounting for 60 % 
of our exports. If we attempted to do anything like 
that we would be feeding the dog with a bit of his 
own tail. 

I have said before, and I think many other speakers 
have said it too, that the common agricultural policy 
has served Europe well. It has led to continuity of 
supplies at reasonable prices to consumers, and the 
farmers have got fair returns. And remember that they 
are entitled to a fair return for their work, just as any 
other section of the people are. If we talk here about 
increases and percentage increases over the past few 
years, remember that they have got increases and 
percentage increases from a very low level. Because for 
too many years they were the hewers of wood and the 
drawers of water. Not only in my country, but I think 
in nearly every country in Europe. God knows, today 
they are entitled to a fair return for their work, just as 
other sectors in the Community are. We do not 
begrudge industrial workers getting 5 %, or 10, or 
15 %, or whatever they are getting. Some sections of 
the Labour Party in Britain now will not take a 5 % 
increase. With a two-thirds majority, they even went 
against the recommendations of their own govern
ment in that. 

It would do no harm to point out that over the past 
few years wages have increased at a greater rate than 
agricultural prices. It would do no harm if more 
energy were devoted to getting the people, both rich 
and poor, to spend more of their family budget on 
food, and perhaps less on drink. And it might be 
better for their health as well. 

Mrs Dunwoody speaks about farmers reforming their 
structures and increasing ouput. A pity she does not 
preach like that to the workers at Leyland, or to other 
car industries in England that are sick, that are not 
giving a fair return, and where Japan and other coun
tries are coming in and taking over from you. It is a 
pity you do not preach about increased output to 
some of those people. 

I agree with what you have said about research. I 
believe it is of the utmost importance to farmers in 
every country in Europe to get the utmost from the 
land of Europe, and to leave it at the end of the 
season in at least as good a heart as they found it, if 
possible in better heart. That can be done now as a 
result of the research that we have had in the past. I 
agree certainly with the cross-fertilization of ideas ; we 
can learn by the mistakes of Europe. But I do. believe 
that we can feed the people of Europe from the land 
of Europe, and we should continue to do that and to 
make certain that people are not driven off the land of 
Ireland to join the 6 million people that we have 
unemployed today. That can be done, I believe, 
through a continuation of the common agricultural 
policy. 
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President. - I call Mr Gundelach. 

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission. 
- Mr Chairman, I should like to congratulate the 
author of the report, Mrs Dunwoody, on its excellence. 
Not only is the report well-balanced and favourable to 
the Commission's proposal, but it happens in my view 
to be one of the best succinct statements ever made 
on the need for, and the role of, agricultural research 
as a policy tool for bringing about long-term improve
ments in the Common Agricucultural Policy. I agree 
with the various points made in the report about how 
this proposal of ours can be improved, and I shall not 
go into these various subjects. But I particularly want 
to emphasize that I agree with Mrs Dunwoody that 
the harmonization necessary in various respects -
among other things in regard to the combat of 
diseases and for the improvement of the quality of 
foods - must be a harmonization on the highest 
possible level and not the lowest common denomi
nator. If we were to choose the latter, the exercise we 
are here embarking upon would be a failure from the 
beginning. 

I naturally also agree, and it is part of the motivation 
of the programme, that it should help those farmers 
who are in particular difficulties because they are 
highly dependent upon agricultural production but 
who, in view of the surplus situations, ought to be 
helped into different types of production which might 
be profitable to them, without creating the structural 
imbalances with which the Common Agricultural 
Policy has lived already for far too long. 

The same applies to regions. It is not just a matter of 
individuals, but of regions. Mrs Dunwoody was also 
right, by way of example, to bring in such new activi
ties as fish farming, which I happen to believe in the 
not-too-distant future will be one of the major 
suppliers of fish-food for our populations. We must 
see to it that it takes place under circumstances which 
meet the requirements of the consumer, both from 
the point of view of quality and safety, but also from 
the point of view of price. This is indeed an excercise 
where we will have something to give to other coun
tries. Mrs Dunwoody referred to the ACP countries, 
and there are others from whom we can learn a great 
deal in this or that field, and in that sense this is also 
replying to Mr Osborn - we are engaging in an 
activity where we will need to have close collaboration 
with other parts of the world. He was, for instance, 
referring to the question of the relationship between 
agricultural production and energy. I may briefly 
inform him that it is a subject on which there have 
been rather intensive talks between myself and my 
collaborators and the American Secretary for agricul
ture and his collaborators, because it obviously is one 
aspect of agricultural policy of the highest importance, 
and he, I am sure, will forgive me if I have not left 
this matter entirely in the hands of the Commissioner 

for energy, whose advice I shall naturally also be very 
happy to seek, but I cannot devolve from myself the 
responsibility of looking on agricultural production as 
an aspect of an all economic activity, and look upon it 
from the point of view of the farmer and the 
consumer, but also from the point of view of the 
needs of the economy as a whole. It is exactly in order 
to the able to do that, that we have to start to do what 
we are proposing to do here. So I admit to those who 
have been criticising that it is not enough, that one 
has to start somewhere. The Community has not been 
shouldering its responsibilities in this area in the past. 
It has been moving into a world which was unknown, 
and has created for itself problems which we have 
now great difficulties, Mr Baas, in solving. 

I would have been a happier man today if the institu
tions of the Community some 10 years ago had 
started doing something about seeing where we are 
going and what our alternatives are. Now we begin 
with coordinating research, but we are not going to 
stop there. But we have to see first what is there. 
There is a lot going on, but we have to know what it 
is - where it is deficient - and see to it that it is 
better distributed to the regions we have just indic"te, 
but also find out where it has to be brought further. 
And where it has to be brought on further, it is not 
just a national responsibility, because the 
consequences of agricultural policy are a Community 
responsibility, budget-wise, economic-wise and other
wise. Then, maybe, it is the responsibility of the 
Community to go further. The budgetary 
consequences of what we have put forward here are 
very limited, because we are, as the starting point, only 
asking for the personnel necessary to carry out a 
proper coordination. But if that coordination demons
trates, as it probably will, that there are serious lacunae 
in what is happening, we may have to take further 
steps and ask for further means in order to be able to 
go beyond what is proposed here. 

But I should say to Mr Baas that what we are seeking 
here is a means, an additional tool, in directing a 
Common Agricultural Policy. We cannot ask research 
people to give us an agricultural policy : that is a task 
of the politicians, of you, the Council, and me. But 
what we can ask of the research people is to tell us 
what are the alternative uses of his or that type of 
land, because we know that certain production cannot 
continue in its present size, but must be cut down. 
But then we must know from the scientists what are 
the alternative uses : what other things can be done 
which are more useful to the economy of the Commu
nity. Then it is up to the plitical institutions to take 
the necessary decisions in the light of knowledge 
which we do not have in a proper coordinated way 
today. And what we are proposing here is exactly to 
get that information in order that we may be better 
orientated in our policy directions in the future. 
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But that is your, and my, responsibility, not that of the 
research people. We need the research people in order 
to be able to take better decisions tomorrow than we 
took yesterday. 

In order to achieve this, it will be on on-going 
process, and I am therefore quite happy to accept the 
point made in this report, that there should be annual 
reports to Parliament which can be the subject of a 
continued -discussion - only making the comment 
that these should be succinct, factual reports, and not 
philosophical ones. I am secondly very happy that 
Mrs Dunwoody was referring to the rolling aspect of 
the programme, because I think that is more befitting 
than to think in terms of five years, and then in 1973, 
or 1974, or whenever it is, then a new programme is 
established. I could not accept the date which has 
been referred to in the paper, because it would mean 
that we would start with a new staff really making the 
next programme before we had executed the first. I 
favour, rather as Mrs Dunwoody was saying, a rolling 
programme, which means that you develop dynami
cally as you go along. When one part of the project is 
achieved, then it is replaced by something else, and as 
the need arises one builds dynamically upon what has 
been started initially with this proposal. 

In this context, naturally, we shall be more than 
willing to discuss fully with the Parliament and to 
inform them of the results we have achieved, both in 
regard to coordinating research activities in the 
Community, and in our talks and in our collaboration 
with other third Countries, as well as about what 
needs we feel, and we are going to come to feel, have 
to be met at a CommunitY level with Community 
resources, because I do not believe that we shall be 
able to meet the responsibility of the Community to 
which Mr Baas was referring without establishing a 
proper Community research service, financed by the 
Community itself as a second step. 

President.- I call Mrs Dunwoody. 

Mrs Dunwoody, rapporteur. - Mr President, I think 
. that Mr Gundelach has covered the important points. 

However, I trust that in our rolling programme, very 
close liason will be maintained with Parlament, 
because there is hardly any point in our having this 
kind of debate in a vacuum and then leaving it for 
another five years, until we have some idea of what is 
going to happen in the future. I think it has been 
largely a very constructive debate. I will not follow all 
the lines that were offered to me. But I do think that 
this is a very a practical matter, and only wish that we 
could deal with matters like this more often. 

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 4.30 p.m. tomorrow. 

The debate is closed. 

13. Harmonization of national legislation 

President. - The next item is the following oral 
question with debate (Doc. 345/78) by Mr Rippon, Sir 
Derek Walker-Smith, Mr Stetter and Mr Fletcher
Cooke, on behalf of the European Conservative 
Group, to the Commission : 

Subject : Commission policy on the harmonisation of 
national legislation 

In view of the recent declaration by the President of the 
Commission to the Legal Affairs Committee of the Euro
pean Parliament that "details in directives should be kept 
to a necessary minimum• can the Commission state : 

1. How it interprets the limits to harmonization of legisla
tion laid down in Article 100 of the EEC-Treaty? 

2. What action it intends to take in order to bring 
present proposals for directives in line with its stated 
policy in this matter ? 

3. What proposals it intends to initiate to amend direc
tives already promulgated ? 

I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. - Mr President, I beg to 
submit the three oral questions with debate tabled on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. It was in 
1974 in reply to Sir Peter Kirk that Mr Gundelach 
made his memorable policy declaration in which he 
said : There is no intention of carrying out so-called 
harmonization for harmonization's sake and it is not 
this Commission's policy to force on the populations 
of the Member States a drab uniformity which they 
have not expressed the wish for and which has more
over no basis in the Treaties.' Those were wise words, 
Mr President. Then last month, in answer to my plea, 
to reduce detailed harmonization in accordance with 
the principles of no harmonization for harmoniza
tion's sake, the President of the Commisssion made 
his encouraging reply at the special meeting of the 
Legal Affairs Committee. Both these declarations were 
welcome. But the vertable torrent of detailed directives 
are evidence that the wise words of Commissioner 
Gundelach have begun to sound but faintly in the 
corridors of the Commission. It was for that reason 
that I felt obliged to raise the question in the Legal 
Affairs Committee and for that reason I offer no 
apology for raising it again in plenary sitting today. 

The first of our three questions is fundamental to the 
whole process of harmonization, and thereby, to the 
proper relationship of the Institutions of the Commu
nity, and in particular the Commission, with the 
national parliaments of the Member States. The 
Member States have agreed by solemn treaty to regu
late harmonization in accordance with Article 100 
whereby approximation of national laws is limited to 
those laws which directly affect the functioning of the 
Common Market. That is, in effect, where they 
impinge directly - and that is an important word -
on the activities and objects of the Community as set 
out in Articles 2 and 3 of the Treaty. Of course it is a 
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place, a necessary place for harmonization or the 
approximation of laws to carry out the objectives of 
the Treaty, but it is a place defined and limited by 
law, and the law should be respected in this context as 
in any other. 

There is Sir, no warrant or authority for seeking 
continually to push harmonization beyond the fron
tiers delineated by Article I 00. 

There is no warrant or authority for the Commission 
to introduce changes or modifications in national law 
simply on the basis of the Commission's subjective 
view as to the general merits of the matter, particu
larly as the Commission has of course no electoral 
responsibility. Its only proper function is to modify 
national laws so as to prevent them from obstructing 
the free flow of goods and services or distorting 
competition within the Community. Any undue 
assumption of authority by the Commission, any 
breach of the Treaty, any violation of the rule of law is 
not only an evil in itself, but would be and be seen to 
be a step on the way to a centralized European state 
mechanism, unwanted by the Member States and 
liable to cause great resentment in those parliaments 
and peoples who by ratification or referendum have 
given their approval to a Community based on the 
Treaty that it stands. 

There are, I would think, three main ingredients, or 
necessary factors in the principle of no harmonization 
for harmonization's sake. First, strict compliance with 
Article No 100 - no directive should issue from the 
Commission proposing harmonization of laws on 
matters not directly affecting the functioning of the 
Common Market. Secondly, there should be no 
attempt at approximation of laws relating to matters 
outside the scope of the Community as defined in the 
Treaties and, thirdly, there should be no niggling 
detail since Article No 189 of the Treaty leaves to 
Member States responsibility for the form and method 
which the indivudual state thinks most suitable to 
achieve the desired result in that particular country. 

These three principles deriv~like from law and good 
sense, but they are not being universally or unformally 
applied by the Commission despite the wise words of 
1974. On the contrary, for whatever reason- perhaps 
an unrealistic perfectionism and an excess of bureau
cratic zeal, a misguided desire for enforced uniformity 
in preference to the reasonable diversity which 
enriches the life of the Community - proposals for 
directives continue to be issued in breach of these 
principles. 

Time forbids the citation of more than one or two 
examples, but I would refer briefly to a very recent 
proposal made in July for a directive on the labelling 
of electric ovens. After much huffing and puffing, and 
presumably much cerebral consideration, the Commis
sion produced the following gem. I quote : 'the 
external dimensions of the label shall be 90 multi
plied by 100 millimetres so that six labels in different 
languages can fit on a base of DIN A 4 format. The 

corners of each label shall be rounded with a radius of 
6 millimetres. The labels shall be printed on a yellow/ 
orange base with orange accounting for 50%'. Presi
dent Jenkins may think that even beats the lawn
movers to which he recently referred. 

And then there is a whole series of directives in the 
field of consumer protection, although consumer 
protection, as such, is not specified in the Treaty. Of 
course as in the case of any directive, which is 
required because of its effect on the functioning of the 
Common Market, careful and sympathetic considera
tion must be given to the question of consumer 
protection. But it was obviously the view of the 
founding fathers of the Community that, as the tradi
tions, wishes and practices of consumers are different 
in different countries, consumer protection should 
largely be left to national laws. A striking example was 
the recent directive on doorstep selling. Well door
steps have many qualities but one of them is that they 
do not cross frontiers and the Commission was natur
ally, when questioned at the time, not in a position to 
defend the use of Article No 100. Other examples like 
product liability and unfair advertizing are perhaps 
more complex, but they too need to be examined in 
the light of these principles. 

My third principle is that directives should contain 
the minimum of detail and allow the largest possible 
freedom of choice between Community and national 
legislation. So I respectfully ask the Commission to do 
two things. First, to apply these principles to all future 
draft directives and, secondly, to examine all existing 
proposals and adopted directives with a view to prop
osing such modifications as are possible and necessary 
to give effect to these principles. The declaration of 
the President last month was very welcome, but it will 
rapidly lose credibility if it is not transformed into 
action and maintained in practice. I am sure, Mr Presi
dent, the Commission would not wish to violate the 
law or to be in breach of the Treaty. After all, Article 
No 155 imposes on the Commission a specific duty 
to see that the provisions of the Treaty are applied, 
and they are often referred to in this context as the 
guardians of the Treaty. But if they go on as they have 
been going on, then we shall be forced to ask the old 
question in the seventh language of the Community 
'quis custodiat ipsos custodes' which I will translate 
for these purposes as 'who will keep an eye on the 
Commission to see that they preserve the provisions 
of the Treaty'. And I hope the answer will be this 
Parliament and its Legal Affairs. 

I hope, therefore, the Committee will mend their ways 
insofar as they have erred or may be tempted to err 
and recognize the truth proclaimed by Sir Peter Kirk 
in the debate of 1974, that the virtue of the Commu
nity is in its divergence as much as in the unity. 
These thoughts then and the truths underlying them 
and the great principles they embody, I respectfully 
commend to Parliament, Commission and Council 
alike. 
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President. - I call Mr Jenkins. 

Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission.- Mr Pres
ident, I intervene at once, if I may, in order to endea
vour to provide an answer to the various parts of the 
question raised by Sir Derek Walker-Smith, and then 
I will, if necessary, reply briefly to points which may 
be raised in the short debate which will no doubt 
follow. 

Let me say straight away that I welcome the opportu
nity to explain our views on this important question 
which was indeed recently discussed in depth by the 
Commission itself and was an important aspect of the 
issues to which we directed ourselves at our weekend 
at Comblain-la-Tour in mid-September. Let me say 
right from the outset that we totally endorse the prin
ciple laid down by Vice-President Gundelach in his 
previous portfolio in the last Commission that we are 
not in the business of harmonization for harmoniza
tion's sake. Approximating laws in the Community is 
intended to achieve the objectives of the EEC Treaty, 
to create a common market and not to go beyond 
that. I can assure you that the Commission attaches 
great importance to sorting out priority areas for 
Community action. We recently decided that it was 
necessary - I do not think we would accept the view 
that we had gone beyond the law - that it was neces
sary, within the law, to apply stricter criteria when 
selecting our harmonization proposals. We shall look 
closely to see, for example, whether such proposals 
will demonstrably prmote trade within the Commu
nity and will strengthen the foundations for econmic 
and monetary union. We shall ask ouselves where 
proposals are really necessary and whether the 
Community can do the job best, or better than others. 
And finally, whether the carrying-out and subsequent 
monitoring of such proposals can be justified in terms 
of the staff required, given our limited availability of 
manpower. I believe that by applying these criteria, 
and applying them strictly, Commission proposals for 
harmonization are more likely to respond to real 
needs. These then are our guidelines, Mr President, to 
the future application of Article 100. 

As concerns the scope of that article, the Commission 
believes that the extent to which national laws are to 
be harmonized depends on whether it is necessary to 
do so, in order to achieve Community objectives. The 
laws which may thus be harmonized are those which 
directly affect the functioning of the common market. 
In the Commission's view, the term 'common market' 
covers all aspects of the free movement of goods, 
persons, services and capital, as well as the establish
ment of an undistorted system of competition and the 
introduction of common policies for agriculture, trans
port, external trade and social affairs. In general, all 
areas which are explicity referred to in the Treaties 
and none which are not so referred to. 

Finally, one point which often gives rise to criticism 
of Community directives. The amount of detail they 

contain. We should not seek to include unnecessary 
detail. I cannot pretend that we have never done so. 
But we should not seek to do so, and we intend to be 
very selective in this field. Rather should we lay down 
the primary objectives to be obtained and leave the 
detailed implementation to Member States. We must, 
however, proceed on a case by case basis, for the 
amount of detail necessary in a given directive varies 
with the subject being dealt with and will depend on 
the need for the degree of harmonization required. 
This must clearly be decided on a case-by-case basis. 

Now as for the amendment of proposals already 
submitted, which was referred to by the honourable 
Member, but not yet adopted, we shall certainly be 
very willing, where appropriate, to consider taking 
action to amend or withdraw proposals taking into 
account the guidelines I have just outlined to you. It is 
not, however, such a simple matter, in the case of 
directives .already adopted by the Council, which have 
been, or are in the process of being, implemented in 
national law. It could, I think, be prejudicial to the 
legal certainty to which citizens and undertakings are 
entitled, and indeed detrimental to good cooperation 
between the Community and national authorities, to 
oblige the Member States to revise basic rules on 
which unanimous agreement was achieved often only 
after lengthy discussion and difficult compromises. 
But I can assure the honourable Member and the 
House that the periodic revision of directives to take 
account of experience and technical progress is a task 
to which we shall attach importance. Therefore, in my 
initial reply, I hope I have been able to go a long way 
to reassure the honourable Member that, as I made 
clear in the exchange to which he referred before the 
Legal Affairs Committee, I do not think there is a 
philosophical gulf between us here. The question is 
that of carrying out our philosophy in a practical and 
sensible way. I recognize the need for some improve
ment : that we will endeavour to achieve. 

President. - The remaining speakers now have five 
minutes each. I call Mr Sieglerschmidt to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Sieglerschmidt. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, in our Member States - or at least in my 
country - there are a growing number of complaints 
in connection with the Europen Community about 
what is being called a flood of legislation. What are 
the reasons for this flood of legislation, if it can be 
fairly said that there is one ? Fistly, efforts are being 
made to achieve a maximum of legal security, of 
equality before the law, in short, of justice generally, 
by means of rulings that are as specific as possible. 
However, I do sometimes wonder if the authors of 
these texts have given any real thought to the old 
Roman legal saying - and I, too, will now use the 
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seventh Community language, Sir Derek - summum 
jus summa injuria. For at a certain point these efforts 
to achieve the highest possible degree of justice begin 
to produce the highest possible degree of injustice. 
Justice has consequently become extremely involved 
for the citizen and even for judges. Because of the 
profusion of legal provisions proceedings frequently 
take so long that they border on a denial of justice. To 
this must be added the natural urge of efficient admin
istrations to prove their productivity with an appro
priate output of draft directives and regulations, and I 
must say, Mr Jenkins, that some of the examples 
which Sir Derek has just given and which are also 
known to me, of course occur to me as well when I 
think of this productivity. But social groups and associ
ations of an economic and social kind often contri
bute to the flood of legislation, too, by insisting on 
legislation for the area in which they are interested, 
although they otherwise complain about the excess of 
legislation. 

Parliaments - and I include our Parliament m this 
- have not, in my view, always been critical enough 
in the past in asking whether the subject-matter under 
consideration is in fact capable or even in need of 
being legislated on. We should in future perform this 
filtering function more effectively. To this extent, the 
statement made by the President of the Commission 
before the Legal Affairs Committee and quoted by the 
authors of the question is to be welcomed and under
lined. But a clear distinction must be made between 
the political concern to which I have referred and the 
legal question of who has the legislative power. 

This distinction is not made by the authors of the 
question in Doc. 345/78, one might almost say, delibe
rately. That is why only the legal aspect of the ques
tion should be considered here. A provision like 
Article 100 of the EEC Treaty is open to both a 
constrictive and an expansive interpretation. If we 
look at the directives that have been adopted in the 
last few years, we find that the Commission and Parlia
ment have increasingly resorted to an expansive inter
pretation of Article 100 and that the Council has in 
many cases agreed with this interpretation by 
adopting the directives concerned. What you said just 
now, Sir Derek, was not, in my opinion, an expansive 
interpretation of Article 100, and that rather surprises 
me because the Conservative Group has in numerous 
cases agreed to such directives. 

Recently, however, forces on all sides of this House 
have begun to cast doubt on the Community's power 
to adopt directives whenever they do not like the polit
ical content of the proposal. The dispute over the 
proposal directive on the producer's liability for defec
tive products, an important subject in the consumer 
protection field, Mr President, is a classic example of 
this. There are signs of something similar happening 

in the Legal Affairs Committee's discussion of the 
proposal for a directive on misleading and untair 
advertising. The argument used is the distinction 
made in Article 189 of the EEC Treaty between the 
aim of a directive, which is binding on the Member 
States, and the methods of achieving this aim, which 
are left to the Member States. But can so clear a 
distinction reasonably be made between the end and 
the means ? Will it not be necessary in certain cases 
- and to a limited extent, of course - to fix the 
methods that make it possible to achieve the objective 
being pursued with the dierective ? The very goals of 
the Community that are of particular importance for 
our citizens, such as consumer protection, environ
mental protection and the development of social secu
rity, can only be achieved if Article 100 is applied 
expansively. 

As the first general elections to the European Parlia
ment approach, we cannot speak of the need for a 
large turn-out on the one hand while denying the 
Community the legal means of pursuing a policy 
oriented towards the citizen, on the other. Nor will we 
be fobbed off in this with Article 235 of the EEC 
Treaty, which gives the Council certain powers to take 
measures unanimously in unforeseen circumstances, 
because Parliament's position is then far weaker tLm 
it is under Article 100. And particularly in the case of 
provisions of this kind Parliament must be able to 
take full advantage of the opportunities for involve
ment open to it. 

To summarize, I should like to say, firstly, that 
harmonization .... 

President. - It is very late at night and you have 
had m'ore than your time, and I am afraid I must ask 
you to sit down. We simply cannot at this time of 
night allow people to go over their time. 

I call Mr Stetter to speak on behalf of the European 
Conse~ative Group. 

Mr Stetter. - (DK) Mr President, we both welcome 
and are satisfied with the positive answer given by the 
President of the Commission to our question. 

There exists, in our view, a latent danger that harmoni
zation of detailed provisions will confuse and distort 
the debate in the individual Member countries on the 
Communities' principle tasks. I have a few questions 
concerning the President of the Commission's answer 
to point 2 of the oral question. 

It is a sound and courageous move to modify or with
draw those proposals that are not in line with the guid
elines now adopted by the Commission. The Conserva
tive Group will support such a decision and I am sure 
that the national authorities and the national parlia
ments will take the same attitude. Nevertheless, how 
does the President of the Commission intend to plan 
this exercise and when is it to be carried out ? Has the 
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President of the Commission fixed a deadline for this 
important task, and will he keep the European Parlia
ment informed of developments in this matter. 

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

Mr Nyborg. - (DK) Mr President, I must start by 
saying that I am somewhat shocked at the absence of 
certain items from the answer given by the President 
of the Commission, Mr Jenkins. The proceedings here 
in the European Parliament are sometimes concerned 
rather too much with which committees deal with 
what business and with fact that one committee does 
not always know what another committee is doing. 
When I read this oral question I expected the Presi
dent of the Commission to have used this opportunity 
to announce to the European Parliament the new, 
streamlined procedure for removing technical barriers 
to trade that has long been urged by the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs. 

I have not heard any hint of this in the answer given 
by the President of the Commission and this gives me 
the impression that, at the Commission too, one hand 
does not always know what the other hand is doing. 

Indeed, I do not understand how it is possible to 
answer the questions that have been raised by the 
Legal Affairs Committee without reference to the 
agreement on a new procedure that has been reached 
between the European Parliament and the Commis
sion on the initiative of the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs. 

I would mention briefly that the aim of this procedure 
is, in connection with the removal of technical 
barriers to trade, to make greater use of Article 155 of 
the EEC Treaty. The Commission's first proposal 
drawn up according to these new criteria, i.e. that on 
building materials, was to have been submitted before 
the summer recess. 

Commissioner Davignon notified me however that, 
for various reasons, it was appropriate to wait until 
September before submitting this proposal. I have 
certainly no intention of quibbling about a few days 
here or there, but did want to use this opportunity to 
ask the Commission when this specific proposal will 
be published. In my assessment, there is a clear link 
between the problems the Commission has touched 
on here today and the new procedure that I have just 
referred to. 

Mr President, I must say that I am deeply disap
pointed. 

President. - I call Mr Jenkins. 

Mr Jenkins, President of the Commission. - Alas, I 
am not quite sure, Mr President, what Mr Nyborg is 
disappointed about. He raised one specific question in 
relation to when proposals which had been promised 

in July were forthcoming. I will endeavour, if I can, 
before the end of my speech, to get a note on that ; 
but this is a debate, if I may remind him, about the 
general principles of harmonization and not about 
some particular field in which he is interested. Indeed, 
Mr Sieglerschmidt, I thought, spoke words of wisdom 
in this respect when he said there was a certain 
tendency of which we must all beware to condemn 
harmonization in general but to ask for it consistently 
inrs?me particular field in which we happen to have a 
sp~l:ial interest. And I think we have to be a little 
careful that we don't all contradict ourselves in that 
way. 

There are a few points which I would like to take up 
rather briefly, because, Mr Nyborg apart, I gather that 
the reply of the Commission was reasonably satisfac
tory to those who took part in the debate. 

Mr Sieglerschmidt referred in his remark to the role of 
Parliament and argued that Parliament's position 
under Article 235 was considerably weaker under 
Article 100. I don't agree with him on this particular 
point, for my reading of Article 235 is that if direc
tives are adopted under this article, consultation of the 
Parliament is obligatory in every case, whereas under 
Article 100 there is consultation of the Parliament 
only on directives where implementation would in 
one or more Member States involve the amendment 
of legislation. But I do fully agree with him that this 
House has a most important role to play in this field. 
He used the word 'filter' and I think that is an apt 
word. If there are proposals where this House thinks 
that the justification for Community action is small, I 
hope this House will say so ; but if there are proposals 
for harmonization which this House thnks of special 
value, we equally count on you to say so and if neces
sary to dispel misinformed or hostile interpretations 
of those proposals by the press and by the public. 

Our attitude to this must be a sensible and a balanced 
one. We must not harmonize for harmonization' 
sake ; we must exercise a certain self denying ordi
nance ; we must not go into unnecessary detail ; but at 
the same time we must recognize that the Common 
Market is not yet a complete market, there are certain 
barriers to trade and some proposals in this field can 
be highly desirable. Take for a moment a proposal 
which I have cited a good deal recently, which is the 
lawn-mower proposal. 

This illustrates several points which we should have in 
our minds. I think there was, as it originally emerged, 
unnecessary detail associated with it. There was a 
suggestion that there should be some harmonization 
of the hours and the days on which lawn-mowers 
should be used. That, in my view, is not part of 
Community business. I don't, as a matter of fact, think 
it should be part of the business of a national govern
ment. If such regulations are necessary, then it should 
be done by parish councils rather than by national 
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governments (Applause), at the level closest to the 
people. But - and perhaps the fault lies with us 
slightly here - because of this the proposal for a 
directive itself was thought by many people to be bad. 
Now that in my view is not so, because it is desirable 
to have a proper Community market in lawn-movers : 
undoubtedly differing standards here hamper this 
market. I have received strong representations from 
the President of the European Federation of Lawn
Mower Manufacturers, who also happens to be Presi
dent of the British Federation of Lawn-Mower Manu
facturers - he's a pluralist, this gentleman, he occu
pies many important jobs - who has pointed out 
very firmly that lawn-mower manufacturers regard this 
as a thoroughly sensible piece of harmonization in the 
interests of trade and not in the pursuit of some 
abstract principle. 

The lawn-mower story somewhat illustrates the prin
ciple which should guide us : don't try to do too 
much, but don't be afraid of doing something when 
there is a sensible case for it, because it can and will 
lead to practical results to make more perfect the 
Common Market, which is as yet still far from being 
perfect. Do it certainly under the law and not beyond 
the law and do it subject to the advice and criticism of 
this Parliament. 

In conclusion, Mr President, I should like to deal with 
the point Mr Stetter raised when he asked what time
limit we envisaged for revising existing proposals. 
Well, that is referring to Point 2 of the Oral Question, 
and I think Mr Nyborg was to some extent making a 
similar point. I don't think this is a matter for time
limits. We keep these matters under constant review ; 
if and when necessary, we shall act rapidly and, I 
hope, effectively to change or withdraw proposals as 
quickly as we can. We shall be guided by flexibility 
here in accordance with the spirit which, I think, lay 
behind the question. 

President. - I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. - Mr President, may I 
first say I do not share the disappointment expressed 
by my friend, Mr Nyborg, at the reply of the President 
of the Commission. As my friend and colleague, Mr 
Stetter, has said, we welcome his reply, its content and 
the spirit in which it was made. On his answer to Mr 
Stetter in regard to our second question as to when 
our action can be initiated in regard to the amend
ment or withdrawal of existing proposals, I respect
fully suggest he starts by taking a good, hard look at 
the directive on liability for defective products, where 
there is no genuine approximation of law and no 
evidence at all of a direct impact on the functioning 
of the common market. 

To my respected friend and colleague, Mr Siegler
schmidt, may I express a warning to be a little careful 
of the siren voices of what he calls a dynamic interpre
tation of law, because a dynamic interpretation of law 
leads not seldom to putting a coach and horses 
through it and defeating both its letter and its spirit. . 
May I then conclude, Mr President, by thanking the 
President of the Commission for what he has said, in 
particular for defining so clearly the parameters within 
which harmonization directives can be exercised, and 
also for stressing so clearly his keen desire to avoid 
unnecessary detail in the content of our directives. I 
think what he has said has made his short and impor
tant exchange of views very well worthwhile. 

President. - The debate is closed. 

I call Mr Sieglerschmidt on a point of order. 

Mr Sieglerschmidt. - (D) Mr President, I should 
like to make a brief personal remark. I did, of course, 
accept your decision to stop me speaking, as is proper. 
But I would point out that this afternoon far longer 
speeches were made by Members who were speaking 
on their own behalf and not on behalf of their groups. 
I therefore feel that some thought might perhaps be 
given to not cutting off the spokesman of a group 
when he is talking about something important. 

President. - Mr Sieglerschmidt, the greater part of 
the items taken this afternoon were reports, and on 
reports, Members are entitled to speak for ten 
minutes. Because of this, I specifically pointed out just 
before you spoke, Mr Sieglerschmidt that on this parti
cular oral question, five minutes was the limit. 

I call Mr Brown. 

Mr Brown. - Mr President, may I say your ruling 
worries me very much. I had a contretemps with a 
Vice-President in the Chair at our last part-session, 
who attempted to call me to order on the time that I 
had. I had a total amount of time available to me, and 
he intervened against me on behalf of one of my 
colleagues, urging me to give up my time to her. 
When I said I would take that into account, I ran up 
my full time. And watched it very carefully. 

He then proceeded to give my colleague an extra five 
minutes. I do not quite see therefore why you were so 
harsh with my colleague tonight, when there is plenty 
of time. There is no harassment, and yet you have in 
fact cut him off when he was speaking on behalf of 
the group, while another Vice-President in the Chair 
was able to use this largesse of his to give my 
colleague a chance to make her anti-market speech. 
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President. - In the event that what you are saying, 
Mr Brown, is correct it would appear to suggest the 
great danger of creating precedents of this kind. It is 
now ten o'clock. We have still two items to take. I 
addition to the Members of the European Parliament, 
a considerable number of members of the staff of the 
European Parliament have been on duty since 9 
o'clock this morning, or even earlier. I think in all fair
ness to them, as well as to Members, that we ought to 
stick to the rules. Mr Sieglerschmidt had his five 
minutes ; he had one further minute. I several times 
indicated to him that he should stop. He continued. 
All the evidence suggests that if a : .. lie like this is 
there, the only safe thing to dn .s to comply with it. 

14. Price of dairy products 

President. - The next item is the following oral 
question with debate (Doc. 368/78) by Mr Soury, Mr 
Ansart, Mr Bordu, Mr Eberhard and Mr Porcu, to the 
Commission : 

Subject : Possibility of a price freeze on dairy products 

On 26 September the Commission presented its latest 
report on milk to the Council of Agriculture Ministers. 

The reports comments on the continuing imballances 
between supply and demand in dairy products, which has 
led the Commission to propose measures as drastic as a 
price freeze combined, if necessary with social aids. 

Can the Commission reply to the following questions : 

I. Has it taken into account the fact that the surpluses of 
dairy products are confined to particular Member 
States, (of the 900 000 metric tons of milk powder at 
present stocked in the Community, almost 600 000 
are in the Fedral Republic of Germany and only 
32 000 in France)? 

Has it studied the causes, particularly in the monetary 
sphere, of this situation and ways of remedying it ? 

2. Does it consider it necessary to penalize all the 
Community's milk producers indiscriminately, 
including those who can only keep going on their 
small farms thanks to milk production, such as the 
vast majority of Franch producers ? 

Is it aware that : 

(a) a price freeze would result in the departure of thou
sands of small dairy farmers from regions already 
severely affected by the flight from the land and 
unemployment, 

(b) the kind of social aids it is promising have never 
proved effective in safeguarding farmers' incomes 
and keeping them on the land, 

(c) a price freeze would result in chaos in economic, 
social and human terms ? 

3. Has it considered the following ways of dealing radi
cally with the problem of dairy surpluses? 

(a) Promoting consumption of dairy products, not 
only by prompt sales at reduced prices, but above 
all by improving the purchasing power, in parti
cular of the lower income groups, contrary to what 
is envisaged in the austerity plans of the different 
Member States which have been approved by the 
Community institutions. 

(b) Action to eliminate unfair competition against 
Community dairy products ? 

Is it, for example, intending to press in the GAlT 
negotiations for measures to stop margarine from 
being allowed into the Community virtually 
exempt from duties ? 

4. Does it envisage basing the price paid to the 
producers on production costs, which are increasing 
all the time, particularly in France, following the 
unfreezing of industrial prices ? 

5. Can it confirm that the plan to enlarge the Commu
nity would mean an increase in the supply of dairy 
products, a conclusion that can be drawn from the 
50 % increase in Spanish milk production in the last 
three years ? 

I call Mr Soury. 

Mr Soucy. - (F) Mr President, I realize that time is 
running on but I feel that the predicament of milk 
producers, and in particular French milk producers 
for whom I now speak, is worthy of our attention. Our 
milk producers are extremely concerned and, faced 
with the proposals currently being worked out by the 
Commission in Brussels, they are worried by the 
implications of the solutions being put forward. We 
intend not only to comment on these proposed solu
tions but also to submit our counter-proposals. 

The Commission's premise seems to us highly argu
able. It tries to suggest that consumption is 
unchanged, that it cannot go up even if it does not go 
down, as in the case of butter. Having arrived at this 
conclusion Brussels chooses to lay the blame on 
prices and on an intervention system which, it is said, 
encourages irresponsible production. This rough and 
ready diagnosis leads to talk of possible price freezing 
or else of a reduction in prices accompanied by social 
aids, all of which measures bode ill for milk produc
tion. How on earth can one talk of a price freeze 
when, as everyone knows, production costs are rising ? 
When faced with a problem as important as milk 
which concerns one out of three of the Community's 
farmers it is not good enough to deal in approxima
tions or political a priori's. Mr Gundelach, when you 
glibly trot out the figures for present stocks you forget, 
deliberately no doubt, how they are distributed geogra
phically. We all know about those veritable milk facto
ries that spring up in some areas, especially close to 
ports. Everyone knows, but I will say it just the same, 
that of the 900 000 tonnes of milk powder stocked in 
the Community almost 600 000 are to be found in 
Germany and only 32 000 in France, where produc
tion is dropping. As in the case of pigmeat, we see in 
these figures the indirect consequences of monetary 
disorder and of the predominance of the German 
mark. This predominance of the mark is not about to 
end, thanks to the European system launched in 
Bremen which will lead eventually to what many 
commentators are already referring to as the mark 
zone. In other words, the root cause of the imbalance 
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between supply and demand in dairy products is to be 
found in the policy of the nine Member States and 
the situation is bound to get worse. 

Of course it is easy to throw the blame back into the 
producers, but not one word is said about substitute 
products like margarine and yet everyone knows that 
they constitute unfair competition to dairy products 
and that the manufacturing ingredients enter into the 
Community mainly from the United States and virtu
ally without customs duty. Why not do something 
about that rather than threaten milk producers with 
price freezes ? Naturally the big American and Dutch 
multinationals, like Unilever, find this a more profi
table operation, but what we want to know is whether 
the Commission is concerned more with defending 
their powerful interests or with defending those of the 
producers. We feel that this question must be debated, 
not least because we are conscious of the considerable 
pressures being exerted by the United States in the 
negotiations to gain access to our markets and to 
which the governments of the Member States always 
succumb in the end. 

We now come to another important consideration in 
our review of the situation, that is the part played by 
public consumption. You say that the reason for the 
decline in the consumption of butter lies in the price. 
If millions of families are unable to afford the price of 
butter the reasons for this are not unknown to you. It 
is quite obvious that the 6 million unemployed in the 
Community cannot afford a lot of butter. The unfavou
rable market position is going to be made still worse 
by the plans that Brussels has worked out which will 
mean the phasing out of hundreds of thousands of 
jobs in the iron and steel, textile and paper industries. 
You know that according to an official Commission 
report 65 % of the working population and the 
elderly in the Community are forced to economize. 
That 65 % represents many tonnes of dairy products 
that could be consumed but are not. 

And what do you do? You can see the situation but 
you still persist in cutting back dairy production. The 
dairy sector is a crucial sector and is the mainstay of 
the small and medium-sized farmers throughout the 
Community. It is often the only thing preventing 
wholesale flight from the land and all of us in this 
House recognize the need to combat this evil. In fact 
we discussed this matter during the last part-session. 
But your proposals, if they are carried through, would 
cause considerable additional damage in these regions 
of the Community and indeed the Community as a 
whole. You talk of social aids, yet we all know they 
have never worked in other sectors of agriculture and 
we warn you in the strongest terms against relin
guishing your responsibilities which your policy 
seems to imply you are doing. 

Let us repeat that it is not our intention that Euro
pean farmers should become scroungers reduced to 
living in dread of the day the money supply will run 
out. We ask you to beware of the economic, social and 

human chaos that would result from a price freeze on 
dairy products. You must abandon this course and 
formulate a completely new approach to the problems 
of the dairy sector. We believe this can be done. The 
solution is to be found, first of all, through promoting 
increased consumption. You need to conduct an 
in-depth study aimed at drawing up measures not 
only for sales at reduced prices but also and above all 
for improving purchasing power. I remind you of 
those 65 % of European workers who are having to 
cut back - is this not an anachronism in this day and 
age? 

The second step to be taken - and please don't say it 
is not possible - is to eliminate unfair competition 
with dairy products. When will we at last make a 
stand against the demands of the Americans, ever 
ready as they are to knock at our door? We must 
formulate a broad report policy that is free of political 
a priori's. This also applies to food aid to developing 
countries. Let us seek ways, through agricultural 
research, of diversifying the uses of dairy products. 
Such a policy could embody principles for fixing 
prices paid to producers on the basis of production 
costs which, alas, are continually rising - certainly in 
France, following the recent removal of restrictions on 
industrial prices. Such measures would ease the minds 
of hundreds of thousands of the Community's small 
farmers, especially in consideration of the proposed 
enlargement of the Common Market, which would 
lead to a considerable increase in availability of dairy 
products. 

This is the way for the Commission to safeguard the 
interests of Europe. You would have farmers believe 
that the only answer is to cut back production, but we 
are submitting to you alternative proposals that are 
both realistic and constructive. It is not true to say 
that the Community's interests are best served by 
cutting milk production. Is the Commission prepared 
to look at our proposals ? The fa1 ners are waiting for 
its answer. 

President. - I call Mr Gundelach. 

Mr Gundelach, Vice-Presidtnt of tbe Commission. 
- Mr President, I do agree with the honourable 
Member that the milk sector is one of the most impor
tant sectors in the common agricultural policy, and 
that it is of predominant importance to a great 
number of farmers, many of them small farmers, in 
important parts of the Community. 

Having said that, I am about at the end of my agree
ment with the honourable Member. Rarely have I 
heard in this House a document submitted by the 
Commission treated in such a cavalier fashion. It is 
misread and misrepresented. Take one example : the 
heading of the question is : 'Price freeze; one of the 
elements the honourable Member referred to three or 
four times as the main element in his analysis - the 
term does not exist in the document. 

(Applause) 
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How on earth can you build up a whole question on a 
concept which does not exist in the document about 
which you are talking ? 

(Applause) 

Furthermore, Mr President, with all due respect to the 
procedures of this House to which I will always bow, I 
have great difficulty in understanding why this is a 
matter of urgent debate. Because the Commission has 
not, in this document, made any proposals. It has 
clearly indicated that it intends to make proposals 
concerning the milk sector, as is its responsibility in 
the context of the price review and the review of 
related matters which takes place every year : propo
sals to be tabled in the months of December and 
subsequently discussed in depth, in among other 
places, this House. But since there is a major problem 
in the dairy sector, the Commission was invited by 
the Council at the end of the last price review, in prep
aration of the next, to submit an analytical report with 
some indications of main lines of thinking, by 
September. That is what we have done. The ordinary 
way of proceeding with such a document would be, in 
my view, that it would be considered by your excel
lent Committee on Agriculture who would then 
submit a report to the House, on the basis of which 
we could then have an enlightened debate on what is 
in the paper, not a debate on what is not in the paper. 
That could be of great use to the Commission in 
formulating its price proposals, which would then be 
submitted to the House for further discussions. In that 
way we could proceed in an orderly fashion. But this 
kind of political show real.y does not do justice to the 
very fundamental and very difficult issue we have to 
deal with. 

Having said that, I shall make a number of comments 
on the issue. The problem in the dairy sector is not, as 
the honourable Member suggested, one of alarm about 
the level of stocks today. As a matter of fact, very far
reaching measures have been taken over the last 18 
months, at a great cost, to support the consumption of 
dairy products, not least inside the Community but 
also in exports - and by the way, honourable 
Member, we exported in the last year more than the 
Community has ever done before in its history. Even 
with these extraordinary measures which have been 
indeed very costly, we have just barely managed to 
keep consumption from sliding down, rather than 
thumping down. But production continues to increase 
steadily year by year. Therefore, not basing analysis on 
any stock figures, but on a long-term trend in the 
consumption curve for all dairy products taken 
together - cheeses go up, cream goes up, butter goes 
down, and production continues to increase. Why ? 
Because irrespective of the prudent price policy we 
have been pursuing now for two years, there is still 
sufficient incentive for certain farmers, aided by 
public assistance from national funds, to continue to 

invest in the dairy sector, despite the fact that it is a 
structural surplus sector. Improvements in breeds, 
improvements in conditions of production, lead to a 
continued increase in yield of milk per cow. So even 
if there is a diminishing number of cows due, among 
our other reasons, to premiums paid by the Commu
nity for voluntary slaughtering, still the production 
goes up. 

That is the real problem we are confronted with, and 
when we have gone to the ultimate limits of our finan
cial capacity, i.e. what the taxpayers will accept in 
supporting consumption, I cannot see how we can fail 
to take the existing gap seriously : we must deal with 
it in one way or another in our thinking, because, I 
repeat, we have not made proposals. We have been 
saying that we must try and remove that extra incen
tive which leads to continuing investment in the milk 
sector, in order to level off production. Here we are 
thinking in particular about the aids paid by national 
governments to increase milk production in their terri
tories. We think further that a totally unlimited and 
unregulated access to intervention on milk powder in 
particular is one of the incentives which keep produc
tion at too high a level. That is why we are reverting 
to a form of the co-responsibility levy which was 
discussed two years ago, and considering how this levy 
could be made somewhat more flexible in accordance 
with the amounts delivered to the dairy and the 
money used in consultation with the farmers -
because it would be their money - to carry part of 
the burden in maintaining consumption with aid to 
skimmed-milk powder, cream, butter for social 
purposes, etc., etc. Another way of going about it 
would be to make the intervention price directly 
proportionate to deliveries beyond a certain reasonable 
level. We have not decided which of these courses -
or any others you may think of - to take but we have 
felt that the situation is sufficiently grave to call for a 
serious consideration of these or other measures. At all 
events, when putting them forward we have made it 
quite clear that the common agricultural policy 
cannot discharge itself of its social responsibility 
towards all those small farmers who depend upon 
milk production. That is why we have made it quite 
clear in this paper that if we have to remove these 
incentives which in particular play a part with the big 
enterprises which are mostly responsible for 
producing the surpluses, we shall compensate the 
smaller ones for any loss they may suffer by means of 
income aids or other appropriate measures, because 
under the present employment circumstances we have 
no interest in forcing people to leave the land. Any 
argument, therefore that by the ideas we have put 
forward we should be pushing people into greater diffi
culties on the land are ill-founded. 

As far as the competition with margarine is 
concerned, there is first the point to make which, I 
think, illustrates why consumption is falling. There is 
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a change in eating-habits, there is not the need these 
days for the same amount of calories as there was in 
the days where a greater part of the population had to 
perform hard physical labour. You will therefore see 
that it is not only butter consumption that is falling : 
even margarine consumption is falling. Please note 
that, because it indicates that we are here dealing with 
a permanent phenomenon and not a conjunctural one 
which will change when our economy, as we hope, in 
the not-too-distant future returns to a reasonable 
degree of growth. That will not change, because it is 
eating-habits which have changed. 

Margarine is surely competing with butter, but there 
must be a free choice for the consumer. Whether or 
not the Community of Six, when the common agricul
tural policy was established, should have put a tax on 
the import, of soya is a matter for discussion. I person
ally feel that perhaps they should have thought seri
ously about it. But, honourable Members, they did not. 
You were there then, I was not. They entered into a 
treaty commitment to the United States to import 
soya and soya oil either duty-free or with a very low 
duty. We have no means of discharging ourselves of 
treaty obligations. They must be honoured. No interna
tional economic system can operate without the 
honouring of treaty obligations, especially a Commu
nity which depends for its life on its ability to export 
to the United States as well as to other countries. So 
may be the commitments should not have been 
entered into, but that was done many years ago. Now 
we can only withdraw from them by paying compensa
tion, which we have no n • .::::n~ of doing. 

It is not true that the United States are pressing for 
further concessions in these fields. Rather it is true 
that we are pressing the United States for concessions 
for our cheeses on their market, for better outlets for 
our dairy produce, so that argument too is the other 
way round. In our view, there is no other way of 
solving this problem than by braking the level of 
production, but it must be done in a way that is 
socially acceptable to the hundreds of thousands of 
farmers who depend on milk production and who 
have no alternatives. We have taken that fully into 
account in our ideas : we would welcome any further 
suggestions in an organized debate in this House, and 
shall look forward to a totally unprejudiced debate. 
The Commission has not made up its mind on what 
exactly it should do. But it has fairly and squarely put 
to the Council and to Parliament a problem which is 
there and will not go away by itself, and we shall take 
our responsibility in making appropriate proposals 
after, I hope, useful and constructive discussions 
prepared by the agricultural committee in this Parlia
ment at a later stage. 

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

Mr Dewulf. - (NL) Mr President, my first comment 
is addressed to the Bureau. Our working methods are 

becoming absurd and ridiculous, and I wonder 
whether the Bureau still has enough onus to impose a 
minimum of self-discipline on this House. But since 
the debate has begun, I must speak. 

Parliament's Working Party on Milk did indeed meet 
today and the debate on the milk policy was serious 
and emotional. The times are not suited to demagogy 
or electioneering, and I would say to Mr Gundelach 
on behalf of my Group that at all events we agree with 
the Commissioner's diagnosis. We are facing a diffi
cult structural problem, and we must make every 
effort to control production, a process in which the 
producers and dairy factories will have to play a direct 
part. 

Time is short. I have only five minutes in which to 
speak, but I will try to make a few important points. I 
can accept unconditionally certain parts of the report, 
but I would comment on just a few aspects which Mr 
Gundelach knows well. The first problem : the 
Community's dairy farmers have few alternatives, if 
any, to dairy farming, and at a time when the 
economic situation in the Community is gloomy, it 
would be the worst policy imaginable to direct those 
dairy farmers towards unemployment. That would be 
harder and give rise to even higher social and finan
cial expenditure. A second weakness in your report is 
the definition of the small dairy farmer. Since the 
enlargement of the Community the British have given 
a new meaning to the concept of the dairy farmer, 
and it does them credit. But this concept has also 
created a new problem for the dairy policy. On the 
whole, continental farmers have smaller holdings, but 
to achieve a sudden changeover to a policy which 
simply applies price controls to some and gives 
income subsidies to the very small ones we need an 
extra link in the chain. So at all events, and it is a 
most difficult problem, there can be no question of 
tinkering with farmers' incomes in general or with 
this group's living standards, regional and sectoral 
disparities notwithstanding. Nor is there any question 
- and no one is advocating this - of curbing tech
nical progress which must be given free rein in this 
sector. There must also be no question - and the 
Christian Democrats would emphasize this point parti
cularly - of any splitting up of family farms. These 
days they are the buttresses of the agricultural policy. 

And now to the point. The major problem in the 
debate - and this is a particularly difficult debate, Mr 
Gundelach - is to know what methods we are prop
osing. What we are pointing out in this very brief 
debate is the need for a certain amount of continuity 
in the policy to be pursued. It would be disastrous to 
begin a new experiment with different instruments 
and measures. And perhaps we can say that in the 
past we made too many experiments with constantly 
changing measures, and that it is a lack of continuity 
which has brought our dairy policy to the pretty pass 
in which it now finds itself. 
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Some of my colleagues in the Christian-Democratic 
Group, and in particular those from the continent, 
would like to see the co-responsibility levy made into 
a more flexible, more variable and more energetic 
instrument. At all events, to put it once more in 
crystal clear terms, the worst possible measure you 
could take is to introduce the quota system. But since 
you have been experimenting for some time now with 
the co-responsibility levy, we think that if you refined 
the system you might possibly achieve something, 
without causing other aspects to be neglected. 

My last comment is to say that we can find nothing in 
this report about the international situation. What 
concrete proposals has the Commission made in the 
negotiations on dairy produce it has conducted with 
the United States in UNCTAD and GATT? 

Ladies and gentlemen, that is all I have to say. The 
debate has barely started, Mr Gundelach. The Christi
an-Democratic Group will approach this debate posi
tively, cooperating with the Commission in a free and 
frank manner. 

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

Mr Herbert. - Mr President, like my colleague, Mr 
Dewulf, I would like to dissociate my group from the 
political overtones of this oral question with debate. 
However, in its anlysis of the market imbalance in the 
dairy sector, it is true that the Commission gives all 
the reasons for increased production but evades 
outlining the remedial action that must be taken. 
Time only permits me briefly to refer to two such 
areas. 

First is the question of imported feed. The report 
quite correctly states that the most important contri
buting factor making for higher milk yields is the 
increased use of feed. The vast bulk of this feed is 
imported, and yet the Commission's solution is 
merely a prudent price policy. Surely the availability 
of unlimited supplies of imported feed must be 
tackled and must be discouraged, irrespective of what 
the Commissioner has said now, so as to terminate 
the absurd situation in which cheap imported feed 
protein is converted into costly Community protein. I 
realise, and appreciae, that the Community pig and 
poultry producers could be affected here. But surely it 
is not outside the competence or the capacity of the 
Commission to ensure that the interests of such 
producers would be protected in any new measures 
the Commission introduced to discourage the use of 
imported feed for dairy production. 

The second area that I would like to refer to, Mr Presi
dent, is that of the continuing imports of butter from 
third countries. Is it fair or reasonable to ask Commu
nity producers to bear the consequences of the 
Commission's draconian measures, while producers, 

for example, in New Zealand are exempted, and 
indeed encouraged to get, perhaps, a further extension 
of Protocol 18 ? Here again, Mr President, I submit 
that this burden must be shared, and mainly shared by 
non-Community producers. In conclusion, Mr Presi
dent, I believe that the two areas I have mentioned 
constitute a glaring weakness in the Commission's 
document. 

President. - I call Mr L'Estrange. 

Mr L'Estrange. - Since listening to Mr Gundelach, 
my mind has been put at ease to a certain extent, but 
I would still ask him and the Commission to be 
careful. He stated that he was putting his foot on the 
brake in a way socially acceptable. I think that is a 
difficult thing to do without stepping on somebody's 
toes. But I would like to say that any undue interfer
ence could have drastic effects on the farmers of 
Ireland, because over 70 % of the milk farmers of 
Ireland are under 30 acres of land, and while milk 
prices have increased, and while they are earning a 
reasonable income at present, any setback now could 
vitally affect them, because the majority of them have 
borrowed heavily to improve and modernize their 
cow-byres and farms and are heavily committed to 
their banks and to the Agricultural Credit Corpora
tion, which is a state lending agency for farmers in my 
country. 

With heavy repayments of loan commitments each 
year, wages for their workers increasing, rates on agri
cultural land increasing, indeed food and the cost of 
production all round increasing, price freeze would 
certainly result now in the departure of thousands of 
small farmers from the land in Ireland. Our country 
has already been severely affected by the flight from 
the land, and our aim now is not to add to the already 
large number of unemployed. We want to see happy, 
contented if not too well-off, family farms and people 
remaining on the land of Ireland. I am glad to learn 
from Mr Gundelach that he would compensate the 
small farmer, and I accept his assurance there. I am 
also glad that he said he has no intention of driving 
the small farmer off the land. I believe his intentions 
are good, but still things can go wrong at times. More 
I believe can, and should, be done in market promo
tion, but I give credit to Mr Gundelach for all that has 
been done already. But I would certainly agree with 
the proposal of improving the purchasing power, parti
cularly, of the lower income group, and this could be 
done if each nation gave a sliding scale of increases to 
all workers instead of percentage increase across the 
board. But I would appeal to the Commissioner to be 
careful about any proposals that might do irretrievable 
harm, and to remember that instead of promoting 
justice he might create a great measure of injustice for 
a certain number of small farmers in our country. 

President. - I call Mr Gundelach. 
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Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission. 
- Mr President, to Mr Dewulf I would like to say that 
I very much agree that in the present-day Commu
nity, the concept of a small farmer of course is bigger 
than it was a few years ago. And when we use that 
term in the paper we are thinking about what were 
only a few years ago medium-sized farms. I do not 
think the nature of the debate tonight is such that I 
should go into details and numbers of cows, but rather 
give that general indication and add to that that the 
main thrust of the policy I am trying to conduct in 
the agricultural field is precisely to safeguard the 
family farms. I think that is what is the real objective 
of the Common Agricultural Policy. That is what we 
should strive to secure. What I am concerned about is 
that the credibility of that policy, with that objective, 
is being upset, and here we really get into what Mr 
Herbert and the honourable Members who posed the 
question were also referring to : the cheaper imports 
of fodder, which lead to vast combines of an industrial 
nature. How can that be dealt with with the same 
rules as apply to the safeguard of the interest of a farm 
of a family size ? Herein really lies the problem to 
which we have to find a solution. We have not, Mr 
Herbert, in this paper been silent - on the promo
tional aspect - and that is also a reply to Mr 
L'Estrange. We have been pursuing a very active 
policy promoting, internally and externally, the sales, 
not only of butter but of butter oil, skimmed milk, 
skimmed-milk powder, full-milk powder, yoghurts 
etc., and we shall continue to do so, and we believe 
that we shall continue to do so, but we don't believe 
that it will solve all of the problem. Hence the neces
sity for some break. And naturally you are right, Mr 
L'Estrange: it will hurt some toes. We just have to see 
to it that it is those who can take it and not the toes 
"f those who can't take it. Herein lies the delicacy of 
the operation which we are forced to undertake. 

On the external front, also - the cheap imports of 
fodder. As I said, we have a limitation on our ability 
to manceuvre. It is not a matter of competence - it is 
a matter of law. We cannot disregard treaties which 
the Community has concluded. Indeed on the import 
of butter, or beef for that matter - on the import of 
butter from New Zealand, we cannot disregard them. 
The Community cannot live in a world where it does 
not fulfil its obligations. Because it itself is, as I said, 
depending for its life on a reasonably orderly interna
tional economic activity, where law is respected. We 
are demanding of the Americans with great insistence 
that they respect the law in regard to anti-dumping 
and countervailing duties. We are taking a stand 
against the Americans this Community has never 
before taken and it seems to have results. Can we 
then, in the next breath, break our obligations towards 
that country or other countries, small or big? Of 
course we cannot. But we can seek - and reference 
was made to this in the GATI negotiations, as I 
already mentioned in my first reply - better outlets 
for our exports of a number of dairy products. We can 

demand that, and I think we have a reasonable chance 
of getting worthwhile concessions. We can, in the 
context of commodity arrangements, or more general 
arrangements for cooperation in the agricultural field, 
find ways and means of disciplining, at least to a reaso
nable extent, the imports of cheap fodder, which are 
increasing to an extent which is alarming. Here, Mr 
Herbert, we agree. But it has to be done in a way 
which is in accordance with our international obliga
tions. But there are ways and means, and they will be 
used : that I can assure you, because it is one of the 
weak points in the Common Agricultural Policy, but 
solutions must be found in accordance with the rules 
of the Treaty. 

So in conclusion, Mr President, I repeat I am looking 
forward to a full and frank discussion in this Parlia
ment on this delicate issue on the basic grounds I 
have indicated tonight and where I am happy to 
realize that there is a vast amount of agreement. We 
will have difficulties in finding a solution - I am not 
hiding that - but given imagination and goodwill, I 
am sure that we shall be able to achieve it. It will not 
be at the cost of those who are in particular 
dependent upon the production of dairy products. 

President. - I call Mr Soury. 

Mr Soury. - (F) Mr President, I have listened care
fully to what Mr Gundelach has said and I hope he 
will allow me to make three brief observations. In his 
reply he set great store by the proposed technical 
measures. However, I note that he has not touched 
upon, and indeed seems reluctant to touch upon, what 
is to me the essential problem, that is the political 
problem. I am certainly not trying to suggest that the 
hard times experienced by workers throughout the 
Community are solely responsible for the dairy crisis, 
only that it is one of the principal causes. And yet, Mr 
Gundelach, you make no mention of this. My second 
comment concerns price freezing. I am pleased to 
hear you say that there is no question of a price 
freeze. I have here in this folder several cuttings 
containing information about the work of the 
Commission which in fact suggest that a price freeze 
might be contemplated. That is why we put the oral 
question. However, if we detect a retreat from the 
proposals outlined then we are more than happy. 
Thirdly, by talking about the surpluses you confirm 
the seriousness of the situation. Also you have stressed 
the need to grant these social aids to the small 
farmers. We gather from this, therefore, that the prices 
that will be applied under your policy will be no 
longer viable for hundreds of thousands of small 
farmers all over the Community. If that is the case 
then our worries over the fate of all these farmers 
continue to be justified. In conclusion, we are glad 
that this debate took place tonight and assure you of 
our readiness to take part in a future debate in this 
Parliament. 

President. - The debate is closed. 
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15. Massacre of seals 

President.- The next item is the motion for a reso
lution (Doc. 369/78) tabled by Mr Dalyell, Mr Lange, 
Mr Lagorce, Mr Lamberts, Mr Mitchell, Lord Kennet, 
Mr Albers, Mr Edwards, Lord Castle, Mr Ellis and Mr 
Fitch on the massacre of seals. 

Mr Dalyell. - Mr President, twelve hours and 40 
minutes ago I gave an undertaking to the President 
that I would be as brief as possible. Therefore I'll 
speak in shorthand. First of all, could I ask about the 
Commissioner's own view of the Commission's 
competence in this matter of seals ? What role does 
he see the Commission playing in seal management ? 
Perhaps he would expand on the clear answer that he 
gave at Question Time. But of course some of us do 
see this as an international decision, that grey seals, 
however intelligent animals they may be, do not 
understand the limits of territorial waters, and their 
antennae, however sophisticated, do not register the 
boundaries of nation-states at sea. Therefore does not 
this whole decision, given the fact that we hear from 
the Federal Republic, for example, that the grey-seal 
population is declining in their waters, have to be 
taken by all those countries involved around the 
shores of the North Sea rather than by one country? 

Secondly, do the authorities think that the appetites of 
a few thousand seals, to use the words of" Mr J. W. 
Sharp writing to The Scotsman on 3 October, can 
make more than a fractional impact on fish-stocks, 
when compared with the daily invasion of huge facto
ry-ships from Russia and elsewhere which mean that 
neither British fishermen nor seals can earn a fair 
living? 

I think that is a legitimate question. It brings us on to 
the next issue, which is the scientific evidence for the 
massacre of some 900 seal mums and 4 000 pups. I 
am not a marine biologist, but I am a member of the 
Fauna and Flora Preservation Society and have a 
history of consistent interest in these matters. I notice 
that the RSPCA, the World Wildlife Fund, the New 
Scientist, and Friends of the Earth through their local 
committee under Mrs Sue Flint in Orkney, have all 
expressed their gravest doubts. 

With regard to the report to which my friend and 
colleague Mr Hughes referred, what we want to know 
is not what reports have been published but on what 
particular evidence the British Government have 
taken their decision. How, for example, are they so 
sure that seals eat as much as is said - in particular 
this figure of 65 000 tonnes of cod ? This is not the 
view of the local secretary of the Fishermen's Associa
tion in Orkney, Mr Joe Malloch. Indeed, some of the 
locals have argued that, so far from being deleterious 
to fish-stock, the truth is that the seals eat the squids 
and the squids eat the larvae of the lobster, and this 
may be one of the reasons why lobster fishermen are 
among those who are very doubtful about this action. 

On the subject of evidence, I have of course to refer to 
a resolution passed at the General Assembly of the 
International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
and Natural Resources at Ashkhabad, in the Soviet 
Union, who noted that this was one of the world's 
rarest seals and that Britain planned to reduce them 
by 50 % over the next six years. The IUCN is a repu
table body, a collection of scientists and scientific 
bodies who suggested that over-fishing rather than the 
seals might be responsible for declining catches by 
inshore fishermen in Scotland. Their resolution urged 
that Britain should suspend - and this is very much 
the point of what we are getting at - any cull of grey 
seals at Orkney, North Rhona and in the Western 
Isles until adequate data were available on the impact 
of grey seals on fish-stocks. The Union immediately 
cabled a copy of the resolution to the Secretary of 
State for Scotland, and the conservationists promised 
to take the problems of people into account in their 
plans to protect threatened plants and animals. 

This, as I say, is a wholly serious body that is raising 
scientific doubts, and I ask the Commission whether 
it is prepared to undertake any kind of - let us say 
for want of a better word - neutral enquiry into the 
facts of the situation, because it brings us to another 
issue that some of us are increasingly worried about. 
That is the issue of money. 

As we understand it, this Norwegian firm of G.C. 
Rieber have been given some £15 000-20 000 in order 
to complete the contract for the slaughter of the seals. 
It may or may not be argued that the Norwegians 
have the greatest experience of this. I do not propose 
to go into that tonight, but it is not a fact that the 
more seals and seal pups are killed the more money 
comes out of it ? I am not clear, nor are many people, 
of precisely what the financial implications of all this 
are ; but we would like to state that if decisions on 
seal-culling have to be made, we hope that questions 
of financial gain to firms or to governments should 
not come into the basic decision that is made, 
because, quite truthfully, some of us find pretty 
nauseating the whole matter of sealskin fashions. The 
Glasgow Herald tells us of an eye-catching jacket 
worn by a model and costing £520 : it is made from 
the pelts of three seals and is a novelty item on sale in 
a Glasgow salon. The paper goes on to say that the 
ornaments in her hands are strips of a seal-pup's skin 
crafted to form a miniature of the animal. A finger
lenght model costs £1·75 in tourist shops throughout 
the country ; the 'family group' cost £9·33. They are 
extremely popular, said one dealer, and he had almost 
sold out his stock. Well, if we are to deal with crea
tures who may or may not be nearer extinction than 
we think on such a basis, some of us find it, frankly, a 
bit revolting, to put it mildly. 

Mr President, there is a public right to know in this 
matter. It should not be shrouded in secrecy. We have 
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reports of sharp-shooters battening down hatches in 
order to evade journalists, and if those who want to go 
ahead with this kind of slaughter on this kind of scale 
are . .really sure that they are doing the right thing, then 
they-' should face the questions and not try to evade 
them. We ask for evidence. This is the view of many 
organizations, and I must say that I pay tribute to 
them on this occasion. I have criticized them 
endlessly on the nuclear issue, but on this occasion I 
must pay tribute to Green Peace, Friends of the Earth 
and other organizations who have not only gone to a 
great deal of trouble but possibly incurred personal 
danger to prevent action and gain time so that a 
rational decision can be made. If anybody wishes to 
criticize Mr MacTaggart, of Green Peace, I must reply 
that some of us have the greatest admiration for this 
man for what he did some years ago to prevent the 
French nuclear-testing programme from polluting the 
Pacific. So I stand here, having met him, to say that I 
have a high personal regard though I do not always 
agree with him. Mr MacTaggart is a serious man. He 
and others deserve an answer before blood is spilt and 
not after. 

I feel that even at this hour of night this Parliament 
can legitimately put these questions to the Commis
sion. We await Mr Gundelch's answer with great 
interest. 

President. - I call Mr Corrie. 

Mr Corrie. - Mr President, this is of course a deeply 
emotive subject. Photographs of seal-pups with tears 
running down their cheeks moves the hearts of most 
people. Sad to say, we seem to live in a world where 
we care more about animals than we do about chil
dren. So let us try and keep emotion out of the debate 
and look at the cold, hard facts. I am in no way an 
anti-conservationist ; I am probably very much the 
opposite, but we have got to get the balance right. The 
situation is that the British Government rightly or 
wrongly, has given the licence for this cull to go 
ahead, and I believe it is too late to stop it. I also 
believe we should not encourage those who are physi
cally trying to stop it, because my real fear is that if 
these conservationists who go out and mingle with the 
seals to stop them being shot get the men who are 
crackshots and trained in this sort of job exasperated 
and upset, these men will start shooting at moving 
targets instead of shooting at them when they are 
sitting there on the ice, when they would kill them. If 
these people start moving the seals round and those 
who are shooting them start shooting at moving 
targets, they are far more likely to injure and maim 
the seals instead of killing them outright. 

The arguments for and against the cull will go on, but 
I think this year it is too late to achieve anything. I, 
like Mr Dalyell, would like to see all the facts and 
figures possible. I would like to see the Commission 
initiate a study into the grey-seal problem and 
perhaps feed it through to the Agricultural Committee 

so that by next year we have all the information 
collected before us. 

This, Mr President, is why I put down an amendment 
suggesting we delete everything in paragraph I after 
the words 'hunters from Norway'. This will presu
mably be taken tomorrow. 

President. - I call Mr Brown. 

Mr Brown.- I simply wish to add my voice to this 
resolution tabled by my colleague. I very much 
respect the way that he put forward his argument, I 
also share Mr Corrie's view. I think that the emotional 
side is important. You cannot eliminate emotion 
entirely. But I found the reference to a massacre offen
sive. The word massacre can only conjure up a 
heinous crime in the minds of people. It would only 
be a heinous crime, in my view, if it was cruel, and 
nobody, Green Peace or anybody from Canada or 
America or anywhere else, has argued that shooting 
these seal was in itself cruel. There has been no accusa
tion of cruelty. 

The second argument concerns conservation. Now no 
one can possibly deny that there is a real need to 
conserve fish, whether or not you do it by trying, as in 
fact my own country has done, to control the fish 
stocks. If there is an argument that seals are in fact 
depleting the fish stock, then it will be necessary to 
take action to control them. Now no one, not even 
my friend, Mr Dalyell, has claimed that control is 
unnecessary. There must be a point at which control 
comes in. If this is so then those who are arguing this 
case must say where that control mechanism begins 
How many grey seals are we to have around our 
shores, and when do we take action ? Are we to abdi
cate our responsibilities and merely say : oh well, they 
are lovely little things, let's leave them alone ? 

They have the responsibility of telling us at what 
point we must say : we are very sorry but we must now 
cull the seals. Surely they are not trying to argue that 
they can go on proliferating and somehow always 
remain at the same acceptable population level. 

Thirdly, there is the question of the cull itself. It does 
seem to me that somehow we have got to ensure that 
if the culls are necessary, they are organized in a way 
that makes them acceptable to people. Like Mr Corrie, 
I saw this very emotional film on television it lo'oks as 
if the same film is syndicated everywhere. But if you 
saw a film about the slaughter of deer would it 
prevent you from eating venison ? In the park oppo
site where I live there are some beautiful little fallow 
deer. Now, I am bound to remind my honourable 
friend that he has sat down to dinner with me and 
eaten venison, and he did not then complain about 
the lovely little bambi being killed in a most 
appalling way. But they are killed in a most appalling 
way. Maybe that is an argument for vegetarianism, or 
for those of greater stature than he. But I am not a 
vegetarian myself. 
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I do not believe it is possible to argue this case simply 
on the emotive grounds or by showing that type of 
film I would therefore say to the Commission that 
there is a need for evidence and for the House to be 
presented with the true facts of the case. 

I would draw the House's attention, to the fact that I 
have never heard of this type of campaign before. 
There are seals all over the world and they have 
always been killed. Why then this sudden agitation ? 

Surely what we need to do is to examine carefully all 
the facts of the matter, decide whether control is 
necessary, and then consider unemotionally how best 
to carry it out. 

President. - I call Mr Gundelach. 

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission. 
- Mr President, I do not in any way want to make 
light of what really is an emotional problem for many, 
and the debate has taken place in other parts of the 
world on this subject. But of course the solution does 
not lie in turning vegetarian. Because I am informed 
that new auditory devices are capable of detecting the 
cries of horror when plants are being cut. So I think 
we are confronted with a problem which we in all 
events have to deal with as has been recommended 
dispassionately. The Community's responsibilities in 
regard to the living resources of the sea, according to 
interpretations which hitherto have been agreed, do 
not stop at fish and lobsters, but also include whales 
and seals. So that is the first answer to the funda
mental question of Mr Dalyell. Yes, it is in the compe
tence, according to basic regulations, of the Commis
sion to deal with questions concerning, in this case, 
seals. 

It is not a competence which has been elaborated in 
any specific regulations or other instruments adopted 
by the Council, so I will say forthwith that I could not 
accept any texts which demanded the Commission to 
make representations to this or that Member State, 
because I do not believe that I have any legal basis for 
making representations to this or that Member State at 
the present time over what they should do or what 
they should not do, and in which way they should do 
it. I must make that quite clear in order to avoid any 
misunderstandings. But I do indeed believe and can 
assure the House, that I think we have the mandate, 
the right to institute what Mr Dalyell qualified as a 
neutral investigation - I think others were calling for 
the same - as to the situation of the grey seal, how 
the stocks develop, what the inter-relationship is 
between that stock and fish population, and other rele
vant issues, in order that one may come, in the 
context of this overall fishing policy which we are 
seeking, to a sound basis for dealing with this part of 
the living resources of the sea, and partly of the land. 

So, I can accept this invitation from those who have 
spoken in the debate, to undertake on behalf of the 

Commission to make such a study and to call upon 
the cooperation of all the governments involved in 
participating in such a study by making available to 
me the scientific material they may have in their 
possession. Because without such cooperation, with 
the limited manpower I have at my disposal it could 
take too long for me to get a result. And I think I 
have here some specific regulations about cooperation 
in regard to the exchange of scientific information 
which I can call upon and therefore I am sure that all 
Member States, including the United Kingdom, will 
cooperate with the Commission in establishing the 
facts of the situation, and I shall be happy also to 
communitcate these facts to the House, and we can 
then see what solid positions we can take, what regula
tions we can establish in order to deal with this matter 
- but on the basis of knowledge and facts - a know
ledge which I admit quite openly tonight that I am 
not at the present time in possession of. 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - could absolutely echo the 
concluding words of my friend, Mr Brown, when he 
said, let us know what we are controlling it to. If I can 
put it this way, and I do not mean it frivolously : yes, 
of course, one can understand the question of 'Bambi 
in the park', because at least there is a very clear idea 
of 'Bambi management', and as to those which are 
culled, we know exactly what the numbers are, and 
the numbers are clear for everybody to know. What is 
the issue here is that there is a very considerable 
dispute about the scientific evidence, on which irrevo
cable action is being taken. If it is necessary at the 
end of the day, as proved by the scientific evidence, 
that blood on this scale of seals has to be spilt, so be 
it. I am not against, nor are many of those who are 
with me, seal management as such. It may be neces
sary. But what in this instance is far from clear is 
whether in fact the basis - the factual basis, the scien
tific basis - of what is being done is sound, and if 
the government of Britain was quite so sure, why then 
did the Cabinet Minister immediately responsible say 
last Friday, yes, of course he would have talks, but 
after the culling took place. This is not the response 
of those who are too confident about the worth of 
their own scientific evidence. So, I leave it at that -
other than to thank Mr Gundelach very much for the 
tone and spirit and content of his reply. 

As I understand it, and he will correct me if I am 
wrong, the Commission is prepared seriously - I do 
not hold it to anything tightly because this is an 
urgent debate - but I understand it that he would 
discuss seriously with his colleagues the possibility of 
a so-called 'neutral investigation' of the situation of 
the grey seal. That is, I think, all that one can ask. But 
of course this is something that affects more than one 
country, because part of the whole basis of the argu-
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ment is that the decision, by its very nature, should 
not be taken simply on the basis of factual informa
tion in British territorial waters. Because it does affect 
the decision that this particular species is declining in 
other people's territorial waters. That is a very basis 
point to the whole argument. Therefore I simply sit 
down by asking Mr Gundelach, if I have got him 
right : that he would use his best endeavours, I will 
not hold him to anything else, to set in motion a 
so-called 'neutral investigation' of the situation of the 
grey seal. Is he prepared to assent to that ? 

President. - I call Mr Gundelach. 

Mr Gundelach. - Yes, Mr President, the answer is 
'yes'. Naturally that study would cover the territory of 
the Community, and probably also consultations with 
other third countries in the North Atlantic area. 

President.- I note that no one else wishes to speak. 
The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote 
tomorrow at 4.30 p.m., with the amendment which 
has been moved. 
The debate is closed. 

16. Agenda for the next sitting 

President. - Th next sitting will be held tomorrow, 
Wednesday, 11 October 1978, with the following 
agenda: 

10.00 a. m. and afternoon : 

- Oral question with debate to the Foreign Ministers on 
arms supplies ; 

- Oral questions with debate to the Council and 
Commission on Summer Time ; 

- Motion for a resolution on the Camp David meeting ; 

- Joint debate on two motions for resolutions on the 
situation in the Lebanon : 

- Motion for a resolution on the situation in 
Nicaragua; 

- Joint debate on two motions for resolutions on 
energy policy ; 

- Oral question with debate to the Commission on the 
siutation in Iran ; 

3.00 p. m.: Question Time (questions to the Council and 
to the Foreign Ministers, 

4.30 p. m.: Voting time. 

I call Mr Brown for a procedural motion. 

Mr Brown. - Mr President, I understand that the 
acceptance of urgent procedure for two of those items 
before the energy debate was on the presumption that 
the President-in-Office would be present for those 
items. I do not believe the President was aware that 
the reason why the reports by the Committee on 
Energy and Research were placed there was because 
we have to have the President-in-Office available too. 
Consequently, since our items are of long-standing, 
would he consider taking the energy reports first, with 
the other items following that, since the President-in 
Office must be present for our report? 

President. - You may not have been present when 
the President of the time announced the order of busi
ness for tomorrow. The arrangement now is that the 
energy debate will be held at 6.00 p. m. precisely. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 11.15 p.m.) 
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IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO 

President 

(The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.mJ 

President. - The sitting is open. 

l. Approval of minutes 

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 received 

President. - I have received from the Council a 
request for an opinion on the proposal from the 
Commission of the European Communities to the 
Council on: 

a directive on the approximation of the laws of the 
Member States relating to 

- towing hooks, 

- reverse, 

on wheeled agricultural or forestry tractors (Doc. 373/78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs as the committee 
responsible and to the Committee on Regional Policy, 
Regional Planning and Transport for its opinion. 

3. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council 

President. - I have received from the Council a 
certified true copy of 

the Agreement in the form of an exchange of letters 
amending the Agreement between the European 
Economic Community and the Kingdom of Sweden. 

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

4. Agenda 

President. - Parliament decided yesterday afternoon 
to devote four hours, including one hour for the 
Council and the Commission, to the following items 
on today's agenda: 

Meintz on behalf of the Liberal and 
Democratic Group; Mr Soury on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group .177 

16. Agenda for· next sitting 

Annex ........ . 

- oral question on arms supplies ; 

,180 

.181 

- oral questions on the introduction of summer time ; 

- motion for a resolution on the outcome of the Camp 
David summit ; 

- motions for resolutions on the situation in Lebanon ; 

- motions for resolutions on the situation in Nicaragua. 

Unfortunately, I have to announce that a problem 
outside our control has arisen and that there will have 
to be a slight amendment to the timetable agreed on 
by the political groups. The aircraft bringing the Presi
dent-in-Office of the Council to Strasbourg is unable 
to land because of poor weather conditions. We are 
assured, however, that he will be here in the Chamber 
at 11 o'clock. 

I therefore propose that the sitting be suspended until 
11 a.m. and then extended until 1.30 p.m. This will 
mean that the debate on energy will begin at 6.30 
p.m. instead of at 6 o'clock. 

I call Mr Cointat. 

Mr Cointat. - (F) Mr President, when Mrs Walz 
spoke yesterday she said with good reason that Parlia
ment was postponing the problems for which it is 
responsible to rather unholy hours. I wonder if it 
might not be better to deal with these energy 
problems now. This would please Mrs Walz and most 
likely you, too, Mr President, and all the other 
Members. In this way Parliament could give priority 
to dealing with matters for which it is responsible. 

President. - I made this proposal to the chairmen 
of the groups but they replied that the speakers down 
for this debate might not be in the Chamber. 
However, I do know that the Member of the Commis
sion with responsibility in this sphere is able to attend 
the debate. If all the speakers involved are present, we 
can start with the debate on energy. 

I call Mrs Walz. 

Mrs Walz.- (D) Mr President, I am in favour, but I 
cannot see Mr Flamig of the Socialist Group, who is 
to present the second motion for a resolution. Nor do 
I see the Members who, as we just decided at a group 
meeting, want to speak in the debates. For my part, I 
am ready to begin, but I am not sure if it is fair on the 
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Socialist Group if we begin now when Mr Flamig, 
who of course knows nothing of this, is not present. 

President. - I call Mr Klepsch. 

Mr Klepsch. - (D) Mr President, I do not know 
how long the delay is going to last. Perhaps we could 
arrange things so that we can start with the debate on 
energy. This one hour would not be enough to 
complete it anyway, but we should be putting the 
hour to good use. The whole timetable which was 
fixed for today is otherwise going to be disrupted, as 
the general debate would drag on until 7 o'clock. We 
realize, of course, that is is rather inconvenient to start 
without Mr Flamig, but he will get the chance to 
speak in any case. 

President. - I call Mr Sieglerschmidt. 

Mr Sieglerschmidt. - (D) Mr President, I have no 
authority to speak on behalf of my group on this 
matter. Nor can I say where Mr Flamig or other 
speakers from my group are at the moment. I should 
just like to say that basically I think this arrangement 
is a good idea, provided, however, that the debate on 
energy - as Mr Klepsch has already suggested - is 
interrupted when Mr von Dohnanyi arrives. 

President. - I call Mr Rippon. 

Mr Rippon. - Mr President, I see great difficulty in 
changing the agenda at the last minute. It must be 
assumed that, although there are some people present 
who are ready to talk about energy, others have 
proceeded on the assumption that the debate will not 
take place until later this evening. If our debates are to 
have any meaning, it must be assumed that those who 
want to speak also are prepared and need to listen to 
the debate. I think we should hesitate to make an 
arrangement of this kind which, in my view, would set 
an undesirable preciedent. We must consider in future 
whether it is right that last-minute motions for resolu
tions, tabled on the grounds of urgency, should take 
precedence over the real business of the Parliament, 
which is to discuss the matters which, as Mrs Walz 
said, are within our own control. 

A great deal of work has been done by the chairman 
of the committees, the rapporteurs, the committee 
members and official in preparing these items. I 
believe that, in future, we ought to give absolute 
priority to our own business over emergency resolu
tions of a political nature. 

(Applause) 

President. - In view of the considerations expressed 
by the House, I now suspend the sitting until 11 
o'clock. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 10.15 a.m. and resumed 
at 11.10 a.m.) 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

5. Arms supplies from Member States 

President. - The next item is the oral question with 
debate (Doc. 337 /78) by Mr Fellermaier, Mr Siegler
schmidt and Mr Cot on behalf of the Socialist Group 
to the Foreign Ministers of the nine Member States of 
the European Community meeting in political cooper
ation: 

Subject : Arms supplies from Community Member States 

The authors of the question 

- are pleased that on 25 May 1978 the Member States, 
through the Danish delegate, then President-in-Office 
of the Council of Ministers, presented a united posi
tion at the UN General Assembly's special session on 
disarmament, 

- note, however, that the joint position adopted by the 
Nine on the problem of arms supplies is not at all 
satisfactory, 

- are disturbed that, as the President-in-Office of the 
Foreign Ministers bluntly stated at the sitting of the 
European Parliament of 12 April 1978, there is no 
common EEC policy on exports to third countries, 

- look, therefore, to the Foreign Ministers meeting in 
political cooperation to do their utmost to find a solu
tion to this difficult problem and accordingly ask the 
following questions : 

I. Are not arms supplies to areas of tension fundamen
tally incompatible with the peace policy pursued by 
all the Member States ? 

2. What prevents the Foreign Ministers from designating 
- where necessary - areas of tension in respect of 
which the individual Member States will not approve 
arms supplies unless, exceptionally, it has been other
wise decided in prior consultation with the other 
Member States ? 

3. Could the Foreign Ministers not make a joint effort to 
arrange meetings between buyers and sellers, in the 
form of regional conferences, in order to restrict the 
arms race in areas of tension ? 

4. Do the Foreign Ministers intend to prohibit arms 
supplies to countries where basic human rights are 
flagr~ntly violated ? 

5. What other ways do the Foreign Ministers see of 
pursuing a credible common policy in this sphere ? 

I call Mr Sieglerschmidt. 

Mr Sieglerschmidt. - (D) Mr President, Mr Presi
dent-in-Office, ladies and gentlemen, in April this 
year I put a similar question to your predecessor. 
Although - or perhaps precisely because - the 
answer Mr Andersen gave on behalf of the Council 
was thoroughly unsatisfactory, there was a whole series 
of supplementary questions and a great deal of 
interest was aroused. Six months later, almost to the 
day, the Socialist Group is now taking up this ques
tion again. It would be a miracle if after only six 
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months the Council's answer were to be much more 
substantial than back in April, but there is no harm in 
hoping for miracles, even if the familiar Israeli 
proverb that you have to believe in miracles to be a 
realist does not necessarily always apply in Europe. 

The least we expect, however, Mr von Dohnanyi, is 
not to be fobbed off with a short, vague and meaning
less answer, but to have at least each of the questions 
we have put dealt with one by one. This would also, I 
think, be a matter of good manners in the Council's 
dealings with Parliament. Above all, Mr von 
Dohnanyi, we naturally want to know where, if at all, 
the difficulties lie which prevent the Council from 
making any further progress on this question. 

I should like now to explain why we regard these ques
tions we have tabled as so important. We are often 
told by outsiders that the European Community has 
now become a considerable power in world politics, 
and there may well be some truth in that. But if this 
is so, then this Europe should in the first instance 
prove itself to be a power for peace, and the question 
then is whether it is right for such a power to export 
weapons to areas of tension - weapons which can 
then be, and indeed have been, used accordingly. 

Of course, we know that peace still depends today on 
the military balance between the blocs, and therefore 
there is no excluding the possibility that such arms 
shipments might at some time be necessary, which is 
why our first question on this point indicates that in 
principle this should not be allowed. But it seems to 
me equally clear - and we should like to receive an 
answer on this - that if it is only in exceptional cases 
that such arms shipments to areas of tension are 
allowed, then the other members of the Community 
should really be consulted by the country supplying 
arms. That is the reason for our question on consulta
tion procedures, and in our view this is not an exces
sive demand but represents rather a modest and 
realistic conception of a possible arrangement. 

Clearly, the European Community cannot act alone in 
this field, for the necessary limitation of arms exports 
is just one aspect of the necessary worldwide disarma
ment. That is why in the preamble to our motion we 
mention the United Nations General Assembly's 
special session on disarmament, because we want to 
bring out the worldwide implications of this question. 

Mr President, this must not, however, he used by the 
Member States of the European Community as an 
excuse for just waiting to see what, if anything, 
happens at the United Nations. Here too, I think, we 
should remember the old English proverb : Charity 
begins at home. We must start by doing something 
ourselves in this field, and that is why we have put the 
third question on joint tmttattves by the Foreign 
Ministers in a worldwide context. 

There is something I should like to mention here. 
Recently I read a report by the World Council of 

Churches on arms exports to the Third World. 
Looking at the figures there one cannot help feeling 
that what is happening is simply scandalous - the 
way what I would call the youthful drive for self-asser
tion in countries of the Third World is being explo
ited by arms suppliers, creating a massive arms export 
trade and the squandering of resources which could 
be used for quite different, better purposes, namely 
economic development, and development in general. 

Perhaps, Mr President, the Foreign Ministers should 
consider whether we should not try to reach a world
wide agreement on the limitation of arms exports, a 
sort - I hesitate to use the term - of SALT agree
ment on arms exports. 

What is particularly worrying and shocking, however, 
is when arms, including arms from Member States of 
the Community, are supplied to countries where there 
are glaring violations of human rights and these arms 
are actually used in those countries to violate human 
rights. 

I should like to illustrate this with an example. In 
January this year there was a general strike in Tunisia. 
The government of the country used this opportunity 
to fire into a peaceful crowd of strikers, causing a 
bloodbath. Just think : workers in democratic coun
tries produced weapons with which their striking 
fellow workers were shot down. The governments, the 
ministers of the Member States really must do all they 
can to prevent incidents like this, which may involve 
weapons from the Community. 

Let me just add in conclusion that we know there is a 
tendency for escalation in the field of arms supplies. 
This does not have to happen, but has happened often 
enough. It starts with arms exports to a particular 
country. These are often followed by military advisers, 
and finally the process ends in military involvement. 
Now in my view the other Member States who have 
no part in these arms supplies have a right to be 
consulted at the beginning of any such potential esca
lation and not only at the end when nothing more 
can be done about their involvement. 

On this point, therefore, Mr President, we shall not 
relent and we hope that the other groups will also 
appreciate the importance of this question. Even if we 
achieve nothing today we shall continue to call for a· 
solution to this question, as we believe that the task of 
safeguarding peace, which is also a task for the Euro
pean Community and its Member States, can only be 
tackled really effectively if the Community and its 
Member States improve their cooperation in this field 
as well, so as then to make a corresponding concerted 
stand at the United Nations. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr von Dohnanyi. 
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Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Foreign Ministers. - (D) Mr President, in reply to 
this question I should like to start by referring to the 
statement made by the President-in-Office, Mr 
Andersen, on the same subject in Question Time on 
12 July 1978. You said, Mr Sieglerschmidt, that you 
did not find this reply satisfactory. I would counter 
that by saying that the Council has endeavoured to 
make its position clear on this point. This is a 
complex problem and in view of the complexity of 
the situation and of the problem it may well be that 
in the end nobody can really be completely satisfied 
with any answer that can be given today. 

I should like to say at the outset that the Council, too, 
is concerned at world arms developments. The govern
ments of the Nine continue to endeavour to 
harmonize their views on the policy to be adopted 
towards areas of tension. There is no standard answer 
for all situations to the question of whether arms 
supplies can be reconciled with the objectives of a 
peace policy. I cannot and will not mention particular 
regions or countries ; you will recall, however, that a 
few months ago the world was busy discussing ques
tions connected with arms supplies and problems of 
equilibrium. It is in fact possible therefore to make 
varying assessments of the political impact of these 
supplies. In view of the constantly changing political 
situation in the world, defining areas of tension by a 
decision of the Foreign Ministers would scarcely leave 
the governments sufficient scope for taking prompt, 
responsible political action appropriate to the parti
cular situation. The governments of the Nine, whose 
constitutions guarantee respect for human dignity and 
the protection of human rights, decide their policy 
towards other States on their own responsibility and 
on the basis of this joint position. On this basis they 
agreed to the arms embargo on South Africa imposed 
by the United Nations Security Council, and this is 
being strictly adhered to. The governments of the 
Nine will continue their efforts to find opportunities 
for joint action within the framework of the efforts of 
the United Nations and other bodies to restrict arms 
exports. 

(Applause) 

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

Mr Jahn.- (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
we Christian Democrats welcome the fact that the 
Socialist Group has put this question to the Foreign 
Ministers of the nine Member States meeting in polit
ical cooperation. If it were addressed to the Commis
sion or the Council we could be sure that the answer 
would be just as brief and terse as that given by the 
President-in-Office of the Foreign Ministers at the 
sitting of the European Parliament on 2 April 1978, 
when he pointed out that there was no common 
Community policy in the field of arms exports. 

The excuse for this is Article 223, which excludes 
arms and munitions from the Community's jurisdic
tion. In our view, however, it cannot be in the inter
ests of this Parliament to put a narrow interpretation 
on its tasks, since the scope for decision-making laid 
down in the Treaty goes beyond the specific provi
sions. Clearly, this is a difficult subject, but there is no 
doubt that if there was the will the Foreign Ministers 
or the Heads of State and Government could find 
some way of tackling it. 

As you said, Mr Sieglerschmidt, it is difficult to define 
specific areas of tension. We are familiar with only a 
few, and on these there are widely differing points of 
view. Just think of the Middle East, where arms are 
being supplied by East and West to opposing sides, 
which does nothing to reduce the tension. I have a lot 
of figures here, one or two of which may be worth 
quoting before I finish. The same goes for Africa, 
Latin America and Asia. We should not discuss this in 
a fragmentary fashion, depending on the extent to 
which particular trouble spots are spewing flames in 
our direction, but should have a fundamental 
exchange of views to decide what regions this Parlia
ment regards as areas of tension. That would be a 
useful task which could follow from this Oral Ques
tion. 

The second important point is to reach agreement 
between the Nine so that, as a Community, we do not 
supply any arms to these generally accepted areas of 
tension. We are aware, Mr von Dohnanyi, that this 
will be difficult, but we can surely reach agreement 
quickly on a suitable consultation procedure. 

As regards point 3 of the Oral Question, we shall only 
succeed if there is complete agreement. As to the 
'development of local arms industries in areas of 
tension', we shall above all have to deal with the arms 
industries of the individual Member States and not 
just with the governments. None of us want arms to 
be supplied to countries which are flagrantly violating 
basic human rights. Here too, we have no choice but 
to make a meticulous list of these States. You referred 
only to South Africa, but there are a lot of other coun
tries with which we have close ties and about which 
we must think carefully. It is thus important, indeed 
essential, for us to make such a list, for we are all 
familiar with international politics and recognize the 
difficulties involved. In addition, we have the clear 
findings of studies undertaken by various organiza
tions - e.g. a list of arms shipments to developing 
countries from the Peace Research Institute in Stock
holm, and the International Bureau for Strategic 
Studies in London. Looking at the most recent 
surveys, for the years 1974, 1975 and 1976, one is 
amazed to find, for example - I want to quote just 
two figures - that, these countries received USD 
11 057 million - it is no use hiding the fact - from 
the Soviet Union and USD 12 303 million from the 
United States. So it roughly balances out. 
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The main recipients of Soviet exports are Africa and 
above all the Middle East with 57 %, while North 
Africa and the Far East each receive 13 % of Soviet 
arms exports. As things stand at present in the Middle 
East, the main recipients are Syria - we had a taste of 
that in the previous debate on the Lebanon -- and 
other North African countries ; but then there are also 
American arms shipments in similar quantities. Often, 
however, areas of tension are created by arms supplies 
from the Eastern bloc. 70 % of all Soviet development 
aid is in the form of armaments. My group's view is 
that the problem of arms supplies to areas of tension 
should be discussed - as Mr Sieglerschmidt said -
by a major international conference. We are aware of 
the difficulties involved, but we can only get t0 the 
root of the problem if we tackle the whole question of 
arms supplies to areas of tension on a global basis 
together with our allies outside the Community. Basi
cally, my group supports the Socialist Group's initia
tive. 

President. - I call Mr Granet to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Granet. - (F) Mr President, the Liberal Group 
regards this as a debate on a very serious problem. We 
know that the situation in the world is explosive and 
that the international climate is being aggravated by 
the arms shipments made by certain industrialized 
countries. Consequently, if we are on the side of 
peace, we must obviously make an effort to restrict, or 
reduce the supply of arms or subject it to moral 
considerations. For, without a doubt, this is a moral 
problem and it is Europe's prestige in the world that 
is at stake. 'fPis is therefore a serious problem, and we 
think the Socialist Group was right to raise it. 

But it is also a difficult problem. It is not simply a 
question of defining areas of tension. There is no 
point in concentrating merely on this problem of 
areas of tension, which as the previous speaker said, 
are very difficult to define. 

Any ban on arms exports from European countries 
must not lead to the eclipse of Europe in these areas 
of tension, leaving the field wide open for world rival
ries, i.e. between the Soviet bloc and the American 
bloc. Moreover, we are all aware that defining areas of 
tension presupposes much closer coordination of 
foreign policies than we have at present. Also, it is 
clear that the definition of areas of tension involves a 
very considerable encroachment upon national prerog
atives, which makes it all the more difficult. 

In starting with the problem of areas of tension we are 
rather putting the cart before the horse. None the less, 
while it is a difficult problem, the fact remains that 
something must be done. The Liberal Group there
fore, noting that all the countries in Europe are at 
present exercising self-restraint in their exports to 
certain areas, wonders if it would not be possible quite 

simply to coordinate the actiVlttes of all the various 
committees investigating exports of sensitive goods 
and nuclear materials. 

We know, for example, that all the countries of 
Europe now refrain from exporting nuclear research 
estabishments, or from exporting plutonium, enriched 
uranium or reprocessing plants to any part of the 
world, whatever the conditions. There is thus a new 
awareness on the part of every nation in Europe. And 
if there is this awareness on the part of each of the 
Nine, why should they not come together in a sort of 
forum, a working party to try and establish certain 
European principles of self-restraint in exporting sensi
tive boods ? This would be a modest beginning, it is 
true, but it would be none the less a first step towards 
finding a solution to this difficult problem of arms 
expo:ts. 

Let me say in conclusion that in our view the funda
mental problem, the essential principle with regard to 
arms exports, is not so much the definition of areas of 
tension, nor the question of a global ban on arms 
exports - for we are aware how difficult these are. In 
our view the essential principle is that of preventing 
the 'destabilization' of the world. For destabilization 
also means increasing the risk of conflicts even of 
worldwide conflicts. 

We are well aware that behind arms export policies it 
is often the 'destabilization' of some part of the world 
that is at stake. This being so, anything can happen. 
In conclusion, the Liberal Group is in favour of such 
initiatives, the purpose of which is to avoid leaving 
the field wide open for the two major blocs and 
'destabilizing' the world, which would inevitably pose 
a threat to peace. 

(Applause) 

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

Mr Normanton. - Mr President on behalf of the 
European Conservative Group, may I at the outset 
stress that this question, tabled by the Socialist Group, 
on Community arms exports, must, however worthy it 
is in its moral objectives, be judged by the capability 
of the Conference of Foreign Ministers meeting in 
political cooperation to effect increased stability 
among the Community's arms customers by 
suspending arms supplies. We, the European Conser
vative Group, do not believe that the control of arms 
supplies by the Community will afffect the interna
tional behaviour of our customers one single iota. We 
regret it, but that is our view on that point. 

Between 1970 and 1976 the Third World purchased 
34 billion dollars worth of arms ; the United States 
accounted for more than a third, and the Soviet Union 
also accounted for in excess of one third. We in the 
European Community account for 21 % of the Third 
World's arms imports. Given the nature of the world 
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political interests of the United States on the one 
hand and the Soviet Union on the other, we believe it 
would be sheer naive to suppose that the suspension 
or control of arms sales to the Third World would 
affect the definite competitive desire - indeed deter
mination to acquire markets and political influence by 
either the United States or the Soviet Union. Further
more, customers for these products are in a buyers' 
market - and let this House not forget that fact. If 
the Community passes a moral judgment on the best 
interests of a client nation for armaments, that nation 
can turn to a whole host of alternative suppliers, 
ranging from the Soviet Union to, the United States, 
India, Yugoslavia, Egypt, Iran, Brazil, Israel and many 
others. Indeed, the only net effect of the denial of 
overseas markets to Member States of the Community 
would be some significant increase in unemployment 
in the Community's so-called defence industries, an 
increase in the unit production costs of the products 
which those industries are producing for our own 
requirements, a reduction in the value for money in 
the Community's defence budgets and, above all, a 
major reduction in our own defence capability. 

Furthermore, let us just look, as Mr Jahn did a few 
moments ago, at those areas we call areas of tension, 
areas where there is or has been actual or incipient 
civil war or regional conflict. There is the threat to 
independence, indeed to parliamentary democracy 
itself, in the Caribbean ; we ourselves ought to have 
the courage of our convictions and stand up and give 
recognition and support to Jamaica, Trinidad, 
Grenada, all under grave political, and indeed poten
tial military pressure from Cuba, not the best protagon
ists of parliamentary democracy ; the Horn of Africa, 
Somalia, Lebanon, Syria, Vietnam and Cambodia -
all areas where Soviet equipment is the sole means by 
which parliamentary democratic institutions are threat
ened. In Iraq on North Korea, for example, again it is 
constantly Soviet equipment which is used to attack 
and maintain pressures of a political character against 
the potential development of true parliamentary 
democracies in these areas, Israel is principally 
supplied, as we know, with the products of her own 
technology and her own industry India has a quite 
significant and growing national defence industry, and 
yet is still supported, not insignificantly, by Soviet 
military equipment. Pakistan has its own emerging 
small arms industry, but is still heavily dependent 
upon the United States on the one side and China on 
the other. Angola and Mozambique are not only 
Soviet equipped, but are supplied with Cuban mercen
aries to deploy the products of the Soviet industry. 

In all these regions of the world, regions where 
conflict does exist at the moment, and where potential 
conflict is almost certainly liable to break out, the 
suspension of Communist arms sales is most unlikely 
to change the risk of conflict or the degree of stability. 

But far more importantly, we believe it would remove 
whatever influence the Community may have in influ
encing world events. And if we in this House wish to 
be taken serio ... sly, then influencing events is the 
name of our game. By withdrawing from this parti
cular area of supplying armaments, we have no doubt 
we will in fact be reneging on that scope for influ
cencing events. In other areas of the world - one can 
list many - the Community competes with the 
United States of America for these significant markets. 
For the benefit of the tablers of the question which is 
before the House to debate, it is not inappropriate, I 
suggest, for me to mention that during the past four 
years it is a British Socialist Government which has 
maintained an open arms sales policy to the Gulf 
States, to Iran and to Egypt - and indeed also to 
Libya and many other parts of the world. For 
example, it is the Soviet Union which has concluded 
an arms sale worth 1 000 million dollars with Libya, 
and a contract with Iraq to equip their airforce worth 
1 000 million dollars. The British Socialist Govern
ment has contracted with Saudi Arabia to supply and 
maintain, at a cost of 870 million dollars per year, 
facilities for the training and operation of the Saudi 
Arab!an airforce. One can go on and list many other 
areas in which the British Socialist Government has 
given and is giving aid and commitments in arms 
supplies. I am not castigating the British Government. 
Indeed, on the contrary, I believe they are being far 
more realistic than some who have appeared to 
support the policy implied in this question. 

May I, in conclusion, Mr President, say that, as far as 
the European Conservative Group is concerned it is of 
crucial importance that this area should be a matter of 
coordination within the Community and in Commu
nity involvement in world sales. To withdraw from 
this would be the height of political irresponsibility 
for which we, this House, as spokesmen for the 
people of Europe, would be rightly indicted. 

(Applawe) 

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

Mr Kaspereit. - (F) Mr President, I think that 
everyone here - and the EPD Group is no exception 
- wishes to see peace restored in the world and that 
we are all determined to do all we can to make 
progress towards this goal. I think, however, that the 
question tabled today raises only one aspect of the real 
problem, which is the whole question of disarmament. 

Indeed, how can the question of arms supplies be 
solved as long as some countries continue to be not 
just equipped but overequipped with armaments ? 
Our group does not claim to have any particularly 
new ideas to put forward. Nor do I think, honestly, 
that the proposals set out in the question, however 
respectable and however humanitarian they may be, 
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will achieve anything at all. As you know, we have 
been talking for a very long time about the whole 
problem of disarmament ; there have been innumer
able meetings but, unfortunately, nothing much has 
been achieved. 

None the less, there is no denying that the question 
raised does concern our governments. It is true that 
France supplies arms. It makes no secret of the fact. 
The United Kingdom does the same. Italy too. Gradu
ally, the Federal Republic of Germany is gaining a 
share of this market. For my part, I should like to 
confine myself to one point in today's debate. 

Allow me to read you a text which dates from May 
1973. 'The fact is that all countries, without exception, 
are concerned to provide themselves with a minimum 
military capacity for their own defence. The fact is 
that the closer their contact with powerful nations the 
more they want to turn to nations which neither 
threaten nor Oppress them. The countries in these 
continents are thus willing, in fact, to pay more for 
these arms simply in order not to be dependent on a 
powerful neighbour. In selling them arms on terms 
which, moreover, are not very favourable for us, we 
help them to acquire a minimum degree of indepen
dence. This gains us some sympathy, even if, on the 
other hand, it creates certain difficulties for us. Is this 
too base or mean an objective ? There are cases where 
theoretical idealism leads purely and simply to the 
triumph of brute force. Is that what we want ? Are we 
to preach humility to the poor and non-violence to 
the weak?' 

This text, Mr President, was written to a French 
bishop by Georges Pompidou on 8 May 1973. I do 
not think that it has lost any if its validity today. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Bordu. 

Mr Bordu. - (F) Mr President, I shall not reply to 
those Members of Parliament who are victims of an 
obsession which is in danger of becoming morbid, so 
as not to turn this debate into a joust - although the 
speculation associated with arms sales is very real. The 
question before us on arms supplies is to be seen in 
the context of a general longing for peace on the part 
of the peoples who live under the threat of or who are 
the victims of war itself. We must not, however, in the 
field of armaments, confuse aggressive strategies with 
the exigencies of national defence. 

We cannot talk about arms without thinking of the 
resulting cost and the senseless wastage they represent. 
Let us take a few examples. France spends FF 20 000 
million on the production of arms, 40 % of which are 
for export. The Federal Republic of Germany sells 
arms via subsidiaries in other countries and itself 
purchased military equipment for more than DM 
10 000 million in 1977. The United Kingdom 

produces arms worth about UKL 1 800 million, of 
which 30 %, worth UKL 550 million, is exported. 
These figures reflect the enormous wastage involved 
and show how right it is to pursue the goal of disarma
ment, though this is no easy matter. 

We must try and find a way of putting moral consider
ations before profit, which is the real cause of the 
increasingly murderous arms race. Secondly, attention 
must be drawn to the existence of the neutron bomb, 
which must be outlawed. 

But it is not just a question of keeping a clear consci
ence. We must do more than that. Saving on arms 
could be a way of helping the 850 million people on 
this planet of ours who, according to the annual 
report of the World Bank, are living in abject poverty. 
It should be realized that selling arms also means 
abandoning certain countries to the selfish interests of 
the arms producers - which sometimes take on a 
neocolonialist character. Supplying arms also means 
supporting a particular political and military strategy. 

This can be seen in the privileged position granted to 
South Africa and particu~arly Iran. Clearly, the aim of 
this prodigious exercise is to over-equip Iran with 
arms, for the orders it has placed are fabulous. 'Six 
submarines, 1 000 tanks, four nuclear power stations' 
- I quote from yesterday's Le Figaro. One wonders 
what the purpose is behind such an arms build-up. 
The movement to create a pan-African army derives 
from the same desire to sell arms on a systematic 
basis. After all, it should not be forgotten that selling 
arms is also a sort of outside intervention, a kind of 
military interference. That is our view on this ques
tion. 

President. - I call Mr Edwards. 

Mr Edwards. - Mr President, I am very pleased to 
take part in this debate on behalf of the Socialist 
Group. May I say that I was appalled as I listened to 
Mr Normanton's speech. We had many such speeches 
during the thirties, and they led directly to the Second 
World War which almost destroyed Europe. If the 
same line is pursued throughout Europe it will lead 
straight to the Third World War. If a Third World 
War breaks out only one per cent of the population 
will survive. 

Next year, Mr President, Europe will be performing 
one of the greatest miracles of our era. Two hundred 
and fifty million people will have an opportunity of 
voting for a directly elected European Parliament. If 
the directly elected Parliament is to win the support 
of the people, it must pursue majestic aims. If we are 
to win over the youth of Europe, we need something 
more than the miserable non-policy put forward by 
the President-in-Office this morning. In the old days, 
when we were campaigning for peace, we used to talk 
about the merchants of death who supplied sophisti
cated arms to some of the poorest peoples the world. 
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Now unfortunately, it is four of the governments of 
the Nine who are the new merchants of death. 

How can we in Europe who, after fighting one 
another for two thousand years, after millions of Euro
peans have died in nationalist, religious and elitist 
wars, have now come together and made war and 
conflict unthinkable in the nine Member States, 
justify selling arms to some of the poorest nations of 
the world ? How can we justify putting sophisticated 
weapons into the hands of poor people, whose life 
expectation is no more than thirty years ? These 
people are, in many cases, starving, and one single 
weapon represents more money than they have earned 
in their whole life. How can we continue to pursue 
this policy? We ought to be ashamed of ourselves. It 
is a disgrace to Europe and to our civilization. 

This great mountain of wealth - three hundred and 
forty billion dollars in one year - by the toil and 
industrial know-how of the workers, technicians and 
scientists of the world, should be used for constructive 
purposes. It should be used to build hospitals, to 
improve our countries and to make them flower like 
gardens. This is the policy we Socialists wish to pursue 
for the greater good of present and future generations. 

One of my colleagues will wish to argue that the sale 
of arms is in the interests of the workers in the arma
ments industry. In Mr Normanton's words, a cutback 
in arms production will mean a loss of jobs. Now I 
can speak with some authority on behalf of the 
workers in the armaments industry. For 37 years I was 
General-Secretary of the British Chemical Workers 
Union and, until quite recently I was National Chem
ical Officer in the biggest union in Britain, the Trans
port and General Workers Union. These unions have 
always been in the forefront of the campaign for 
controlled disarmament. My chemical workers prefer 
to manufacture life-saving drugs rather than poison 
gas. They prefer to produce medical instruments and 
medicines rather than atomic bombs. And this is true 
of all the workers in the armaments industry. 

In Britain, for example, one of our aerospace factories, 
Lucas, was threatened with redundancy which would 
have deprived 2 000 workers of their jobs. Now these 
workers set up a committee to consider what they 
could do to save their jobs. And they succeeded in 
developing new technologies, including kidney 
machines ; and thousands of people in Europe are 
dying because there is a shortage of kidney machines ! 

The intelligence and skill used to manufacture 
weapons of war can be turned to the production of 
socially beneficial goods. Do not accept the argument 
that any attempt to convert the armaments industry to 
the production of new, socially beneficial technology 

will be opposed by the workers. I can speak for the 
workers as well as anyone else here. They will 
welcome such alternative employment, rather than 
waste their intelligence and energy on armaments 
production. 

If, as a Community, we wish to inspire faith in the 
future we must put peace on the agenda. We need to 
argue for international peace and disarmament, other
wise Europe will be destroyed by a dreadful and 
unnecessary Third World War. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr L'Estrange. 

Mr L'Estrange. - Mr President, I would like to say 
that I think we are all aware that the greatest affliction 
facing mankind today is the ever-intensifying arms 
race. And unless a stop is put to the arms race, there 
must come a time when the one side or the other will 
be seized with the fear that within a given period it 
will be unable to match the armaments of the other, 
and will launch a preventive strike. That will be the 
time when the myth that a massive arms balance is 
necessary for peace will be exploded in a catastrophic 
war in the ultimate madness of world destruction. 
Western Europe could be devastated in the first hours 
of a surprise attack. As has been said many times, 
even if the continuing massive production of arma
ments does not lead to the devastation of the planet 
by war, it will condemn countless millions of our 
fellow human beings to continual starvation and 
misery. These countless millions, who could be 
immensely succoured and helped by the sums now 
spent on armaments, appeal to us in the name of 
sanity and compassion. 

The time has come for the nations of the world to 
stop to think, and to ask where they are going. Arms 
supplies and disarmament have become one of the 
most important themes of world policy at the present 
time. It is now ascertained that world expenditure for 
armaments amounted to USD 400 000 million in 
1977, more than USD 1 000 million per day, two
thirds of which were accounted for by the USA and 
the Soviet Union alone. Paying the armaments bill 
calls for 6 % of the national product of the entire 
world, and if the expenditure on arms continues to 
grow at the same rate, the human race will need its 
entire production capacity of today for armaments by 
the turn of the century. Military weapons and destruc
tive potential have reached the highest level of concen
tration here in Europe where East and West meet. 
Therefore it should be the greatest wish of the EEC to 
strive for permanent peace, that does not depend on 
the balance of military power but on conciliation and 
cooperation. 
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Can we have peace, conciliation and cooperation, 
which the ordinary people long for, when we have the 
dangerous inflammable situation that we have in 
Africa today, where Russia, with Cuba and East 
Germany, has taken the biggest gamble of the decade 
in trying to clamp a Communist vice on strategic 
areas of Africa. We are always told here about what is 
happening in South Africa by certain politicians, but 
we never hear of what is happening in the rest of 
Africa, and it is reckoned that at least forty to sixty 
thousand Communist soldiers are in Africa today. And 
they are not there for the good of their health, or to 
get the sun, but they are there for the raw materials, 
for the lot, and to stir up trouble. And it matters not 
whether the executors of the Kremlin plan are East 
Germans or Cubans, the planners and the pawns are 
essentially one in purpose. Had Communists 
conquered in Zaire, they could have manipulated all 
Africa, and that threat in Africa would be a menace to 
the West and could have led to a Third World War. 
The problem facing the Nine is very difficult, because 
it is so hard to see detente survive and Russia expand 
at the same time. And the danger facing us all is that 
the nations of the world have never in the past armed 
to the teeth and then thrown the arms into the sea. 
But I still have hope that the EEC can play a third 
role and help bring sanity back to a world rushing to 
its own self-destruction. As Members of Parliament, 
let us all strive for peace, democracy and human 
rights in all countries. We are all aware of the advan
tages which would flow from lasting peace. The resul
tant freedom from fear of war would be welcomed by 
the peoples of the world. Further, the release of 
immense resources at present devoted to arms could 
ensure that no man, woman or child need suffer or 
die from want of food, shelter or medical care. 

I want to refer specifically to the matter as it affects 
Ireland. My fellow delegates must be aware that for 
the past ten years terrorist groups have murdered over 
one thousand eight hundred of my fellow country 
men in Northern Ireland. Ireland is not a manufac
turer of armaments, therefore the weapons used in 
this murderous campaign have all come from external 
sources. I do not say that other governments know
ingly supply those arms. But obviously there is not in 
all countries adequate control over the export of arms. 
Adequate control would soon cause the availability of 
weapons to the terrorists to dry up and allow proper 
democratic solutions to our difficulties to be sought 
without fear of the bomb or the bullet. I therefore 
urge strongly that the proposals to control the trade in 
armaments be accepted and put into effect. I would 
suggest that each of us in our own parliaments, and 
indeed here, endeavour to have a day set aside for a 
debate on a motion calling for the convening of a 
special session of the United Nations General 
Assembly. We should call on our governments to 
formulate practical proposals to end the mad arms 
race. Above all, I believe we could call on the super-

powers to make what I call a leap in the dark, to make 
generous concessions to each other on the basis of 
mutual trust. I would ask them to formulate proposals 
to bring to the special session on the basis that they 
can trust each other, that neither has the intention of 
assaulting the other, I believe the resolutions of our 
parliaments on these lines could lead to a conference 
and would be a vital step towards world peace. 

And in conclusion, I want to say that there is another 
process which I believe will have practical benefits. 
That is the stepping-up of the practice of exchange 
visits of parliamentary delegations. Members of my 
Parliament are constantly delighted at the consensus 
of view which is apparent at such meetings. I think 
that an intensification of such meetings at which disar
mament would be the first item of discussion, would 
and could produce progress. Let us remember that 
jaw, jaw is better than war, war. 

(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR : MR ADAMS 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Mitchell. 

Mr Mitchell. - Mr President, I wish that we lived in 
an ideal world where there were no armaments, and 
all the money that is at the moment wasted on arma
ments could be used to build the kidney machines 
that my colleague, Bob Edwards, talked about. Unfortu
nately, we do not live in that sort of world. I wish also 
that the newly developing countries of the world, parti
cularly the poorer ones, would not spend so much on 
arms as they do. But, Mr President, one of the things 
that happens when a country becomes independent, is 
that it makes its own decisions on what proportion of 
its national wealth it spends on arms. We may think 
that these decisions are wrong, but they are taken, and 
that is what democracy is about. Each country has the 
right to make decisions. 

If a country, a developing country or any other 
country, is going to spend money on arms, I would 
rather those arms came from the Nine than from the 
Soviet Union or from the United States of America. 
Because it is still true in this world in which we live, 
that the sale of arms and political influence go hand 
in hand. We may not like it, but it is so. That was 
brought home to me very strongly indeed about five 
years ago, when I was talking to the president of a 
Middle Eastern State, one of the world's areas of 
tension. And I was saying to him, now why is your 
country apparently becoming part of the Soviet bloc ? 
And he said to me : 'I do not want to become part of 
the Soviet bloc, but you in the West will not sell me 
arms, and the Soviets will. In those circumstances, I 
am virtually forced to be in that position'. 
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If we can get a world agreement on disarmament, by 
all means let us have it, but please, I plead with the 
Council of Foreign Ministers, let us not take unilateral 
action in this case. Because all we will be doing, if we 
stop selling arms, is handing the sales over to the 
Soviet Union or the United States. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr von Dohnanyi. 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Foreign Ministers. - (D) Mr President, allow me, at 
the end of this debate, to say a few words. The wide
spread approval shown here for Mr Edwards' speech 
- and which I saw reflected in the galleries of the 
House - shows what the people in Europe want and 
demonstrates how sincerely the peoples of Europe 
long for peace, for a world at peace. 

I should like to assure Parliament that the efforts of 
the Council, and of the nine Member States and their 
governments, are devoted to the cause of peace. Arms 
limitation and disarmament are an objective of all 
governments and thus of the Community. I think we 
can say that selfish considerations - such as concern 
for maintaining employment or reducing the costs of 
equipping one's own armed forces - should play no 
part in arms exports and, in my view, are not in fact 
of decisive importance. · 

Nor can there be any question of using arms exports 
to create spheres of influence, and I should like to 
take up the phrase used by Mr Edwards : we have put 
peace on the agenda. But putting peace on the agenda 
does not mean that peace has been establshed ; as was 
said just now, to establish peace it is also necessary to 
establish equilibrium. It was also pointed out that 
there are always other forces in the world upsetting 
the conditions for this equilibrium I should like to 
stress that all of us in the Community and the govern
ments of the Community are playing our part 
wherever possible, in the United Nationsor at regional 
level, in preparing disarmament and arms limitation 
measures. We cannot hide behind the excuse that we 
are always being forced to act differently because of 
the actions of others. However, I agree with Mr 
Mitchell : we must also take note of what others are 
doing and adapt our own actions accordingly. This 
cannot excuse what we do, but it may well explain 
what we are obliged to do. 

Mr President, in conclusion I should like to make a 
personal remark : I am sure that all governments need 
constant exhortations from their parliaments to make 
every effort to avoid any unnecessary contribution to 
continuing the arms race. I am grateful for the 
renewed exhortation that I have heard in various 
forms from all sides in this House today, and you may 
rest assured that I shall take this message to the 
Council and report on the opinion of this House. 

(Applause) 

President. - The debate is closed. 

6. Introduction of summer time 

President. - The next item is the joint debate on 
the following two oral questions with debate (Docs. 
281/78 and 282/78) by Mr Muller-Hermann, Mr 
Klepsch, Mr Pisoni, Mr Noe and Mr Santer to the 
Commission and the Council respectively : 

Subject : Introduction of summer time 

The European Parliament has always made it quite clear 
that it considers agreement within the Community on 
the introduction of summer time to be absolutely essen
tial. It is incomprehensible that at their meeting of 12 
June 1978 the Transport Ministers, who are responsible 
for this matter, were unable to agree on the introduction 
of a common summer time in 1979 and that the people 
of Europe will again have to cope with three different 
time zones. 

Can the Commission/Council answer the following ques
tions: 

I. What were the compelling reasons which prevented 
the governments of the nine Member States from 
agreeing on a common summer time ? 

2. In the year of direct elections to the European Parlia
ment, how do the governments intend to justify to the 
people of Europe their 'indecision' and 'lack of 
unity'? 

3. Does the Commission/Council see any possibility of 
agreement still being reached in time for all the tech
nical requirements for a common summer time in 
1979 to be met? 

I call Mr Muller-Hermann. 

Mr Muller-Hermann.- (D) Mr President, summer 
1979 looks like being yet another long period of 
confusion over the time in the Community. We have 
different summer times which begin and end on 
different dates, and of course the whole thing - espe
cially in the year of direct elections to the European 
Parliament - is annoying for the Community's 
citizens because it provides a vivid illustration of the 
European governments' lack of will to reach agree
ment. All of us who talk to ordinary people in our 
countries know that there is only moderate support 
for this concept of a united and free Europe, 'and one 
of the reasons for this is surely that there is little to 
bring home to our citizens the reality of Europe. For 
various reasons we will have border checks, we have 
no European passport, we have no European currency, 
we have different taxes, and we also have these 
different times in the European Community, which 
makes it particularly difficult for all those who travel 
within Europe and across its borders and have to 
think on a European scale. 

Mr President, at this point I cannot help addressing a 
special word of criticism to my own government, that 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, because it is 
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standing very much in the way of agreement over a 
common European summer time. At the same time, I 
am the last one not to see the problems which the 
Federal Republic faces as a result of the partition of 
Germany and Berlin. This problem is constantly with 
us all in the Federal Republic and, I think, in the 
Community also. After very careful consideration of 
all the factors involved, the responsible Bundestag 
committee unanimously recommended that, despite 
the misgivings which naturally exist with regard to the 
GDR and East Berlin, the Federal Government should 
support the rapid introduction of a common summer 
time. The Federal Republic has not followed this 
recommendation and must accept the criticism that is 
decision was anti-European and that ultimately - I 
know, of course, that this is a harsh criticism - it is 
allowing the government in East Berlin to dictate its 
action. The situation is as follows : the People's Repu
blic of Poland has also introduced the same summer 
time as most Member States of the Community, so 
that the GDR would have to cope with time differ
ences on two long borders if the Federal Republic 
were also to decide to adopt a European summer time 
together with the other Member States. This means 
that, if the Federal Government could bring itself to 
take this courageous decision, the buck would then be 
passed to the GDR. 

My colleagues in the Christian-Democratic Group and 
I have chosen this particular moment to raise this 
topic again because the Federal Republic currently 
holds the presidency of the Council, and thus has a 
very special responsiblity, and we have not tabled a 
motion for a resolution on our questions on which the 
House should vote today. Our ultimate aim is that the 
Federal Republic, while justifiably giving full consider
ation to various aspects of the problem, should agree 
to the introduction of a common summer time for 
1979, which would be a resolute step forward instead 
of the present disunity and indecision in Europe. I 
think that, if the decision could be taken soon by the 
Council and the Commission, there would be time to 
make the necessary technical preparations, and in 
1979 - the year of the first direct elections - we 
could demonstrate the Community's unity in an 
important question. This is all I wanted to say to intro
duce the questions and to present the motion for a 
resolution. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr von Dohnanyi. 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. - (D) Mr President, I should like first of all 
to draw attention to the Council's reply to written 
Question No 389/77 by Mr Berkhouwer. Mr Muller
Hermann, the Council stressed on that occasion that 
it was well aware of how important this question of 
harmonizing summer time was for the citizens of 

Europe and especially, of course, for those who regu
larly have to cross the frontiers, e.g. to work on the 
other side. On this occasion I would once again 
emphasize - as in the reply to the above-mentioned 
question - that a harmonization of this kind gives 
rise to genuine difficulties both in the administrative 
and in the economic and social sectors. Mr Muller
Hermann, you have just referred particularly to the 
problems of the Federal Republic. 

I should just like to point out that one of the 
problems affecting the whole Community is that, even 
if all the Member States had summer time, very 
different summer times would continue to exist in 
Europe. The Council has gone into this problem and 
has pointed out that proper harmonization would 
require far more radical measures than all nine 
Member States merely agreeing to summer time. 

One of the particularly difficult problems is that of 
international trains - and the associated timetables 
- which cross the territory of third countries which 
do not have summer time. As you know, in a refer
endum held this year in Switzerland - which is an 
important transit country - the people came out 
strongly against summer time. In view of these overall 
problems, the Council once again stated at its meeting 
of 12 July 1978 that, in the present circumstances, it 
would not be possible to make a decision in time for a 
uniform summer time applicable to the whole 
Community - and I stress, Mr Muller-Hermann, for 
the whole Community - to be introduced for 1979. 
The Council has agreed to instruct its responsible 
departments to continue the work on this matter and 
to refer the question to it again as soon as there is any 
new development, possibly in time for a decision to 
be made before 1 April 1979. Therefore, without 
wishing at this point to go into the special problems 
of the Federal Republic of Germany to which you, Mr 
Muller-Hermann, referred almost exclusively in 
presenting the question, I think it can be said that the 
Council has made every effort to create a uniform 
basis for summer time, and that there is still a chance 
that we shall be able to reach a decision before 1 April 
1979. 

President. - I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission.- (D) Mr 
President, the Commission has, as you know always 
supported the harmonization of summer time. First of 
all we tried to persuade those who in any case wanted 
to introduce summer time to agree on the same dates. 
We did not succeed. We then went all out to ensure 
that there was broader harmonization. I do not know 
whether it will be possible in 1979 to bring about this 
harmonization. If not, it would be a great pity. The 
European public simply does not understand that we 
cannot manage to introduce coinciding summer 
times. I think that, politically, it would be a particu
larly appropriate gesture if, in this year of direct elec
tions, we could take this step. 
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President. - I call Mr Seefeld to speak on behalf of 
the Socialist Group. 

Mr Seefeld. - (D) Ladies and gentlemen, in 1976, 
when I was Parliament's rapporteur on the introduc
tion of summer time, I said on behalf of a large 
majority of Member that we all hoped the state of 
affairs which had unfortunately come about in recent 
years would not persist. 

We stated two main reasons for our wish: our initial 
aim was that Member States which had already intro
duced summer time should at last begin and end it on 
the same dates. I think that this demand is just as 
valid today as then, and that is why I should like to 
reiterate it. 

Our second demand, which I repeat now, is that the 
countries who have not yet come to any decision on 
the intoduction of summer time should, in coopera
tion with the Council, make every effort to fall in with 
the general arrangement. I can therefore say on behalf 
of my colleagues that the great majority of us feel that 
we should like to revive the 1976 resolution and hope 
that - as Mr von Dohnynyi stated - every effort will 
be made to arrive at a uniform arrangement. 

The present state of affairs is extremely difficult for 
those who cross the borders to work, and I also draw 
your attention to the large number of travellers 
passing through our countries and particularly those 
who live and work in the border regions and must 
suffer the consequences of this state of affairs. I would 
draw your attention to the difficulties of transport, and 
on this point I should like to address a further 
comment to the Commission. Our resolution 
requested the Commission to make a thorough investi
gation of the drawbacks of the introduction of 
summer time for international passenger and goods 
traffic within the Community and to submit its find
ings. I very much regret that, in a written answer, the 
Commission subsequently stated that it was unable to 
do so at that time. Ladies and gentlemen, I note there
fore that all are agreed that we should take this step, 
that it would be desirable and that we should make 
every effort to achieve this. But there is one friendly 
criticism that I must make, Mr Muller-Hermann. You 
once again made a point of stating that the German 
Government was standing in the way of a European 
solution because of a particular problem. I would find 
it most regrettable if we became involved in an argu
ment in which your party in the Federal Republic 
were to criticize the Federal Government - as 
happens from time to time - for not doing enough 
for German unity or for not doing enough for Berlin 
and so on, while you perhaps stand before this House 
and criticize the same government - precisely 
because it is doing enough in this respect - for not 
being European enough. 

I refuse to accept this contradiction and would point 
out, Mr Muller-Hermann, that it is not the case, as you 

suggest, that the Government of the Federal Republic 
of Germany is allowing the GDR to dictate its action. 
No, it is rather that this government is attempting to 
prevent the division of Germany from becoming 
deeper and is making every effort to maintain the few 
existing links. Just think, for example, how the people 
of the GDR listen to German radio and watch 
German television and how the opinion of all of us in 
the divided city of Berlin was that the problem should 
be approached very carefully. Therefore, you cannot 
now accuse me of being contradictory ; I am and 
always have been in favour of a European solution and 
I maintain this position, but I ask you not to turn the 
special situation in and around Berlin and in 
Germany into an unnecessary bone of contention. 
Together with you, I am confident that we shall find a 
solution and that, together, we shall overcome the 
confusion as soon as possible, and for this reason I 
was glad to hear Mr von Dohnanyi saying that every 
effort would be made to find the hoped-for solution 
perhaps even for 1979. 

To sum up briefly : I am always have been in favour 
of a uniform summer time ; I am in favour of its 
beginning and ending at the same time throughout 
the Community ; I am in favour of all the countries of 
the European Community being included, and I am 
especially in favour of not getting involved in argu
ments which would only make political co-existence 
more difficult. Mr President, I should like to say on 
behalf of my group that we support what has been 
said in this House in the past and hope that solutions 
may be found as soon as possible. 

President. - I call Mr Muller to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Emile Muller. - (F) Mr President, this debate 
provides me with an opportunity of recalling the posi
tion consistently adopted by the Liberal and Democ
ratic Group. There can be no doubt that public 
opinion does not understand this dividing line 
through a Europe which is seeking unity, while the 
introduction of summer time has been under discus
sion for years. Doubtless problems do exist, but I have 
not the slightest intention of entering into any argu
ment. The fact remains however, that we are almost 
condemned to finding a solution as soon as possible. 

I have very close personal experience of this problem 
since I am a mayor in a border region and can see the 
drawbacks caused by this time change. I therefore 
understood very well the point made by the President 
of the Council that the Swiss had voted against 
summer time in a referendum. But I am convinced 
that if the Nine manage to solve the problem among 
themselves, the Swiss will follow suit and review their 
position by organizing perhaps a second referendum 
which will enable them to 'fall into line with the rest, 
even though they are not members of our Commu
nity. 
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Our border region has a specific problem as a result of 
the existence of the international airport of Basle
Mulhouse. There is no need for me to stress the disad
vantages : when your plane leaves at 7.10 a.m. in Swit
zerland, it leaves at 8.10 a.m. in France, and the two 
countries are only a hundred metres apart. 

We therefore have no choice but to find a solution 
which will enable us to achieve harmonization -
which would at least show the outside world that we 
have a common resolve, the resolve to achieve what 
can be achieved without jeopardizing anyone's 
national unity. I think that the time has come for the 
governments to take this decision, which will defi
nitely have the whole-hearted support of the group 
which I represent. 

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

Mr Nyborg. - (DK) Mr President, I should like to 
start by associating myself with what Mr Muller has 
just said. 

It is a sad fact that the Community, the European 
Council and the Nordic Council have had inter
minable discussions which have produced nothing but 
general expressions of sympathy for the idea of intro
ducing summer time. The excuse for taking no posi
tive action on the matter is that some national rail
ways insist that it would be too difficult to wcrk out 
timetables for international trains. The Danish experts 
also maintain, for example, that Denmark can only 
have summer time if West Germany has it. Argu
ments like that are unconvincing, and it is about time 
the Council of Ministers made another serious effort 
to have a common summer time introduced in all 
Member States by next year. 

A common summer time in the Community would 
make international communications and transport 
easier and would help to lower energy consumption. 
Tourism would benefit from more hours of daylight, 
just as the population in general would enjoy more 
hours of daylight for leisure activities. I therefore urge 
that the remaining hindrances be overcome, so as to 
prepare the way for the introduction of summer time 
in the Community next year. 

May I conclude, Mr President, by quoting an 
exchange between King Christian X of Denmark and 
the then Danish Prime Minister when the King was 
giving the Royal Assent to an earlier bill on summer 
time. To the king's remark 'But I thought the farmers 
were against summer time', the dignified reply was. 
'Your Majesty, we are not there to govern for the 
farmers alone'. 

President. - I call Mrs Ewing. 

Mrs Ewing. - Mr President, I will be very brief on 
this subject. I only want to make a plea to Parliament 

to understand that some countries have different 
periods of daylight from others in this Community, 
and to ask for a little understanding for some of the 
problems this causes. 

I would be in favour of accepting as a very simple 
elementary principle that, where a country believes it 
is absolutely essential for the good of its populace to 
have a different time, whatever changes are made are 
all made on the same day. 

Having said that, I would ask you to realize that if we 
do not continue present arrangements in the UK, 
then the North of Scotland and the northern part of 
Central Scotland, where my constituency is, will 
continue to have the problem of not only coming 
home in the dark, but of going out in the dark as well. 
Dawn breaks at a different time. It may seem that I 
am raising something trivial, but you must understand 
also this : most of Scotland is still a rural country, and 
children walk to school, unless the distance is more 
than three miles, on narrow roads with no pavements. 
Until the sunlight thaws the ice, which I am afraid we 
have a lot of throughout the winter - sometimes 
places are completely cut off - the roads are 
extremely hazardous. When Central European Time 
was introduced for an experimental period, I am afraid 
we had a tremendous slaughter of children. One child 
in my constituency lost a leg. 

This is a very serious psychological matter to us in 
Scotland. We have got used, I think, to the psychology 
of coming home in the dark, but to ask us both to go 
out and come home in the dark will cause absen
teeism, and that is a very big matter for all industry. 
When we had the experiment with Central European 
Time throughout the year, we found that the CBI 
wanted it, big business wanted it - they make tele
phone calls to other businessmen. With all respect, I 
would say their inconvenience in telephoning matters 
very little in comparison to the interests of all the 
other industries which complained about absenteeism 
because of the dark mornings. 

Agriculture is still the biggest industry in Scotland. 
That may surprise many Members who tend to think 
of Scotland in terms of our industrial areas, and forget 
that we have as much of the best arable land as 
Denmark for example. Agriculture is still our biggest 
employer of labour. Cows do not understand if their 
routine is changed around too much. 

I would make a plea that you take into account that 
we have this special peripheral area. Admittedly in the 
summer we have more daylight than perhaps anyone 
else in this Community, but we also have more dark
ness to put up with in the winter. Our schools start at 
9 a.m. You could say: why not change that? But Scot
tish educational instititions are very long established 
and I do not see them being changed. I do not think 
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any of us could easily contemplate going back to that 
experiment, which proved to be so tragic for so many 
people in Scotland. There was no mother with an easy 
mind in the North of Scotland whose children went 
to school, and not all mothers, who often have young 
children at home, can leave to walk the two or three 
miles and back again twice a day. 

These are the realities that I would ask you to bear in 
mind. I am all in favour of trying to be cooperative ; 
though we must have some concession because of our 
winter darkness, I nevertheless say that if we must 
make different arrangements, let them all be made on 
the same day in the year. 

President. - I call Mr von Dohnanyi. 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. -(D) Mr President, I wish to be very brief. I 
am afraid, Mrs Ewing, that we will not be able to 
harmonize daylight and darkness in the Community 
so as to achieve equal periods of daylight through 
legislation. Even if it were more efficient than it is, 
the Council would probably not be able to manage 
that. 

However, I have listened with interest to the various 
points made and should like to stress that the Council 
is anxious to arrive at a solution. This solution must 
take account of certain special and widely differing 
factors about which we have heard. And Mr Muller
Hermann, you are quite right to remind me that I 
April 1979 is a date by which we shall aim to achieve 
something if possible, but I would not wish to leave a 
false impression and make promises which I could 
not ultimately keep. 

President. - I have received from Mr Muller
Hermann, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group, a motion for a resolution with request for 
immediate vote to wind up the debate (Doc. 375/78 
on the oral question to the Commission on the intro
duction of summer time. I shall consult Parliament on 
this request at the beginning of tomorrow's sitting. 

The debate is closed. 

7. Outcome of the Camp David summit 

President. - The next item is the motion for a reso
lution (Doc. 372/78/rev.) tabled by Mr Bertrand, Mr 
Klepsch and Mr Caro on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group, Mr Fellermaier, Mr Spenale and 
Mr Dankert on behalf of the Socialist Group, Mr 
Pintat on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group 
and Mr Rippon on behalf of the European Conserva
tive Group on the outcome og the Camp David 
summit. 

I call Mr Bertrand. 

Mr Bertrand. - (NL) Mr President, thank you for 
allowing me to present this motion for a resolution, 
which was tabled by the groups you mentioned, and 
which concerns the outcome, development and imple
mentation of the Camp David agreements. This is a 
welcome opportunity to consider once again the views 
which we expressed earlier concerning developments 
in the political situation in the Middle East. 

On 15 December 1977, following President Sadat's 
historic visit to Jerusalem, the European Parliament 
adopted a resolution which· paid tribute to President 
Sadat and Prime Minister Begin for their courage in 
trying to establish cooperation and friendship after 30 
years of mutual enmity. In this resolution we 
expressed the hope that President Sadat's historic visit 
would lead to a genuine attempt to bring about a just 
and lasting peace in the Middle East. 

On 15 December last we made an urgent appeal to 
the representatives of all - I repeat, all - the coun
tries concerned to support the initiative of Sadat and 
Begin. We also supported the views expressed by the 
nine Foreign Ministers meeting in political coopera
tion on 29 June 1977. On 25 December 1977 Prime 
Minister Begin paid a return visit to President Sadat at 
Ismalia in Egypt. There was subsequently an increase 
in tension, uncertainty and unrest because the other 
major Middle East countries were unwilling to support 
the initiative. Tension therefore mounted, and today 
we must express our admiration for President Carter, 
who had the courage in these extraordinary circum
stances to take it upon himself, with all the risks that 
this entailed, to bring together the two statesmen, who 
had no further contact with each other, at Camp 
David to try to work out a new solution. Last 
September we called upon the nine Foreign Ministers 
to promote all measures which might help to bring 
about a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. I 
should now like to ask the President-in-Office of the 
Council what these ministers have been doing in the 
meantime. Have they taken steps since last December 
to help to achieve a just and lasting peace in the 
Middle East? We paid tribute to President Carter for 
taking the initiative to hold further talks, despite the 
enormous risks which failure of the talks would have 
created. Fortunately, after 13 days and nights of discus
sions at Camp David, the three statesmen managed to 
turn a vain dream into a firm possibility and signed 
two agreements which are sure to open up new possi
bilities for the future. 

The final talks are now about to begin in 
Washington ; they will be based on the camp David 
agreements, in which both statesmen undertook to 
conclude a peace agreement within three months. 
Such an agreement must be based on two elements, 
an outline agreement to secure peace in the Middle 
East for all the countries concerned, and a second 
agreement which will enable Egypt and Israel to 
conclude a peace treaty. 
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These two agreements will be discussed this week in 
Washington. We are pleased that Parliament has 
pledged full support to the talks and that it has 
expressed the hope, as it did on 15 December last, 
that the talks will lead to the long awaited just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East. 

We believe that peace should not be merely the 
subject of a peace treaty between Egypt and Israel. 
Once again, we must appeal to all those involved in 
the conflict to support the talks. 

I am convinced that a first provisional settlement 
between Egypt and Israel in the coming talks will be 
an irreversible step towards peace in the Middle East 
as a whole. It would also certainly mean a step nearer 
a solution for the Palestinian people, who stand to 
gain most from a peace treaty between Egypt and 
Israel. 

I should like in this connection to draw the House's 
attention to the statement which President Carter 
made to Congress on 18 September, the day after the 
signing of the two Camp David agreements. First of 
all, he paid tribute to President Sadat and Prime 
Minister Begin for their great courage and for the 
personal efforts they had made. He praised them for 
their work towards achieving a peace which is of vital 
importance not only to the nations they represent, but 
also to the other Middle East countries, and indeed 
the world. President Carter viewed the major problems 
of the Middle East in the light of the actual content of 
the Camp David agreements. He said that one of the 
main problems which had so divided those concerned 
boiled down to the fact that peace should not merely 
mean that the guns fall silent and there are no more 
bombs or tanks : the people of the Middle East ought 
to be able to establish diplomatic, cultural, economic 
and human relations among themselves on the basis 
of equality. According to President Carter the Camp 
David agreement has paved the way for such relations 
between Egypt and Israel. 

The second major problem concerns the security of 
all concerned, including the Palestinians and Israelis : 
they must be able to live in complete safety, without 
fear of attack or threat from their neighbours. Presi
dent Carter has stated that the Camp David agree
ment has made it possible to achieve such security. 

The third problem concerns the fixing of safe and 
recognized frontiers for all countries in the Middle 
East, the end of military occupation, the establishment 
of an independent authority or the return to indepen
dence of the areas occupied by Israel during the 1967 
war. The American President said that the Camp 
David agreement made it possible to achieve these 
goals. 

The fourth problem is the very difficult human ques
tion of the plight of the Palestinians, who are at 
present living in disputed areas, or in camps. 
According to President Carter the Camp David agree-

ment guarantees that the Palestinian people will be 
given a say in the settlement of all aspects of the Pales
tinian question. By signing the agreement Israel has 
committed itself fully to this principle, a fact which it 
wishes to make known before the world. 

That is what President Carter had to say about the 
Camp David agreement and the possibilities which it 
opens up. I think that Parliament should endorse 
these possibilities. Our wishes in this respect are 
contained in the motion for a resolution. I hope that 
Parliament will unanimously approve this motion, 
thereby voicing its wish that the very difficult talks 
about to begin in Washington will produce the 
desired results. 

(Applause) 

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

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the Socialist Group wholeheartedly 
welcomes the outcome of the Camp David talks as 
the first significant step towards peace in the Middle 
East. However, a very large number of problems have 
still to be overcome. 

President Sadat's historic visit to Jerusalem raised 
hopes of a lasting peace in the countries concerned. 
Sadly, however, the past few months have seen an 
increase in the kind of discord which, in just over a 
quarter of a century, has given rise to four bloody 
wars. It will probably be very difficult to eliminate this 
discord, despite the success of the Camp David talks. 
There was a danger that each side would refuse to 
compromise on all the major issues, and the whole
hearted involvement and political courage of the 
American President - who lent his entire political 
authority to the negotiations - were necessary to 
achieve the outline agreement at Camp David. Presi
dent Carter, President Sadat and Prime Minister Begin 
have shown themselves to be responsible statesmen, 
who recognize their responsibility for peace in the 
Middle East, with all its implications for world peace. 
We hope - and I am sure I speak for the er;ltire 
House - that the follow-up peace talks due to begin 
in Washington tomorrow, which aim to fill in the 
details of the outline agreements, will be conducted in 
the same spirit as the Camp David talks. However, we 
are also aware that the most hotly disputed, and there
fore the most difficult problems, namely the question 
of the Israeli settlements on the West Bank, the ques
tion of East Jerusalem and the Palestinians' right to 
self-government are still unsolved. I believe that the 
Community can help in overcoming the problem of 
how the Palestinians' right to govern themselves may 
be exercised in practice. W'e are aware that in the long 
run we shall not be able to avoid the question of the 
PLO and of how this organization is to be assessed ; 
we are also aware that this question could lead to 
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considerable difficulties and that despite the good rela
tions which marked the Camp David talks between 
Egypt and Israel, the tide of opposition is swelling so 
much that the PLO could in the end be the rock on 
which the success of Camp David is founded, or could 
founder. I therefore believe that it is the Community's 
duty to make its own contribution in this part of the 
Middle East. 

It is the duty of the European Parliament, and indeed 
of all the other Community institutions, to lend their 
firm support to the peace initiatives in the Middle 
East. 

The Community must surely be aware of its responsi
bility to do all it can - however modest its contribu
tion may be - towards ensuring that the peace talks 
are constructive. Of course, we appreciate that this 
problem can only be solved on a world-wide scale and 
that our contribution can only be made in very small 
stages. But wherever we can offer practical assistance, 
cooperation in the Middle East should be fostered 
with the Community's active support. I would there
fore be grateful if, with reference to paragraph 4 of the 
joint motion for a resolution tabled by the Christian
Democrats, Socialists, Liberals and the European 
Conservatives, the President of the Council could tell 
us more specifically how the Council proposes to 
speed up the economic, technical and social develop
ment of the Middle East ? As we know, peace will lead 
to major economic difficulties with which the coun
tries concerned will be unable to cope. The Europe of 
the Nine should make a determined effort to develop 
ways and means of dealing with this problem immedi
ately and effectively. I therefore ·call upon the Presi
dent-in-Office of the Council to give us further details 
of the Council's attitudes. I also call upon the 
Commission - which also has responsibilities in this 
area - to tell us its views and what proposals it 
intends to make to the Council. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I should like in conclusion to 
echo the words of Mr Bertrand in calling upon the 
House to vote unanimously in favour of this motion 
for a resolution. In this way we will demonstrate the 
European Parliament's desire to help - on however 
modest a scale - towards achieving a lasting peace in 
the Middle East, for in securing peace in the Middle 
East we are also safeguarding peace in Europe. 

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

Mr Berkhouwer. - (NL) Mr President, 36 years ago 
an event occurred in Egypt which was of the utmost 
importance for Egypt and Europe - the battle of El 
Alamein. Churchill said afterwards 'We are now at the 
end of the beginning'. These words may be echoed in 
connection with Camp David, which also involved 
Egypt and the Middle East. My group fully endorses 
the views expressed by Mr Bertrand and Mr Feller
mater. 

Camp David is indeed a beginning - let us hope the 
beginning of the road towards a peaceful settlement. 

The Camp David agreements are on 'agreement to 
agree' : America, Egypt and Israel 'agreed on the 
following framework for peace'. An enormous amount 
of practical work has therefore still to be done. 
Furthermore, matters were discussed which concerned 
other parties not present at the talks, for example the 
Golan Heights, the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and of 
course, last but not least, the whole question of the 
city of Jerusalem, for the talks covered not only the 
situation in the Middle East as a whole but also the 
status of Jerusalem. 

But let us take an optimistic view of things. Mr Feller
maier has already pointed out that Europe once again 
had no part in events which were taking place on its 
doorstep. The United States, on the other hand, took a 
very active part, and was even a signatory to the agree
ments. The Soviet Union also took no part in the 
talks, but it is much further away from the Middle 
East than Europe. If the situation develops as we all 
earnestly hope it will, I shall support the measures 
outlined in paragraphs 4 and 5 of the motion, to 
which Mr Fellermaier has already referred. 

I should like to make a suggestion to the Commission 
and Council. We want proposals to be made for multi
lateral cooperation aimed at speeding up the 
economic, technical and social development of the 
region. By 'region' my group means the whole of the 
Middle East, if you like from Morocco to Saudi Arabia. 
Perhaps Europe could begin to make up for its polit
ical non-involvement by working out plans for 
economic assistance and measures based on the 
following idea. 

Could the EEC not hold discussions with other major 
trading powers in the world ? I am thinking of the 
United States, Japan, and possibly other prosperous 
industrialized countries - all are welcome - not 
forgetting the wealthy Arab oil-producing countries. 
They should also be invited to help in setting up a 
kind of Marshall Plan for the Middle East, which 
could be financed from funds made available by the 
nine Member States and by the other countries which 
I have mentioned. These funds could and should be 
distributed to all countries, not only to Egypt and 
Israel, but also to the other poor Middle East countries 
which are in economic difficulties. For Israel and 
Egypt are not the only countries with huge debts and 
whose people crave for peace so that they can engage 
in peaceful pursuits and get their economies back on 
their feet. The same applies to various other Middle 
East countries. Of course, such a scheme cannot be 
worked out here and now, but I thought I would put 
this suggestion to the Commission and Council. By 
applying a comprehensive scheme of this kind to the 
whole of the Middle East the Community could consti
tute an economically, socially and possibly even politi
cally stabilizing element; we could thus make up for 
our previous non-involvement, and by our presence 
promote peace and well-being and help to secure a 
lasting peace for the Middle East. 
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That is the point I wished to emphasize on behalf of 
my group in connection with paragraphs 4 and 5 of 
the motion for a resolution. I hope the Council and 
the Commission will consider this suggestion. 

President. - I call Lord Bethell to speak on behalf 
of the European Conservative Group. 

Lord Bethell. - Mr President, I would like to join 
with other speakers in giving an unqualified welcome 
to the agreement at Camp David and in expressing 
my hopes that this will be a step towards peace in the 
Middle East and the solution of perhaps the most 
intractable international problem facing the world at 
the present time : one which involves not only the 
countries in question, Israel and its Arab neighbours, 
but every nation on earth, and in particular the 
nations of Europe which we represent in this Parlia
ment. I was one of those, some months 'ago, who 
spoke with equal warmth in welcome of President 
Sadat's initiative - his courageous, exciting initiative 
- in going to Jeursalem and in meeting the Israeli 
leaders. I can think of few international events in 
recent years which have seemed so inspiring and so 
brave for a political leader to undertake, and it is with 
great relief that I note that this initiative by the Presi
dent of Egypt has to some extent borne fruit, because 
the President must have understood that in taki{lg this 
courageous step he was placing himself and his line of 
approach to the problem in great danger Had there 
been no reciprocation from the Israeli side, had he 
not been able to demonstrate that the path of concilia
tion was the path of progress towards the achievement 
of some Arab aspirations, then we would have had a 
most appalling backlash from the more militant Arab 
leaders, and President Sadat probably would not have 
been able to maintain his position as an important 
leader in that part of the world. 

However, luckily, thank goodness, the President of 
Egypt has been proved to be correct ; his line of 
approach has proved to be justified ; significant conces
sions have been made by the Israeli side, and a step 
towards peace has been achieved. It is only a step 
towards peace though, of course, and there remain 
serious barriers towards that enviable aim. I would like 
to mention two of them. It is a very serious barrier to 
peace that, of the Arab countries only Egypt seems yet 
to be ready to recognize the existence of the State of 
Israel, and this debate, which began not thirty years 
ago as some speakers have suggested, but eighty years 
ago - the question of who owns that part of the 
fertile crescent - is something which will have to be 
faced with great concern in the near future. It is now 
absolutely certain, and recognized throughout the 
world, that this argument is at an end. Israel has the 
right to exist within firm and secure frontiers, and 
while giving a great compliment to President Sadat for 
having faced this inevitable fact, one must wish that 

his initiative could be followed by other Arab leaders 
and by the leaders of Palestine, and that it will be 
found possible for the leaders of the Palestinian Arabs 
eventually to give up that section of their national 
covenant which demands that the State of Israel 
should cease to exist. Once this is achieved there will 
be, I think, a very real chance of peace in the Middle 
East. 

The second important barrier to agreement seems to 
be the terrible fact that the Palestine Arabs have no 
country, and I would urge those colleagues, and the 
Council, who have connections with Israel to bear this 
fact very closely in mind, because whatever may have 
been the state of affairs thirty, forty, fifty years ago, 
when the Arabs of Palestine were in an earlier state of 
political and intellectual development, the fact 
remains that now they are a nation. A vital nation. In 
many ways they have the characteristics of the Jewish 
nation before they achieved statehood in 1948. They 
are a dispersed nation, and in many countries of the 
Arab world they fulfil important tasks and, in some 
areas, are the intellectuals, the cream of the universi
ties, the administration, the press. They fulfil a very 
vital and influential role throughout the whole of the 
Arab world. And, of course, they suffer from a very 
real sense of injustice that they have no country. 
Speaking personally, I believe that there will be no 
peace, no real peace in the Middle East until the Pales
tine Arabs have a country. I very much doubt whether 
local autonomy, the original plan proposed at Camp 
David - I know it is only a transitional plan - will 
satisfy the Palestine Arabs, and I do not think that it 
should. Eventually, they must achieve statehood, and 
the sooner it comes the better and the sooner the situ
ation will be defused. It remains a great problem for 
those who have to decide this dilemma, how land can 
be provided for a Palestine nation without making 
Israel indefensible strategically. A very difficult 
problem, geographical, political. Very, very compli
cated. But I think it can be solved. 

Another very serious problem is how Jerusalem can 
be kept a united city, and I suggest that all those who 
have visited Jerusalem recently will believe that Jeru
salem should remain a united city. 

How can we keep it united, and at the same time 
ensure that normal civil rights are restored to the 
Arabs who live in East Jerusalern ? This is another 
very serious problem the~ will have to be faced. 

I would like, in conclusion, Mr President, to make one 
constructive suggestion. In December I shall be, I 
hope, taking part in a delegation to Israel, and I am 
extremely excited at the idea of visiting Israel at this 
important time after the great political developments 
that have taken place. But it seems a shame that this 
Parliament does not have any concrete links of any 
material sort with the Egyptian Parliament, and 
indeed our relations as a Community with Egypt seem 
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to me to be on the sparse side. They are not very 
clear. I very much hope that it will be possible to take 
certain initiatives in order to develop this relationship 
with Egypt - to put it on the same level as our good 
relations are now with Israel. I suggest that through 
these connections we should be ready, when the time 
is ripe, to make a substantial contribution towards the 
development of the area where the Palestinians will 
live. A substantial economic, political and advisory 
contribution. The Community, the Nine, has a role to 
play. A step towards peace has been taken. We, I 
believe, can help several more steps to be taken, and 
peace to be achieved. 

President. - I call Mr Sandri to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Sandri. - (/) Mr President, we, too, agree that 
the Camp David agreement is a logical outcome of 
the process begun a year ago by Mr Sadat's journey to 
Jerusalem - the journey that broke the deadlock in a 
situation of armed confrontation. We greeted that 
journey as a very courageous initiative, and we are 
consistent today in applauding the developments at 
Camp David. However, our approval is more qualified 
than the text of the motion for a resolution put before 
us, on account of a whole series of misgivings which 
have also been expressed by many of the previous 
speakers. 

In essence, the Camp David agreements could be the 
beginning of a process leading to peace, security and a 
new justice for the whole region ; but the subsequent 
steps cannot be regarded - as the motion for a resolu
tion appears to regard them - as the automatic result 
of an event whose effects are now irreversible. Indeed, 
paragraph 3 of the motion for a resolution calls on the 
other parties involved in the conflict to associate them
selves with the outcome of the negotiations so as to 
get them going again. Well, ladies and gentlemen, I 
think that what we all hope for is something very 
different from a mere a posteriori association on the 
part of the other parties who have rejected the 
outcome of these negotiations. Moreover, we are all a 
ware of the legal significance of the term 'association'. 
Something very different is required. First and fore
most, it is necessary to broaden the interpretation of 
the agreements already reached so as to counter the 
restrictive interpretations which are already appearing 
- for example from the Israeli Government - on 
the question of the fate of the West Bank; but above 
all I believe that broadening and not association is 
required if the others are to be invited to follow the 
same road as the two partners. 

There are too many tensions building up and 
exploding in the Middle East. Later today we will be 
debating the Lebanon : but what is the Lebanese 
tragedy if not the result of these tensions, which have 
not yet found an outlet, but on the contrary have been 
increased by the Camp David agreements ? 

In conclusion, Mr President, we believe that the Euro
pean Community - and let us not forget that Europe 
was entirely excluded from the discussions at Camp 
David - should not be putting forward fanciful 
'Marshall plans' for the Middle East but that, given the 
terrible complexity of the situation in that part of the 
world, it should be trying to get gradually to the heart 
of the problems which afflict that area and which 
have just been mentioned by Lord Bethell - the 
sovereignty of all the States and the recognition of the 
rights of all the people not as refugees but as peo
ples who have a right to a State, and therefore to 
nationhood. 

Mr President, while we shall support the motion for a 
resolution relating to the situation in Lebanon, we 
shall abstain, for the reasons I have outlined, on the 
present motion for a resolution, not of course because 
of its spirit, which is the hope for peace - as I have 
tried to explain - but because in our view it is a 
rather inadequate response to a set of problems which 
call not so much for an invitation to join in with what 
has already been achieved, as for a new initiative on 
all fronts, involving all the past and present partici
pants in the Middle East question on an equal footing, 
including - I repeat - the European Community. 

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

Mr Brugha. - Mr President, I am pleased on behalf 
of my group to join in complimenting the other 
speakers and in supporting the Camp David agree
ment. I believe the outcome of this meeting is a clear 
example to others involved in dispute around the 
world that sanity can prevail even between such 
apparent irreconcilables as these two Middle East anta
gonists have been for most of this century. When intel
ligent leaders exercising courage and humility are 
prepared to settle their differences in the interest of 
their respective peoples, then the results must be 
good. One can say too that the President of the 
United States has helped through his efforts to make a 
notable contribution to the beginnings of peace in the 
Middle East and deserves credit for the actions he has 
undertaken at some considerable political risk to 
himself. 

It is regrettable that only those directly in the more 
recent firing line in the Middle East - Egypt and 
Israel - are taking part in this agreement. The sad 
situation is that those countries which are holding 
back from the agreement - and there are a number 
of them - are furthest from the scene of conflict. I 
believe that this Parliament and the Council of Minis
ters should make known their full approval and 
support for the Camp David agreement, and for our 
view that the other participants in the Middle East 
conflict must also become involved. 
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It should be pointed out to the leaders of the coun
tries withholding their agreement that, in the eyes of 
the world, the choice in the Middle East for each of 
the three peoples who believe they are right - who, 
indeed, believe that God is on their side - the Arabs, 
the Jews and the Palestinians, lies between an honour
able compromise that can lead to an enduring long
term settlement, and violence that can only bring 
disaster and terror to their peoples in a situation 
where no one can possibly win. 

We support all the efforts we are sure will be made in 
the future weeks to bring about an enduring develop
ment of peace in the long-term in the Middle East, 
and we hope that subsequent years will see a comple
tion of this process. 

President. - I call Mr van Aerssen. 

Mr van Aerssen. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should like to echo the views of the prev
ious speakers and express my sincere gratitude for the 
interest they have shown in this debate. It is high 
time the Community abandoned its role of spectator 
and played an active part in this major area of world 
politics. Mr Fellermaier has just asked what positive 
contribution we can make. My group believes that we 
should undertake certain very practical projects to 
provide a token of our good intentions and to 
underpin our policies. Is the Commission prepared to 
help us to do this ? For example, could we not 
become actively involved in the construction of the 
Cairo-Jerusalem railway, thereby offering a concrete 
token of our goodwill ? We would also ask the 
Commission whether we should also embark on 
power plant construction : for example, Israel, Egypt 
and the Community could construct a nuclear power 
plant in Sinai, and the energy produced could be used 
to promote peaceful economic development. Perhaps 
the Community could also help Egypt and Israel to 
tap underground water sources in Sinai. It would also 
be an excellent idea to prospect jointly for the raw 
materials and minerals, in particular crude oil and 
various precious metals such as phosphate, which are 
believed to exist in Sinai. Would the Commission be 
prepared to draw up a practical programme of this 
kind ? I think we should also examine the possibility 
of Community involvement in the canalization of the 
River Jordan, provided Saudi Arabia and Jordan 
approve the peace agreement, which they may do with 
our moral support. We could also jointly exploit the 
large phosphate deposits which have already been 
discovered in Jordan. It is therefore for us not just a 
question of discussing this policy on our own and 
with offering moral and psychological support, but 
also a matter of providing concrete tokens of our good 
intentions : we should undertake practical projects to 
make it clear that the Community is willing to help 
in establishing pt!ace. We have another specific ques-

tion to put to the Commission,. Perhaps it would be 
advisable, in our future deliberations on the Mediterra
nean policy, to emphasize regional cooperation by 
means of supplementary protocols in the agreements 
with the Maghreb countries, Israel and the Mashreq 
countries. As you know, Mr Brunner, the Lome 
Convention contains certain supplementary protocols 
which open up possibilities for extended regional 
cooperation. Our question, therefore, is quite simply 
this : is the Commission prepared to include the same 
or similar supplementary protocols in these agree
ments, so that a homogeneous regional cooperation 
may be achieved ? 

To sum up, we hope that the political support which 
we have pledged to the motion this morning will be 
accompanied by practical measures, and we call upon 
the Commission to examine these measures with us 
so that they may be implemented as soon as possible. 

President. - I call Mr von Dohnanyi. 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. - (D) Mr President, I have been listening to 
the debate attentively and have read the motion for a 
resolution with interest. I am not in a position - nor 
would it probably serve any purpose - to give a 
further general outline of our common policy on polit
ical cooperation with the Middle East, in particular 
with the countries involved in the conflict. I shall 
merely answer a few of the questions raised today, and 
I would emphasize that I shall of course bear this 
whole debate in mind in the forthcoming discussions. 

It has been said repeatedly that Europe has been left 
out, that it is making no contribution to a constructive 
settlement of the conflict. I feel that this is perhaps 
going somewhat too far. Lord Bethell, for example, 
has asked whether more can be done with regard to 
Egypt. I don't know whether his question referred 
primarily to relations between our Parliaments, but 
the fact is that we hare concluded not only a preferen
tial trade agreement but also - in 1977 - an agree
ment on cooperation which, if I am not mistaken, 
enters into force on 1 November of this year. Egypt.is 
a party to this agreement and has therefore provided a 
basis for our work in the Middle East. 

As far as the outcome of the Camp David talks is 
concerned, I do not need to repeat the statement 
made by the Foreign Ministers meeting in political 
cooperation on 17 September. We welcomed the 
outcome of the talks, as well as the particular effort 
made by President Carter, President Sadat and Prime 
Minister Begin. At the same time we referred to the 
declaration -which is still valid -of 29 June 1977, 
while drawing attention to a consideration which has 
been mentioned in today's debate, namely the need to 
settle all aspects of the conflict, because the entire 
peace agreement will be repeatedly jeopardized if any 
questions are left unresolved. That is why we stressed 
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this point once again, but we fully support the 
outcome of the Camp David talks and cherish fervent 
hopes for continued success. 

Mr Fellermaier has asked, in connection mainly with 
paragraph 4, how the Community could contribute to 
the technical and social development of the Middle 
East. I can obviously not be expected to make a firm 
statement on this today, but I can assure you that the 
Nine are well aware of the possibilities and that the 
existing means of cooperation will be used. 

I would therefore emphasize that the Council is aware 
of the problems referred to by various groups today, 
and that we do not altogether agree with the claim -
made by what seems to me to be the vast majority of 
this House - that Europe is standing on the side
lines. If we consider the number of visitors from the 
Middle East whom the Community Member States 
have received in the past few months, as well as the 
Middle East visits by the Nine and the talks held with 
Middle East countries it is clear that the Nine can, 
within the limits imposed on them, make a major 
contribution towards stabilizing peace, a peace which 
has been given fresh hope by the Camp David talks. 

President. - I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. - (D) Mr 
President, as there is not much time left, certain 
Members will say that I have been saved by the bell. 

We very much welcome the clear wording of para
graph 4 of the motion. It may prove important to 
adopt a multilateral approach in the future. However, 
we should not act too hastily. All forms of multilateral 
cooperation must be developed on a voluntary basis. 
No one's interests would be served if the Community 
prematurely attempted, before being asked by the 
countries concerned, to put forward practical propo
sals which gave the impression that the Community 
was trying to assume a role which did not further the 
cause of peace 

Unlike the Lome Convention, the Camp David peace 
agreement contains no supplementary prototcols on 
regional cooperation. Protocols of this kind could be 
drafted, but the priorities must be determined by the 
countries concerned. The Commission would 
welcome any initiative aimed at fostering such a multi
lateral approach. 

President. - I note that there are no more requests 
to speak. The motion for a resolution will be put to 
the vote as it stand during voting time this afternoon. 

The debate is closed. 

The proceedings will now be suspended until 3 p.m. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 1.40 p.m. and resumed 
at 3.10 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO 

President 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

8. Urgent procedure 

President. - I have received from Mr Siegler
schmidt, Mr Lezzi, Mr A1eollo, Mr Holst and Lord 
Kennet, on behalf of the Socialist Group, Mr Bertrand, 
Mr Bersani and Mr Jahn, on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP Group), and Mr Bordu and 
Mr Sandri, on behalf of the Communist and Allies 
Group, a motion for a resolution with request for 
urgent debate pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of 
procedure, on the sentencing of Tunisian trade union
ists (Doc. 379/78). 

I shall consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure at the beginning of tomorrow's sitting. 

9. Question Time 

President. - The next item is the second part of 
Question Time (Doc. 351/78). We begin with the ques
tion addressed to the Council. 

I call Question No 28 by Mr Fellermaier : 
Does the Council intend to adopt a position on this prop
osal and to state what consequences the setting up of 
such a 'Council of Wise Men' would have for the 
Community's institutional organization ? 

and 
Question No 29 by Mr Bertrand : 

Does the Council intend to state what consequences the 
setting up of such a 'Council of Wise Men' might have 
for the current negotiations with the applicant States ? 

Since these two questions deal with the same subject, 
they can be taken jointly. 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. - (D) The President of the French Republic 
has sent a letter to the Heads of Government of the 
Member States of the Communities, who will prob
ably adopt an opinion on the proposal contained in it 
at the European Council of December 1978. The Presi
dent of the Council will then naturally inform Parlia
ment of the outcome of this meeting. The proposal 
would not involve the setting up of a new Council, 
but simply the establishment of a group of experi
enced advisers concerning themselves with problems 
which the Community has to deal with anyway. This 
would mean, therefore, that the Community's advisers 
could bring other considerations to bear on matters 
on which the Council has to make decisions. Clearly, 
it is only in the light of whatever conclusions an advi
sory body of this kind, if it were set up, might reach 
that it would be possible to ascertain the extent of its 
effects on the course of the accession negotiations, or 
to put it another way, one cannot say at this stage 
what conclusions should be drawn. This will become 
apparent from the results of the consultations on any 
proposals made. 
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It is extremely unlikely that this could affect the 
course of the accession negotiations by, for example, 
causing delays. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Mr President-in-Office, do 
you not find it a little strange that, if political diffi
culties arise in the course of accession negotiations, 
those bodies responsible for such matters by virtue of 
the Treaty of Rome should not be free to call on what 
you call advisers to assess the situation during the 
negotiations. And is it necessary to set up a group of 
what I might call 'super brains' - if I am to avoid 
repeating what you said to the effect that it was not to 
be a 'Council of Wise Men' - whose existence, in the 
final analysis, could only be justified by the fact that 
at least the public would get the impression that a 
new procedure was being followed which was not 
being followed when the United Kingdom, Ireland 
and Denmark finally became full members of the 
European Community after years of equally difficult 
negotiations ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I cannot see anything 
strange about this procedure. The President of the 
French Republic has proposed to his fellow Heads of 
State and Government in connection with the further 
development of the decision-making process within 
the Community, that, in addition to the Council 
already at this disposal of the Commission and Parlia
ment in the form of Council of Ministers, a further 
Council should be set up consisting of other men and 
women with experience in European matters. I am 
not certain that this will in fact be decided -
although I personally suspect that it will. We will have 
to wait until December to find out, but if this decision 
is in fact made, we will be able to work out from the 
advice given by these men and women, as well as by 
others, exactly what course of action we should take in 
the further development of the Community. Quite 
frankly, I cannot see anything strange about that. 
Indeed, since, as you know, good counsel always has 
its price, I welcome any council we can get to advise 
us. 

Mr Bertrand. - (NL) The answer given by the Presi
dent-in-Office of the Council strikes me as being out 
of line with the letter from President Giscard 
d'Estaing, who proposed the following procedure : 

If you and all the members of the European Council to 
whom the above is addressed are in agreement with this 
proposal, the President-in-Office of the Council could 
request our Ministers of Foreign Affairs to discuss the 
matter at their forthcoming meeting so that they can 
decide during the European Council in December which 
three wise men should be appointed and what their task 
will be. 

This is what President Giscard d'Estaing said in his 
letter. My question, therefore, is as follows : if Presi
dent Giscard d'Estaing's eight counterparts declare 
that they are in agreement with his proposal, it is up 
to the Council to draw up a proposal regarding 
possible candidates and their responsibilities for the 
December European Council. If this in fact happens, 
will the Council undertake to consult Parliament on 
the matter before taking a decision, since the various 
institutions would then be brought in and would have 
to say whether or not they wish to be involved in this 
development. I should therefore like to know whether 
or not the Council will undertake to consult Parlia
ment before making a proposal to the European 
Council. 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) The Heads of State and 
Governments will naturally make use of their respec
tive administrations in deciding on the proposals from 
the President of the French Republic. In so far as the 
Council is involved, it will express its opinion on 
possible candidates and their responsibilities. 
However, Mr Bertrand, I think, it would, be making 
matters very complicated if we were to observe a 
formal procedure regarding possible candidates and 
responsibilities at this stage. The important thing is 
that the Community should consult all those who 
concern themselves with difficult questions. The Presi
dent of the French Republic has made a proposal 
regarding possible additional sources of advice and we 
should not make things unnecessarily complicated. 

Mr Radoux. - (F) Since Mr Bertrand has just 
demonstrated that proposals of this kind might well 
cause unnecessary complications, since we have 
managed without nominating wise men on European 
matters for the last 22 years and, finally, since there is 
already a body, namely the European Council, which 
is not a Community body but has already rendered 
services for which we are grateful, does the President
in-Office of the Council feel that the collegiate body 
which the European Council in itself represents is less 
wise than any three 'wise men' we might appoint, 
with all the difficulties which that might entail, parti
cularly for the countries from which the wise men 
were not chosen ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) One should certainly 
never overestimate the wisdom of the Heads of State 
and Government, but their wisdom cannot suffer by 
consulting other wise men. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) It might be wise, Mr Presi
dent-in-Office, to ask explicitly once more why three 
wise men should be more wise than all the other 
advisers who may be consulted at any time by all the 
nine Governments, by all the nine Heads of State of 
Government individually, jointly or consecutively, or 
than the Council of Ministers which can consult all 
the advisers jointly or one at a time ? Why should 
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three particularly wise men be singled out ? Is this the 
counsel of the wise which, as you pointed out, always 
has its price ? I am making no bones about this ques
tion, because unfortunately so far you have avoided 
the crux of the question to the Council of Ministers, 
namely what is to be the precise status of these three 
wise counsellors. To whom are their recommendations 
addressed and what weight will they have compared 
with all the existing advisers ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I certainly cannot put this 
point to the European Council at this stage, Mr Feller
maier, since it must first of all decide on the field of 
competency for this group of advisers, and I genuinely 
think that when European matters are at stake one 
should seek as much advice as one can. However, if 
one takes this view, I should think that all those who 
are concerned about the future of Europe can only 
hope that the advice we get is good advice. 

Mr Shaw. - Mr President, could I have your ruling ? 
How many supplementary questions is one person 
allowed to ask on a given question ? 

President. - We are considering two questions at 
once. Mr Fellermaier has just put a supplementary 
question in connection with Mr Bertrand's question, 
and Mr Bertrand is about to do the same in connec
tion with Mr Fellermaier's question. 

(Laughter from certain quarters, protests from others) 

Mr Bertrand. - (NL) Mr President, this is not a 
supplementary question, it is a concrete proposal so 
that the Council will not be able to accuse Parliament 
of not facing up to its responsibility. 

What is the President of the French Republic asking 
for ? He is asking that we should call on the assistance 
of a number of independent prominent figures who 
are personally familiar with the workings of the Euro
pean Institutions and in a position to approach issues 
from a different point of view. This is what the Presi
dent is proposing. 

I can propose three wise men, if they have no objec
tions, namely the President of the European Parlia
ment, the President of the Commission and the Presi
dent of the Court of Justice. This would mean that 
Italy, the United Kingdom and France would be repre
sented on this Council, which would meet fully the 
request made by the President of the French Republic 
- he would have his wise men but the Institutions 
would be involved too. This then is a specific prop
osal. 

Mr von Dohnanyi.- (D) I will naturally inform the 
Council of Ministers of this proposal. 

(Laughter) 

President. - I call Question No 30 by Mr Edwards : 

Will the Council coordinate its policies regarding the 
import of raw materials and other commodities from the 
Third World, with a view to ensuring greater stability of 
prices paid to producers, in accordance with the 
UNCTAD Integrated Programme of May 1976, and with 
a view to reducing both speculation and excessive profit 
by multinational firms operating in this field ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. - (D) The Community plays an active part 
in all the international discussions and negotiations 
on raw materials aimed at achieving greater market 
stability through the introduction of instruments and 
measures suited to the peculiarities of individual 
commodities. Basically the purpose of such instru
ments and measures (e.g. buffer-stocks, quotas), is, by 
influencing market forces without encroaching upon 
the freedom of traders in a market economy, to ensure 
a reasonable return for producers and fair prices for 
the consumer. By taking part in these international 
negotiations on the basis either of joint positions or 
positions coordinated among the Member States, the 
Community effectively coordinates policies for the 
implementation of the obligations ensuing from the 
agreements entered into. 

Mr Edwards. - I am agreeably satisfied with the 
reply to that question, because I am assured that the 
President of the Council is using all the international 
machinery available to prevent the tendency today 
where the poor countries are becoming poorer and 
the rich richer. He did not, however, if you will 
forgive me saying so, deal with the last point in the 
question, where a number of European-based multi
national companies pay poor prices to poor countries, 
corner the market, withhold the products by calcu
lated shortage and make high prices, thus promoting 
inflation throughout the Western world. I wonder if 
he can think of some kind of nev. machinery that will 
deal with this aspect of the question. 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) The problem to which 
the last part of the question refers is undoubtedly a 
real one in certain sectors, although in many cases 
there is more competition between multinational 
companies than one tends to think and for this reason 
the price competition is often keener than is perhaps 
assumed. However, the problem does exist in some 
cases - I cannot deny this - and as regards the use 
of what Mr Edwards has referred to as the interna
tional machinery we must - and will - give some 
thought to this problem too. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Does not the President-in-Office of 
the Council think that, as regards raw material 
supplies, particularly the research into manganese 
nodules and other minerals on the seabed, the 
Community as such should coordinate and increase 
the efforts being made by the individual Member 
States? 
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Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) Certainly, the Commu
nity could be still more efficient in the field of 
research, including raw materials research. As far as 
manganese nodules are concerned, this is primarily a 
matter for the Conference on the Law of the Sea. The 
Community is currently engaged in consultations in 
this matter, but the point is certainly worth going into 
in greater depth. 

President. - Since the author is not present, Ques
tion No 31 by Mr Soury will receive a written reply. 1 

At its author's request, Question No 32 by Mr Howell 
has been postponed until the next part-session. 

I call Question No 33 by Sir Geoffrey de Freitas: 

What proposals from the Commission on air traffic are 
before the Council and on what date were they received ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President·in-0/fice of the 
Council.- (D) On 3 October 1975, the Commission 
submitted to the Council a communication on an 
action programme for the European aeronautical 
sector. This contained, among other items, a proposal 
for a Decision introducing a joint policy in the civil 
aviation sector. This proposal was amended by the 
Commission on 28 January 1977 and is the only prop
osal on the subject now before the Council. 

In addition to industrial policy in the civil aircraft 
sector, the purpose of the proposal is to lay down a 
number of objectives for the Community's activity in 
the field of air transport. The honourable Member will 
recall that in its Resolution of 6 July 1976, the Euro
pean Parliament, while noting a correlation between 
air transport policy and a policy for the civil aviation 
industry, nevertheless recommended the Commission 
to keep the two aspects separate, and requested it to 
give details of its ideas and proposals concerning the 
common air transport policy. 

On 14 March 1977; in accordance with the opinion 
of the European Parliament, the Council adopted a 
declaration on industrial policy in the civil aircraft 
and aviation sector. Subsequently, at its meeting on 28 
and 29 June, the Council decided to examine the advi
sability of joint action on air transport, and at its 
meeting on 12 June 1978 received a report proposing 
a list of priority questions for consideration. Moreover, 
preparatory discussions have already begun within the 
Council on the relations to be established between the 
Community and the European Civil Aviation Confer
ence, and between the Community and the Interna
tional Civil Aviation Organization. 

Sir Geoffrey de Freitas. - Since the citizens of our 
Community are very great users of air travel, is it not 
the duty of the Council to stimulate lATA, ECAO 
and above all the European Civil Aviation Conference, 

I See Annex. 

to which the mtmster has just referred, to facilitate 
travel by air ? Is is it not true that much of the orig
inal governmental drive to facilitate travel by air 
seems to have evaporated entirely ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) The point just made by 
Sir Geoffrey de Freitas is well worth thinking about. 
The Council of Ministers can only progress gradually 
in this as in many other fields. Only gradually will we 
be able to deal with the problems, but the aim is 
undoubtedly one we can all go along with. 

Mrs Dunwoody. - Would the President-in-Office 
of the Council please be kind enough to draw the 
attention of the French Government to the fact that 5 
years ago an air crash took place over Nantes, in 
which a number of Community citizens were killed, 
that they still have not reached agreement on any 
kind of compensation for the families of the people 
concerned, and that there is no point talking about air
safety regulations unless the Council is prepared to 
point out to the French Government that this kind of 
behaviour is nothing short of scandalous and needs to 
be raised in every known way with the representatives 
not only of the French Government, but of the insur
ance companies concerned ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I have taken due note of 
the honourable Member's request. I must admit that 
the connection between this and the previous ques
tions on this point is not immediately apparent to me, 
but I will try to clarify the matter and will 
subsequently inform you in writing of how things 
stand. 

President. - I call Question No 34 by Mr Scott
Hopkins, for whom Mr Corrie is deputizing : 

How does the Council view the EEC's deficit with the 
US in trade in agricultural products, and does it it intend 
to take any steps to change this situation towards a better 
balance? 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. - (D) The Council is aware of the fact that 
America's trade balance has always been positive vis
a-vis the Community and that this surplus is mainly 
due to an imbalance in the agricultural sector. Trade 
relations with this important partner are naturally the 
subject of regular discussions with the Council. 

In the course of its regular consultations with the US 
Administration, the Commission endeavours to find 
solutions to the specific difficulties arising. Special 
attention is given of course to agricultural exports. 

However, it is chiefly from the outcome of the GATT 
trade negotiations in which the agricultural sector 
plays a key role - that the Council is expecting an 
improvement in international cooperation and an 
increase in trade so as to improve the possibilities for 
agricultural exports from the Community to the 



Sitting of Wednesday, 11 October 1978 139 

Von Dohnanyi 

United States. Without going into detail on the 
different aspects of the negotiations in the agricultural 
sector, I would like to refer in particular to the posi
tion which the Council made public following its last 
meeting on the important issue of countervailing 
duties and stress once more that it would not be 
realistic to think that the negotiations could be 
concluded in the absence of an assurance from the US 
Congress that it would extend the 'waiver' on counter
vailing duties. 

Furthermore, the uniform application by all partners 
of the GATI rules is of fundamental importance to 
the Community, and it is therefore expecting the 
negotiations to bring about an alignment of US legisla
tion with Article 6 of the GATI by the introduction 
of the concept of prejudice into that legislation. 

Mr Corrie. - Would the President of the Council 
accept that while we have obligations to countries 
such as Australia and New Zealand to take in their 
food products, we do not have that obligation to 
America, and are all steps being taken to dissuade 
America from exporting to this Community products 
that are in excess and to persuade her to take products 
such as milk products which are in excess here into 
America? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I can assure the honour
able Member that we are doing all we can to establish 
a balance and to avoid further imbalance resulting 
from the facts he describes. 

Mr van Aerssen.- (D) Is the Council aware that on 
26 September the President of the United States 
announced a new export drive in which agricultural 
products are to play a substantial role. Payment 
subsidies, for example, are to be raised by USD l 000 
million, and similar subsidies are to be granted to 
companies promoting the export of agricultural 
products ? If the Council is aware of these facts, it 
must adopt a strategy entirely different from the one 
described by the President-in-Office. 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I do not think the facts to 
which you refer call for a totally different strategy. 
Indeed, they tend rather to support the strategy the 
Community has already adopted, i.e. a strategy based 
upon the principle of establishing equal conditions of 
competition. The Community is not afraid of interna
tional competion in this sector, but is nevertheless 
drawing attention to the fact the conditions of compe
tition must be comparable, and to this extent an 
export drive on the part of the United States would 
not disturb us. What does disturb us are the unequal 
conditions of competition for European products -
for example, on the American market - which the 
Community is currently trying to eliminate by means 
of the negotiations. 

Mrs Dunwoody.- Am I to take it from that remark 
that the President-in-Office intends to do away with 
all subsidies for agricultural products which are 
exported from the Community ? Unless that is so, is it 
not clear that the Community will be open to very, 
very real criticism, since we are taking action against 
the importation of maize and maize products into the 
Community and the Americans will clearly regard 
that a highly selective and very distorting condition of 
trade ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I cannot say here and 
now to what extent the various exporters of agricul
tural products which are disposed of on the world 
markets take advantage of the different kinds of 
subsidies. I will merely say that they would be 
labouring under a serious misapprehension if they 
were to think that the lowest prices on the world 
market come about without subsidies. This would be a 
big mistake, and therefore what we must do is to esta
blish comparable conditions of competition. It is no 
accident that the European Community nowadays 
imports a third of the foodstuffs consumed within the 
Community, that it is the largest importer of food
stuffs in the world and, as I explained before, always 
has a major trade deficit vis-a-vis the United States. 
Thus it can hardly be true to say that the distortions 
in competition might be advantageous to the Euro
pean Community. 

Mr L'Estrange. - Does the President-in-Office not 
believe that more could be done in the market promo
tion of agricultural goods in the USA ? Could we not 
take a leaf out of the Japanese sales-book ? If they can 
increase their sales both in the USA and throughout 
the world, why can we not follow them and do some
thing similar ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I am not able at this 
moment to give details of what the European Commu
nity might do with a view to improving the condi
tions of competition for European products on the 
American market - whilst of course observing the 
GATI regulations. I should like to stress once more 
that there are considerable difficulties in individual 
sectors where the United States have created obstacles 
to trade for European products, and what we must do 
is to eliminate these obstacles as far as possible by 
means of negotiations with a view to establishing 
equal conditions of competition. 

Mr Power. - The Member States must have some 
agricultural products which the US want. Surely it is 
the Council's duty to promote the sale of these 
products with a view to reducing our trade deficit. 
Furthermore, in order to dispel the feeling that we are 
not doing enough to sell these products in the USA, 
could the Council indicate one instance where they 
have recently been successful in promoting the sale of 
agricultural products in the United States ? 
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Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) What the Council of 
Ministers and the Commission must do is to eliminate 
distortions in the conditions of competition by means 
of negotiation. Exporting itself is a matter for the indi
vidual exporters, and I could quote many examples of 
sectors in which European agricultural products are 
extremely successful on the American market. 
However, there are also certain sectors in which there 
are obstacles which the European Community regards 
as incompatible with the GAIT regulations and 
which must for this reason be eliminated by means of 
negotiations. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President-in-Office, could you 
explain to those of our colleagues who are not yet 
convinced of the positive effects of our agricultural 
policy and market organizations that, for example, 
when sugar production in the world dropped by only 
3 % but the world market price rose by 700 %, our 
market organization had a clear beneficial effect, even 
in the United Kingdom ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) Perhaps it would be 
useful if the Council were to make a list of such cases. 
There have indeed been years in which Community 
prices were lower than the world market prices. Natur
ally, there were also years in which some Community 
prices were higher, but if you want my personal 
opinion, I can assure you that, in spite of all our diffi
culties in dealing with and eliminating supluses, the 
European organizations of the markets in agricultural 
products also have many positive consequences as 
regards security of supply and stability of prices for 
the European consumer. 

(Applause from certain quarters) 

President. - I call Question No 35 by Mr Dalyell. 

What action does the Council plan to take with regard to 
non-utilization of appropriations for payments from the 
Social and Regional Funds, as illustrated in the report on 
the Financial Situation of the European Communities on 
30 June !978 recently submitted by the Commission to 
Council and Parliament ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. - (D) As my colleague Mr Lahnstein 
recently explained to your Committee on Budgets, the 
Council is not only aware of the problem raised by 
the honourable Member, but regards it as a matter 
deserving of our attention. The Council is therefore 
currently studying the situation in collaboration with 
the Commission and the Member States with a view 
to finding an appropriate solution as soon as possible. 

Mr Dalyell. - The members of the Committee on 
Budgets will welcome that friendly and serious reply. 
Is there any chance that Mr Lahnstein and Mr von 
Dohnanyi can get to the bottom of what is politically 
a complex matter, perhaps by the end of the German 

presidency? Would it therefore, be worth my while 
putting down the same question in November and 
December? 

Mr von Dohnany. - (D) I will be only too pleased 
to try, but naturally I cannot say at this stage whether 
or not we will be successful. We have a lot of matters 
to deal with in the coming weeks and months, but I 
will try to settle this within the period you mentioned. 

President. - Since the authors are absent, Questions 
Nos 36 and 37 will receive written replies. 1 

I call Question No 38 by .Mr Osborn : 

Bearing in mind that. it is very unclear which of the ACP 
Delegates to the ACP/EEC Assembly and Joint 
Committee are elected representatives of their people in 
their national parliaments, will the Council now start 
discussions with EEC and ACP governments with a view 
to making this a more representative Assembly in the 
future and in particular after signing the Lome II Conven
tion? 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. -(D) Under Article 80 of the Lome Conven
tion, each ACP Government has sovereign powers to 
choose how its country will be represented at the 
ACP-EEC Consultative Assembly. Furthermore, as the 
Community has found the institutional system under 
the Convention to be entirely satisfactory - an 
impression confirmed by the latest meetings of the 
Consultative Assembly and the Joint Committee in 
Luxembourg - it would not appear to be necessary to 
propose a review of the provisions of the Convention 
relating to the Consultative Assembly. 

Mr Osborn. - Surely the President-in-Office of the 
Council is aware that the Interparliamentary Union, 
and the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association, 
are made up of members of parliament from countries 
many of which are signatories of the ACP ? 

Does the President-in-Office of the Council agree that 
there is a need to establish strong separate links firstly 
at ministerial level, secondly, at ambassadorial, civil 
service and government level, and thirdly, at parlia
mentary level between individual EEC countries, and 
the ACP countries. 

Does not the President-in-Office of the Council look 
forward to the day when the Assembly will be an 
assembly of elected representatives from the parlia
ments, not only of the 54-odd ACP countries, but of 
the nine and perhaps twelve EEC countries ; bearing 
in mind that, whatever the criticisms of South Africa 
and Rhodesia, it cannot be said that they do not have 
an elected Paliament, even if those Parliaments repre
sent minorities. 

• See Annex. 
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Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) The Community has 
links at all levels, including the administrative and 
political levels, i.e. at ambassadorial level and at the 
level of the Council of Ministers and the negotiations, 
and finally, at the level of the national parliaments. I 
do not think it is up to the Community to determine 
the form and structure of the parliaments of the ACP 
countries. Naturally, the Council of Ministers would 
welcome it if the experience we in the Community 
have of democratic structures were to be increasingly 
reflected in forms of democracy in our partner coun
tries. However, I do not think it would be correct to 
make this a criterion for assessing the national parlia
ments in these countries. 

Lord Reay. - When the acting President-in-Office 
of the Council says that he considers that the 
Assembly is working perfectly satisfactorily and that 
there is no need for revising it under the next Lome 
Convention, does he also mean this to apply to the 
question of the numbers involved, because there are 
some of us who feel that the number involved in 
these two institutions, the Joint Committee and the 
Assembly, are very large indeed, particularly from the 
European side ? 

The Joint Committee now requires a membership of 
54 members from the Parliament side, and the 
Assembly no fewer than 108 members, these figures 
:ieriving from the fact that, quite understandably, each 
'\CP country wishes to have one representative on the 
Joint Committee and two representatives in the 
Consultative Assembly, but the requirement that these 
should be equally matched from the side of the Euro
pean Parliament does produce numbers that seem to 
me very, very large indeed, and I would suggest too 
large and therefore that the Council should look into 
the possibility of reducing these numbers under these 
'lumbers under the next Lome Convention. 

M- von Dohnanyi. - (D) I should be glad to take 
up this point. You will appreciate that the answer I 
am about to give has been agreed upon with my 
colleagues. I disagree with you - I feel that the 
impQtant thing is that at the meetings of the parlia
ment! the various groups and political currents should 
be involved in the decision-making process. I think 
the question of numbers is less important than the 
question of whether all parties within the parliaments 
feel that they are adequately represented. If this is the 
case, one can then set limits. However, I would not set 
a narrow limit on the grounds of cost-effectiveness, 
since the effectiveness of the meeting between the 
various parliaments depends upon integration, which 
can only take place if all the various political currents 
feel they are adequately represented. However, these 
were, as I said, my own views, and I am prepared to 
put your view before the Council for discussion. 

Mr Prescott. - I wonder whether the Minister really 
accepts that parliaments are solely about efficiency, or 
really about effectively representing the people of the 
countries concerned. Unfortunately ambassadors don't 
necessarily do that, as was evident at the Lome 
Assembly. But would he agree with me, following the 
distinction that has been introduced into this question 
by Mr Osborn, and as regards the attitude of people 
who have praised white minority regimes in South 
Africa and Rhodesia, that representatives from those 
countries, based solely on a ·white vote, denying the 
majority universal suffrage, are not to be considered or 
treated as elected representatives in the sense that we 
understand over here ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) Naturally, I can endorse 
this general observation. I am sure that we are in agree
ment in this point and that this view is also shared by 
the Council of Ministers. 

President. - I call Question No 39 by Mrs Ewing : 

When does the Council propose to implement the 
Commission's proposals on the reorganization of the 
Community shipbuilding industry and what effect does it 
consider these proposals will have on shipbuilding in the 
United Kingdom with particular reference to the Scottish 
shipbuilding industry ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - President-in-Office of the 
Council - (D) In December 1977, the Commission 
put before the Council a communication on the reor
ganization of the Community shipbuilding industry. 
The Council studied this communication and in 
September 1978 adopted a Resolution laying down 
the guidelines to be followed by the industry, the 
national public authorities and Community in their 
efforts to maintain a healthy and competitive ship
building industry within the Community, in the least 
damaging way possible. In November 1977 the 
Commission also put before the Council a proposal 
for a fourth Directive on aid to shipbuilding. This 
fourth Directive, which paid particular attention to the 
effects of the crisis currently facing the shipbuilding 
industry, was adopted on 4 April 1978. The general 
framework system for state aid is the same for all 
Member States and should thus not have any unfavou
rable consequences for any particular region or 
country. These then are two most recent instruments 
adopted by the Council in this field. There are 
currently no other Commission proposals before the 
Council. 

Mrs Ewing. - I wish to thank the President-in-Of
fice for his answer. However with regard to the 
mini-war between the EEC and the UK on the 
proposed 46 % cutback before 1980 and the major 
price-war involving ship-building capacity in the Far 
East, I should like to draw his attention to a parliamen
tary answer in Hansard of 27 June 1978 on gross 
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Ewing 

tonnage which stated that in 1948 and 1977 the 
United Kingdom's share was 49% and 4% respec
tively, whereas Japan's was 3 % and 43 %, and indi
cated the subsidies given to Japan. 

I would ask whether the Council is aware that the 
present proposals run the risk of causing a second 
Clyde depression similar to that which followed the 
First World War and whether they have any practical 
proposals other than scrapping geriatric ships or 
unsafe tankers and building more efficient fishery 
patrol vessels ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) First of all I should like 
to comment on the point about competition from 
Japan. Mrs Ewing, there have undoubtedly been cases 
of subsidies, i. e. support from public funds. However, 
this was certainly the least significant factor in the 
success of the Japanese shipbuilding industry, which 
is due primarily to a very effective combination of 
research, planning, management and market analysis. 
I think, if I may be permitted to say so, that this Parli
ament - like so many others in Europe - would be 
making a mistake if it were to attribute Japan's 
success primarily and exclusively to some secret power 
or other behind the Japanese undertakings. This 
success results first and foremost from effective 
market technology and financial policy on the part of 
the Japanese undertaking. However, the Council has 
naturally always concerned itself with the facts in this 
matter. We have also attempted to establish common 
positions as regards in the OECD and on the 
financing of shipbuilding etc. - I am sure you are 
aware of this - and what we must naturally do is to 
ensure not only that the conditions of competition are 
equal but also that Europe will continue to account 
for a reasonable proportion of world shipbuilding. 

I should like to make a second remark regarding your 
comparison of figures for 1948 and, I think, 1978 or 
regardless If our American friends were to do this -
regardless of what product was involved - it would 
be perfectly clear, Mrs Ewing, that the American share 
had dropped considerably, and the European share 
had increased considerably, in all areas, which would 
mean we were faced with problems similar to those 
you have just described in connection with Japan. 

This does not mean that we do not acknowledge the 
importance of maintaining equal conditions of compe
tition with Japan and, in particular, of facilitating 
exports to Japan. This is the crux of the matter. 
However, we must also put our own house in order, 
i. e. face up to our own problems, which to some 
extent are our own fault and not that of our competi
tors. 

For the rest, I should like to return to a point I made 
in my original answer. I do not think that the frame
work for state aid laid down in the Resolution of 

September 1978 could put any particular country at a 
disadvantage. Nor do I think that it could put Europe 
at a disadvantage vis-a-t·is international competition. 

I can assure you, Mrs Ewing, that my British 
colleague, Foreign Minister Dr Owen, and his repre
sentative, Mr Judd, Minister of State, and also Secre
tary of State for Trade Mr Dell kept a very close eye 
on the decisions of the Council on this matter. We 
would not have reached agreement if our British 
colleagues had thought that any region, particularly a 
region within the United Kingdom, could be put at a 
disadvantage by this decision. 

Mr Hamilton. - Is the Council aware that when the 
United Kingdom Government, with the full consent 
and agreement of the trade unions concerned, took 
action to protect our shipbuilding industry, the party 
which opposed those proposals in the House of 
Commons was the Scottish National Party, of which 
Mrs Ewing is a member ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi.- (D) Even if the Council had 
been aware of this fact, it would certainly not have 
taken any account of it whatsoever. This is a purely 
internal matter for the United Kingdom to settle by 
itself. The Council's job is to protect the European 
interest within the Community. 

Mr Eberhard. - (F) In view of the current situation 
in France which has led to the closure of many 
shipyards and repair docks such as those of La Ciotat, 
Marseilles, Le Havre and Dunkirk, does the President
in-Office feel the measures themeasures taken to 
compensate those persons who have thus been put out 
of work constitute a correct application of the 
Commission proposals ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I cannot go into events in 
individual shipyards and under quite specific condi
tions here and now. However, the conditions in thf 
French shipyards have naturally played a major role it 
the deliberations in the Council of Minsters. I clll 
assure you that my French colleagues, Mr Guiringatd, 
the Foreign Minister, and Mr Deniau have paid comid
erable attention to the way in which the joint deci
sions affect France. 

President. - We turn now to the questions 
addressed to the Foreign Ministers of the Nine 
Member States of the European Community meeting 
in political cooperation. 

I call Question No 40 by Mr Hamilton : 

Has the attention of the Ministers been drawn to the 
evidence of flagrant breach of sanctions against Rhodesia 
by European-based oil companies ? 

What concerted action is intended against these 
companies and will consideration be given to awarding 
compensation to countries like Zambia for losses suffered 
as the result of such sanction breaking, such compensa
tion to be paid by the offending oil companies ? 

l 
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Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Foreign Ministers. - (D) The British Government 
has submitted the so-called Bingham Report, which 
has just appeared, to the Director of Public Prosecu
tions. In view of this, it would clearly be premature for 
me to comment on this report in any way here today. 
Moreover, the Ministers have no evidence that 
currently - and I stress, currently - there are any 
breaches of sanctions againt Rhodesia on the part of 
European-based oil companies. 

Mr Hamilton. - Is the President-in-Office of the 
Council aware that, although what he says is quite 
true, there are very important political implications in 
the Bingham report, quite apart from any possible 
criminal charges that might be brought, and will there
fore the Council consider the political implications of 
the report ? Do they not agree that this report 
contains the story of the most disgraceful episode in 
the history of European-African relationships in the 
last 30 years, that some people, whether the charges 
be political or criminal, must be brought to account 
and that, in so far as African countries in particular 
have suffered grievously as a result of the deliberate 
evasion of sanctions by multinational companies and 
by European governments, the granting of some 
compensation to those African countries that have 
suffered ought to be considered by the offending 
companies and the offending governments ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) Firstly, the Council is 
certainly aware of the political implications. There is 
no need for me to stress that we recognize the signifi
cance of the report and the facts it contains. 

Secondly, so far the Foreign Ministers have not made 
any decision under political cooperation as to when 
they could deal with the report and the facts 
contained in it. This, as I said, is due, among other 
things, to the fact that criminal charges may be 
involved and we first of all want to wait and see what 
happens in this respect. However, in saying this I am 
not trying to belittle the importance of the political 
implications to which the hourable Member has just 
drawn our attention. 

Mr L'Estrange. - If there have been breaches of 
sanctions against Rhodesia and if this does constitute 
a most disagraceful episode, is the President-in-Office 
aware that Mr Hamilton's own party was in power 
during most of that period ? Why not address that 
question to his own government ? And is he fully 
aware that the truth, if it becomes available, might 
indeed make interesting reading ? 

(Protests) 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I am assuming that all 
parties involved will be questioned in connection with 

these facts and, in particular, with the findings of the 
Bingham Report. For the rest, I should like to point 
out once more that what we in the Council of the 
Foreign Ministers meeting in political cooperation 
must do is to attend to the European aspects in this 
matter. As you were certainly aware before you put 
your question, Mr L'Estrange, this is not the place to 
give answers to the undoubtedly significant party
political problems within the individual Member 
States. 

Mr Prescott. - Is the President-inOffice aware that 
this report was commissioned by a Labour govern
ment to ascertain the facts of the situation and that 
my party is fully committed to a public enquiry into 
the matter? Furthermore, is the President-in-Office 
not aware that my government specifically separated 
from the Bingham report a section, which was not 
published, dealing directly with possible charges that 
may be referred to the Attorney-General and by doing 
so recognized this matter to be of tremendous public 
and political concern ? Is he not aware that the Ameri
cans are opening up, through their Congress, an inves
tigation based on the Bingham report and would he 
not agree that the least that we and the Council of 
Ministers could do is to support the possibility of a 
public investigation into these serious allegations ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I do not think I need 
comment any more on party-political questions I have 
already given a general answer regarding such matters. 
However, I think it is important that before I state our 
position publicly within the European Parlaiment, we 
must wait and see what happens as regards criminal 
proceedings. This does not exclude the possibility -
and I stress the 'possibility' - that the Council of 
Ministers or the Forign Ministers meeting in political 
cooperation might discuss the political aspects of the 
matter once they have a general idea of what is 
happening as regards the criminal proceedings, even if 
these proceedings are not yet concluded. I cannot say 
at this stage whether this will happen or not, but at 
the moment it would certainly be advisable for us to 
study the various issues involved first, without 
adopting a position publicly. 

Mr Bordu. - (F) Apart from the legal basis of the 
current inquiry, does the Council think it should 
decide upon economic sanctions and propose them to 
those countries cooperating with Rhodesia ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) There already is an 
embargo against Rhodesia, which is observed by the 
various States in accordance with their competency 
and their capacities for surveillance. To this extent, I 
do not currently see any need for additional decisions 
in this field. 
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Mr Dunwoody. - Would the President-in-Office of 
the Council, having listened to a considerable amount 
of Mr L'Estrange's virulent and quite unbalanced anti
British propaganda, point out to him that Cromwell is 
not only dead, he is actually buried ? 

(Laughter) 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I will be glad to do so if 
necessary. However, I thought the fact was fairly well 
established. 

(Laughter) 

President. - I call Question No 41 by Mrs Ewing: 

Will the Foreign Ministers coordinate their policies as 
regards the request of Israel and other countries to have 
the expiry of the time for competent prosecutions of 
Nazi crimes extended from the end of 1979 ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Foreig11 Ministers.- (D) However tempted I might 
be to reply to this question, since it concerns my 
country and I would be glad to clarify the situation, I 
am nevertheless unable to do so because the question 
of the expiry of the time for prosecutions of Nazi 
crimes is not one which comes under political cooper
ation within the Community. For this reason, I .cannot 
give a joint answer on behalf of the Foreign Ministers 
of the Nine, although this is something which, quite 
frankly, I regret very much. 

Mrs Ewing. - While thanking the President-in-Of
fice for his understanding of the motivation, and 
while I myself think there should be some limitation 
in terms of years, may I ask whether he is aware of the 
Convention of the Council of Europe of 25 January 
1974 and of the fact that only France signed that 
Convention ? Against the background of the request 
of Israel, would the Foreign Ministers not think that 
there is one point they should consider, namely, that 
West Germany may not by its law extradite its own 
citizens to other countries ; and that it is in that area 
that the problem with the request of Israel really 
arises ? Should not the Foreign Ministers really 
include such matters in their deliberations ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) This supplementary ques
tion gives me an opportunity to say a little more than 
I was able to say in reply to the original question. I 
would draw your attention to the fact that the Ninth 
Penal Code Amendment, which was passed in the 
Federal Republic on 4 August 1969, extended the 
expiry period for prosecution in cases of murder to 
thirty years, and that this was to apply retrospectively 
to cases for which the expiry date had not yet passed, 
which would mean that the expiry date for the prose
cution of murders committed by the National Social
ists would be 31 December 1979. However, this law, 

according to which the period for prosecution for 
Nazi murders would expire on 31 December 1979, 
does not affect those cases where the expiry period 
has effectively been interrupted or - since there is 
more than a whole year left - will be interrupted 
before this date by, for example, the issuing of a 
warrant of arrest or the opening of a judge's hearing, 
since if this happens a new period begins and runs for 
the same number of years. The deliberations of the 
Federal Government in connection with the appro
aching expiry date have not yet been concluded, and I 
cannot at this stage say that the results are likely to be. 
I should merely like to say quite clearly to the honou
rable Member that the Federal Government and those 
responsible for criminal prosecution would be grateful 
for any information which might enable them to init
iate proceedings to interrupt the expiry period where 
this has not yet been possible. We in the European 
Community have particular reason to attach great 
importance to having a clear legal process within the 
Community. It is important for the Federal Republic 
that it should be informed by, in particular, countries 
outside the Community - such as the Eastern bloc 
countries or the GDR - of all the facts which would 
make it possible to interrupt the expiry period by the 
opening of criminal proceedings. This is possibly also 
why you drew attention to the Convention of 1974. 

Mr Bordu. - (F) I should to thank the President-in
Office of the Council for what he has just said and 
point out that we are not insisting unnecessarily on 
this point, nor do we wish to give the impression that 
we are trying to blame an entire nation for its past. 
This is not our aim. 

Nevertheless, even though we are not blaming an 
entire nation, we cannot, at a time when national 
socialism appears to be rearing its ugly head again, 
forget what happened. Indeed, we in France have even 
seen Frau Geissler, known as 'the bitch of Tulle', 
come to our country and say. 'It's me, I've come back 
to buy my foie gras', in a town where she had insulted 
99 patriots who were hanged on telegraph poles. 

I should like to repeat here what was said by prisoners 
from Buchenwald when they left the camp: 'We will 
not forget anyone or anything. We will do it without 
hate but we will not forget'. This is why it strikes me 
as important that, from this point of view, we should 
not feel hatred but at the same time we should not 
forget this tragedy which took place in the second 
world war. 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I should like to stress on 
behalf of the Nine Member States, including, of 
course, the Federal Republic of Germany, that one 
should not forget anything which happened in the 
past if one is to overcome it. However, I should 
merely like to add, Mr Bordu, that if you feel that 



Sitting of Wednesday, 11 October 1978 145 

Von Dohnanyi 

national socialism is rearing its ugly head again, you 
must be thinking of a country outside the Commu
nity. I would be grateful then if you could tell me 
where this is happening. There may indeed be such 
countries, but there are certainly none within the 
Community. I have no difficulty in saying this here in 
my capacity as President-in-Office of the Council, 
since I lost my own father in the Oranienburg concen
tration camp and therefore know exactly what would 
be involved if national socialism were to raise its head 
again. I am certain you would help me to chop this 
head off. 

(Applause) 

President. - Since the author is absent, Question 
No 42 by Mr Lagorce will receive a written reply. 1 

Question No 43 by Mr Brugha will not be put since it 
has already been discussed in the debate on the 
motion for a resolution on the results of the Camp 
David Summit (Doc 372/78/rev.). 

I call Question No 44 by Mr Bordu : 

Do the Foreign Ministers consider the practice of 
restricting access to certain occupations compatible with 
the resolve to respect human rights in the Community ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Foreign Ministers. - (D) I find myself in the unfor
tunate position of having to tell you once more that 
this is not a question which can be dealt with under 
political cooperation. However, perhaps one of the 
honourable Members will, as in the case of the last 
question, put a supplementary question which will 
enable me to go further and clarify this matter some
what. 

Mr Bordu. - (F) This question has in fact been 
answered elsewhere. I should like to say, however, that 
I sincerely hope that decisions will be taken at 
national level, since the mayor of Hamburg has just 
made a statement on this point which strikes us as 
extremely positive. 

Nevertheless, I should like to draw attention to 
another problem which strikes me as being of consid
erable importance. The next Lome Convention may 
contain a reference to human rights. If an associated 
country were to ask the same question about a parti
cular Community country, would it receive the same 
reply as the one you have just given me ? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) If I were to be really 
sharp, I would have to tell you that you should really 
know that the Lome Agreements come under the 

I See Annex. 

European Community, i.e. the EEC, and I have 
already replied that the problem to which you refer is 
not one which comes under political cooperation 
between the Nine. These are two completely different 
questions. To this extent then, I could say that, in 
putting your question, you have clearly failed to look 
closely enough at the political and legal aspects of the 
situation. 

However, I will not answer in this way but rather tell 
you that, as far as the nine Member States are aware, 
there is no restriction of access to certain professions 
within the European Community, but that there are 
differing attitudes and practices in the nine Member 
States as to how far the appointment of civil servants 
can be made dependent on their acceptance of the 
country's constitution. Perhaps, Mr Bordu, you might 
take note of the fact that the basic principles applied 
in the Federal Republic are laws which were intro
duced at the beginning of the 50's in order to avoid 
situations such as those we witnessed during the 
Weimar Republic when -unfortunately- any civil 
servant was in a position to criticize democracy and 
the republic and at the same time draw his salary. The 
principles underlining the law which we have not 
revived were anti-fascist - indeed, there can be no 
doubt that this is an anti-fascist law. 

(Applause) 

This law was introduced with a view to preventing the 
same situation arising as in the Weimar Republic, i.e. 
that senior civil servants, some of whom, as you know, 
were taken over from the period before 1945, were in 
a position to exercise their functions on the one hand, 
and to criticize the republic outside on the other. 
No-one in the Federal Republic will deny that this 
law, which was introduced for the reasons I have 
described, has to a certain extent been distorted in 
practice, but even without laws of this kind the proce
dures followed in other Member States are similar. I 
have no wish to single out any country in particular, 
but I doubt whether in any country members of all 
the various political parties would be admitted, for 
example, to security bodies and I should like to draw 
your attention to the fact that this procedure is also 
occasionally applied outside the European Commu
nity, sometimes under conditions which we can in no 
way accept. I would be glad if, in the interests of the 
European Community, something could be done, by 
means of information and greater acquaintance with 
the facts, to gradually offset the one-sidedness of the 
views expressed here by certain political forces. 

If certain political forces could be more open-minded 
in their criticisms and judgments this might make our 
discussions on various problems easier. This means, 
however, that one must be just as open to the views of 
others one is to one's own views. 

(Appla1ue) 
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Mr Prescott. - Mr President, this is a difficult and 
sensitive matter that should always be subject to 
exchanges between us. My own country, as I have said 
before, has been involved in the problems of torture 
and trial without juries in certain parts of Britain. But 
I do think this discussion is made more complicated 
when there are Members of this House who accuse 
ministers in relation to matters of human rights and 
refer to Lome, when their own very action was to vote 
against consideration of human rights in the renewal 
of the Lome agreement. I do not know whether the 
minister is aware of that, but it is the kind of double 
talk that does not make it easy to discuss these 
matters in this House. 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I have insufficient experi
ence to know whether the customary procedures in 
the European Parliament are the same as those in the 
Bundestag, where I have more experience. If so, you 
might perhaps allow me to answer this question 
although it does not directly relate to the matter in 
hand. 

President. - We are very broadminded, Mr von 
Dohnanyi. 

(Laughter) 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) Thank you, Mr President. 
Mr Prescott, the question of the advisability of 
including 'human rights clauses' is a very difficult one. 
As we know, the implications of the problems in this 
field are far-reaching, and for this reason the Commu
nity has proposed intensive consultation on this 
matter with our ACP partners. However, we have also 
stressed that we are not doing this with a view to inter
fering in the internal affairs of these countries. I 
simply want to make this quite clear so that no misun
derstanding will arise. On the one hand, there is a 
major problem, on the other hand, no means of inter
vention. 

Mr Ansart. - (F) Mr President-in-Office, might I 
point out to you that, as I see it, you have just made a 
very serious statement, and I would be grateful if you 
could explain your views on this subject in greater 
detail. You have in effect said that civil servants have 
no right to be full citizens, i.e. to have and express 
political opinions. 

I should therefore be grateful if we could get this 
quite clear, since the very fact that you are justifying 
to a certain extent restrictions of access to some profes
sions in the Federal Republic is in itself something we 
cannot go along with. However, you also appear to be 
implying that these restrictions should be extended to 
other countries. If so, believe you me, there will be 
uproar in my country, since we have a long tradition 
of fighting for democracy for all, including civil 
servants. 

If I go back home with the answer you have just given 
me, this might put a very different complexion on the 
debate we had at a previous Parliamentary part-session 
on the questionnaires issued to Community officials. 

However, it would be too easy and too serious for me 
to interpret your words, and I have no wish to do so. 
Perhaps you could set our minds at rest on this 
matter? 

Mr von Dohnanyi. - (D) I regret that the previous 
supplementary question meant that I had to depart 
from the relatively simple procedure whereby I could 
have said - as I said before - that this is not a 
matter for the Foreign Ministers meeting in political 
cooperation. However, if we are to go on like this and 
I must, on behalf of the Council, involve all the nine 
Members, I should like to state quite clearly that I, at 
any rate, am not aware of any country within the Euro
pean Community which would deny any citizen, 
including civil servants, the right to hold and express 
his own political views. The question is whether the 
abolition of certain basic rights, e.g. freedom of 
opinion or freedom of the press, could be a prerequi
site for or an obstacle to employment in a particular 
field. Anyone who pursues such anti-constitutional 
aims naturally comes up against certain problems. 
However, Mr Ansart, this is where the matter gets too 
specific, and I cannot justify going into the details in 
the context of European political cooperation. I 
would, however, be grateful if you were prepared to 
discuss this point openly elsewhere. I am limited in 
what I can say here in my capacity as Presidnt-in-Of
fice of the Foreign Ministers. 

President. - The second part of Question Time is 
closed. 

I call Mr Dalyell on a point of order. 

Mr Dalyell. - Mr President, you did say that we 
were broadminded in this House, I think you will 
agree, Sir, that you did allow the la:ot question to be 
treated very broadly. I don't quarrel with that, but 
those of us who have very specific questions on the 
order paper, such as No 46, feel that it is a bit hard 
when specific questions which are down remain 
unanswered in these circumstances. 

President. -The time allotted to Question Time is 
over. 

10. Welcome 

President. - On behalf of the House I should like 
to welcome the delegation of the Bundesrat of the 
Federal Republic of Germany which is on an official 
visit to the European Parliament. 
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President 

Since its establishment the Bundesrat, which is the 
representative organ of the Lander of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, has always taken a keen interest 
in the problems of European unification. It has thus 
shown that the Community is important not only to 
the Member States but also to the regions which form 
part of them. 

(Applause) 

11. Votes 

President. - The next item is the vote on the 
motions for resolutions on which the debate is closed. 

I shall first put to the vote the motion for a resolution 
contained in the Albers report (Doc. 326/78): 1978 
Tripartite Conference. 

I put the preamble to the vote. 

The preamble is adopted. 

On paragraph 1, Mr Lezzi, on behalf of the Socialist 
Group, has tabled Amendment No I seeking to delete 
the words in good time. 

What is Mr Albers' position ? 

Mr Albers, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President, this is 
an essential amendment. I should have proposed the 
deletion of these words if it had not been tabled, 
because the Commissioner's reading of part of a 
summary cannot be regarded as informing Parliament 
in good time. 

President. - I put Amendment No I to the vote. 

Amendment No I is adopted. 

I put to the vote paragraph I thus amended. 

Paragraph I is adopted. 

I put to the vote paragraphs 2 to II. 

Paragraphs 2 to 11 are adopted. 

On paragraph 12, Mr Lezzi, on behalf of the Socialist 
Group, has tabled Amendment No 2 seeking to 
replace the words the European workers' and 
employers' organizations by the words the Standing 
Committee on Employment and the Economic and 
Social Committee. 

What is Mr Albers' position ? 

Mr Albers, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President, 
although the change which has been requested -
namely, specific reference to the Standing Committee 
on Employment and the Economic and Social 
Committee - does not entirely cover the involve
ment of worker' and employers' organizations, I 
nevertheless feel that this rather more precise 
rendering merits attention. I therefore recommend 
that the amendment be adopted. 

President. - I put Amendment No 2 to the vote. 

Amendment No 2 is adopted. 

I put to the vote paragraph 12 thus amended. 

Paragraph 12 is adopted. 

I put to the vote paragraphs 13 to 15. 

Paragraphs 13 to 15 are adopted. 

On paragraph 15, I have two amendments seeking to 
add a new paragraph : 

- Amendment No 3 by Mr Lezzi, on behalf of the 
Socialist Group : 
15a. Requests its Committee and Social Affairs, Employ

ment and Education to submit a report on the 
results of the Tripartite Conference; 

- Amendment No 4 by Mr Normanton : 
!Sa. Requests its Committee on Social Affairs, Employ

ment and Education and its Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs to submit reports 
on the results of the Tripartite Conference ; 

What is Mr Albers' position ? 

Mr Albers, rapporteur - (NL) Mr President, I 
welcome this amendment as it provides Parliament 
with an opportunity to consider m a subsequent 
report the Tripartite Conference due to be held on 9 
November. In this case I should prefer the amend
ment which goes a step farther - Mr Normanton's 
amendment - in asking not only the Committee on 
Social Affairs, Employment and Education for its 
opinion, but also the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs. I therefore recommend the adoption 
of Mr Normanton's amendment, which means that Mr 
Lezzi's amendment will no longer be necessary. 

President. - I put Amendment No 4 to the vote. 

Amendment No 4 is adopted. 

Amendment No 3 is therefore no longer necessary. 

I put paragraph 16 to the vote. 

Paragraph 16 is adopted. 

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

The resolution is adopted. 1 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution contained 
in the Dunrl!oOdJ report (Doc. 318178): Decision 
adopting agriwltu rat resea reb programmes. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolution 
tabled ~)' Mr Da~)'ell and othm: (Doc 369178): 
Massacre of settls. 

On paragraph I, Mr Corries has tabled Amendment 
No I seeking to delete all words after bunters .fi'om 
No rrt ·a.r. 
What is Mr Dalyell's position ? 

• OJ C 261 of 6. II. 1978. 
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Mr Dalyell. - Mr President, Mr Corrie very courte
ously told me just now that he had to catch a plane to 
London, and therefore would not be here to move his 
amendment. I do not know whether he wanted to 
press it or not, but I think perhaps he shares the view 
of some of us that Mr Gundelach's excellent statement 
of last night covers the matter. Our attitude is that this 
killing of seals should not go ahead until such time as 
the Gundelach report becomes public. That may 
mean next year. Our attitude is : let us now wait for 
the Gundelach report. 

President. - I put Amendment No 1 to the vote. 

Amendment No 1 is rejected. 

I put paragraph I to the vote. 

Paragraph 1 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 2 to the vote. 

Paragraph 2 is adopted. 

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

The resolution is adopted. 1 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution tabled by 
Mr Klepsch and others (Doc. 372/78/rev.) : Outcome 
of the Camp David meeting. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

12. Situation in Lebanon 

President. - The next item is the motion for a reso
lution tabled by Mr Fellermaier, Mr Dankert and Mr 
Spenale on behalf of the Socialist Group, Mr Caro, Mr 
Klepsch, Mr Bertrand and Mr Granelli on behalf of 
the Christian-Democratic Group (EPP Group), Mr 
Caillavet on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic 
Group, Mr Rippon on behalf of the European Conser
vative Group, Mr Sandri on behalf of the Communist 
and Allies Group and Mr Kaspereit on behalf of the 
Group of European Progressive Democrats on the situ
ation in Lebanon (Doc. 378/78). This motion for a 
resolution replaces the motions for resolutions 
contained in Docs. 360/78 and 370/78/rev. which 
have been withdrawn. 

I call Mr Spenale. 

Mr Spenale. - (F) Mr President, by a quirk of the 
agenda we happen to be discussing Lebanon immedi
ately after discussing the Camp David talks : this is a 
coincidence, but, I feel, a fortunate one. However, I 
shall not dwell on this point. 

t OJ C 261 of 6. II. 1978. 

Yesterday, as you pointed out, urgent procedure was 
adopted in respect of two motions for resolutions, the 
first tabled by the Socialist Group and the second by 
the Christian-Democratic Group (EPP). The 
Communist and Allies Group had tabled an amend
ment to the first motion, and there was consequently 
a danger that a major procedural debate ,would be 
required to determine precedence, whereas a brief 
glance through the various documents shows that 
their aims were the same and that they were similar in 
wording. In view of this, our methods and procedures 
should perhaps be revised. 

If we agree with the main points of a motion already 
tabled by one of the groups but wish to make a 
number of additions, should we table amendments -
as the Communist and Allies Group has done - or 
draft a new motion, thereby forcing the House to 
carry out the difficult task of rejecting one of two 
motions tabled for the same purpose ? The 
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions 
and the Bureau should examine this question, as the 
problem will arise again and is bound to cause diffi
culties. However, our difficulties have now been 
cleared up, as we have agreed on a joint motion for a 
resolution tabled by the six groups. This should make 
for a considerably shorter debate and make it easier to 
achieve unanimity - a worth while aim under the 
circumstances. 

To turn to the matter in hand, we were all deeply 
shocked by the recent events in Lebanon. There are 
two aspects of the situation which we find particularly 
scandalous : firstly, troops were sent in with responsi
bilities similar to those of a UN force, i.e. their highly 
publicized mission was to act as a buffer between 
certain warring factions in Lebanon. However, 
although the troops were accepted as a peace-keeping 
force by the Lebanese authorities, they departed from 
their mandate, which was to give equal protection to 
each community, and finally joined in the fight 
against one of these communities. The result is that 
such peace-keeping forces may not be used in furture, 
although they could play a valuable part in main
taining peace in certain trouble spots. Special care will 
have to be taken when selecting such forces, as their 
role must be essentially neutral. 

But the scandal becomes horrifying when we 
remember that this peace-keeping force finally 
embarked on a deliberate policy of trying to wipe out 
a religious community which it was supposed to be 
protecting. While we can understand that isolated inci
dents may be sparked off here and there by nervous
ness or fear in dangerous surroundings, there is abso
lutely no excuse for the deliberate attempt to 
slaughter a religious community, as has happened in 
Lebanon. World opinion cannot remain silent in the 
face of such atrocities, otherwise we might as well 
admit that we have made no progress since the days 
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of the wars of religion, that the Inquisition was a good 
thing, that we are still in the Middle Ages and that the 
final carnage is imminent. 

For this reason our motion for a resolution is a plea. 
However, in the interests of effectiveness, and 
prompted by a desire not to provoke any hardening of 
attitudes or complicate the task of those whom we call 
upon to bring about a lasting peace without delay, our 
motion condemns no one, as this could be done in 
other debates which are less urgent and less important 
than the security of the Lebanese communities and 
the rebuilding of their country. It is concise in the 
interests of effectiveness and simply requests the 
Commission, the Council and the Foreign Ministers 
meeting in political cooperation to hasten a further a 
return to peace based on national unity and the secu
rity of all communities, be they Arab, Christian or 
Israeli. It also calls for immediate aid, together with 
the resources essential for it to rebuild a sovereign 
State within its own frontiers. The Socialist Group 
hopes that Parliament will approve the motion for a 
resolution unanimously. This House also thanks those 
in the UN, in particular in the Security Council, who 
have already helped to establish a ceasefire. We would 
be pleased if the Presidence-in-Office of the Council 
could tell us the Council's position and give us an 
assurance that the motion for a resolution will be 
given the attention it deserves and that effective action 

· will be taken. 

IN THE CHAIR : MR LOCKER 

Vice-President 

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

Mr Caro. - (F) Mr President, I should first of all like 
to say that my group is pleased that a successful 
attempt appears to have been made to enable the 
House to adopt a unanimous position in this 
distressing debate. 

We are shocked and horrified at the appalling situa
tion in Lebanon and at the senseless slaughter of the 
Christian community. Our duty now is to take action : 
that is the gist of the motion before us. In the face of 
the atrocities perpetrated in this small country, which 
symbolizes tolerance an constructive co-existence 
between the Judaeo-Christian civilization of the West 
and the Islamic civilization of the East, Europe should 
take a united stand. We are shocked and horrified at 
the dreadful situation in Lebanon. At the end of just 
one week of intensive artillery attacks, the Interna
tional Red Cross published the following list of civi
lian casualties : over 500 dead, over 2 000 wounded, 
about 45 000 homes destroyed, 400 000 homeless, and 
half of Beirut devastated, not to mention the 700 000 
Lebanese refugees who daily bear witness to their 
country's suffering. 

We are shocked and horrified at the savage slaughter 
of the Christian population, which forms an essential 
part of the Lebanese community. We are shocked and 
horrified at the appalling plight of the Christian 
ghetto in Beirut, which is doomed to destruction. 
Ashrafiyed - let us remember his name with sorrow, 
for it will be written in blood in the gloomy history 
ofhumiliating defeats suffered by free communities. 

We are shocked and horrified at the atrocious military 
action perpetrated by the Syrian forces, who were 
unable to change the strategic positions of the warring 
factions and so turned their attention to the cold
-blooded slaughter of civilians. Is this senseless 
killing going to escalate further ? Will the survivors be 
starved by economic sanctions ? The honour of 
Europe is at stake : our cause is the fate of Lebanon, 
and the time to act is now. 

If we analyse the problems posed by the present situa
tion in Lebanon, we find an obvious link between the 
pressure mounted by Syria and the Camp David agree
ments. The immediate aim is not to wipe out the 
Christian forces but to undermine the Camp David 
agreements by forcing Israel to intervene on behalf of 
the Lebanese Christians. 

The opinion has also been advanced - notably by Mr 
Raymound Edde, Head of the National bloc - that 
Syria could be using Lebanon as a quid pro quo for 
acceptance of the Camp David agreements or a non-a
gressive pact with Israel. This the0ry seems to be 
borne out by the fact that resolution No 436 recently 
passed by the United Nations Security Council 
contains no reference to the internationally recog
nized Lebanese frontiers, although these were 
mentioned in Resolution No 425 of March of this 
year. The Camp David agreements have taken us one 
step further along the difficult road to peace and will 
apparently lead to the sharing of power in the Middle 
East. We accept the Camp David peace agreements, 
but we would have to reject them if Camp David 
turned out to be another Yalta, with whole sections of 
the population subjected to the control of certain 
powers on the principle of non-intervention. Are we 
going to stand idly by and witness another Budapest ? 
Our concept of peace is based on respect for the 
rights of man and of nationalities. We must ensure 
that this concept prevails. 

Despite the ceasefire the situation is still extremely 
precarious. The ceasefire was not the subject of an 
agreement and was not followed by proposals for a 
settlement. Furthermore, the Soviet Union, in the 
joint communique published following President 
Assad's recent visit, has promised to strengthen Syrian 
military potential. As a sign of an impending resump
tion of hostilities, the Soviet Union is evacuating its 
citizens in Lebanon, and a regular Palestinian unit has 
reportedly arrived in Beirut. This coincides with 
Israel's religious festival Yom Kippur, which marks 
the anniversary of the Yom Kippur war. 
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We therefore need to draw up proposals for a political 
settlement without delay, as suggested the day before 
yesterday by President Giscard d'Estaing. Lebanon 
urgently needs to be given every opportunity to 
restore its traditional balance and to re-establish peace
ful coexistence between religious and minority groups. 
If this senseless killing were to break out again, we 
would be forced to agree with Jean Daniel of the 
Nouvel Observateur that Syria's attitude could raise a 
question for civilization which is of far greater signifi
cance than day-to-day policy : can the Arab world 
assimilate non-Moslems ? 

It would be disastrous for mankind if this all-impor
tant question is not answered very soon in the affirma
tive. What are we in Europe doing to help ? Diplo
matic action, speeches, motions and demonstrations 
are all very fine, but what is the result ? Political pres
sure would be even better. I must, in this connection, 
pay tribute to the efforts made by the national govern
ments, and I am sure you will not take it amiss if I 
pay special tribute to the government of my own 
country. 

But what are we Europeans asking for ? This is where 
the motion before us may prove effective. We are 
asking the Foreign Ministers meeting in political coop
eration to get together without delay to adopt a clear 
stand and courageously voice Europe's outrage. 

For what purpose ? To save the Christian community 
from being systematically wiped out by the Arab 
peace-keeping force and to prevent a resumption of 
hostilities; to preserve at all costs Lebanon's interna
tionally recognized frontiers on the basis of United 
Nations resolution No 425 of March 1978 and to keep 
alive hopes of a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East following the Camp David agreements. 

The problem is how can these goals be achieved ? 
Without doubt, the most satisfactory solution would 
be to send in a United Nations peace-keeping force 
without delay. This would be responsible for ensuring 
that the ceasefire is observed until a political settle
ment has been reached. 

My group thinks it would be a very good idea for the 
nine Member States to agree to offer to the United 
Nations troops to be sent to Lebanon as a token of 
Europe's solidarity with an oppressed community. 
However, if the United Nations refused to do this, our 
governments should act on their own initiative. I 
think it worth while to read out a particularly moving 
appeal which some of you may have read in the press 
and which accurately reflects our attitudes to this 
present-day tragedy. It was made recently by Professor 
Milliez of the Broussais Hospital in Paris, who is a 
member of the Supervisory Board of the Faculty of 
Medicine at Beirut University : 'Protests of a purely 
formal nature are now being been made in various 
parts of the work concerning the massacres which 
have been afflicting the Lebanese Palestinians for 

years. Europe should be ashamed of its silence and 
apathy. What does it matter if those affected are Jews, 
Christians or Moslems ? The only thing which counts 
is the death of innocent people, for the guilty are 
always protected. When will the West, which calls 
itself civilized, stop passively witnessing its own 
demise ? It all started with Hitler 40 years ago, and it 
is going on today with the genocide being perpetrated 
in the Middle East. How shameful to die lying down !' 

At a time when the people of Europe are being called 
upon to exercise their sovereign right to elect the 
European Parliament by direct universal suffrage, we 
should demonstrate the credibility of this united 
Europe, for which we have worked and struggled so 
hard. Crimes against humanity are crimes against 
ourselves and our children. We must stand by the 
oppressed, whatever their colour or opinions. Let us 
act quickly and emulate the remarkable enthusiasm 
and courage of John Kennedy, because today, in our 
shock and horror at the slaughter of the Christians of 
Ashrafiyed, we are all Lebanese. May the Europe 
which we represent do its duty and remain the hope 
of the free world ! 

President. - I call Mr Pintat to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Pintat. - (F) Mr President, Mr President-in-Of
fice, ladies and gentlemen, the guns have fallen silent 
in Beirut, but the ceasefire is precarious. The latest 
information suggests that fresh attacks by Syria may 
be imminent. As Mr Caro has just pointed out, the 
warning signs are not misleading. More Syrian and 
Palestinian troups have been moved to Beirut, and the 
Russians are evacuating their diplomats and techni
cians together with their families. 

For four years the world has stood idly by while a 
sovereign State has been going through its death 
throes. In the absence of sufficiently large-scale inter
vention by the United Nations, peace and order will 
not be fully restored unless an effective peace-keeping 
force is sent in quickly. The Community has a huma
nitarian task to carry out : we must open our doors to 
refugees and grant greater financial and technical assis
tance to the Red Cross and the Red Crescent to help 
the unfortunate victims of this horrifying conflict. At 
a later stage, the country must be rebuilt on the basis 
of the cooperation agreement. For the moment, 
however, we must take swift action to halt the 
slaughter. 

The governments of the Nine must urge Moscow to 
observe the United Nations resolution. At the same 
time they must effectively press Syria to respect the 
ceasefire. By giving military aid to the Palestinians in 
order to gain a foothold in the Lebanon, and by 
entering Lebanon in the guise of protectors of the 
Christians in order to terrorize them even more later, 
Syria is no longer hiding its intention to annex 
Lebanon. We must do our utmost to ensure that 
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Lebanon is not simply taken over by Syria. Forty years 
ago the major European democracies sacrificed 
Czechoslovakia for the sake of an illusory peace. The 
situation in Lebanon is even more complicated, and 
the Liberals fear that, by sacrificing Lebanon, we 
could be posing an even greater threat to world peace. 
Lebanon is a State recognized by all other States, and 
if the West accepts its annihilation, this will 
encourage terrorism on a world-wide scale. Action 
(!lUSt be taken quickly to avert such a situation. 

To begin with, the Syrian troops should be replaced 
by troops from other Moslem countries not directly 
involved in Middle East politics, for example Morocco, 
Tunisia, Iran, etc. The United Nations should also try 
to introduce Christian troops alongside the Arab 
peace-keeping force to consolidate the balance 
between Christians and Moslems in this divided 
country. Action must be taken immediately, for we 
cannot discount the possibility that the Syrian and 
Palestinian troops may launch fresh attacks to nullify 
the very welcome results of the Camp David talks. 
Provocation of this kind could force Israel's hand : 
Israel has renewed its promise to help the Christians 
because Europe is not playing a responsible part. 
Europe has for too long been discussing Middle East 
problems in terms of citrus fruit quotas and oil 
supplies. Of course, these are important issues, but our 
consciences must be aroused by the tragic events in 
Lebanon. We must take action now. The democracies 
of the West must oppose the imperialistically moti
vated exploitation of the plight of the Lebanese 
people. 

Of course, the cause of these religious disputes is 
deeply rooted in the history of Lebanon. But they are 
purely artificial and have been stirred up by those 
with vested interests in the fighting, for throughout 
the twentieth century the various ethnic groups in 
Lebanon have shown that they can live together in 
peace and mutual respect. This House should make a 
unanimous appeal for cooperation among our nine 
national governments. They should meet to adopt a 
joint position, and take the necessary risks together. 

Why not include European troops in a UN peace
keeping force ? The aim is to restore peace in 
Lebanon, to ensure that it is truly independent and to 
drive out all those who are cold-bloodedly and 
savagely interfering in its internal affairs. For this 
reason the Liberal and Democratic Group will be 
voting unanimously in favour of the motion for a reso
lution, as it hopes that the nine governments will 
jointly take swift action to save Lebanon. 

President. - I call Mr Bordu to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Bordu. - (F) Mr President, Lebanon is being 
torn apart, its unity is threatened, and its communities 

hitherto in a state of precarious balance imposed by 
French colonialism, are the victims of forces which 
are clearly seeking to partition the country. 

The lasting settlement which this country needs 
depends on a solution to the whole Middle East ques
tion. The social conflicts which are devastating 
Lebanon have arisen because the Palestinian question 
has not been given the full attention of all the parties 
involved in the Middle East situation. The life of a 
community - and at the same time the life of the 
Palestinian people, which is forced to make its home 
wherever it is given a welcome - is at stake in 
Lebanon. We must remember that the Palestinians' 
struggle has been conditioned by the attempts to 
isolate them, and the successive rejections which these 
attempts have entailed : their struggle has many 
aspects, both positive and negative, depending on the 
behaviour of individuals, some of whom have lost all 
self-control. 

These questions have to be discussed if we are to 
resolve them, but this may prove awkward for those 
who wish to partition Lebanon and who prefer to 
ignore the Palestinian problem, believing, at worst, 
that the slaughter of Palestinians is a lesser evil than 
the slaughter of other communities. The slaughter of 
all communities must be stopped, and I would remind 
the House that, before the Christians, the Palestinians 
were the victims of a justly condemned repression. 

The Palestinian resistance, which was driven out of 
Jordan in September 1970, found a refuge in South 
Lebanon, and its presence there is governed by the 
Cairo agreements of 1969 between the Lebanese 
authorities and the Palestinian leaders. 

Since we have to consider the future of the Lebanese 
people as a whole, we should take account of the aspi
rations and well-being of all the communities in 
Lebanon. We would have preferred the motion for a 
resolution to refer directly to the well-being of the 
Palestinians, in the same way as reference should be 
made to the religious communities. However, as the 
motion refers to all communities without discrimina
tion, we are satisfied with it and have withdrawn the 
amendment tabled to this effect. We shall therefore be 
voting in favour of the motion as it stands. 

In conclusion, I hope that the situation in Lebanon is 
not worsened by the intervention of a new force, as 
certain extreme right-wing Lebanese leaders hope. 
This would only add to the confusion in Lebanon. We 
remain convinced that it is up to the people of 
Lebanon to decide on their own future. In our 
opinion the only solution is to observe the UN resolu
tions calling for Israel's withdrawal from occupied 
territory, to hold talks aimed at involving the UN, to 
recognize the Palestinian people's right to an inde
pendent State, and to respect the sovereignty of all the 
Middle East countries, including, of course, Israel. 
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President. - I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission.- (D). Mr 
President, the Commission shares most of the senti
ments expressed in this debate. These appeals are espe
cially important at the present moment. But the prac
tical questions of aid to the Lebanon are just as impor
tant. As you know, we are currently supplying exten
sive food aid and we hope that it can continue to be 
distributed to the population without any major 
delays. In addition we granted, via the Red cross, 
special aid of 100 000 u.a. in March of this year, and 
we are willing to provide more aid. As soon as we 
receive requests from the Lebanese Government and 
authorities, we shall deal with them rapidly. We want 
to see to it that help is brought quickly to the people 
who are now experiencing so much suffering there. 
Everything you can do to stabilize the political situa
tion should be accompanied by practical aid. 

President. - l call Mr von Dohnanyi. 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-i7l-Office of the 
Council. - (D) Mr President, I should like to stress 
that the governments of the nine Member States of 
the Community share the concern expressed by the 
House, and that we consider the effects of the tragedy 
in the Lebanon on the people and its wider political 
implications to be extremely serious. The Lebanon 
and the present conflict there are bound up with 
many different interests, and anyone who wants to 
ease or even solve the problems of the Lebanon must 
realize that many different levels are involved, possibly 
more than almost anywhere else in the world. There 
are questions of international politics which overlap. 
There are problems of regional security for the coun
try's immediate neighbours. Questions of international 
importance regarding raw materials are involved in 
the Middle East conflicts, and in the Lebanon itself 
there are social and religious problems which aggra
vate and deepen this concentration of international 
problems there and make it particularly explosive. 

The Foreign Ministers and the Heads of Government 
of the Nine really have taken every opportunity in 
recent years to discuss the many facets of these 
problems with our partners in that part of the world 
- despite the comment just now that there has been 
nothing but speeches, more speeches and resolutions ! 
It is a welcome fact that, with world politics as they 
are today, persuasion, negotiation and the recognition 
of interests remain the most important instrument of 
policy. Therefore what the Foreign Ministers and the 
Heads of Government of the Nine have done to ease 
or to solve the tragic conflict has been directed 
towards this end. In representations made on 6 
October in Damascus, Tel Aviv and Beirut through 
the Presidency - in the person of the Foreign 
Minister of the Federal Republic - the nine Member 

States of the Community made an urgent plea for 
moderation and an end to the fighting. In doing so, 
they used their personal relations with the Foreign 
Ministers or the Heads of Governments in order to 
make a further contribution - a bilateral one - to 
the stabilization of the situation. 

In the United Nations Security Council the Nine, 
represented by the Presidency, brought their weight to 
bear- if I may put it like that. After thorough consul
tation, the Foreign Minister of the Federal Republic, 
as President of the Community, called on the various 
factions to cease hostilities and acts of violence, and 
bilateral aid is being provided by the Member States, 
who are thus supplementing the multilateral aid 
which the Commission intends to provide. 

I would stress once again that we are witnessing in the 
Lebanon a tragic combination of various interests, and 
the Council, the Foreign Ministers and the Heads of 
Government of the Nine regard it as their duty- in 
keeping with the sentiments expressed in this debate 
- to do everything possible to help to alleviate the 
suffering of the Lebanese people, and ultimately to 
help to bring peace to the whole region, which is after 
all the real aim. 

President. - Thank you, Mr von Dohnanyi, for this 
statement and especially for the information about 
what has been done in the last few days by the 
Council of Ministers and the governments of the 
Member States. Unfortunately, I cannot help feeling 
that the general view in the House is that things are 
not actually happening as we have heard from the 
speakers. Consequently, I presume that the Political 
Affairs Committee, even after the vote on the motion 
for a resolution, will make a point of continuing to 
consult the Council and the Commission on this 
matter over the next few days. 

I note that there are no more requests to speak. The 
vote on the motion for a resolution as it stands will 
take place during voting time tomorrow. The debate is 
closed. 

13. Situation in Nicaragua 

President. - The next item is the motion for a reso
lution (Doc. 361/78) tabled by Mr Fellermaier, Mr 
Spenale and Mr Dankert on behalf of the Socialist 
Group and Mr Klepsch, Mr Bertrand and Mr Caro on 
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group (EPP 
Group) on the situation in Nicaragua. 

I call Mr Holst. 

Mr Holst. - (DK) Mr President, when Parliament 
was voting yesterday on whether this motion should 
be dealt with by urgent procedure, there was criticism 
from one Member at least, and I had the impression 
that his views were shared by others. 
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It was asked why Parliament should discuss a question 
on Nicaragua, which is so far away from here. The 
President of Parliament stated yesterday that, if the 
Foreign Ministers and governments of the nine 
Member States could discuss situations such as the 
one in Nicaragua, this Parliament should also be able 
to do so. I would go a little further and say that, since 
we sent Members to the third Latin America
European Parliament Inter-Parliamentary Assembly in 
Mexico in July 1977, which was concerned with 
human rights, it would be strange if we were not to 
display an interest in what is going on in this field. 
This is why Parliament is today discussing Nicaragua. 

Allow me a wry comment. If Parliament has the will, 
the time and the energy to discuss motions on wine 
labels, I think we should also find the will, the time 
and the energy to discuss violations of human rights 
and the thousands of refugees who are today suffering 
under conditions which we cannot simply ignore. 

On behalf of the Socialist Group, I should like to 
thank the Christian-Democratic Group for having 
been so good as to join us in tabling this motion. 
There are two sides to the motion : the first concerns 
aid to the large numbers of refugees who have 
recently crossed from Nicaragua to Costa Rica and 
and are now in an extremely difficult situation. 

The Vice-President of Costa Rica, Dr Rodrigo 
Altmann, has called for help since, even with the best 
will in the world, Costa Rica is not in a position to 
care for the 7 000 refugees already there, far less the 
10 000 who may still be coming. It is thus physical 
aid which is required now, and this is what the 
motion calls upon the Commission and the govern
ments of the Member States to provide. 

It is primarily a question of providing shelter for the 
7 000 refugees already there ; it is a question of 
providing help in the form of medicine, blankets, 
tents and such like - and it is tragic to hear from 
Costa Rica that what they need most is medicine 
suitable for administration to children. 

This is one side of the motion, The other side 
concerns the political situation, for it must be pointed 
out that what is involved here is not a natural disaster. 
What is involved is a political move by a dictator 
whose family has been in power in Nicaragua since 
1933 and who has· blocked any moves to establish a 
democratic government. 

The motion for a resolution is thus also intended as a 
call for the release of the political prisoners in Nica
ragua. It is intended as a call for the United States, in 
particular, to use its influence and its contacts to make 
direct representations to the government of Nicaragua 
- in the sense that such a move would represent 
support for the respect of human rights throughout 
Latin America. 

At the same time, we call upon all like-minded forces 
in the UN to take immediate steps to prepare the way 

for both emergency aid and political measures. The 
situation at the moment is that only a few interna
tional aid organizations are operating on the spot in 
Costa Rica. Among these is a new organization - at 
any rate it is new to me - which has already achieved 
a great deal. This is the Longomai movement, and I 
should to mention it by name here, since I feel we 
need all the aid and all the goodwill we can get to 
cope with all the difficulties arising from the situation 
in Nicaragua which - to put it mildly - is now 
extremely serious. 

I would therefore ask you all to support this motion, 
and to do so with the aim of ensuring that human 
rights are respected, with the aim of ensuring direct 
aid for the refugees in this difficult situation, and with 
the aim of helping Costa Rica, which does not have 
the physical and material resources to meet this chal
lenge itself. Mr President, I am sure that you - as 
chairman of the group involved in cooperation with 
Latin America - will agree with me that this is a 
suitable and constructive expression of our interest in 
this field. 

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

Mr Fioret. - (/) Mr President, as Mr Holst reminded 
us in his speech, some Members expressed doubts 
yesterday morning about the urgency of a debate on 
the motion for a resolution on the tragic events in 
Nicaragua. 

The President, Mr Colombo, with great firmness -
and rightly - reaffirmed the right and duty of Parlia
ment to express its views as early as possible whenever 
basic human rights are violated by any government or 
regime. 

Indeed, duty to denounce political oppression falls to 
us even more as human beings than as politicians, for 
wherever human rights are violated - under whatever 
ideological or political pretext - the tocsin of 
freedom is sounded above all for our own consciences, 
in that our very humanity is injured, and because any 
silence or acquiescence on our part would make us 
guilty of not voicing and broadcasting the suffering of 
the victims. 

Aware that, even now, fundamental freedoms are 
being crushed by dictatorial regimes with increasingly 
cruel and sophisticated weapons and methods - parti
cularly in the case of those peoples who, having 
acquired self-awareness, reject tyranny and dictator
ship as a form of government- the European Parlia
ment last June solemnly approved an exemplary reso
lution on human rights throughout the world, to show 
not only that we condemn those who do not respect 
them, but also that the free and democratic Europe 
which we represent refuses to have any dealings with 
those regimes which play havoc with human rights. 
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The bloody oppression carried out by the Nicaraguan 
Government takes us back to the days of the most 
crude and ferocious barbarism, for it has not only 
struck at the political enemies of the Somoza regime 
but has also involved in the slaughter the innocent 
and defenceless population, which has been forced to 
avoid massacre by seeking refuge in the neighbouring 
Republic of Costa Rica. 

Therefore, as well as expressing the most forthright 
condemnation of the dictatorial regime in Nicaragua 
and demanding that the genocide being perpetrated 
in that country should cease, the Commission and the 
Governments of the Member States should take 
immediate steps to provide the Government of Costa 
Rica with the funds needed for the supply of aid and 
for the organization of reception centres for the refu
gees, as a clear manifestation of European solidarity 
with the victims. 

The Christian-Democratic Group, on behalf of which 
I have the honour to speak, is convinced that if 
Europe establishes a real presence and takes effective 
action in South America to defend the oppressed, the 
conclusions of the Third Latin America - European 
Parliament Inter-Parliamentary Assembly on human 
rights of July 1977 will acquire precise and momen
tous political significance and will demonstrate that 
the Declaration of Human Rights is not merely a flag 
which we wave in our Parliaments, but is given prac
tical expression in concerted actions which can 
become a point of reference for peoples who are 
fighting for freedom. 

In reaffirming therefore, the full support of the 
Christian-Democratic Group for all points in the 
motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Klepsch and Mr 
Fellermaier, I would particularly stress the urgent 
need for the Foreign Ministers meeting in political 
cooperation to take joint action at the United Nations 
to facilitate humanitarian measures and to support the 
mediation of certain member countries of the OAS in 
order to start a process of democratization in Nica
ragua. 

Allow me, Mr President, before concluding my 
speech, to express in this House our sincere solidarity 
with the leadership of the Christian-Democratic Party 
of Nicaragua, who imprisoned together with leaders of 
other parties, by manifesting their faith in democracy, 
are sowing the seeds of liberty in Nicaragua, and let us 
hope in the whole of Latin America, to which Europe 
should give greater attention and more aid, precisely 
to encourage progress towards democracy and liberty, 
a process which is nearly always speeded up by more 
humane and civilized conditions of life. 

President. - I call Mr Sandri to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Sandri. - (/) Mr President, I should like very 
rapidly to stress one particular aspect of the tragic 
events in Nicaragua. A few weeks ago it seemed that 
General Somoza, the Nicaraguan dictator, was vacil
lating and about to step down as a result of the blows 
and the pressure of the popular masses who had 
joined the fight under a variety of flags. I would 
remind you that even the moderate political forces 
had decided to take part in the uprising, encouraged 
in this by repeated appeals from the United States of 
America and from President Carter himself, who had 
warned Somoza against continuing his repression. 
General Somoza's only response was to defy the Presi
dent of the United States on television a fortnight ago 
by stating that he could count on more friends within 
the United States Congress than could the President 
himself. This bloodthirsty satrap of a banana republic 
was thus able to defy the President of the most 
powerful country in the world, and even more sur
prisingly the State Department took this slap in the 
face without reacting - an event without precedent, I 
think, in diplomatic history ! At the same time the 
Nicaraguan National Guard, composed of 7 000 crimi
nals chosen from all the prisons of Central America 
and paid directly by the Somoza family - which has 
dominated the country since 1934, the current presi
dent being the grandson of the first dictator - was 
carrying out the massacres to which other Members 
have referred. The Red Cross has told of 5 000 killed 
in this campaign of repression and of a city 
completely destroyed by aerial bombardment. 

As things stand, the Communist Group takes the view 
that although this motion for a resolution is otherwise 
acceptable, point 4 should be modified for precisely 
the reasons I have mentioned. It does not seem to me 
appropriate to appeal to the Government and 
Congress of the United States to exert their influence. 
It is not merely a question of influence ! If we really 
want to make an appeal, given that the United States 
are the masters, we must simply ask the United States 
Administration to cut off every kind of aid -
economic, military and political - hitherto given to 
the Nicaraguan Government. I should like to remind 
you that this year, 1978, which was to have marked 
the beginning of the restoration or establishment of 
human rights in Latin America will instead go down 
in history as the year of the 5 000 dead in Nicaragua. 

As for the European Community, I believe that if we 
do not want to waste our energy on sincere but ineffec
tive wishes, At that must ask the Commission and 
Council of Ministers to take humanitarian action. The 
European Community has already had occasion, some 
years ago, to provide substantial aid to the Nicaraguan 
people following the earthquake which devastated the 
country. At that time, as you will remember, Somoza 
added the Community aid and that of the whole inter
national community to his personal fortune, and was 
denounced by the United Nations for doing so. This 
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time, therefore, we should send the aid to the Govern
ment of Costa Rica, which was freely elected, so that 
it may help the refugees. For the rest, let the Euro
pean Parliament, at the forthcoming fourth confer
ence between it and the Latin American parliament, 
undertake to put its cards on the table by stressing the 
need for Europe to start an effective and beneficial 
dialogue with Latin America, and for the latter to put 
an end to the long sequence of persecutions, repres
sion and oppression which has hitherto afflicted that 
unfortunate but noble continent. 

President. - I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. - (D) Mr 
President, here again, I should like to concentrate on 
the practical aspects. We have a request from the Red 
Cross for immediate aid of 1·1 million EUA, and they 
have also asked us to provide food aid. We have done 
our utmost via the Community's office in Caracas to 
get as clear a picture as possible of the situation to see 
what can be done. Here also we want to help quickly. 
But I must point out to Parliament that Article 950, 
i.e. the fund set up under the budget for this purpose, 
imposes certain restrictions on us. So far this year we 
have given considerable aid to India and Vietnam, and 
we have now reached a point where this fund will 
soon have to be replenished. If fresh resources are not 
made available, we shall soon be unable to do 
anything in this most important matter with its very 
real human consequences. 

President. - I call Mr von Dohnanyi. 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. - (D) Mr President, this is one of those 
moments when it would be easier to be a Member of 
this House than to have to stand before it and give a 
reply. 

I should like to state that, officially, the Council has 
not yet dealt with the political implications. However, 
I take note of the resolution, especially paragraphs 5 
and 6, and I intend to try, on the sidelines of the 
Council meeting on 17 October, to find a chance to 
talk to my colleagues from the other eight Member 
States about the debate in this House and about the 
resolution, especially paragraphs 5 and 6, so that the 
Council will very soon be able to take account of this 
debate in its deliberations. 

I should like, if I may, to make a personal remark. 
The fact is that in cases such as this our scope for 
effective political action is necessarily limited. This 
limitation, however, does not apply to what we know 
but only to what we can do. There is no doubt that 
knowledge of the events which have taken place in 
Nicaragua not only serves to satisfy curiosity, but that 
if we know about them but do nothing, we are auto
matically partly to blame. The fact is that there is only 
a limited amount which we can achieve in the 
country itself - as indicated in the resolution. But I 

think that as far as political refugees are concerned -
and I address these words to the Commission as well 
- we really should be able to help. Since modern 
communications enable us to know about everything 
that happens in the world, we naturally become 
involved in all natural disasters, and it would probably 
be too much for the Community if it had to provide 
total relief in all cases. We make our contribution, but 
we cannot provide total relief. When it comes to polit
ical disasters in which political refugees are involved, 
however, the numbers can never be so great, Mr 
Brunner, as to make it impossible to help. After all, 
Europe has its own history of political persecution -
and if I may make yet another personal remark, in the 
1930s my own country was the cause of a great stream 
of political refugees throughout the world. At that 
time many countries outside Europe helped, and my 
appeal - which once again is addressed only to the 
Commission - is that we should learn from our own 
European history and, as Europeans, do more for polit
ical refugees throughout the wcrld who do not present 
us with an overwhelming financial burden. In any 
case I - and as I said, this was a personal remark not 
made in my capacity as President of the Council -
shall try to see to it that, as regards the fund - which, 
if my information is correct, Mr Brunner, makes no 
distinction between natural and political disasters -
through can consider how the European Community 
can in future live up to its real tradition, as the 
standard bearer of political freedom and give all polit
ical refugees, better, more rapid, more extensive and 
more effective aid. I would add that this is a personal 
remark ; I cannot include anyone else in this state
ment, but you can rest assured that I shall endeavour 
to make my contribution so that Europe can improve 
matters in this respect. 

President. - Thank you, Mr President-in-Office, 
especially for the personal commitment you expressed 
at the end of your speech, namely the intention, 
throught this extension in the scope of the Commu
nity's fund, to provide more rapid, more immediate 
and more effective aid in future. I think that you 
raised a point here which, as I noticed, met with the 
agreement of Parliament, and we wish you every 
success. 

Since Mr Holst and Mr Sandri raised the question, 
would point out to Parliament that the preparations 
for the fourth conference with the Latin-American 
Parliament are more or less complete. We had another 
meeting on the subject yesterday ; these questions will 
be dealt with thoroughly at the fourth conference not 
only very generally, as hitherto, but quite specifically, 
as we decided the last time in Mexico. As a result of 
our contacts over the last few days with President 
Manzanillas, we are expecting tomorrow afternoon a 
delegate from the Latin-American Parliament for talks 
on, among other things, the question dealt with in the 
resolution and discussed here in Parliament. 
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I note that there are no more requests to speak. The 
vote on the motion for a resolution and the amend
ment which has been tabled will take place during 
voting time tomorrow. 

The debate is closed. 

14. Community energy policy 

President. - The next item is the joint debate on 
two motions for resolutions : 

- motion for a resolution (Doc. 315/78 by Mrs Walz on 
behalf of the Committee on Energy and Research on 
adapting the objectives of the Community's energy 
policy to the latest developments ; 

- motion for a resolution (Doc. 316/78) by Mr FHimig 
on behalf of the Committee on Energy and Research 
on the need for the Council to take urgent action on 
the Commission's outstanding proposals in the 
energy sector. 

I call Mrs Walz. 

Mrs Walz. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the Committee on Energy and Research 
has tabled two motions for a resolution, each of which 
complements the other and which will therefore be 
dealt with together. 

I should like to begin by commenting on the adapta
tion of the Community's energy policy objectives to 
take account of recent developments. As you know, 
the European Council meeting in Bremen on 6 and 7 
July and the World Economic Summit in Bonn 
instructed the Energy Ministers to take - at long last 
- the necessary decisions of principle so that 
progress could finally be made. The Council of 
Energy Ministers will be meeting on 30 October, and 
we have to ask ourselves what political situation it will 
be confronted with. The current President of OPEC, 
Mr Sabah, said in the latest issue of 'Der Spiegel' that 
the loss of purchasing power suffered by the OPEC 
countries as a result of the devaluation of the US 
dollar and of inflation in the West had been substan
tial. He thought that OPEC would be doing the world 
a favour by increasing its prices by something like 
10 %, which would, in his opinion, be the only long
term way of avoiding an increase in the consumption 
of oil. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the European Community is 
already spending 50 000 million dollars - or 20 % of 
the Community's foreign exchange earnings - on 
imported energy supplies. How will we cope with the 
economic and social consequences of spending 
another 5 000 million dollars on energy instead of 
investing it ? And what about the developing coun
tries, who would be most seriously affected by such a 
move ? The second item of news which went round 
the world in the last few days has been the study 
produced by the American Secret Service, which 
claims that the world's known oil reserves will last 

something like two to three times as long as had 
hitherto been thought, in other words, something like 
60 - ~!) years if all the known reserves in Alaska, off 
America's Pacific coast and in Siberia were to be fully 
exploited. The big oil companies, however, are scep
tical about this report, claiming that while reserves in 
places like the Arctic are indeed very extensive, there 
is no sign of the Soviet Union overcoming the techno
logical problems standing between them and their oil 
reserves. And anyway, no-one has the faintest idea 
where the enormous amounts of investment capital 
are supposed to come from. So when our motion for a 
resolution refers to the Community's increasingly 
precarious energy supply situation, we are referring to 
our traditional suppliers in the Near East, despite the 
present glut of energy supplies which is making all 
our political decisions so difficult at the moment. 
Admittedly, the Camp David discussions have given 
rise to a certain amount of hope in this respect, but 
the reaction of other Arab states and the recent events 
in Iran and the Lebanon have shown just how precar
ious the Community's energy supply situation is. We 
know that we are vulnerable to blackmail, and we do 
not know how long the current regime can hold out 
in Iran and what repercussions the situation in Iran 
may have on, for instance, Saudi Arabia. 

Our supply situation is further worsened by the enor
mous American consumption of oil, which has not 
only landed us with the dollar crisis, but will also 
result in oil becoming scare earlier than expected, 
with an attendant explosion in the price of the avail
able oil. 6% of the world's population lives in the 
USA and accounts for 31 % of the world's energy 
requirement. It is true that President Carter agreed at 
the World Economic Summit in Bonn to cut the US's 
present level of imports to something like a half, or 
222 million tonnes, by 1985, but leading experts in 
the USA, on the other hand, are talking in terms of 
imports amounting to 590 million tonnes by 1985 -
in other words 150 % more than the current level -
and this despite the energy saving programme. 

And what, in the meantime, are we doing, ladies and 
gentlemen ? Although all the assembled experts at the 
World Energy Conference in Istanbul - from East 
and West- agreed that coal and nuclear energy were 
the energy sources of the future, the production of 
coal is falling. We cannot reach our target of 250 
million tonnes ; 60 million tonnes are lying on the 
stockpile. It remains to be seen what long-term effect 
this will have on pit closures. The Community's target 
of 90 gigawatt for 1985 has again had to be cut to 80 
gigawatt, although the original target was, if I 
remember rightly, something like 140 gigawatt. Fast 
breeder technology is threatened, and perhaps you, Mr 
Brunner, could do something in a personal capacity in 
this respect, as I imagine these people in North Rhine 
Westphalia are good friends of yours. But fast breeder 
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technology is under threat and no progress is being 
made on the question of the disposal of radioactive 
waste. This again is a question which we have to 
tackle. Certain people are encouraging us to aim for 
zero growth, and these same people sing the praises of 
soft technologies, which would enable us to decen
tralize the production of energy but would utterly 
change our whole way of life. 

The developing countries are left with solar energy 
and hydroelectric power - in so far as they have the 
necessary resources - and bioenergy, although here 
again nobody knows where the money needed for 
capital investment is supposed to come from. 

So, without pulling our punches, and in particular in 
order to bring home to our own peoples the risks 
inherent in our present pattern of energy supplies and 
the consequences in terms of job security, we call on 
the Commission to submit a medium-term and diffe
rentiated energy model which is as complete as 
possible. The various scenarios should take particular 
account of the social and economic consequences of 
continuing inactivity in the coal sector and of contin
uing setbacks to the development of nuclear energy. 
The Commission's model should also take account of 
the rise in the price of oil and its effects on the price 
of other energy sources, which would of course also 
rise and thus adversely affect our competitiveness and 
jeopardize jobs in our countries. The Council should 
do everything to support this energy policy study, 
because we can only take realistic decisions in our 
national parliaments if our peoples are really aware of 
what the future holds in store for them. Of course, we 
realize how difficult forecasts of this kind can be, espe
cially as uncertainty attaches to virtually all the essen
tial factors. This is of course the main difficulty, and 
this is why we need alternative models. But since 
energy policy must be planned for years ahead -
which is, as I said before, extremely difficult at the 
moment because of the glut of energy supplies, and 
because our peoples simply do not believe that we do 
not have enough energy - those faced with making 
the vital decisions must be presented with clear alter
natives so that they cannot shirk their responsibilities. 
It is therefore high time that we formulated a 
common and concerted energy policy, although I am 
well aware that the Treaties do not state this in so 
many words : this problem has only been recognized 
fairly recently, which makes it all the more urgent 
now. 

The Commission and the European Parliament have 
submitted the appropriate proposals to the Council, 
and these proposals should not be allowed to fail on 
the grounds of lack of unanimity, which is not a prin
ciple required by the Treaties. I could perhaps refer 
here to the fisheries policy, where a precedent was set. 

The Council of Energy Ministers is faced with a great 
responsibility. The joint evaluation and coordination 
of the national energy programmes must lead to a 

JOint and coordinated energy policy, not only in 
Euope, but - as was stated at the Bonn Summit - in 
the West as a whole. 

President. - I call Mr FHimig. 

Mr Flamig. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the motion for a resolution tabled by the 
Chairman of the Committee on Energy and Research, 
Mrs Walz, on adapting the objectives of the Commu
nity's energy policy to recent developments, is 
undoubtedly necessary and appropriate, and I should 
not like to repeat anything Mrs Walz said in her 
speech. She has our full support, and we also feel that 
a medium-term differentiated energy model as called 
for in the motion for a resolution could be a useful 
instrument. We attach particular importance, Mrs 
Walz, to point 3, which again calls on the Council to 
take account at long last of the proposals made ages 
ago by the Commission. 

My colleagues and I thought it right to go even 
further than calling on the Council to follow up as 
soon as possible the European Council's directives on 
energy policy of 6 July 1978. We have therefore 
tabled an additional motion for a resolution, which 
has been adopted by the Committee on Energy and 
Research. Our motion for a resolution is quite delibe
rately aimed at the next meeting of the Council of 
Energy Ministers. I very much regret the fact that the 
representative of the Council left the Chamber just a 
few minutes before this debate commenced, because it 
was our intention here to point out a few things most 
forcefully to the Council. We are afraid that the 
Council - which we know only too well - may use 
points which are expressed in rather general terms, 
such as our calling on the Council to devote special 
attention to the preparation of an energy policy study, 
as a welcome excuse for once again delaying the 
formulation of a Community energy policy. It was for 
this reason that we wanted to tell the Council - and 
I hope that the Council will take note of this - that 
the time for doing things 'as soon as possible' and 
'soonest' is now past. The forthcoming meeting of the 
European Council must mark the end of vague decla
rations of intent and the start of a new phase of real 
work on the establishment of a Community energy 
policy. 

Mr President, in May of this year, the Danish minister 
Mr N0rgaard addressed our Committee on Energy and 
Research on behalf of the Council. On that occasion 
- which was just before the meeting of the Council 
of Energy Ministers - he promised that the Council 
was about to approve what he called a 'package deal', 
which came as a relief to all of us. At last, we thought, 
some coordinated action was about to take place. At 
last, we thought, we were getting away from the make
do-and-mend attitude of plugging a gap here and 
appeasing a few environmentalists there, away from an 
interminable stop-go policy to a genuine policy 
package deal. And what was the upshot of all this, 
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ladies and gentlemen? As if we didn't know -
nothing but one huge disappointment from beginning 
to end. The meeting on 30 May once again produced 
nothing whatsoever. 

Mrs Walz has just reminded us that the big chiefs, if I 
may call them that, namely the European Council 
(many of our citizens have given up trying to distin
guish between all the councils which are kicking 
around now, not to mention the summer summit 
conferences in Bremen and Bonn) have promised to 
make intensive efforts to reach a common Commu
nity position on energy policy. We see this as a call by 
the heads of government to their energy ministers to 
get down to doing something at long last. Well, now 
the ball is in the Council's court and now we really 
want to see some action because our patience is 
exhausted. 

Mr President, we take no pleasure in joining in the 
interminable old lament about the shortcomings and 
inconsistencies in the energy policy sector. We have 
gone over this ground often enough in the past, and 
as I have said on previous occasions, I feel rather like 
a Buddhist monk intoning his Om mani padme hum. 
Over and over again, this House has called for action 
and emphasized the urgency of the problem. We have 
nothing to reproach ourselves for in this sector. I 
would remind you of the great speeches of Messrs 
Burgbacher, Springorum and many others who are 
Hill in our midst today. Years ago we warned of the 
janger of allowing the European Community to 
become increasingly dependent on oil. We warned of 
the danger of just standing by and watching one 
coalmine after another being shut down, while at the 
same time coal-fired power stations were replaced by 
oil-powered power stations, and - if I may say so -
the height of wastefulness was the construction of gas
fired power stations when everybody knows that gas is 
a uniquely irreplacable and valuable primary energy 
source which should have been reserved for household 
use. 

We sometimes get the impression, Mr President, that 
the Council had already forgotten the lesson of 1973 
and that national selfishness was burgeoning once 
again. Apart from a few praiseworthy exceptions in 
one or two Member States energy saving is conspi
cuous by its absence. One often gets the impression 
that the left hand does not know what the right hand 
is doing. As far as almsgiving is concerned, this may 
be a perfectly reasonable attitude, but in terms of 
energy policy, it is nonsense. 

What we need here is a package deal. It is of course 
absurd that, as Mrs Walz just said, we are stockpiling 
coal and at the same time importing coal from over
seas. On the one hand, we hear of a glut of oil and on 
the other hand, we have the CIA Report referred to by 
Mrs Walz which conjures up the spectre of the immi
nent lack of our oil supplies. 

On the one hand, we have overcapacity in terms of 
oil-refining installations and the closing of certain 
refineries, and on the other hand, we are called upon 
to save energy. Small wonder, therefore, that many 
people are wondering what all the fuss is about and 
that the appeals made so far have largely gone 
unheeded. 

Mr President, we now therefore expect the Council to 
adopt- at long last- the Commission's outstanding 
proposals on support for the Community's coal 
industry and for joint hydrocarbons exploration 
projects, as well as to agree - and I would draw your 
attention once again to the 'package deal' - on a 
Community approach to the refining sector. In view 
of the undoubtedly limited resources available and of 
what Mrs Walz referred to as the impending increase 
in the price of primary energy sources, we think it 
essential for a European energy reserve to be built up. 

We demand that the Council should at last have the 
Community's interests at heart in dealing with these 
questions and that it should reject all notion of 
national self-seeking so that we can tackle, and solve, 
the real problem of the different energy supply struc
tures in the various Member States. 

Finally, I must repeat that, in our opinion, we must 
find a joint solution to the problems of nuclear tech
nology, particularly in terms of reprocessing, the treat
ment of radioactive waste and the development of fast 
breeder reactors. Here again, we have the paradoxical 
situation that the world is worried about whether suffi
cient uranium is available and at the same time that 
there are forces with the European Community 
seeking to obstruct and thwart the development of fast 
breeder reactors with the flimsiest of arguments, 
although the experts confirm again and again that a 
fast breeder reactor makes between 50 and 60 times 
better use of the available uranium. Mr President, we 
see no alternative to using this uranium in fast breeder 
reactors to bridge the gap until nuclear fusion or 
hydrogen technology or perhaps new energy sources 
can take over and free mankind once and for all from 
its energy worries. 

In this respect, we can make out no clear approach in 
the policies pursued by our Member States' govern
ments. Just to take one example, what is the Council's 
attitude to the recent negotiations conducted by the 
United Kingdom and Australia on supplies of 
uranium ? How do these negotiations accord with the 
principle of Euratom which, according to the Euratom 
Treaty, is solely responsible for the purchase and use 
of fissile material ? I should be very interested to hear 
the Council's opinion on this matter. 

In conclusion, Mr President, we believe it to be a 
matter of urgency that the Council be reminded of its 
responsibility today, just a few days before the Council 
meeting. indeed, we believe it to be a matter of great 
urgency that a solution be found to one of the most 
important questions of our time, one which has an 
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enormous effect on the economic situation, on 
employment and on the future of mankind and of the 
Third World. We therefore ask your support for our 
motion for a resolution. 

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

Mr Ellis. - Mr President. I propose to confine 
myself to a comparatively narrow sector of the energy 
field in what I have to say. I want to speak about coal. 
And although it is a narrow sector, it is of course a 
very important sector. In the plan for 1985, it repre
sents one-fifth of our energy supplies. 

I want to speak especially about coal for one reason, 
and that is that coal is in a very serious crisis. We are 
all of us aware of the crises that are around us, in steel, 
for example, but the coal industry has been in a crisis 
for a long time. It appeared to be getting over it some 
3 or 4 years ago, but I believe that recently it has deve
loped an even greater crisis than we perhaps realized. 
And that is why I want to talk about it. 

Now I think I can illustrate the position of the coal 
industry in the Community best by just quoting three 
figures. I do not want to quote a lot of facts and 
figures : one of the difficulties in debates on energy is 
that people tend to flood the place with statistics 
which are rather boring and which, I find, tend to 
confuse very often more than they enlighten. But I 
would give these three particular figures. 

First of all, the output of indigenous, home-produced 
coal is falling and has now dropped to about 213 
million tonnes annually, whereas the rate of output 
planned for 1985 is some 250 million. 

Secondly, there are stocks in the Community of 63 
million tonnes or thereabouts - that is to say, getting 
on for one-third of the output. If I have the time I 
would like to give a little speech especially to some of 
my British Socialist colleagues about surpluses, 
because the biggest surplus in the Community at the 
moment is the surplus of coal. I cannot help but 
remind my colleagues that there never was a surplus 
in the twenties and thirties, at least not in my country, 
because at that time we had a race of men in Britain 
who really were straight out of the nineteenth century. 
We called them the 'coal-owners'. They were a most 
remarkable bunch of men and they had a simple 
policy for dealing with surpluses. Since they could not 
afford surpluses, they just put the pits on a one-day or 
two-day week, and I used to think that that was hardly 
a Socialist policy. However, I must not get diverted 
from this question of surpluses ; I merely make the 
point that we now have getting on for a four month 
stock of coal lying on the ground. That is the second 
fact. 

The third fact I would like to mention is that imports 
of coal are rising. They have risen recently from an 
annual rate of about 30 million tonnes to something 
like 46 million tonnes. So there we have the indige-

nous output falling, the inputs rising and the stocks 
piling up. And I think those three facts alone illus
trate well the manifest crisis that exists in the coal 
industry. 

The Commission is reported - I am quoting them 
and I think it probably is an accurate report; I trust 
that Mr Brunner, the Commissioner, will correct me if 
this report is wrong - to be 'seriously questioning the 
ability of coal to play its part in the long-term energy 
supply of the Community.' 

I am not sure precisely what that means. It could 
mean, of course, that coal will simply fail to reach its 
target-figure of 250 million tonnes in 1985 or 
whatever it is in 1980. If it means just that, well, of 
course it is serious, but it is not quite as serious as I 
thought it might have been ; but it also seems to me 
that that sentence might mean a great deal more. It 
might even be some political mess:-ge transmitted to 
whoever has ears to hear it, a warning that the 
Community commitment to support coal is being 
abandoned ; and if it does mean that, it is very much 
more important an issue than simply the question of 
coal failing to reach a particular target-figure in some 
year in the future. I do hope therefore that the 
Commissioner will be in a position to explain 
precisely what that report means, and I am also 
hoping very much that the Commission has not been 
mis-reported in what I have just quoted. Because there 
are all kinds of things that worry people like me. I am 
not privy to what goes on in the Council of Ministers. 
I just read the reports in the newspapers. Occasionally 
I have talks with people who have attended Energy 
Council meetings, and very often, I must say, the 
reports from these participants give conflicting views 
of precisely what went on. But having read these 
accounts in the newspapers and so on, not just in the 
energy sector but perhaps especially in energy and in 
one or two other subjects, I fear the worst, and I speak 
very much as a committed European, a man who 
believes that it is profoundly important that we 
replace the completely outmoded political structure, 
as I see it, of the nineteenth-century nation-state by 
some better political structure. 

As such, I fear that the Council of Ministers has 
recently deteriorated very substantially, in the sense 
that it has abandoned the old trade-union precept : 
'United we stand, divided we fall'. And in point of fact 
they seem to insist on being divided. Now the posi
tion has been reached in my country where one might 
even say that there is a position of open hostility 
between the Minister concerned and the Commis
sioner. There have been fragments in the British press 
of statements that the Minister has allegedly made -
and I absolve Mr Brunner entirely, because I have not 
read any undiplomatic statement that he has made at 
all - and it does seem, and I am putting it as mildly 
as I can, that a position of open hostility has been 
reached between the Minister and the Commission. 
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Now, I hope that when Mr Brunner responds to this 
debate he may reassure us that all is harmony and 
sweetness in meetings of the Council of Ministers 
when the Commissioner himself is present, because, if 
in fact the Council is adopting some kind of perverse, 
cantankerous, bloody-minded attitude in respect of 
various individual issues that crop up, then I must say 
that the politicians concerned are behaving very irres
ponsibly indeed. I go so far as to say this - and I 
emphasize that I do not know what goes on in the 
Council, this is why I am making this speech and 
hoping we shall get some kind of light - if the game 
is : Because you would not agree to this we will not 
agree to that, the sort of politics of the little boy : I am 
not playing with you because you are not playing with 
me, and so on - if that is happening, then those poli
ticians are selling the people of Europe down the 
river. It is as simple as that in my mind. 

Therefore, why I have mentioned this issue of coal 
particularly is because it highlights what I sometimes 
fear might possibly be happening, some attitudes that 
are hardening in the Council of Ministers. I am not 
apportioning blame at all, even if there is blame to be 
apportioned ; I am trying to be constructive, trying to 
say that, representing, as I do, a community of people 
in Wales, a part of Europe, I think that they would 
really be done a serious disservice. We see in coal the 
illustration of certain proposals put forward by the 
Commission to allocate monies to increa&e, for 
example, the consumption of coal in power-stations, 
to improve intra-Community trade in coal and so 
forth, which are all knocked down to token entries. 
Some very eminently sensible proposals are getting 
nowhere at all. 

Now I know that in the Community of the Nine 
essentially there are now only two coal-producing 
countries ; France and Belgian still have colliries, but 
essentially we just have Germany and the United 
Kingdom ; and I hope and pray that issues about coal 
which so, or at least which ought to, influence the 
whole future energy policy of the Community are not 
being decided upon in the Council of Ministers for 
reasons which I can only describe as perverse. Having 
concentrated solely on coal in order to try to express 
fears that some people are beginning to feel, I trust 
and pray that the Commissioner, when he answers, 
will be able to reassure me that my fears are 
completely groundless. 

President. - I call Mr Noe to speak on behalf of the 
Christian-Democratic Group (EPP) and the European 
Conservative Group. 

Mr Noe. - (/) Mr President, Mr Brunner, ladies and 
gentlemen, I am speaking also on behalf of Lord Bess
borough, who has had to leave unexpectedly for 
London. 

With regard to the two motions for a resolution before 
us, I think that a few general remarks must first be 

made, altough I cannot but deplore the fact that the 
representatives of the Council are not here to hear 
them. These remarks concern the Council above all, 
given that we are in agreement with the Commission, 
albeit in general terms. 

First and foremost I must say that the Council is not 
fully aware of the fact that energy problems come in 
short, medium and long-term varieties, that there is a 
close connection between them and that, moreover, 
there will be transition stages which must be planned 
for if we are to prevent turbulence and tensions from 
spreading throughout our societies. 

Mr Flamig, at the end of his speech, hinted at the 
negative consequences which society would have to 
endure if there were an energy shortage. I think Parlia
ment should make a detailed analysis of this problem 
with, we hope, the assistance of the Commission. 
Indeed, as you know an ad hoc working party is being 
set up in one of the Directorates of the Commission, 
and in five or six months' time it should begin to 
provide us with data on the consequences of the 
energy shortage. Moreover, still on the subject of 
energy, I should like to make a distinction between 
electrical and non-electrical energy, for the very 
specific reason that in the electricity sector we are well 
armed to face the future, since there are fairly satisfac
tory possible solutions. One only has to look at the 
field of nuclear power. In the non-electrical sector, on 
the other hand, when the oil begins to run out we 
shall be in difficulties, since we are less active in this 
sector. 

Mrs Walz reminded us of the study carried out by the 
Rank Corporation which predicted that energy 
reserves would be exhausted in the next 60 to 90 
years. That is correct. But let us bear in mind that this 
prediction presupposes that consumption will remain 
at the present level, whereas in fact, as we know, 
consumption will increase and that period of 60 to 90 
years will inevitably be shortened to 35 to 40 years. 

The problem is therefore much more acute than is 
generally thought : the Commission should take note 
of this and commit itself more decisively to new 
research projects. 

To give you an example, a plan for four research 
projects drawn up by our committee, in which the 
Commission also cooperated, has not yet borne fruit 
after a year. We must therefore work with greater 
intensity and greater speed so that the knowledge 
gained may show us where to direct our further 
research. I would say that, in general, oil prospecting 
should be encouraged and liberalized, since only 
competition between many operators and repeated 
drilling at the same point can procedure results. We 
only have to think of the history of oil prospecting to 
realize the need for the multiple approval. 
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I consider paragraph four of Mr Fllimig's motion 
fundamental, since it shows that the Council is not 
fully aware of the time constraints. In fact, the deci
sions on proposals which the Commission made in 
good time and this Parliament approved, relating to 
fast breeder reactors, treatment of irradiated fuel and 
disposal of radioactive waste, will clear the way to 
putting at least one of the three inexhaustible energy 
sources which the human race will be able to draw in 
the future on a commercial footing before the end of 
the century. To hold up such decisions for months 
shows clearly that there is no awareness of the fact 
that the transition period which I mentioned earlier, 
and which can be made less burdensome by these 
very measures, may be made immensely difficult 
precisely by this failure to reach a decision. As for 
solar energy, I would suggest to the Commission that 
the vital problem in the development of this type of 
energy, at least in respect of the more ambitious aims 
such as production of electrical energy, domestic 
heating, etc., is that of storage, since if this is not 
solved solar energy will remain at the mercy of the 
weather. We have recently seen at Ispra that therer are 
programmes for storage of chlorine which seem quite 
good ; however, we must also make progress in the 
field of electrical energy storage. 

I shall not dwell for long on nuclear fusion ; I have 
already put down a question on the subject, to which I 
hope to obtain a reply on Thursday. However, the posi
tive results obtained in August this year at Princeton 
University, which lead one to think that the physical 
aspect of fusion will be mastered between 1980 and 
1990, encourage us at least to begin technological 
research on materials, for we shall otherwise run the 
risk of having physical control of nuclear fusion 
without having the necessary extremely complex 
knowhow, 

Before concluding, I should like to say a few more 
words about the question of non-electrical energy 
applications. I have a suggestion which I would like to 
put to Mr Brunner : the Community had the 'Dragon' 
reactor operating in the United Kingdom, but it was 
closed down, in my view misguidedly, by the Council 
a couple of years ago. Well, the 'Dragon' high-temper
ature reactor aimed precisely to contribute to research 
on substitutes - whether derived from coal or water 
- to fill the gap which will arise from the lack of oil 
in the field of non-electrical applications. Work is still 
continuing in Germany on high-temperature reactor 
and I wonder if it would not be desirable to bring this 
sector under the aegis of the Community - and I 
know Mr Brunner agrees - as is happening with 
reactor safety tests under the SARA programme with a 
view to improving the technology of present reactors 
and our knowledge of them. 

We therefore await positive decisions by the Council 
which will change the general energy picture and 

allow us to escape the censure of future generations, 
since there is no doubt that the effects of present 
action will be seen in 30 to 40 years' time. 

President. - I call Mr Zywietz to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Zywietz. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should like to point out on behalf of the 
Liberal and Democratic Group that we are debating 
energy policy prior to a meeting of the Council on 
the basis of two motions for a resolution with request 
for debate by urgent procedure because we too are of 
the opinion that energy policy is a subject of prime 
importance to the European man-in-the-street, and we 
agree that this subject has to be tackled with a great 
deal of doggedness and determination. 

We are aware -as previous speakers have made clear 
- how the citizens of Europe generally see the situa
tion with regard to energy policy. They see that our 
energy imports amount to 60 % of our total require
ments, the lion's share being taken by imports of oil, 
practically all of which has to come from overseas. In 
fact, the only current, important, indigenous source of 
energy is coal. Of course our citzens relize that we 
need energy to maintain our standard of living and 
our way of life. The slogan 'Energy is life' which we 
read so often in our newspapers and magazines 
sounds rather obvious, but it is nevertheless fundamen
tally true. So what we have here is an area which has 
to be taken more firmly into European hands, and if 
the Council is not prepared to do what is necessary, 
we must, if need be, prod it and goad it into action 
with our resolutions and with our ideas of what we 
want to see done. 

I feel, though, that we could do a lot more in our own 
national parliaments to publicize our thoughts on 
energy policy because a lot of what is said here, but 
which fails subsequently to make any practical 
progress, is repeated by the ministers concerned when 
they get back home to their own national parliaments, 
and we should take the opportunity to collar them 
there and make sure that they are as good as their 
word. And all this must be viewed against the back
ground of a situation in which - as Mr Flamig 
pointed out - the man-in-the-street is hard put to it 
to understand what is going on. We tell him that this 
is a vital policy, that the situation is dangerous. But on 
the other hand, our citizens can see the stockpiles of 
coal and the attendant financing problem, and they 
also know that there is more than enough oil to satisfy 
demand. 

Nonetheless - and I think this is the key to the 
whole situation - our fellow-citizens also know that 
energy is indispensable. I think that both we and our 
fellow-citizens are prepared to tackle the problems of 
agriculture and of food supplies with a great deal of 
commitment, with massive financial resources and 



162 Debates of the European Parliament 

Zywietz 

with a lot of community spmt. At the same time, 
however, in a sector which our citizens hold t be 
almost as important in terms of their livelihoods, we 
offer little in the way of resources, community spirit 
or tenacity. I think that it is essential that the Commu
nity should shift its strategy towards a stronger energy 
policy. 

The first thing we need is a properly thought out 
plan, and if we are honest with ourselves we must 
admit that we shall need rather more effort than we 
have seen so far in this sector. We have developed 
policies with regard to coal, nuclear energy and oil but 
we must bring all these together into a single strategy 
which single out priorities. And I would go further 
and say that we must discern more clearly the pros
pects for the next 10 or 15 years. We all realize that 
forecasts have to be based on fluctuating factors, but 
we must get some idea of what our future energy 
requirements will be if the gross national product 
grows at a rate of 2, 3 or 4% and what our require
ments will be if not every growth percentage point 
has to be paid for by a full percentage point of addi
tional energy, but instead by, say, an energy cost of 
0.9, 0.8 or 0.7%. What we must do here, I think, is to 
sketch roughly the likely framework of these develop
ments, and the possible alternatives, rather than to go 
in for dubious quantitative accuracy. 

To enable us to perform our political tasks, we need a 
great deal of information which is reasonably accurate, 
but we need that information at the right time, so that 
we can take steps to see that the necessary energy is 
made available promptly. I am sure we do not want 
our standard of living, our economic growth and our 
democratic institutions to be jeopardized by a shortfall 
or lack of energy supplies, even if some people are 
sceptical about the use of nuclear energy. But since, as 
far as I am concerned, economics and particularly 
energy economics means nothing more than satis
fying the needs of our citizens, I wonder - and I 
think we should all ask ourselves this question -
what our energy requirements, in practical terms, are 
likely to be in the future. 

And this, if I have understood you correctly, Mr 
Flamig, is where our view differs somewhat, because I 
think that we in this House would be well advised to 
attach great importance to the rational use of energy 
and to the careful maintenance of energy resources, 
even though we realize that this will not solve our 
problems overnight. But I personally would attach 
paramount importance to a critical appraisal of how 
much energy we really need to generate heat and light 
and to keep our machines running, quite irrespective 
of whether the CIA report has made us rather more 
optimistic as to the durability of our oil and other 
resources or not. I at least find it alarming that essen
tial natural resources may be irretrievably exhausted 

after one, two or three more generations if we 
continue as we have been going so far. Energy policy 
must be viewed against the background - as we hear 
again and again from reputable scientists - of the 
enormous environmental problems which will result if 
we continue consuming energy at the rate we have 
been doing. These two arguments taken either in isola
tion or together cause are - and this is also the 
predominant opinion in the Liberal and Democratic 
Group - to attach great, if not preeminent, impor
tance to the careful conservation of energy resources. 

To take a practical example we could devote a certain 
amount of energy to the question of whether the 
manufacturers of energy-consuming machinery 
should not be cajoled and urged to develop machinery 
for use in the transport and heating sectors which 
would give the same performance for a lower energy 
input. And perhaps we should give their machines a 
special European seal of approval as a means of moti
vating them to take a sensible attitude for such a good 
cause. 

No matter how we estimate our future requirements, 
however, we shall have to see what rl!sources we have 
of our own so as to become a little less completely 
dependent than we are on external sources. I agree 
with the previous speakers that we must show more 
Community solidarity in supporting the only impor
tant natural resource we have, namely coal. I do not 
want to adopt a dogmatic attitude against the idea of 
quota restrictions or cutting the flow of imports from 
third countries, but I feel that - as the previous 
speakers said so capably - a little more under
standing and self-restraint would turn the current 
trend of imports of coal from third countries to the 
benefit of our own coal resources. 

We realize, of course, that nuclear energy is a reality, 
but I think that the European Parliament in particular 
would be well advised not only to think in terms of 
quantitative growth, but also to educate our citizens as 
to what is being done in this sector to give them the 
safety and security they demand, particularly in terms 
of the disposal of radioactive waste. It is highly prob
able that a large number of our citizens will be 
prepared to go along with the peaceful use of nuclear 
technology provided certain conditions are fulfilled. 
From the point of view of a citizen of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, I would say that it is rather odd 
for the firms in the Federal Republic to refuse the 
government and Parliament the right to inspect the 
terms of agreements, to enable them to assess 
whether, for instance, the disposal of nuclear waste by 
Cogema is subject to proper safeguards, and thus not 
to give the politicians the chance to inspect the condi
tions which politicians themselves have specified as 
the conditions governing further development. I 
regard this as something this House should devote 
more attention to. 
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Before concluding, I should just like to say a few 
words on developments in the energy sector, with 
special reference to modern technologies and their 
place in a citizens' democracy. I think the European 
institutions have an important role to play in 
explaining the problems of energy policy, especially 
nuclear energy, to our citizens so as to gain their full 
confidence in this aspect of technological advance. 
What is important is not simply what is technically 
possible, but also what is really necessary and the state 
of mind and readiness of the citizens in a democracy 
to proceed along this path. We cannot restrict this 
question to a simply technocratic level. We must 
always keep in mind two or three factors of equal 
weight if we want progress in the nuclear field to be 
continuous, orientated to our requirements and 
attuned to the feelings of our citizens rather than an 
unpredictable and erratic development. In my 
opinion, it is only in this way, by integrating the 
various aspects of energy policy into an even more 
coherent strategy, by making our parliamentary contri
bution and by showing determination in our dealings 
with the Commission, that we shall fulfil our political 
task in the interests of the citizens of Europe. 

IN THE CHAIR : MR HOLST 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Leonardi to speak on behalf 
of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Leonardi. - (I) Mr President, this Parliament 
has several times debated the need for an energy 
programme and a common energy policy, and the 
motions for a resolution tabled by Members have 
generally received unanimous support. 

However these repeated attempts, which have shown 
the goodwill of this Parliament and of the parties 
represented here, have been unsuccessful in the face 
of the inability of the various countries and of the 
Council of Ministers to achieve a common political 
will in this sector. Perhaps we ourselves have not done 
what we could in political terms to arouse enough 
public interest and to force the governments to take 
the necessary action. 

Mrs Walz's motion for a resolution calls for the 
drawing up of a complete medium-term differentiated 
energy model that also takes social and economic 
conditions into account, and complains of the insuffi
cient forecasts provided by the Commission in its 
document 'Objectives for 1985'. In fact the objectives 
for 1985 show inconsistency rather than insufficiency, 
since the model is mainly based on a change in the 
ratio of energy consumption to GNP, and envisages a 
considerable drop in this ratio without however sugg
esting any action to achieve this ambitious aim, which 
cannot be achieved either by a miracle or simply by 

market forces which would impose unacceptably 
harsh and inequitable restrictions on the lowest 
income groups. 

The energy model now being called for will certainly 
be useful for a better understanding of the facts and 
especially of the quantitative relationships between 
the various aspects of those facts, but we cannot 
pretend that the basic features of the situation were 
not made known long ago - and quite effectively -
by various Commission and Parliament documents. 
What is lacking - and has always been lacking - is 
the political will to draw the appropriate 
consequences from our knowledge. The real truth is 
that the development of the Community has coin
cided with a change in its energy pattern, which has 
moved from a high degree of autonomy to a radically 
opposite situation - i.e. from one in which raw mate
rials were widely available internally to a situation of 
dependence on external sources. This transformation 
has taken place without any reaction from our 
peoples, either at a national or on a Community level, 
in spite of the many efforts and various statements by 
this Parliament, which has generally shown a greater 
Community spirit than the Council of Ministers. 

In paragraph 3 of Mr FHimig's motion for a resolution, 
reference is rightly made to this Community spirit, 
which we think is indispensable if we are to achieve 
equitable solutions and avoid imbalances - such as 
that of the current Common Agricultural Policy -
which favour the stronger rather than the weaker, to 
the serious detriment of all. For example, it would be 
extremely damaging to concentrate our scarce 
resources on supporting coalmining while ignoring 
other aspects such as the refining industry in some 
Community countries. 

But it is no use always repeating the same slogans. It 
must be acknowledged that today the situation is very 
different from what it was a few years ago. Excessive 
dependence on external sources is now recognized as 
a dangerous phenomenon which must be regulated 
and controlled. We must bear in mind that, while we 
call for a medium-term energy model and Commu
nity solutions taking account of the varying needs of 
the Member States, a similar effort is being made in 
another field, also decisive for our future, namely the 
monetary sector, to achieve a single currency which 
may to some extent ensure for our Community 
greater independence from external factors and make 
it less vulnerable to the influence of outside interests. 
The two problems are closely connected : a common 
policy in the monetary sector will not be possible 
without common policies in other vital fields such as 
energy. 

Energy policy must be seen against this background if 
we are to achieve in the future what we have not 
succeeded in achieving in the past in spite of all the 
warnings emanating from this Parliament. 
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Let us remember that the sacrifices which we will ask 
our peoples to make in order to arrive at an energy 
policy based on a greater diversification of sources, 
reduced overall dependence on external sources and 
lower specific consumption per unit of production are 
infinitely less than the losses and dangers to which 
our peoples would be inevitably exposed if we were to 
continue to accept the present situation in which our 
development and our very survival depend on the will 
of others. 

While awaiting fuller information and the requested 
medium-term model, I feel I must once more draw 
attention to the present situation of very serious discre
pancy between the locations of most of the oil depo
sits and those of the major consumer countries 
including the European Community. This constitutes 
one of the most serious factors of imbalance and 
tension at world level. 

The group of consumer countries, including the Euro
pean Community, whose chances of survival depend 
on the behaviour of the producer countries, cannot 
remain in its present state of dependence, anxiously 
awaiting price decisions, and with its supplies 
depending entirely on outside interests. 

This uncertainty is a serious disruptive factor in inter
national relations and slows down economic develop
ment, for which the first requirement is an adequate 
degree of certainty. Yet such certainty cannot be 
attained unless we can submerge the specific interests 
of individual countries in a common vision taking due 
account of the interests of all, of the stronger and of 
the weaker - something which does not yet seem to 
have been achieved by the governments and the 
Council, but which I think is found in the two 
motions for a resolution, which we shall therefore 
support. 

President. - I call Mr Krieg to speak on behalf of 
the European Progressive Democrats. 

Mr Krieg. - (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
the European Progressive Democrats would like to 
congratulate Mrs Walz and Mr Flamig on the reports 
which they have presented today, on the basis of 
which we appeal once again to the members of the 
Council of Ministers to accept their responsibilities 
and come to some decisions at long last. 

Unfortunately, speaking at such a late hour, I observe 
that the Council of Ministers does not seem to be 
particularly concerned about what is after all an impor
tant question. We must not forget that the existence 
or non-existence of the European political entity 
which some of you here in this House would like to 
see come about, will depend ultimately on our indep
endence in terms of energy. I must place on record 
my regret at the fact that the Council representative is 
absent, and I should like in future to see the people 
who have responsibility for questions of this kind 
present in the Chamber when we debate them. 

I feel that over the past years the Commission has 
done its duty with regard to the problem we are 
talking about here today. On a number of occasions, it 
has put forward proposals for action, but unfortunately 
all these proposals have so far fallen on stony ground, 
and we have to admit that a genuine Community 
energy policy is still today, at the end of 1978, a mere 
idea, a hope for the future - indeed, in some 
respects, a Utopian ideal. 

As I said just now, the Europe we know today, a 
Europe whose peoples have got used to a high 
standard of living, is now seeing its prosperity threat
ened by the many problems facing us. Despite a 
rapidly growing industrial capacity, we are gradually 
realizing that all this is a very fragile structure which 
could be shattered from one day to the next. 

This is why, whenever the Commission launches 
projects aimed, for example, at reducing our depen
dence on external energy sources, encouraging 
Community production of conventional forms of 
energy and research into new ones, this gives rise in 
our Committee on Energy and Research to inter
esting, passionate and extremely technical debate, and 
also to debates in the House, even though these may 
perhaps be conducted on a rather less technical level 
- after all, we are a larger and more general assembly. 
Unfortunately, however, all this has so far totally failed 
to produce any concrete action. 

So we are faced with a terribly worrying situation of 
complete immobility which may - and I do not apol
ogize for making this point once again - have 
extremely grave consequences in what may be the 
very near future. At least we might have expected a 
certain number of special measures to have been 
taken to deal with some of the shortcomings, at least 
on points of detail. 

But here again - and I am sorry I am only speaking 
to empty chairs - we can only say that these detailed 
measures remain unapproved on the Council shelves. 
One could cite the examples of aid to the coalmining 
industry, the problems of hydrocarbons exploration 
and the refining sector, which could do with all the 
help we can give it, and this list could go on almost 
ad nauseam, we would still not find anything to put 
on the 'plus' side of our account. 

This situation cannot be allowed to go on for much 
longer without seriously damaging the credibility of 
Europe and its institutions. This is why my group 
decided to take the opportunity of this debate - and 
without going into any more detail on the proposals 
which have been made - to point out how keen we 
are that a genuine energy policy should finally be 
formulated and to remind you that, not long ago, we 
circulated a working document in this House which 
set out what we took to be the main objectives we 
should be aiming at. 
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In conclusion, I would simply point out that our own 
objectives are practically identical to those which the 
Commission itself has put forward. We are pleased 
that we and the Commission see eye to eye on this 
matter and we hope that this will lead to useful deve
lopments in the future. This is the hope I should like 
to express this evening at the end of this debate, in 
anticipation of this House receiving the support of the 
Commission in making the Council see reason at 
long last. 

President. - I call Mr Brown. 

Mr Brown. - Mr President, there are two things I 
must say first. Mr Krieg has already commented on 
the deplorable number of empty chairs in front of us. 
I must say this is rather like a performance of Hamlet 
without the prince. It is a most extraordinary state of 
affairs. Late last evening, at about 11 o'clock, I rose 
from this very seat on a point of order to ask the 
Chair if I could be assured that the President-in-Of
fice would be here tonight for the debate on these two 
items on energy policy. I was assured that a statement 
had been made when I was not in the Chamber that 
he would be, and that these items would be taken at 6 
o'clock. I apologized for intervening and I was satis
fied that Hamlet would in fact be performed with the 
prince in his place. The extraordinary thing is that I 
now come here and find he is not. 

When I talk about coming here, I ought too to apolo
gize to the House, and to my colleague, Mr Ellis. The 
House will be surprised to know that this building 
does not contain a television studio. Apparently we 
have not got to the stage of television yet in this place. 
- A London television programme wished to inter
view me this evening. After a lot of to-ing and fro-ing 
from two o'clock this afternoon, arrangements were 
made for me to to be in my place in the television 
room at four o'clock. And so, dutiful lad that I was, 
and knowing as I did that there would be no interfer
ence with our agenda this evening, I agreed to four 
o'clock. I was then told : we have problems, we cannot 
get a line out of France ; it is very difficult, we have to 
go through Paris, and they are very hard to work 
through. I was still sitting there at five o'clock waiting 
for the line. Then I .was asked to go to a studio down 
the road, where I was told that I could do the 
programmes between six and six-thirty. 

A question was put at our group meeting that 
morning by my colleague, Mr FHimig, to the leader of 
our group - and you always believe the leader of 
your group, everybody knows that. He had just come 
from a Bureau meeting, so we thought he must under
stand what they were doing. My colleague asked the 
leader of the group : Does this now mean a change of 
programme ? Will the energy items still be taken at 
six o'clock? And the leader of our group, being the 
great man he is said : Do not be foolish ; if you move 

everything forward an hour-because we are not 
starting the Assembly until an hour later - then 
clearly you cannot possibly expect to gain time. There
fore the energy documents will be taken at seven 
o'clock. So, when I was asked to do the television 
programme at six o'clock, I assumed I could be back 
in my place here at twenty to seven in time to make 
my contribution to the debate. You will not be 
surprised to know, Mr President, that I did not do the 
television programme. Because apparently nobody 
told Paris that they had to stay a little later in order to 
maintain a circuit. The television programme went 
out in the United Kingdom without my contribution. 
I arrived late in the Chamber, and my colleague was 
unfortunately caught in the rather difficult predica
ment of having to take my place without reasonable 
notice. I do therefore, humbly apologize for these 
rather extraordinary technological circumstances 
which leave us without the prince. I do apologize to 
those honourable Members whose speeches I did not 
hear. I believe we must underline what is happening. 

The House will recall that at the debate on the 
Bremen proposals in Luxembourg, I outlined the 
policy that the Socialist Group published on 9 June 
1978. I went through those items we had argued for, 
claiming that it was only that type of policy that 
would make the energy sources for Europe secure. I 
commented on the fact, extraordinary but rather 
pleasing, that the Socialist document printed in June 
was taken up by the Council at Bremen, and their 
proposals were identical to the Socialist Group propo
sals. 

I found that rather satisfying, but I did draw attention 
to the fact that, while there were pious hopes at 
Bremen, when you look at it in practice, you find that 
all the money we wanted to see allocated for the 
things they said ought to be done had been cut out. 
That seemed to me a bit of a paradox. 

I then went on to say how disappointed we were that 
the energy ministers seemed to be unable to come to 
a conclusion almost about anything, though I did 
praise the Commissioner. 

That is why it is rather ludicrous here tonight, because 
we have this rather fascinating situation where Parlia
ment is agreed on what it wants to do in energy 
policy, the Commission is agreed on what it wants to 
do on energy policy, the Socialist Group is leading the 
field in saying what ought to be done in energy policy 
for Europe, and the very people who ought to be here 
listening, because they are the ones who are not in 
conformity, are the ones like the prince who is not in 
his chair tonight. This is the absurd part ; I don't 
know why we are having the debate. It does seem to 
me that it is a discourtesy. I think, Mr President, I 
ought to give you notice that I intend to move at the 
end of this debate that we adjourn the debate until 
tomorrow, so that when the prince is apparently able 
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to arrive back again, he can do us the courtesy of 
reading the proceedings of this debate tonight and 
continue it tomorrow and give us the benefits of his 
view. Because there is a meeting on 30 October of the 
Council of Energy Ministers. He has time to come 
tomorrow, and if he fails to show tomorrow, I hope 
that this House will insist at the part-session in 
Luxembourg the week after next on placing an item 
on the agenda to enable him to state how he sees the 
position arising from our statement. 

I think too that one of the arguments in favour of the 
energy policy we are seeking is that we suffered so 
terribly badly in 1973. I can't conceive of any Minister 
wanting to see us go through the traumatic experience 
of the 1973 crisis with the concomitant problems it 
produced in all our economic strategies and its after
math of so much disaster, including the high unem
ployment rate that we are having to suffer today. 
Therefore, I was pleased when the Commissioner 
argued his objectives, because I think they were abso
lutely right. He made it very clear that he wanted an 
oil import ceiling for the Community in 1985 of 500 
million tonnes of oil equivalent, and that is something 
which I think we can agree on ; he wanted rapid 
action, he said, on the Commission's refinery propo
sals ; he wanted action to prevent a further decline in 
coal production ; he wanted action to recover the 
backlog that had accumulated in the nuclear 
programme ; he wanted provisions for financial and 
other incentives to encourage energy savings and the 
development of new energy sources ; he wanted 
greater coordination of Member States' energy policies 
and the development of a favourable climate for 
energy investment. Now it seems to me once again 
that those are the most urgent and top-priority needs 
of any policy. Then we read the Bremen statement, 
which seemed to me again very acceptable. I high
lighted this in the House on the last occasion and so I 
will not read it all again. So far so good, but the 
Energy Ministers have got to be made to consider 
these proposals, and at their next meeting they have 
got to come to a decision. 

Mr Nergaard, when he was the President-in-Office, 
came to talk to us, and when explaining why he 
hadn't held a previous meeting, since he only had one 
during his period of office, he told us that he didn't 
want to hold a meeting which was premature ; he 
wanted six months' opportunity to develop the argu
ment and to bring those Ministers together. Well, 
presumably he did so ; but at the end of the day they 
didn't in fact come together; they made no decision 
at all. 

I think it is a very distressing state of affairs when the 
Council of Ministers are apparently quite unaware of 
the urgency of the situation and virtually say to us : 
Well, we are very sorry but we will go on making 
these pious statements, but have little or no intention 

of going any further. It seems to me that we in this 
Parliament have got to flex our muscles a little and 
make sure that the Ministers understand that this Parli
ament is not prepared to go on tolerating their vacilla
tions. Because our Europe is at stake, the fate of our 
people in Europe is at stake and it is just not on for 
these people to go on playing about as if there was 
nothing of importance to do. The whole problem is 
that the Ministers seem to be singularly inept at 
defining the energy policy, although the Commission 
have done it, my Socialist Group have done it, the 
Parliament has done it; but they don't seem to be 
capable of accepting our definition and, more impor
tant, they fail to define the problem themselves. More
over, they seem to be completely incapable of 
examining the facts : the facts are there to be 
examined, we don't need a crystal ball, the facts are 
there staring them in the face and yet they seem to be 
completely incapable of examining them. It seems to 
me that these Ministers of the Nine are totally unable 
to come to a positive decision, and that is the sad part 
about it all. If they have contempt for the facts, then 
let them say so ; let us understand that they do not 
believe there is a crisis, that they do not believe the 
future is going to be difficult ; if that is what they 
believe, then let them say so ... 

President. - Mr Brown, I am sorry, your time has 
run out. 

I call Mr Hans-Werner Muller. 

Mr Hans-Werner Muller. - (D) Mr President, 
ladies and gentlemen, as far as the Council representa
tives' empty chairs are concerned, I can only under
line what has been said by many of the previous 
speakers and point out that Mrs Walz referred 
yesterday to the unfortunate timing of this debate, and 
this should give the Bureau cause to pay special atten
tion to the timing of future debates of equal impor
tance. 

I should just like to make a couple of points and run 
the risk of repeating what has been said by previous 
speakers, most of whose arguments I fully support, 
particularly those of Mrs Walz, Mr Flamig, Mr Noe, 
Mr Ellis and Mr Zywietz. 

The meeting of the European Council in Bonn cast a 
glimmer of hope on a Community energy policy 
which has lain dormant for years, and raised new 
hopes of action from the Council of Energy Ministers. 
The President-in-Office of the Council, Mr Genscher, 
said in September before this House that the Bonn 
Summit had agreed to reduce the level of energy 
imports into the Community to 50% by 1985, to 
restrict net imports of oil and to see that the consump
tion of energy rose more slowly than the gross 
national product. 

When the Council of Energy Ministers comes to meet 
in a couple of weeks' time, on 30 October, will it take 
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heed of the commitments made by the Heads of State 
and Government and take the necessary steps to get a 
Community energy policy moving ? This is the ques
tion we must ask ourselves, because the Bonn Summit 
agreements offer the prospect - as Mrs Walz rightly 
pointed out - of secure and adequate alternative 
sources of energy ; in other words, the Council will -
and indeed, must - encourage these alternative 
sources of energy. However, from the European 
Community's point of view, the only alternative 
energy sources we have enough of are coal and 
nuclear energy. 

It seems fairly certain that nuclear energy will not -
for political and technical reasons - give us the 
expected capacity in the coming decades. This point 
has been made often enough here in the past. 

Coal is therefore the only secure indigenous source of 
energy, especially as we must expect the world's oil 
reserves - and this point has also been made in the 
past - to run out in the next few decades, with the 
attendant probability of spectacular price nses 
resulting from the policies pursued by the OPEC 
States. 

The influence of oil prices at the present time, 
however, means that the Community cannot produce 
coal sufficiently profitably, for the simple reason that 
our indigenous coal costs more to mine which will 
make it difficult to exploit the industry's full potential 
before the end of the next decade. 

Article 59 of the ECSC Treaty provides for Commu
nity solidarity in the coal sector in a time of crisis, 
and this same subject is covered by a Council Regula
tion. However, when the boot is on the other foot, and 
oil is relatively cheap, there is no protection and no 
assistance given to the coal industry, apart from the 
aid for coking coal. 

The Commission's aim to restrict the production of 
coal to 250 million tonnes has so far proved to be 
nothing more than pie in the sky, and the Commis
sion is now talking about a package deal covering 
every aspect of Community energy policy, ranging 
from the trade in coal and the use of boiler coal in the 
Community to a cut-back in refinery capacity. The 
Commission still has to put this proposal in writing, 
and what is needed in particular is a decision on the 
part of the Council, in other words, a gesture of 
Community solidarity for the coal industry, a concept 
which Mr Zywietz referred to earlier in this debate. So 
what is required is Community solidarity, and this can 
only be in the Community's own interest. It is remark
able how all those who have spoken in this debate 
have emphasized this point, whereas outside this 
House the idea does not yet seem to have filtered 
through tCil every politician. 

Under the present conditions, it is completely unreaso
nable to continue stockpiling coal. We already have 
63 million tonnes of the stuff, as someone said earlier. 
From the point of view simply of the Federal Repu-

blic of Germany, this represents an annual cost of 
between DM 5 000 and 6 000 million. If the European 
Community does not take steps soon, the coming year 
is bound to see pit closures and redundancies among 
miners. 

I should like to make one point in particular here, 
because I come from a country in which the coal and 
steel industries are extremely important. If 10 000 
miners were to be made redundant, it would mean 
that a further 20 000 jobs in the mining supplies 
industry and in the service industries would also go by 
the board. We have scientifically based studies to 
prove this ratio, and these same figures show that the 
loss of 20 000 jobs in the mining industry would, after 
a certain time lag, cost 60 000 people their liveli
hoods. I am sure we all realize what this would mean 
in the present employment situation in the Commu
nity. 

Mr Zywietz has already gone into the relations 
between economic growth and energy growth up to 
the turn of the century and their repercussions on 
energy shortfall situations. There is nothing I need to 
add on this point. 

Ladies and gentlemen, time is pressing and it is now 
high time we made genuine progress towards a 
common energy policy. The European Council 
meeting on 6 July of this year was aware of this fact, 
and that is why this House has shown an unusual 
measure of unanimity today in calling for a greater 
sense of urgency in the sphere of Community energy 
policy. 

President. - The President-in-Office of the Council 
is engaged in discussions with the President of Parlia
ment and as soon as these discussions are over, he will 
be here in the Chamber. 

I call Mr Granet to speak on behalf of the Liberal and 
Democratic Group. 

Mr Granet. - (F) Mr President, as all the previous 
speakers have pointed out, the question of energy 
policy is fundamental to the political future of 
Europe. It is fundamental firstly because we all feel 
that a genuine European Community can only be 
created on the basis of economic growth and because 
we realize that every additional percentage point of 
growth will involve at least one additional percentage 
point of energy consumption, which will in turn 
result in an overall disequilibrium in our balance of 
trade. It is also of fundamental importance because all 
the energy programmes are backed up by research 
programmes, and finally, because we realize that a 
European energy policy can only be based on a coordi
nated foreign policy, and this is an enormous stum
bling block. But when all is said and done, if we want 
Europe to exist as an entity tomorrow and to mean 
something in the world, there is no substitute for a 
common European policy t'i.r-i'l-t·is the oil and urani
um-producing countries. 
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We therefore have every reason to be discussing this 
energy problem because, whichever way we look at it, 
it is of preeminent importance, and it can only grow 
in importance because we hear from all sides that the 
1990s will bring us a renewed and even more serious 
energy crisis and if, by that time, Europe has not 
succeeded in formulating a common energy policy at 
all levels, we shall clearly be faced with an enormous 
risk of the break-up of the Community. To say that 
we want a common energy policy is to accept that we 
have adopted a certain kind of society, one based on 
the principle of growth, and we reject the criticism of 
our chosen type of society which is so often hidden 
behind criticism of our consumption of energy. 

So what problems are we faced with today in terms of 
energy policy ? First of all, of course, there are the 
social problems. Clearly, if we are forced to reduce our 
refining capacity - and a number of speakers have 
stressed this point - certain countries - particularly 
Italy and perhaps also France - will be faced with 
the problem of retraining manpower, and of course 
the Community will have to make its contribution to 
this process. Finally, there are the economic problems 
- first and foremost, those of the coal industry. It 
seems quite illogical for certain European countries to 
be importing coal while others have surplus stocks. 
The Council should therefore follow up the Commis
sion's recommendations and support intra-Commu
nity trade in coal. 

But, whatever importance we may attach to the social 
problems, whatever importance we attach now and in 
the future to the coal industry, and whatever our 
hopes may be - and heaven knows how fervently we 
pray for them to be fulfilled - it is quite obvious that 
Europe's energy policies in the future will depend on 
its nuclear energy, because we are well aware that only 
if we solve the great problem of nuclear energy can 
our economies continue to grow, Europe retain its 
independence and our needs will be met in the crit
ical 1980s and 1990s. We in the Liberal and Democ
ratic Group believe that, as far as Europe is concerned, 
nuclear energy is a central issue. 

The Commission has put forward a number of recom
mendations aimed at formulating a common policy 
on nuclear energy, with special reference to the ques
tions of reprocessing and fast breeder reactors. We can 
only hope that the Council will follow the Commis
sion's recommendations in these spheres. But we 
must also hope that the Council goes beyond the ques
tion of reprocessing and fast breeder reactors. If what 
we want is a genuine European policy on energy, 
including nuclear energy, we must get to grips with 
the problems of uranium supply and uranium enrich
ment. The question of supplies of uranium depends 
first and foremost on a common foreign policy vis
a-vis certain African and Asian states and Australia, 
Canada and the United States ; in other words, those 
countries which may have a tendency - forgive me 

for using this expression, but I think it is the right 
one - to hold Europe to ransom on the grounds that 
they possess deposits of natural uranium. Europe, 
which today is confronted with an organization of oil 
producers in the shape of OPEC, will have to adopt a 
common attitude to a similar organization of uranium 
producers, and we know that such an organization is 
in the pipeline. I believe that what is at stake is the 
independence of Europe and that what we need is a 
European energy policy. 

And then we have the problem of uranium enrich
ment, which has not been tackled by the Commission 
although it is one of the main bones of contention 
among the countries of Europe. If Europe is divided 
into two camps, favouring two different enrichment 
processes - ultracentrifuging on the one hand, and 
gaseous diffusion on the other hand - we shall find 
it difficult to talk about a common European nuclear 
policy with two European nations or two groups of 
nations opposing each other on the question of 
uranium enrichment on a global scale. 

So what we want is not just an energy policy but a 
nuclear policy, to wit that recommended by the 
Commission. And to ensure that Europe becomes a 
political entity in the future, we should like to see 
more in the way of the coordination of nuclear poli
cies, that is, over and above the Commission's recom
mendations. 

As you know, a world conference is being held at the 
moment on the evaluation of the fuel cycle and its 
attendant hazards. It is symptomatic that the delegates 
at this conference include not only those of the 
Community of the Nine but also those of the indi
vidual Member States, each of them defending their 
national interests. This is a quite remarkable situation 
and might lead us to conclude that Europe is incap
able of organizing anything at all, that is is simply a 
superstructure, another level of administration in addi
tion to the national levels. Clearly, this is not what we 
want and, as far as we are concerned, Europe is not 
simply an administrative entity to be tacked on to the 
existing administrations. So there is much to be done 
in this fiels, and we in the Liberal and Democratic 
Group will be voting in favour of the motions which 
have been tabled, because we are convinced that this 
is one of the key problems and because we want our 
voice to be heard by the Commission and the 
Council. 

In conclusion, I would just say that Europe only has a 
future as a political entity if it remains independent 
ans this independence means that at some time or 
another we shall have to tackle the problems of 
defence and agree on a genuine energy policy. And 
fundamental to the problems of defence and energy 
policy, and thus central to the question of the indepen
dence of Europe is the nuclear problem. We hope 
that this problem will be dealt with and resolved by 
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this House, by the Commission and by the Council 
rather more effectively in the future than it has been 
in the past. 

President. - I call Mr McDonald. 

Mr McDonald. - Mr President, I want to compli
ment Mrs Walz and Mr Flamig for tabling these 
motions for resolutions. I believe that gove(nments in 
the Community have only tackled the energy policy 
in the most half-hearted way. If the estimates and 
projections that have been made on energy require
ments at the end of this century are correct, and if the 
estimates of the resources available in 20: years' time 
are correct - and there is absolutely no lieason why 
we should doubt these studies - then obviously the 
steps taken by the Community, the actions taken by 
our governments, are clearly inadequate, and lack the 
sense of urgency that I believe the whole energy 
problem should receive. 

In looking to the requirements of the future, the 
strongest and most articulate lobby are those profes
sional people who are in favour of energy supplies 
from nuclear resources. Of course, all this lobby have 
themselves a vested interest and have succeeded in 
having huge sums of money allocated to research -
and, I hasten to add, necessary research in this field. 
However, I am convinced that in costing the unit of 
electricity, account must be taken of the huge task of 
decommissioning obsolete nuclear energy plants. Now 
when this is done, and the bill added in, the entire 
cost programme will show other sources, on which 
too little research has been carried out to date, are not 
all that uneconomic. The huge debate on nuclear 
energy, in my view, is a lop-sided one, and not suffi
cient honest information is made available to the 
public to enable it to make up its mind on this matter 
of major concern in many areas of the Community. If 
our people are going to be called on to bear the huge 
cost of nuclear energy, then at least they, as tax-payers, 
are entitled to more readable information to allay 
their fears, and present policy - I think it is carried 
on everywhere - of dismissing as cranks those people 
in organizations such as 'Friends of the Earth' should 
cease. 

Mr President, I am of the opinion that sufficient 
resources have not been allocated to enable mean
ingful research to be carried out on the alternative 
sources of energy, such as solar power, hydro-power, 
wind power, the waves and harnessing of the sea, and 
indeed biomass-conversion. I believe that non-nuclear 
research should receive as much money, or almost as 
much money, as nuclear research has over the years. 
In the US, progress under President Carter's 
programme has been achieved - I think in Georgia, 
in particular, on biomass - and this work is contin
uing. Biomass conversion should be seriously consid
ered, at least for a percentage of the power required in 
the Community. It would not only contribute to the 
national grid, but would prove to be a reasonably 

labour-intensive industry. And in addition, of course, 
it is a recurring source. 

Mr President, in conclusion, we need agreement on 
stocking of hydrocarbons, and I would hope that if 
the Commission and Council come to consider 
common storage of hydrocarbons, they will remember 
their obligations to our consumers. I subscribe, of 
course, to the principle of common storage, but I do 
not accept that the cost of this policy should be borne 
by the consumers, who are the most highly taxed 
group of consumers in the world, I submit. 

Speaking briefly in a national interst, in this context I 
should also like to make it clear that in our country 
we have only in recent years commenced the explora
tion of hydrocarbons, and when this proves, or if and 
when this proves successful, any suggestion of a stand
still in the refining capacity could not be acceptable 
to our people, so we look forward to the solution of 
this overall problem and indeed our contribution to 
that solution as a source of extra employment opportu
nities. 

Energy is the motor of our economic life and should 
therefore not be dependent on any one source. The 
Community should not seek to put all its eggs in one 
basket, and in my own country the proposal by our 
electric power service, which is directed and owned by 
the state, is that all the energy requirements should be 
provided from one nuclear plant. I think that kind of 
proposal, even if we are talking in terms of the next 
century, is unacceptable, and threfore I would hope 
that the Community, which has the resources, will be 
able to give the lead and the direction, and that by 
cooperation will be able to achieve the solution to this 
huge problem. I would like to take this opportunity of 
complimenting Mrs Walz, her committee and her 
colleagues, on the work that they have consistently 
done over the last months- and indeed over the last 
few years - in bringing this important subject matter 
to the attention of our people. I only regret that the 
House is so empty. 

President. - I call Mr Fioret. 

Mr Fioret.- (I) Mr President, I should like to speak 
briefly on the motions for a resolution tabled by Mrs 
Walz and Mr Flaming, and to join in stressing the 
vital importance which the energy problem is 
acquiring for the future of humanity. 

I have the feeling that we take the same attitude 
towards energy problems as we take towards the air we 
breathe, which we realize is indispensable only when 
we are deprived of it. Our form of society is based on 
an ever increasing consumption of energy, without 
our whole way of life would deteriorate and our 
peoples would find themselves unexpectedly plunged 
back into the conditions of decades ago. Moreover, 
this would not be the first time in human history that 
a developed and highly civilized society has disap
peared, deprived on the prerequisites for its progress 
through lack of foresight as to its own future. 
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We must ourselves realise and make public opm10n 
aware of the fact that the great progress made by the 
human race in the last few years in combating poverty 
and underdevelopment will be wiped out if substitutes 
are not found within a reasonable time for the tradi
tional energy sources which are being exhausted. We 
must also state loud and clear that the substantial 
resources which we are investing in the social, indus
trial and agricultural sectors would also be useless if 
these sectors were deprived of the energy which is the 
lifeblood of their development. 

The motions tabled by Mrs Walz and Mr Flaming are 
alarm signals, and if the Council does not promptly 
take note of them, those responsible will be severely 
judged by history for their fecklessness and culpable 
shortsightedness. But Community policy cannot be 
based - and we must say this with total frankness -
on the unbalanced and incomplete package of 
measures put forward by the then Danish President of 
the Council, Mr N0rgaard Community energy policy 
cannot be a mere inventory of survival measures, but 
must look forward to tomorrow's technology, and 
cannot therefore be based on the creation of incentive 
mechanisms for uneconomic energy sources within 
the Community. 

During the Council of 30 May last in Brussels, there 
was another confrontation between producer and 
consumer countries. The former tried to put forward 
arguments in favour of partial self-sufficiency which 
would put a premium on their energy sources in the 
fugure; the latter, however, defended the principle of 
obtaining supplies on the international market at 
lower prices. 

If we want to get out of this debilitating tug-of-war 
between producer and consumer countries, we must 
certainly draw up as soon as possible a complete medi
um-term differentiated energy model for the Euro
pean Community that also takes social and economic 
conditions into account - as stated in paragraph 1 of 
Mrs Walz's motion for a resolution - but we must 
above all draw up a Community energy policy open to 
future technology, encouraging research beyond the 
present limits of knowledge, giving greater weight to 
common interests and less weight to those of indi
vidual producer countries, and taking account of the 
demands of conservation, optimum plant use and 
more rational utilization of existing sources. 

I therefore reiterate my very strong reservations about 
the Community energy objectives for 1985. As I have 
said, these are simply a series of consumption fore
casts which contain no element binding on the 
Member States ; they contain suggestions of increased 
Community coal consumption, but - as Mr Granet 
reminded us - without mentioning among the objec
tives of Community energy policy an improvement in 
the difficult situation in which the Community 
refining industry today finds itself - an improvement 
which could be achieved through the allocation of 

quotas for crude oil processing based on present 
national refining capacities. 

If the package of measures before us were to be 
accepted, I think we would be taking the same road in 
the energy field as we have done in the common agri
cultural policy - a policy which results in the 
Community having to bear heavy financial burdens to 
safeguard particular agricultural products, setting in 
motion within the Community itself a counter-produc
tive mechanism which causes economic and political 
tensions among the Member States. 

The guideline which the Community must follow is 
therefore the one set out in paragraph 2 of the motion 
for a resolution tabled by Mrs Walz, while taking in 
the medium term all those precautions which would 
not further disturb the already precarious balance 
within the Community to the detriment of those coun
tries which, since they rely almost entirely on external 
sources for energy, would find their economies irreme
diably damaged and have to face political and social 
consequences which would adversely affect the 
ordered development of the whole Community. 

It is my hope ladies and gentlemen, that this 
evening's debate will serve to make the Council, the 
national governments and public opinion aware that 
the time available for adopting realistic energy 
measures is desperately short. If this fact is not taken 
into account, I shall have to draw the bitter conclu
sion that our society has a death wish - that it is 
blindly heading for destruction because it is not 
prepared to face up to unpleasant realities. 

President. - I call Mr Fitch. 

Mr Fitch. - Mr President, when a debate has 
reached the stage it has, so much has been said that it 
leaves the later speakers like myself with little new to 
add, so you will be pleased to know that I am going to 
be relatively brief. 

Mr President, everyone is in favour of coal. All the 
speeches tonight have emphasized the importance of 
coal. The world economic summit, the EEC Commis
sion, the EEC Economic and Social Committee - all 
of them have declared in favour of coal. According to 
the participants in the world economic summit 
recently held in Bonn - the Heads of State or 
Government of the USA, Britain, Germany, Japan, 
France, Italy and Canada - coal should play an 
increasingly important role in the long term. 

The energy Commissioner, Mr Brunner, recently told 
the European Parliament that the Commission wants 
to prevent a further decline in EEC coal production 
and to ensure that coal imports from non-Community 
countries do not take more than a reasonable share of 
the market. This is to be achieved by means of the 
Community aid system for intra-Community trade in 
power-station coal, which has been under discussion 
for a long time now. Stable and regular disposals are 
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an essential prereqUisite for mainta1mng a Commu
nity coal production capacity of 250 million tonnes of 
coal equivalent. 

The Economic and Social Committee, too, has come 
out in favour of the scheme designed to increase intra
Community trade in steam coal from its present level 
of 3-3·5 million tonnes a year, to 12 million a year. 
The committee regrets, however, that the proposed 
increases are piecemeal, and doubts whether they will 
be sufficient to increase trade to the proposed level. It 
also regrets that an overall Community energy policy 
still has to be worked out and implemented. Never 
has so much verbal support been given to an industry 
as that given to the coal industry. But this is not 
enough : that verbal support must be translated into 
practical support. 

We are, I believe, passing from the oil era into 
another coal era. Experts agree that oil and natural gas 
will be available for another 30 to 50 years, whilst the 
world's coal reserves are large enough to last from 300 
to 500 years. If there were unexpectedly large 
increases in the price of oil, the chemical industry 
would resort to using coal as a proven feedstock. The 
trend is evidently moving in the following direction. 
During the first phase, until about 1984-1985, efforts 
will be made to improve the use of oil. From then 
onwards, particularly from around 1988-89, the trend 
will be in favour of coal chemistry. And I think, Mr 
President, we have got to make preparations before 
that era. We cannot, you know, in view of the 
evidence, afford to ignore coal development and 
research into its uses. Sixty million tonnes of coal, as 
has already been mentioned, at the moment are lying 
in stock. It is essential that we go ahead speedily with 
underground coal gasification. I agree we must have a 
two-prong policy : a policy for coal and a policy for 
nuclear power. But the need for a common energy 
policy is long overdue. 

I agree this is not going to be easy to achieve. I am 
not one of those who believe that it can be achieved 
over-night. Because there are obvious difficulties. 
Certain Community countries have no coal produc
tion, and one does not expect them to be quite as inte
rested in a common energy policy as those who 
produce coal. In fact, it might be easier to get a 
common transport policy, because transport at least is 
something common to all nine Members of the 
Community, That does not mean, of course, that non 
coal-producing countries have no interest in an 
energy policy. Of course they have. But they are likely 
to place less emphasis on coal than countries which 
produce it. And so I would appeal to the Commis
sioner to do all he can to increase financial aid to the 
coal industry, particularly those parts that we have 
discussed on several occasions in the immediate past. 
Coal is our most stable form of energy - certainly far 
more stable than oil, much of which still comes from 
parts of the world which are, unfortunately politically 
unstable. We have it in large supply. If we ignore our 

one source of stable supply, we do so, I believe, at our 
peril. 

President. - I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission.- (D) Mr 
President, in a debate like today's, the thing we must 
avoid is seeing everything in terms of black and white. 
It is not true that the Community has no policy 
whatsoever on energy ; but neither can we claim to 
have a comprehensive, efficient, long-term energy 
strategy based on mutual solidarity and expressed in 
the form of joint projects. We are in a transitional 
phase at present, and I make this point because other
wise this House might be tempted to underestimate 
the significance of its own work. It is largely thanks to 
you that we have got as far as we have. 

What in fact do we have in terms of a common 
energy policy? Well, first of all, we are agreed as to 
the objectives of such a policy - what we need is a 
permanent supply of energy. We want to place our 
economic growth on a secure footing by means of the 
necessary energy supplies and the necessary invest
ment. And on this point, we have made some progress 
within the Community. We have actually succeeded 
in saving energy. Since 1973, the European Commu
nity has experienced economic growth of the order of 
7 % while at the same time consuming nothing like 
that amount of additional energy. This may be 
nothing more than a temporary lull, it may be largely 
a recessionary phenomenon, but it is undoubtedly due 
in part to the fact that you and we and the Council of 
Ministers realized in good time that we would have to 
save energy. The objectives formulated by the heads of 
government meeting at the European Council in 
Bremen, to the effect that energy saving should have 
reached 15 % by 1985 and the ratio between 
economic growth and energy growth should be cut 
from the present I to 0.8, are political declarations of 
fundamental importance. But without you, and 
without our debates in the Committee on Energy and 
Research and in this House - no matter whether the 
debates are held early in the morning or late in the 
evening - none of this would have been possible. 

What is the second objective we have set ourselves ? 
We need secure supplies and we want to avert a recur
rence of the 1973 situation. And what have we done 
to achieve this objective? We have worked out 
Community crisis plans to be put into effect should 
the need arise. The Council of Ministers has approved 
these plans, and so we have an additional safeguard. 
We now know how the available resources will be 
divided out in an emergency, and this is also partly 
thanks to your work. What is our third objective? We 
decided that in the future we should have to reduce 
our degree of dependence on oil as a source of energy, 
and to this end we want to diversify our own energy 
sources and make a determined effort to see what can 
be done with the coal and nuclear energy resources 
within the Community. 
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And what has come of all that ? We aimed to reduce 
our dependence on imports of oil to 50 % by 1985, 
and we are well on the way to attaining this goal. 
Instead of the 31 million barrels of oil per day we 
expected the industrialized countries to consume in 
1978, the actual figure has only been 27 million. At 
the moment we appear to have a situation in which 
we have adequate supplies of oil. The price of refined 
products has only increased marginally, and we have a 
glut of oil and refinery products. But this will only be 
a very short-term situation. Anyone who thinks that 
the oil problem has now been solved once and for all, 
and whoever is counting on North Sea oil supplies to 
grow in the future and account for something like 
20 % of all our supplies by 1985, and whoever thinks 
that he can now sleep soundly is living in a fool's para
dise. But, when all is said and done, we have defined 
our goal - we need to reduce our imports of oil -
and we are doing just that, and at the same time we 
are taking steps to do something for coal and nuclear 
energy. 

So far we have only modest progress. We introduced 
and extended the aid for coking coal, and this aid 
programme will now run until 1982. We approved a 
Euratom loan for the constuction of nuclear power 
stations. This may not be very much, but it is at least 
something, and it is all part and parcel of our strategy. 

What else have we done in this field? We set 
ourselves a fourth objective of developing new sources 
of energy, such as geothermal energy and solar energy, 
with a view to reducing our dependence on oil. 

What has resulted from our efforts ? We are currently 
engaged in drawing up the first outline regulations on 
geothermal energy and alternative energy sources, and 
here again, this is thanks to your help and to the coop
eration of the Council. It is at least something. 

And what about our fifth objective ? Our fifth objec
tive was to adopt a joint approach in the future in the 
energy sector to third countries, whether they be 
producers of coal, uranium or oil. And has some 
progress been made in this respect ? Indeed it has ; 
how otherwise have we got supplies of uranium 
flowing again from Canada ? Who can take the credit 
for that - Father Christmas or the European Commu
nity ? Who was responsible for reaching agreement 
with the United States on the Commencement of 
talks on the Euratom-USA treaty? Again, the Euro
pean Community. We are currently seeking a 
mandate to conduct negotiations with the Aust1alians. 
All this has come about in the last few months and 
years, and it has brought us some success. 

And what about external relations? We have 
concluded a Verification Agreement with the Atomic 
Energy Agency in Vienna, and we are now engaged in 
concluding the individual agreements on the inspec
tion of nuclear installations in the Community. This 
is an extremely important field, and one in which the 

Community is adopting a common positions ris-t't-r·is 
the rest of the world. So here again, in the field of 
external relations, we have made a good deal of 
progress with the cooperation of the Council. 

So, taking everything together, what have we in fact 
achieved ? Well, we now know at least where we are 
going. We have a route mapped out and we must now 
proceed along that route. But we cannot do this 
simply from one day to the next. We have a definite 
timetable, and what you have been debating here 
today, namely our proposals for coal and for future 
energy scenarios for 1990 and 2000, our ideas on 
projects for demonstrating ways of saving energy, all 
these proposals which are now before the Council and 
which must be debated in October and December, are 
practical steps forward. At the same time, however, 
they are common steps forward, and they presuppose 
a minimum of solidarity between the Member States 
of the Community. This means of course that Italy 
and France must make their contribution to 
supporting the coal industry, and it also means that 
the Federal Republic of Germany and the United 
Kingdom must show understanding for the special 
difficulties faced by the Italian refining sector. It also 
means that we must all cooperate and do more to put 
into practice our projects for demonstrating ways of 
saving energy. This is an important sector, and the 
point is not whether or not a particular country has 
access to a particular source of energy. I think the 
Council would be well advised to pull together and 
put these measures into practice. 

And why would the Council be well advised to do so ? 
Certainly not because we have set our mind on a 
centralized energy policy controlled from Brussels. In 
the first place, it would be absurd to try to do 
anything of the sort. And secondly, it would be 
doomed to failure from the word go. It would be 
absurd because it will never be possible in a relatively 
free market to control every aspect of price policy -
which, after all, is determined to a large extent by 
supply and demand - from a central point. It would 
never be possible and, in any case, I as a Liberal 
would never espouse such a policy. So you can 
imagine my surprise and understand my incipient 
scepticism when I hear people claim that Brussels is 
trying to dictate energy policy. 

Let us be honest - has any member of the 
Committee on Energy and Research or in this House 
ever got the impression that we want to do more than 
agree on an outline, achieve a consensus or a 
minimum of solidarity ? Has anyone here ever taken 
us to be so presumptuous as to want to control every 
single detail of every single aspect of taxation policy 
and price policy in the energy sector ? I certainly 
hope not ! And yet, I still hear such voices raised and 
there are still people in Europe who are determined to 
give their voters the impression that Brussels is 
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mounting a campaign to restrict their own control 
over energy policy. I sometimes feel as though we are 
back in the time of the Napoleonic Wars. I am no 
Napoleon, but others are not the Duke of Wellington 
either. It is a fact that a centralized energy policy 
would not be good thing for the Community. On the 
other hand, however, if we want to coordinate energy 
policy on a Community basis, it is not sufficent 
simply to meet from time to time, to exchange a few 
thoughts on the difficult situation in the world and in 
particular in the energy sector, and then shake hands 
and say goodbye after perhaps passing a few fancy 
resolutions, and then doing nothing whatsoever. That 
is no way to coordinate the Community's energy 
policy! 

Before we can have a coordinated approach, we first 
need a minimum of agreement as to the goals we are 
working towards. I think a minimum consensus has 
now been reached. 

What we also need, however, is a minimum of 
common action based on a spirit of solidarity. As far 
as this is concerned, we may be on the right path, but 
we still have a long way to go. 

This is where you are quite justified in saying that, in 
terms of energy saving, more must be done for the 
coal industry and more must be done to help the 
refining sector. You are quite right! 

But it is also true that more must be done to make 
this Common Market a genuine Common Market in 
terms of energy. Whether we like it or not, we must 
conduct unemotional, sensible but determined discus
sions aimed at removing the present barriers to trade 
in the energy sector, which are contrary to the Trea
ties. But anyone who stands up and boasts that he will 
never do such a thing and that the Commission is 
wrong and is victimising his country by pointing out 
that an existing situation is contrary to the Treaties is 
taking his people for fools, and they would be well 
advised to ignore his rantings, because if they believe 
him they will soon discover that they have been led 
up the garden path. We have a Court of Justice in 
Luxembourg to deal with cases like these. 

It is late in the evening, and we have discussed a wide 
range of subjects. I think we should say in conclusion 
that, as far as energy policy is concerned, there is no 
dichotomy, no conflict of views between the Commu
nity institutions. This House, the Council and the 
Commission are all doing their best to make progress 
in this sector, but we must be patient. There will 
always be times when valuable proposals are left lying 
on the table without any progress being made. But I 
can promise you one thing, and that is that whenever 
you put forward a good proposal, it will stay on the 
table until it can be ignored no longer. 

President. - I call Mr Brown. 

Mr Brown. - Am I to understand, Mr President, 
that the prince has now returned for his curtain call 

and that he is going to pronounce the now famous 
epilogue for ministers : I have made my mind up, 
please do not confuse me with the facts. 

President. - I call Mr Dalyell. 

Mr Dalyell. - Mr President, as rapporteur of the 
Committee on Energy and _Research on energy 
matters, it seemed to me right and proper that I 
should make a short speech after the Commissioner 
had sat down and not before, and especially as the 
President-in-Office of the Council is among us. I 
hope that that is in order and I will be brief. 

Let me say first of all, that we on the Committee on 
Energy and Research do not regard Mr Brunner as 
Napoleon. He has been a model of courtesy towards 
the committee. I am sure that I speak for Mrs Walz 
and others when I say that his manners to the 
committee have been impeccable. And I say this as 
one - I do not propose to pursue this topic tonight 
- who disagrees with him fundamentally on just one 
matter, namely the carriage of coal to various parts of 
the Community. But at no stage can anybody fault the 
Commissioner's manners towards the Parliament. And 
I would like, furthemore, to acknowledge his efforts to 
ensure supplies of uranium from Canada and 
Australia. 

On behalf of the Committee on Energy and Research, 
I would like to raise briefly several points. The first 
concerns uranium prospecting in the Community. 
Contrary to what Mr Lahnstein said in the plenary 
session on 12 September, the Council has in fact 
made cuts in the appropriations for this programme. I 
am comparing it both with the preliminary draft 
budget for 1979 and with the budget for 1978. I 
hasten to say to Mr von Dohnanyi that I am quite 
sure that Mr Lahnstein did not intend to mislead the 
Parliament. But during its meeting on 19 September 
1978, the Committee on Energy and Research 
proposed an increase for this programme which could 
well be within the Community's abilities and which is 
already producing positive results, such as uranium 
discoveries in Greenland and possibly in parts of 
Scotland and Ireland. This amendment would increase 
payment appropriations from 3 to 9 million units of 
account, and commitment appropriations from 5 to 
20 million units of account. This is a larger increase 
than initially requested by the Commission. 

Now another point that concerns the Committee on 
Energy and Research is the measures for physical 
protection of the JRC establishments. I think those of 
us who recently went ot Ispra realized that this is of 
considerable political importance and for this reason 
the sums entered in Chapter 100 by the Council are 
being reinstated by Chapter 33 as well as being 
increased. 
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May I say to Mr von Dohnanyi that I suspect that, as a 
member of the German Government, he is, probably 
more than most, naturally concerned with security in 
these matters, and we hope that we will have the 
Council's sympathy in the matter of security at Ispra. 

This brings me to Item No 3359 and the decommis
sioning of nuclear power stations. This is the subject 
of a report being drawn up by Mr Flamig. Now both 
the French Commissariat for Atomic Energy and the 
UK AEA are in favour of this programme as is the 
German Technical Association of High Capacity 
Power Plant Operators. The French Commissariat 
stated that this was 'un domaine qui represente un 
bon sujet de cooperation communautaire'. Amend
ment No 6 reinstates the appropriations requested in 
the preliminary draft budget. I am taking the opportu
nity to put this again to the Council. 

Finally, Mr President, I think that all of us who went 
to Ispra were impressed by the quality of the owrk. 
Few of us are nuclear physicists, but it does strike me 
that when the American and Canadian utilities -
than whom there is no-one more hard-boiled when it 
comes to commercial contracts - are prepared to put 
some of their own money into the Community's 
work, that for me is sufficient proof of the quality of 
that work I hope that every help will be given to the 
safety aspects. 

I return finally, to solar energy. We put the direct 
question to the project leader : I you were given more 
money, could you use it properly ? There is no point 
in giving more money to a project just for the sake of 
pouring out more cash. Now the clear unequivocal 
answer was tha,t they could digest double the amount. 
I think some of us feel that, rather than spend money 
on certain other projects, the Community should 
invest in ensuring the success of what it does well. We 
need to succeed and we can succeed. There are some 
things that are better done on a Community rather 
than on a individual basis. Solar energy is one of 
them. I therefore say to Mr Brunner, give a financial 
boost to those who are doing good work in the solar 
energy field in Ispra. 

President. - I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. - (D) Mr 
President, we are planning to revise the current 
programme for the Joint Research Centre next year, 
and we shall take that opportunity to decide what 
projects should be added to the current programme. 
We have come to the same conclusion as the honou
rable Member. We share his view that the solar energy 
research programme has gone well in Ispra. We shall 
consult the Member States in the Council on ways of 
strengthening this research effort. I cannot say for sure 
in advance of the discussions in the Council whether 
this will lead to more funds being made available. We 
shall, however, take steps to proceed in the direction 
indicated by Mr Dalyell. 

President. - I call Mr von Dohnanyi. 

Mr von Dohnanyi, President-in-Office of the 
Council. - (D) Mr President, I should like to begin 
by offering my apologies for assuming that the House 
did not attach any particular importance to my pres
ence at this debate. I had arranged to have a discus
sion with the President of Parliament - and this 
discussion has gone on until just now - on problems 
concerning the European Parliament and cooperation 
with the Council of Ministers over the next few days. 
We have several discussions lined up under the conci
liation procedure in the coming week, on Monday and 
Tuesday, and I had been told that this was the point 
at which Parliament might expect my presence. Unfor
tunately, I was mistaken and those who make 
mistakes must accept responsibility for them. I apolo
gise therefore for not having been here and for giving 
you the impression that I was not devoting sufficient 
attention to the problem you are discussing. This is 
certainly not my way of going about things and it was 
not the impression I wanted to give. 

Secondly, you will not expect me now to reel off a list 
of wise replies to a debate I have not even heard. My 
idea was to read through the record of today's debate 
and then to tackle the relevant problems I should, 
however, like to say to Mr Brown that I certainly did 
not come here thinking 'I have made up my mind 
and do not wish to be confused with the facts.' In fact, 
I would say that I have not made my mind up, but 
that I am disturbed by the facts and I should like to 
state my reasons for saying so. This is an extremely 
complex problem and I only heard part of what Mr 
Brunner said, but perhaps I may be permitted to 
make a few remarks on what I did hear towards the 
end of his speech. 

Firstly, the Council feels that it would be wise to 
obtain an overall view of the programmes and projects 
in the field of energy research financed by the 
national governments, such that anything undertaken 
at Community level would usefully complement the 
national efforts, or even perhaps replace them. The 
Council is convinced that without an overall view of 
the current programmes, any intitiatives and projects 
undertaken at Community level may result in a 
substantial wastage of funds, which will serve no-one's 
interests, and the criticism voiced in the Council 
related to the fact that there is far no such overall 
survey, which makes it difficult to get a genuine 
coordination process under way. There are differences 
of opinion on this point. You have just stated your 
opinion very frankly and openly, Mr Brunner, and I 
shall be just as frank with you. We need to get a clear 
overall view of what is really going on in the Commu
nity today, so that we can formulate a sensible policy 
to complement what is already being done. We would 
be ill-advised to go overboard for brand-new projects 
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simply because they may sound attractive right now, 
only to discover later that they are already being 
tackled nationally or bilaterally, and that they do not 
represent well thought-out complementary projects. 

This is why the Council of Ministers has so far failed 
to come to a decision. But, ladies and gentlemen, I 
will not pretend that, even if we do achieve an overall 
view of this kind, the problems facing us are anything 
but fundamental because - and I think I must state 
this quite clearly and categorically - there are 
substantial conflicts of interest in these cases. They are 
substantial because oil, gas, coal and other natural 
resources are national resources and can be produced 
and processed at different costs depending on the tech
nology available. This is particularly true of nuclear 
energy, and these varying interests make it extremely 
difficult to arrive at a common denominator. We only 
need to take as an example the policy relating to 
natural gas or oil reserves to realize that the sensitivity 
in these matters is extreme. If even fish appear to 
present a practically insoluble problem, how much 
more difficult is the situation with oil exploration plat
forms and natural gas deposits ? We shall get nowhere 
by simply talking around these problems and 
pretending they don't exist. We may discover a whole 
range of opinions on the subject, but they will not 
help us to solve the problems. 

Secondly, I should like to say that it is so difficult to 
make progress in terms of research policy - even 
given an effective, coordinating overall view of the situ
ation - because, in my personal experience - and I 
think I have a good dea of experience in this filed -
an effective research effort must go hand-in-hand with 
industrial policy. After all, research carried on in isola
tion from industrial policy produces very attractive 
programmes, but can make no direct, practical contri
bution to industry. 

The basic problem we had and have in Ispra is this 
remoteness from industrial policy, the lack of an effec
tive connection between research and industry, the 
lack of a common policy 

This is our main problem. I think I can say I tried in 
1970, 1971 and 1972 and even earlier to create a 
future, for Ispra an opportunity to operate in the right 
direction. If you ask those who were there then -
and especially those who are still there now - I am 
sure they will tell you that the Council certainly has 
given, and still does give, a great deal of attention to 
Ispra, but, as I said before, it is difficult to solve this 
problem if we cannot forge a link between research 
and industrial policy. 

Ladies and gentlemen, these conflicts of interest also 
affect the problem of capacity. 

It is a difficult situation when a country finds that it 
has created capacity in a particular stage of the 
processing of a particular primary energy source 
which is perhaps no longer in line with the Commu
nity's requirements, and thus insists that no similar 
capacity should be created elsewhere. This leads to 
considerable conflicts of interests and, as I said, it is 
very difficult to solve these problems. 

Permit me to make one general observation in conclu
sion. The European Community has always made 
most rapid progress in harmonizing quantitative differ
ences, such as eliminating Community customs tariffs 
and harmonizing subsidies between 20 % and 10 % 
at a mean rate of 15 %. It will always be a relatively 
quick matter to reach quantitative decisions in the 
Community, because the golden mean is always to be 
found somewhere between the different positions. 

Unfortunately, there is no such golden mean, no such 
quantitative Community solution for industrial policy, 
and energy policy is after all industrial policy. If we 
were to try to hit upon a kind of quantitative common 
denominator, all we would finish up with would be a 
hotchpotch of an industrial policy, leading inevitably 
to disaster. Industrial policy demands a decision -
either yes or no. There is no way of choosing 15 as a 
reasonable compromise between 10 and 20 - either 
we build this kind of reactor at this place or that kind 
of reactor at some other place. 

What I want to say here quite clearly and categorically 
is that the European Community has always had great 
difficulty in reaching a common position on ques
tions of industrial policy. The questions I have had to 
answer here today have have included some on ship
building, and I noticed immediately how particular 
interests from a particular region once again raised the 
question of whether it was really right to create a 
common denominator in terms of industrial policy, 
because it would have different effects in the different 
Member States. 

If I may be allowed to say so, I think the European 
Parliament would be well advised to join us in giving 
some thought to the question of how we can reach a 
consensus in the decisions we have to take, given that 
in industrial policy there are only two possible 
answers - yes or no. Where should the shipbuilding 
capacity, the steel capacity and the capacity for parti
cular research projects be sited ? These are very much 
more important decisions. It was no coincidence, 
ladies and gentlemen, that the decision on the siting 
of the JET project took so long, because we were of 
course faced with the question of what part the project 
should play in our industrial policy and what impor
tance it would have subsequently in structural terms. 
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In conclusion, let me assure you that I shall read over 
everything that has been said here. We shall give 
serious attention to the criticism you have expressed, 
and I think that I can say the same criticism is 
expressed in the Council itself. But criticizing is 
rather different from taking a decisive step forward, 
and the best progress we could make would be to get 
away from simply quantitative compromises to an 
effective industrial policy in countries which - if I 
may say so - will be electing a European Parliament 
by direct suffrage next year, but in which today nine 
directly-elected Parliaments exist, each of which 
subjects its own national government to severe criti
cism whenever a question of national structural 
strategy is not solved in a manner felt to be suffi
ciently concordant with the national interest. 

I could of course spell out a perfectly reasonable Euro
pean policy on fisheries, but I know that in some 
countries - and it is not only one country - a solu
tion of this kind would evoke massive criticism on the 
grounds that it was not a quantitative compromise, 
but a clear choice in favour of one country or another, 
or for one site or another. And the same problem is 
implicit in these questions of energy policy, and that 
is why the problems are in reality more complex and 
more difficult than they may sometimes appear to be. 
But, as I said, your criticism is justified. We accept 
that criticism and I shall be reading the repo,rt of this 
debate, and passing on the points you have made to 
the Council. But the task we have set ourselves within 
the terms of a common industrial policy is an immen
sely difficult one - indeed, perhaps the most difficult 
of all those facing us in a time of unemployment and 
need for political change to preserve jobs in all our 
Member States. 

President. - I call Mr Flamig. 

Mr Flamig. - (D) Mr President, I do not want to 
reopen this debate, but simply to make use of my 
right as the author of one of the motions for a resolu
tion to wind up the debate, in accordance with the 
procedure we have always followed. I shall be brief, 
because what I have to say here has in fact already 
been said. At the end of this debate, we can only 
thank Mr Brunner for his moderate optimism, if I 
may call it that, and Mr von Dohnanyi for his promise 
to take note of what has been said here and to pass 
the message on, in particular to the Council of Energy 
Ministers. 

But, Mr President, one of the speakers referred to me 
in particular,_ and I should like to make a personal 
reply to Mr Zywietz's criticism that I failed to devote 
sufficient attention to the question on energy saving. 
May I just say that this is not true. 

I said in my speech that we had the impression that 
many people had forgotten the lessons of 1973 and 
that - with certain exceptions - energy saving was 

conspicuous by its absence. I just wanted to clarify 
this point and to emphasize that energy saving is one 
of the most important aspects of my Group's 
programme. 

I just remains for me to thank all those who have 
given their support to Mrs Walz and me, and to hope 
that our motions for a resolution will receive unani
mous approval. 

President. - I note that there are no more requests 
to speak. The motion for a resolution will be put to 
the vote during voting time tomorrow. 

The debate is closed. 

15. Situation in Iran 

President. - The next item is the oral question with 
debate (Doc. 343/78) by Mr Forni, Mr Cot, Mr Joxe, 
Mr Lagorce, Mr Laurain, Mr Pisani, Mr Spenale, Mr 
Glinne, Mr Dondelinger, Mr Faure, Mr Bregerere, Mr 
Didier, Mr Zagari and Mr Lezzi to the Commission : 

Subject : Situation in Iran 

The terrible earthquake that has just hit Iran has pushed 
into the background the grave political events that have 
occurred there. 

However, the fierce crackdown in Iran and the Shah's 
determination to remain in power by whatever means, 
including force, more than ever call for the vigilance of 
all in condemning his violations of fundamental free
doms and human rights and in working for the restora
tion of democracy and security in Iran. 

The disarray caused by the earthquake among an already 
helpless population must not be exploited by the Shah to 
intensify the crackdown on opposition leaders who are 
being arbitrarily arrested or simply 'disappearing'. 

In the light of the foregoing, and given the special trade 
relations maintained by the European Community and 
Iran since 1963, the Commission is asked what attitude it 
intends to adopt towards this situation. 

I call Mr Forni. 

Mr Forni. - (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
we have covered the whole of this planet today, stop
ping off wherever there was a flash of red. These 
flashes marked violations of human rights, but the 
also sometimes symbolized the blood which had been 
spilt. We have looked at Namibia, South Africa, 
Tunisia, and only a few minutes ago we studied the 
situation in the Lebanon and in Nicaragua. It is now 
time for us to turn to Iran. 

For several months now, Iran has been rocked by 
unrest which appeared to presage the imminent end 
of the monarchical, authoritarian, dictatorial and 
anachronistic regime of the Shah. Several govern
ments expressed their concern, while others even 
some in Europe - followed President Carter in 
giving their support to the tottering regime. This is a 
case of business interests being closely allied to polit
ical cynicism and the denial of human rights. This 
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country, shaken by political events, has now suffered 
the further blow of the thousands of dead in the 
recent earthquake, but the one should not distract our 
attention from the other. And while Europe's humani
tarian role is important, there is still its political role 
to be considered. The European Parliament cannot 
remain silent. Europe cannot refuse to examine its 
conscience with the excuse that all this is a matter of 
internal Iranian politics or that the result of the activi
ties of religious leaders such as Ayatolla Khomeini 
would only be to set up a backward-looking regime 
based on the most reactionary aspects of the princi
ples of Shiism. 

To those who argue thus, I would say that this is 
neither here nor there. What I am concerned about -
and what we must be concerned about - is our atti
tude towards the drama of a people fighting for more 
liberty, for more democracy. What we should be angry 
about is the blood that has been spilt - the massacre 
of Black Friday and the innocent victims sacrified for 
economic and strategic interests, sacrificed not only 
by the Shah, but also by a compliant international 
opinion. 

What should attract our protests are the arbitrary 
arrests of leaders of all political groupings, the 
tortures, the assassinations the continuing violations of 
human rights. Starting in the mosques, the revolt has 
conquered the offices, the building sites and the facto
ries, and now only the Iranian Army remains to main
tain a threatended order. Not the order of an organ
ized democratic society, but the order of a privileged 
minority. Only yesterday, demonstrations and strikes 
again brought all economic activity in Iran to a stand
still. 

Even at this late hour, of course, we could remain 
silent, but this would mean stifling the cry of these 
millions of men and women who are waiting and 
hoping. To remain silent would be to encourage 
repression. It would mean acceptance, and this would 
make us accomplices. To remain silent would also 
imply that others had a sole right to the defence of 
human rights. Our action today must not simply peter 
out - it must be followed up. 

Since 1963 the Community has maintained certain 
relations with Iran, and since 1978 there have been 
agreements and closer contacts aimed at preparing the 
way for cooperation between Iran and the European 
Economic Community. 

Against this background, I and several fellow Socialists 
felt that the Commission should be asked what atti
tude it intended to adopt. Apart from hoping for a 
clear, precise and unambiguous answer - and even 
though the hour is now late - we also aim this ques
tion to give a positive indication of the commitment 
of Parliament and all its Members to the offensive we 
must conduct everywhere there are flashes of red, 
everywhere human rights are being violated. 

President. - I call Mr Brunner. 

Mr Brunner, Member of the Commission. - (D) We 
have at present no agreement with Iran. We have 
been conducting difficult negotiations with Iran for 
some time now, but these have made no progress to 
speak of in the past few months or even years. That is 
the legal position. It means that we cannot use an 
agreement as a basis for exerting political pressure. 
However, this does not mean that there is absolutely 
nothing we can do. Like you, we are following these 
developments with close attention and concern, and 
we hope that the policy of liberalization which has 
been initated will continue apace. We hope that there 
will be no further violations of human rights in future, 
and we believe that this growing openness, this 
increasing freedom and security of the individual are 
essential if there is to be a suitable climate for formal
izing relations between Iran and the European 
Community in contractual agreements. This is the 
dispassionate view, but it does not imply coolness. We 
are concerned. We hope that the views of Parliament 
and the Commission will be given careful considera
tion. 

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

Mr Scelba. - (/) The position of the Christian
Democratic Group is clear and consistent - as 
witness our support for the resolution on Nicaragua. 
My Group, not least because of its Christian princi
ples, condemns the violation of human rights, 
whatever the ideological pretext for that violation, 
whether in a monarchy or in a republic. 

Our condemnation is moral more than political. 

Politically, my Group holds that the legitimacy of 
power derives only from popular consent freely 
expressed. Consequently, any regime which is not 
based on popular consent is to be condemned. This 
applies all the more to regimes which use violence 
against those who call for a change of regime in the 
hope of obtaining one which they regard as better. 

By acting in this way, such regimes end up by giving 
political justification to those who, unable to obtain 
peaceful change, themselves resort to violence. 

The result is escalating violence which harms 
everyone in the end, for no good can come of 
violence. 

We hold that the best safeguard against dissent is 
freedom of expression. We believe in freedom. We 
believe in the superiority of the democratic method, 
as a way of achieving social progress. 

Our hope is therefore that the benefits of freedom 
may be extended to all countries which are at present 
deprived of them. 
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Our condmenation of authoritarian regimes, which 
keep themselves in power by violating human rights, 
does not blind us to the distinction between popular 
reforming movements and small groups who resort to 
acts of terrorism to impose their own ideas at any 
price, as occured in recently in Iran, where a cinema 
was deliberately set on fire, causing the death of more 
than 300 people including many women and chil
dren. 

Nor must popular reforming movements be confused 
with groups who use reform of an authoritarian 
regime as a cover for furthering the imperialist policy 
of foreign powers. 

This distinction is further justified by what is 
happening across the border from Iran. One only has 
to look at Afghanistan, where one authoritarian 
regime was replaced by another in a violent change 
brought about by a group of soldiers with military and 
political assistance from the Soviet Union. 

My Group is in sympathy with all those fighting 
anywhere else in the world to replace an authoritarian 
with a democratic regime, but those who resort to 
violence to replace an authoritarian regime with an 
equally authoritarian one cannot expect the sympathy 
of free men. 

I myself have had occasion several times in this 
House to draw the attention of the Council and 
Commission to the need for the Member States, and 
for the Community as such, to have an economic and 
trade policy which does not conflict with the aims of 
liberty and democracy pursued by the Member States 
and the European Community itself. 

Such a policy would leave no room for discrimination 
according to the ideology adopted by authoritarian 
regimes, or according to whether such regimes have 
lasted 60 years or are of recent date. The fact that an 
authoritarian regime has been in power for a long 
time gives it no special right or title. 

We Christian-Democrats therefore ask the govern
ments of the Member States and the Council and the 
Commission of the European Community to take 
prompt and concerted political action to safeguard 
human rights wherever they are violated. 

We also ask them to take concerted action with regard 
to economic and trade policy, not only for the sake of 
consistency, but also to safeguard the interests of all 
and to prevent other countries which violate human 
rights from taking advantage of an inconsistent policy 
on the part of the Member States and the European 
Community. The policy must therefore not be ad hoc, 
but of general application. It would be inconsistent to 
trade with, or to supply loans and advanced tech
nology to countries where human rights have been 
trampled underfoot for decades, while denying these 
advantages to other countries on the grounds that they 
had failed to respect human rights. 

We call for all this because we believe that respect for 
fundamental rights on the part of all countries would 
be an essential element of the will to achieve interna
tional detente, and thus a reason to hope for a less 
precarious peace than that which we have today. 

President. - I call Mr Meintz to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Meintz. - (F) Mr President, the question raised 
in this debate and the speech from Mr Scelba have 
confirmed - if confirmation were needed - that 
political cooperation among the Nine must inevitably 
become of greater and greater significance. The Euro
pean Community is the largest trading power in the 
world but it lacks a Community policy to give it credi
bility. The result is that we carry no weight with those 
who, to some extent at least are dependent on our 
technology. This explains how we are often too late in 
reacting to sitations which closely concern us. We do 
not influence events but are forced to follow them. if 
one day, hopefully in the not too distant future, peace 
reigns in the Middle East, it will be thanks not to our 
influence or to the contribution we can make to 
finding a negotiated settlement, but quite simply to 
the efforts of others. 

There should be no attempt to hide this shortcoming 
from the public. I therefore want to thank the 
Socialist Group for taking this initiative, even though 
I feel it is going a bit far to link a natural disaster, 
such as the earthquake which has ravaged Iran, with a 
further outbreak of genuine or purported repression. If 
we were to adopt the thinking of our Socialist 
colleagues, we should be tempted to relate the earth
quake to explosions in Russia or elsewhere, as some 
scientists have done. I am not going to do that. What 
I am going to do is use this opportunity to highlight 
the underlying causes of the unrest which, we feel, is a 
feature of the situation in Iran. It is well known that 
there is a time limit on the revenue from oil because 
of the depletion of existing reserves and the future 
developments that can be expected in the energy 
sector. The Shah has therefore gambled heavily on the 
industrialization of Iran, which in a fairly short time 
was to join the ranks of the world's ten leading indus
trial powers. This gamble depends on the chances of 
keeping control of the associated problems, nemely, 
the emergence of a working class which insists on 
sharing the benefits of this progress, and the often 
uncontrolled urban development with the resultant 
rural depopulation. 

This phenomenon is evident in every country where a 
rural economy is giving way to industrialization, often 
at a tremendous rate. Naturally, it would be better if 
the European Community - which is making a hefty 
contribution to Iran's industrialization by supplying 
turnkey factories and large steelworks - could ensure 
that the income from oil were used primarily for the 
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less privileged social classes and that trade and tech
nology were helping to strengthen the democratic 
structure of the country and, obviously, the security of 
the people. 

But just how much room for negotiation has the 
Community in actual fact? We must not forget that 
the general public is still recovering from the energy 
crisis and that our economies are still licking their 
wounds. Jobs for our workers depend to a great extent 
on oil supplies and on the prices fixed by two coun
tries, Saudi Arabia and Iran. I am not suggesting with 
this that we should shut our eyes to violence or ignore 
repression - we agree with Mr Scclba on this point 
- but we must strive to appreciate the problem fully 
before we fall into the trap of over-reacting or taking a 
biased view. 

Another factor which must not be underestimated is 
what kind of regime would take the place of the 
present one. Our Socialist friends must not overlook 
this factor when they are condemning the Shah's 
determination to remain in power by whatever means, 
including force. If the Shah's going means a leap in 
the dark, leaving Iran at the mercy of subversive forces 
which would eventually reduce it to a satellite state, it 
cannot get our support. Proof of this is that President 
Carter, who has set out to champion human rights 
and fundamental freedoms, has avoided making any 
proposal which, in the long run, could make things 
worse. With what is at stake here, we feel we ought to 
watch what we say. Nevertheless, we must take a 
stand, so that the peoples involved can arrive at a 
balanced economic and political situation, and so that 
the different communities can coexist peacefully. 
With this aim in mind, the European Community 
must avoid adopting too rigid an approach which 
could bring about results the very opposite of what we 
want. The Liberal and Democratic Group will 
encourage every move to right the mistakes of the 
past and to establish, with proper respect for all free
doms, a democratic system which will allow Iran, 
thanks to the thorough reforms which are needed, to 
move towards a liberal regime under which social 
policy will be the constant concern of those who are 
called on to control the course of that country. 

President. - I call Mr Soury to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Soury. - (F) Mr President, this debate gives us 
the chance of reiterating our complete solidarity with 
the people of Iran and our unremitting condemnation 
of the Shah of Iran's savage regime and of all those in 
the world who keep him in power, for without them 
he would have been swept aside by the surge of 
popular feeling which has arisen in the country. It is 
no secret that repressive measures have killed thou
sands in just a few days. The civilian population has 
been barbarously slaughtered. Women and children, 

demonstrating peacefully, have been cut down by a 
hail of bullets from an army trained by American 
advisers. How can you just dismiss it as mistakes ? 
What were they guilty of ? They were merely claiming 
their rights as citizens, and their determination has 
not diminished. Their longing for freedom is too great 
to be stifled by the repression we are speaking about 
against here this evening. Nevertheless - and this is 
the disturbing thing - the desport in Teheran is 
continuing with the arrests and persecutions of all 
kinds, especially in religious circles. 

It was the extent of this drama and the seriousness of 
the whole affair which led us, a full month ago, to 
table a motion for a resolution with request for urgent 
debate. We say again that human rights are indivis
ible. No citizen must suffer in any way for his beliefs. 
The right to be a full citizen cannot be denied to 
anyone, anywhere, for any reason whatsoever. Any 
measure to defend human rights gets our support. 

There is even greater reason to offer total commit
ment when it comes to raising high the banner of 
freedom to counter massacres like those in Iran. It was 
this concern which led us to feel, a month ago, that 
there was not a moment to lose, and which led us to 
ask Parliament to assert its authority in urging the 
European authorities to make energetic representa
tions to the regime in Iran for the end of repression, 
the lifting of martial law and the freeing of political 
prisoners. Nothing has been done as yet. Liberty is 
still crushed under the blood-stained fist of the Shah. 
In the meantime, the proposal we made a month ago 
has become even more urgent since the governments 
of one Member State, the United Kingdom, and the 
USA have felt obliged to pledge their full support for 
the Shah. Consequently, while we welcome this 
debate here today, we feel that the Political Affairs 
Committee must really discuss without delay the 
motion for a resolution which we put down a month 
ago. 

Finally, we cannot fail to be moved by the fact that 
the people of Iran - as if one disaster were not 
enough - have just suffered another agonizing experi
ence. You would need to have a heart of stone to be 
unaffected by the human suffering which the dreadful 
earthquake in Iran has brought to the people there. 
We therefore believe that the Community, while 
keeping the two events apart, must adopt a dual 
approach. Firstly, it must give its unqualified support 
to the people of Iran in their struggle for freedom and 
human rights ; and secondly, it must offer them emer
gency aid to cope with the terrible effects of the earth
quake. Is it not possible to combine the political 
struggle for freedom and measures to alleviate 
suffering in a noble humanitarian operation ? We feel 
that it would be to Parliament's credit if this were 
done. 

President. - The debate is closed. 
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16. Agenda for next sitting 

President. - The next sitting will be held tomorrow, 
Thursday, 12 October 1978, at 10.00 a.m. and 3.00 
p.m., with the following agenda : 

- decision on the request for a vote without reference to 
committee on a motion for a resolution on summer 
time; 

- decision on urgency of a motion for a resolution on 
the sentencing of Tunisian trade unionists ; 

- Lezzi report on food aid management ; 

- Ansquer report on aids to the iron and steel industry 
(debate to include an oral question on the same 
subject); 

- oral question with debate to the Commission on ore 
supplies to the Community ; 

- Damseaux report on competition policy; 

- motion for a resolution on air traffic control. 

3.00 p.m.: Question Time (questions to the Commis
sion). 

3.45 p.m.: Voting time. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 9.15 p.m) 
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Questions which could not be answered during Question Time, with written answers 

1. Questions to the Council 

Question No 31 by Mr Soury 

Subject : Measures now being prepared for the dairy sector 

According to recent information, the Council of Ministers of Agriculture will soon be reviewing the 
dairy situation to decide on new guidelines for dairy policy. 

Could the Council confirm whether, as Community stockbreeders fear, there are plan to take the 
following measures : to increase the corresponsibility levy to 5 %, abandon all aid to dairy produc
tion, and suspend purchases in favour of powdered skimmed milk during the winter months ? 

Answer 

On 25 September 1978 the Council received a Commission report on the situation in the dairy 
sector, which is experiencing a constant increase in production. For the time being it has merely 
taken note of the submission of the report, which will be examined in depth in the competent subor
dinate bodies before being discussed in the Council at one of its meetings in the near future. 

At this juncture the Commission has depicted the general situation and outlined some objectives, but 
it does not intend to submit any further proposals until the report has been properly examined. It is 
therefore too early for any conjecture as to what measures might prove necessary in the dairy sector. 

Question No 36 by Mr Dallkert 

Subject : Payments from the European Regional Fund 

Can the Council explain why in 1978 Member States have submitted fewer applications for assistance 
from the European Regional Development Fund than in previous years ? 

Answer 

It should first be pointed out that the Council is not responsible for the administration of the Euro
pean Regional Development Fund. 

However, judging by information made available by the Commission, it would seem that in 1978 the 
Member States submitted fewer claims for payment, but not fewer applications for assistance. 

Among the possible causes for this may be cited the fact that over the past few years it has proved 
impossible to grant all the applications for aid and the fact that the competent authorities are 
awaiting the entry into force of the provisions of the new Regulation amending the Regulation esta
blishing the Regional Fund. 

These provisions, as envisaged by the Council, are substantially more favourable than those under the 
197 5 Regulation in that they create a non-quota section, more flexible definitions and certain diffe
rentiated rates (e.g. for eligible infrastructure, particularly hard-hit regions) and involve administrative 
improvements. 

Once the conciliation procedure at present under way with the European Parliament has been 
concluded, the Council will be able to adopt the Regulation in question and it will be possible for 
applications based on this new Regulation to be submitted and given consideration. 

Question No 37 by Mr Spicer 

Subject : Community policy for the aeronautical industry 

In view of the overriding need to sustain a strong Community aerospace industry in the face of US 
competition and the need to provide the right moral and financial encouragement for the Commu-

181 



182 Debates of the European Parliament 

nity's aerospace industry, when will the Council give the go-ahead to the Community's first aerona
tuical research programme ? 

Answer 

The scientific and technical content of the first multiannual technological research programme in 
aerinatucial construction, proposed by the Commission in August 1977, was approved by most delega
tions. There were, however, differences of opinion between delegations regarding the scope of the 
programme, some delegations wanting it to be restricted to helicopters. There are, moreover, indus
trial and financial problems in connection with implementation of the programme, and these are 
still being studied. 

I am therefore unable to uniform the honourable Member whether or when the Council will adopt 
an aeronautical construction research programme. 

2. Questions to the Foreign Ministers 

Question No 42 by Mr Lagorce 

Subject: Human rights in Chile. 

What positive results, if any, have followed the visit to Chile on 12 July by representatives of the 
United Human Rights Commission ? 

Answer 

The report of the ad hoc working party of the United Nations Human Rights Commission 
concerning the visit to Chile inJuly this year has not yet been published. It is therefore not possible 
to assess the outcome of the visit. The decision of the Chilean Government to agree to the working 
party's visit is nevertheless to be welcomed. 

It is expected that the report on the visit will be presented as a UN document during the discussion 
of the TOP 12 Report of the Economic and Social Council in the Third Committee of the UN 
General Assembly. 

Question No 45 by Mr Dondelinger: deferred 

Question No 46 by Mr Dal)'e/1 

Subject : Vienna Convention 

Will the Foreign Ministers of the Nine take joint action to stop the import, by means of the diplo
matic bag, of weapons into the European Community ? 

Answer 

The governments of the Nine are aware of the dangers of the misuse of diplomatic bags. It is one 
aspect of the general problem of the misuse of diplomatic privileges. Recognizing the need for joint 
measures, the Nine have set up a subgroup within the framework of political cooperation. Its task 
will be to investigate the question of the misuse of diplomatic privileges by the representatives of 
certain countries in the capitals of the Nine in the light of the struggle against terrorism. 

The subgroup should begin its work this month. 
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1. Approval of minutes 

2. Documents received 

3. Resolution pursuant to Rule 4 7(5) 

4. Decision on urgency: 

Mr Rippon on behalf of the European 
Conservative Group; M r Fellermaier 

. Point of order: Mr Rippon ....... . 

5. Management of food aid - Report by Mr 
Lezzi on behalf of the Committee on Deve
lopment and Cooperation (Doc. 320178): 

Mr Lezzi, rapporteur 

6. Decision on Member States' aids to the 
iron and steel industry - Report by Mr 
Ansquer on behalf of the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs (Doc. 
335/78): 

Mr Ansquer, rapporteur ......... . 
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Member of the Commission; Mr Ellis on 
behalf of the Socialist Group; Mr Schworer 
on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group (EPP Group); Mr Nielsen on behalf 
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the Group of European Progressive Democ
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Vouel, Member of the Commission ..... 
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Point of order: Mr Porcu 

8. Question Time (Doc. 351178) (conclusion) 

Questions to the Commission of the Euro
pean Communities: 

Question No 6, by Mrs Dahlerup: Speech 
by Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the 
Commission, on a common Community 
defence and security policy: 
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IN THE CHAIR: SIR GEOFFREY DE FREITAS 

Vice-President 

f'J'he sitting was opened at 10.20 a.mJ 

President- - The sitting is open. 

1. Approval of minutes 

President. - The minutes of proceedings of yester
:lay's sitting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments ? 

fhe minutes of proceedings are approved. 

2. Docummts received 

President. - I have received 

(a) motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Rippon and Mr 
Jakobsen, on beh~Jif of the European Conservative 
Group, pprsuant to Rule 25 of the Rules of Ptocedure, 
on the Zimbabwe settlement (Do·. 374/78) 

which has been referred to the Political Affairs 
Committee; 

Christian-Democratic Group (EPP); Sir 
Derek Walker-Smith, on behalf of the 
European Conservative Group; Mr 
Spinelli, on behalf of tbe Communist and 
Allies Group; Mr Nyborg, on behalf of the 
Group of European Progressive Democ
rats; Mr Vouel, Member of the Commis-
sion; Mr Damseaux ........... . 

II. Air-traffic control - Motion for a resolu
tion by Mr Noe, Mr Blumenfeld and Mr 
Fuchs (Doc. 319/78) : 
Mr Noe, author of the motion . . . . . . . 

Mr Fuchs, on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP) ,· Mr ]ung, on 
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic 
Group; Mr Eberhard, on behalf of the 
Communist and Allies Group; Mr 
Broeksz; Mr Natali, Vice-President of the 
Commission; Mr Noe ... 

12. Agenda for the next sitting 

Annex .......... . 
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224 

225 

229 

230 

(b) on 11 October 1978 a proposal from the Commission 
for the transfer of appropriations from one chapter to 
another within Section III - Commission - of the 
general budget of the European Communities for the 
1978 financial year (Doc. 376/78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets. 

Since this proposal concerns expenditure not neces
sarily resulting from the Treaties, I have, in accor
dance with the provisions of the Financial Regulation, 
consulted the Council on it on behalf of Parliament. 

(c) from the Council, a letter of arpendment to the draft 
general budget of the European Communities for the 
1979 financial year, adopted by the Council on 6 
October 1978 (Doc. 377 /78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on 
Budgets. 

3. Resolution pursuant to Rule 47 (5) 

President. - The first item on today's agenda is a 
vote on the request for a vote without reference to 
committee, pursuant to Rule 47 (5) of the Rules of 
Procedure, on the 
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motion for a resolution (Doc. 375/78) tabled by Mr 
Miiller-Hermann on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group (EPP Group) to wind up the debate on the oral 
question (Doc. 281 /78) on the introduction of summer 
time. 

Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 

I propose that the motion for a resolution be put to 
the vote at the next voting time. 

Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 

4. Decision on urgency 

President. - The next item is a vote on the urgency 
of the motion for a resolution (Doc. 379/78) on the 
sentencing of Tunisian trade unionists. 

I call Mr Rippon to speak on behalf of the European 
Conservative Group. 

Mr Rippon. - Mr President, I should like to reit
erate the concern I already expressed concerning the 
number of motions for resolutions being brought 
forward. I think we will have to consider this problem 
as well as the proper definition of the word urgency. 
As I understand it, this matter has been known for 
some considerable time, and much more notice could 
have been given of a desire to discuss it. It is 
extremely difficult for Members of this House to be 
faced with decisions on matters of this kind which 
inevitably involve some consideration of the facts 
concerned. 

I also wish to reiterate the view which I and my group 
have that if these matters are to be regarded as matters 
of urgency, then they should not normally take 
priority over the advertised business of this House. I 
have, of course, no particular reason for suggesting 
that this matter ought not to be debated. But if the 
House wants to do so, it should take it at the end of 
all other advertised business. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Mr President, if Mr Rippon 
is claiming that this sentencing of Tunisian trade 
unionists was known earlier, I should just like to ask 
him to tell us here and now when the verdicts in the 
trial of these Tunisian trade unionists were 
announced. He will then realize that it was quite 
impossible to table a motion earlier than yesterday 
when this motion was put forward on behalf of the 
Socialist, Christian-Democratic and Communist 
Groups. 

It is irrelevant for us when the motion appears on the 
agenda; what is important is that this Parliament 
voices its protest against the verdicts which have been 

passed in a political trial. That is what we are 
concerned about. In any case, Mr Rippon, your group 
is also involved in tabling motions for resolutions with 
request for urgent procedure. In fact, we have to 
consider today a motion which you have tabled on the 
events in Zimbabwe. That means, if you like, that all 
the groups, including the Conservative Group, are 
equally to b'ame. 

President. - I call Mr Rippon on a point of order. 

Mr Rippon. - Mr President, I would point out that 
we have not asked for urgent procedure on the subject 
of Rhodesia, but have tabled a motion on Rhodesia 
which will be considered in the proper way by the 
Political Affairs Committee. 

President. - I put the request for urgency to the 
vote. 

Urgent procedure is agreed. 

I propose that this motion be placed on the agenda 
for tomorrow, Friday, 13 October 1978, after the 
Albers report (Doc. 322/78). 

Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 

5. Management of food aid 

President. - The next item is the report (Doc. 
320/78) drawn up by Mr Lezzi, on behalf of the 
Committee on Development and Cooperation on the 

communication from the Commission of the European 
Communities to the Council concerning the procedures 
for the management of food aid. 

I call Mr Lezzi. 

Mr Lezzi, rapporteur. - (/) Mr President, I should 
like you and the Members of the House to consider 
deferring discussion of this subject, because the 
committee responsible has not had a chance to 
examine the excellent work of the Committee on 
Budgets with the series of amendments it has tabled 
to the Commission text. 

Also, Mr Cheysson cannot be here today, and we 
know how keenly he follows Community affairs 
concerning the developing countries, whether asso
ciated or not. Reference to committee will not delay 
the entry into force of the regulation but will enable 
Parliament to discuss the report when Mr Cheysson is 
here. 

President. - Since the request for reference to 
committee has been made by the rapporteur it is auto
matically granted under Rule 26 of the Rules of Proce
dure. 
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6. Decision 011 Member States' aids to the iron and 
steel industry 

President. - The next item is the report (Doc. 
335/78) drawn up by Mr Ansquer, on behalf of the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on a 

draft Commission decision establishing Community rules 
for aids and interventions by Member States in favour of 
the iron and steel industry. 

I call Mr Ansquer. 

Mr Ansquer, rapporteur. - (F) Me President, the 
Community iron and steel industry is faced with very 
grave difficulties which have come to a head in the 
space of a few years. The problems caused by this 
crisis have already been discussed by Parliament and 
in 1977 were the subject of a significant and excellent 
report by my predecessor, Mr Pierre-Bernard Couste, 
to whom we owe a well-deserved tribute. Furthermore, 
Commissioner Davignon has informed both the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and 
Parliament of the content and implementation of the 
previous anti-crisis measures taken by the Commis
sion to cope with individual or short-term situations. 

It can be said that, despite failures in certain sectors, 
these measures have had positive results since prices 
for Community steel have increased compared with a 
year ago. Community production itself has risen. Thus 
the previous measures employed by .the Commission 
have proved to be effective and beneficial for the Euro
pean Community. 

Today, ladies and gentlemen, we are facing the pros
pect of a new phase which the Commission proposes 
to enter with a very wide-ranging draft decision, and I 
shall do my best to give a brief analysis of this. 

The European Parliament has on several occasions 
dealt with the content and implementation of the 
main short-term economic measures taken by the 
Commission with regard to minimum prices, guide 
prices or delivery quotas. Parliament approved them 
on the understanding that they formed only a part of 
the Community's iron and steel policy. 

In fact, the crisis on the steel market is not only a 
short-term economic phenomenon. This means that 
more radical measures are called for. The draft deci
sion establishing rules for aids by Member States to 
the iron and steel industry is designed to provide a 
framework to ensure that these aids are compatible 
with the Community's general policy for restructuring 
the industry. 

You doubtless recall, Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, that during the July part-session I 
requested that this report be referred back to 
committee. I hoped, in fact, that this question would 
be thoroughly debated in committee. And indeed, on 
25 September last the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs had a thorough exchange of views on 
the subject in the presence of Commissioner Vouel. 

In order to resume consideration of this report today, 
we must take account of certain events which have 
taken place since last July. The ECSC Consultative 
Committee approved the Commission's draft decision 
on 13 July. Furthermore, on 19 September the 
Council of Ministers decided to pass ahead with imple
menting the anti-crisis plan in the iron and steel 
industry. The draft decision before us on the rule 
governing aids is on the borderline between industrial 
policy and competition policy two areas with which 
we shall also be dealing today when we consider the 
oral question by the Socialist Group on the crisis in 
the iron and steel industry and the report by Mr 
Damseaux on the Seventh Report on Competition. 
Paying particular attention to the points discussed in 
committee, I shall deal in turn with the aim of the 
draft decision, the criteria on which the rules 
governing aids are based and the procedure for super
vising these aids. I shall deal with each of these points 
with reference to the chances of success of the 
Community's sectoral policy in the iron and steel 
industry and, of course, to the need to comply with 
the rules of competition laid down in the Treaties. 

The European Parliament has dealt on many occa
sions with the content and implementation of the 
main short-term economic measures. We know that 
the crisis on the steel market, as I just mentioned, is 
not only of a short-term nature, and so these measures 
must be supplemented by a section on restructuring 
policy - i.e. a series of structural measures. The 
various short-term economic measures put into effect 
so far, both within the Community and in our rela
tions with non-member countries, have prepared the 
way for more radical measures. What we now need is 
for the Commission to have a restructuring policy, 
and it is this on which the governments of the 
Member States and the Commission are working in 
consultation with the parties concerned. 

The iron and steel industry needs to be restructured. 
Indeed, it is not economically acceptable to ensure the 
long-term survival of an ·entire sector of industry by 
means of regulations on delivery quotas, minimum 
prices and guide prices, with all the controls and 
possibly sanctions that this implies. The Commis
sion's administrative apparatus already finds it a strain. 
In addition to these exceptional emergency measures, 
the Community iron and steel industry must be 
restored to the competitive position it has partly lost. 

Restructuring will also have to be accompanied by 
reorientation. According to studies by experts, it 
appears that there will be more demand for flat steel 
products than for long steel products. The sectors in 
which an upward trend is expected in the period 
1980-1985 are heavy engineering, the electrical and 
automobile industries and steel tubes. The prospects 
are not so good for the building industry, light 
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industry and shipbuilding. It will not be possible to 
undertake this vast operation of restructuring and 
reorientation without intervention by the public 
authorities and the Community, whether through 
investment aid, and particularly via the whole package 
of social measures which is indispensable to the imple
mentation of these plans. 

Thus the draft decision establishing Community rules 
for aids by Member States to the iron and steel 
industry, which we are again considering today, is 
intended to provide a framework to ensure that these 
aids are compatible with overall Community policy 
on the restructuring of the iron and steel industry. 
The draft decision indicates that the aim of the restruc
turing plan for the Community iron and steel industry 
is to achieve a smooth adaptation of the steel indus
try's production capacity to foreseeable demand and 
also to restore the competitiveness of the Community 
iron and steel industry. Your committee stressed this 
need for compatibility with the aim of restructuring, 
as indicated in paragraph 1 of the resolution. 

We would even have wished to link the framework of 
rules for aid with the restructuring policy to be laid 
down in the General Objectives for Steel for 1980-
1985-1990. But we realized that the arguments put 
forward by the Commission in particular had to be 
taken into consideration. The Commission should, in 
fact, be able to bring this new instrument into effect 
immediately, without waiting for the Objectives for 
Steel, while taking account of the restructuring plan 
launched by certain Member States. 

On the other hand, while aids must be mainly 
confined to restructuring, some of them are intended 
for measures to rescue firms and also for tackling very 
acute social problems. As such they do not seem 
directly associated with the restructuring plan. 
However, it goes without saying that the European 
Parliament will, when the time comes, make very sure 
that these aids form an integral part of the Commu
nity's restructuring policy, as the Commission implies 
in its explanatory statement to the draft decision. 

Owing to the widespread nature of the crisis and in 
order to ensure consistency between the numerous 
restructuring operations in this sector and avoid distor
tions of competition, the Commission considered it 
necessary to lay down a set of rules for aids and inter
ventions by Member States for the iron and steel 
industry. In fact, under Article 67 (2), the Treaty esta
blishing the ECSC confers on the Commission only 
the right to make recommendations, and only in a 
limited number of cases. This is why the Commission, 
basing itself on Article 95 of the ECSC Treaty, drew 
up a draft decision in order to provide itself with an 
instrument for regulating aid which would be more in 
keeping with the seriousness of the present situation. 
In this context, paragraphs I to 3 of the motion for a 
resolution note the need for a restructuring policy and 

point out that the lack of a Community framework for 
national aid could seriously jeopardize such a policy. 
Over the next few years the financial situation of 
many iron and steel undertakings will continue to be 
difficult, and the Member States will frequently have 
to provide them with aid. 

The Commission also notes in its introduction to the 
Seventh Report on Competition Policy that the exist
ence of national aid schemes is an inescapable feature 
of competition policy which subjects it to very consid
erable strain. It therefore seems undeniable that the 
Commission is justified in having recourse to Article 
95 of the ECSC Treaty to implement this decision, 
which by virtue of its subject-matter is a help to the 
ECSC in carrying out its general tasks. 

There can be no effective framework for aid without 
precise principles and criteria and adequate provision 
for supervision. The committee was particularly 
careful with regard to the criteria to be applied to the 
Community framework for aid. The field of applica
tion of the framework procedures is very broad, since 
these procedures apply to aids and interventions for 
the iron and steel industry financed or granted by a 
Member State or from government funds in any form 
whatsoever. Without this broad basis the effectiveness 
of the instrument for regulating aid would be consider
ably reduced. 

The draft decision distinguishes between several types 
of aid and lays down the criteria applicable to each of 
them. Investment aid must be justified by the extent 
of restructuring undertaken or by the structural 
problems of the region for which the investment is 
intended. The investment programme must be 
broardly in keeping with the General Objectives for 
Steel. It is clear that the application of these criteria is 
intended mainly to avoid the creation of surplus 
production capacity. 

Articles 3, 4 and 5 of the draft decision set out the 
conditions which must be met by aids or interven
tions intended to relieve the burden of welfare 
payments or other costs resulting from restructuring. 
In particular, the scope of such aid must not go 
beyond the original purpose. This stricture applies 
even more to emergency aid to finance rescue opera
tions for undertakings. Such aid is only permissible if 
it is needed to tackle acute social problems and in 
most cases if it is in the form of a government 
guarantee or a loan at market rates of interest. Para
graphs 3 and 4 of the motion for a resolution approve 
both the aim and the criteria. 

There is no uniform situation throughout the iron and 
steel sector. Thus, for example, the crisis is having a 
lesser effect on flat steel products than on long 
products. It also appears, according to the steel esti
mates for the fourth quarter, that Italian and United 
Kingdom deliveries are only slightly below those for 
the reference period of the first quarter of 1974. We 
must therefore be very careful that aid does not 
penalize competitive producers by granting excessive 
protection to those who are less so. 
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That is why the committee was anxious to stress the 
exceptional nature of this aid by adding to the orig
inal motion for a resolution an extra paragraph stating 
that such aid must, in any case, be degressive and 
temporary. lbe committee was also anxious - and in 
this it reflected the concern already expressed in the 
ECSC Consultative Committee - to ensure that, as 
stated in paragraph 5, the application of the frame
work procedure for aid to restructuring should not 
result in any discrimination between undertakings, 
whatever their legal form of ownership, Mr Lange. 

I now come to the supervision of aid. To be effective, 
the instrument for regulating aid which the Commis
sion adopts must be both flexible and safe. Account 
must be taken of the interests at stake : because the 
questions and interests involved are so complex, there 
must be sufficient flexibility in the implementation of 
the rules governing aid. This concern is expressed 
repeatedly in the draft decision, and the Commission 
is expected, for example, to take full account, before 
submitting its reasoned opinion, of the regional 
aspects or of the special problems facing the under
taking or undertakings concerned. 

With regard to the system of rules, the procedure is 
basically the same as that provided for in Article 93 of 
the EEC Treaty. The Commission must be notified of 
any aid or intervention projects, which may not be 
carried out without its approval, and is under the obli
gation to make its views known to those concerned as 
soon as possible. The procedure is made binding by 
the fact that the Commission may require the 
Member States in question to see that any interven
tion not in accordance with the criteria for compati
bility is reimbursed or withdrawn. In any case, it 
seems essential to stress, as do paragraphs 6 and 9 of 
the resolution, the strictness and watchfulness which 
are expected of the Commission. The very effective
ness of the aid depends on this. 

The committee gave more general expression to the 
same point of view in the report by Mr Damseaux on 
competition policy. Some sectors of the Community 
iron and steel industry complain of distortions of 
competition caused particularly by inadequate supervi
sion of the anti-crisis measures currently in force, by 
the considerable amounts by which production objec
tives are exceeded, and by the undercutting of 
minimum and guide prices. No new causes of distor
tion must be added. Further, we must above all keep 
in mind the competitiveness of the sector and not 
forget what effects an uncompetitive iron and steel 
industry would have on the steel processing sector, 
which is composed largely of small and medium-sized 
undertakings but also of sectors as essential to the 
economy as the car industry. If they were no longer 
able to obtain relatively cheap supplies of foreign 
steel, these two branches of industry would bear the 
brunt of the Community measures and the very exist-

ence of a sector which provides a large number of jobs 
throughout the Member States would be in jeopardy. 

Lastly, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Article 8 
of the draft decision states that the Commission shall 
at regular intervals draw up reports on the implemen
tation of the present decision. The committee 
considers it essential that these reports should also be 
forwarded to the European Parliament, which has a 
right to be kept fully informed. For this reason we 
have tabled an amendment to this article which the 
Commission told us it could accept, and for this I 
thank it on your behalf. 

I have thus outlined the content of the Commission's 
draft decision and what the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs had in mind when it unani
mously approved this resolution, which is regarded as 
a very timely step. 

I should also like to mention in conclusion, Mr Presi
dent, my approval in principle of the inclusion of 
ECSC customs duties in own resources in order to 
increase the funds available to the ECSC budget, parti
cularly for the restructuring of the iron and steel 
industry. This was the subject of an amendment 
tabled by Mr Muller and has been referred to the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, where 
it will be examined more thoroughly. 

So much for a very brief summary of the contents of 
the draft decision and the remarks which I was called 
upon to make on behalf of the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs. However, you can 
clearly see that, over and above its actual provisions, 
this draft decision represents a new approach by the 
Commission and is actually a plan for the thorough 
reorganization of the Community iron and steel 
industry. 

This plan comprises two main elements : firstly, the 
listing of products and factories which will have to be 
reviewed and, sad to say, in some cases eliminated, 
and secondly, the mobilization of considerable 
resources to finance the necessary changes in our iron 
and steel industry, e. g. the conversion and specializa
tion of factories where necessary. 

Aid will necessarily be much more substantial, ECSC 
funds will have to be mobilized, the European Invest
ment Bank will have to be asked to participate, etc. It 
is thus a complex, ambitious and far-reaching whole. 
We can definitely support this new approach, the 
essential element of which must be coherence, and it 
also deserves our support because ultimately the Euro
pean iron and steel industry must be prosperous and 
powerful. 

(Applauu) 
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President. - I call Mr Hoffmann, co-author of an 
oral question on the crisis in the iron and steel 
industry (Doc. 34 7 /78). 

Mr Hoffmann. - (D) Mr President, it falls to me to 
introduce this oral question and I should like to state 
briefly my reasons for doing so. But perhaps you 
would permit ITie, to begin with, to paint a rather 
different picture to what the previous speaker said in 
the final sentence of his speech. Of course we are 
delighted that a particular industry in Europe is in a 
strong and healthy position, but I get the impression 
that time and time again our debates continue to play 
down the much more important question of the state 
of the workers concerned and the regions they live in. 

Mr President, we have raised our questions on the one 
hand because we have seen that in certain sectors of 
the steel industry the production figures are on the 
way up in other words there has been a certain 
improvement in statistical terms. In my country, for 
instance, the last nine months have seen an increase 
in the production of sheet steel of the order of 11 %, 
which is a small indication of the fact that it is 
perfectly possible to overcome the marketing and 
price difficulties in a particular sector. 

The second reason is the substantial changes which 
we can see taking place in certain countries. Let me 
remind you that important decisions have been taken 
in France over the last few days which will have enor
mous repercussions there. I would also remind you 
that discussions have been taking place in Belgium on 
the question of forming a holding company, although 
I must admit I do not know what effect the Belgian 
Government crisis is having on all this. And I would 
remind you that in my country, for instance, contracts 
have been signed which are bound to have far
reaching repercussions. All these recent changes have 
prompted us to raise these questions. However, the 
most important thing as far as we are concerned - as 
I mentioned right at the beginning of my speech - is 
that we are coming more and more to the realization 
that a crisis is only really felt fully when the markets 
are partially recovering. 

In terms of numbers, we find that in France 20 000 
jobs in the steel sector will go by the board in the 
next two years. It can also be seen that a large number 
of jobs will soon be in jeopardy in Luxembourg, and 
that under a rationalization programme which began a 
few weeks ago, something like 10 000 jobs will be 
rationalized out of existence in the Saar in the near 
future. We could add other figures on the situation in 
the United Kingdom and in Belgium. For the long 
term, these figures reflect an even more difficult situa
tion. As you know, we have to find something like 
30 000 to 40 000 jobs in the Federal Republic of 
Germany, the United Kingdom and France. These are 
frightening figures which are bound to give rise to 
problems in a number of fields. 

In my opinion, we have attached far too much impor
tance to quantities and prices. The fact is that the 
measures taken by the Commission and the money 
made available have all been concentrated on this 
aspect. On a number of occasions we have discussed 
the problems of the upstream and downstream indus
tries, but not in sufficient detail. Now, thanks to the 
report presented by the previous speaker, we must also 
consider the question of competition between 
Member States' national aid programmes. Of course, 
all these problems raise the question of whether we 
need a definite strategy at European level to deal with 
this crisis ; do we, for example, need a restructuring 
plan at European level ? I assume that most of us here 
today would answer in the affirmative. But then, of 
course, we are faced with the question of how far a 
plan of this kind can actually be put into practice at 
European level. 

In response to our question, Mr Davignon said last 
time that a special directorate would be set up to deal 
with restructuring problems. I myself took the view 
that it would be very sensible to collect additional 
information and put forward a number of analyses. 
But, to be quite honest with you, Mr Davignon, I got 
the feeling that you were all set to pronounce on this 
important question, but that, at the vital moment, you 
had nothing to say. 

In other words, the Commission has got itself into a 
situation here in which it has an idea of how to tackle 
this far-reaching problem - and I support the 
Commission's ideas - but, on the other hand, it was 
probably only after making your statement that you 
realized the severe limitations on the Commission's 
powers and room for manreuvre in this sector in the 
face of national interests. We should therefore be very 
interested to know, Mr Davignon, what progress has 
been made in your department on this question of 
restructuring and what concrete problems you have 
tackled. 

If we start from the assumption that we need a Euro
pean strategy, we also know what questions need to be 
tackled. Firstly, there is the question of getting rid of 
overcapacity. All of us here are perfectly well aware 
that a good deal of overcapacity has to be eliminated, 
and that this is bound to mean a loss of jobs. I should 
like to make this point quite categorically, so that no 
one gets the impression that we can deal with this 
crisis without affecting the employment situation. 
There can be no doubt about this. We then have the 
problem of diversification and of the upstream and 
downstream industries, not to mention in particular 
the employment problem, the problem of providing 
alternative employment and the social question. To 
complete the picture, I would just add that there are 
bound to be substantial regional problems. 

The conclusion I draw from all this is that market 
manipulation in the steel sector has never been 
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successful, no matter whether at national, European or 
world level. I think this is an important point and I 
am glad to see it accepted on the Right of this House. 
We could save ourselves needless ideological squab
bles if this point were taken in certain other sections 
of the House as well. 

As far as I am concerned, the essential question is not 
whether we need a plan but what criteria the plan 
should be based on. Should it be dominated by consid
erations of cost and volume ? Should commercial profi
tability be taken as a guideline, or do we want to use 
other indicators. In connection with this, I should like 
to ask how we are to interpret the following quotation 
from the VWD Information Service of 1 0 October -
in other words, this week. Referring to Mr Davignon's 
statement in Rotterdam - I quote VWD and not Mr 
Davignon - this says : 'It later became known in the 
course of the symposium organized by the interna
tional steel trade association 'Club des marchands de 
fer'that the Commission intended to set up a working 
party to include representatives of the Club des 
marchands and of the European steel federation 
Eurofer, for the purpose of examining questions of 
mutual interest.' I do not know quite how to interpret 
this statement - hence my question. Is this working 
party to discuss a tentative delimitation of certain 
sectional interests which will affect the restructuring 
plan ? It would be interesting to know whether my 
guess is right. 

Mr President, I should like to conclude by saying that 
this whole debate, which is really a continuation of a 
number of other debates we have held in this House, 
this whole subject of national and European aids and 
subsidies will not meet with any understanding from 
the workers concerned if they can see that while all 
this aid is being given there are on the other hand 
signs of a recovery in sales of steel, an improvement 
in certain companies' cost structure, but that they are 
only now really beginning to feel the pinch of the 
crisis. I think this will be a key question, particularly 
in view of the direct elections to the European Parlia
ment, because somehow we have got to show the 
people affected that their interests can be protected in 
this House. I should therefore like to repeat briefly a 
number of questions which I first put on 9 May, and 
ask you, Mr Davignon, to reply to them. 

1. How advanced is your plan for a restructuring direc
torate ? 

2. How are the workers concerned to be involved in 
decision-making ? 

. 3. What is is your view of the increasing use of 
national aid measures and of the renewed wave of 
mergers in Belgium and the Saar-Lor-Lux region? 

4. What is your view of the recently publicized 
Lorraine plans ? 

5. How should the Community and the Member 
States be given a direct say in decision-making in 
return for their direct financing of the steel 
industry? 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, before you call Mr 
Davignon, I should like to ask him to remember that 
the Commission promised in the course of the last 
debate to tell us whether the Commission's working 
party, which was to be set up especially to coordinate 
the different funds, has now come into being. This is 
something separate from the restructuring directorate, 
in that the Commission is completely free to organize 
the activity of this working party in and for the coordi
nation of the different funds as it wishes. 

President. - I call Mr Davignon. 

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. - (F) Mr 
President, I shall endeavour to be brief since, as was 
indicated by Mr Hoffmann and Mr Ansquer before 
him, we are indeed dealing with a continuing process 
of consideration by Parliament of the implementation 
of a policy decided at Community level, the various 
elements of which are interrelated. 

A further reason I can be brief is that, with regard to 
the actual operation of the Community's anti-crisis 
programme, , both Mr Hoffmann and Mr Ansquer 
accepted that despite a number of imperfections, such 
as are to be found in any human undertaking, and 
particularly at government or Community level, this 
programme had produced a number of political deve
lopments which made it possible to envisage a more 
ordered, trouble-free future for the iron and steel 
industry in the light of these longer-term objectives. 

One day, I think, it will be worth making a detailed 
assessment of all these elements, but it seems to me 
that, for this to be possible, it must be preceded by a 
debate in the Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs on the same subject, for a lot of figures and 
technical data need to be given which would unneces
sarily hamper a public debate and could be contained 
in the annexes to a report from the relevant 
committee. Mr Hoffmann rightly stressed what was 
the central question namely : what is the point of all 
this? What is the purpose of an anti-crisis programme 
and a number of accompanying measures designed to 
improve market conditions? What is the underlying 
significance of such an operation if it is not linked to 
the problem of restructuring the iron and steel 
industry' ? How can this be done ? Who profits by it 
and who stands to lose ? 

Let me digress for a moment to clarify one point 
straight away : I have not seen the report on the 
speech I made in Rotterdam to the Confederation of 
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Iron Merchants, which is responsible for an important 
part of the commercial sector in the iron and steel 
industry, is represented on the consultative committee 
and is consequently one of the bodies which, under 
the terms of the Treaty itself, are to be consulted on 
the implementation of our various measures. What I 
told them was that as the programmes progressed it 
was absolutely essential for them to continue to be 
associated, like the others, with the development and 
adaptation of our programmes. That is all there is to 
it. There is no question of compulsion, or of a new 
organization. This simply concerns one of the parties 
involved in multilateral consultations, and to this 
extent the interpretation or the fears expressed by Mr 
Hoffmann have no foundation. 

To return now to the question of restructuring and the 
role of the Community in this, I do not wish to antici
pate what Mr Youel is going to say nor repeat what is 
clearly expressed in Mr Ansquer's report. Without any 
doubt, the Community has a twin role in this business 
of restructuring. 

Firstly, it is involved at the production level, i.e. we 
must work together to define the European Commu
nity's need in terms of iron and steel production with 
regard to the various elements which need to be 
considered : economic factors, political factors, ques
tions of sovereignty, which are also important. Indeed, 
we in the Community need to maintain and preserve 
a basic industry, so as not to be dependent in this 
respect on third countries. Lastly, we should not forget 
the social factors with regard to employment. We thus 
have to give ourselves general objectives, as provided 
in the Treaty. 

Secondly, after deciding what the industrial objective 
is to be, we must ensure that it is implemented in 
accordance with the provisions of the Treaty. This 
implies that we have a market economy, and it is laid 
down that no measures may be taken which would 
distort this market and that under the ECSC Treaty 
aid measures may only be authorized in the very 
specific circumstances outlined by my colleague Mr 
Youel. It is thus clear that Community participation 
in this field is indispensable. 

Mr Hoffmann also wonders whether the development 
of a number of national programmes does not demons
trate the lack of a policy at Community level. I think 
the opposite is true. 

The situation is this : if the Community, in the shape 
of the Commission, decided that it was its responsi
bility to define country by country, region by region 
and company by company how the iron and steel 
industry should be organized within each company 
and each plant, to decide on the creation of new 
companies or the closure of old ones - leaving aside 

the fundamental question of whether that corresponds 
to the type of economy covered by the Treaty, I would 
say quite simply that this was a completely impossible 
undertaking for a body such as ours, and I am not 
even sure a national body could manage it. 

But what exactly is it that really counts. That really 
deserves and gets our attention ? Firstly, that we 
should have a general framework within which to 
define, taking 1980 and 1985 as reference dates, the 
production capacity that will be needed in the 
Community. Secondly, that the Community iron and 
steel industry should achieve a degree of competitive
ness and effeciency which will enable it to stand up to 
the iron and steel industries in industrialized countries 
comparable to the Community. 

Lastly, since there are bound to be differences with 
regard to both the amount of capacity and the quality 
of companies, what matters is the ability to range the 
transition between the situation as it exists today and 
that which has been defined as necessary for the 
future. That is what the restructuring programme is 
about. And in this restructuring programme two addi
tional factors have to be considered because we are a 
community. 

The first is a matter of solidarity. Indeed, since all the 
countries of the Community are affected it is through 
joint action at Community level that we must try to 
overcome these difficulties and demonstrate our solid
arity in taking the necessary measures to adjust. That 
is the reason for the social side to our programme and 
also for the measures which must be taken to 
encourage diversification and redevelopment in the 
regions which will be affected by the restructuring of 
the iron and steel industry. This is an element of 
fundamental importance. 

The second important element is the fact that, while 
on the one hand it is true that these objectives must, 
in practice, be capable of being achieved country by 
country and subsequently, company by company, it is 
essential to ensure that these various programmes are 
consistent with one another and that, in so far as they 
are put into practice, they also correspond to the objec
tives laid down. 

It should not be concluded from this that there is no 
need for consultation with the governments, 
companies and unions on defining the restructuring 
programmes until the joint objective has been esta
blished and made public.- The Commission's task is 
not to coordinate measures taken individually by the 
governments and to reconcile a series of decisions 
which are not consistent with one another. On the 
contrary, it is to cooperate with the various govern
ments in preparing these programmes, in order to see 
to what extent they fit in with the overall objective I 
have described. 
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In this context, in view of the responsibility we have 
for restructuring, we have of course, within the 
Commission's departments, made the necessary admi
nistrative adjustments, in the course of the year, to 
meet our responsibility in operational terms on the 
basis of a programme of this kind. Since 1976 we have 
been making a whole series of administrative changes 
- in both Mr Youel's departments and in mine -
with regard to supervision or surveillance and soon 
with regard to checking the implementation of the 
industrial programmes in the light of the decisions 
taken. Once the framework for the aids has been 
decided, all the questions will have to be answered 
and provision made for all the checks required under 
the programme put forward by the Commission. 

My reply then is as follows. Have we taken a formal 
decision to make changes ? No, Mr Hoffmann, we 
have taken a whole series of decisions so as to be able, 
in management terms, to keep to the priorities we 
have laid down with regard to restructuring. And let 
me reply at the same time to Mr Aigner : of course, 
we have undertaken, in the Commission's depart
ments, the necessary coordination in connection with 
the financial aspects of Community operations (the 
Social Fund, the Regional Fund and the special funds 
set up under the ECSC Treaty) in order to mobilize all 
our financial instruments in a coherent fashion. And 
shortly a borrowing facility will be added to the three 
financial instruments I mentioned. 

Mr Hoffmann also asked me a number of more 
specific questions on restructuring in general I have 
given him an answer. As to the question of whether 
restructuring operations have been undertaken in the 
whole Community and whether this is being 
discussed between the Commission and the national 
governments, followed by discussions in the Consulta
tive Committee, my answer is yes since there are 
restructuring operations in the United Kingdom, Italy, 
the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Germany and 
France - i.e. in all the countries where there is a 
primary iron and steel indutry. 

This question has two parts. How are those affected by 
these measures to have a say ? There is structural parti
cipation under the terms of the Treaty, namely in the 
Consultative Committee, which brings together all the 
parties concerned in any operation in this field : steel 
producers, users, processors, clients and the unions. 
Everybody is there. 

Secondly it is clear that in each country there will be 
a discussion on the implementation by national 
governments of the part of the restructuring 
programme which fits into the general programme. 
There will be discussions in the Parliaments. This was 
discussed in France on Monday and Tuesday, the Itali
ans have introduced a bill and the Belgians are also 
ready to do so. 

Lastly, there is a third level of partiCipation, the 
company level. Indeed, within each company there 
will be discussions, in the light of the proposed legisla
tion, on the effects of restructuring measures taken by 
the company. For our part, at European level we 
envisage other restructuring problems being discussed, 
in addition to the consultations to be held with the 
Consultative Committee. This will undoubtedly be 
one of the subjects to be raised at the Tripartite 
Conference in November. I think that Mr Hoffmann 
has rightly put his finger on a fundamental question : 
if we improve the situation at the very moment when 
this will have the worst social consequences we must 
be able to explain why this remedy is the only way of 
giving the iron and steel industry a chance of survival 
without support measure or aid payments which 
create distortions. We must also be able to show that, 
both at the social level and with regard to retraining, 
this improvement in the situation will enable us to 
find long-term alternative solutions to the problem of 
regional development. 

With regard to the Saar, Lorraine and the Belgian and 
Luxembourg programmes, I was asked a specific ques
tion : are consultations being held on this with those 
responsible for defining these programmes ? There are 
- and I have no hesitation in saying this - more or 
less permanent consultations on these questions with 
all who wish to take part. Not so very long ago, the 
Commission took part in a meeting devoted to the 
problems of the Saar. The purpose here was to define, 
along the lines of Mr Aigner's question, ways of using 
all the means at our Community's disposal to lessen 
the unpleasant effects of a policy made necessary by 
the exigencies of the industrial situation. That, I think, 
is the essential factor. 

The last question was to what extent - since we are 
taking part in these programmes - the Community 
could be said to be involved in joint managment with 
regard to implementing them. Here, I think, we are 
faced with an impossibility. The Commission is not 
going to become a shareholder in the individual 
companies, but it will - and Mr Vouel will be able to 
explain this in a moment - accept its responsibilities 
so as to ensure that, with regard to the anti-crisis 
programme and the said programme, the companies 
comply with the undertakings which have been given. 
That is the part to play. There can be no question of 
participation in terms of direct management or 
decision-making - deciding, for example, whether it 
is rolling mill A or rolling mill B which is to be 
closed, or whether the steel industry should be deve
loped in one place rather than in another. 

We shall have to judge whether all the proposals we 
receive are consistent. We shall have to make sugges
tions to ensure that the various programmes are 
linked together in a coherent fashion. There are in 
fact a number of solutions which are feasible with 
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cooperation but impossible without it. I can give a 
whole series of examples for this. The example of the 
concentration that has taken place between the steel
working operations in Belgium, Luxembourg and the 
Saar show that, with regard to employment, it is 
possible to find better solutions and increase the effi
ciency of the company. This is the basis for judging 
operations of this kind. There will be others, in 
Ireland and in other countries : they must be judged 
in the light of the various criteria I have mentioned. 

So much, Mr President, for this fundamental question 
of restructuring, without which there can be no worth
while Community programme. Without restructuring, 
we could only disguise the actual situation. We would 
be unable to give any assurances to those who have 
good reason to believe that the steel industry in 
Europe has a future and is even capable of developing, 
provided, with Community assistance it makes this 
effort to adjust, which is the only way it will be able to 
resist the onslaught of its immediate competitors. 

In order to make this restructuring operation as pain
less as possible, the Community has made all the 
arrangements for a support policy which even 
includes provision for granting aid provided certain 
strict conditions apply. It is this whole programme 
directed at restructuring which justifies the rest of our 
operations. I hope that in this way I have been able to 
show that, both in theory and in practice, the right 
choice has been made. A start has been made on 
implementing this. It must be carried forward within 
a framework of continuing discussions, including 
discussions in Parliament, in order to find the 
consensus which is indispensable to the implementa
tion of such a difficult and painful policy of adapta
tion and in order to give this Community policy a 
chance of succeeding. 

(Applause) 

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

Mr Ellis. - Mr President, as a speaker for the 
Socialist Group, I follow my friend and colleague, Mr 
Hoffmann, who introduced this question. I certainly 
agree with Mr Davignon when he said that the issues 
are extremely complex. However, I believe that if one 
ponders them in a sufficiently detached manner, one 
can see certain fairly straight forward, simple and valid 
things that need to be done. I want to try and take 
this view and, as it were, to stand back a little and not 
get myself involved in the complexities of the issue. 

I welcome the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Ansart, which we as a group support. But I must say 
that we feel that it does not really get to grips with the 
nub of the issue. By the nub of the issue I mean the 
degree and nature of interventionism which is permiss-

ible and desirable. I do not want to start a debate, 
which might generate a kind of theological warmth, 
ab<lut protectionism on the one hand and free trade 
on the other, each in its pristine purity, the Ark of the 
Covenant, as it were, to its adherents. I want a prac
tical, pragmatic response to what is a very practical, 
pragmatic, important and immediate problem. So I 
speak in no way from a doctrinal point of view. I 
speak as a person, as would, I am sure, every Member 
of this House who is concerned at the gravity of the 
issues before us. I am not going to spend time 
spelling out the gravity, although I sometimes fear 
that it still has not quite registered with everybody. 

Now, having posed the question of the degree and 
kind of interventionism, can I say that protectionism 
of course already exists. It is there in a very very 
substantial degree. May I just quote, to make my 
point, the case of my own country. Virtually the 
whole, or at least a very substantial part, of the British 
steel industry is publically owned. If it were being run 
as a private company, the directors would all be in jail, 
because they are manifestly trading whilst bankrupt to 
the extent of some four hundred million pounds a 
year. And of course that is one of the two advantages 
- if they are advantages - of being publicly owned. 
Firstly, we can rely on the resources of the State, and, 
secondly, there is a transparency about the whole oper
ation, because all the figures are published for 
anybody to read. That is the actual position. 

I do not know when the steel crisis began. I suppose 
it began after the war. But I do know that in 1972 the 
then British Government made available to the 
management of the British Steel Corporation the very 
substantial sum of three thousand million pounds, 
which would now be equivalent to six thousand 
million pounds or ten thousand million units of 
account. That money was to be used for investment 
designed to put the British steel industry on its feet. 
Four years later hardly a penny had been spent. This, 
I think, is the sort of thing that people like me, who, 
fortunately or unfortunately, do not have the executive 
responsibility, cannot help but question. We feel 
bound to question the resolution of the politicians -
and I am the first to be aware of all the political 
problems. But the fact of the matter is that, for several 
years after 1972, the British electorate could have legit
imately said to its steel ministers ; you might as well 
go home and grow cabbages. In a sense the ministers 
were behaving very irresponsibly. 

I am trying to speak as dispassionately as I can. I 
appreciate of course, that there were pressures on the 
ministers. I merely make the point that the response 
of the minister to the practical problems - I was 
happy to hear Commissioner Davignon point out all 
the social, political economic, and industrial problems 
which have to be weighed - lacked resolution. I am 
simply trying to illustrate the problems facing us as 
politicians. 
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It should be obvious from what I said that there is a 
need for a plan. That is, of course, a platitude. But it is 
something more than a platitude because the state
ment that there is need for a plan leads to all kinds of 
problems. The BSC professional management, which 
was given three thousand million pounds, produced a 
plan. It might or might not have been a very good 
plan in a technical commercial sense. I do not know. 
But was it their job to produce the plan or was it the 
British Governments ? If the resolution had been 
there could the British Government have produced a 
better plan ? Or could it have been done even better 
still on a Community basis ? These are very important 
questions. We must start, it seems to me, by trying to 
adopt this straightforward simple approach to a 
complex problem. We have to accept that we must 
have a plan ; it has to be effective : that means that 
there has to be, inevitably, a degree of interven
tionism. The plan has to be reasonable, and by reason
able I mean all the kind of things Commissioner 
Davignon said must be done to cater for all the varia
bles in the situation. 

Now this plan that we have to have inevitably will fall 
into two parts. The two parts will be, firstly, the 
measures needed to acquire a period of time to put 
the industry right, the protectionist measures, adding 
to the ones that already exist, the kind of thing that 
the Commission has introduced in a voluntary sort of 
way in recent years. One criticism could be made 
straight away not of the Commission, but of its 
measures, in that they have not been wholly effective, 
wholly satisfactory. They have been partly effective, 
partly satisfactory, but they could have been, given the 
complete understanding of everybody concerned, even 
more satisfactory. 

But that is the easiest part of the plan. The more diffi
cult part of the plan is this restructuring. And I will 
say at once - if I can speak in parenthesis here, 
speaking personally and not necessarily for my own 
group - that if I were the Commissioner, I would not 
be very ready to produce a plan. I know that Commis
sioner Davignon said it was a dynamic plan. There 
was a considerable flex to it, I agree. But somewhere, 
however dynamic, in that plan there would be a little 
paragraph which said; well such-and-such a works in 
such-and-such a town, in such-and-such a year must 
close. Commissioner Davignon shakes his head. I 
accept I am talking about a plan which may well not 
be the one that he has in mind. But it seems to me to 
be the kind of plan that, if I were trying to be effec
tive, I would inevitably have to have in mind. Because 
I would have to say that in another works, in another 
town - and this may well be more acceptable -
there would have to be considerable investment. It 
seems that this is a kind of problem that we cannot 
escape, and no Commission, without considerable 
political backing, could ever bring itself - it seems to 
me, and I am speaking in parenthesis now - to issue 
that sort of plan. 

So, there we have these two aspects of the plan. 

And this is the point I am trying to hammer home. I 
am not saying that there has been no progress, there 
has been progress, but time is going by very quickly. 
Given the plan, we could approach the problem in 
two main ways. The Member States could act individu
ally, or even bilaterally, or even trilaterally ; or the 
Community could do it on a Community basis. 

There are problems with each approach. The obvious 
problem with the Member-State approach is that there 
would be a differential rate of improvement. French 
measures that my friend Mr Hoffmann spoke about 
seem to me, looking from the outside, positively 
Draconian. I do not know enough about France and 
French politics to know how successful the French 
Government will be in effecting its plan. But let us 
assume that it will achieve the results that its authors 
hope for. Now at the same time, over a period, let us 
say, of five years, it may well be that the British 
Government might be less resolute in its approach to 
its problems. So we would have a position where there 
was an increased difference in the competitiveness of 
two of the Member States. That is the obvious weak
ness of the process of going at it on an ad hoc, indi
vidual State basis. The process has already started, and 
it seems to me it is inevitably going to lead to a great 
deal of trouble in years to come. 

Now the other approach, through the Community, 
also has its problems. The problems are summed up, I 
think, in what Commissioner Davignon said in May 
in this House, when we last debated steel. He said 
this : The main difference between 1977 and 1978 is 
that we have perhaps established conditions' - I like 
the word 'perhaps' - 'which, if they are complied 
with, will provide a comprehensive solution to the 
structural crisis'. Well, it's a large claim : 'will provide 
a comprehensive solution'. Let's grant him that. But 
the key words are 'if they are complied with'. The 
logic of the position is inescapable. The tragedy is, of 
course, that politics isn't about logic, and I am not 
going to spell out the logical place to go to, because 
immediately I do, all kinds of emotions will be 
aroused. The word will be used pejoratively as it were. 
But it is there, and we can all see that it is there. 
Because if the things are going to be effective, then 
there have to be effective instruments for applying the 
restructuring proposals. I am not talking about the 
harsh logic of the 19th century, or anything like that. 
I am talking about the intelligent but still effective 
application of the skill and the wit of man. 

I want to finish by making that point about the 
logical place, without actually spelling it out. I will 
put it in the form of a question to Commissioner 
Youel : does he consider that, as the situation is now, 
the Commission has enough authority adequately to 
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apply a comprehensive plan for dealing with the 
problems of the steel industry in the Community ? 

(Applause) 

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

Mr Schworer. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should like to begin by thanking Mr 
Ansquer for having taken over this difficult subject so 
soon after taking up his seat in this House, and for 
this report and introductory speech this morning. I 
should also like to thank the Commission, and in 
particular Mr Davignon, for having tackled this diffi
cult subject so determinedly and for his continuing 
determination to do all he can for this particular 
sector of industry, which provides the livelihoods of so 
many people. 

The European iron and steel industry is in an 
extremely worrying position. First of all, there is the 
magnitude of the losses which we have heard about in 
the last few days from the French National Assembly 
and which have swallowed up the steel companies' 
reserves and led to enormous debts being accumulated 
by the companies in the last few years. But the reason 
for these losses in even more worrying and menacing 
than the losses themselves. It is the inadequate produc
tivity of the European steel industry, which holds out 
no promise of a fundamental improvement in the situ
ation even if there is an economic recovery. 

The statistics given in the French National Assembly 
- and reproduced in the newspaper I have here with 
me, the Dernieres Nouvelles d'Alsace - show that 
the British steel industry produces 115 tonnes steel 
per worker per year, compared with the French figure 
of 149 tonnes per man per year the German figure of 
190 tonnes, 249 tonn~s in the USA and 327 in Japan. 
In other words, Mr Ellis, the Japanese steel worker 
produces three times as much steel per year as the 
average worker in the British steel industry, which you 
have just been talking about. I realize that this is first 
and foremost a matter of technical equipment and 
installations. On top of these, however, there are the 
problemes connected with the location of the steel
works and energy costs, and I think I am justified in 
saying that the European steel industry faces a sombre 
future. 

The Commission has taken measures to bring about 
short-term improvements to the market situation by 
introducing minimum prices for certain products, 
guidelines for prices and deliveries within the Commu
nity and by introducing restrictions on imports from 
third countries. We have debated these measures on a 
number of occasions in this House, and we have given 
them our support in principle. 

Then we have to find - as has been mentioned on a 
number of occasions today - the long and medium
term solutions to the structural problems. It is good to 
know, Mr Davignon, that the restructuring plan, 
which provides for Community investment aid in 
accordance with Article 54 of the ECSC Treaty, is in 
preparation. We also welcome the fact that the 
Commission does not intend to allow the national 
measures on restructuring to run their course in 
uncoordinated isolation. If this were to happen, there 
would be a danger of the measures taken in the 
various Member States running contrary to each other 
and of some countries keeping unprofitable works 
going - or even extending them - at the cost of 
other countries or of their own taxpayers, quite apart 
from the danger of private enterprise being placed at a 
disadvantage compared with the nationalized sections 
of the industry. The Commission's planned legal provi
sions should obviate all these dangers. In my opinion, 
the Commission is right in thinking that the Treaty is 
not sufficiently flexible to cope with the present situa
tion. This new legal instrument is intended to enable 
the Commission to keep a check on aids and interven
tions to ensure that these measures are applied on an 
equal and fair basis throughout Europe, and we fully 
support the Commission in its endeavours. 

However, this plan is also fraught with regional 
problems. Mr Ellis has already referred to the 
problems of deciding, for instance, where works 
should be closed down and where investment should 
be concentrated. This is a tricky problem, especially 
when we come to consider the economically weak 
areas. In my opinion, though, regional considerations 
should not be allowed to run counter to these plans, 
which means that the economically weak areas must 
not be subject to different restructuring criteria from 
the other areas of the Community. We must establish 
some sort of uniformity here, even at the cost of 
appearing to act harshly in the short term. 

I also think the Commission is right in its determina
tion to ensure that all these measures are included 
whether financed by the State, the public sector, 
regional authorities or quasi-governmental organiza
tions and institutions. In other words, it is right that 
everything should be brought together in an overall 
strategy. Any other method could result in corners 
being cut and eventually in the failure of the project 
as a whole. 

Let me repeat that our group approves of the Commis
sion's extended powers, but this does not mean to say 
that we have finally abandoned the idea of the ban on 
subsidies under the ECSC Treaty. It is merely 
suspended for a limited period, which we refer to as a 
transitional period, so as to improve the structural situ
ation. The Christian-Democratic Group also gives its 
support to the reasoning behind the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs' motion for a resolu
tion, and I should like to set out three reasons why we 
support the motion. 
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Firstly, we are in favour of a check being kept on 
these measures, and in particular on the use of public 
funds. Mr Ellis, you gave us a good example of how 
large amounts of money can simply get held up 
somehow or other. This kind of thing must not be 
allowed to happen. 

Secondly, these measures must aim at reestablishing 
the principle of free and open competition, and that is 
why we are in favour of these measures - and particu
larly the aid to restructuring - being degressive and 
temporary, and I should think, Mr Davignon, that a 
running period of three years should really suffice. 
But I should also be in favour of these measures being 
extended, as provided for, if the alternative was clearly 
going to be a resumption of the race to hand out 
national subsidies, which would, in my opinion, be 
worse than extending the life of these measures. 

Thirdly - and this seems to me to be a particularly 
important point, since Mr Hoffmann pointed it out 
earlier - special attention must be given to the social 
situation of the workers. Two of the paragraphs in this 
Commission draft - numbers 3 and 5, which, incid
entally, receive our full support - provide for the alle
viation of cases of social hardship. As far as paragraph 
5 in particular is concerned, we realize that this will 
be a difficult task, but what we are faced with here is a 
desperate situation facing a company which we are 
not sure whether to save, because of the jobs involved, 
or to allow to slip into bankruptcy, because it is no 
longer structurally viable. I would like to state quite 
clearly that there is growing public concern at the fact 
that nationalized or semi-nationalized undertakings 
are being kept going at all costs, while hundreds and 
thousands of small and medium-sized undertakings 
are simply allowed to go to the wall without so much 
as a bat of the eyelid. At this level too, we need a 
certain degree of coordination, otherwise it might 
have an extremely harmful effect on the small and 
medium-sized businesses. 

In an amendment to Mr Ansquer's motion for a 
resolution, we have suggested that we should table a 
motion calling on the Commission to present in the 
near future a review of the action it has taken and a 
programme for 1979 and subsequent years to be 
discussed some time this year if possible, perhaps at 
our November meeting, but at the very latest at the 
December part-session. I should be grateful, ladies 
and gentlemen for your support for this amendment 
to the motion for a resolution. 

Let me add just one general remark in conclusion. I 
would concede that steel is only one aspect of the 
Community's economic policy which is particularly 
endangered at the moment. The steel sector cannot, 
however, be viewed in total isolation. We must see the 
overall structural policy pursued by the Community 
and - as we are talking about alternative jobs - we 
must see the need to create these alternative jobs in 

other sectors. We have 6 million unemployed, and we 
shall need to create something like nine million addi
tional jobs for school-Ieavers by 1985. That means 
that we have to create 15 million jobs in the Commu
nity in the next seven years, and I feel that we should 
give even more emphasis to this matter. 

I think that more should be done to create additional 
jobs in the non-problem areas to create more opportu
nities for redeployment. We must strengthen our 
modernization policy in all sectors, and I am thinking 
here particularly of encouraging private investment 
and encouraging research and development - in fact, 
encouraging any kind of innovation. We realize that 
only new products, new processes and new markets 
can generate these additional jobs, and I should like to 
add just as an aside that the whole sphere of develop
ment aid policy is part and parcel of this question. I 
am thinking in particular, though, of giving encourage
ment to the small and medium-sized undertakings 
and of improving the openings for people to set up in 
business on their own. I think this will be the best 
way of creating the additional jobs we need so much. 

An improved policy for encouraging medium-sized 
undertakings would also improve the prospects for the 
kind of growth we need to finance these projects. 
Growth is essential not only to finance these moderni
zation projects, but also to maintain our present 
standard of living in the Community. 

I should like to call on the Commission to give us a 
comprehensive run-down on this subject in the near 
future. We know that you favour a policy of growth, 
Mr Davignon, but we also know that what we need are 
more concrete details of where this policy of growth 
should be applied in the Member States to get it to 
bear fruit. The Commission once referred in a docu
ment to the fact that Europe has no reason to despair, 
as Europe was rich in terms of creativity. Let us give 
our creativity free play, because I too feel that, despite 
the dark clouds hanging over the future of the steel 
industry, we have no reason to despair. 

We must mobilize the productive forces in Europe, 
show them the openings available and help them to 
help themselves. Then we shall soon see an improve
ment, and after these difficult years we shall find a 
resurgence of confidence in our European economy. 
The Commission's draft decision should help in over
coming these difficult years in the iron and steel 
industry. The Christian-Democratic Group supports 
the Commission's draft, is prepared to cooperate with 
the Commission and wishes Mr Davignon and Mr 
Youel every success in tackling this problem. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Nielsen to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 
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Mr Brendlund Nielsen. - (DK) This House has 
often discussed the wideranging commercial, regional 
and employment problems facing the Community's 
iron and steel industry, and I shall not be going into 
these difficult problems yet again today. 

The Community's iron and steel policy is - together 
with the common agricultural policy - one of the 
cornerstones of the Community edifice, and it is there
fore extremely important that we overcome the 
present problems - indeed, the crisis - in the iron 
and steel industry. 

In view of the scale of these problems in this sector of 
industry, what we need is a well thought out 
programme of action spanning a number of years, 
which will bring about and assist in the necessary 
restructuring of the industry, and which will help to 
alleviate the negative social and regional effects of 
restructuring. 

In the motion for a resolution we are discussing today, 
we can discern the first outlines of a restructuring 
policy. The Commission's draft decision is aimed at 
providing the machinery needed to check that 
national measures and State subsidies are brought into 
line with the Community's overall restructuring 
policy, and in addition it is proposed that the Commis
sion be given a mandate to intervene in cases where 
there is a discrepancy between Community policy and 
national measures. 

However, the Commission has not yet formulated a 
detailed restructuring plan for the steel industry, 
which means that the instruments we are talking 
about here lack an overall control system and a frame
work within which they can be implemented, and we 
must call on the Commission to come up with firm 
ideas on the restructuring of the steel industry. We 
Liberals associate ourselves completely with the 
Commission's aim of restoring the competitiveness of 
this industry. The Common Market, the European 
Community, should not, in our opinion, resort to 
permanent protectionist measures, and in saying this, 
we think we are speaking for the vast majority in this 
Chamber. 

In the Liberals' opmton, of course, the Community 
should champion the idea of the mutual liberalization 
of world trade, the only exception to this rule being 
when less well-developed economies need special 
arrangements. 

I should also like to underline the significance of the 
prices of iron and steel products for many steel-using 
industries in the Community. These industries are 
inevitably heavily dependent on the availability of 
steel products at competitive prices, and as the 
Commission's proposal is in keeping with the point 
of view I have just put forward, it will receive the full 
support of the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

I should also like to stress the fact that, in formulating 
a future iron and steel policy, the Community should 
attach great importance to the question of scrap iron. 
We live in an age in which we are beginning to 
realize the importance of re-use, and this concern 
should be reflected in our forthcoming iron and steel 
policy. I see that Mr Davignon is nodding his head, 
and I am glad that this remark seems to meet with 
your approval. 

I should also like to ask the Commission to continue 
its work on the restructuring policy with a view to 
reaching agreement with steel-producing third coun
tries, to enable us to reach a wider-ranging - indeed, 
one might even say, a global - solution to the 
problems of the iron and steel industry. 

I therefore think it important for us to make progress 
in this field to ensure that this sector, which is so 
important to the Community, develops on a sound 
basis in the future. 

(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR : MR ADAMS 

Vice-president 

President. - I call Mr Leonardi to speak on behalf 
of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Leonardi. - (I) The draft Commission decision 
starts from the premise that the Community iron and 
steel industry is in serious difficulties because of 
declining competitiveness, and that restructuring is 
therefore necessary ; I would add that a process of 
reconversion is required to take account of the substan
tial side effects of restructuring itself. In any case, this 
restructuring requires - according to the Commis
sion - a harmonizing of national aid measures ; more
over, the present legal framework laid down by the 
ECSC Treaty does not provide adequate means for 
achieving this aim, and the draft Commission deci
sion therefore calls for regulations applicable to all 
types of aid and intervention and not only to those 
specifically intended for the iron and steel industry. 

For our part, we have nothing against such coordina
tion efforts at Community level. 

We have several times expressed our support for 
them, indeed we believe that a restructuring plan for 
an industry such as iron a_pd steel cannot be success
fully implemented at national level in the Commu
nity. The problem is that the whole process must 
come under democratic control, something which 
does not happen at the moment, and which is 
certainly not likely to happen as a result of the draft 
decision submitted by the Commission. 

The amendment proposed by the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs - the amendment to 
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Article 8 - seeks to create greater scope for control ; 
of course we support it, but it is not a definitive solu
tion. 

The fundamental reason for our abstention on this 
motion for a resolution - which I have not person
ally discussed in the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs, of which I am a member, for the 
simple reason that I was engaged in another working 
party- is the discrepancy between the Commission's 
ability to provide assistance and its inability to define 
the common interest to which it continually refers, as 
well as its inability to take account of a situation 
which is much more complex than that set out here 
and which it is claimed can be improved by reesta
blishing competitive conditions. 

We are afraid that in reestablishing 'competitive condi
tions' one may end up by serving the interests of the 
strongest. Who defines this common interest ? Other 
speakers before me have expressed concern at this 
formulation 'common interest', which is supposed to 
cover everything. 

We do not believe that the current decision-ma,king 
process, which starts with the ECSC Consultative 
Committee and which Mr Davignon has very kindly 
outlined for us, is adequate. Instead we think that a 
first serious step forward can be taken if, in the 
process of continual adaptation to which Mr 
Davignon several times referred, Parliament is given a 
more important role in the decision-making process, 
for example through its specialized committees. 
Indeed, I think Mr Davignon hinted at something of 
this kind : and we shall see how it can be brought 
about in the future. 

In fact, the European iron and steel industry is the 
oldest in the world and its present crisis results not 
only from obsolescence and loss of competitiviness 
but perhaps above all from the need for redistribution 
or iron and steel production in the world, including 
those countries which are now being industrialized 
and which have hitherto imported from the EEC. 
This need for redistribution has nothing to do with 
competitive capacity, but derives above all from polit
ical requirements which we must not ignore, since to 
do so would be to disregard the nature of the world in 
which we live. 

The Community iron and steel industry, moreover, is 
in a rather special situation, since in the postwar 
period, after being an exporting industry using raw 
materials produced within the Community, it has 
moved to a diametrically opposite position and now 
has to defend itself against imports from third coun
tries. The private sector of the iron and steel industry 
has increasingly specialized in the manufacture of 
finished products with a high level of value added. In 
the primary sector of the industry, however, there is 
growing State intervention which takes various forms 

and is certainly not c.onfined to simple aids, but above 
all consists of direct participation with subsidies 
which cannot be formally described as aids, although 
they are usually non-repayable. 

I think that when discussing the iron and steel 
industry it is essential to make this distinction 
between the primary and secondary iron and steel 
sectors - otherwise we end up by using the same 
term to designate completely different things. For 
example, how can one classify the aids currently being 
allocated by the French Government to offset the 
costs of depreciation and thus to reduce the enormous 
debts of the French iron and steel industry ? It is also 
difficult to classify the intervention of IRI in Italy to 
underwrite the increase in the capital of Finsider
something which private capital certainly would not 
do. I think Article 2 of the draft decision refers to this. 
The fact is that the primary iron and steel sector is a 
highly capitalized industry and therefore bears a heavy 
burden of fixed costs, but at the same time it is 
subject to strong cyclical variations. It is therefore an 
industry which tends to be loss-making by its very 
nature nature and for that reason depends on public 
money, and which is increasingly run as a service 
necessary to the nation and to the downstream private 
industries. 

It seems to me that these realities must be examined 
and studied, for otherwise we shall be trying to make 
competitive something which can no longer be 
competitive, as so often happens with urban transport 
and many other sectors. These are the characteristics 
of the primary iron and steel sector, and in my view it 
will always require State aid. 

In this situation it is clearly necessary to take coordi
nated action ; as I said, we are in favour of coordina
tion, but I think it will be impossible to implement it 
unless we have common objectives, and this need is 
certainly not met by the frequent references to the 
'common objective for steel' contained in the Commis
sion report, since that objective merely represents 
unilateral action by the Commission itself. Instead, we 
must draw up a common programme in which the 
interests of all those involved are really reflected. Of 
course, the assessment of the validity of such a 
common programme cannot be based only on 
economic criteria, but must have a strong political 
element. I therefore think it necessary that the 
Commission - which is asking for this increase in its 
own powers on which we shall abstain, not because 
we oppose greater coordination, but because we do 
not think that greater coordination brought about now 
in the way proposed would be satisfactory - should 
from now on cooperate more closely with Parliament 
and its committees. 

If these conditions are not fulfilled, the Commission's 
request for increased powers is in our view a fanciful 
exercise which may conceal the danger of protecting 
the interests of the stronger at the expense of the 
weaker. 
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President. - I call Mr Brosnan to speak on behalf of 
the Group of European Progressive Democrats. 

Mr Brosnan. - Firstly, Mr President, I would like to 
thank my colleague, Mr Ansquer, for the excellence of 
the report which he has presented to us, and it would 
be remiss not to compliment the Commissioner also 
on his detailed and very sympathetic expose of this 
very difficult and complex problem - one which, I 
submit, if not resolved, will certainly impede the 
progress and the future of the Community. 

As has been stated clearly and indeed frequently over 
the past few years, the steel industry is passing 
through a period of crisis. For such a major sector of 
the economy to be in a crisis situation is very serious 
indeed. It is imperative, therefore, that suitable 
measures be taken to remedy this situation. This 
report is based on one such measure put forward by 
the Commission on aids and interventions by 
Member States in favour of the iron-and-steel 
industry. 

The basic reason behind such a proposal is quite cred
ible and acceptable. It is not in the interests of any 
Member State to find itself bidding against another 
Member State with regard to financial assistance and 
interventions on behalf of the iron-and-steel plants 
within its own territory. In a crisis situation, the main
tenance of the steel industry and of employment in 
that industry is of paramount importance, but when 
there is a world-wide recession, which is what we have 
had in the past few years, the burden should be equit
ably shared by all as proposed. 

At the risk of being called anti-Community, I would 
like to turn to the situation of the steel industry in my 
own country, Ireland, a matter which I have previ
ously raised in this House. I would like once again to 
stress that there is only one steel plant in Ireland, and 
that provides a limited supply of basic materials. Some 
time ago it was decided to modernize and develop this 
plant so that it could remain competitive within the 
EEC. This development plan was backed by the 
national authorities, and the usual assistance was 
sought from the European Coal and Steel Commu
nity. When we debated the future of this plant in this 
House last May, the Commission and the Commis
sioner who is present here today, had serious reserva
tions about its development plans It would appear, 
however, fortunately, that there has been a change of 
heart. Perhaps the Commission have now acknow
ledged the unique situation of the steel industry in my 
country, because we are happy to learn at this stage 
that, following negotiations between all parties 
concerned, an acceptable solution in the form of a 
swapping arrangement based on cooperation between 
the one and only mill in Ireland and a French steel
mill is emerging. This is satisfactory to us. At the 

expense of being called selfish, Mr President, I would 
recall that this steel-mill is situated in my own consti
tuency in Ireland I should be very grateful if the 
Commission would indicate that it is now satisfied 
with the arrangements which have been reached, and 
if they are now in a position to give a favourable 
response as regards financial assistance from the 
Community towards the development and expansion 
of Irish Steel Ltd. The continued existence, develop
ment and modernization of this plant is essential to 
Ireland from every point of view - this we have gone 
into in detail on previous occasions - and to the 
regions and to the people of Ireland. The Irish people 
are hopeful, indeed they are watching and praying, 
that the Community's promises on developing the 
peripheral and the poorer regions are not now cast 
aside in the case of our one and only mill so that the 
large steel complexes of the golden triangle may 
survive. There is a retrospective clause contained in 
the proposal which gives rise to concern in particular 
in relation to the development plans for the Irish steel 
plant, I feel it would be a cruel fate if Irish steel were 
to arrive at satisfactory arrangements which were 
acceptable to the Commission, and then to find that it 
was prevented from obtaining this financial aid 
because of the retrospective conditions contained in 
the proposal we are discussing here today. I would 
again request the Commissioner to allay my fears and 
assure me that Irish steel will not be penalized in any 
way because of the retrospective clause. 

In conclusion, Mr President, I would again like to 
congratulate my colleague on his report and to pledge 
my own and my group's support for the motion for a 
resolution. 

President. - I call Mrs Ewing, who has tabled a ques
tion on the same subject for Question Time. 

Mrs Ewing. - Mr President, I would like to say that 
Mr Hoffmann has put many of the questions and Mr 
Ellis has posed many of the problems, which saves me 
a considerable amount of time. 

When I look at the motion for a resolution, I am 
reasonably happy with it down to about paragraph 4, 
and then I start getting a little worried about the posi
tion so far as it affects my country. Mr Brosnan seems 
happy about Ireland. Well, I wish I could say that I 
was happy either about the United Kingdom position 
or about the position in Scotland. 

We all know that there is a worldwide recession, and 
this kind of recession hits steel harder and lasts longer 
than in any other industry. It is the worst recession 
since the war, but it is really a great concern to a 
country like Scotland, where steel has so many jobs 
depending on it and is so closely related to the whole 
industrial structure of Scotland. And of course the 
same is true of the United Kingdom in general. 
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We know that the Community has made piecemeal 
attempts to deal with the problem. I wonder about its 
powers, for instance under the Treaty of Paris setting 
up the ECSC, to impose production quotas and 
minimum prices. We have however, seen the cirisis 
growing ; we heard the view of Eurofer in February 
1977 that the Simonet crisis plan was not likely to 
succeed, and now we have the Davignon plan, which 
has caused some considerable concern_ in the United 
Kingdom Parliament, particularly from the govern
ment benches, from back benches and from my 
party's benches. 

I would like to say that I have tabled a question. It 
might be, I think, in accordance with the traditions of 
the House if I mention it : it is No 24. I have asked 
the same question about the problems of importing 
steel from countries outside the Community, particu
larly via Eastern Germany in the House of Commons, 
and I received a degree of assurance in the House of 
Commons that in the next talks at the highest level, 
this matter would be raised with Western Germany. I 
wonder whether any comment could be made about 
this problem, because it is affecting certain parts of 
the steel industry in the United Kingdom very 
severely. 

I also would like to ask a question about the United 
States' attitude. It has quite clearly expressed concern 
at the increase of steel imports this year, particularly 
from Western Germany. The increase from the 
United Kingdom is rather minimal, at 1·5% in the 
first period of 1978, but the West German increase is 
72·5% for the first eight months of this year, and the 
figures for France and Luxembourg are respectively 
24·9% and 47·4%. I wonder if we could hear whether 
there are discussions going on about the possibility 
that the United States will take retaliatory measures 
against either this industry or the agricultural products 
industry, which I think it did indicate it would do if 
this increase in imports from the Community is to 
continue. 

If I understand the present policy of the Commis
sioner, he is proposing to slim down the industry to a 
viable size. This is where, of course, concern must be 
expressed by myself on behalf of the Scottish posi
tion ; because according to the British Steel Corpora
tion's report - if we accept it and I see no reason 
why we should not - there is no doubt that the UK 
performance has improved substantially in the past 
three years. It has operated new plant with high effi
ciency and the whole climate of industrial relations 
has improved, but there is need for new investment. 
Unless there be any myth about the Scottish end of it, 
Scotland's steel producion units are basically profit
able. Hallside is profitable ; Dalziel would be profit
able if it were allowed to reach its production targets ; 
Revenscraig has just broken records as late as a few 
months ago and predicts that it will be capable of 

producing 3·1 million tonnes a year from next year, 
with productivity levels more than competitive with 
any steelmakers in the EEC. I do not know whether 
that is accepted, but that again comes from the Britih 
Steel Corporation's report. 

If I could turn to the view of the Scottish Council for 
Development and Industry, which, I may say, is a 
much-respected body when it makes pronounce
ments, a kind of embryo ministry for industry for 
Scotland, the President of that Council has said this : 
For the present and shortrun, Scottish steel output 
must be maintained at not less than its traditional 
proportion, which is about 15 % of the UK level. 
Investment in the UK must account for at least 15%, 
otherwise there is danger to areas where there is no 
alternative employment and where there is a tradi
tional level of some of the highest specialized skills in 
the whole of the world. He states that the Scottish 
investment programme should be oriented towards 
the production of specialized steels, because we do 
have the skills for that. I wonder whether any 
comment could be made about that prospect that 
would give me some of the assurance that Mr Brosnan 
seemed to be expressing with regard to his one mill in 
Ireland. 

Basically, the importance of the steel industry is what 
I am trying to get across to Members in this House. In 
economic and social terms, it is the basis of all our 
heavy and light industry. It could have been a 
completely integrated industry, but that did not come 
about because of the policy of successive governments. 

Returning to Mr Ellis' question, I ask with some 
anxiety which of our works this cutting down is going 
to affect. Which towns are going to become ghost
towns in Scotland ? Because that is the position in a 
country in Europe with one of the highest unemploy
ment levels. 

I would therefore ask that these points be taken into 
consideration and that, if there is time in the 
summing-up, the Commissioner might answer some 
of the question I have posed. 

President. - I call Mr Muller. 

Mr Hans-Werner Muller. - (D) Mr President, 
ladies and gentlemen, I have just a few brief remarks 
to make. I was pleased to hear Mr Davignon refer 
again to the three points on the structural reorganiza
tion of the steel industry. I think it right that these 
things should be repeated as often as possible in 
public. Mr Hoffmann produced statistics which show 
a slight improvement in the situation. 

I should just like to point out one thing, and that is 
that the restructuring is being tackled differently in 
the various Member States of the Community. One 
country has decided on a private-law solution, while 
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another has chosen a solution involving a higher 
degree of public intervention. There are no doubt 
points to be made for and against both these solu
tions, and I have no intention of starting an ideolog
ical debate, something which Mr Hoffmann also fortu
nately avoided. But, ladies and gentlemen, I would 
warn against opening a discussion in public which 
might give the impression that the unfortunate 
problem of impending redundancies would yield 
more easily to a greater degree of State intervention. 
An attempt is being made in the guise of political 
argument to promote this idea and to convince people 
with the slogan : 'the more State intervention, the 
fewer the redundancies'. Ladies and gentlemen, let us 
not have a debate on these lines. Mr Hoffmann 
conceded in his speech just now that, whatever the 
solution adopted, painful redundancies will be inevit
able. 

Whenever we set out along a particular path those 
who criticize our chosen route are often in a politi
cally very strong position, because they are never 
required to prove that their solution would have been 
better. 

Examples in other countries show that increased State 
intervention certainly does not mean that restruc
turing will result in fewer redundancies. 

We are absolutely convinced that we shall have to 
lower our sights in respect of our medium-term 
competitiveness, and that the aids given under this 
programme are essential. We must not be too ambi
tious, because in the steel industry - as in the 
mining industry - the ratio of jobs to those in the 
ancillary and service sectors is something like one to 
two. In the course of yesterday's energy debate, I 
pointed out that every job in the mining and steel 
industries generates two jobs in other sectors. The 
steel industry supplies sector consists - as Mr 
Schworer pointed out - of small and medium-sized 
businesses. The Commission should give some 
thought to the question of how it can help those 
small businesses. I know from personal experience in 
my own constituency that these small businesses have 
no access or - at least, they have to fight to get 
access - to the subsidies pot, if I may call it that. 

Ladies and gentlemen, let me just add a brief 
comment on a problem which Mr Ansquer dealt with 
in his introductory speech. He said that, on the basis 
of an amendment I tabled on 7 July this year, we 
would be returning to the question of custums 
revenue from ECSC imports. We shall have the 
chance to do so this week in some detail. 

At its meeting on 19 September 1978, the Council of 
Ministers went into the question of channelling 
customs revenue from ECSC imports from third coun
tries into Community funds. We are in favour of this 
income going to the Community, but we must give 

some thought to distributing the money sensibly. The 
Council has been mulling over this question for a year 
now, and has still not come up with anything. I think 
we would be well advised to remind the Council to do 
its homework. As I said in the debate on 7 July, this 
is of course largely a technical budgetary problem, and 
we shall probably agree in the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs to refer the question 
to the Committee on Budgets. 

In conclusion, I should like to thank Mr Davignon 
and his colleagues once again for their cooperation, 
and to echo Mr Schworer's hope that these problems, 
which are of such great importance for our European 
Community, will be brought as soon as possible to a 
satisfactory conclusion. 

President. - I call Mr Porcu. 

Mr Porcu. - (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
the iron and steel industry provides a strinking 
demonstration of the consequences of the European 
policies currently pursued, and the crisis facing this 
industry - with its enormous repercussions on the 
workers and on whole regions and countries - is now 
reaching intolerable proportions. 

As far as the regions are concerned, I should just like 
to refer briefly to the situation in my constituency of 
Lorraine. The process of running down the mining 
and steel industry in Lorraine began in 1961 and 1962 
with the closure of the Aubrives and Trieux mines, 
and has continued right up to the present day. Not a 
year has passed without jobs being lost, firms closing 
down and productive plant being dismantled. France 
has been especially badly hit by this process, and is 
now unable to meet its domestk and export require
ments of steel. The workers have also suffered greatly, 
with tens of thousands losing their jobs. Those still 
employed - whether in the steel works or down the 
mine - are being withlessly exploited, with produc
tivity expectations increasing all the time. The 
workers remaining are expected to produce as much 
- if not more - in fewer hours than a larger work
force did in the past. It is hardly surprising, then, that 
illnesses are becoming more and more frequent, and 
accidents at work more and more numerous and more 
and more fatal. Nor is it surprising that one French 
steelworker in two dies before reaching retirement 
age. These are the terrible consequences of the policy 
euphemistically known as restructuring in the iron 
and steel industry. 

Our rapporteur told us that what we needed was 'un 
plan d'assainissement'. What a wonderful language 
French is, that can produce such a beautiful word for 
something as ugly as redundancies, industrial demoli
tion and the deliberate creation of chaos ! I think this 
House should take the step of instituting a committee 
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of enquiry to look into how - in the countries 
concerned - public funds are used and how the 
destruction and decline of entire regions is organized 
as well as to study what future propects we could offer 
these regions. 

Mr Davignon told us that we would have to give some 
thought to the question of the competitiveness of the 
Community countries compared with third countries. 
But, ladies and gentlemen, this is the kind of thing we 
hear everywhere. Last Monday and Tuesday in the 
French National Assembly, our ministers told us that 
the French steel industry had to be able to compete 
with the other Community countries and with third 
countries. And now you are saying that the Commu
nity countries must be able to compete with third 
countries. But these third countries are saying exactly 
the same thing. And who, pray, is expected to carry 
the cost of this striving for competitiveness at any 
price and thus for greater profits from the capital 
invested? 

The answer is the workers, and nobody but the 
workers. 

And what does Mr Davignon tell us has to be done to 
attain these goals set out in the recently completed 
'Objectives for steel' ? 140 000 jobs will have to go by 
the board in the European steel industry, and a vast 
amount of productive plant will have to be 
dismantled. But this kind of solution is in flagrant 
contradiction with the objectives of the European 
Coal and Steel Community ! 

There is one other matter I should like to touch on, 
because we must not concern ourselves exclusively 
with economic problems. There is also the human 
element, the rights of human beings and the question 
of personal liberty. Ever since I have been a Member 
of this House, I have heard constant references to the 
need to respect human rights. But what about 
respecting the rights of the miners and steelworkers 
affected by this policy ? I would ask you to give some 
thought to this matter and to bear it constantly in 
mind. Respecting human rights means consulting the 
workers via the organizations freely elected by them, 
first and foremost the trade unions. And what is 
required is not just a formal consultation where the 
unions are brought together and told about the plans 
for the steel industry. What is needed is a readiness to 
listen attentively to what the unions have to say and to 
take their views and suggestions into account ; these, 
after all, are the people most familiar with the social 
and economic reality! 

We elected representatives must not simply be 
informed of decisions that have already been taken, 
and confronted with a fait accompli. We must make 
an effective contribution to the formulation of an 
industrial stategy, and in saying this I have in mind 
particularly the situation in my own country, France. 
The question of the iron and steel industry was 

discussed last Monday and Tuesday in our National 
Assembly, as Mr Davignon pointed out. But it was not 
the steel industry itself which was discussed, so much 
as the financing of the steel industry ; in other words, 
the real issue, that of social and industrial policy, was 
ignored. What the Government in fact brought up for 
discussion was the question of finance and the 
granting of fresh public funds to steel companies to 
enable them to make even more workers redundant. 

The common denominator in all this is the lack of 
democracy in the individual Member States and in the 
Community as a whole. Let us take a look at the 
problems at European level, because the restructuring 
takes place across national frontiers. Mr Davignon 
referred just now to restructuring in the Saar region of 
West Germany, in Belgium and in Luxembourg by 
the process of amalgamations and by agreements 
reached by the various companies concerned, aimed at 
identifying gaps in the present pattern of production 
so as - or so they say - to make better use of the 
tools of production. In fact, of course, to divide up the 
markets between them ! This is the kind of thing that 
will get us into a mess again and result in a fresh wave 
of closures. And the Member States of the Commu
nity are making a financial contribution to this 
dubious initiative ! 

We cannot stand idly by and watch this kind of policy 
being put into effect indefinitely. We therefore 
present the following demands, over and above our 
call for the setting up of a committee of enquiry. 
Firstly, this House must be informed of Public Funds 
granted to the big companies. Secondly, the workers', 
engineers' and management organizations must be 
invited to give their opinions on how the money is to 
be invested, so that the governing criterion is not just 
profit, but also social and national needs. Thirdly, the 
social aspect which is talked about so much must be 
given as much prominence as financial aid to the big 
companies. Yes, ladies and gentlemen, the human 
element must be given more prominence in this 
House ! In other words, no one should be made 
redundant until alternative employment has been 
found, and redevelopment funds made available. 
Finally, I think we whould allocate a sizable chunk of 
aid to those regions which are entirely dependent on 
the steel industry, as is the case in particular in 
Lorraine. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Bersani. 

Mr Bersani. - (/) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the sector we are considering is a key 
sector for the development of our economies. When I 
reflect on the recent history of my own country, on 
the significance of the restructuring and revival plan 
for the Italian iron and steel industry - to so-called 
'Senigallia Plan' - in the 19 50s, I cannot fail to note 
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how the successful combined intervention by State 
and private industry laid the foundations for a consid
erable expansion of the whole Italian economy. Our 
support for the draft decision presented to us by Mr 
Davignon on behalf of the Commission is therefore 
more than justified. 

I think that we can agree on many of the causes of 
the crisis in this sector. They certainly include the 
creation of surplus production capacity, resulting in 
loss of competitiveness at the international level, and 
the establishment in the Third World countries of 
iron and steel enterprises as a result of the legitimate 
aspirations of these countries. These features call for 
most careful assessment and go beyond the more 
immediate short-term aspects of the problem. 

I should now like to make some observations on the 
important and constructive proposals submitted by 
the Commission, and specifically on the substantial 
political content of the whole package. There is 
certainly a need - and I think that the vast majority 
of us agree on this - to coordinate the general aims 
and guidelines in this sector. 

That said, there remains the important and complex 
question of how to bring about such coordination. 

For example, the relationship between restructuring 
and the complementary and equally essential reconver
sion measures must be clearly brought out. The 
unique nature of this industry is also reflected in the 
characteristic social and local environment in which 
the effects of restructuring measures are felt. This is 
the political crux of the matter - the way in which 
European and national planning are coordinated, i.e. 
the proper assessment of their impact at regional 
level. Another important political aspect is the control 
of national aids and restructuring measures, which 
involves finding a suitable legal basis and appropriate 
administrative methods. In fact, these measures must 
take account of such a complex spectrum of problems 
that the political content of the decisions to be 
adopted - leaving aside the technical or legal aspects 
- is bound to loom large. Now, in my view, we 
should pay particular attention to this aspect. We 
must not run the risk of attaching undue importance 
to certain technical and economic aspects as 
compared with the political and social aspects which 
are fundamental to the problem. 

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I wanted to add 
these brief observations in support of similar 
comments made by previous speakers. They were 
intended to convey to the Commission the clear 
message that it should consider very carefully all the 
possible implications of the measures proposed in 
general terms in this document. 

My support must therefore be seen in the light of the 
peculiar national and international issues raised by the 

iron and steel industry, which appear to merit further 
examination in the context of a more intensive polit
ical dialogue. 

As the world situation changes there is a growing 
need to ensure that the necessary short-term aid 
measures do not run counter to the overriding require
ment to avoid yielding to revived protectionist tempta
tions. Therefore, while remaining fully convinced of 
the need to cooperate to the best of our ability in the 
process of restructuring the Community iron and steel 
industry, and fully aware that since the Community 
operates in a free market system, reduced competitive
ness would weaken the Community's economic 
system as a whole, with especially serious repercus
sions for Italy and other countries - such as the 
United Kingdom - we are nevertheless convinced 
that a more balanced view must be taken of all aspects 
of the problem. These aspects are economic, technical 
and legal, but let us not forget that they are also polit
ical and social. 

President. - I call Mr Vouel. 

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. - (F) Mr 
President, Mr Ansquer's report was very explicit and 
went into great detail, and in view of the lateness of 
the hour, I shall try to be fairly brief. 

Mr President, I welcome the support I have received 
from your Committee on Economic decision on aids 
and interventions for the iron and steel industry. The 
motion for a resolution drawn up by Mr Ansquer has 
met with your Committee's approval, as today's debate 
has shown. I believe that this House, the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs and the Commis
sion itself are basically in agreement as to the main 
elements of the draft decision we have been debating 
here today. 

This being so, Mr President, I should like to take this 
opportunity of underlining once more the importance 
which the Commission attaches to this decision. It is 
- as I have stressed on a number of occasions - a 
key element in our structural policy for the iron and 
steel industry. On the one hand, it will enable the 
Member States wherever necessary to give aid to 
encourage the required structural reforms, which, as 
you know is only legally possible on the basis of a 
Commission decision. 

On the other hand, the decision will provide a frame
work for aids and interventions at Community level to 
avoid one Member State's difficulties being passed on 
to the other Member States. Another vital point is that 
it will give the necessary flexibility to enable restruc
turing to be carried out in socially acceptable condi
tions. 
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Mr President, I would emphasize the fact that only a 
broad framework of aids and interventions as provided 
for in this draft decision can give the provisions of the 
Treaty sufficient flexibility and effectiveness to rein
force the process of restructuring in the steel industry 
at the same time distorting competition. I would add 
that the Commission fully intends to work closely and 
constantly with the Member States - as provided for 
in Article 8 of the draft - to ensure that this decision 
is put into effect. This being so, the Commission will 
of course accept the amendment proposed in your 
motion for a resolution which requires the European 
Parliament to be informed regularly of how this deci
sion is actually being implemented. 

Having said this, Mr President, I should now like, if I 
may, to reply briefly to the questions which have been 
raised by various speakers in the couse of this debate. 

There is, first of all, the question raised by Mr 
Schworer on regional aid being subject to Community 
legislation. I think it would be unfair - and therefore 
unacceptable - not to take into account this category 
of aid which is clearly of importance to the steel 
industry as a large number of steelworks are located in 
these very regions. By failing to take account of 
regional aids, we would run the risk of nullifying the 
discipline imposed by this decision. 

On the other hand, I quite understand the Member 
States' regional concerns. But in in my opinion, and 
in view of the magnitude of the crisis in the steel 
industry, sectoral considerations must take precedence 
over regional objectives, especially since it would 
hardly be good regional policy to aid and abet an 
increase in capacitiy in such a crisis-ridden industry. 
Of course this does not mean to say that we should 
not bear in mind the regional aspect of certain 
measures, and regional considerations figure conspicu
ously among the criteria set out in the draft decision. 

As for Mr Schworer's remarks on the duration of this 
framework procedure and on the restitution of a 
competitive system in the iron and steel sector, I can 
only say that we entirely agree with him on this point. 
The necessary bending of the rules laid down in the 
ECSC Treaty is justified for the period of restructuring 
we envisage. Once this period is over, our iron and 
steel industry should have attained a degree of 
competitiveness - and this is precisely the object of 
the exercise - which will enable it to revert to the 
normal rules of the free market economy. 

To Mr Ellis, who wondered whether the Commission 
had sufficient authority at present to impose a global 
restructuring plan, I would say that first of all - and 
my colleague Mr Davignon made this point clearly at 
the beginning of the debate - the Commission has 

no wish to impose a restructuring plan which it has 
drawn up itself in every detail. What it does want to 
do - and what it must do - is to ensure that the 
restructuring plans adopted by the Member States of 
the Community are mutualy compatible. And with 
this objective in mind, I believe that the Commission 
not only has the necessary authority, but that it is 
convinced it will have the support of all concerned, 
after all, everyone knows perfectly well that a coherent 
policy is a sine qua non. As for ensuring compliance 
with Community rules on aid, I believe that, here 
again, the Commission will succeed in its objectives 
for the same reasons I mentioned earlier. 

To Mr Leonardi, who was wondering who would 
decide what was meant by 'the Community interest', I 
would say that this must be a matter for the Commis
sion, taking account of the objectives laid down in the 
Treaty. In other words, the Commission will take 
account of the impact which a national measure has 
on the other Member States' steel industries and of 
the extent to which these national measures accord 
with the restructuring objectives laid down at Commu
nity level. 

I would reply to Mr Borsnan that the draft decision 
contains a number of criteria to be applied in granting 
aid to the steel industry. These criteria are particularly 
severe in the case of the proposed creation of new 
capacity. Admittedly, new capacity may be financed 
by companies' own resources, but when it is intended 
to provide aid, each case must be examined most care
fully and strict limitations applied. 

Mrs Ewing asked five questions, and beginning with 
her question about low-priced imports from the 
German Democratic Republic, I would say that here 
we are limited by a system of basic prices applicable 
to imports from third countries with which we have 
no special arrangements. It is deemed presumptive 
evidence of dumping, and countervailing duties are 
levied, if products are imported less than these basic 
prices. These prices are fixed by reference to the most 
competitive producers' cost prices and are designed to 
discourage imports. It is true that dealers from other 
countries in the Community supply the British 
market with goods imported from third countries, and 
in particular from the German Democratic Republic. 
But these are traditional practices which are perfectly 
above board provided that the goods were imported at 
the basic price. 

As to the US market, which was another question 
raised by Mrs Ewing, I would say that the EEC has 
recovered its original trading posttton on the 
American market at the expense of the Japanese, who 
have suffered from the revaluation of the yen. Overall, 
imports into the USA are not harming the American 
steel industry, which is currently working at 85% 
capacity and which has substantially raised its prices. 



Sitting of Thursday, 12 October 1978 205 

Vouel 

In our opmwn, therefore, the American authorities, 
with whom we keep in contact, have not grounds for 
taking retaliatory measures against imports. And so 
far, at least, they have shown no inclination to do so. 
But we shall be keeping a sharp eye on the situation. 
And, generally speaking, we all acknowledge that in 
the context of the American tigger price system, the 
system of Community basic prices has worked to the 
satisfaction of all the countries concerned. 

I would also say to Mrs Ewing that a great deal of 
modernization has taken place in the Community 
steel industry, particularly in Scotland. But sheer 
competitiveness is not enough if we have persistent 
overcapacity, because the modernized steel plants 
would never recoup the capital invested if overproduc
tion were to keep market prices too low. Even the 
ultra-modern Japanese steel companies are currently 
cutting back on their capacity. But the international 
action it is tacking, the Community is helping to 
ensure that all countries make an effort, and not only 
the European countries or regions like Scotland. This 
is the only way that modernization - including the 
modernization of the Scottish steel industry - will be 
a success. 

As for the question of special steels, this is quite a 
different matter from odinary steels, in that the 
companies in this sector are profitable, and it is just a 
problem of marketing for certain producers. The 
Commission is keeping a very close eye on develop
ments in this sector, especially with a view to 
preventing dumping. The Commission is also, of 
course, fully aware of the social aspects of this 
problem and has, as you know, asked the Council for 
a substantial increase in the ECSC's resources and for 
the allocation of customs duties levied on steel to 
enable it to carry out a social programme to alleviate 
the impact of redundancies. 

To Mr Porcu, and to all those who have stressed the 
social aspects of the problem, I would say that our 
objectives are certainly not limited solely to financial 
and industrial matters. Far from it - one of our essen
tial objectives is to make these restructuring opera
tions socially acceptable and tolerable. This is the 
thinking behind Article 5, which, as you know, autho
rized certain aids to bail out struggling companies, 
precisely because of the social problems which would 
ensue if these companies were to go under. 

Mr President, I think I have now dealt with all the 
questions which were put to me. I would just once 
again underline the fact that I am very grateful for the 
support given to the Commission's plan to introduce 
this necessary set of rules for the steel industry. I 
should like to thank Mr Ansquer again for his excel
lent report and also thank your Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs for the support it has 
given me throughout the discussion on this draft deci
sion. 

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 at voting time this afternoon. 

The debate is closed. 

7. Agenda 

President. - I call Mr Porcu on a point of order. 

Mr Porcu. - (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
together with Mr Ansart, Mr Bordu, Mr Eberhard and 
Mr Soury I tabled an oral question with debate on 
supplies of ore to the Community. 

This is a very topical issue at the moment, and it is 
also connected with the problems of the steel industry 
which we have just been discussing and which we are 
sure to discuss again in the future. Among the areas 
affected there is an entire region, Lorraine, which is 
where my constituency is. 

Mr Davignon told me in person that he was anxious 
to give an answer to this question in view of its impor
tance. I am grateful for that. Unfortunately, he has had 
to return to Brussels as a result of Mr Tindeman's 
resignation and cannot attend this debate. 

It is my view, too, that it should be Mr Davignon, the 
Commissioner responsible for industrial affairs, who 
should reply to this question which affects the indus
trial future of the whole Community. 

I therefore ask for this oral question to be postponed 
until the next part-session, so that Mr Davignon can 
be here in the House. 

President.- I put to the vote Mr Porcu's request for 
the debate on Doc. 292/78 to be postponed. 

That is agreed. 

The proceedings will now be suspended until 3 
o'clock. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 1.05 p.m. and resumed 
at 3.05 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR : MR BERKHOUWER 

Vice-President 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

8. Question Time 

President. - The next item on the agenda is the 
third part of Question Time (Doc. 351178) 

We will deal with the remaining questions to the 
Commission. 
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Since the author is absent, Question No 5 will receive 
a written answer. t 

I call Question No 6 by Mrs Dahlerup: 

In a speech delivered in the USA on 8 September 1978, 
Commission Vice-President Mr Henk Vredeling advo
cated cooperation between the Member States of the Euro
pean Community on security and defence policy. 

Does the Commission share this point of view ? 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
As Mr Vredeling stated clearly in the speech referred 
to by the honourable Member, defence policy as such 
is not a matter for the Commission. 

In putting forward his views on the possibility of 
future cooperation within the Community on matters 
of security and defence, he was speaking not on behalf 
of the Commission, but in a personal capacity. 

Nevertheless, in drawing attention to the important 
role which arms supplies could play in the Common 
Market in view of its considerable importance for 
industrial policy, Mr Vredeling was referring t_o .a. field 
which undoubtedly also involves the responstbtltty of 
the Commission, as is clear from the Klepsch Report 
and the answer given by Mr Davignon at the sitting of 
this Parliament on 13 June. 

Mrs Dahlerup. - (DK) Mr President, I must say 
that this is the first time that I hope the interpreting 
has been completely inaccurate, since if what I have 
heard from the interpreter is correct, the Commis
sioner has answered that arms supplies are of great 
importance for the Community, and I must say this is 
cause for some alarm. For this reason, apart from 
putting my supplementary question, I must ask the 
Commissioner, when he answers my question, to state 
quite clearly whether what I had from the interpreter 
was correct, or whether his answer was quite different. 
Nevertheless, even if it was mistranslated, I find this 
answer disturbing, and my supplementary question is 
as follows. Does the Commission think it reasonable 
that when such delicate and important questions as 
these are involved, Commissioners should travel 
around the world and express their personal views, 
while it is only by virtue of the fact that they are 
Commissioners of this Community that they are 
travelling at all ? 

Mr Natali. - (/) I have already explained that Mr 
Vredeling himself made it clear on this occasion that 
he was speaking in a personal capacity. 

Mr Prescott. - The Commission has still not made 
it clear what rules do apply to a Commissioner 
visiting a country and speaking as a Commissioner 

I See Annex. 

rather than expressing his own personal views. Clearly, 
it will lead to confusion if this policy is continued. 
And secondly, surely the advocacy, in this House, ~y 
the Commission of an arms procurement agency ts 
against the Treaty as he interpreted it in the original 
question. 

Mr Natali. - (!) The official positions of the 
Commission as such form the subject of deliberations 
by this collegiate body and are expressed in the institu
tions. 

Mr Seefeld. - (D) Mr Natali, do you not agree that a 
Commissioner who was once Minister of Defence in a 
Member State cannot, when visiting third countries, 
pretend not to have anything to do with defence 
policy and that, in addition, questio~~ of defence 
policy in the context of European poltttcal coopera
tion are an aspect of foreign policy and therefore 
cannot constantly be excluded ? 

Mr Natali. - (/) It was not for nothing that in my 
answer to the question regaring coordination on arms, 
I remind you that Mr Davignon had clearly explained 
the attitude of the Commission, namely that defence 
questions do not come under the Community Treaties 
even if the industrial aspects of defence clearly are 
covered by the EEC Treaty. I think I will shortly have 
occasion to repeat this view in connection with other 
questions. 

Mrs Dahlerup. - (DK) Mr President, I am asking 
you directly for clarification as to whether the answer 
I received from the Commissioner was that arms 
supplies was of great importance for this Community, 
or whether there was an interpreting error. Since I 
cannot ask the Commissioner, I am asking the Presi
dent directly for clarification of this matter. 

President. - Mrs Dahlerup, it is not for the Presi
dent of this Parliament to explain the answers given 
by the Commission to your question and supplemen
tary question. If you are not satisfied with th~ an~wer 
given by the Commission concerning certam vtev.:s 
expressed by one of its Members somewhere abroad, tt 
is up to you, or your Group, to find ways and me~ns 
of doing something about it. Unfortunately nothmg 
can be done in Question Time in view of the Rule 
that the Commission answers the question put, and 
that the questionner can then put a supplementary 
question - as can other Members if they so desire -
after which the matter is closed. If you wish to pursue 
the matter further, it is up to you to think of a way of 
doing so. 

Sin~e the author is absent, Question No 7 will receive 
a written reply. 1 
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I call Question No 8 by Mr Noe: 

In view of the brilliant results obtained in August at Prin
ceton University and the conclusions arrived at at the 
recent Innsbruck Congress organized by the IAEA and 
having regard to the priority recently accorded by the 
Americans and Japanese to a joint nuclear research 
programme, does not the Commission feel that the 
Community should step up its own work in this field ? 

Mr Natali, Member of the Commission. - (/) The 
Commission is fully aware of how important nuclear 
fusion could be to Europe. In fact, of the various 
sources of energy considered, i. e. solar, fusion, super
convertes etc., it is fusion which appears particularly 
suited to European requirements. 

The Commission is currently preparing a new five
year plan, the fifth, which should come into force on 
1 January 1979. In accordance with the 'programme 
glissant' procedure which the Council decided upon 
in 1976, this plan will be submitted to the Council in 
the near future, before the previous plan, which 
covered the years 1976 to 1980, has come to an end. 
As pointed out by Mr Noe in his question, the recent 
results of the Tokamak programme, which were 
described at the Innsbruck Congress, were even more 
encouraging than our most optimistic expectations. 
This means that we could ease off in general scientific 
research, and step up the Tokamak programme and 
concentrate our efforts on heating. 

This would mean that the technological aspect of the 
programme could also have to be stepped up. 

After reconsidering its proposed programme, and in 
view of the possibility for revision in 1978 under the 
'programme glissant' procedure, the Commission is of 
the opinion that the programme proposed makes 
adequate provision for stepping up work on those 
aspects where this seems appropriate in the light of 
future analyses of the situation. 

As regards the JET project, it might prove advisable to 
obtain results earlier than envisaged, and this point is 
currently under consideration. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Does the Vice-President of the 
Commission think that, in view of the progress made 
in the physics of nuclear fusion, it would be appro
priate to start work soon on the technological tests to 
which he himself referred - i.e. materials tests -
possibly in collaboration with the OECD Nuclear 
Energy Agency and the United States, given the diffi
culty of tests of this kind ? 

Mr Natali. - (/) The results obtained are indeed 
particularly encouraging and the Commission intends 
to include in its next plan proposals for a variety of 
activities of the kind suggested by Mr Noe. 

President. - I call Question No 9 by Mr Hamilton : 

Will the Commission please explain how the incorpora
tion of the 157.8 weighting into the basic staff salary 
scale on I January 1977, which should have been a tech
nically neutral operation, apparently resulted in substan
tial unintended gains in net remuneration being made by 
many officials and ex-officials, and losses by others, indi
cate the individual and overall financial extent of such 
gains and losses and state when and how it proposes to 
rectify this unsatisfactory situation ? 

Mr Youel, Member of the Commission. - (F) The 
distortions referred to by the honourable Member are 
due to the method used for incorporating weightings 
into the basic salary scale as from 1 January 1977. 
Although it was quite similar to methods already 
applied on other occasions, this method was not very 
suitable when a high weighting was involved - in 
this case 157.8. The Commission and staff representa
tives at that time drew the attention of the Council to 
the technical problems this would involve, but this 
did not stop the Council continuing in this course of 
action. 

As regards the over and under payments in the various 
individual cases, it is difficult to give figures since 
these vary depending upon the family situation or 
position on the salary scale of the persons involved. 
Generally speaking, however, there was a net increase 
of the order of 1·7 % in the remuneration paid to 
Community officials. Nevertheless, I can inform the 
honourable Member that the Commission has 
proposed a new method for the future with a view to 
avoiding all these problems, and this was adopted by 
the Council last June. 

Mr Hamilton. - Can the Commission confirm that 
1 200 or so officials are involved in this matter and 
whilst one appreciates that the money cannot be 
recouped, can the Commission give any indication as 
to when this overpayment will be stopped, because at 
the moment it is quite an indefensible situation ? 

Mr Youel. - (F) The number of officials involved is 
much higher than 1 200. As regards recouping the 
overpayments, I must unfortunately point out that 
from the legal point of view, remuneration paid on 
the basis of a Council Regulation cannot be 
reclaimed. There is no chance of a similar situation 
arising in the future, since the method for incorpo
rating weighting has been changed, as I have just 
explained. However, certain Member States would like 
to see the distortions created in the past compensated 
for by blocking the remuneration of the officials 
involved until this result was achieved, which is theo
retically possible in spite of technical difficulties. At 
any rate, the discussions on re-examining the indi
vidual situations are currently underway within the 
Council. 

President. - Question No 10 by Mr Corrie will be 
dealt with at the next part-session. 
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Since the author is absent, Question No II will 
receive a written reply. I 

I call Question No 12 by Mr Fitch. 

Can the Commission give a statement on the effective
ness of the multi-fibre arrangements ? 

Mr Youel, Member of the Commission. - (F) In 
December 1977, the Multi-Fibre Agreement was 
renewed for four years, i.e. up to 31 December 1981. 
Before the end of December 1977, the European 
Communities had approved the protocol extending 
the Agreement, which thus entered into force on I 
January 1978. The conclusions adopted by the GAIT 
Textiles Committee at the same time provide for all 
problems regarding trade in textiles to be solved by 
bilateral consultations and negotiations. With a view 
to finding mutually acceptable solutions, it was made 
possible to depart, within reasonable and mutually 
agreed limits, from certain of the provisions of the 
Agreement on specific points. The Committee also 
stressed in its conclusions that the Multi-Fibre Agree
ment was basically aimed at promoting trade in 
textiles, particularly for the developing countries, 
whilst avoiding distortions in certain markets and for 
certain products. The Commission feels that the 
renewing of the Multi-Fibre Agreement under these 
conditions provides a satisfactory framework for 
controlled development of trade in textiles in the 
Community. 

Mr Fitch. - Is the Commissioner aware that by the 
end of August of this year imports from Turkey were 
well in excess of a ceiling laid down under the agree
ment ? What action does he intend to take against 
tho~e countries where these quotas are being 
exceeded? 

Mr Youel. - (F) The Commission has taken a deci
sion with a view to putting a stop to this state of 
affairs. 

President. - Questions Nos 13 by Lord Bess
borough and 14 by Mr Normanton will be dealt with 
in the next part-session. 

I call Question No 15 by Mr Van Aerssen : 

What information does the Commission have in support 
of the view that Western conjunctural weaknesses are 
being accompanied by steady and intensified efforts on 
the part of the Comecon countries to achieve autarchy, 
with the resultant likelihood that they will adopt a restric
tive import policy vis-a·vis the West up to 1980? 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
The reasons why the Eastern block countries might be 
induced to intensify relations within Comecon at the 
expense of relations with countries with a market 
economy are many and varied. 

I See Annex. 

Thanks to their monopoly of external trade, the 
authorities of these countries have at their disposal a 
means of directly influencing trade. We cannot, there
fore, regard all these phenomena as coincidental. 

The level of debts is undoubtedly the main reason 
why some of these countries have decided to ease off 
considerably in expanding their imports from coun
tries with a market economy. The conjunctural situa
tion in the Western world is only one of many factors 
in this context, but is is certainly not the main one. 

The Commission is not in a position to explain the 
intention of the leaders of these countries, since it is 
not possible to form a clear picture of future develop
ments in view of the inadequate information 
published in their plans and the statements - which 
are sometimes contradictory - as regards the inten
tions of those responsible for economic affairs in 
these countries. 

Mr van Aerssen. - (D) Does the Commission share 
the view that, if we are to establish better relations 
between the European Community and Comecon the 
information contained in the plans to which the 
Commissioner has just referred is in many respects 
inadequate. Furthermore, would the Commission 
agree that these plans must become more precise, 
more specific and transparent, so that we can establish 
a reasonable partnership and climate for trade ? 

Mr Natali. - (I) It would certainly be useful if we 
had more reliable information. Indeed, in my answer I 
mentioned the vagueness of the plans and the contra
dictory nature of some statements. 

President. - Question No 16 by Mr Osborn will not 
be put as this matter has already been the subject of a 
debate (Docs 315/78 and 316/78). 

Question No 17 by Mr Scott-Hopkins has been with
drawn. 

Since the authors are absent, Questions 18, 19 and 20 
will receive written replies. 1 

I call Question No 21 by Mr Dondelinger: 

Has the Commission begun work on the report on Euro
pean armanents procurement cooperation as requested in 
the European Parliament's resolution of 14 June 1978, 
and when does it hope to submit this report ? 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
In the debate on the motion for a resolution tabled by 
Mr Klepsch, Mr Davignon made it clear that the 
Commission proposed to consider this matter and 
discuss it with Parliament. As promised, the Commis
sion has already started studying those aspects of the 
question which affect industrial policy. 

The Commission intends, in an initial phase, to 
collect the necessary information and expects to be in 
a position towards the end of 1978 or the beginning 
of 1979 to draw up specific plans in this sector, which 
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will then be discussed in this House. At this stage, 
however, I must point out that national security provi
sions are exclusively matters for the individual 
Member States and, furthermore, that it is frequently 
difficult to separate industrial and strategic factors. 

Mr Dondelinger. - (F) Since the Commissioner has 
just told us that the Commission intends to submit a 
report to Parliament towards the end of this year or 
the beginning of the next, I should like to know 
whether, in preparing this report, it has in fact 
received all the support necessary from the govern
ments of the nine Member States. 

Mr Natali. - (/) This was the subject of a recent 
debate in Parliament. I should like to remind the 
honourable Member that the Commission, in carrying 
out this study, is merely acting in accordance with the 
request made by this Parliment itself. I do not think 
that any of the Member States will fail to cooperate on 
matters for which the Commission is responsible. 

Mrs Dunwoody. - The Commissioner replied with 
his normal tact, but is it not true that the Commission 
are in danger of spreading over into an area where, 
frankly, they have no responsibility ? The procure
ment of arms on a European scale would carry with it 
very considerable political problems, quite apart from 
the industrial involvement that he has already 
mentioned. Would he be very careful not do spread 
into an area where he has no direct involvement ? 

Mr Natali. - (/) I have just explained the views of 
the Commission and reminded you of the views put 
forward by Mr Davignon in the course of the Parlia
mentary debate on this subject. I might add that the 
Commission is aware that the situation is rather 
complicated, and for this very reason it does not 
intend to get involved in matters which do not come 
under the responsibility of the Community. 

Mr Mitchell. - Do I understand there are actually 
people in the Commission who are working on this 
nonsense ? If so, how many, and what is the cost to 
public funds ? 

(Laughter) 

Mr Natali. - (I) This question should have been put 
when Parliament voted in favour of a resolution 
urging the Commission to undertake this study. 

President.- Question No 22 by Mr Herbert will be 
dealt with in the next part-session. 

Questions Nos 23 by Sir Geoffrey de Freitas and 24 
by Mrs Ewing have been withdrawn. 

Since the author is absent, Question No 25 will 
receive a written reply. • 

1 See Annex. 

I call Question No 26 by Mrs Dunwoody : 

Will the Commission explain what steps they intend to 
take to set on foot an inquiry into any possible distortion 
of competition between the television and film 
companies of the Community in relation to the showing 
of films on television ? 

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission.- (F) Firstly, 
the Commission would like to stress the special or 
exclusive rights enjoyed by television companies 
within the Member States. The fact that these 
companies are free to devise their programmes as they 
wish means that they can choose freely which films 
they are going to transmit over their networks. 

The Commission can assure the honourable Member 
that if, under these particular circumstances, it was 
aware of specific cases of practices which were incom
patible with the provisions of the Treaty regarding 
competition and which affected trade between 
Member States, it would not fail to intervene by virtue 
of its powers in this field. 

In the absence of any complaints on this particular 
subject, or of any other information which might indi
cate that the Treaty was being infringed, the Commis
sion does not feel there is any need at this stage to 
give priority to any action of the kind requested by 
the honourable Member. 

Mrs Dunwoody. - With the greatest respect to the 
Commissioner, that is the greatest load of nonsense I 
have ever heard. Is the Commissioner not aware that 
the cinema industry in Europe has made specific 
representations and had a meeting with Mr Davignon 
on this particular subject ? They have submitted 
evidence time and time again to the Commission of 
the gross distortion of trade between the cinema and 
the television industries, and it really is not good 
enough to talk in those general terms. This is a grey 
area, admittedly, but if the Commission is actually 
concerned with the distortion of trade, then let it do 
something to protect the cinema industry, which in 
Europe employs a great many people and is being 
forced out of business by the unfair competition of 
television companies who show films that they have 
bought at very unreal prices. 

Mr Vouel. - (F) In the interests of brevity, I merely 
answered the precise question put by Mrs Dunwoody. 

She asked me whether we were intending to set on 
foot an enquiry into distortion of competition, and 
my answer was 'no'. However, since I have no wish to 
leave Mrs Dunwoody with a negative impression, I 
shall point out that I fully agree that there are 
problems within this sector. The Commission is also 
taking action, and with good reason. For some years 
now, it has been urging the governments of the 
Member States to do something to improve interpro
fessional relations in this field. 
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What the honourable Member refers to as the unfair 
competition which the cinema industry is suffering as 
a result of films being shown on television can be 
explained, at least in part, by the differences in the 
regulations governing television in the various coun
tries of the Community and the resultant differences 
in power and methods of negotiation. Depending 
upon the national regulations, television can be 
anything from a non-profit-making public service to a 
purely commercial venture. The Commission is fully 
aware of these problems and is resolved to do all it 
can to eliminate distortions and difficult situations, 
particularly for the cinema industry. However, as I 
have just said, it does not at this stage intend to take 
the view that there is a case of distortion of competi
tion and open up a full-scale enquiry on the basis of 
the relevant articles of the Treaty. 

President. - Question No 27 by Mr Stetter was 
considered jointly with Question No 1. 

Question Time is closed. 

Since it has been decided that the voting on motions 
for resolutions which have already been discussed is to 
take place at 3·45 p.m., we shall adjourn until that 
time. 

The sitting is adjourned. 

(The sitting was adjourned at 3-35 p.m. and resumed 
at 3·45 p.m.). 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

9. Votes 

President. - The next item comprises the votes on 
motions for resolutions on which the debate has 
closed. 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution (Doc. 
378/78) tabled by all the political groups: Situation 
in the Lebanon. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolution 
(Doc. 361/78/rev.) tabled by Mr Fellermaier and 
others: Situation in Nicaragua. 

I put the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 3 to the vote. 

The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 3 are adopted. 

On paragraph 4, I have Amendment No I, tabled by 
Mr Sandri and Mr Bordu on behalf of the Communist 
and Allies Group, rewording this paragraph as 
follows: 

4. Calls on the United States Government to discontinue 
all aid to the Somoza dictatorship; 

put Amendment No I to the vote. 

Amendment No I is rejected. 

1 OJ C 261 of 6. II. 1978. 

I put paragraph 4 to the vote. 

Paragraph· 4 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 5 and 6 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 5 and 6 are adopted. 

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

The resolution is adopted. 1 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution (Doc. 
375/78) tabled by Mr Muller-Hennann: Introduc
tion of summer time. 

The resolution is adopted. I 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution (Doc. 
315/78) tabled by Mrs Walz: Community energy 
policy. 

The resolution is adopted. I 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution (Doc. 
316/78) tabled by Mr Flamig: Energy policy. 

The resolution is adopted. I 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolution 
(Doc. 335/78) tabled by Mr Ansquer: Iron-and-steel 
industry. 

I put the preamble and paragraphs I to 10 to the vote. 

The preamble and paragraphs I to I 0 are adopted. 

After paragraph 10, I have Amendment No 1, tabled 
by Mr Schworer on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP), inserting the following new 
paragraph: 

I Oa. Asks the Commission to submit to it at the 
November part-session a report on its action in this 
field and a programme for 1979 and subsequent 
years; 

put Amendment No I to the vote. 

Amendment No I is adopted. 

I put paragraph 11 to the vote. 

Paragraph II is adopted. 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution as a 
whole, incorporating the amendment that has been 
adopted. 

The resolution is adopted. • 
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10. Seventh Report on Competition Po lie;· 

President. - The next item is the report (Doc. 
334/78) drawn up by Mr Damseaux, on behalf of the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on 
the Seventh Report of the Commission on competi
tion policy. 

Since the rapporteur is not present, I shall ask Mr 
Lange to open the debate on behalf of the Socialist 
Group. 

Mr Lange.- (D) Mr President, I am sorry, but I am 
not prepared to speak on the report on competition 
without any rapporteur and without any introduction. 
First we must have the rapporteur or someone respon
sible from the committee. I am not the chairman of 
this committee and I am not even the deputy 
chairman. Just take the report off the agenda. 

President. - Since we have got through the agenda 
this afternoon rather faster than usual and since I am 
informed that Mr Damseaux is in the building, I 
propose that we suspend our proceedings for five 
minutes. 

I call Mr Prescott. 

Mr Prescott. - Mr President, I appreciate your diffi
culty. I can tell you that Mr Damseaux was at a 
meeting with me ten or fifteen minutes ago. He is 
downtairs talking to some stagaires. If you could send 
one of your officials to bring him out, we could 
continue with the rest of the agenda without breaking 
for five minutes. 

President. The proceedings will now be 
suspended until 4 p.m. 

(The proceedings were swpended at 3.55 p.m. and 
resumed at 4 p.mJ 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

I call Mr Damseaux. 

Mr Damseaux, rapporteur. - (F) Mr President, 
please accept my apologies : I was in no sense an 
absentee from Parliament, I was merely answering 
questions from Commission trainees in a room on the 
ground floor of this building and my absence was 
certainly not due to the collapse of the Belgian 
Government! 

This is the seventh occasion on which the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs has reviewed the 
Commission's conduct and control of the competition 
rules, and it is my privilege to submit to the House 
the conclusions reached by the committee. 

In the introduction to its report for this year, the 
Commission states : 

The aim is to assure the efficacity of the Community 
economy and society in facilitating free and equal compe
tition between the different economic agents, to safe
guard the mobility of the factors of production both 
temporally and spatially by preventing their sterilization, 
which would inevitably be costly, and to leave open possi
bilities for progress and innovation. 

In this sentence, I think the Commission has fully 
conveyed the importance of observing the rules on 
competition within the Community and, with the 
help, which is greatly appreciated, of my colleagues 
on the Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs, I have endeavoured to complete my job with 
the object of being both thorough in my review and 
specific in my proposals. 

The review must certainly be thorough ; this is essen
tial, because at the present time the economic and 
social position of our European Community is, to say 
the least, unsettled in the extreme. As stated in para
graph 2 of the motion for a resolution which you have 
before you, this unsettled situation has four distin
guishing features : 

1. a low rate of growth ; 
2. changing world economic trends ; 
3. The need for structural change ; and 
4. the importance of avoiding any resurgence of 

protectionism. 

In this situation, the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs believes that all the institutions have 
a contribution to make, but paragraph 3 of the motion 
makes particular reference to the Commission. This is 
because it has extensise powers under the Treaty and 
its essential job is to ensure the most effective, 
comprehensive and well-adjusted application of 
competition policy. 

I said we wanted to be very specific in our proposals. 
This is why the explanatory statement is in three 
parts, which deal with, respectively, equalization of 
competition conditions, the adjustment of competi
tion rules and the general conduct of competition 
policy. Paragraphs 4 to 12 inclusive of the motion are 
concerned with the equalization of competition condi
tions, which are the subject of the first part of the 
explanatory statement. 

Paragraph 4 states why the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs refuses to interpret competition 
policy in terms solely of the articles of the Treaty. We 
are firmly convinced that, over and above the terms of 
the Treaty, consideration must be given to a de facto 
extension of the scope of competition policy not only 
in the fields of industrial property rights and exclusive 
dealing agreements but also in that of approximating 
legislation. 
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On the question of the regulation for exemption of 
certain categories of patent licensing agreements, we 
are most anxious that the Commission, in its proposal, 
should bear in mind the need to avoid anything 
which restricts the transfer of technology within the 
Community and to provide all possible safeguards for 
the protection of small and medium-sized undertak
ings. While the committee was at work, the Commis
sion did in fact assure us that its proposal would be 
submitted at the beginning of next year. In paragraph 
5 of the motion, the Commission is asked to submit 
the regulation in the first half of 1979 at the latest, 
and we take due note of the undertaking which the 
Commission gave. 

Your committee has always had a lively interest in the 
preparation of Community law on this subject, and 
the Commission has indicated that it will be submit
ting a draft regulation on it in 1980. We believe 
things ought to move even faster than this, but we 
anticipate that the Commission will provide us with 
further information and details when it presents its 
Eighth Report on competition policy. 

Another important subject is dealt with in paragraph 
8 of the motion for a resolution, which is concerned 
with the elimination of technical and administrative 
barriers to trade. This is something in which the 
citizens of the Community can be expected to take a 
lively interest and, as we approach the direct election 
of Parliament, we note with satisfaction the Commis
sion's expectation that its proposals for a new proce
dure will be submitted without delay. 

The lack of progress by the Council in the work of tax 
harmonization also causes us concern. It is impossible 
to maintain healthy competition in a Community 
where tax evasion is common and made easy in fact if 
not also in law. In this connection, we consider that 
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs 
ought to ask the Council for an explanation of the 
latter's failure to act. 

In paragraph 10 of the motion, we go into the ques
tion by what specific means the Commission could 
amplify its annual analysis of developments in 
national competition policies. As the result of an 
extremely useful discussion with Mr Vouel, we came 
to the conclusion that there was no need to think in 
terms of a regulation laying down a precise line of 
demarcation between the competence of, respectively, 
the Commission and the national authorities of the 
Member States. A regulation of this kind might, to 
some extent, restrict the jurisdiction of the Court of 
Justice of the European Communities and, what is, 
perhaps, more serious, result in a reduction of the 
Commission's present powers, which would constitute 
a retrograde step. We insisted, however, on the 
Commission's doing something to give practical effect 
to the precedents established by the Court, because, 
although some progress has been made, there are still 

inconsistencies and loopholes in the legislation of the 
Member States and these constitute so many obstacles 
to be overcome if we are to achieve real equality of 
conditions between competitors. 

Paragraphs 11 and 12 of the motion lay emphasis on 
two areas where, in our view, it is essential to widen 
the scope of competition policy. These are air and sea 
transport and finance. As regards its application in the 
finance sector, I must make it clear that, as far as our 
German friends are concerned, we are not concerned 
with the public finance sector but with what is 
referred to in German as Kreditwesen. In the case of 
air and sea transport, the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs would think in terms of an 
approach to the Council and, in the case of the 
finance sector, we suggest that the House ask the 
Commission to give us a progress report on the 
subject in its Eighth Report on competition policy. 

Paragraphs 13 to 19 of the motion for a resolution are 
largely concerned with the second section of the 
explanatory statement, which deals with the adjust
ment of competition rules. 

At a time of economic crisis, the temptation for 
Member States to resort to protection is strong. In 
paragraph 13, we feel it right to emphasize that aids to 
employment are degressive and temporary (and these 
are the correct adjectives), whether applied sectorally 
or regionally in order to ensure that these aids are, as 
they must always be, compatible and consistent with 
the object of restructuring our economic armoury, and 
with the need to keep it competitive in world trade. 

On the same subject, paragraph 14 comments on the 
aids provided by the States. In the opinion of my 
committee, it is vital that aids should be coordinated 
at Community level and that there should be both 
prior and retrospective control of the use made of 
these temporary measures when they are put into 
effect by the governments concerned. We believe that, 
if the action suggested is taken in regard to State aids, 
this will ensure the recovery of those industries which 
are in difficulty, such as iron and steel, textiles and 
shipbuilding. 

From the practical point of view, we also feel that the 
Commission should make the necessary modifications 
in the services responsible for dealing with these 
matters so that they can cope with the growing 
number of cases and provide the necessary supervi
sion. 

On the question of the financial relations between the 
States and public undertakings, we believe that the 
maintenance of genuine competition requires the 
early submission by the Commission of its proposal 
for a directive, now in course of preparation, on the 
inroduction of greater transparency in the financial 
relations between, on one hand, the States ( a term we 
use advisedly, ~fter lengthy discussion and considera
tion), and, on the other, the undertakings which come 
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within the ambit of Article 90 of the Treaty esta
blishing the European Economic Community. We 
refer specifically to Article 90 in order to ensure that 
the undertakings covered by the motion for a resolu
tion are clearly identified. We were equally concerned 
about the question of concentrations. Here, too, we 
found the dilatoriness of the Council exasperating. 
The members of the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs suggest that the House makes the 
Council aware of its dissatisfaction through the vote 
on paragraph 16 of the motion for a resolution. 

Paragraph 17 deals with the multinational companies. 
While acknowledging the work done by Mr Vouel and 
his team (and I must thank him for the part he played 
in the Commission and the assistance he gave to Parli
ament and the committee in carrying out their task), 
we are nevertheless asking the Commission to include 
a comprehensive account of its work on the multina
tionals in its next report. 

When I spoke last year, not as rapporteur but, as the 
representative of my group, I emphasized our concern 
for small and medium-sized undertakings. I am very 
pleased that all the political groups and the Commis
sion are agreed on the adoption of measures in favour 
of small and medium-sized undertakings, and I 
imagine that paragraph 18 of the motion will obtain 
the general, if not unanimous approval of this Parlia
ment. 

The concluding paragraphs of the motion cover the 
third section of the statement, dealing with the 
general conduct of competition policy. We must be 
effectual and, on the subject of price differences, we 
earnestly hope that the Commission will decide to do 
something more than just publish its investigations 
into prices in the Community. We call on the 
Commission to put before us appropriate measures to 
protect the consumer's purchasing-power by systemati
cally attacking the root causes of excessive and artif
ical price disparities (here again, these are the correct 
adjectives) ; by this I mean disparities of non-eco
nomic origin, those which do not arise from normal 
conditions on the market. 

In the interests of a sound competition policy, we are 
asking the Commission, and the Council as well, to 
ensure that activities are properly co-ordinated. We 
have no doubt about their good intentions, but we are 
also conscious of the dead weight and hand of tradi
tion, not to mention opposition from entrenched posi
tions of advantage on the market and objections on 
administrative grounds. 

In the hope that I have correctly communicated the 
decisions of your Committee on Economic and Mone
tary Affairs, I should like to conclude by paying 
tribute to the excellent spirit in which it did its work. 

I am grateful to my colleagues. I must also thank Mr 
Vouel, on behalf of the members of the committee, 
for making himself available to us and being so ready 
to answer our questions. 

The direct elections are getting nearer. I think the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs has 
shown that it has a European political will. I trust that 
this House will show the same spirit in its delibera
tions and, in line with the first paragraph of the 
motion for a resolution, I should like to emphasize 
that competition policy plays a fundamental part in 
the proper functioning of the market and, in addition, 
that the issues covered in this report involve other 
issues relating to the Community and also involve 
issues which have arisen in the international field, 
such as the world recession and the dollar crisis in 
particular. 

Mr President, I hope I have given you an objective 
and accurate report. I trust that Parliament will be 
good enough to back the committee by voting for the 
motion for a resolution, because in all probability, it is 
upon competition policy that the economic and social 
welfare of 250 million Europeans depends. 

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

Mr Lange.- (D) Mr President, I think it was a good 
thing for the rapporteur to have presented the report 
and for us not to have begin the debate without him. 
As he says himself, Mr Damseaux has drawn a faithful 
picture of the subject for discussion in the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs and I would like 
to make the point that this report - as you can see 
from the preliminary notes - was unanimously 
adopted by the members of the Committee on 
Economic Affairs after it had undergone various 
changes. This is further evidence that, in fundamental 
questions, we can meet each other and come to terms 
on certain lines. 

Ladies and gentlemen, competition policy, which after 
all, has a special place in the Treaty, is not a policy for 
its own sake, it is the expression of freedom of 
economic action and at the same time a curb on 
anyone who tries to misuse a position of power. I feel 
it is necessary to reiterate these decisive prerequisites 
for competition policy in connection with economic 
policy in general and to make it very clear, in view of 
the general developments in the world economy, to 
which Mr Damseaux has already referred, and the 
specific effects that they have in the European 
Community, that it would be fatal to do without 
competition in our economies. The frequent calls for 
protectionism - the motion for a resolution of the 
Committee on Economic Affairs which Mr Damseaux 
has introduced is squarely opposed to it - because of 
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certain structural and cyclical economic difficulties 
and development problems clearly involve the danger 
of eliminating competition altogether. I would like to 
state clearly once again - as I have on earlier occa
sions - that we often have the impression that even 
the Commission - I do not mean individual 
Commissioners - does not seriously take the provi
sions of the Treaties as established and binding in 
every respect. There is too much proneness to talk 
lightly of certain things that tend towards the forma
tion of cartels and syndicates - in the German sense, 
a syndicate implies not only agreements on markets 
but also on production and the fixing of production 
quotas and prices, in other words the suppression, in 
practice, of the conditions necessary for competition. 
This can certainly not be in the interests of the func
tioning of the European economies and their subdivi
sions. If firms have difficulties, then naturally - and 
surely we all agree about this - we must create oppor
tunities for restructuring on certain conditions ; but 
this should not lead to a complete jettisoning of 
the principles of economic policy laid down in the 
Treaties. 

I wanted ladies and gentlemen to stress this point, 
with particular force because, in the discussions on 
iron and steel for example, but in the debate on the 
shipbuilding and textile industries as well, attempts of 
varying strength are continually being made to seal off 
everything from the outside and let nothing in and to 
act as though we were self-sufficient. I have already 
said in this House on an earlier occasion that self
dependence, as far as economic policy is concerned, is 
a characteristic of dictatorships, not of countries with 
a democratic constitution that want to maintain 
economic relations with the whole world. 

We must therefore keep our frontiers open whatever 
happens and never close the door. If however, we 
want to maintain the international competitiveness of 
certain branches of the economy that have fallen into 
difficulties and feel duty-bound to give them certain 
subsidies or certain support or aid or whatever we 
want to call it, then it seems to me - as stated in the 
report - that it is absolutely essential, in the first 
place, that this aid should be given on a uniform Euro
pean basis and not varyingly in the individual 
Member States, for this would create completely 
unequal competitive conditions within the Commu
nity. In the second place, this aid must be placed 
under the control of the Community - i.e., under the 
control of the Commission. This must be clearly 
understood by those members of the Commission 
responsible for sectors of economic policy other than 
competition. I say this quite deliberately, because very 
often the impression overtakes us that there is a wish 
to depart from the Treaties - for we still, after all, 
have the three Treaties : Coal and Steel, the Economic 

Community and the Euratom Community. In very 
simple phraseology the last paragraph of the motion 
for a resolution refers to what, in my view - and in 
the opinion of many - is possibly the most impor
tant constituant of present economic policy. It reads : 

Warns the Commission that if the creation of 'crisis 
cartels' is countenanced, this may jeopardize the ultimate 
restoration of free competition. 

In countries where there is fully-developed competi
tion legislation (and they include my own country, for 
example : others do not have such fully-developed 
competition legislation), the possibility of crisis cartels 
is provided for. If, however, crisis cartels are created -
and this we have experienced in the iron-and-steel 
industry, not this century but last century - it is infi
nitely difficult to get rid of them again. This high
lights the danger of not giving careful thought, firstly, 
to the scope of such cartels, i.e., the task they have to 
perform, which is to restore competitiveness by 
achieving quantitative or qualitative structural goals, 
and, secondly, to their limitation in time so that, as 
soon as competitiveness is restored, they can be 
dismantled. If these two decisive aspects cannot be 
guaranteed, then crisis cartels should not be used at 
all. The reference to this subject here implies that the 
Commission should certainly look into the conditions 
in which the crisis cartel might be introduced and 
applied as an instrument in the framwork of Commu
nity law. Whatever happens it must be clearly under
stood that a crisis cartel may lead only a relatively 
short life and never last for more than half a decade or 
so, as many imagine, because otherwise the temporary 
arrangement or the assistance to bridge the gap during 
restructuring and the process of regaining the ability 
to survive on the world market practically becomes a 
permanent establishment. 

It is clear from a study of economic development over 
the last 90 years that whenever economic difficulties 
arose, cartels and syndicates were set up (not on a 
legal basis, because that sort of thing did not exist at 
the time) and these survived to the Greek Kalends 
except where a fortuitous end was put to them by 
events in wartime, as happened in Germany for 
example, after 1945. From 1896 to 1945, there was a 
Rheno-Westphalian coal syndicate that fixed supply 
quotas, prices and everything else and carved up the 
market. There was a potash syndicate which, prior to 
the first world war, included the potash mines in 
Alsace-Lorrain. There were similar syndicates in the 
iron-and-steel sector. 

All this led to certain sectors of the economy 
becoming more rigid and isolated. There has never 
really been an open national economy. True enough, 
people used to talk about the need for competition 
then, too, but when it came to competition itself then, 
at best, it was a creed for Sundays, not for the 
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economic working week. The air of competitiOn is 
indeed chill, there is no doubt about that, and people 
have continually to think up new ideas in order to 
ensure that they are as productive as others. This stim
ulates the imagination of everyone on the market, and 
whoever has the greater imagination and can develop 
production methods that reduce costs naturally has 
the advantage over those who continue to work unima
ginatively with old, handed-down methods and then 
one day discover that they are at the end of the road, 
as happened in the steel industry, for example which 
stupidly rolled in the profits in the first half of this 
decade, or in 1973 to be more precise, and did 
nothing to introduce more modern production and 
steel-smelting methods. 

These examples are all reasons why, basically, we 
should not have to compensate for the negligence of 
certain industrial managements just because the enter
prises are so vast, employ umpteen thousands of 
workers and thus present a certain social problem. If 
we did, these big firms would have a ready-made 
public guarantee of survival just because the social 
problems bound up with these giant firms are so crit
ical. Consequently, care needs to be taken that the 
kind of behaviour exhibited by some firms which 
were coining money when times were good and then 
called for public aid when they were bad is no longer 
accepted in the future. 

This is something we should all agree not to 
encourage by creating crisis cartels, which make a 
public burden of their own stupidities since it is the 
public purse that supports them financially. Provision 
must be made to ensure that, once efficiency is 
regained, the aid that has been furnished has to be 
paid back at compound interest and not written off, so 
to speak, as a grant to the enterprises concerned. 

I am being intentionally too harsh because all the 
discussions we have had in the last two years have 
repeatedly shown how many people who, otherwise, 
are against state intervention never fail to appeal for 
state aid when they get into difficulties for which, at 
bottom, they themselves are partly responsible. If we 
could put an end to that, we should once again have 
some chance, by and large, of applying our rules of 
competition as laid down in the Treaties. But for this 
a number of measures would be necessary. 

For my group and myself it is self-evident, as I said at 
the start, that competition policy is not a policy as 
such and for its own sake but one decisive prerequi
site for economic policy, among others : appropriate 
cyclical and structural policies must also be pursued at 
the Community level. It also goes without saying that 
the market must be kept free of attempts to enlarge 
market positions to the detriment of others and 
making unfair use of one's own market position. This 

relates to the comments that Mr Damseaux made with 
regard to the very big firms which operate, to some 
extent, the kind of competition that squeezes competi
tors off the market : this is something that we simply 
cannot afford to see happening to our small and medi
um-sized firms, because mobility is not to be found in 
the big and giant firms, which suffer from a degree of 
bureaucratic rigidity, but among the small and medi
um-sized firms, which also show much greater 
courage when it comes to taking risks. This we must 
reward by keeping the market open for them and 
making positive efforts to prevent any possible unfair 
exploitation of market position and power. 

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I wanted simply 
to make these one or two basic comments on competi
tion policy without going into detailed figures, since 
this motion for a resolution was unanimously adopted 
in committee, as I said at the start and as Mr 
Damseaux has also pointed out. Naturally, this point 
or that could have been put in a different way, but all 
in all it expresses the general feeling that Mr 
Damseaux has described. I feel that my own 
comments are in accord with what the Committee on 
Economic Affairs felt to be important in the drafting 
of this motion for a resolution. 

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

Mr Martinelli. - (I) Mr President, while congratu
lating Mr Damseaux on the report which, on behalf of 
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, he 
has submitted on the Commission's Seventh Report 
on Competition Policy, I cannot escape the impres
sion that, though meticulous, this latter document sets 
out to describe rather modest achievements in the 
competition sector at a time which is fraught with 
difficulties of every kind, but this is not the fault of 
the Commission. During the past year, the Commis
sion has given priority to the structures of the market ; 
it has intensified its examination of company concen
trations and the conditions under which selling prices 
are arrived at, in order to bring out (or bring out more 
clearly) the reasons which may underlie the unsatisfac
tory manner in which competition is working. For 
example, the Commission was able to identify about a 
hundred market areas where the biggest undertakings 
were responsible for more than half of all sales and it 
was once more compelled to recognize that the 
tendency to concentrate distribution continues to 
grow with the basic object of cutting down distribu
tion costs and, in consequence, prices. Despite this, 
however, there is still a wide variation in the price of 
products at all levels and, as the Commission points 
out, even between purely local products. This leaves 
one to conclude that the Commission, has been 
unable to do much. I repeat : 'unable'. 
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In paragraph 19 of the motion for a resolution, the 
rapporteur maintains that the Commission should not 
be content with publishing the results of its investiga
tions but should take the necessary steps to remove 
the causes of artificial price disparities in as much as 
competition policy (and this is of value only if it really 
helps to protect the consumer's purchasing-power). 
True enough ! But what is the real situation in which 
we have to work ? When I say 'we', I mean the 
Commission, the Council of Ministers and all of us 
who live with the economic realities in our countries. 
I hasten to add that the substance of the committee's 
motion for a resolution has my support, but this does 
not absolve me from expressing certain doubts which 
arise from consideration of one or two specific points. 
In its comprehensive report, the Commission states 
that it is in the area of State aids that competition 
policy has been subjected to the greatest pressures. 
From a strictly legal standpoint this is true, but no 
one can conceivably imagine that tens or hundreds of 
thousands of workers serving industries which are 
essential to the economy of each country - there are, 
for example, a million and a half unemployed in my 
own - can be deprived of their jobs pending comple
tion of the necessary cestructurizations and the advent 
of the day when the European economy becomes 
competit.ve! It i" inconceivable that the policy of the 
Member States can be so clinical and so divorced from 
social reality as to put a growing number of workers 
on unemployment benefit ! 

What we must aim for is action consistent with the 
economic purpose which competition is designed to 
fulfil, this being to regulate the market and prices and 
to enhance the efficiency of the economy. But as we 
climb the uphill road to efficiency, and face the 
contrast between the various national policies (a 
contrast which is often a conflict), we must bear in 
mind that the tendency, noted by the Commission in 
1977, of Member States to strengthen the instruments 
of control in the realm of competition policy does not 
arise from calculated disloyalty or from disregard of 
the Treaty but from the duty of any civilized commu
nity, at a time of difficulty and of economic and social 
change which affects all, both industrialized countries 
and the countries of the Third World, to assure its 
members of their livelihood and to ensure that they 
can obtain work with some degree of self-respect. 
There is, accordingly, no question of reconsidering the 
rules on competition or the principles underlying the 
Treaty but, as the Commission reminded us, we must 
bear in mind that competition policy is only an acces
sory to a far wider-ranging policy designed to ensure 
harmonization of the stages of development and, in 
consequence, an economic redistribution of work. 

Meanwhile, the States must have recourse to interven
tions and aids which must, naturally, be degressive 
and temporary, be commensurate with the difficulties 

peculiar to each national situation and be dispensed 
in such a way as to produce the required results 
quickly and effectively. In the meantime, the States 
must act on the old principle of primum vivere, and 
in view of this I cannot conceal my misgivings about 
the warning, given to the Commission in paragraph 
21 of the motion for a resolution, concerning the 
danger inherent in having recourse to crisis 'cartels' or 
'agreements'. At a difficult time such as that which the 
world economy and the European economy, in parti
cular, is passing through at this moment, it seems to 
me that in the case of industries where the impact of 
the crisis is heaviest, these 'crisis cartels' can be both 
necessary and helpful by ensuring a timely subdivi
sion of the market between European industries in a 
particular sector in order to maintain production and, 
with it, employment. 

Synthetic fibres are a case in point. The attitude 
adopted in this case by the Commission towards the 
agreement on fibres, reached with the help of Mr 
Davignon some months ago between the major Euro
pean producers, is something to be wondered at. The 
Commission gave advance notice that it intended to 
denounce the 'agreement' as contrary to Article 85 of 
the Treaty. I agree that the duration of such an agree
ment must be restricted to the period of time necess
ary to enable the undertakings to be restructured, but 
I do not accept that such an important industry, in 
which a crisis agreement has been achieved after such 
effort, should be thrown back on the jumble of unco
ordincated provisions for budgeting and organization. 

I must also confess to some misgiving about the 
wording of paragraph 15 of the motion for a resolu
tion, especially the suggestion that the Commission 
should shortly submit its proposal for a directive, now 
in preparation, to introduce greater transparency in 
the financial relations between the States and the 
undertakings to which Article 90 of the EEC Treaty 
refers.' In my view, such a proposal for a directive 
gives rise to two kinds of problem. The first is a legal 
one in that, on the basis of an interpretation, which 
seems to me to be very liberal, of Article 90, the scope 
of which, moreover, has yet to be authoritatively 
defined or reviewed as far as the Community is 
concerned, the Commission will eventually arrogate 
powers to itself on a subject, that of State aids to 
undertakings, which is reserved to the Council under 
Article 94. It is true that Article 90 provides that 
Member States shall not enact any measure in respect 
of the undertakings which is contrary to the Treaty 
and imposes an obligation on the latter to comply 
with the rules on competition, the Commission being 
enjoined to ensure that those provisions are observed 
by, where necessary, addressing appropriate directives 
or decisions to Member States. Due regard must, 
however, be paid to the provisions of Article 94, under 
which the Council, acting by a qualified majority on a 
proposal from the Commission, may make any appro-
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priate regulation for the application of Articles 92 and 
93, in which the aids compatible with the Common 
Market are set out. 

The second problem is a political one in that, at a 
time of widespread and increasing economic crisis, 
the automatic application of the principles of competi
tion is not conducive to a solution of the pressing 
social and employment problems which have arisen. 
Mr Damseaux, this has nothing whatever to do with 
'the temptation of protectionism'! You have to have 
hundreds of thousands of unemployed in your 
economy before you can understand that in certain 
conditions, certain objectives remain out of our reach ! 
In my view, therefore, the principle underlying the 
proposal for a directive, which is still unofficial and is 
based on the procedure laid down in Article 90, will 
confer powers on the Commission to which they have 
no right in this field. 

In view of these considerations, it would be better to 
take out paragraph 15 or perhaps, instead of removing 
it, to replace it with another emphasizing the desir
ability of ensuring that the principles of competition 
should take account of the social objectives which, at 
times of crisis, need to be pursued in the economic 
field. Elsewhere, in GATT, at times of crisis, where 
certain rules about unfair competition are to be the 
subject of further discussion, there is a desire to 
proceed at once with the creation of a body which can 
take decisions in order to avoid the painful process of 
multilateral negotiation. 

I hope that what I have said has made a constructive 
contribution to the wide range of views which we 
have expressed concerning the economic and social 
realities facing the Community and, despite some of 
my comments, I assure you, Mr President, that the 
substance of Mr Damseaux's report has my support 
and that of my group. 

President.- I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith to speak 
on behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. - Mr President, the 
publication of the Commission's Seventh Report on 
Competition Policy is an important event, and the 
report certainly deserves careful study. Though I shall 
have some suggestions and criticisms to make in the 
course of my observations, they are of a comparatively 
secondary nature. I can endorse and indeed applaud, 
both for myself and for my group, the main lines of 
approach and of philosophy adumbrated in this 
report. 

A successful, balanced effective competition policy is 
a sine qua non of a strong free market economy, 
which in its turn is an indispensable prerequisite of 
an improving standard of life for the peoples of the 
Member States. The Community is fortunate in that 
its competition policy is securely based on the twin 
pillars of Article 85 and Article 86 of the Treaty. And 

they constitute a very firm foundation. It so happens, 
Mr President, that in earlier days, as a trade minister 
in the United Kingdom, I was in part responsible for 
the Restrictive Trade Practices Act of that country, 
which is still the main basis of our competition legisla
tion there. And as that act came into force in 1956, it 
will be seen that we anticipated by a short head the 
founding fathers of the Community in the formula
tion of the competition provisions of the Treaty. But 
in effect we reached the same result, though by 
slightly different avenues. The basis of both Commu
nity law and British law is, first the prohibition in 
principle of restrictive trade practices - for example, 
market-sharing agreements, fixed common prices etc., 
and that is covered by Article 85 of the Treaty - and, 
secondly, restraint of abuse deriving from a dominant 
position. That is covered by Article 86. But - and it 
is a very important one - but there is provision in 
the Treaty for relief from these prohibitions and 
restrictions in cases of proven public benefit. 

With these powerful weapons, the Commission is able 
to pursue a useful and constructive role. It is admir
ably defined at page 9 of the Seventh Report, where it 
is stated that the role of the Commission must be to 
promote and establish structural change within a 
socially acceptable framework. The illusion must be 
resisted that enterprises can protect themselves against 
those necessary changes by coming to terms with 
their competitors, or by seeking excessive protection 
from national authorities. That is clearly a correct phil
osophy, in my submission, as is also the philosophy 
adumbrated in respect of State aids. On page 11 it is 
stated : 

For the present it is in the area of State aids that compe
tion policy has been subjected to the greatest pressures. 
The general policy objectives remain valid. Aids should 
not be granted except where they are really necessary, 
and only at an intensity proportionate to the real diffi
culties of each national situation. They should be 
accorded in such a manner that in practice they rapidly 
contribute to, and provoke, the necessary changes. 

Again, on the following page : 

Aids to the maintenance of employment must not be 
perpetuated in undertakings which can benefit in a 
manner which allows them to maintain without change 
non-competitive production likely to aggravate the crisis 
to the detriment of other undertakings. 

That seems to me to be very sound economic and 
social sense. 

Against that background of general endorsement of 
the Commission's report and their policies, I would 
like to make my one or two suggestions and criti
ctsms. 

First, the prohibitions which the Commission is 
empowered to make under that Article 86 depend, 
inter alia, on showing that trade between the Member 
States is affected. That is clearly stipulated in the first 
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paragraph of the article. That is a necessary ingredient 
of the offence of abuse of a dominant position. There 
are some suggestions today in commercial and indus
trial circles that the Commission is tending to ignore 
this factor - as indeed we have recently found the 
Commission ready to ignore the harmonization requir
ement in Article l 00 that there should be a direct 
effect on the functioning of the common market. Scru
pulous adherence to all the requirements of Article 86 
is therefore necessary - and all the more so as there 
is no definition in the article of what constitutes a 
dominant position. I think I am right - and the 
Commissioner will correct me if I am not - that in 
the ABG case, a 9 % share of the relevant market in 
the Netherlands was held to be a dominant position 
for the purposes of Article 86. 

Mention of the ABG case brings me to another point. 
This is referred to in paragraph 28 of the Commis
sion's report. But at the time of the publication of this 
report, the Commission's decision was under appeal. I 
think again I am right in saying that the European 
Court of Justice has now reversed the Commission's 
decision. Unfortunately, the Commission's Seventh 
Report, which we are here discussing, does not make 
it clear which decisions are under appeal. Surely it is 
right that they should do so. It is, one would think, 
misleading to industry and their advisers to present 
cases as if they represent the law, when in fact they 
are under appeal. I would respectfully suggest that the 
reports of cases under appeal are either omitted alto
gether from the report, or at least have a qualified 
reference, preferably with a summary of the grounds 
of appeal. 

In regard to Article 85, I have two short comments to 
make. Paragraph 3 of Article 85 provides very prop
erly for cases in which the general prohibition 
contained in paragraph l of that article may be 
declared inapplicable. To implement those proce
dures, there is, Mr President, a system of what is gener
ally known as negative clearance or exemption. This 
proceeds by way of notification to the Commission 
and adjudication by them. In this context, there are 
considerable complaints at this time in industry, and 
indeed among lawyers, of delays on the part of the 
Commission. The Commission should take the prac
tical and commercial implications of these delays into 
account, such as the commercial implications for 
companies of having to wait perhaps eight months for 
negative clearance or exemption on a joint venture, 
and two or more years in other cases. Those are 
substantial delays which must adversely effect the 
conduct of industry. 

My second comment on Article 85-and this leads 
me to a more general conclusion - is that the provi
sions for exemption set out are, of course, of funda
mental importance. I started by stressing the necessity 
of promoting competition and eliminating restrictive 

practices. I certainly do not resile from that. But at the 
same time we - and the Commission - must keep 
in mind the realities of the market. Size and organiza
tion are not evils in themselves in industry. There are 
many great advantages to be had in the so-called 
economies of scale. The 'gateways', as we call them in 
our British practice, allowing for exemptions for 
proven public benefit, should not be closed or lightly 
viewed by the Commission. 

I conclude, Mr President, by asking the Commission 
to keep this balance in mind, to observe scrupulously 
the provisions of the Treaty and to seek to use those 
provisions to strengthen competition and industry 
alike, and through them the well-being of the citizens 
of the Member States, producers and consumers alike. 

President. - I call Mr Spinelli to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Spinelli. - (/) Mr President, the Commission's 
policy on the subject of competition is, traditionally, 
something which is faithfully carried out and on 
which that institution reports each year to Parliament 
and to public opinion. Although there can be a lot of 
comment on details, the fact remains that the basic 
purpose of the policy is to maintain a watch on 
competition and to see that it runs on the right lines. 
I think policy on competition can be compared with 
the work of keeping the streets of a city clean and in 
good repair for the benefit of traffic. 

If, however, the city is hit by fire, earthquakes or other 
disasters, it is more than ever necessary to clean and 
maintain the streets, otherwise there may be epide
mics of disease and it may be impossible for traffic to 
circulate. On the other hand it is obvious that in such 
circumstances, the work of cleaning and maintenance 
has to be fitted in with the further and more urgent 
task of rebuilding the city. 

In my view, the basic weakness of the policy on 
competition, as practised by the Commission, is that 
it goes ahead on its own, without paying much atten
tion to related considerations, and now and then even 
goes against the decisions of the Commission, as on 
the occasion when the 'crisis cartel' was first autho
rized by one section of the Commission and then 
denounced as dangerous by another - which goes to 
show that the Commission's policy is rarely based on 
an overall view. 

I do not intend ·to continue with these comments, 
because I should merely be repeating what has been 
said by other speakers, but I should like to put them 
into specific proposition to ensure that the resolution 
of the House reflects them. I shall accordingly move 
and submit to the vote two amendments which have 
already been distributed, one dealing with paragraph l 
and the other with paragraph 14. In doing so, I shall 
endeavour to get it recognized that, while competition 
policy performs a task which is vital if the market is 
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to function properly, it must at the same time form 
part of an overall Community economic policy which 
has been designed to overcome the crisis, prom~te 
harmonious development and limit the excess1ve 
powers of large undertakings in dominant positions. 
The inclusion of this in the policy on competition 
would point it in a direction in which it would never 
go if those objectives were ignored and if the only 
object were merely to ensure the continued operation 
of the competition rules which have been laid down. 

At the same time, when I see that, further on, in para
graph 14, the Commission is being asked to m~ke the 
necessary modifications in the services respons.1ble for 
certain matters so that they may cope w1th the 
growing number of cases to be dealt with, I take ~he 
view that the question is not merely one of copmg 
with more cases but also one of investigating them in 
a manner which is different from that normally 
adopted, i.e., enlisting the help, in their investiga
tions, of departments of the Commission who view 
the problems involved from a standpoint other tha~ 
merely that of compliance with the rules of competi
tion. In the other amendment, I accordingly propose 
that these cases should be considered in the light of 
the general economic objectives of the Com~u~ity. 
In submitting these amendments, we want to. tndlc.ate 
that we are rather dissatisfied with the way m wh1ch 
the Commission has hitherto conceived its task of 
carrying out competition policy, and we expr.ess t~e 
hope that this task will in future be conce1ved m 
rather more comprehensive terms. 

I cannot refer to all the paragraphs which deserve 
approval and support, but there are two other ques
tions on which the Commission must be asked to 
think in more specific and somewhat different terms. 

There is a reference at one point to transnational 
companies. Of course, the alphabet !s everyon~'s prop
erty and everyone can use it as he hkes, but, sm~e th.e 
expression normally used for these compames ~s 
'multi-national companies', I think we ought to use It 
so that we know we are talking about them and not 
about any others. But this is a detail. All that is said 
about the transnational companies is that they must 
pursue their activities within the framework of ap~ro
priate rules which strike a balance between the obhga
tions that have to be imposed upon them and the 
need to avoid discrimination against them. This is all 
very well, but it does not amount to much and falls 
short of what ought really to be said. Yes, we have to 
agree that there should be no discrimination agai.nst 
the multinationals (though, in actual fact, I thmk 
there is discrimination in their favour), but I should 
like to see things put more clearly and the paragraph 
but I should like to see things put more clearly and 
the paragraph worded like this : 

Recalls that multinational companies must pursue their 
activities within the framework of rules which, while 

avoiding discrimination against them, make them subject 
to obligations and controls to eliminate the poss~bili~ of 
abuses arising from their very nature as multmattonal 
companies. 

suggest this because what gives rise to concern in 
the case of these companies is that, in their capacity 
as multinational companies, they are in a positio~ t.o 
escape certain obligations and controls, whereas 1t .Is 
essential that they should be subject to them and, m 
consequence, further the public aim of economic deve
lopment and not merely the interests of their sharehol
ders. I think this ought to be said, because the present 
wording of the paragraph is unsatisfactory. 

Finally, I come to paragra~h 21, in. whic~ ~~e 
Commission is reminded that 1f the creat1on of crts1s 
cartels' is countenanced, this may jeopardize the ulti
mate restoration of free competition. I think some
thing more needs to be said about this. The da~ger 
undoubtedly exists. In my opinion, the most senous 
aspect of 'crisis cartels' is this : when, in any obvious 
situations of crisis, an effort is being made to prevent 
the collapse of an industrial group, th~re can b: . no 
dispute about the need to suspend certam cort~petlt.!On 
rules and to conclude certain agreements wh1ch, 
whether good or bad in themselves, are nevertheless 
necessary and are designated 'crisis cartels'. Whe.n. one 
is ill, one has sometimes to take dangerous med1cmes, 
but they have to be taken if one wants to get better. 
However dangerous they may be, they tend to be in 
constant use, in one form or another, and, generally 
speaking, when one is told that they are not to be 
taken, one gets hold of them by hook or by crook. 

I well remember the arguments and discussions I had 
with the leaders of the German iron and steel 
industry, who would not agree that, to deal with a 
crisis situation, the Commission should impose 
certain restrictions on the free market and on open 
competition for iron and steel products. They assured 
us in confidence : 'Don't worry about it, leave it to us : 
we'll reach some understanding among ourselves 
without asking the High Authority or the Commis
sion to do it for us'. 

This is why I think we ought to do more than say that 
they are dangerous and say when such .a~reements a~e 
necessary and, if so, under what conditions. In addi
tion there should be formal authorization for and 
sup~rvision of them and it must be for th~ Commis
sion to take the decision to dissolve them m order to 
provide the best possible guarantee that what began as 
a 'crisis cartel' will not become a permanent one. I 
submit therefore that this paragraph should be 
phrased in the following terms : 

Calls upon the Commission to submit urgently a prop
osal for a regulation based on Article 235 of the EEC 
Treaty, on the subject of crisis cartels laying dow.n .the 
circumstances and form 5 in which they are adm1ss1ble 
and empowering the Commission to authorize them, lay 
down conditions and time limits and dissolve them. 
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We want the executive body of the Community to 
have the power to authorize, lay down conditions and 
ultimately dissolve : in other words, we want the 
maximum protection against the dangers inherent in 
this measure, in case it is required. 

If we agreed on the adoption of these four paragraphs 
we should, I believe, give the resolution a different 
and less superficial character, as well as a lead to the 
Commision. If these amendments are accepted, we 
shall vote for the resolution, otherwise we shall not 
vote for it. 

There is one further paragraph to which I should like 
to draw attention, though with some reluctance, 
without proposing any amendment. 

In paragraph 15, Mr Damseaux states that a proposal 
for a directive is in course of preparation on greater 
transparency in the financial relations between the 
States and undertakings. It is the right and duty of the 
Commission to prepare these things. I should like to 
remind the Commissioner that when his President 
began his term of office he said to us : we shall treat 
this Parliament as though it were already an elected 
Parliament and we shall discuss our proposals with 
you so that we can secure the greatest possible 
measure of agreement before forwarding them to the 
Council. It is clear to me that this proposal is already 
in the hands of the governments and that you are 
already discussing it with them. Whether the outcome 
is good or bad, the fact remains that they are working 
on them and the only people not taking part, the only 
people not yet in the picture, the only people who, 
thanks to hearsay, have a vague idea about them but 
still know nothing positive are the Members of this 
European Parliament. I think that, before we finally 
agree on the wording of a resolution, it would prob
ably be worthwhile having a full-scale and thorough 
debate on the issue, which is an important one and, in 
my view, one of far reaching significance. Unlike Mr 
Martinelli, I believe the Commission should try to 
strengthen the powers it possesses (and it would not 
abuse them when exercised). Since this is, however, 
'delicate ground' where there will be plenty of opposi
tion, the wisest course is to secure early and substan
tial agreement in this House. But this is a political 
judgment which goes far beyond the resolution in 
itself. 

We have submitted four amendments, and we shall 
vote for the resolution only if the amendments are 
adopted. 

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

Mr Nyborg. - (DK) Mr President, first of all I 
should like to compliment Mr Damseaux for the great 
work he has performed in drawing up this report. 

At a time when more and more aid measures are 
being introduced throughout Europe to alleviate the 

problems caused by the economic crisis and its social 
consequences, I think one is entitled to ask whether 
one can still have confidence in the ability of market 
forces to ensure increased efficiency in the service of 
society. We feel it is possible since competition facili
tates the constant adjustment of supply and demand. 

In recent years the common policy on competition 
has without doubt been the most successful whether 
with regard to the action taken against agreements or 
the condemnation of the abuse of a dominant posi
tion in the market. Even so we feel that implementa
tion of the competition policy to resolve the conflicts 
which have arisen here and there ought to take a 
more concrete and relevant form. It has become parti
cularly apparent during the crisis we have just been 
through or rather which we have not yet come out of, 
that the most important problem is to combine a real 
policy on competition with the Member States' social 
and regional policies and industrial policy. 

Conditions within the Community have undoubtedly 
developed in such a way that interest in purely 
national systems of public aid is unfortunately 
increasing but this is because they can be brought in 
more rapidly and are better suited to the circum
stances than the Community's aid machinery. 

They are meant to be temporary measures carried out 
in the hope of solving the problems experienced in 
individual sectors. But they have an unpleasant 
tendency to become permanent, hampering the deve
lopment of sound businesses within the Community. 
Unless there is a change of attitude to these problems, 
the governments of the Nine, under the pretext of 
being forced into this position, will be disposed to pay 
less and less attention to the provisions of Article 92 
on public aid. 

A Community solution is needed so that competition 
can provide a socially acceptable way of remedying 
the difficulties of certain sectors and in order to 
prevent the national States from giving haphazard 
support to the sectors which are in difficulty. 

The Commission ought to be able to put forward an 
alternative to industry and one of the many problems 
which ought to be raist:d are the proposals concerning 
export credits. It seems that some progress has been 
made in this area since one can, as it were, see some 
light ahead in the insurance sector, but the more 
comprehensive OECD plan is nevertheless the best 
way of attaining a real harmonization of both rates 
and duration. Harmonization enters into the whole 
process of competition in order, for example, to 
prevent distortions and both the private sector and the 
Member States and the Community's authorities 
ought to make a serious effort in this field. 

I would like to mention that we are very pleased that 
discussions have at last been started on competition 
within the aviation industry. 
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Without wanting to start a new debate on the many 
inconsistencies which there are, we must insist on the 
need to reach a solution soon and affirm that the 
obstacles can be overcome. 

Many of the speakers in today's debate have talked 
about protectionism and I would like to make it clear 
that the European Progressive Democrats are also 
against protectionism in any form and in any disguise. 

Turning to the amendment I have tabled to point 8, I 
am sorry that I was not present when the motion for a 
resolution was adopted by the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs. Otherwise it would 
certainly not have been necessary to present this 
amendment today. The purpose of the amendment is 
simply to delete the deadline of 30 June 1979 and the 
reason is that the member of the Commission, Mr 
Davignon, has given me an assurance in my capacity 
as rapporteur in the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs for the subject referred to in para
graph 8 that such a proposal would be submitted 
before the end of September this year. 

I have not yet seen this proposal and must deplore the 
fact that the Commission has not complied with the 
European Parliament's wishes for a new and simpler 
procedure. I do not, however, think that there is any 
reason to prolong the deadline for the Commission's 
proposal as it stands in paragraph 8, since this lays 
down June of next year as the deadline and I there
fore hope that the rapporteur and other members can 
agree with me to delete this part of paragraph 8 so 
that the European Parliament should not itself give 
the Commission an excuse for taking its time on this 
matter. 

Finally, let me say that a perusal of the seventh report 
on competition policy and a discussion of Mr 
Damseaux's exhaustive report have strengthened the 
belief of the European Progressive Democrat Group 
that, in spite of the difficulties, competition still has a 
role to play in Europe. 

President. - I call Mr Youel. 

Mr Youel, Member of the Commission. - (F) Mr 
President, May I first of all express my thanks to your 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, and 
especially to its Rapporteur, for the helpful and 
constructive resolution placed before you. I note with 
pleasure that the committee has again tried to avoid 
an ideological debate on the principles on which 
competition is based, since it is enshrined in the Trea
ties. It has concentrated on passing judgment on the 
Commission's actions, emphasizing certain points and 
indicating the lines to be followed. 

Of course, your appraisal of the Commission's actions 
contains criticisms, but on the whole they are 
constructive and indicate the importance which Parlia
ment attaches to the pursuit of a vigorous competition 
policy. I have also noted the hope expressed by your 

rapporteur and your committee that, at this time of 
structural change, competition policy will continue to 
make an effective contribution to the unity of the 
Community and the conviction that there must be 
greater consistency in the policy itself as well as in its 
relationship with the other policies of the Community 
and of the Member States. 

I should like to take this opportunity of emphasizing 
the fact that the Commission shares the view that the 
unity of the Community wholly depends upon firm 
action by the Commission in applying those general 
rules of the Treaty which are intended to combine the 
markets in a single market. It will be through harmon
izing the provisions of national law which stand in the 
way of equalizing competition conditions and, above 
all, through the competition rules that we shall be 
able to prevent the markets from being walled off as 
the result of agreements, even though they are crisis 
agreements, or as the result of aids granted by the 
States. 

The discussions in the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs revealed that some people inter
preted our report as expressing either our scepticism 
about the results achieved on a strictness which is 
misplaced in the light of the problems we have to 
face. But if the Community is to be a consistent 
whole, it will be so thanks to discipline ·and not the 
absence of it ; and this is supplied and, so far as lies 
within its power, will continue to be supplied by the 
Commission. 

The cohesion of the Community will collapse if the 
Member States feel that they can get out of the obliga
tions of solidarity and make unilateral arrangements. 
No one can seriously imagine that a single market can 
be kept in being within the Community and common 
policies can be adopted on the big issues of the day if, 
for example, the Commission does not keep the condi
tions on which aids are granted within strict and care
fully applied limits. 

In the sectors in difficulty, it is particularly important 
to maintain some degree of equality of opportunity 
between the different citizens and countries of the 
Community. We are passing through an economic 
crisis which is likely to continue, but we have so far 
prevented a resurgence of national protectionism as a 
consequence of aids. Although the realization that our 
difficulties were structural was a slow process, 
everyone realizes it now and this is to a great extent 
due to the Commission's policy on aids. The success 
of this policy cannot be judged by the number of aids 
in force or by the number of times they were not 
approved. The public decisions of the Commission 
are insignificant compared with the work of persua
sion and constant, long-drawn-out negotiation in 
which it is involved. The number of decisions on the 
subject of aids is less important than the need for 
them to be no greater than is strictly necessary and for 
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them to help in speeding up industrial re-deployment. 
The unity of the Common Market must not in the 
long run, be undermined by the protection of uneco
nomic output. 

Accordingly, although one can appreciate the reasons 
for it, a policy of maintaining employment at all costs 
does not really help because, in the end, pressure on 
the market will inevitably result in retaliatory or 
protective measures, whether inside or outside the 
Community. 

I must now turn to the question of the consistency of 
competition policy with action taken in pursuance of 
other Community policies. I can only agree with the 
appeal on this subject in paragraph 20 of your motion 
for a resolution. You must, however, recognize that 
consistency can be maintained only as a result of 
striking a very delicate balance, which is the subject of 
constant argument. On the one hand, competition 
policy must undoubtedly be regarded as a concomi
tant of the Community's political activity but, on the 
other hand, this activity must take account of the 
specific object of competition policy, which, as I have 
just said, is to maintain a single market which must be 
open to all producers and serve the interests of 
consumers. The need for this balance to be main
tained is particularly strong in the relationship 
between competition policy and the industrial, social 
and regional policies. 

As an example of the clear need for a high degree of 
consistency in the activities of the Community, I can 
quote iron-and-steel policy, under which the rules on 
agreements and concentrations, together with the 
policy on aids, have to underpin the policy of indus
trial restructurization as well as define the extent of 
cooperation by undertakings within the framework of 
the Commission's interventions in the functioning of 
the market. Another example of the difficulty of 
striking a balance between the different objectives of 
the Community's policies is provided by the synthetic 
fibre industry, which was referred to in your debate. 
Last July, synthetic fibre producers gave notification 
of an agreement the purpose of which was to reduce 
production capacities and to share the market for a 
given period. Because a large proportion of the 
markets would, in consequence, be protected from 
normal competition, you will realize that serious 
doubts were entertained, m priori, about the possi
bility of authorizing an agreement of this kind. I have 
to say this, however little it may please Mr Martinelli. 

As regards Amendment No 5, I should like to say, in 
particular to Mr Spinelli, that new legislation 
governing crisis cartels is quite conceivable. It might 
well provide a means of coping with a situation of 
structural crisis provided it were really possible, in a 
market economy system, to allow these exceptions 
only for short periods and under the strictest struc
tural conditions ; in reality, however, there is a consid-

erable danger that the ultimate restoration of free 
competition will be seriously compromised. Nor must 
we underestimate either the possibility of a prolifera
tion of agreements of this kind or their cost to the 
competitiveness of the Community's undertakings as 
a whole. In my view, these considerations place a large 
question-mark over crisis cartels, which, one must 
agree, are of such a nature as to constitute a rejection 
of the market economy. On this I fully share the 
views and fears so well expresses by Mr Lange. 

The question of consistency also arises in the case of 
the policy on aids, in both what I shall call the 
internal and the external sense. 

As far as external consistency is concerned, that is to 
say, consistency of relationship between the policy on 
aids and other Community policies, the policy on aids 
must, of course, take account of the progress made in 
evolving a Community strategy, especially in indus
trial and regional terms. Similarly, we have an under
standable interest in resisting the temptation to take 
back, in the form of aids, the concessions made as 
part of the common commercial policy. This does not 
mean that the policy on aids should defer to those 
other policies to the extent of accepting or imposing 
conditions on the granting of aids which, in pursu
ance of industrial or regional objectives, prevented 
competition or unduly restrict it. 

As regards internal consistency, it is, as emphasized by 
the motion for a resolution, essential for the various 
categories of aids to be judged by their overall effect 
and subject to the same principle. We cannot, there
fore, afford to ignore the effect of regional aids on 
sectors in difficulty if this effect is to aggravate their 
surplus capacity. Similarly, we must be on our guard 
against the effect which some types of employment 
aid have in keeping non-competitive structures in 
being and transferring sectoral problems from one 
Member State to another. The specific action we have 
taken in this connection shows that the coordination 
called for in the motion already exists. 

The search for internal consistency obliges us to 
consider less reputable methods than the traditional 
aids, though in certain circumstances they lead to the 
same result. At this juncture we meet the special 
problem of the financial relations between States and 
their public undertakings. On this aspects, which was 
developed at greater length by Mr Martinelli and Mr 
Spinelli, I should like once more to emphasize that, if 
our policy on aids is to be consistent, it must take 
account of the financial relations between the Member 
States and their public undertakings, in which the 
State's attitude may well be nothing more than that of 
an industrialist or private shareholder. A distinction 
must nevertheless be drawn between a proprietorial 
attitude of this kind and action by the public authori
ties such as that taken to help a private undertaking 
by granting it State aid. More than ever, therefore, it is 
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obvious that under present conditions, especially in 
sectors undergoing a major upheaval, it is impossible, 
without discriminating between Member States, for 
some of them to be excused from the rules applying 
to aids because, in contrast to their partners, their 
industries operate under the system of public owner
ship. 

It is equally clear that it is only by studying specific 
situations that, in the financial links between States 
and public undertakings, a distinction can be drawn 
between what is and what is not part of an undertak
ing's normal pattern of behaviour. In order to do this, 
we have to know precisely the way in which these 
financial links develop and the main purpose of Direc
tive 90/3, a draft of which is at present being consid
ered in conjunction with the experts from the 
Member States. This directive will enable the Commis
sion to be informed of the financial contributions 
which, in various forms, the Member States make to 
their public undertakings, and why they are making 
them. This first step depends, of course, on some 
tricky technical problems being resolved ; they are not 
insurmountable, however, as the preparatory work is 
proceeding normally and producing results. By 1979, I 
imagine the Commission will be in a position to 
make up its mind on the substance of the directive, 
which, incidentally, relates to the responsibilities 
conferred on it by the Treaty. 

Having once made up its mind, the Commission will, 
of course, have to decide on priorities. It is unnecess
ary in practice or in the common interest for the 
Commission to go into each and every relationship 
which the States maintain with their public sectors. 
Our first concern must be with the competitive indus
trial sector and, at an early stage, with public undertak
ings in the various parts of that sector which are in 
greatest difficulty and in whose case strict rules have 
been imposed on the subject of aids. There is no need 
for me to add (and this is also for the benefit of Mr 
Spinelli) that, when the present discussions at expert 
level have produced a clear indication of the outcome, 
we shall not fail to have, as is customary, a detailed 
discussion on the subject with your Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs. 

In conclusion, Mr President, I have the following 
comments to make on the new amendments adopted 
by the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. 

In the case of Amendment No 1, may I say that, as 
Mr Davignon announced at a plenary sitting last 
Spring, a document drawn up by the competent 
departments is now under consideration by the 
Commission with a view to its approval. As the proce
dure is a novel one, the matter is one of some deli
cacy ; in particular, the reference to the legal basis of 
Article 155 of the Treaty is the subject of close study. 
This study will be completed in a few weeks time, and 
the proposal for the new procedure will then be 

submitted to the Council. The members of the 
Committee on Economic and Monetry Affairs are in 
fact aware of the draft proposal, on which a member 
of the House has expressed an a priori view which is 
favourable. 

With regard to Amendment No 2, the suggestion that 
competition policy must form part of the Commu
nity's overall policy is, of course, a proper one, but 
this overall policy ought not to be designed solely to 
overcome the crisis or promote consistent regional 
developments but should cover a large number of 
aims and objects not mentioned in the amendment. I 
should remind you, moreover, that, as our powers are 
at present, we are powerless to prevent the creation of 
dominant positions - which, incidentally, are as 
likely to benefit small as large undertakings. In such 
circumstances, our job is to keep a watch on the 
conduct of the undertakings so as to prevent abuses 
and not, as suggested in the amendment, to exercise 
control over their powers. 

In so far as Amendment No 3 does not imply that the 
principles of competition should take second place to 
the other policies, I have no objection to it. 

Finally, as regards Amendment No 4, I believe it is an 
exaggeration to say that abuses within the meaning of 
the rules on competition arise from the very nature of 
transnational companies. Misuse of their position can, 
by definition, arise in cases where undertakings wield 
considerable power in a particular market, regardless 
of the reason why an undertaking enjoys the benefits 
of some technological advantage, patent or trademark. 
To my mind, whether a company is national or trans
national is not the decisive factor at any rate, not so 
far as the competition rules are concerned. 

Mr President, I should not like to conclude without 
expressing my warmest thanks to your rapporteur, Mr 
Damseaux, whose cooperative attitude has been 
greatly appreciated and who is to be congratulated on 
his report, and to the chairman and members of the 
committee. Their comments and suggestions have 
undoubtedly been a much appreciated source of 
encouragement and a valuable contribution to the 
maintenance and development of a basic Community 
policy at a time when, unfortunately, pressures and 
disagreements are keener than ever. 

President. - I call Mr Damseaux. 

Mr Damseaux, rapporteur. - (F) Mr President, I 
have only three comments. The first is on the amend
ments, because, unfortunately, political considerations 
at home oblige me to return to Brussels and I shall 
have to arrange for a substitute for tomorrow morn
ing's vote. 

I think Amendment No I, submitted by Mr Nyborg, 
is quite acceptable, not only because the Commission 
is now considering the introduction of a procedure, 
but also because it is unwise for Parliament to keep on 
postponing the time-limits. 
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Mr Spinelli's Amendment No 2 is right against the 
spirit of our recommendations. We did our best to 
avoid ideological considerations and argument about 
the underlying principles of competition, because the 
rules on competition are enshrined in the Treaty. 
When we began, Paragraph I, which Mr Spinelli 
wants to amend, had other things in it, and we took 
out everything which could be regarded as ideological. 
Competition policy undoubtedly comprises the 
objects emphasized by Mr Spinelli, but it comprises 
others as well and the best thing to do is to take the 
politics out of it, as the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs has done in paragraph I. 

I have no objection to Mr Spinelli's Amendment No 
3, for the simple and sound reason that it changes 
nothing. 

Amendment No 4 was the subject of lengthy discus
sion in committee. We spent a great deal of time on 
the question of transnational companies, not just the 
multinationals, and, in the case of national companies, 
the relationship between parent companies and their 
subsidiaries, especially in connection with transfer 
prices. We did not want to treat the multinationals 
and national comp;-.nies differently. And we empha
sized the fact that disparities arose not only from 
exchange difficulties but sometimes also from t·aria
tions in tax legislation. We have left the question as 
open as possible, and the wording before us today 
represents the outcome of very long discussions in the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. I am, 
moreover, glad that, like the committee, all today's 
speakers have dealt with competition policy as a vital 
element of the economy and that we have not 
adopted a standpoint based on purely theoretical or 
legal considerations. 

The third point I want to make is that the resolution 
is helpful and constructive. It certainly does not blow 
any trumpets but, on the subject of competition, we 
have to clear the ground and bear thre'e things in 
mind. The first is that the Commission performs its 
tasks by virtue of the responsibilities and powers 
conferred on it by the Treaties. The second is that the 
Council bears a tremendous share of the responsibility 
for creating a really unified market. The third is that 
Parliament lacks the necessary powers to force the 
Council to adopt a different attitude - incidentally, 
the Council has never for a moment been present 
during our debates on competition policy. I think the 
resolution is realistic and constructive. It is based on 
the present prov1s1ons of the Treaty and, in 
consequence, on the means available to the various 
organs of the Community for ensuring that the provi
sions of the Treaty of Rome are observed. 

President. - I note that no one else wishes to speak. 
The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote, 
together with the amendments that have been moved, 
tomorrow at the end of the sitting. 

The debate is closed. 

II. Air traffic control 

President. - The next item is the motion for a reso
lution (Doc. 319/78) tabled by Mr Blumenfeld, Mr 
Noe and Mr Fuchs, on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP), on air traffic control. 

I call Mr Noe. 

Mr Noe. - (/) Mr President, I have tabled this 
motion, in conjunction with my colleagues Mr 
Blumenfeld and Mr Fuchs, for the purpose of 
obtaining information in the interval between the 
question submitted by Mr Blumenfeld during the last 
part session, which gave rise to a number of speeches 
and created a great deal of interest, and, on the other 
hand, a meeting which the chairman of the 
Committee on Transport, Lord Bruce, proposes to 
hold in Paris in February with the object of making a 
comprehensive study of questions relating to airtraffic 
control on the basis of a paper adopted by Parliament 
in May last year which I was responsible for preparing. 

One particular aspect of the general question of 
airtraffic control is the effect of the 'go-slow' declared 
and carried out in France in July and August. This 
'strike in the sky' held up traffic in the whole of 
Europe. 

During the short debate we had in this House, those 
who took part, including Mr Burke, were mainly 
concerned with the hardship to passengers. In my 
view, while the hardship to passengers may be 
forgotten after a week or two, the other side of the 
coin, which is the increase in the number of collisions 
as a result of irregular action of this kind, is a much 
more serious matter. 

During the last few weeks I have tried to get facts and 
figures which would make it possible to calculate the 
increased risk of collision. Although it has not been 
easy, I have managed to get some information, and 
more will become available by December on the basis 
of studies undertaken by certain organizations, so that 
by February the Committee on Transport should have 
something definite to go on. 

To put the question at once, why is there a greater 
risk of collision ? Because, under conditions of this 
kind, the number of aircraft admitted into a particular 
air-space, in this case the French, is reduced : during a 
particular interval of time, the numer of aircraft 
accepted, n, becomes 11 divided by 2, 3 or some other 
number. The result is that aircraft which would 
normally be passing through the French airspace have 
to be re-routed through neighbouring countries. For 
example, flights from Italy to Belgium had to be 
re-routed through Switzerland and Germany. In 
consequence, the areas bordering on the French air
space contained an abnormal concentration of aircraft. 
That was the first effect. 
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The second was that some aircraft, especially those on 
charter, were forced, weather permitting, to resort to 
visual flight. This is permitted, but many become 
dangerous when there is a sudden change in weather 
conditions. 

I once discussed this particular question with a repre
sentative of the airlines, who played down the risk 
involved in visual flight. Unfortunately, on the 
following morning, the newspapers of the world 
reported the accident in San Diego, California, where 
a visually-flown aircraft collided with a Boeing 727 
after failing to receive the warnings flashed from the 
control tower, which had located it by radar close to 
the Boeing. This, then, is a second source of danger. 

There is a third, which was drawn to my attention by 
the captain who was piloting the aircraft involved. The 
Atlantic Ocean lies on one of the boundaries of 
French air-space. As the flow of aircraft over this 
boundary was, at that time, greater than usual, because 
planes which should have flown over France had been 
compelled to fly over the Atlantic, this captain was 
forced so far out from the coast that the aircraft's radio 
equipment, which was designed solely for communica
tion over short distances, was incapable of establishing 
any form of contact, even for a limited period. As you 
will be aware, an aircraft which flies over the Atlantic, 
for example, is equipped with other aids, because, of 
course, there are no radio stations to help it on the 
stretch of water below. The other aids consist of gyro
scopic equipment, which enables the position to be 
fixed, and radio-stations of greater power. 

I have tried to get information about 'near misses'. 
This expression refers to occasions when there is a 
risk of collision between aircraft ; they are graded 
from 1 to 5, grade I representing a collision which 
was narrowly averted and grade 5 one in which the 
risk was not so great. I managed to get the figures for 
the French air-space, where, of course, there was less 
risk of collision because there were fewer aircraft in 
flight and they were, accordingly, further away from 
each other ; as regards the area bordering the French 
air-space, I shall have the required information by the 
end of December, i.e., before the conference in 
February. This evidence will make an important 
contribution to an assessment of the situation. 

I should also point out that, if there is any delay in 
giving aircraft permission to land on an airport, they 
often have to circle around in a holding-zone. This is 
a permitted and common practice, but it is not 
without risk, because in the holding-zones the aircraft 
fly at a vertical distance of I 000 feet from each other, 
or 300 metres. At the speed at which modern aircraft 
fly, it would only be necessary for the pilot not to hear 
an order from the control-tower to create a risk of 
collision. 

Furthermore, in flights over Europe, not only do 
aircraft receive automatic signals from automatic radio
beacons, giving them their position at any moment, 

but, almost everywhere they go, they are tracked by 
radar monitors. This means, for example, that an 
aircarft going from Milan to Brussels t·ia Switzerland 
is taken charge of, first, by the Milan control, then by 
the one at Zurich and, finally, the one at Stuttgart. 
Between one control and another, however, there are 
'dead areas' and when the number of aircraft in flight 
increases, these areas represent a major source of risk. 

This makes it desirable for the Committee on Trans
port to go into these questions at a hearing like the 
very interesting one which the committee attended in 
Paris after the oil-tanker sank in the Channel. 

We should endeavour on this occasion, too, to enlist 
the help of experts throughout Europe in making a 
thorough study of the subject and, in the general 
context, helping to solve the problems referred to in 
our motion for a resolution. 

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

Mr Fuchs. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, first I would like to thank Mr Noe warmly 
for his exceptionally expert introduction to this some
what difficult problem area. 

On behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group, I 
would like to add a few political comments and 
conclusions of a more general nature. Firstly, there is 
no disputing the fact that safety has now become an 
extremely high priority with the public, and rightly 
so, and if safety is endangered then there is, of course, 
no doubt that political authority must take the matter 
up. It would be completely wrong and a mark of resig
nation, capitulation even, in the face of certain diffi
culties to say that things cannot be changed. I feel 
that it would also be a very bad ticket of admission to 
the first direct elections next year if we were even to 
give the impression that resignation or capitulation 
prevailed in this matter. 

In my view it is, without question, a right, or rather a 
duty, of the Community to take steps towards a 
common air transport policy, since air transport in 
particular knows no national frontiers - above all in 
the small continent of Europe. But I must confess that 
one communication from the Commission, stating 
that the question before the Council of a common air
transport policy is at the stage of preliminary examina
tion by the Permanent Representatives, causes me 
exceptional concern. Anyone who knows what this 
means could be forgiven for telling us to give up all 
hope. A charming prospect, we might say ironically, 
or - with a slightly more sarcastic edge - most 
Members of this House will be in the next world 
before they hear anything about the Council's first 
decision on this question. This must, however, defi
nitely not happen. We can only urge the Council and 
the Commission to act in this matter with a greater 
sense of commitment and more courage than in the 
past. 
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I would also like to raise two other problems which 
are, perhaps, somewhat difficult, but it is no use 
beating about the bush just because the subject is 
controversial. In the recent work-to-rule there was 
something that the passengers could not understand, 
and that is that they had to put up with serious incon
venience, possible damage to their health and even 
the endangering of their lives because staff were alle
gedly or really working to rule. Everybody concerned 
must surely, in those circumstances, feel that some
thing is really not right. Either the rules are utterly 
wrong or else they are clearly being wrongfully inter
preted. We must not shirk this controversial issue. 
Clarification is definitely necessary and we have to 
find some way of throwing light on these things, 
which are simply incomprehensible for those who are 
affected. 

My second point goes beyond air-traffic control itself. 
It is a fact that increasingly small groups of technical 
specialists are causing not only inconvenience but also 
danger to others by forcing home their own 
completely justified interests. Knowing how safety
sensitive our populations rightly are, we have 
somehow to have a fundamental discussion on these 
questions. Where do we have to draw the line ? 
Should not the self-evident principle of the means 
suiting the end, which prevails in all democratic coun
tries, be applied in this case as well ? I feel that we, 
the Commission and the Council, and the national 
authorities too, cannot go on avoiding this question, 
because otherwise our policy will lose its credibility 
and in the mind of the citizen there is nothing worse 
than that. We have to find an answer to these admit
tedly tricky and difficult questions, and I therefore 
urge that we do so. 

Lastly, I would like to make a special appeal to the 
Commission and the Council to make air-traffic 
control one of their specific concerns. I know that this 
is also a responsibility of national authorities and the 
governments of the Member States, and yet we shall 
not be able to evade this question in the long run ; at 
least it ought to be tackled energetically by the 
Council. 

Finally, ladies and gentlemen, let me say that I feel 
the public rightly expects that the subject will be 
handled at European level. I know that it will judge 
the policy-making bodies - in other words, this Parli
ament - on the extent to which a serious effort is 
made to settle these questions, and above all, of 
course, the public will be watching closely to see 
whether we are successful. I repeat once again : the 
public has a right to expect something to be done 
here and will rightly judge the responsible policy
making bodies on the basis of whether anything is 
done and what. In this matter, that is what we should 
seriously consider. 

President. - I call Mr Jung to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Jung. - (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
although years ago it seemed as if the European 
Community had not only perceived the problem of 
air safety in good time but had also wanted to intro
duce a satisfactory solution by setting up Eurocontrol, 
for example, the problem comes up again and again 
and recently with even greater frequency. 

I do not propose to consider in detail who is to blame 
for the unfortunate fact that we are continually having 
to put this question on our agenda. The problems of 
air safety are too involved, and the examples referred 
to by Mr Noe have given us some idea of their nature. 
But in my view, and here I would fully support what 
Mr Fuchs has said, blame must quite certainly go to 
those governments who continue to foster 'national 
egoisms' and refuse to transfer any responsibilities 
whatsoever to supranational institutions, even though 
in air transport this would be the most natural thing 
in the world, for both military and civil aviation. Both 
are carried on largely uncontrolled. This lack of coop
eration between civil and military air-safety services 
could be disposed of through the Eurocontrol system, 
for example, but unfortunately the national egoisms I 
have referred to and the lack of goodwill have brought 
us to our present intolerable situation. The fault also 
lies in the differing technical equipment used at air
control stations on the ground and in military and 
civil aircraft. Lastly, there are the people themselves, 
the staff of the air-safety facilities - Mr Fuchs has 
already referred to this - a relatively small group of 
specialists who hold key jobs in this highly technical 
sector and are thus able to cripple air transport. 

Which is how we come to the present motion for a 
resolution relating to disruptions in air transport 
caused by industrial disputes in a Community 
country. These industrial disputes have had consider
able international repercussions because of the highly 
international nature of air transport, but it is not only 
the disruptions to international transport and the 
exceptional delays caused thereby, with, in some cases, 
appalling consequences for passengers, that are at 
issue here. The problem once again is primarily the 
danger to human life arising out of these disturbances. 
Here I feel that what Mr Fuchs has said is important 
- namely, that people should not exploit their posi
tion. An appeal should be made to the special respon
sibility of the air-traffic controllers even though their 
fully justified interests are at stake. 

As has been said, all these problems and questions 
have already been discussed several times in this 
House, the last occasion being in May of this year. 
Measures designed to overcome these difficulties were 
requested, but nothing has happened. All we can do, 
then, is once again to ask the question : what do we 
really have to do so that something is done ? 
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To conclude, I would therefore refer once again to the 
many questions, reports and resolutions in this 
connection that have been discussed and approved in 
the past in this House. No new arguments are really 
needed - we surely have enough already. What we 
need are effecacious measures to improve safety in air 
transport, and these measures must be taken quickly. 
In a direct appeal to the governments of the Member 
States, the Council and the Commission, I would ask 
that 'national egoisms' be put in the background in 
this sector, which is so important for all of us, and I 
would at the same time state that my group is wholly 
and entirely in agreement with this motion for a reso
lution. 

President. - I call Mr Eberhard to speak on behalf 
of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Eberhard. - (F) Mr President, I cannot help 
expressing concern. Yesterday, we heard the President
in-Office of the Council arguing in favour of restraints 
on workers and advocating their extension throughout 
the countries of the Community ; today, on another 
subject, we have just heard speeches which, on the 
ground that strikes are started by small groups of 
specialists, contrive to question the fundamental right 
to strike recognized by the Treaty of Rome. 

The suggestions are disquieting, because they are 
made repeatedly and especially because the grounds 
on which they are advanced are untrue. The French 
air-traffic controllers have for several years now been 
calling attention, by various means, to the difficult 
and dangerous conditions under which they carry out 
their job. Their colleagues in the Federal Republic 
and in Italy have done the same. The object in every 
case has been nothing more or less than to ensure 
greater safety for passengers. 

I should like first of all to refer to one of the para
graphs of the motion for a resolution submitted by 
the Christian-Democratic Group and to say that it is 
not the go-slow by the traffic controllers which endan
gers the safety of passengers. On the contrary, the 
controllers decided to restrict to eight the number of 
aircraft visible on their control screens at any one 
moment because they consider that any greater 
number makes it impossible or difficult to ensure 
safety. You referred to the near miss over Lyon: on 
that occasion one of the planes was under control and 
the other, a German charter plane, could not wait for 
the necessary authorizations and was in visual flight at 
more than 800 kilometres per hour ! 

There are numerous incidents of this kind in our 
countries every year ; nearly 20 were officially 
recorded in France last year. One of these days a 
disaster will occur because no notice was taken of the 
air-traffic controllers, who have for years been 
condemning the breach of the safety rules and 
demanding more equipment and staff and normal 
working conditions. 

The controllers are very exercised about the standard 
of their work. As they are at any moment responsible 
for the lives of hundreds of passengers, they want this 
public service to be efficient and of a high standard. 
As far as they are concerned - and this is quite 
logical - safety means good working conditions, 
adequate staff, training, qualifications and, of course, 
pay. They would certainly have no need to attract 
public attention by actions of this kind if the govern
ments of the Member States met their claims. Instead 
of doing that, their reaction is to question the right of 
these workers to sound the alarm. In France, they 
went so far as to use military controllers instead of the 
civilian controllers who were on strike, and we 
witnessed the tragic sequence when two Spanish 
aircraft collided. 

This is why we have to listen to the constructive prop
osals of the controllers and satisfy them. As for the 
European air-control organizations, I should like to 
say a word or two about them, from experience. Euro
pean cooperation ought to play an important part in 
this field, but only within the bounds of possibility. 
The history of Eurocontrol shows that we should not 
expect too much from international authorities. Euro
control could play a useful role as a centre for 
research, information and forecasts. This would seem 
to be, in the end, the best and most realistic solution ; 
it is also the moral to be drawn from the way it works 
as an international civil aviation body. This, clearly, is 
how we should proceed, but one condition is essential 
for the safety of all air passengers, and that is satisfac
tion of the controllers' claims, which means going out 
for a public service of unmistakable excellence. 

IN THE CHAIR : MR MEINTZ 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, I can very well 
imagine that the people who are responsible for air 
traffic in France need good equipment. I consider it 
right that they should fight for this and that - if 
their working conditions do not match what is interna
tion practice - they should organize international 
action on that account. There can be no objection to 
this - on the contrary ; but I also feel that serious 
mistakes have been made on the part of the French 
air-traffic controllers, who are now supported by our 
Communist friends. I can understand that people 
should strike, but I consider it unfair to choose times 
when travellers are hardest hit. That cannot be 
defended, and it is right to say that such difficulties 
should never have occurred. Strikes are normal, but 
strikes that are fought out at the expense of the 
public, which has nothing to do with the issue, cannot 
be defended. Striking at weekends and striking at the 
busiest times in the summer when their fellow-men 
are going on holiday - that I object to. 
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I also think it is a good thing to demand better equip
ment on the gound and in the air, and we firmly 
support the view that problems of air-traffic control 
organization should be examined and resolved, but I 
have serious objections to the statements by our 
Communist friend that this strike should be fully 
supported in the way it has been conducted. 

I consider that it should not be defended and that, if 
the army is used as a result, then the blame should 
not be attached to them - that is completely unfair 
as well. Clearly some of the blame must go to the 
people who go on strike in this way at a time when 
air traffic is denser than normal. 

I wanted to make these comments because the way 
things have gone in connection with this strike has 
been so strongly defended in this House, a fact which 
I personally - I am not speaking on behalf of my 
group but am obliged to say this on my own behalf -
find very shocking. And I give you my assurance, Mr 
President, that fortunately I was not involved in the 
difficulties myself : otherwise these comments would 
have had a personal flavour. 

President. - I call Mr Natali. 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
Mr President, Mr Noe says that this motion for a reso
lution has been proposed for interlocutory purposes. 
In my view they ought to be described as provocative 
purposes, because, unless I am mistaken, the motion 
has come up in the interval between a resolution 
which was adopted in May 1978, a series of questions 
which were answered at the sitting on 12 September 
and the announcement by Mr Noe of a special 
meeting of the Committee on Regional Policy, 
Regional Planning and Transport in Paris which will 
go into the problems of traffic and air control and the 
possiblity of finding ways and means of reducing hard
ship to passengers, eliminating loss and, above all, 
cutting down the risk of accident. 

It is this last point which interests me most. No doubt 
any inquiry into the causes of air-traffic problems 
must cover the question of physical discomfort and 
possible loss of property, but there can be no doubt 
that the fundamental issue is the saving of human 
lives. I must say, therefore, that, so far as I can see, the 
motion for a resolution contains nothing that was not 
already said either during the debate on the previous 
motion for a resolution, or in the answers to Parlia
mentary questions which, as the Commissioner 
responsible for this sector, Mr Burke gave at the time. 

The document before us begins by referring to the 
French air controllers' strike which, in somewhat 
dramatic fashion, drew attention to certain causes of 
complaint and also, perhaps, certain dangers, but, to 
be frank, all the committee can do is take note of it ; 
it certainly cannot pass judgment one way or the 

other on a trade-union action the merits of which we 
cannot possibly judge for ourselves. It might conceiv
ably express a view on the possible consequences of 
the action, but it obviously cannot go into the merits 
of a dispute which falls within the ambit of national 
law. In this connection I should merely like to say 
that it is no secret that, in some countries, the right or 
otherwise of public servants to go on strike is a subject 
of dispute. Some countries have answered the question 
in one way, others in another. This corroborates the 
fact that it is patently not for us to pass judgment on 
trade-union action. What, in appropriate circum
stances, might eventually be the subject of comment 
are the consequences which may arise from the 
absence of a basic safety 'shield' for air traffic. 

To go back to my opening remark that, instead of 
being interlocutory, this motion for a resolution is (in 
the best sense of the word, of course) provocative in 
character, I should like to recall briefly what was said 
in the resolution adopted in May 1978 as a result of a 
most valuable report by Mr Noe. (At this juncture, I 
should add that, in all probability because Italy is so 
far from the headquarters of the European Parliament 
and of the Community institutions, Mr Noe has 
become not only an expert but a leading expert on air
traffic problems. 

I don't know whether Mr Noe is becoming a greater 
expert on air traffic or on nuclear questions; (I have 
an impression that there is little to choose between 
his experience of airtraffic problems and of nuclear 
problems.) As I said, the resolution recognized that, at 
the present time, air transport operates in Europe with 
a fairly high degree of safety ; but in paragraph 10 it 
called on the Commission to study the possibility of 
improving cooperation between the national authori
ties responsible for air control. All I can say to Mr 
Noe is that the obstacles of various kinds which, as 
was pointed out at the time, lay in the way of 
achieving a genuine European system of airtraffic 
control still exist today, and their removal depends on 
the settlement of a number of legal problems. The 
House will recall that, in 1975, the Commission 
tabled a proposal providing for the establishment of a 
European air-space. You will no doubt also remember 
the legal difficulties which arose in connection with 
the objective proposed and the fact that the outcome 
of the debate in Parliament on what was an extremely 
ambitious proposal was not the one that had been 
expected. You will further remember that, during the 
debate in this House, Commissioner Burke empha
sized the legal, political and, I ought to add, practical 
difficulties which continue to stand in the way of any 
successful attempt to set up a European airtraffic 
system. Mr Noe is aware of these difficulties, because 
his resolution made a special plea for better coopera
tion between the Community, the States and the inter
national organizations responsible for control. 
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On this aspect, I should like to make it clear that, as, 
incidentally, Mr Burke stated at a recent meeting of 
the Transport Ministers' Council, progress is being 
made towards better cooperation and that, without 
doubt, this debate and, in particular, the meeting in 
Paris will further serve to emphasize the urgency of 
tackling this problem and its legal and political impli
cations. 

Mr President, my reply is the only one the Commis
sion can give as things stand at present. 

President. - I call Mr Noe. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Mr President, I should like to clarify 
something mentioned by our Communist colleague. I 
certainly did not say that there was greater danger in 
the French air-space ; what I said in the clearest terms 
was that the risk of collision was increased in the 
immediate vicinity of French air-space. When fewer 
aircraft in flight are shown on the screen, there is obvi
ously less risk. It can be greater only at one point : 
when they reach the airport, if acceptance is delayed. 
I repeat, therefore, it was in the surrounding areas 
that the risks became greater and, as far as French 
air-space is concerned, they were cause by charter 
planes flying on VFR. 

I have studied the statement by the French controllers 
concerning safety, but I have found nothing construc
tive in it. They put forward economic demands, as 
they are entitled to, but, as regards safety, all they did 
was to reduce the number of aircraft flying over 
France during particular period to a level below that 
normally applied throughout the world. That is not 
what is important : making flying safer means long 
and laborious efforts to improve the effectiveness of 
ground and on-board equipment. 
The main purpose of the Paris Conference in 
February is in fact to see how we can improve equip
ment to make flying safer. But the way to do so is 
certainly not by reducing the number of aircraft 
shown on a radar screen ! 

I would say that the ultimate object is clear (though 
no one knows when we shall reach it) : it is that the 
position of all aircraft at any moment can be checked 
by satellite. When that time comes, it will be possible 
to see the position of all aircraft in a single control 

centre, and this will make it easier to avoid the risk of 
collision. 
However, this prospect is rather remote. At the 
meeting we held in Paris about the oiltanker which 
sank in the Channel, we discussed the problem of 
equipment. Indeed, the equipment used for airtraffic 
control can also be used to keep watch on the move
ment of tankers in areas of dense traffic, such as those 
in the vicinity of Singapore and in the Channel. 
Finally, I should like to thank Vice-President Natali 
for his kind words and to assure him of the interlocu
tory character of the resolution proposed. This debate 
has been an encouragement, because we have posed 
problems in order to set out the basic factors on 
which, as Members of Parliament, we can reach a deci
sion. I hope that we shall be able to make one in Paris 
next February in terms commensurate with the far
reaching importance of the subject. 

President. - I note that no one else wishes to speak. 
The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote -
as it stands - tomorrow at the end of the sitting. The 
debate is closed. 

12. Agenda for the next sitting 

President. - The next sitting will be held tomorrow, 
Friday, 13 October 1978, at 9 a.m., with the following 
agenda: 

- Procedure without report 
- lbriigger report on standards on merchant ships 
- Oral Question with debate to the Commission on 

regional policy 

- Ellis report on health and safety in the steel industry 
and the mines 

- Albers report on the carriage of goods by road 
- Albers report on transport by rail, road and inland 

waterway (without debate) 

- Motion for a resolution on the sentencing of the Tuni
sian trade unionists 

- Oral Question without debate to the Commission on 
stateless money 

- End of sitting : Votes on motions for resolutions on 
which the debate has closed. 

The sitting is closed. 
(The siting was closed at 6.40 p.m.) 
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Questions which could not be answered during Question Time, with written answers 

Question No 5, by Mr Pisoni 

Subject : Directive on education for the children of migrant workers 

Having regard to the Council's adoption of the above directive on 25 July 1977 in the context of the 
action programme in favour of migrant workers and their families, can the Commission now state 
whether any definite, positive results have been achieved in the Member States ? 

Answer 

Article 4 of the directive allows the Member States a time limit of four years within which to take the 
necessary steps to comply with its provisions. 

The Member States are under the obligation to inform the Commission of all laws, regulations and 
administrative provisions or other measures adopted by them in the field covered by the directive. 

Hitherto no Member State has forwarded any such information to the Commission. 

In July 1979, i.e. two years after notification of the directive, the Commission will proceed to 
organize an exchange of views on the action taken or proposed by the Member States to implement 
the directive. 

Question No 7, by Mr Howell 

Subject : Emergency Aid to the East and South East of England 

Has the British Government informed the Commission of how it has allocated the lm EUA which 
the Commission gave as Emergency Aid to the East and South East of England following the storms 
of II and 12 January 1978? 

Answer 

No, Sir. We understand that the allocation of funds between affected regions has not been settled. 
Decisions on the distribution will be made only when all the affected authorities have submitted 
their detailed claims. However, we also understand that, apart from funds going to Scotland, the 
United Kingdom Government intend to make some of the money available to the fund set up to 
assist farmers who suffered severe livestock losses and also to provide help to the most severely 
affected local authorities. 

Question No 11, by Mr Edwards 

Subject: Bribery by multi-national pharmaceutical companies in member countries of the European 
Community. 

Following a report of a committee of the United States Senate revealing widespread bribery and 
illegal payments by pharmaceutical companies to officals in member countries of the Community, 
will the Commission take action to exercise some control in this matter ? 

Answer 

Commission efforts so far have not managed to locate or obtain the 'report of a committee of the 
United States Senate' to which the honourable Member refers. The Commission will certainly not fail 
to study this document when it is in its hands. 

I take the opportunity to restate the Commission's view on corrupt practices, which is that these are 
primarily a matter for the criminal law. While the rules of competition could apply in specific cases 
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of bribery producing effects contrary to Articles 85 or 86 of the Treaty, they must not be deflected 
from their proper purpose to chastise activities to the discredit of officials in Community countries. 

Question No 18, by Sir Brandon Rhys Williams 

Subject : Animal welfare 

What has the Commission so far achieved in the field of welfare of farm animals, what does it have 
presently in hand, and what does it expect to undertake in the future, especially in the fields of trans
port of live animals and methods of slaughter ? 

Answer 

Following proposals from the Commission the Council has already adopted two important texts in 
this field, namely a directive on stunning of animals before slaughter in 1974 1 and a directive on the 
protection of animals during international transport in 1977 2 Initiatives have also been taken to 
enable Community accession to Council of Europe conventions concerning protection of animals 
kept for farming purposes and international transport of animals. 

The Commission will continue to develop these initiatives and is giving particular priority to the 
field of transport of live animals. 

Question No 19, by Mr Porcu 

Subject : American pressure in GATT 

How does the Commission intend to resist the very strong American pressure against the EEC's 
system of refunds on agricultural exports ? 

Answer 

In the negotiations for a multilateral arrangement on countervailing duties and subsidies, the object 
of the Commission, acting on the Community's behalf, is to obtain US recognition, in accordance 
with Article VI and contrary to present practice, that there must be material injury to national produc
tion before countervaling duties are applied in order to relieve pressure, and secondly to confirm that 
the present provisions of Article XVI (3) which relate in particular to export subsidies for agricultural 
products and constitute the basis of the Community's export policy, are to be maintained for trade in 
agricultural products. The wording of Article XVI (3) is as follows : 'If, however, a contracting party 
grants directly or indirectly any form of subsidy which operates to increase the export of any primary 
product from its territory, such subsidy shall not be applied in a manner which results in that 
contracting party having more than an equitable share of world export trade in that product'. 

Question No 20, by Mr Cifarelli 

Subject : European synthetic fibre cartel 

Is the European synthetic fibre cartel established by 12 firms compatible with Article 85 of the EEC 
Treaty, and if not, can the Commission confirm whether, as alleged by the Italian Government, this 
cartel was organized on the initiative of the Commission ? 

Answer 

The main European producers of synthetic fibres concluded on 20 June 1978 an agreement whereby 
they undertook to reduce their production capacity. 

Notification of the agreement was given on 14 July 1978 with a view to obtaining an exemption 
under Article 85 (3) of the EEC Treaty. 

This is now being considered very carefully by the Commission and its services, and until such 
consideration has been concluded, it is not possible to determine whether or not the agreement is 
compatible with the article of the Treaty referred to. 

( 1) 74/577/EEC- OJ L 316/10 of 26 II. 1974. 
(') 77/490/EEC- OJ L 200/20 of 8. 8. 1977. 
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The agreement is the outcome of extensive negotiations between the producers. The Commission, 
which had the problem drawn to its attention by the producers in 1977, has kept itself informed of 
the progress of the discussions, which were initiated by the producers themselves. 

Question No 25, by Mr Zywietz 

Subject : Community cooperation in the armaments sector 

Does the Commission intend to confirm the view expressed in the European Parliament by its repre
sentative with regard to the possibility of achieving Community cooperation in the armaments sector 
within the framework of industrial policy, or does it intend to change its views as a result of the posi
tion taken up by the French Government, which is refusing to consider these proposals on the 
grounds that they are not in conformity with the Treaty ? 

Answer 

In the debate in the European Parliament on the Klepsch Report, Mr Davignon made the position of 
the Commission extremely clear. Firstly national security remained the exclusive concern of indi
vidual Member States. Secondly there were areas of industry and technology in which industrial and 
strategic factors were inextricably connected. This was a difficult area. Although the European Institu
tions had a role to play it was not clear what that role should be and it was necessary for the Commis
sion to consider the situation in some depth before returning to discuss its ideas with the Parliament. 
It was made clear during the debate precisely what areas the Commission would be studying, and 
nothing in the position of the French Government expressed in the National Assembly has made it 
necessary to change the Commission's view. 
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- Albers report (Doc. 322/78): Regulation 

IN THE CHAIR : MR MEINTZ 

Vice-President 

(The sitting was opened at 9. 05 a.m.) 

President. - The sitting is open. 

1. Approval of the minutes 

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

Are there any comments ? 

The minutes of proceedings are approved. 

2. Documents received 

President. - I have received: 

a) from the Council, a request for an opm10n on the 
proposal from the Commission of the European 
Communities for a Council regulation for a Commu
nity aid system for intra-Community trade in power
station coal (Doc. 381 /78) 

which has been referred to the Committee on Energy 
and Research, as the committee responsible, and to 
the Committee on Budgets for its opinion : 

b) from Mr van Aerssen, Mr Luster, Mr Notenboom and 
Mr Klepsch, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group (EPP), Mr Bettiza, on behalf of the Liberal and 
Democratic Group, Mr de Ia Malene, on behalf of the 
Group of European Progressive Democrats, and Lord 
Bethell, a motion for a resolution pursuant to Rule 25 
of the Rules of Procedure, on the conviction of Rudolf 
Bahro, a German national, and of Niko Hubner, a 
German national from East Berlin (Doc. 382/78), 

which has been referred to the Political Affairs 
Committee. 

on transport by rail, road and inland 
waterway: 
Adoption of the resolution . . . . . . . 250 

- Motion for a resolution tabled by Mr 
Sieglerschmidt and others (Doc. 
379/78): Sentencing of Tunisian trade
unionists: 
Adoption of the resolution . . . . . . . 250 

15. Dates and agenda of the next part-session 250 

16. Organization of the debate 011 the budget 251 

17. Approval of the minutes . . 251 

18. Adjournment of the session 251 

3. Petitions 

President. - Pursuant to Rule 48 (4) of the Rules of 
Procedure, Petition No 12/77 has, at the request of 
the committee responsible, been forwarded to the 
Foreign Ministers meeting in political cooperation. 

4. Procedure without report 

President. - At Monday's sitting I announced the 
titles of Commission proposals that were placed on 
the agenda for consideration without report, pursuant 
to Rule 27 A of the Rules of Procedure. Since no 
Member has asked leave to speak and no amendments 
have been tabled to them, I declare these proposals 
approved by the European Parli-ament. 

5. Statement by the cht~imwn 
of the Soci(llist Group 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier, who has asked to 
speak pursuant to Rule 31 A of the Rules of Procedure. 

Mr Fellermaier, cht~irnwn of the Socialist Group. -
(D) Mr President, on behalf of the Socialist Group I 
should like to make a statement on a letter dated 22 
September 1978 from the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the French Republic to the President of the Euro. 
pean Parliament. This is a really extraordinary state of 
affairs. We are informed today by press agency reports 
of an official letter from the French Foreign Minister 
to the President of Parliament, in which the French 
Government demands that, contrary to the decisions 
taken by its Bureau, the European Parliament should 
hold its April 1979 part-session in Strasbourg and not 
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in Luxembourg. To give this demand the required 
emphasis, the French Government unequivocally 
declares that failure to comply with their request is 
likely severely to jeopardize relations between the 
European Parliament and the presidency of the 
Council of Ministers, which France will be assuming 
for the first six months of 1979. 

It is also stated that this could have repercussions on 
the first direct elections. In diplomatic parlance this 
amounts to an attempt by the government of a 
Member State strongly to influence, if not intimidate, 
the European Parliament. 

I should like to make three comments in this connec
tion. First, conversion work on this Chamber is due to 
start in April 1979 to ensure that it meets all the 
requirements of the 410 Members of the directly
elected Parliament. Second, the plenary Chamber in 
the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg is entirely at the 
disposal of the present Parliament for April 1979. And 
in any case, as every Member of this House is aware, 
in 1979 there will necessarily be more part-sessions in 
Strasbourg than in Luxembourg. For these reasons I 
say that this Parliament, in accordance with what it 
sees as its democratic role, must make absolutely clear, 
only a few months before the first direct elections, 
that it does not take orders either from the Council of 
Ministers or the government of a Member State. 

The Socialist Group will oppose any such attempt at 
intimidation. I now turn to you, Mr President. This 
kind of attempt to intimidate cannot and must not be 
discussed as if it were some sort of secret matter. It is 
true that the letter is being translated into all the offi
cial languages by Parliament, but it has not yet been 
made available as an official document either to the 
House or to the Bureau. For this reason I feel that all 
Members of this House should give an appropriate 
reply. If it gets about that this Parliament can be inti
midated, how can we present ourselves to the elec
torate claiming that the European Parliament plays a 
valuable part in the democratization of the European 
Community, when it is not even free to decide 
whether to hold its April part-session in Strasbourg or 
Luxembourg! 

(Applause) 

Our silence in this case will be taken as consent, and 
so I feel that a statement must be requested from the 
President of this House. 

(Mixed reactions) 

President. - Mr Fellermaier, your statement has 
been noted. It will be submitted for consideration by 
the enlarged Bureau at its next meeting. 

I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, I have no reason 
whatever to object to this statement by Mr Fellermaier 
being submitted to the enlarged Bureau. Indeed, I 

urge the enlarged Bureau to let us know their reaction 
to the statement by Mr Fellermaier, so that we may if 
necessary hold a debate on this question in Parlia
ment. The matter certainly seems important enough 
to me. 

President. - We clearly cannot hold such a debate 
this morning, since it is not on the agenda. But when 
I proposed referring this matter to the enlarged 
Bureau it was obviously with the expectation of a 
reply. 

6. Decision on the maintenance of standards 
on merchant ships 

President. - The next item is the report (Doc. 
348/78) drawn up by Mr lbriigger, on behalf of the 
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning 
and Transport on the 

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a deci
sion concerning the Memorandum of Understanding of 2 
March 1978 between certain maritime authorities on the 
maintenance of standards on merchant ships. 

I call Mr lbriigger. 

Mr Ibriigger, rapporteur. - (D) Mr President, ladies 
and gentlemen, we are all concerned about accidents 
and collisions, not only because this involves physical 
danger to seamen but also because the effects of such 
accidents and collisions are assuming more threat
ening proportions because of the increasing size of 
deep-sea ships. The latest event in the European 
Community, the wreck of the ~moco Cadiz; with its 
effects on marine flora and· fauna and also on the basis 
of the existence of thousands of fishermen, has made 
only too clear how important it is to take countermea
sures at the European level. 

As a result of the general conc-.rn in the shipping 
sector of the European Community for greater trans
port safety, a number of maritime authorities in the 
European Community together with those of Norway 
and Sweden signed an understanding on 2 March 
1978 to check the maintenance of minimum stand
ards on deep-sea ships. The purpose of the Commis
sion's proposal now is to extend this understanding to 
the national maritime authorities in Italy and Ireland 
and thus to bring the Italian and Irish ports within 
the scope of this control. The purpose of the Commis
sion is to make this understanding among the 
national maritime authorities binding throughout the 
Community by a change in national legislation. The 
minimum standards to be enforced mainly relate to 
working condition for the crew, certificates of compet
ency and accident prevention measures. All these 
minimum standards are designed to help make it 
possible for ships in Community waters to be 
inspected regardless of the flag they fly. 

The Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Plan
ning and Transport considered these subjects at its 
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meeting on 22 September. It welcomes the Commis
sion's proposal and considers that it is reasonable and 
important to give more teeth to this Understanding 
among maritime authorities, but such an agreement 
can be reinforced and effectively applied within the 
European Community only if we make it work at 
Community level by harmonizing national regulations 
on the control of ships in Community ports. This, 
incidentally, is also a part of the general subject of 
'Transport Safety' that has already been tackled by the 
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning 
and Transport, one example being the pubic hearing 
on accidents at sea, held in Paris in the middle of this 
year, and another the hearing on the subject of air
traffic control and air safety, planned for February 
next year. 

The Committee on the Environment, Public Health 
and Consumer Protection has also been concerned 
with this subject. In its opinion dated 22 September 
1978, it referred to the urgent need for this Under
standing on the maintenance of minimum standards 
of merchant ships to be made binding throughout the 
Community in order to reduce the risk of accident, to 
contribute to environmental policy and to do some
thing to improve health protection for crew members. 

In this connection, I would like to add one piece of 
information that reached me at the beginning of the 
week. Last week, President Carter submitted a bill to 
the American Congress for approval that also 
concerns safety at sea and minimum standards on 
deep-sea ships. If we succeed - the European 
Community in its waters and the Americans in theirs 
- in ensuring that minimum standards are made 
binding and enforced on deep-sea ships on the basis 
of the same criteria, then a standard will have been set 
for the improvement of safety at sea. 

In the knowledge that the proposed decision is part of 
a series of proposals already submitted or yet to be 
submitted by the Commission for the prevention of 
accidents at sea and the pollution they cause, the 
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning 
and Transport, on whose behalf I present this report, 
has approved this motion for a resolution as one of 
the measures necessary to improve safety at sea. It also 
invites the responsible authorities in those countries 
that are parties to the Understanding of 2 March 1978 
to let the Commission have a report as soon as 
possible on their experience so far with regard to 
compliance with the standards laid down in this 
Understanding in the first year of their application. 

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

Mr Fuchs. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, this question, which Mr Ibriigger has just 
introduced so clearly, or rather its solution, is a step in 
the right direction for the common transport policy. It 

is a small step, I agree, but it will bring about definite 
improvements above all because it will mean an 
advance in at least one aspect of EEC transport policy. 
Unfortunately, you need a microscope, if I may put it 
thus, to find such positive steps. 

In support, may I perhaps refer again to the hearing 
that was held by the Committee on Regional Policy, 
Regional Planning and Transport of the European 
Parliament in Paris this summer on tanker accidents. 
There the technical experts were all unanimous in 
saying that human failure was repeatedly found to be 
one of the causes, and it appears that one of the 
reasons for human failure is the fact that working 
conditions are not what one might expect. For this 
reason, this regime, under which inadequate working 
conditions would, as far as possible, be eliminated or 
improved, certificates of competency be standardized, 
minimum requirements set and better accident-prev
ention rules applied throughout the EEC area, is 
unquestionably of considerable importance. I feel that 
it will make a real contribution to the prevention of 
accidents. 

I would next, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group, like to make the point with a special emphasis 
that it is now particularly important to harmonize 
national regulations regarding control in ports, 
because it is only if an energetic and effective control 
exists that this harmonization will have any real 
meaning. Lastly, I would like to express the hope, or 
rather the expectation, that further measures will 
follow as soon as possible and supplementary propo
sals will be made covering the whole of this field so 
that the whole question may be finally settled. 

In this expectation and in the conviction that this 
harmonization is a step towards improving transport 
conditions, the Christian-Democratic Group is in 
favour of the Commission's proposal and the report, 
and particularly the motion for a resolution, which Mr 
lbriigger has submitted on behalf of the Committee 
on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport. 

President. - I call Mr Jung to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Jung. - (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
we shall surely still remember the discussion that took 
place in the European Parliament following the 
Amoco Cadiz oil - tanker off the Breton coast. At 
that time there was not one group or one speaker that 
did not demand that everything be done to prevent 
any repetition of such calamities. In the meantime, 
our Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Plan
ning and Transport has held a hearing in Paris and we 
shall soon be receiving its report on accidents at sea. 
On the basis of that report, we shall be able to ask for 
further specific measures to prevent this kind of acci
dent at sea and in general to improve sea-transport 
This apart, the subject of the report before us is a prop-
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osal by the Commission aimed in exactly the same 
direction, and it has my group's full support. 

The Liberal and Democratic Group would, moreover, 
welcome discussions at regular intervals in this House 
on the ways in which the measures proposed by the 
Commission in the field of the safety of sea transport 
are being applied and the situation reached in their 
application. For this the Commission would have to 
submit a situation report giving a clear picture of the 
success or failure of specific measures, for only in this 
way will Parliament be able to exercise effective 
control. 

President. - I call Mr Natali. 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
A moment ago Mr Jung and, earlier, the rapporteur 
said that this proposal, which Mr Fuchs described as a 
small step forward, forms part of a comprehensive 
programme which, on behalf of the Commission, I 
was priviliged to describe to Parliament in connection 
with the Amoco Cadiz disaster. 

It consists of a series of proposals relating to protec
tion and prevention. The present proposal, which, as 
stated by the rapporteur to whom we are grateful for 
his clear and concise report deals with the extension 
of the Memorandum of Understanding of The Hague 
to Italy and Ireland, is, accordingly, one of a number 
of proposals which were submitted to the Council and 
submited and explained to Parliament. As Members 
will be aware, they have been discussed both in the 
Council of Ministers of the Environment and in the 
Council of Transport Ministers. 

However modest, Mr Fuchs, this step shows that the 
Commission has kept its word. I must also emphasize 
the especial importance attached to the outcome of 
the hearing to be held by the Committee on Regional 
Policy, Regional Planning and Transport, because very 
useful and specific suggestions may, and probably will, 
emerge on the conclusion of its labors. On behalf of 
the Commission, I can state that it is ready to 
consider any suggestions which it may receive from 
now on. 

I should also like to say that if, as I hope, this decision 
is adopted by the Council of Transport Ministers on 
23 and 24 November, it will form an integral part of 
Community policy. Because of this, the new Member 
States (and, in view of the size of its merchant fleet, 
Greece must have a special interest in the meeting) 
ought to follow suit and accept the decision, which 
will henceforth be part of the Community patrimony. 

Finally, with regard to the need for harmonization, at 
Community level, of national laws relating to the 

control of vessels in Community ports, I should like 
to add that the Commission will submit, as soon as 
possible, a series of proposals, as I said, with a view to 
harmonizing the laws of the countries concerned on 
an appropriate legal basis. 

In conclusion, may I once more express my thanks to 
the rapporteur and, as we are talking about the sea, 
express the hope that the proposals we are drawing up 
will soon arrive safety in port ? 

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 the end of the sitting. 

The debate is closed. 

7. Procedural motion 

President. - I call Mr Caro for on a point of order. 

Mr Caro. - (F) Mr President, I should like to refer 
to the speech by Mr Fellermaier at the beginning of 
the sitting on a matter which was not included on the 
agenda. I am shocked by this untimely intervention 
by the chairman of the Socialist Group, whose 
remarks are particularly discourteous to France, and 
by implication, anti-Strasbourg in character. I am 
shocked because Mr Fellermaier has wilfully misinter
preted the letter from the French Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, who is only doing his duty in drawing atten
tion to the customary practices which have enabled 
the European Parliament to live in harmony in the 
three cities which have been the seat of our Institu
tions for so many years. I am also shocked because the 
European Parliament is not at present competent in 
this matter, because, as Mr Fellermaier himself has 
said, it is a matter for the national governments, and 
because, by speaking as he did, he was contradicting 
himself as to the legal position. 

Finally, Mr President, there has, after all, been a gentle
man's agreement between us as Members of the Euro
pean Parliament, for many years. Basic political ques
tions are by common agreement tabled on days when 
we can be here in large numbers, that is on Tuesdays, 
Wednesdays and Thursdays. It has become the custom 
not to raise problems of this sort on a Friday, on 
account of our national obligations. I myself have had 
to make special arrangements to remain here today, 
for, as you will know, we are having an extremely 
important debate in the National Assembly, on 
finance law. I therefore regret this business, and I 
should be happy if we all made an effort to ensure 
that it was taken no further. Besides, attacks on indi
vidual countries will never get us anywhere ! 

(Applause) 
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President. - We cannot continue with this discus
sion. The reason I called Mr Fellermaier was because 
he invoked Rule 31A of the Rules of Procedure -
and perhaps his use of it was rather incorrect - and 
not as part of our practice, at the beginning of the 
Friday sitting, of hearing speeches on matters ranging 
from grave political problems, such as the one which 
Mr Fellermaier has just raised, to complaints about 
taxis. As for Mr Caro, I called him pursuant to Rule 
32. 

I note Mr Caro's statement, which, with that made by 
Mr Fellermaier, will be submitted to the enlarged 
Bureau. It is in fact for the enlarged Bureau to arbi
trate in this debate and to give us the reply requested 
by Mr Broeksz. 

I call Mr Broeksz for a procedural motion. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, do you consider 
it reasonable for someone to say that a Member 
should place an item on the agenda before he knows 
about it ? That seems to me to be totally unreasonable. 
And when something comes to light rather late in the 
day and this Assembly then has to wait a whole 
month before getting an explanation, that too seems 
to me to be unreasonable. And when someone gets up 
and says he wants to comment on a statement that he 
has not heard, that seems no less unreasonable to me. 

Mr Caro. - (F) It's a trick! 

President.- We may say, in conclusion, that Friday 
is not such a dull day as some people seem to think. 

8. Regional policy 

President. - The next item is the Oral Question 
with debate (Doc. 344/78) by Mr Fuchs, Mr Brugger, 
Mr Starke, Mr Noe, Mr McDonald and Mr Shyns to 
the Commission : 

Subject : Regional policy 

In its 1977 Annual Report on the Regional Fund, the 
Commission notes that between 1975 and 1977 nearly 
185 000 jobs were created or maintained by assistance 
from the Regional Fund but that the scale of existing 
regional imbalances has barely altered. One of the 
reasons why it proved impossible to achieve the real 
objective of the Fund is that there is no guarantee that 
Regional Fund assistance is actually used as a supplemen
tary and complementary contribution to national regional 
economic policy. Hitherto the Regional Fund quotas allo
cated to the individual Member States have not even been 
indicated separately in the national budgets in the chap
ters on regional development. This entails the risk that 
the assistance will be used as a general reinforcement of 
the national budgets. 

We therefore ask the Commission the following ques
tions: 

I. Do the governments of the individual Member States 
use the Regional Fund quotas allocated to them to 

increase their budget appropriations for regional deve
lopment or do they enter them under the general 
budget appropriations ? 

2. In this context, what differences are there between 
individual Member States ? 

3. Is the Commission prepared to propose to the Council 
a draft amendment of Regulation (EEC) 724/75 of 18 
March 19751 in order to ensure that the national 
governments earmark the funds allocated to them 
from the EC Regional Fund as budgetary appropria
tions for regional developments and do not use them 
as a means of covering general budget expenditure ? 

I call Mr Fuchs. 

Mr Fuchs. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, one of the few financial instruments in 
Community policy apart from agricultural policy is 
the Regional Fund. The European Parliament has 
always stressed that the use of these financial 
resources must never lead to any reduction in national 
efforts but, on the contrary, should be designed specifi
cally to supplement them. This point has also been 
repeatedly made by the Commission, since that is the 
only way in which the Fund can be effective, the 
success of Community policy measureable and 
apparent to European citizens and its beneficial effect 
detectable, and that is the only way in which dispari
ties can be eliminated. This has been an explicit objec
tive right from the time of the Rome Treaty. Unfortu
nately, as the Commission's report states, this objec
tive has not yet been reached. 

Nevertheless, it is with some satisfaction that we note 
that 185 000 jobs have been created or maintained in 
the Community through the use of the Fund. It is 
also worth noting that the regulation contains provi
sions designed to safeguard the supplementary nature 
of the Regional Fund making its use, for example, 
conditional on the presentation of Member States' 
programmes. 

Other requirements are currently being argued out in 
the consultation procedure, but serious doubts continu
ally arise as to whether the supplementary and addi
tional nature of the Fund is always maintained and 
secured. There are doubts whether the Fund's 
resources are used to supplement national aid in the 
same way in all Member States, and it is only this that 
really has any sense. It is precisely this problem that is 
raised in the questions, particularly in paragraphs 1 
and 2. A reply from the Commission to these ques
tions will at least make the position clear and may 
also provide basis for introducing the necessary 
improvements to the regulation. 

One question, however - it is referred to in para
graph 3 - needs clarifying and settling more than the 
others. It asks that the supplementary nature of the 

I OJ L 73, 21. 3. 1975. 
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Fund should also be made clear in the budgetary beha
viour of the Member States. In some Member States, 
Germany for example, the resources allotted to the 
individual Member States from the Community's 
Regional Fund are shown purely as general contribu
tions to the budget and not as supplementary funds to 
those appropriations whose purpose is to improve 
economic conditions in the weaker regions. In that 
case how can their supplementary and complementary 
effect be recognized ? The suspicion could arise that 
the operation is nothing more than a book transfer 
and that, so to speak, a kind of railway station with 
goods sidings set up. It is precisely this impression, 
however, that must be prevented. It must be clear in 
the national budgets, too, that these funds are a contri
bution from the Community's Regional Fund. It is 
only then that it can be made really clear that the 
supplementary funds used are from the Regional 
Fund. For this reason the regulation on the Regional 
Fund should, in the opinion of the questioner, be 
changed to require that resources allocated from the 
Regional Fund are used in the appropriations in 
Member States' budgets to supplement those items 
whose purpose is to improve the regional economic 
structure. 

That is the content of the third question. A motion 
for a resolution has also been tabled inviting the 
Commission to take action along these lines. This is 
the object of the oral question and the motion for a 
resolution :greater clarity, greater uniformity, and posi
tive safeguarding of the supplementary principle 
specifically in the field referred to. I am convinced 
that if the regulation is amended in this way the 
Regional Fund will prove more effective. This will 
bring us nearer the object of eliminating economic 
imbalances in the Community and this, ladies and 
gentlemen, should be our common goal. 

President. - I call Mr Natali. 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
Mr President, on behalf of the Commission, I should 
like to thank Mr Fuchs, Mr Brugger, Mr Starke, Mr 
Noe and Mr McDonald for tabling this question 
mainly because it enables us to say how much we 
share, and feel grateful for, the concern which Parlia
ment has always evinced about questions relating to 
regional policy. The Commission fully realizes that 
regional policy must be complementary and addi
tional to the policy of individual Member States and 
that discussion on making the effects of the Commu
nity policy in this sector more transparent must be 
taken a step further. 

With regard to paragraphs 1 and 2 of the question, I 
should merely like to say that, of course, a distinction 
must be drawn between vertical and horizontal 
complementarity. Vertical complementarity, that is to 
say, the aggregate of national and Community contri-

butions to one and the same investment project, is, in 
the nature of things, limited by the Fund Regulation 
to investments in industrial, handicraft or service activ
ities. The Member States have, of course, been left free 
to decide whether the contribution from the Fund 
should be added to the aid granted to a particular 
investment by the public authorities or whether the 
latter should receive it in part repayment. So far, the 
Member States have opted for the second alternative. 
It should, however, be noted that, in the case of infras
tructure investments, the contribution from the Fund 
is, in the majority of cases, transferred wholly or in 
part to the local or regional development ; all the 
Member States have declared themselves to be in 
agreement with this and have made certain provisions 
to this effect, on which I need not dwell since they 
are sufficiently well known. 

With regard to paragraph 3, which, in my view, is the 
key paragraph of the question, I should like to remind 
the questioner that Article 19 of the draft regulation 
amending Regulation No 724/75 lays down that the 
Member States shall adopt appropriate measures to 
show clearly, and in the manner required by the 
national accounting system, the sums received from 
the Fund, especially in the case of the national budget 
and the budgets of public bodies. The article further 
provides that, at the request of the Commission, the 
Member States shall inform it of the use to which the 
amounts received from the Fund have been put. I 
trust the questioner will agree that a rule along these 
lines will, as we hope, ensure the transparency referred 
to in the question. 

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

Mr Noe. - (/) Mr President, the comments of Mr 
Fuchs and the detailed answer given by Vice-President 
Natali enable me to be extremely brief. 

I should merely like to express the Christian
Democratic Group's agreement with the statements 
made both by Mr Fuchs and, in his capacity as rappor
teur on regional policy, by Lord Bruce, who is absent 
today in London dealing with the same subject. 

We are all agreed on the question of a transparency 
which requires that the use made of the amounts paid 
by the Community through the Regional Fund shall 
be clearly shown in the national budgets. I must 
emphasize, as I did in my report, the need to go 
further and ensure that the programmes submitted for 
particular regions are kept to and that amounts 
earmarked for a particular region, on the basis of a 
particular programme, are not while remaining part of 
regional policy, then used for another region or at 
least for another programme. This is necessary not 
only on grounds of what might be called sound admi
nistrative practice but also because the fact that the 
programmes must be adhered to in a given region 
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represents a step towards serious planning and progres
sion from mere management of the Regional Fund to 
a genuine regional policy, an objective which was 
referred to by Vice-President Natali and which this 
Parliament has always cherished. 

President. - I call Mr Jung to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Jung. - (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
in its annual report for 1977 on the Regional Fund, 
the Commission refers to a number of positive 
aspects, in particular the creation or maintenance of 
185 000 jobs through the use of resources from the 
Regional Fund ; on the other hand, it expresses its 
regret that the scale of regional imbalances in the 
Community has barely altered, and it is precisely this 
fact that has always caused and will continue to cause 
the European Parliament to argue for an increase in 
the resources of the Regional Fund - and for an 
increase worthy of the name, for this is the only way 
an effective regional policy is possible. 

But this aside, if we find that there is no certainty that 
the resources from the Regional Fund are in fact used 
as a supplementary and complementary contribution 
to national and regional economic policy, then the 
questions this raises are of the utmost political impor
tance, because any obscurity or doubt in this connec
tion are likely to bring the Community's whole 
regional policy under suspicion, if not actually into 
discredit. All the European Parliament's regional 
policy efforts would then run the risk of not taken seri
ously. The removal of these obscurities and doubts 
must now become an urgent and important task for 
the Council. 

My group hopes and expects that the Commission 
will answer the third question, regarding the amend
ment of Regulation 724/7 5, of 18 March 197 5, in the 
affirmative. What Mr Natali has just said - that 
Article 19 already ensures transparency - may be 
right. In my opinion, the Commission should look 
into this matter once again and propose a satisfactory 
solution to Parliament before the direct elections, 
because, ladies and gentlemen, it should be clear that 
we have to sort things out with our constituents prior 
to direct elections and give them answers to the crit
ical questions they put. If, in fact, it is true that 
resources from the Regional Fund are not used in a 
supplementary role but simply absorbed in national 
budgets, then naturally and unfailingly there must be 
doubt the efficiency of this European Community and 
this Parliament. For these reasons, I hope that the 
Commission will take another, and a careful, look at 
this question. 

President. - I call Mr Mascagni to speak on behalf 
of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Mascagni. - (/) Mr President, the question put 
down by Mr Fuchs and others once more draws atten-

tion to an issue which is constantly and repeatedly 
submitted for consideration by this Parliament. The 
problem of the use of the allocations from the 
Regional Fund to supplement national action (in addi
tion to it, therefore, and not wholly or partly in place 
of national appropriations for regional purposes) is 
that of complementarity. No one can deny that there 
is reason for concern. To resort to what one can call 
disguising the true state of affairs, instead of spelling it 
out clearly, is something which is not to be tolerated. 
There is no escaping the fact that this whole question 
must, in reality, be tackled and resolved within a 
much wider framework of general action in the matter 
of regional policy so as to make that policy deserve its 
title. I mean a regional policy which ceases to be 
regarded as an act of benevolence or charity to the 
poor by those who are better off. 

So long as interpretations, ideas and attitudes of that 
kind persist or tend to persist, we shall, in 20 or 30 
years' time, find ourselves making the same speeches 
on complementarity, the contribution, the coordina
tion of national quotas, and so on. We should begin 
by trying to recognize that, given the present differ
ence in level and economic structure between the 
various regions of the Community, it is impossible to 
make unifying policies work or make any solid, 
lasting or effective progress on Economic and Mone
tary Union, which is the subject of plenty of talk but 
little action. We should begin by a clear and unequiv
ocal declaration that the Community budget is in 
flagrant contrast with the present situation and the 
needs of a Community with an internal crisis which 
has its counterpart in changed conditions in the world 
at large. We should take to heart the clear warning 
given us in the McDonald report that only 0·7 % of 
the Community's gross product goes into the Commu
nity budget, whilst an average of 45 % goes into the 
national budgets. 

We should take to heart the statement that it is 
nonsense to think that we can have a regional policy 
with such a budget ; we should then appreciate that it 
is nothing but a baseless claim by people who want to 
deceive themselves, regardless of the consequences, 
and who conceive Europe as a cosy and entertaining 
hobby. We must appreciate, in all its significance, the 
fact that if there is no real transfer of means and 
resources from one area of the Community to another 
in order to build up, step by step, the conditions for a 
better balance (accompanied, of course, by great dedi
cation and a massive effort on the part of the weaker 
states), if there is no economic policy, no comprehen
sive plan of this kind, we shall never get beyond pure 
theory. Similarly, we must be in no doubt that a plan 
of this kind is a plan to the advantage and benefit of 
all, because if we are not convinced of that we shall 
never make any progress. 

So, Mr President, in my view, our basic task is to make 
a major effort to effect, not only a substantial increase 
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in our budget and, as a result, in the Regional Fund, 
but also a gradual transfer of the initiative in connec
tion with regional policy from a national to a Commu
nity level at which important decisions are made. The 
fight for the off-quota section and for the overtaking 
of national quotas points in the right direction, and 
this is the path we must follow. Eventually, even the 
much-discussed question of complementarity and the 
problem of the shifts and strategems which individual 
States can practise in order to substitute instead of 
adding will cease to exist, to the relief of all who, 
today, seem to me to be aware of certain shortcomings 
but are unable to grasp the size of the terrible gaps 
that have to be filled. 

President. - I call Mr Me Donald. 

Mr McDonald.- Mr President, I'd just like to make 
one point in support of Mr Fuchs and those of us who 
have submitted this question. I should like Parliament 
to consider the question : how many of the 185 000 
people whom the Commission tell us have been 
provided with jobs are aware of the fact that the 
Community has contributed to the provision of the 
work in which they are gainfully employed ? I should 
submit : very few. I would hope that the Commission 
would be able to design a new regulation. I think it is 
necessary to ensure that the organizations or projects 
or factories that qualify for grant aid from the 
Regional Fund receive aid at a bonus rate 10 or 15 % 
higher in the peripheral areas than job creating 
projects would receive if they were only benefiting 
from national resources. 

The problem in my own country is quite ridiculous. 
Two months ago, we read in the press that several 
million pounds had been allocated to factories that 
had been erected 18 months and two years ago, and 
were already open and going strong. How can you 
expect the public to relate to aid flowing from the 
Community if they don't see positive results ? Indeed 
some of the factory owners were expecting to get a 
bonus grant because their grants were already paid. 
Industrial Development Authority, statutory authority 
established to boost and provide work in the under
developed areas of the country, only received one 
budget allocation per year. It gets no special heading 
in the Regional Fund. Considerable funds are flowing 
into the country, but nobody can put their finger on 
them and say that their job has been facilitated by 
funds flowing from the Community. 

I would like to thank the Commissioner for his sympa
thetic approach. I take it that he accepts the point we 
have made. I think we all will agree that the present 
administration of the Fund by the national govern
ments is certainly unsatisfactory. I have been perhaps 
fortunate enough to have visited most of the regions 

in the Community, and I know that there are huge 
imbalances. Last month we had the opportunity of 
visiting Greenland. Although that country has 
received very generous aid per capita from this Fund, 
the imbalances there are so enormous that I am 
convinced that they need very special treatment on 
every level. The Danish Government has done a 
marvellous job, but much still remains to be done. We 
have got to keep these imbalances constantly before 
our minds. I think the gap is getting wider when, in 
fact, it should be narrowing. I therefore hope that the 
Commission will, at the earliest possible opportunity, 
introduce an amendment to ensure that at least the 
funds presently earmarked and being spent are seen to 
be spent, by the public and, more especially, by those 
who will go to the polls in six or eight months' time. 

President. - I call Mr Natali. 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
Mr President, obviously my reply dealt with the ques
tions which were put to me. The specific reply I want 
to give Mr Mascagni is that I do not think this is the 
occasion for a wide-ranging debate on the problems of 
regional policy. Parliament has already dealt with 
these subjects, and the financial aspect, which is the 
most important, is dealt with under the conciliation 
procedure. 

The question asks the Commission to make a prop
osal. We have already submitted a proposal in the 
sense that, as stated in my reply, the regulation 
amending the basic regulation on the Fund (which 
has not yet been adopted, pending conciliation with 
Parliament) already contains an article, Article 19, 
which has been approved by the Council, and in that 
article we propose what you ask us to propose, Mr 
Fuchs. We can, therefore, regard the question as an 
endorsement of what we have submitted, but we 
cannot give consideration to the request in it since it 
has, to a certain extent, been anticipated. 

President. - I have received from Mr Fuchs and Mr 
Klepsch, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group (EPP), a motion for a resolution (Doc. 380/78), 
with a request for an immediate vote pursuant to Rule 
47 (5) of the Rules of Procedure, to wind up the 
debate on this oral question. 

According to normal procedure, Parliament should 
decide on this request at the beginning of the next 
part-session. However, since the next part-session is to 
be devoted exclusively to the budget, this decision on 
an immediate vote could not be taken until 13 
November 1978. I therefore propose that we refer this 
motion for a resolution to the appropriate committee, 
asking it to report in time to allow Parliament to take 
a decision at the November part-session. 



242 Debates of the European Parliament 

President 

I call Mr Fuchs. 

Mr Fuchs. - (D) Mr President, I can agree with this 
procedure. 

President. Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 

The debate is closed. 

9. Safety and health in the steel industry 
and the mines 

President. The next item is the report (Doc. 327 /78) 
drawn up by Mr Ellis, on behalf of the Committee on 
the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec
tion, on the 

sixth, seventh, eighth and ninth reports of the Steel 
Industry Safety and Health Commission, and the twelfth, 
thirteenth and fourteenth reports of the Mines Safety and 
Health Commission. 

The rapporteur has stated that he does not wish to 
introduce his report orally. 

I call Mrs Squarcialupi to speak on behalf of the 
Communist and Allies Group. 

Mrs Squarcialupi. - (/) Mr President, we support 
Mr Ellis's report, in particular because of the way in 
which it emphasizes the need to enable the bodies 
responsible for safety and health in the steel industry 
and in the mines to do their work properly. On this 
depend the lives and welfare of thousands of workers 
who earn their living in the heaviest, most dangerous 
and most unhealthy production areas. I should like to 
point out that a large proportion of these workers, 
especially the miners, who are scattered about in the 
various Member States, are Italians and bear the marks 
on their bodies of a life spent in surroundings which 
are unhealthy, hazardous and insecure. 

I should also like to remind you of the information 
given yesterday by Mr Porcu on the expectation of life 
of steel workers, which is that one in two die before 
reaching retirement age, according to the employers' 
own figures. It is up to the Commission, therefore, to 
see to the efficiency of these two health and safety 
organizations in full knowledge of the magnitude of 
the problem, which affects men whose contribution to 
society is to do the heaviest and most dangerous work. 
The invitation, embodied in the report, to devote 
more time and attention to health questions, espe
cially the problem of dust, must be accepted as a polit
ical and social duty, because more and more people 
are being killed by dust. This calls for preventive 
measures to be put into operation, an idea which as a 
result of the first and only meeting of Health Minis
ters, is now part of Community policy as well as that 
of the Member States. 

The statistical data, prepared no doubt with great 
pains by the Safety and Health Commissions for the 

Steel Industry and for Mines, should cease to be mere 
evidence of the state of affairs and should be spring
boards for action to reduce those figures year by year 
until they disappear and we achieve the correct 
balance between industrial production and people's 
health. 

In connection with the proposal that a colloquy with 
the steel industry safety and health authorities should 
be organized next year, the view has been expressed in 
some quarters, including the Italian Government, that 
the colloquy should take place in the more distant 
future, in view of the process of restructuration which 
will be carried out in the Community's steel industry 
during the next few years. We believe, however, that 
while restructuration must undoubtedly deal with the 
economic problems and the problems of employment, 
it must at the same time take account of the effects 
which production in this industry has on the safety 
and health of the workers and on the preservation of 
the environment. There can be no redistribution of 
resources unless its ultimate objectives include not 
only production, revenue and employment but also 
the well-being of those who work in these industries 
and healthy surroundings for them, so as to improve 
the quality of life for all concerned. 

President. - I call Mr Natali. 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
Mr President, the Commission would like to thank 
the rapporteur, Parliament and the Committee on the 
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec
tion for the interest they show in the work of the two 
organizations and for the constructive views expressed 
concerning them. I assure Mrs Squarcialupi, whose 
contribution to the debate was very helpful, that the 
Commission is conscious of the human and social 
factors to which the steel industry's safety and health 
commission must pay attention in its work, and we 
shall devote ourselves to enabling both these commis
sions to do their work effectually. 

With regard to paragraph 5 of the resolution, asking 
for a colloquy of the Steel Industry Safety and Health 
Commission to be arranged for 1979, I should like to 
inform you that a date has been fixed for the meeting 
of this body : it will be held in Luxembourg on 8 and 
9 November 1978. We propose to invite those repre
sentatives from Parliament who may be interested to 
attend. 

As regards paragraph 9 of the resolution, which calls 
on this body to report, in its next annual report, on 
the various studies carried out or being carried out, I 
can give an assurance that in an early report the 
Commission will not fail to refer to the various studies 
being carried out, in particular those on the value of 
the figures on accidents. On behalf of the Commis
sion, I assure you that we attach great importance to 
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these studies, which will constitute the foundation of a 
better prevention policy for this sector in the future. 

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 the end of the sitting. 

The debate is closed. 

10. Regulation on the carriage of goods by road 

President. - The next item is the report (Doc. 
321/78) drawn up by Mr Albers, on behalf of the 
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning 
and Transport, on the 

proposal from the Commission to th Council for a regula
tion amending Regulation (EEC) No 3164/76 on the 
Community quota for the carriage of goods by road 
between Member States. 

I call Mr Seefeld. 

Mr Seefeld, deputy rapporteur. - (D) Mr President, 
ladies and gentlemen, Mr Albers apologizes for his 
absence ; unfortunately he cannot be here this 
morning. I have therefore agreed to make a few 
comments on his report. 

The report was unanimously approved by the 
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning 
and Transport, and those who serve on that 
committee know that the subject is by no means new. 
If I had to give it a title I could say 'Every year it 
comes again', because as Mr Albers has said in his 
report, our committee in the European Parliament has 
had to give its views on the regulation governing 
Community authorizations no fewer than seven times. 
On behalf of all the members who serve on the 
committee, may I say how disappointed we are about 
the way in which the proposals of the European Parlia
ment have been treated in the past. I would recall 
that, already last year, this House protested energeti
cally at the way in which Community quota questions 
were treated in the Council of Ministers. Our words 
were sharp but it was to no purpose, for the Council 
of Ministers took no account of our proposal when it 
came to deal with the whole question. 

In his report, Mr Albers comes to a number of conclu
sions, which are set down in the motion for a resolu
tion, and he points out that we in the responsible 
committee consider that it is essential for the Commu
nity quota to be doubled for 1979. At this point I 
would like to quote from the report. Mr Albers says 
that, given the widespread use made of Community 
authorizations in recent years and the increased 
demand for transport between the Member States 
resulting from the growth in trade within the Commu
nity, we can only come to the conclusion that the 
20 % increase proposed by the Commission cannot 
be agreed. We are therefore critical of the Commis
sion in our motion for a resolution and deplore the 

fact that the Commission has not proposed that the 
Community quota be doubled for the following 
calendar year- as it did in 1975 and 1977- but has 
limited the 1979 increase to 20 %. 

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, it would be going 
too far if I were to cover every detail. I would refer 
those who are interested to Mr Albers' report and in 
particular to that section of his explanatory statement 
in which he deals with the way the Community quota 
system came into being and developed. I am very 
grateful that he has given such a clear explanation of 
the whole problem in his report so that those who 
want to delve more deeply into the subject and 
become a little more knowledgeable about it can do 
so. 

In our motion for a resolution, we make the point 
that what is now proposed, in particular the Council's 
attitude, is inacceptable. For this reason we have 
proposed a new regulation in which we make it clear, 
first of all, that we still want the Community quota to 
be doubled for 1979. Next we say that whenever in 
the future, through lack of agreement in the Council, 
no solution can be arrived at for revising the Commu
nity quota, we want the number of authorizations to 
be automatically increased by 25 % each time if the 
Council has not reached a decision by the end of 
November of the preceding year. The intention here 
is to bring greater pressure to bear on the Council to 
find answers and make better proposals. 

Mr President, if I may, I would like to let these few 
comments suffice. I would refer once again to the fact 
that the motion for a resolution put before you today 
presented no problems in committee but was 
approved by the members of all groups. Therefore all 
that is left for me to do, on behalf of Mr Albers, is to 
ask you to vote for his report. 

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

Mr Fuchs. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, on behalf of the Christian-Democratic 
Group, I would like to thank Mr Albers for this very 
clear and crisp report. 

We too, are very disappointed at the extremely restric
tive attitude of the Council in this question, which, 
nevertheless, ought to be a part of our common trans
port policy. 

When you think that the 20 % increase for 1978 does 
not even cover the increase in traffic, that the Commu
nity quota is equivalent to only 3 % of the total 
volume of traffic, that the authorizations granted have 
in fact been very intensively used and have therefore 
shown themselves to be necessary, and that the 
Commission's present proposal for a 20% increase 
does not even keep pace with development, then I 
feel we cannot fail to agree that there should be a 
100 % increase and that, if the Council has not 
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shown itself to be capable of action by November in 
any year then the quota should be increased automati
cally by a further 25 %, a request already made once 
before by the Commission. 

Perhaps a quotation from the responsible Commis
sioner may throw particular light on the situation. On 
17 November 1977, Mr Burke himself said that for 
three years - 197 5, 197 6 and 1977 - the extent of 
the Community quota remained unchanged whereas 
trade between the Member States increased by more 
than 30 %. That is say, the share of trade covered by 
the common transport policy, the Community quota, 
regrettably decreased so that we not only made no 
progress, but in fact backpedalled. 

On the other hand, I must add that we should beware 
of simplifying things. We should be wrong simply to 
disregard the objections made by the governments of 
some Member States and by the representatives of 
trade associations. We should treat their concern with 
the seriousness it deserves. But they - the govern
ments and the representatives of trade associations -
should on their side consider that it is precisely 
through an increase in the Community quota that a 
much needed pressure may be exerted for the purpose 
of harmonizing social requirements and competitive 
conditions and also harmonizing taxes on road 
haulage. 

I would like to stress particularly that it is only if reso
lute progress is made in the harmonization of these 
very matters that an increase of the quota to a really 
significant extent can, in the long run, be justified and 
carried through, and this, in the end, is what counts. 
Only then will the reluctant attitude of certain 
Member States be overcome. 

I would once again stress the fact that the Christian
Democratic Group considers it would be wrong to do 
absolutely nothing because of these thoroughly under
standable objections, since an attitude of this kind 
brings the whole transport policy to a standstill, a 
phenomenon which - unfortunately - we repeat
edly witness. And because this is the way things are 
done, we cannot boast of any progress. 

Here, I feel, only one thing will help, and that is to set 
aside understandable objections and really take a step 
forwards, not forgetting to follow with the other foot 
- I am thinking of the harmonization of conditions 
- so that we recover our balance in preparation for a 
further step forward. This is the method we should 
use. In my view, the proposal put forward by the 
Committee for Regional Policy, Regional Planning 
and Transport is a step in the right direction, and I 
would therefore ask that the whole Parliament voice 
this view. 

President. - I call Mr Jung to speak on behalf of 
the Liberal and Democratic Group. 

Mr Jung. - (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, 
Mr Seefeld introduced the problem with the Chrismas 

carol 'Every year it comes again'. I would like to 
support this and repeat what Mr Fuchs has just said, 
which is that doubling the quota - as was again 
asked for unanimously by the committee and in Parlia
ment - would exert effective pressure in the direc
tion of harmonizing the terms of competition. 

I feel that really, Mr Fuchs, the reverse would be right, 
because, normally speaking, any logically-thinking 
man looking into this subject must surely assume that 
the bureaucracy is in a position to create first of all 
those terms of competition that would make complete 
liberalization possible in this matter. We are all in 
favour of that and therefore I would like to say, some
what differently from the speakers who have preceded 
me, that I have to agree with the general trend of this 
proposal because it is a step in the direction of 
removing bilateral quotas and also in the direction 
that we all want - namely, an increase in Commu
nity authorizations. But for me the real question is 
whether this is already the time for such decisions, 
and here I believe that what Mr Fuchs has just said is 
important. We must once again look for new ways of 
finally obliging those who are responsible to create 
the necessary conditions so that such decisions can be 
converted into reality. It would have been possible 
long ago to make a start on harmonization : I know 
how difficult this business is, and that nothing is 
being done in this regard. 

We all know, ladies and gentlemen, that the road 
network in Europe is overloaded. This applies to an 
even greater extent in the so-called transit countries. 
Those of us who have spoken here are members of 
the German Bundestag, and the Federal Republic is 
one such transit country. For that reason alone it 
would be a good thing to begin discussions on how to 
utilize fully the capacity of other transport facilities, 
particularly the railways, of course, say by promoting 
combined transport, including the piggyback system, 
because the infrastructure problems that already exist 
and are in prospect in Europe compel us, if not to 
prevent, then at least to control unlimited growth in 
heavy road-freight traffic. 

Nor should we forget the environmental problems 
that arise in this connection. We all know that broad 
sections of the population are increasingly up in arms 
about the damage caused to the landscape by road
building and are demanding protection from noise, 
exhaust gas, and so on. 

The very important point I made earlier, which also 
plays a part here and, at least today, argues against any 
increase in the Community, quota, is the lack of 
harmonization of the terms of competition within the 
road-haulage industry in the various Member States 
and also between the various modes of transport. Here 
the main lack is, again, that of effective Community 
regulations for the technical, physical and social fields, 
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and yet these are vital prerequiSites for the measures 
proposed by the Commission for increasing the 
Community quota. 

To sum up, therefore, I would like to say that it is 
certainly reasonable to support the general trend of 
the Commission's proposal, but it would be better to 
have what we all jointly demand, namely, the 
doubling of the quota each year so that full liberaliza
tion is more quickly attained. The proposal can thus 
be regarded as a step in the direction of this ideal 
state. It is a pity that the necessary conditions for this 
are still absent. 

I would therefore at this juncture make another appeal 
to the Council and to those who bear direct responsi
blity, at last to make some progress in the other field, 
namely, the harmonization of the terms of competi
tion, so that we may approach the ideal as quickly as 
possible and really push home our request for the 
quota to be doubled the next time. 

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

Mr Nyborg. - (DK) Mr President, I am sorry that 
Mr Albers cannot be with us at the Friday Club. Not 
because I think Mr Seefeld has presented the report 
badly - he did it admirably - but because this week 
in Strasbourg has been quite an Albers festival, and it 
is therefore a pity that he is not here for the end. 

(Laughter) 

I am glad that many of our German colleagues have 
taken the floor in this debate, and I shall explain why 
later. 

Three percent of all international road transport in the 
Community is effected on the basis of Community 
authorizations, and we can all agree that there far too 
few of them. We must therefore follow the path advo
cated by Mr Albers in his report and supported by my 
colleagues here. The Commission proposal, which 
recommends a 20 % increase in the number of author
izations, suggests that the Commission has become 
completely dispirited, perhaps out of a misguided 
sense of what it can get the Council to agree to by 
way of increased authorizations. The Group of Euro
pean Progressive Democrats therefore supports the 
proposal to double the Community quota for 1979. 

As has just been said, the main purpose of a road trans
port policy should continue to be complete liberaliza
tion of the carriage of goods by road, and the sooner 
the better. 

Even though we double the quota for 1979 we must 
not forget that quotas - at Community level and in 
bilateral agreements - create an unacceptable and 
unnecessary amount of paperwork for carriers and are 
an enormous waste of time. But until the carriage of 
goods by road is completely liberalized, the Group of 

European Progressive Democrats has nothing against 
taking the usc made of Community authorizations as 
the basis for granting additional authorizations in the 
future. A utilization rate based on tons transported per 
kilometer would be a realistic criterium, since it would 
show how great the need is for more transport authori
zations. 

In view of the unemployment situation, we must 
control cost increases if we are to remain competitive 
on the world market. It is therefore very peculiar that 
the Council is not more flexible and cooperative as 
regards the transport sector. 

What is most surprising, however, is that West 
Germany the country normally most economic
minded and reluctant to increase costs in order to 
control inflation is the one that is putting most obsta
cles in the way of a sound and rational development 
in the transport of goods by road. It is therefore up to 
you, my dear German colleagues, to put pressure on 
your government to get things running more 
smoothly. 

In view of the Council's slowness and reluctance to 
increase the Community quota of transport authoriza
tions, it is very much to the point that the report 
proposes an automatic increase of 25 % if the Council 
fails to take a decision. 

On behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats, I therefore recommend adoption of the 
motion for a resolution, which represents a step 
towards liberalization of the transport market. 

President. - I call Mr Natali. 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (/) 
Mr President, I am very sorry to strike a discordant 
note in this cosy little sitting of ours, but even though 
there are only a few of us here it is very probably a 
good thing to hear a different opinion. I must say that 
Mr Albers' excellent report describes very clearly and 
fully the prehistory, development and many advan
tages of the Community quota. Mr Seefeld, taking the 
rapporteur's place with great competence, amplified 
the written report and the Members who have spoken 
have each added their contribution to the motion for 
a resolution before us. 

I certainly cannot dwell on every single point, but I 
would like to explain the reasons for the Commis
sion's somewhat timid approach - criticized in the 
report and referred to particularly in this debate - in 
its proposals for increasing the Community quota for 
1979. 

For 1978, the Community quota was, as you know, 
2 835 authorizations. For 1979, we propose an 
increase of 20 %, and I must say that this percentage 
was arrived at taking into account growth in trade and 
the use made of Community authorizations. 
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The point has been made that the Commission had 
proposed an increase of 100 % for the last two years, 
and even that provoked allegations of timidity and 
inconsistency. I would therefore like to explain that, 
in refraining from proposing a 100 % increase this 
year, we took into account the unofficial position of 
the various Member States with regard to a new 
increase in the quota and also the fact that the 
Commission itself recently submitted a proposal to 
the Council for a regulation regarding capacity adjust
ment for road freight transport for hire or reward 
within the Member States. 

This regulation proposed that the sy~tem of bilateral 
agreements currently in force be regt.lated and 
adapted to developments in trade and to the require
ments of Community integration on the basis of 
uniform criteria. 

I would abo like to point out that, as far as the use of 
Community authorizations is concerned, the Commis
sion is planning shortly to propose measures to the 
Council giving the Member States the right to convert 
part of their Community authorizations valid for one 
year into a certain number of Community authoriza
tions of limited duration. 

Next, there is the proposal to the effect that there 
should be an automatic 25 % increase in the volume 
of the Community quota should the Council not have 
taken a decision by a certain date. It is recalled that a 
similar provision was asked for by the Commission, or 
rather was put forward by the Commission in an 
earlier proposal. It is also recalled that the Council 
turned this proposal down. We have not reintroduced 
it because the present regulation would put the 
Council under the obiligation of deciding every year 
on any increase in the volume of the Community 
quota, and this is an obligation that did not exist in 
the earlier rules. 

On page 15 of the report, the rapporteur says he can 
understand the attitude of the Commission, although 
he then goes on to say that this Assembly cannot 
agree with it. I would like to appeal to your under
standing. I believe that it is realized - in the end -
that the timidity for which the Commission is criti
cized has its object, and that is to put an end to the 
bargaining that happens regularly in the Council 
whenever an increase in the Community quota is 
under discussion. This time, by presenting a proposal 
based on real data, the Commission hopes that the 
Council will approve the proposal without this kind of 
bargaining. 

Lastly, I hope that circumstances will be such as to 
enable us soon to put forward proposals, with good 
prospects of success, designed to increase the Commu
nity quota to a level corresponding to 20 years of the 
Common Market. 

These, Mr President and ladies and gentlemen, are the 
reasons why the Commission, whilst understanding 

the concerns of the rapporteur and Members of Parlia
ment, hopes that its proposal will have your approval 
in the terms in which the Commission has formulated 
it. 

President. - I call Mr Nyborg. 

Mr Nyborg. (DK) Me President, I know that unfortu
nately we are not allowed to reopen a debate, but I 
would just like to say that I have seldom heard 
anything as incoherent, unconvicing and weak from 
the Commission as on this occasion. 

I do not understand how the Commission has had the 
courage to put forward such a miserable proposal and 
give such a poor explanation as this witt-out first 
consulting the parliamentary committee responsible, 
which, year after year, has called for liberalization or at 
least a doubling of transport authorizations. 

It is beyond me ! 

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 the end of the sitting. 

The debate is closed. 

11. Regulation on transport by rail, 
road and inland waterway 

President. - The next item is the report without 
debate (Doc. 322/78) drawn up by Mr Albers, on 
behalf of the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional 
Planning and Transport, on the 

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a regu
lation amending 

- Regulation (EEC) No 1191/69, on action by Member 
States concerning the obligations inherent in the 
concept of a public service in transport by rail, road 
and inland waterway, and 

- Regulation (EEC) No 1107/70, on the granting of aids 
for transport by rail, road and inland waterway. 

I note that no one wishes to speak. The motion for a 
resolution will be put to the vote - as it stands - at 
the end of the sitting. 

12. The sentencing of Tunisian trade-unionists 

President. - The next item is the motion for a reso
lution (Doc. 379/78) tabled by Mr Sieglerschmidt, Mr 
Lezzi, Mr Ajello, Mr Holst and Lord Kennet, on 
behalf of the Socialist Group by Mr Bertrand, Mr 
Bersani and Mr Jahn, on behalf of the Christian
Democratic Group (EPP) ; and by Mr Bordu and Mr 
Sandri, on behalf of the Communist and Allies Group, 
on the sentencing of Tunisian trade-unionists. 

I call Mr Amadei. 

Mr Amadei. - (I) Me President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the grave events in Tunisia are known to 
all, because they have been condemmed by the democ-
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ratic press throughout the world and follow with 
disgust by the whole of public opinion. I do not there
fore feel that, at this hour, there is any cause to waste 
the time of this Assembly - which Mr Nyborg has 
called the Friday Club by describing those events inde
tail. 

I would just like to recall that a strike organized in 
Tunis has, according to the official figures, resulted in 
40 dead, 325 injured, 30 tradt.-unionists imprisoned 
and I 0 years of hard labour for the organizers. The 
object of the motion for a resolution is that the rulers 
of Tunisia should understand that you cannot arrest, 
torture, condemn and kill people in any civilized 
country for political reasons. It is time that interna
tional pressure, appeals from the trade-union and polit
ical organizations of democratic Europe, and action by 
the International Federation of Journalists, which has 
86 000 members, have achieved some result : the 
demand for the death penalty for all the accused has 
been withdrawn by the Minister for Public Affairs. 

But that is not enough. 

Trade-union freedom, the freedom of association and 
the frerdom of the press must be safeguarded in 
Tunisia. We have to demand that the accused be 
afforded the guarantees provided by the Constitution 
and the code of penal procedure. In addition, we must 
denounce and condemn the torture that resulted in 
one of the accused having a leg paralysed and another 
all his teeth torn out during interrogation. It seems to 
me that the cost of being a trade-unionist in Tunisia 
is a little too high. 

Tunisa is a country that says it allows trade-union 
freedom, but it is not prepared to tolerate the 
consequences of that freedom. Those who think they 
can put an end to social conflicts by recourse to arms 
and imprisoning trade-unionists are wrong. I do not 
know whether the old, tired and sick Bourgiba, 
prisoner in the Palace of Carthage, is aware of the 
accusations levelled at the Government by Habib 
Achour, leader of the General Union of Tunisian 
Workers, sentenced the other night, after 12 hours of 
council debate, to I 0 years hard labour. After claiming 
he had even been prevented from being defended by 
his lawyers. Habib Achour reminded Bourghiba, his 
comrade-in-arms, that the colonialists has behaved 
better to him when he had appeard in court as an old 
militant fighting for the cause of Tunisian indepen
dence. 

I do not know, Mr President, whether Boughiba 
knows this, but if his iilness allows him to live a little 
longer, we will certainly one day find out that the 
sentence of I 0 years' hard labour has helped to make 
Habib Achour the best loved and most popular person
ality in Tunisia and the figurehead of all the malcon
tents. 

This is why we ask the Ministers for Foreign Affairs, 
meeting in political cooperation, to take all the necess-

ary diplomatic steps to secure the immediate release 
of Achour and Ghorbal, secretary of the General 
Union of Tunisian Workers in Sfax, and the release of 
all the imprisoned trade-unionists. If Bourghiba does 
not do this, then that means that a dictatorship is now 
installed in Tunisia and that there is no turning back. 

President. - I call Mr Sandri to speak on behalf of 
the Communist and Allies Group, 

Mr Sandri. - (I) Mr President, since I fully support 
what Mr Amadei, the preceding speaker, has said, I do 
not propose to speak, but declare that my Group will 
vote in favour of this motion for a resolution. 

President. - I call Mr Porcu. 

Mr Porcu. - (F) Mr President, once again we are 
faced with a case of violation of human rights. The 
sentence passed by the judges of the Court of State 
Security in Tunis does not put an end to the scandal 
of the arbitary imprisonment of the leaders of the 
General Union of Tunisian Workers, who have been 
given heavy sentences just because of their desire to 
represent the democratic aspirations of their people. 
We know that Habib Achour, General Secretary of the 
UGTT, and the other trade-unionists sentenced in 
Tunis have filed an appeal. The Court of State Secu
rity is to give its verdict within seven days, and this 
time-limit gives its full significance to the request for 
an approval of urgent debate. As we had occasion to 
say yesterday on another, there can be no exception 
when it comes to defending human rights. Habib 
Achour and his innocent friends must be released 
immediately. This is why, on behalf of my group, I 
ask Parliament to approve the motion for a resolution. 

President. - I call Mr Natali. 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (I) 
Mr President, the ICFTU and the ETUC have repeat
edly drawn the Commission's attention to the prosecu
tions ; n Tunisia, firstly at the end of August and, more 
recently, early in October, when the death penalthy 
was demanded during the case against the 30 trade-un
ionists. The Commission told the CES how concerned 
it was about this serious situation. During an official 
visit to Tunis on 22 and 23 September, Mr Cheysson 
spoke personally and on behalf of the Commission to 
Prime Minister Nuira at a private meeting with him. 
At the time, Mr Cheysson referred to the profound 
impression and surprise caused in Europe in so far as, 
up to then, trade-unionists had been free to play their 
part in Tunisia and that this country, in the view of 
many Europeans, could be quoted as a model of 
democracy. 

The Prime Minister stressed the independence of the 
judiciary and stated his determination to see that the 
matter was treated in just and fair conditions and in 
normal open court. He also said he hoped for a 
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lenient verdict. Whilst deploring the exceptional legal 
procedures that were used, the Commission does 
observe that, in fact, the verdict was more lenient than 
might have been feared. It is not up the Commission 
to transmit the resolution of the European Parliament 
officially to the Tunisian authorities, but the European 
Parliament may be sure that the Commission will 
draw on its content in the many personal contacts it 
maintains with Tunis. 

President. - I note that one else wishes to speak. 
The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote -
as it stands - at the end of the sitting. 

The debate is closed. 

13. Stateless money 

President. - The next item is the Oral Question, 
without debate (Doc. 341/78), by Mr Van Aerssen and 
Mr Aigner to the Commission : 

Subject : Stateless money 

The President of the US Federal Reserve Board recently 
expressed his concern at the 'existence of stateless 
money', a concern which is shared by many monetary 
experts in Europe. The danger which the 'Euro-market 
monetary merry-go-round' and the high amounts of 
money involved, is that it might undermine the mechan
isms of national monetary policy and also jeopardize a 
harmonized European monetary policy. 

I. Does the Commission share the view that instruments 
must be developed to enable the central banks to exer
cise some control over the growth of this market ? 

2. Does the Commission support the demand that the 
Eurobanks should be obliged to maintain minimum 
reserves against liabilities and claims ? 

3. Should there not be coordinated cooperation between 
the central banks of the Member States and other 
major countries ? 

4. In what ways is the Commission supporting efforts of 
individual national banks to submit 'stateless money' 
to the rule of modern monetary policy by means of 
voluntary agreements and arrangements ? 

I call Mr van Aerssen. 

Mr van Aerssen. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, it is not the intention of the questioner to 
mount a major debate on this question : we merely 
want to receive a first and brief reply from the 
Commission on one of the most difficult subjects of 
modern monetary policy. We know the kind of sums 
that are involved in these markets and we know how 
this money can be used to speculate against curren
cies. We also know that the weakness of the dollar in 
recent months also has something to do with the 
money movements on these markets. We feel that, 
alongside the intensive discussion on the subject of 
economic and monetary union in the European 
Communities, a very careful watch should also be 
kept on this market. 

Our question to the Commission is firstly, therefore : 
does the Commission share our view and concern ? Is 
it analysing the problems ? Secondly : is it prepared to 
look into things in the ways suggested by the ques
tions that are put? We know that we do not have any 
patent cures for these problems at the moment, but 
we want to know whether the Commission is ready, 
with us, to extend the instruments of modern mone
tary policy to these markets in order to take into 
account the misgivings that have also been expressed 
by Mr Miller, President of the Schatzbank. 

President. - I call Mr Natali. 

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. - (I) 
Mr President, the existence of the increased amount of 
stateless money stems, among other things, from the 
free movement of capital and the return to external 
convertibility of the currencies of industrialized coun
tries. This had led to an unprecedented growth in 
trade, a subject that has already been fully discussed 
and on which there is no cause to dwell further. 

The Euro-markets, from this standpoint, have made a 
noteworthy contribution in recent years towards 
financing the deficit in the balance of payments of 
the developing and oil-importing countries. The 
Community itself has had recourse to these markets 
for Community loans, and a number of governments 
and central banks deposit a substantial proportion of 
their reserves with them. 

It is certainly desirable, Mr Aerssen - and here I am 
replying to your first question - to try to bring about 
greater control by the central banks of what happens 
on the Euro-markets whilst guaranteeing in satisfac
tory conditions the financing of world trade and the 
recycling of capital. The Commission feels that it is 
wise, particularly from the standpoint of bank control, 
to support forces whose purpose is to prevent the 
banks assuming risks on their own which could 
threaten their solvency and the interests of their depos
itors. The usefulness of establishing m1mmum 
reserves for banks' external debits and credits should 
be measured against these principles. In addition, to 
be effective, such measures would have to be applied 
in all countries where there are major financial centres 
operating in Euro-currencies. 

Coordinated cooperation between the central banks of 
the Member States and other major countries is neces
sary to limit the dangers to which individual banks 
may expose themselves because of their international 
transactions. The Commission is glad to be able to 
state that such cooperation, both among central banks 
and among the authorities concerned with bank 
control, is already being built up both inside the 
Community and on a broader international scale, 
more particularly in the Group of Ten. 

The Commission intends to promote and facilitate 
cooperation within the Community through the coor-
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dination of legislation regarding bank control. Lastly, 
the Commission feels that the main task for modern 
monetary policy is to fight against monetary erosion 
by keeping a tight rein on internal credit and the 
money supply in order to re-establish internal and 
external equilibrium. It views with favour efforts to 
promote and coordinate the use of instruments to 
maintain confidence in the money markets and m 
credit. 

From this standpoint, the exchange of information on 
international risks between banks and their control 
authorities on the one hand and among the various 
control authorities on the others is of vital im por
tance. This exchange of information can be facilitated 
by coordinated action on the part of the Member 
States or by appropriate specific agreements pending 
the advent of such general coordination. 

President. - This item is concluded. 

14. Votes 

President. - The next item comprises the votes on 
motions for resolutions on which the debate has 
closed. 

We shall begin with the motion for a resolution 
contained in the Damseaux report (Doc. 344178): 
Set.:enth report on competition polic;·. 

I put the preamble to the vote. 

The preamble is adopted. 

On paragraph 1, I have Amendment No 2 by Mr 
Spinelli, rewording ths paragraph as follows : 

I. Reaffirms that competition policy plays a fundamental 
part in the proper functioning of the market, but that 
it must be placed within the framework of an overall 
Community economic policy designed to overcome 
the crisis, promote harmonious regional development 
and limit the excessive powers of large undertakings 
in dominant positions ; 

The opinion given by the rapporteur yesterday was 
unfavourable. 

I put the amendment to the vote. 

Amendment No 2 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 1 to the vote. 

Paragraph 1 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 2 to 7 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 2 to 7 are adopted. 

On paragraph 8, I have Amendment No 1 by Mr 
Nyborg, calling for the deletion of the words : 

. . . and calls on the Commission to submit to it proposals 
for a new procedure by 30 June 1979 at the latest. 

put the amendment to the vote. 

Amendment No I is adopted. 

I put paragraph 8, thus amended, to the vote. 

Paragraph 8, thus amended, is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 9 to 13 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 9 to 13 are adopted. 

On paragraph 14, I have Amendment No 3 by Mr 
Spinelli, calling for the following to be added at the 
end of this paragraph : 

14 .... with which they have to deal, considering them in 
the light of the general economic objectives of the 
Community; 

The opinion given by the rapporteur yesterday was 
neither for nor against. 

I put the amendment to the vote. 

Amendment No 3 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 14, thus amended, to the vote. 

Paragraph 14, thus amended, is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 15 and 16 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 15 and 16 are adopted. 

On paragraph 17, I have Amendment No 4, by Mr 
Spinelli, calling for this paragraph to read as follows : 

17. Recalls that multinational companies must pursue 
their activities within the framework of rules which, 
while avoiding discrimination against them, make 
them subject to obligations and controls to eliminate 
the possibility of abuses arising from their very 
nature as multinational companies; 

The opinion given by the rapporteur yesterday was 
unfavourable. 

I put the amendment to the vote. 

Amendment No 4 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 17 to the vote. 

Paragraph 17 is adopted. 

I put paragraphs 18 to 20 to the vote. 

Paragraphs 18 to 20 are adopted. 

On paragraph 21, I have Amendment No 5, by Mr 
Spinelli, rewording this paragraph as follows : 

21. Calls upon the Commission to submit urgently a 
proposal for a regulation based on Article 235 of the 
EEC-Treaty, on the subject of 'crisis cartels', laying 
down the circumstances and forms in which they are 
admissible and empowering the Commission to auth
orize them, lay down conditions and time-limits and 
dissolve them ; 

The opinion given yesterday by the rapporteur was 
unfavourable. 

I put the amendment to the vote. 

Amendment No 5 is rejected. 

I put paragraph 21 to the vote. 

Paragraph 21 is adopted . 

I put paragraph 22 to the vote. 

Paragraph 22 is adopted. 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution as a 
whole, incorporating the amendments that have been 
adopted. 
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The resolution is adopted. I 

President. - I put to the vote the motion for a reso
lution (Doc. 319/78) tabled by Mr Blumenfeld and 
others: Air-traffic control. 

The resolution is adopted. I 

President. - I put to the vote the motion for a reso
lution contained in the Ibriigger report (Doc. 348/78): 
Decision on the maintenance of standards on 
merchant ships. 

The resolution is adopted. I 

President. - I put to the vote the motion for a reso
lution contained in the Ellis report (Doc. 32 7/78): 
Safety and health in the steel industry and the mines. 

The resolution is adopted. I 

President. - I put to the vote the motion for a reso
lution contained in the Albers report (Doc. 321/78): 
Regulation on the carriage of goods by road. 

The resolution adopted. 1 

President. - I put to the vote the motion for a reso
lution contained in the Albers report (322/78): Regu
lation on transport by rail, road and inland 
waterway. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

President. - I put to the vote the motion for a reso
lution tabled by Mr Sieglerschmidt and others (Doc. 
379/78): Sentencing of Tunisian trade-unionists 1 

The resolution is adopted. 

15. Dates and agenda for the next part-session 

President. - There are no further items on the 
agenda. I thank the representatives of the Council and 
the Commission for their contributions to our 
proceedings. 

The enlarged Bureau has proposed that Parliament 
should hold its next part-session from 23 to 25 
October 1978 in Luxembourg. 

Are there any objections ? 

That is agreed. 

At its meeting of 12 October 1978, the enlarged 
Bureau drew up the following agenda for that part-ses
sion: 

Monday, 23 October 1978, 5.30 p.m. to 10.15 p.m. 

- Introduction of the report by Mr Ripamonti on behalf 
of the Committee Committee on Budgets on Sections 
I, II, IV and V of the draft general budget for 1979, 

t OJ C 261 of 6. II. 1978. 

- Introduction of the report by Mr Bangemann on 
behalf of the Committee on Budgets on the draft 
general budget of the European Communities for 
1979 

- Debate on the draft general budget for 1979 

Tuesday, 24 October 1978, 9.00 a.m. to 1.00 p.m. and 2.30 
p.m. to 6.00 p.m. 

- Continuation of budget debate 

Wednesday, 25 October 1978, 9.30 a.m. 

- Introduction and discussion of the supplementary 
reports by the Committee on Budgets 

10.00 a.m. 

- Vote on the motion for a resolution contained in the 
Yeats report on the amendment of the Rules of Proce
dure of the European Parliament 

-Votes on 

- Sections I, II, IV and V of the draft general budget for 
1979 

- Draft amendments concerning appropriations in the 
Commission section of the draft budget 

- Proposed modifications concerning appropriations in 
the Commission section of the draft budget 

- the motions for resolutions contained in the Ripa
monti and Bangemann report drawn up on behalf of 
the Committee on Budgets. 

Are there any objections ? 

The agenda for the next part-session is agreed. 

16. Organization of the budget debate 

President. - At the same meeting, the enlarged 
Bureau decided, pursuant to Rule 28 of the Rules of 
Procedure, to allocate speaking-time in the debate on 
the budget as follows : 

Total length of debate : 
Council and Commission: 
General Rapporteur : 
Rapporteur on Parliament's budget: 
Draftsmen of opinions : 
Socialist Group : 
Christian-Democratic Group (EPP): 
Liberal and Democratic Group : 
European Conservative Group : 
Communist and Alies Group : 

12 hours 30 minutes 
75 minutes 
90 minutes 
15 minutes 
80 minutes 

Group of European Progressive Democrats : 

!50 minutes 
125 minutes 
60 minutes 
50 minutes 
50 minutes 
45 minutes 
10 minutes Non-attached Members : 

would remind the House that, for adoption, 
proposed modifications must receive a majority of the 
votes cast and draft amendments must receive the 
votes of a majority of the current Members of Parlia
ment. 
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Pursuant to Rule 54 (2) of the Rules of Procedure, the 
motion for a resolution contained in the report by Mr 
Yeats, on the amendment of Parliament's Rules of 
Procedure, requires the votes of a majority of the 
current Members of Parliament. 

17. Approval of the minutes 

President. - Pursuant to Rule 17 (2) of the Rules of 
Procedure, I am required to submit to Parliament for 

its approval the minutes of proceedings of this sitting, 
which were compiled during the sitting. 
Are there any comments ? 

18. Adjournment of the session 

President. - I declare the session of the European 
Parliament adjourned. 
The sitting is closed. 
(The sitting was closed at 11.15 a.m) 
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