MINUTES OF THE DEBATES OF THE
INTER-PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE
UF EUROPEAN AFFAIRS COMMITTEES

SESSION QF 16th NOVEMBER 1989

The session was opened at 10.45am under the chairmanship of MNr.
Charles Josselin, Chairman of the National Assembly European Commun-

ities Delegation (France).

The Chairman, on behalf of Mr. Fabius and on his own behalf, welcomed
the participants to this first meeting of naticnal parliament European
atfairs committees, in which representatives from the European Parlia-
ment were also participating. This was the first application of the
conclusions of Mr. Fabius's report adepted on the previous 20th May at
the Madrid Conference. This Conference had recommended regular meet-
ings between European affairs committees on topics defined in advance.
During the French presidency of the Community Council, Mr. Fabius, in
agreement with Mr. Poher, had proposed that the first conference should
take place in Paris during the second half of 1989.. Representatives
from ten of the twelve parliaments were present. The Greek and Span-
ish parliaments had been unable to send representatives because their
competent authorities had not yet been constituted follewing the recent

general elections in these countries.

Mr. Fabius, who was currently in Moscow with Mrs. Sissmuth, President
0I the Bundestag, rzgretted that he was unable to open the Conrerence,
though Mr. Josseiin was pleased to greet his personal representative,

¥r. Claude Chevsson,

P
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MESSAGE FROM M2, LAURENT FAR{US
EXESIDENT QF THE NATIONAL ASSEMRLY

Ihe Chairman read thig message:

"My dear colleagues,

In Madrid, last May, the Presidents of the Parliaments of the member
states ot the Community and of the European Parliament unanimously
decided to implement several measures designed to reinforce the
involvement of natiocnal legislative bodies in the political process of
Community constryction. On the basis of a repert which [ submitted at
that time for my colleagues' assessement, decisions were made on a
certain number of practical steps. These included the principle of
organising a meeting of all parliamentary committees dealing with
Community matters and scheduling a policy debate next spring in each
Ot our parliaments with each of our governments and with the Council

of Ministers on the major topic of social Europe.

This is why I took the initiative of proposing that the first session
of this type, which I hope will be followed by many others, should be

held at the National Assembly in Paris during the French presidency.

fou may be sure that I would have been particularly pleased to welcome
you on this occasion and that only the absclute necessities of my
schedule have kept me away. As you may know, [ am currently on an
official visit to Moscow with my colleague Mrs. Sissmoth, President of
the Bundestag, to give the Supreme Soviet a friendly message and to
demonstrate our willingness to co-operate together in the service of
democracy, of which parliamentary procedures are the essential guarant-

or.



Ny dear colleagues,

Our constituticns and institutions are diverse. To meet the challenge
t0 national parliaments of the construction of Burope, some have
created the equivalent of standing committees, others sub-committees,
cthers delegations and sone parliaments do not have any special struc-
ture. And yet everywhere we encounter the same concern, the same
Cbsession: to take steps for our parliaments to take a more active part

in the construction of Eurape.

Uur parliamentary time 1s taken up with the transposition of Community
regulations into domestic law. In France, and this is true in all our
countries, more than half of the legislation which 1is passed can be

considered as “"influenced" by the Community.

Isn't it a great paradox to observe that often the place where Europe

is least discussed is, in fact, the national parliament?

This 1is why today's meeting takes on particular importance. The
objective is not to harmonise our structures, but to compare our exper-

lences, to learr}_u_t_o_know each other better, to work together, to work
-~-~\R~_‘___,__~__-, LT T cTeTmm P T

w1th the European P t, to try together to improve the operation

0f _our institutions and thus contribute to improving the conditions
\under which Eurcpe is currently being constructed.

Of course, the democratic legitimacy of the Community is based on the
Council which exercises its prerogatives under the control of the nat-
icnal parliaments. This control sometimes tends to be diluted as EBuro-
pean construction progresses. It is alsoc based, obviously, on the Euro-
pean Parliament, whose role was signiticantly increased by the provis-

ions of the Single Act.

However, despite this we all feel that there exists both a lack ot
democracy in a Europe which is often technocratic and distant and thus
a2 need for bringing together the pecples of Europe, i.e. first of all,

naticnally elected politicians.
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Ve think that steps should be taken for the national parliaments to be
more closely associated with the establishment of Lommunity rules,
where there is little or no involvement, and with the expression of
democracy in the life of the Community. From now on we must legislate
with better knowledge 0 what exists among our partners. Qur national
parlizments must be better equipped to monitor the positions defended
by their governments in the Council. Finally and above all, we must
learn to work together, i.e. as twelve or rather thirteen partners. Ve
should make more contacts, extend the dialogue between the European
Parliament and our national parliaments. I know that this is already
the case for some of us. We must ensure that one-way relations are not
established; each branch of democratic legitimacy must be reintoreced,
for the greater good of democracy and European construction.

I would like to add that the affirmation of the common political
dimensicn of the members of the Community seems tc me to be particu-
larly important in response to the political developments which we are

observing in Eastern Europe.

four role, our role is therefore essential. I have great haopes for the
success ot this and future meetings. [ wish you an excellent confer-

ence and a very warm welcone."

The Chairman then pointed out that the Conference proceedings would
caver the study of the organisation and competence of European affairs
committees. Before handing aver to Mr. -Jacques Genton, Chairman of the
Senate European Communities Delegation, he informed the meeting that
the representatives of the different parliamentary delegations who
wished to speak would be called in alphabetical order of the countries
represented. However, the President of the Luxembourg Chamber of
Deputies, who had tao leave the meeting at noon, would speak in the
mOorning.  The Speeches by the heads of the delegations would be
followed by a discussion. On Friday, views would be exchanged on Euro-
pean meetings in 1990. Mr. Josselin would then Dresent the summary of
the debates and the text of a resolution which would, as rar as poss-
ible, have Dneen distributed during the pravious avaning. Finally, =he

Lanrersnce ccnclusions would e prasenvned tC the press.



INTRQDUCTORY REPORT BY NR. JACGQUES GENTON,
CHAIRMAN QF THE SENATE EURQPEAR
COMMUNI[TIES DELEGATION

wﬂﬂﬁiﬁm' Chairman of the Senate delegation (France), stressed

the two benefits of the Conterence. First, the examination and caontrol
0f the work of the Community by national parliaments were felt to be
extremely important in each Commurity country, parrticularly because of
the very large number of Community laws, regulations and directives.
Secondly, this was the first time that all the European affairs comm-
ittees of national parliaments had met to debate together. This was
the happy result of the conference between the presidents of the diff-
erent parliaments.

The previous day in a morning newspaper, the President of the French
Senate, Mr. Alain Poher, who had taken a keen interest in all European
attairs for forty years, had expressed the desire for new links to be
established between national parliaments and the Eurcpean Parliament.
To improve information on Community activities, it was important to be
more aware of what was happening in each country and to make an imag-
inative erfort. Mr. Poher had therefore asked Mr. Genton to take the
initiative by asking him to draft reforn proposals for the proceedings
ot his assembly. Mr. Genton would therefore be listening very closely

to the experiences and proposals discussed.

The first day's speeches were intended to deal with the results of the
control exercised by each national body, the limits of this cantrol and
the possibilities of improving 1it, either in the national context or
through inter-parliamentary collaboration. [t was therefore important
toc have a better understanding of the actual Operation of each of the
European affairs conmittees, to identify insufficiencies and to define
the measures which might improve the information and control of nat-

ional parliaments.

¥hat kind of information might the Conference participants hope tc
obrtain? Jndoubtedly they would find out whether the committee of 2

certain country felt that it nad all the inTormation 2ssenvial Iar



with the national government or by €stablishing closer relations with
the Commission aor the Eurcpean Parliament. It would also be interest-
ing to find oQut what the competent body did with the information at
its disposal, whether it transmitted it tp a parliamentary bady ar
whether it discussed it with the national executive or a Community
institution and Tinally whether it took a public policy position on the
matter concerned. Another interesting subject was whether the committ-
€& was really accepted by the parliament to which it belonged, by the

national government and by Community institutions.

In certain countries, like Great Britain, a very great deal of informat-
ion was already available as a result of the meetings organised with
the House of Lords and House of Commons Select Committees, The docu-
ment published by the European Parliament and the Eurcpean centre of
parliamentary research and documentation also contained invaluable

information.

The Conference should strive to measure the effectiveness of the comm-
ittees. Did their work have an influence on the creation of Community
Standards? Did they properly intorm the public of what was happening

in the Community?

The lack of democracy which was criticised sg much seemed to be due,
first, to the restriction of the powers of the European Parliament and,
secondly, to the d1scDll_rlggt_;_cm_qf_g*@t_tgrgg_lﬁpalligmgxlts from whole areas
O the legislation which governs the lives of Europeans. To solve the
first problem a treaty would be required. Mr. Delors himself had said
that the last word should not be given to the European Parliament and
that the Commission was prepared to listen to and even consult nation-
al parliaments. To find a solution for the second problem, Mr. Genton
asked several questions. At which stage of development of Community
law should national parliaments debate? Shouldn't they hold a national
debate before the Community authorities definitively decided on their
position? Unfortunately, in France at least, the debates in the Eurc-
pean Parliament aid not receive a great deal of news media coverage
and ordinary citizens paid little attention to them. Shouldn't these

dsbtates e dupliza<ec by debates in naticnal Parliaments:



The French were finding it dizficult to improve the mechanism which
they had created. This was undoubtedly because the initiators of the
delegations, instituted in 1979, had in mind the exercise ot national
control over the construction of the Community. Undoubtedly the act
which created the delegations had not been affected by this spirit of
prevention but, ncnetheless, the delegations were still suspected by the
supporters of the European ideal of wishing to slow down the union
process. Mr. Genton considered, on the contrary, that increasing the
powers of the delegations would give the French people a better under-
standing of what was happening in the Community and enable them to
think more clearly about European matters. If a major debate had been
held in the French parliament and other national parliaments on the
problems of V.A.T. harmonisation, would the government's pasition have

prevailed over the Commission's? It was by nc means certain.

The Conference could also try the assess the advantages which might be
gained from co-operation or exchanges between the committees. Simi-
larly, French parliamentarians felt that there was an increasing need
to be informed on the legislation existing in each of the Community
countries. They had recently begun to draw up comparative studies of
the solutions applied by their partners’ legislatures to the problems
which they were debating. Wouldn't it be a good idea to institutional-

ise such studies?

The previcus day Mr. Pcher had declared to a Paris newspaper: "While
links should be strengthened between each naticnal parliament and the
European Parliament, it is also important tao examine with the other
national parliaments the possibilities and procedures for a common pre-—
sence 1in European institutions”. What did the Conference participants
think of this suggestion which appeared to be the prerequisite for the
change outlined by MNr. Poher? He had declared that it was important
for national parliaments tc learn to speak with one voice to European
institutions and that perhaps one should consider the creation, along-

side the European Parliamen<t, of a second chamber formed by represent-

atives Irom member states’ parliaments. This was ancther quesTion on

which Mr. Gentan wished =2 hear his colieagues’' cpinions.



SPEZCHBS 3 THE REPRESENTATIVES OF EUROPEAN AFFAIRS UCMMITTEES

T T QT4

XD THE EURQPEAN PARLIAMENT
Belgium

Mr. Charles-Ferdinand Nothomb, President of the House of Representat-
ives and Chairman of the Advisory Committee on European Attairs, began
by thanking the French National Assembly and Senate for having invited
the representatives of European affairs committees tao this Conference,
which represented a major first. Previously the presidents of the nat-
icnal parliaments of the twelve member states had only met every two
years. In accordance with the conclusions adopted at the Madrid Con-
ference, one could hope that henceforth they would meet twice a year at
the invitation of the chairman of the parliamentary committee of the

country holding the presidency of the Council of Ministers.

As the Chairman of the Advisory Committee on European Affairs, instit-
uted in the House of Representatives of the Belgian parliament, Nr.
Nothomb would try to reply to the questicns asked by Mr. Genton on the
effectiveness of the body which he chaired and on the future which he

would like to see opening up.

He first noted that so far the Belgian parliament had hardly concerned
itself with the long-term preparation of European decisions. Repoerts
bhad been presented and discussed before the Advisory Committee and had
led to resolutions being passed by the full parliament. This had been
the case, for instance, for the problems arising from J’c}:xe completion of
the European market and the use of structural funds by Belgium. The
parliament passed a resolution, though 1its debates mobilised public
opinion very little because the .final vote was generally unanimous.
The advantage of the system was that since the Chairman of the Advis-
ory Committee was also the President of the Chamber, the matter was
dealt with quickly but European parliamentarians who were able to
appear before the Advisory Committee could not attend the full parlia-

ment 1r they were not members; this was a drawback.



11 a prablem occurred before a European cor NATC summit, the Fareign
Affairs Committee and, where appropriate, other committees discussed
the issues with the ministars concerned, ending with the adoption of a

resolution.

After each Council of Ministers meeting, the results were presented to
the Foreign Affairs Committee. Finally, with respect to the implement-
ation of European directives, the Advisory Committee drew up a report
which could include criticisms of the government and requests for rem-
edies. To avoid any delay in the examinatiocn of European problems, in
future all committees should put matters of European interest at the
top of their agendas. The minister should therefore explain the situ-
ation to the cemmittee, particularly if progress had been made in
Brussels. In this case, the committee could immediately deal with

translating the directive adopted in Brussels into Belgian law.

In the longer term, the speaker underlined that the current process was

aimed at reducing the _lf_xgl_i__tgi’dggocracx in Zuropean institutions. He

expressed the wish that one day a European parliamentary assembly

representing the States and national parliaments would be created. It
wasrj:gggl—;desirable for the European Parliament to exercise greater
influence. However, the fact was that public opinion gave more import-
ance to national elections than to European elections, which was why

Mr. Nothomb made this proposal.

Mrs. Huberte Hanquet, Chairwoman of the Senate Foreign Affairs Commiss-

ion, informed the Conference that the Belgian Senate did not yet have
an Advisory Committee on Eurcpean affairs but she thought that this
shortcoming would soon be corrected. The +two Advisory Committees
should then work together. She reminded the meeting that the Senate
had always been aware of the lack of democracy in the EEC. She had
nothing to add toc Mr. Nothomb's statements, except that the procedures
ior the presence of natioral parliamentarians in the European Parlia-

ment and its committees should be examined.

Na -l

-Smzitiae, remindad The mesting that Lenmark Zni7 322 Che par.lament-



ary assembdbly. This assembly had set Up a parliamentary committee for
Europe, formed by 17 members. Its role was to take positions on draft
directives and Council of Ministers discussions betfore decisions were
made. The Danish minister therefore had to receive a mandate from tiae
comnmittee to take a position betore the Council. Before the adoption
01 the Single Act, this procedure had led to accusations by other coun-
tries that Denmark was slowing down negotiations but the speaker cont-
inued to believe that it was indispensable for the committee to be able
to analyse in detail all the matters included on Council of Ministers
meeting agendas. The reason for this attitude was the fact that the
Danish government was often a minority government; it was therefore

indispensable for parliamentarians to exercise real influence.

Since the adoption of the Single Act, which had instituted the principle
oI majority decisio’ns by the Council of Ministers, the Danish minister
had sometimes been in the minority. The committee was therefore foll-
owing a new procedure, a kind of "early warning system" whereby its
members tried to keep informed of the positions of the different count-
ries and, if necessary, make contact with those which could help Den-
mark gain acceptance for its ideas. Similarly, the committee collabor-
ated with European parliamentarians to find out their views in advance
and, where appropriate, to influence them. The committee had done this,
for instance, in the fields of environmental protection and safety at

work.

In the long term, the committee was opening discussions with the Prime
Minister and the Foreign Minister. The main trends were debated in the
Folketing. In conclusion, the speaker reminded the }neeting that the

comnittee only dealt with matters related to the Treaty of Rome.

HL_BJQﬁm_Elmgu_is;, Xember of the Common Market Committee, confirmed

this and added that problems concerning political co-operation were

dealt with by the Foreign Affairs Committee.

Naturally, provision had to be made for coerdination: thus, the Prime

Minister or the Foreign Minister nhad to be able to appear before both

the Fcre;gn Arfairs Committee and the Common Market Committoe.

jolpe = ITIDIsel A
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before meetings of the Councii of Ministers. This was what was happ-
ening 1in Denmark, where the government was obliged tg appear beziare
parliament before each meeting of the Council. Some people might
object that there was a risk that the government might be restricted.
Hawever, wasn't this preferable to a situation where the parliament
refused to transfer decisions adopted by the Council of Ministers into

national legislation?

The previous day in a mOrning newspaper Mr. Poher had proposed that a
European Senate should be created. This suggestion deserved particular
attention because action was needed to avoid the construction of Europe
being too narrow. Currently, the Council of Eurcpe had 23 menber
states and the EEC had 12 but what would be the situation in five or
ten yearsg? The [EEC should therefore not work from over-restricted

bases.

Ihe session was suspended at 11.4%m and resumed at 12 noon

France

ML_lQan;Eau‘Liam, Deputy Chairman ot the National Assembly European

Communities Delegation, stated that both the National Assembly and the
Senate had a European Communities Delegation, as a result ot the act
introduced in 1979. He would restrict himself to reporting on the pro-
cedures in the assembly to which he belonged, leaving the Senators to

explain the Senate procedures.

The Delegation's role was not to control the government's action nor to
involve the National Assembly in Community negotiations. I[ts role was
mainly one of information and consultation. Its status therefore re-
mained modest, as did its powers, compared with the committees in Den-—
mark and Belgium. However, given the increasing political weight of
Eurcpean affairs, the Delegation's role would increase and Mr. Bachy was

convinced that this development would continue.

Yherz did +he Delezaticn find most of the informatizn which it q8ed

Jncer the law, -hae foVErAment communicated all the Zzcuments which ==
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government also had to kesep the Delegation infarmed during Eurcpean
negctiations. In fact, apart from the documents which the Delegation
received from Community institutions, the French government transmitted

the advice which it gave to French Members of the Buropean Parliament.

The Delegation wished to do more; it had tried to make hearings of
ministers systematic, not only of the Minister of Eurcpean Arfairs but
also certain specialised ministers. For instance, in the previous few
months the Minister of Agriculture had appeared and the Ministers of

the Environment and Research were soon to appear betore it.

The Delegation had also requested representatives of European institut-
ions to appear before it; it had heard Mrs. Scriver, Member of the Eur-
opean Community C:Dmmission, and Mrs. Buron, who had appeared before it
on behalf of the Social Affairs Committee of the European Farliament.
It had also heard representatives from the Economic and Social Comm-

ission.

It was trying to increase contacts with parliaments of other countries
and had recently received delegations from the British Parliament and

the German Bundestag.

To keep the National Assembly informed, twice a year it published an
information report which was presented verbally to the Foreign Affairs
Committee and included a general assessment of Community policy and
information on the major topics covered. It also published special
reports on subjects which it considered important and which were
transmitted to the chairmen of the Assembly's standing committees. The
conclusions of each report were deliberated by the Delegation and,
where appropriate, put to the vote, although it generally tried to reach
a consensus. Naturally, all these reports were only of value if they
were topical and coincided with the debates taking place in the French

Parliament or in Community bedies,

The Delegation met every week and examined a report at each of its
sessions; it was therefore juite productive. However, its role was far

Irom equalling that of the Danish or Beigian committees.
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[* bad therefore discussed how it could change 1its cperation and rein-
force its competence with the members of the Senate Delegation. Curr-
ently comprising 18 deputies, it wished tg have 36 members in future
and its Chairman had propcsed a bill for this purpose. sSimilarly, it
wished to hear ministers more Irequently and to systematically receive
all dratt directives and Community regulations before they were adopted
by the Council of Ministers. It also wished French Members of +the
Eurcpean Parliament to be legally authorised tg participate in its work
and for its special reports to published much more widely, both inside

and outside the Assembly.

All these proposals were currently being discussed by the National
Assembly with the Senate; there were sone points of disagreement but
all parties considered that it was Andispensable to reinforce parlia-
mentary control of the process of Eurcpean construction so that it was
not left exclusively under the responsibility of European executives and

civil servants.

um;emmm, Deputy Chairman of the Senate European Commun-

ities Delegation, stated that the situation in the Senate was even worse
than in the National Assembly. All Community instruments were consid-
ered as diplomatic instruments and consequently followed the treaties
procedure: it was not up to Parliament to discuss them, it had merely
0 ratify them or not. All French governments had made a peint of
respecting this tradition and there was therefare parliamentary debate
neither when Community texts were dratted, nor when they were adopted
by the Community institutions, nor when they were applied. This was

virtually a ccmplete democratic vacuun.

This vacuum would pcse a problem: public opinion imagined that Parlia-
ment was responsible for decisions which were actually made in Bruss-
els. It was important to make the real situation known so that all the
legislation arising from decisions made in Brussels could be considered
on its merits. The speaker hoped that the proposals made by Mr. Bachy
would be accepted taough a text clearly stating the principles to be

Tollowed would have o be adcpted one day.



Mr. Paul Masson, Member of the Senate Eurcpean Communities Lelegation,

gave what he thought was a typical example of the situation which had
just been described. This was the agreement concluded between five
ccuntries - the Benelux countries, West Germany and France - concerning
the eliminaticn of beorder controls, known as the Schengen accord. This
accord had resulted from a purely inter-governmental approach and
parliamentarians had only been informed subsequently. Only the prev-
ious Sunday they had learned that from the following 15th December,
they would have to settle what the communique called the ratification
formalities. However, the accord meant that the rules concerning drug
trafficking, the right to political asylum and extradition would be
standardised in the five countries without parliamentarians being con-
sulted, even though they were responsible for national rights. This
was a perfect ildustration of the lack of democracy. It was time to

resist, by refusing ratification for instance.

Luxembourg

Mrs. Erpna Hennicot-Schoepges, President of the Chamber of Deputies,
first pointed cut that the Schengen accord did not have the same status
as a treaty. She also reminded the meeting that the Council of Europe
had expressed concern about this matter. In fact, the problem was in
the methods of political co-operation, which put everything in the

hands of civil servants.

The Luxembourg Chamber of Deputies had not constituted a special comm-
ittee for European affairs but Parliament ocbviously discussed these
matters, which were also dealt with by the competent committees.
Before summits, the Minister of Foreign Affairs informed the committees
and the Parliament. The deputies had recently visited the Commission
in Brussels and had had a wide exchange of views with the President,
Xr. Delors, and the Vice President, Mr. Bangemann; they had alsoc invited
the Luxembourg Commissicner to appear before the Chamber of Deputies.
The speaker added that at the Luxembourg Parliament all regulations

wizhout exception first went betore the working ccmnittee, comprising
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creating yet another bedy, it would be better to make those which
existed operate correctly. An exchange of views at inter-parliamentary

level would also be salutory.

Yest ermany

Mr. Alwin Bruck, Chairman of the Eurcpean Affairs Sub-committee of the
Bundestag Foreign Aftairs Committee informed the meeting that at that
very moment a debate was taking place in the Bundestag on Chancellor
Konl's trip to Poland and on the events in East Germany. Recent events
had produced a very emotional response. The disappearance of the wall,
the joy of reconciliations in Berlin had moved the whole world but had
alsc given rise to some worries. For his part, Mr. Brick agreed with a
recent editorial in the I[talian communist newspaper Unita: "These excit-
ing days mark a transformation of the history not only of a people but
of a continent”. The people were playing the principal part and their
goal was the democratisation of East Germany. We should remember what
President Kennedy had said: "Ich bin ein Berliner". The disappearance
cf the wall had been possible as a result of Hungary's and Poland's
attitudes to the people who had wished to leave East Germany; it had
also been encouraged by the change in the Soviet Union and the abolit-
ion of the Brezhnev doctrine by Mr. Gorbachev. West Germany had been
lucky teo receive democracy after the war; East Germany had just won it
and it was symbolic that this had cccurred in 1389, the bicentennial of

the French Revolution.

Responding to the concerns expressed by Germany's friends, Mr. Brick
stressed that the right to self-determination was indivisible and that
the Foreign Minister had been right to declare "We are all entitled to
rejoice, freedom has won". It was up to us to continue the construction
of Europe. Indeed, the unity of Germany was only conceivable in a
united Europe, which had to be constructed in a democratic framework.
However, it was worrying to observe the "deparliamentarisaticon” and
"dedemocratisation” of the Community, where transfers of competence had
resulted 1n the reduction of the pelitical influence and powers of ccn-

trol of national parliaments. However, these powers had neot besn given



in the Bundestag, proposals made by the Commission in Brusseis were
examined by the members, who could invite the government to adopt a
particular position at the Council of Ministers. However, this invit-
ation was not restrictive. Finally, Community decisions were being
1ssued so quickly that naticnal parliaments no longer had the time to
study them in advance. This had been the case, for instance, for resi-
dence rights in the Community. The initial proposals had been examined
by the Bundestag but major changes had then been made which it had
been unable to cn.:msider‘ In other cases, parliamentarians hesitated to
take a positicn on particularly delicate Subjects, such as the tax har-
menisation measures proposed by the Commission. The legislature could
not continue to depend solely on the Council of Ninisters. Since it
was unclear how national parliaments could exercise competence, it was
essential for th‘e competence of the European Parliament to be in-

creased. The Germans were strongly in favour of this.

In conclusicn, the speaker quoted an extract from a recent article in
the Observer, which said that the best thing which Western Europe could
do for East Europeans was to extend the construction of the Community,

which would act as a magnet,

The Chairman thanked Mr. Brick and associated himself with the emotion
and joy of the German people during the current events. He stressed

that there was an even greater need to construct Europe.

Ihe session was suspended at 12.50pm and resumed at 3.30pm.
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Xr. Dan ¥allace, Member of the Dail, congratulated Mr. Fabius for having
organised a conference where the representatives or national parlia-
mentary committees could discuss together in a convivial atmeosphere.
He pcinted out that the importance of the meeting was due to the

importance of 1992 during which the single market should be completed.

To deal with Eurcpean affairs, the Irish Parliament had a special bady,
the Joint Committee on the Secondary Legislation of the Eurcpean Comm-
unities, on which representatives from both chambers sat. This comm-
ittee pronounced on the texts of Community institutions and on laws
which Ireland adopted under the obligations which it had accepted by
Joining the European Community in 1973. Since this date, the Irish
Parliament had recognised that Community standards prevailed over nat-
ional legislation. The Joint Committee was designed to influence Comm-
unity legislation in fields where the Irish Parliament had abandoned
some of its prerogatives and to ensure the compliance of Irish laws
with Community standards. It had met Commissioners and senior civil
servants from the Community. It also maintained close relations with

the Eurcopean Parliament.

Mr. Wallace welcomed Mr. Fabius's proposal to organise regular meetings
0 representatives from European affairs committees and he thanked the
President of the French National Assembly for having taken the initiat-

ive of holding the conference toc reinforce the fabric of Europe.

The Chairman acknowledged with satisfaction the Irish delegation's app-

roval of Mr. Fabius's suggestion.
Italy

Mugj_mmmgml, Chairman of the Senate Eurcpean Community Af:i-

airs Committee, reminded the meeting that the [talian people had long
been interested in Surcpe and Ae hoped that the representatives of the
=Xecutives would not disappolint ais hopes in their forthcoming mest-

-AgE. italy was the country oI Mro Altero Spinelli, whe had written a



Unicn. True, there were several obstacles to drarting a Community con-
stituticn and the I[talians understcod Mr. Delors when he recommended
not moving too rast. If, as they hoped, a Buropean federation could be
constituted, it would be formed by states separated by different hist-
ories and traditions. [he inter-governmental conference on economic
and monetary union, which the tarthcoming meeting ot the Euraopean
Council would have to decide to sumnmon, would have to examine this
question. Once the union had been achieved, it would not be surprising

11 central European countries moved closer to the Community.

The European Parliament had a chamber representing the people but it
did not have a chamber of states. The Community's Council of Ministers
acted both as the government and the senate. This situation could not
last. The Commissicn's powers had to be specified and the relations
between the chamber and senate of the future Eurcopean Parliament would
have to be more clearly defined, as would the relations between the
Parliament and national chambers. Indeed, naticnal parliaments would
have even more work, given that they would have to take account of the
other members of the Community. The situation presented that morning
by the Danish representative showed that it was sometimes a good thing
tC come from a country whose government was supported by a minarity.
The problem of relaticns between states and parliament had been sclved
by the United States through the institution of the Senate but this had
taken some time. The problem had not really been solved in West Ger-
many because of the limited powers of the Bundesrat. In [taly it had
still not been solved: the regions did not have the responsibilities

which they should have.

Vith respect to the two parliamentary chambers, there were two import-
ant acts, the Fabri Act and the Lla Pergola Act, concerning relaticns
between the government and the chambers but the system did not operate
very well. The La Pergola Act, which would be applied in the spring,
instituted the principle of an annual debate to organise the transpos-
ition of Community directives, For very important directives, there
should be a single vote and debate; directives which were siightly less

impertant could be transposed by legislative delegations cif powers

granted To the Zovernment; finally, the least imporzant directives could
te zettled nct by laws but by regulaticns

Sh2 tussticn 2f Ths lack oo ZsmMCCracy, which nad JIten Deen ralsed, was
2V IlImpiex 4 Zanish rEprisencative Lad SDCEen oF Zemcaratic snosss
To-AE FAr.lazZent ICmInaTic Ine CVErTident - anS a2 KOVaErnmental SaorT-
2Cming - France, the cIntrary teunded To e Truse: governmenta. sqoess



and a democratic shortceming. {taly was between the two: the law
obliged the government to keep parliament informed and, ir it did not
do so, the parliament had a duty to protest. All directives were the
conclusion of numercus discussions invelving the Cemmunity Commission,
various bodies, the Council of Ministers, national governments; at the
end 0O the day, parliament still had the right to give its opinion.
Vhere was the lack of democracy? According to the speaker, a more
precise direction had toc be taken which would not endanger democracy.
Parliamentary committees could collaborate with each other and with
their ccunterparts in other countries; in fact, committees often quite
enjoyed travelling <(smiles). The parliament maintained official
relations with the European Commission but had none with the Council
of Ministers and the Eurcpean Council. Relations with public opinion
were slight though they were improving with economic circles. The fact
was that there was not enough public debate. It was time to break this
silence. At the European Council meeting in December, the revolution
cccurring in Eastern Europe and its consequences for the Community
would certainly have to be discussed. The French government had done
the right thing 1in summoning an extraordinary Council meeting. The
main question was whether the current concept of the Community should
be maintained ar whether another direction should be taken. The

Speaker concluded by declaring "We are at the crossroads”,

Mr. Ugo Crescenzi, Member of the Chamber of Deputies Foreign and Comm-
unity Affairs Committee, told the meeting that European Parliament doc-

uments were examined by different Chamber of Deputies committees. In
addition, the Chamber and its committees could hear the ministers rep-
resenting Italy on the Council. The Foreign Affairs Committee played a
dominant part; in fact, it had become more specialised toc deal with
European affairs, which was why its name had been changed to the For-
eign and Community Affairs Committee. However, the committees retained
their competence with respect to the transposition of directives. The
Social Affairs Committee had formed an ad hoc committee of its members
for Community problems and the Agriculture Committee had done the same

thing.

he two acts mentioned by the previcus speaker would improve proced-

4rzs: during what might be called +he ascending rhase, Farliament -~ou. =
2 & I



participate 1n governmental decisicn-making; during the descending
phase, it would have & say in the application of decisions made in
Brussels. But informaticon would have to be improved and the directive
transposition system would have to be simplified. A major change in
the internal regulations of the chamber was currently being discussed;
it was based on three proposals: the creation of an ad hoc committee,
an annual parliamentary session to examine Community law, liaison

between the I[talian Parliament and Community institutions.

The speaker reminded the meeting of the I[talian Parliament's political
commitment to European Union. So far, it had been the only parliament
to follow up two requests from the Eurcpean Parliament: one concerning
the latter’s constituent power, which the Italian people had approved in
a referendum, and the other on the passive voting right for all Commun-
ity citizens. The previous day Parliament had also voted unanimously
in favour of a resolution for the institutional reinforcement and the
social dimension of the Community. The speaker added that the chamber
had a Community and international relations department which supplied

all necessary information on the work of the European Parliament.

Mr. Joost P, van [ersel, Deputy Chairman of the European Affairs Comm-

ittee of the Second Chamber of the States General, observed that Europe
was experiencing a turning point in its history and he offered his con-

gratulations to Germany and the Germans,

The first inter-parliamentary conference of Eurcpean affairs committees
should try to develop a well structured system, Mr. Delors had been
right toc declare before the European Parliament that this parliament
and, even more so, national parliaments were responsible for the pro-
cess of European integration. Many parliamentary delegations were com-
piaining that they were not sutficiently consulted. In the Netherlands,
developments had been pasitive since 1986, when the President of the
Ccmmission had visited. Everyone wished to extend his knowledge of

Eurcpe belore the key date of 1992,
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Parliament had teen envisagsd but this idea had been abandoned because
the committee had to have the same number of members as +the other
parliamentary committees. Alsc, steps had been taken to ensure that
the committee was not formed solely by supporters of Europe. This had
been a success and representatives of the media and other sectors of

activity now tended to consider matters from a more European angle.

The committee had three essential tasks. Firs:, it was designed to
increase awareness o0f the reality of Eurcpe, which was why each act
and regulation was now accompanied by an appendix stating the situat-
ion in other European countries. The committee also encouraged the
government to consider the Dutch economic situaticon in comparison with
the situation in the Community. Finally, toc catch up the delay which
had been observed in the application of European directives, it had
been decided that the government wbuld report to Parliament every four

months.

The committee also maintained relations with other national parlia-
ments. It the chamber refused to debate an important matter concerning
Eurcpe, the committee itself could examine the question. In the past,
contacts with the government had not been very satisfactory. The

government now had to report every six weeks.

A French delegate had regretted that his country’s parliament had not
been consulted over the Schengen accord. In the Netherlands, the comm-
ittees concerned had been duly consulted and their observations had

been taken into account during the negotiation of the accard.

In short, parliaments should ensure that Community directives were
correctly transposed into national legislation. Many shortcomings
still existed. Efforts to improve and modernise the information given
to committees should also be pursued. Finally, contacts should be in-
creased between national parliaments, as Mr. Fabius had recommended, in
order to exchange experiences, reconcile objectives and, 1if possible,
take common positions.  Why not envisage, for instance, a meeting be-
“ween the econcmil and Iinancial committees of the different parila-

ments’?
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The creation of a European Senate praopaosed by Mr. Pcher should bte ~cp-
sidered sympathetically but alli in gocd time. In the immediate term,
the two essential objectives were the extension of the European Parlia-
ment's powers and the regular organisation of ccnferences like the cne

currently taking place.

The political and economic development of the Community had largely
contributed to a happy development in Eastern Europe. To ensure the
stability of the Community it was more necessary than ever to work to-
gether. W¥hy not send a message to the European Council which was to
meet on the following Saturday in Paris to stress that the Conference
considered that the reinforcement of Europe constituted the best guar-
antee of the harmaonious development of the Eurcpean Community and the

eastern part of the European continent?

Ihe Chairman expressed his approval in principle of this suggestion: he

had indeed intended to raise this question the following morning.

Partugal

Mrs, Helena de Melg Torres Marques, Deputy Chairwaman of the European

Affairs Committee, informed the meeting that she was a member of the
Sacialist Party, currently 1in opposition, and would share her speaking
time with her calleague, Mr. Rui Almeida Mendes, member of the govern-

ment party.

She thanked Mr. Fabius for having organised a meeting which she had
thought necessary. Indeed, she had found it strange that the European
Community should suffer, as people said, from a lack of democracy while
only democcratic states were nembers: Portugal was particularly aware of
this since it had had to wait to become democratic befare becoming a
member. She informed her German friends that Portugal welcomed the
fall of the Berlin wall and the current changes in East Germany. Al-

though Portugal had joined the EEC relatively recently, its Parliament

had already adopted twc aces concerning the Community. The first,
intrcduced by a mincrity gzoverament and then amended cnce this IOVern-
T=2T 23C WOR 3 mACrity, learly showed That parliamen-s have mars
~TISUSLCS WRER ZOVernments  IC Nt Lave a3 malority Tha zzicnd acT



inition of Community policy. The Eurcpean Aftairs Committee had orzan-
ised a debate on the liberalisation of capital markets in 1993 and it
was propaosing to organise anather one on the social dimension of the
Community. Guite recently, the Socialist Party had made proposals con-
cerning the meeting due to be held the following Saturday by the heads
0l state and government of the Community but since things were moving

tast they might well be overtaken by events.

To impraove democratic control and given that the FPresidents of the
Community, who succeeded each other every six months, each chose a
particular theme for their presidency, this theme might be submitted
for debate in the different national parliaments. The members of a
European Parliament committee could also discuss issues with members
of similar commdittees of the twelve national parliaments. A system of
this type would only produce good results if the agendas of the joint
meetings were sufficiently precise. The question of creating a Euro-
pean Senate should be examined very prudently; the Portguese, for

instance, only had a single chamber.

Mr. Rui Almeida Mendes, member of the European Affairs Committee, had

little to add to his colleague's statements, which in his view covered
the essential ground. He informed the meeting that even befare Portu-
gal had joined the Community the Portguese Parliament had had a Euro-
pean Integration Committee, which had been replaced by the European
Affairs Committee. He affirmed that in Portugal relations between the
government and members of parliament were excellent and he congratu-
lated the French National Assembly for taking an initiative which had
been warmly welcomed by the various national parliaments. Everyone
was suffering from the so-called lack of democracy in Europe, observing
that business which had originally come under the competence of nat-
ional parliaments bhad been transferred not tc the Buropean Parliament
but to the Council of Ministers, i.e. the executive. Thus, the Eurapean
Parliament had less competence than national parliaments; it did not
have the legislative power; decisions were the province of the Council

01 Ministers, which was not obliged to take account of its views.

Under zhese conditions, it was 1Dportant to reiniorce the pawer of

@3]
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had suggested. The fact that naticnal parliaments and the EBuropean
Parliament were elected at different times led to the majorities being
different. There was a contradiction of the same order between the
right-wing majority on the Council of Ministers and the left-wing maj-
erity in the Eurcpean Parliament. [f there was a chamber representing
national parliaments this drawback would be reduced. This new Cchamber
should have widened powers, far beyond those of the current Economic
and Social Committee. Each country should have an equal number of

representatives in this chamber.

The Chairman expressed the fear that the Conference would not have
time tc examine the cperation of this possible second chamber in mare
depth and he pointed out that it would be very difficult to hold elect-
ions for the European Parliament or even only the second chamber at
the same time aé national elections. He thought that a divergence was
appearing between the supporters of a reinforcement of the powers of
the existing Eurcpean Parliament and those who preferred the creation

of a second chanber.
United Ki j

M.L._Hj.ggl_ﬁpemng, Chairman of the House of Commons Select Committee

on European Legislation, reminded the meeting of the political revolut-
ion which had occurred in Britain 300 years before. He pointed out
that he did not feel competent to reply to Mr. Genton's questions cn
behalf of the British Parliament and could only speak on behalf of the

Committee which he chaired.

This Committee had been constituted in 1974; it was formed by 16 memb-
ers and its role was to examine all documents published by the Council
of Ministers to identify those which were important enough to warrant
debate. It published a weekly bulletin and, when necessary, additional

reports.

It was informed of the reactions to its documents. It had competence,

given by the House, tc assist ministers and could also undertake en-
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dccerding to an act passed in 1980, nc British minister could give his
agreement in Brussels without the matter concerned being brought tao the
Committee’s attention and being debated. The objective was to exercise
intluence over governments upstream and downstream from decisions.
The Committee examined about one thousand documents each year, of
which about 300 were covered by reports; one hundred debates had taken
place, of which a score or so had been held in the House. The Committ-
ee could interview former Commissicners and European Commission civil
servants. It could make visits to Brussels and the other Eurcpean cap-
itals. The House had the power to arrange 1ts timetable so that de-

bates on European matters could be held at the appropriate time.

The Committee also concerned itself with future developments and was

paying close attention to the current events in the East.

Lady Serota, Chairwoman of the House of Lords Select Committee on the
European Communities, declared that the Committee had been created when
Britain had joined the Community. Like the Commons Committee, its ex-
istence was based on the principle that the government should hear
Parliament's point of view before any decision in Brussels. The work

of the two Ccmmittees was complementary.

The Committee examined all projects and reported on important matters.
Its scope was wide; it could study all the aspects of a project and not
only the economic and institutional aspects; the conclusions of the
general enquiries which it could conduct could be circulated, including
in foreign countries. The Committee could hold hearings, visit Bruss-
els, take advice from non-governmental Drganisations‘or consumers to
gauge the impact of European Commission decisions. Two days previous-
1y, it had held a debate on a housing project and the previous day it

had begun a discussion on relations between the Community and Japan.

The timetabling questinn was important for the examination of projects
transmitted by Brussels: this had to begin at the right time, neither

toc early nor too late. However, it was often difficult to make a com-
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plete report at the rignt time to influence the decision process.  The
President of the Commissicon could write to ministers before a Council
meeting and the Commission now maintalined closer relations with the

London ofrice of the Burcpean Commissiaon.

In the previous few months, the Commission had studied a certain numb-
er of prcblems, particularly delegations of powers granted to the Eura-
pean Commission, "committology” and the participaticon of parliaments in
control procedures and Lady Serota had been pleased to hear what her
[talian colleague had said on this subject. With respect to the implic-
ations of the Single Act, the speaker siressed that the majority voting
procedure on the Council of Ministers waould reduce the influence of
national parliaments; she alsc considered that the rotating presidency
of the Community every six months put ministers under a little too
much pressure aI;d they did not always have time to seek the advice of
parliamentarians. In this respect Lady Serota stressed the value of
the Danish method. On behalf of the Committee she had written to Kr.
Delors to express its concern about the modification made by Article

100-A of the Single Act to the Treaty of Rome.

So tar, the European Council had concerned itself with discussions of
general policy or solving major outstanding problems. However, it was
increasingly taking initiatives, thus pre-empting action by the Comm-
ission. National parliaments were therefore no longer able to make

their views known before decisions were made on important principles.

Lady Serota concluded by indicating that she would report to the Comm-
ittee on the work of this Conference and she expressed her pleasure
over the forthcoming visit to London in the following week by the

French National Assembly Delegationm.

The Chairman informed the meeting that the Bundesrat delegation, which

had bteen unable to arrive before the end of the afterncon, would be

heard the following morning,
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Ihe Chairman proposed that the Confersnce should begin by hearing from
¥rs. Nicole Péry, Vice President of the Eurcpean Parliament and then
open a discussion which should enable the participants to agree fairly
easily on a certain number oI points, while others, on the contrary,
appeared likely to lead to controversy; he was particularly thinking of
the creation of a second chamber. However, he regretted that the
speakers so tar had not put more emphasis on the relations between

European affairs committees and the European Parliament.

European Parliament

Mrs, Nicole Péry, Vice President of the European Parliament, thanked the
President ot the, French National Assembly for making the Conference
possible. The current meeting was not the first of its type and there
were already relations between the European Parliament and the parlia-
mentary bodies of Community member countries, For instance, a confer-
ence existed which was attended by the presidents of national parlia-
ments and the President of the European Parliament and there were fre-
quent official meetings between national parliamentary committees and
the corresponding committees of the European Parliament and between
national parliament and Eurcpean Parliament members and officials. The
European Parliament information offices also had an important liaison

role.

However, all these arrangements were insufficient. WVouldn't it be poss-
ible to institutionalise relations between national parliaments and the
European Parliament? Nrs. Pery was not very favourable towards Mr.
Poher's suggestion of creating a European Senate because she did not
think it appropriate to complicate a Community system which was al-
ready very complex in the eyes of the public. Time was shart for con-
structing Europe and, at a time when we had to move forward, wouldn't
it be dangerous ta create a new chamber which might, one never knew,

become a chamber of resistance?



In any event, as many people bad said, there was a lack or democracy
which had to be rectified. This shortcoming was certainly felt keenly
by parliamentarians but also by citizemns, whec thought of Europe as a
remote place where decisions were made by peaple with little under-
standing of the prcblems faced by ordinary people. Given that some of
the competence of national parliaments had been transferred to the
Council of Ministers, i.e. an unelected body, it was important to seek
means of improving control of Council decisions. Perhaps the European
Parliament could make more use of the weapon at its dispasal, i.e. the
right to dismiss the Commission. It was true that many people saw the
Parliament merely as a consultative assembly, even though it now had a
tew more powers. In addition, national laws were already often marked

with the Community seal: proposals should also be made in this area.

The Eurcpean Parliament and national parliaments should be considered
not as competitors but as complementary bodies which should add their
pawers together. In this respect, the European Parliament had adopted
a resoclution which was full of suggestions in February 1989. By unit-
ing their efforts, European parliamentarians and national parliamentar-
ians could successfully meet the challenges being faced by the Commun-—
ity: the intermal challenge of 1993 and the external challenge of the
expectations of the Third World and appeals for aid to East European
countries. Simply defending traditional competences and seeking to
slow down Eurcpean construction would disappoint the expectations of
the citizens of the twelve Community countries. The harmonisation of
economic and monetary policies would inevitably lead to further trans-
fers of competence. Looking ahead to 1963, solutions had tao be dis-
cussed to enable European parliamentarians to transmit the wishes of
national parliamentarians in the best possible way without failing in

their role, which was to construct Europe.



Similarly, social Europe would only be constructed through the determ-
ination of parliamentarians. There was a commen determination within
the Eurcpean Parliament to at least construct 2 minimum social Europe,
while economic Europe would be constructed as a result of pressure from

business and finance.

Mrs. Pery expressed her wish for a debate to be held in each national
parliament on the reform of treaties and for their analyses to then be
compared with the European Parliament’s. This would advance dialogue
between national and BEuropean parliamentarians., It was also important
to dissipate the fears which some people had about 1993. The concerns
of crattsmen, small businesses and underdeveloped regions had tgo be
listened to carefully. Nor should national cultural traditions be

ignored. .

Vith respect to outside challenges, the first one was the appeal by the
East. A majority of the European Parliament had indicated its desire
o respond to this and offer financial and econonic aid to countries
like Poland and Hungary. However, the appeal for solidarity was now
being combined, with the events in East Germany, with a political prob-
lem.  For the Eurcpean Parliament, the future of East Germany would be
the future chosen by its inhabitants. In the west, we would have to
extend Europe, including the political field. National parliaments
would have to think about this too.

However, there was also the challenge posed by the future of Third
Vorld countries. Europe must not forget its commitment to helping
them. This was a further reason far reinforcing the Community, for
really creating a feeling of solidarity with no spirit of competition.
Finally, Europe would have to be constructed in harmony with public
opinion in each country if we really wanted to shape the face of Europe
of tomorrow and even of the whole world. It was therefore important
to think about the methods which would allow Europeans and their parl-

ilamentarians to work and understand each other better.

Ine bairmar did not ignore the importance of Mrs. Pery's conclusions
but, 2s the Chairman, he thought that the debate should be organised on
L& sudjects of the mesting and perhaps iirst the instis-

icns between navticnal pariiaments and the =Euve-
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He informed the meeting that the draft conclusions which he was pre-

senting were currently being distributed to the Conference participants.
DEBATE

Hr=. Eenate Hellwig (Bundestag, Federal Republic of Germany), remarking

that drart conclusions were already available, proposed an amendment
which would specify that this document comprised only transiticnary
measures. In fact, the European Parliament could not exercise direct
control over the central power in the short term. Also, there was no
need for a central government to do what a region could do and there
was no need for a regional authority to do what a local authority could
da. In other words, twe principles should be established: democratic
control and subsidiarity.

Krs. Hellwig observed that the parliaments of eastern countries were
winning new powers, while western parliaments were losing more and
more influence. Wasn't this dangerous? She also reminded the meeting
that the European Parliament had first been a collection of delegations
irom national parliaments, which was why it had been refused a right
of control. She also drew attention to the problem of regional repre-
sentation, She also considered that because of the multiplicity of
bodies establishing European legislation responsibilities were being

diluted and one might wonder where the people were represented.

Vhen the Community had been born, the objective had been to implement
a common political will. At the time, Germans had been extremely Euro-
pean and found that Europe was not being built fast encugh. Currently,
in the context of events in East Germany, the Germans might wish to
give priority to naticnal sentiments and Mrs. Hellwig feared a return
to "every man for himself" in Western Europe. To those wha feared the
revival of German nationalism she replied that the best way of prevent-
ing this was advancing European union. An extension to the east could
only occur through the European Parliament in collaboration with

naticnal parliaments.
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Ihe Chairman informed the meeting that the drart conclusions which had
just been distributed were only an incomplete reflection of the day'’s

debates.

Subsidiarity, a notion with which the public was not very familiar, was
a fundamental principle. There was an increasing tendency for Eurgpean
institutions to intervene at regional or local level and this was irre-
concilable with the type of decentralisation which had been carried aut
in France. Europe had to set limits on itself. (therwise, there would
be no European constructicn. It was important to explore the subject
0t subsidiarity in more depth so that the public would not perceive

European power as intrusive, technocratic power.

ua.r_ﬂ_a_a:g_aa;_d_ (Folketing, Denmark) declared that democracy was by
detinition the expression of the will of the people. Denmark, which

was very favourable to Europe, nonetheless did not support useless in-
stitutions. The co-operation between Nordic countries had not required
the creation of supranational bodies. The different parliaments and
governments had been content to develop common legislation in different
fields. The small countries in the Community feared being run by sup-
ranational bodies. They did not wish to depend on a central power
which would prevent, in addition, providing aid to small countries in
the east. A pragmatic approach was therefore needed. German militar-
ism no longer existed and Germany should not have any complexes. It
was pointless tec go beyond certain limits in terms of integration.
Finance Acts, for instance, could not be drafted at European level.
¥hat was needed was the creation in each parliament of bedies to
control ministers' actions so that national parliamenfs would know in
advance what they would be asked to ratify. However, an economic and

monetary union would go too far.

It appeared difficult for the Conference to adopt a resolution unless it
resiricted itself to generalities which would have no impact on public
opinion. It would be better if the Chairman expressed the methods en-
visaged to increase the importance of naticnal parliaments in Eurcpean
cOnsTruction at tos roilowing day's press conference.  Also, the Confer-
2nce participants cculd net bind their respective pariiaments by a res-
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Mr. ¥.G. vapn Yelzen (First Chamber, Netherlands) stress=d the need rfor

further exploration of the notion of subsidiarity, which should not
only be considered from the angle of centralisation and decentralisat-
ion but also in terms of 1ts relationship to democracy. He was not
convinced of the usefulness of a Eurcpean Senate. What would be its
structures and tunctions? Tt was difficult to say and the proposal was
premature. The prierity was the reinforcement of parliamentary control
at the level of the European Parliament. Mrs. Hellwig had been right to
underline the worries appearing in national parliaments. No doubt they
were due to the 1mportance of the questicns arising at European and
world level. Thus, in the year 2000, the environment would pose enorm-
ous problems, Immediate discussiocn of the instruments to attack these
problems was needed.

The Netherlands 'was in favour of European union, not out of fear of
Germany but because there was a whole series of problems which re-

quired a common position by European countries to solve them.

The Chairman pointed out that Mrs. Péry had not declared that she was
in favour of the creation cof a European Senate and that she had
stressed the need to institutionalise relations between the European

Parliament and national parliaments.

Mr. van VYelzen stated that he was well aware that Mrs. Pery considered

the creation of a European Senate as premature.

Xr. Giovannl Malagodi (Senate, Italy) considered that it would be diffi-

cult for the Conference to adopt draft conclusions. The draft present-
ed would require consultation by the Italian delegation with its coun-

try’'s authorities.

Point 2 of the draft stated that the subjects debated would be "settled
in common”. That meant "decided in common”. What about the rights of

the opposition which was not necessarily represented?

The many consultation processes specified in point 3 would undoubtedly
lead o =gme interaesting tripse but would lead to <erribls confusion.

]

r Italy, they would imply a very delicate modificaticn O the pariia-
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In the paragraph concerning the development of new proceduras far co-
coperation, it was not clear which stage of the discussion was being
referred to. Currently, half-way through the creation of a project, the
Community institutions made their intentions known and parliamentar-
ians could discuss them, which was important. The questicn of the
possible creation of a Senate was absorbing but it could not be dis-
cussed in enough detail to come to a decision. In fact, the questiaon of
subsidiarity was even more important. Finally, Mr. Malagodi approved
0 the suggestion which had been made to send a message to the heads
of state and government who were due to meet in two days time: the

terms of this message still had to be decided on.

In short, the meeting could only outline an initial approach to the
problems and it‘ was impcssible to come to conclusions. Extended dis-
cussions were indispensable. Rather than drawing up a detailed docu-
ment, it would be better to say that everyone was in agreement that
relations should be developed between national parliaments and the

European Parliament.

The Chairman replied that it had never been his intention to ask his
calleagues to pronounce that evening on any text whatsoever. He pro-
posed to outline slightly more detailed conclusions the following morn-
ing if the conversations in the corridors which might take place in the
meantime gave the impression that the Conference could agree on some
essential points. Otherwise, it would be easy to explain that it was

difficult to go further at an initial meeting.

Lady Serota (House of Lords, United Kingdom) declared that she largely
shared Mr. Malagodi's concerns. In her view, the discussion had gcne
far beyond the limits which should have been imposed. She had not
recelved a mandate to take part in the debate on the draft conclusions
which had been distributed. She alsa thought that subsidiarity would

be an ideal subject for debate at a future meeting.

Mr. Alwin Bryck (Bundestag, Federal Republic of Germany) said that he
was ccnvinced that national parliaments would not bte satisfied if the
Conisrsnce tried to replace the European rarliamenw, even 1r in close

icn with 17, Indeed, such 2 prcject would meet 1nSUTMCUNTAD:E
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I one was seeking to reduce the lack ot democracy which was bein
suffered in Europe, one should remember that not all the disagreements
cver the solutions faor the problems which existed had a national
crigin. There were pclitical groups but not national groups at the
Eurcopean Parliament. It should also be remembered that some questions
could be settled at local, regional or national level. This would take
more account of the multiplicity of cultures which was the wealth of
Europe. However, there were questions, like the fight against pcllution,
which could only be settled at Buropean level. It was important for
the European Parliament to settle this kind of question; it was up to
it to legislate an behalf of all the citizens ot BEurope. Small count-

ries were certainly befter protected in the Parliament than elsewhere,

Ihe Chairman declared that everycne had learned a lot during the day
and that everyone had shown that they were united in their attachment
to demacracy. He would therefore stress this theme the following day,

rather than raising the question of mare or less Europe.

Indeed, the Conference participants would meet each other agaln at the
Senate reception and they would be able to continue exchanging views,
particularly on the question of the message to be sent toc the heads of

state and government,

et



APPENDIX TCO THE MINUTES OQF THE SESSION
OF THURSDAY 16TH NOVEMBER 1985

DRAFT CANCLUSIONS

presented by Mr. Charles Josselin, Chairman of the

National Assembly European Communities Delegation

.

The parliamentary European affairs committees met for the first time in
Paris, at the invitation of Mr. Laurent Fabius and in accordance with
the conclusions of the Madrid Conference on 20th May 1989, under the
chairmanship of Messrs Charles Josselin and Jacques Genton, Chairmen

of the National Assembly and Senate European Communities Delegations.

Anxious to further increase the involvement of naticnal parliaments in
the democratic contraol of European construction, they adopted the foll-

owing conclusions:

1> The European affairs committees decide to improve their reciprocal
information through the systematic exchange of the texts which they
adopt, the communicaticn of all useful information on thelr activities

and the development of their mutual relations.

2> In the same spirit, they will meet, in principle every six months, in
the country holding the presidency of the Community to discuss major
topical subjects in the Community; settled in commeon, the subjects de-

bated will lead to conclusions by the Conference af European affairs



committees of the parliaments of the twelve member states and ¢l the
European Parliament; each body will be responsible fcr reporting to its
assembly on the debates and the conclusicns adopted.

3> They have agreed to intensify dialogue between national parliaments
and the European PFarliament at the diiferent stages of development of

Cemnmunity decisions;

- for this purpose, they wish the national parliamentary bodies of the
twelve member states to involve Members ot the Eurcpean Farliament in

their work, particularly by hearing its committee rapporteurs;

- they alsec wished national parliaments tc be involved in the work of
European Parliament committees to improve knowledge of each party's

position and to encourage the achievement of compromises;

- they consider that the development of these new co-operation proced-
ures con precise drafts of Community documents will make a useful con-
tribution to the deliberations of Community institutions and of nation-
al parliaments, in particular during the introduction of Community

texts into national law.

4) In order toc improve the integration of the Community dimension in
the work of national parliaments, the European affairs committees Sugg-
est that a "European question time" should be regularly organised

within each member state parliament and the European Parliament.

5> The European affairs committees consider it desirable for a debate
to be organised in member state parliaments on the occasion of each

European Council meeting.

All these initiatives would undoubtedly contribute to a reinforcement of

the democratic dimension of Europe in the future.



SESZIUN QF 177TH NOVEMBER 1989

The session opened at 10.15am under the chairmanship of Mr. Jacques
Gentcn, Chairman ©0f the Senate European Communities Delegation

(France).

Mr. Oxtokar Hahn, Member of the Bundesrat European Affairs Comnittee
(Federal Republic of Germany), stated that the Bundesrat was the legis-
lative body of the Lander, which were entitled to speak on European
matters which came under their competence and then participated in
negotiations in Brussels. This was a good example of the federal model
in the Community and federalist elements similar toc those of the Feder-

al Republic of Germany could be included in the European Constitution.

Mr. Francesco Tagliamonte (Senate, Italy) considered it useful and fair

for the committees represented at the Conference to discuss the most
effective way of performing their task. It would be even more useful
tor national parliaments to take a greater interest in European affairs
and the most immediate objective shculd be to seek the best procedures
for European affairs committees and sub—committees to obtain wider
participation by parliaments. W¥as it certain that they were really in-
terested in playing an active part in the creation and control of Comm-
unity rules? Were the laws which had instituted the committees fully

implemented?

The previous day, the idea that a lack of democracy existed in the
Community system had been expressed. The Italian delegation wished
the democratic model to be applied completely with some corrections
related to the idea of subsidiarity. Could this be achieved without
changing the Treaty of Rome, the Treaty of Paris and the Single Act?
¥o. Discussion was thereicrs needed on how co—operation eifarts could

te made to achieve

T3

rotcund changes in thae short term.
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In the untiring march Towards the instituticn of a real Lommunity, the
European Parliament was asscciated with the legislative process but its

powers in this field should be increased.

Une sometimes observed a certain ncstalgia for the time when the Eurao-
pean FParliament had not been elected by universal sufirage because
national parliaments were able to monitor events in the Community mare
closely. However, were they all organised to express the desires or
the grass roots in Strasbourg? From the start, delegations ot powers
bad been granted and parliaments had often turned a blind 2ye to what
governments were doing. The action taken to upgrade the role of nat-
ional parliaments should not give rise to a desire to return to times
past. However, this might well be the case if Community procedures

were made more cumbersomne.

On the eve of the European Council meeting in Strasbourg, it was not
pcssible to open a general policy debate. However, it was an approp-
riate time to state the need to retrieve a certain level of democracy
at Community level and to give a more important place to national

parliaments in the development of decisions.

Mra. Nicole Pery (European Parliament) expressed a wish for the Confer-

ence to relterate the proposals adopted by the European Parliament an
closer co-aperation between it and national parliaments. The resolut-
ion set out the various possible forms of co-operation. Indeed, all the
Members of the European Parliament were anxious to work more closely

with national parliaments.

It had been decided at the Madrid conference that the same topilc should
be debated at regular intervals in national parliaments and the Euro-
pean FParliament. Mrs. Péry proposed that representatives from national
parliaments and the European Parliament should meet every six months

to take stock of the questions under examination.

. lain it (Bundestag, Federal Republic of Germany’) underlined

That 1t weculd be useful for the Burcpean arrairs committees of naticnal

pariiaments and the Eurcpean Parliament To meel oOnce a year tC Qiscuss
impertant problems like sceial Burcve cor rasidence rights Fowever
She nusT e frudent znd r2allize that it owas ditiiculm o 22 inTo demall



during these meetings. At the Bundestag, scme German Members of the
European Parliament could participate, without the right to vote, in the
work of the sub-committee. However, this raised numerous practical
difficulties, if only to find dates to suit everyone. The necessary
competence should therefare be given to the European Parliament to nake

Caomnunity decisions.

Mrs, Huberte Hangquet (Senate, Belgium) observed that the two essential

questions which the Conterence should discuss were, first, the message
to be sent to the Council and, secondly, the co-operaticn between nat-
ional parliaments and the European Parliament, which raised the under-
lying question of their respective rales. One should refrain from
posing this question in terms of rivalries since the fates of the Euro-
pean institution and national parliaments were linked. Attempts should
be made to define practical measures which could be taken in terms of
national parliaments. One should also be conscious of the transition-—

ary nature of these measures.

Mr. Gicovanni Malagodi (Senate, Italy?) expressed his agreement with most

of the observaticns made by the German delegate.

He reminded the meeting that the previous day he had underlined the
disadvantages of an excessive amount of travelling. However, a lack of
democracy existed although a great deal of demacracy already existed.
But how could the European Parliament be given the power to make
decisions without creating a Senate? Currently, the ministers of the
different states fulfilled this role. This was a problem which should
be explored further. A reduction in the lack of democracy was necess-
ary but one could not prejudge the methods to be used tc achieve this.
The [talian Parliament had made a suggestion to ask the Community

countries to appoint delegates to study this question.

MNr., J. Verbeek (First Chamber, Netherlands), indicated that if. the
Conference concluded its proceedings with a declaration, it should
include a certain number of indispensable elements: in the first place,
allusion should te made to the Council meeting to be held the Icllewing

secondly, the indispensable resinforcemen® oI the powers of the
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Finally, the resclution should underline that it was indispensable to
accelerate European integration by implementing everything involved in
the Single Act. This was a need required by the world situation and
the speed with which events were moving in Eastern Eurcope. Indeed, gne
might fear that the existing institutions would be incapable of react-

ing appropriately to the changes taking place.

For the Dutch delegation, there was no doubt that Europe had to be

supranaticnal, with a strong parliament.

Mr. Ryi Almeida Mendes (Assembly of the Republic, Fortugal) thought

that the two days’' proceedings had been very useful and he was con-
vinced that the exercise should be repeated. In his view, it should be
beld every six m'onths in the country holding the six-month Community
presidency. Some people considered that parliamentarians already trav-
elled too much. Yet they were obliged to travel within their country
and their country was now the Europe of the twelve. When they pro-
nounced on a question affecting the whole of the Community, they had to
take account of the interests of all Europeans. Indeed, this was the
reason why the heads of state and government had felt the need to
reintorce their co-operation and had decided to hold Council meetings,
which had not been provided for in the Treaty of Rome. Parliamentar-

ians should follow their example.

Vhile the powers of the Eurcpean Parliament should be reinforced the
powers ot national parliaments should also be reinforced: it was an
error to believe that both could not be done at the same time. To
reinforce the powers of the Eurcpean Parliament, it shéuld be given the

right to initiate legislation instead of the Commission.

In conclusion, Mr. Almeida Mendes expressed the hope that the meeting
would lead to the unanimous adoption of a mation. He was well aware
that some people were realistic and others were more ambitious and
that the construction of Eurape was a lengthy process. In his view,

one shculd not aim toe high to avoid the risk of missing the target.

r. lvar Jdcergaard (Folxeting, Denmark) continued o believe that since
“here wWera2 razw Toinits of agreement Leiween Ttoe Conierance par*;:lpants
- WEMLS Deotetter Tooavoi1d voTing on oz resolution ratisr Than acopiing
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ish delegation was not prepared to accept everything which Mr. Verbeek
wished to introduce. In contrast, it considered that further meetings
like the current one would be very useful and coculd be held every six
months, just before Council meetings. If the Irish decided to invite
cammittiee representatives to meet in Ireland, the Danes would certainly
attend and, when it was their turn, they would invite their colleagues
to Denmark. For the construction cof Eurcpe, time should not be spent
on drafting resolutions; it would be better to ensure that national
parliaments translated Community decisions into national legislation
without delay. This was what the Danish Folketing was doing.
Increasing the powers of the Eurcpean Parliament would undoubtedly not
be very etfective given that the assembly worked slowly and was very
divided. It already exercised control over the Commission; perhaps it
should improve the management of the Commission and the dependent

administration.

Since a press conference was to be held, the Conference participants
cauld mandate the Chairman to state that they had debated important
subjects and that they intended to institutionalise the conference,
which would be held every six months. Perhaps a resolution might be
adopted one day at a future meeting but, for the time being, this was

premature.

MMlm (Bundestag, Federal Republic of Germany), was con-

vinced that there was a majority view and thought, on the contrary,
that the Conference could express the majority opinion by formulating a
declaration based on the conclusions drafted by Mr. Josselin. Leaving
aside the measures which were perhaps toc complex, the  Conference could
state that it had agreed to intensify dialogue between national parlia-
ments and the European Parliament, specifying that European Parliament
committees could meet once a year with delegations from national parl-
iaments to discuss Eurcpean integration in very precise areas. By com-
bining points 4) and 5> of the draft conclusions, the Conference could
state that it hoped that debates on Community affairs would be organ-
ised in natiocnal parliaments berore discussions began in the Eurocpean
Parliiament, Fira.ly, one cculd express the wish that more account

would e taksan I the requirements of democracy and the principle of
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r 20232 Gl L1l <(Senate, Italy) thought that <the meeting should
attempt to arrive at conclusions. He wonderad whether the best way of
achieving this might be to examine the new conclusions which Nr.

Josselin had promised the previous day to present to the Conference.

(Dail Eireann, Ireland) declared that he was in Tavour
©f a short communiqué which would stress the need to remedy the lack
ot democracy from which Eurcpe was suffering. The communique would
state that the Conference had been very useful but that time was needed
for things to develop. Vith respect to the forthcoming meeting, Mr.
Vallace could unfortunately not commit himself because of the current

parliamentary situation in his country.

ML_Eﬁul__Maﬁs_cm'(Senate, France) vointed out that the Conference did
not have any powers to make decisions. Personally, he had not received
any such mandate and he was only expressing his personal opinion. He
thought that the meeting had turned out to be useful because it had
made it possible to compare opinions and the methods used and efforts

had to be made to harmonise the latter a little.

Mr. Masson concluded that he did not see which political considerations

could lead to a vote by people who were only representing themselves.

Mr. Sebastien de Raet (House of Representatives, Belgium) thought that

it would be most useful to agree to stress one point: efficiency in the
construction of Europe. It had been said that a strong parliament was
needed for an integrated Europe: this was true. The Belgian House of
Representatives Advisory Committee was very interested in meetings like
the current one. He hoped that these meetings waould become regular and
be linked to Council meetings so that parliamentarians could alse con-
sider matters to be dealt with by the Council. The speaker was very

impressed by what Mrs. Hellwig had said the previous day.
The Chairman asked Mr. Josselin to summarise the debates.

Ar. Charlss ‘osselin (Nazicnal Assenmbl , France) first ocbserved thaz
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This meeting had veen a success as a result of the presence oI numer-
cus representatives and the diversity and value of their cantributions
and Mr. Josselin was not surprised that there had been difficulties
cver the way in which conclusions could be drawn. There were at least
two points on which everyone agreed. First, irrespective of one's ideas
on the current and future role of the Community in the economic, social
and cultural life of the inhabitants of European countries, the Commun-
ity was already involved and Community standards had an influence on
national legislation. Secondly, irrespective of the differences between
the European affairs ccmmittees created by national parliaments, they
were pursuing the same objective: enabling naticnal parliaments and,
through them, peoples, tc be mare closely associated with the European
legislative process and control of its implementation. Everycne pre-
sent had recognised that the results were insutficient and that there
remained the danger of a technocratic deviation in Europe. In terms of
its competence and operating procedures, the European Parliament was

unable to ensure the essential balance of power.

BEurope was moving forward but too remaotely from its citizens. Except
for its budgetary powers, the European Parliament had only limited
powers, with the legislative powers remaining with the Council. Member
state parliaments, apart from the Danish Folketing, the British Parlia-
ment and the Bundesrat of the Federal Republic of Germany, only had a
slight influence on governments in Eurcpean affairs. The information
supplied to them was insufficient and generally they only discovered

Eucopean standards after the event.

Control of the executive, which had not been sufficiently discussed due
to lack of time, suffered from the same constraints. Member state rep-
resentatives on the Council were answerable to their respective parl-
iaments but in practice they reported insufficiently on the positions
which they had defended and the compromises which they had accepted.
Democratic control, the sovereignty of the people and the balance of
power were insufficiently integrated in the Community's institutional

system. The demccratic process required that each party should

b

ntervene at the most appropriate level and this inveived an emphasis

O

0 the principle of subsidiarity, oI which several raprasentatives had
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The current situaticn was not really satisiying and progress was need-
ed to increase the participation of the peaople's representatives in nat-
ional parliaments and the European Parliament. The most etffective sol-
ution would be to intensify cantrol by parliamentary institutions and

to develop co-aperation between assemblies,

Xr. Josselin specified that these points were perscnal to Mr. Genton

and himself but he hoped that ather delegaticns would approve of them.

The Single Act had marked a small step in the increase of the European
Parliament's powers of contral. Further progress should be made along
this road and on 25th October in Strasbourg President Mitterrand had
spoken of the reinforcment of the co-operation procedure and the poss-
ible appointment, .,one day, of the President of the Commission by the
European Parliament. However, in the short term, the latter would not
really have the legislative power and the Council would not be answer-
able to it. It was therefore largely up to member state parliaments to
ensure democratic control, pending the increase in the Buropean Parlia-
ment’'s powers, Nearly all the assemblies in the EEC had created spec-
ial committees and the others would undoubtedly follow. These committ-
ees were of different types and had different powers but also had feat-
ures in common: they worked upstream from Eurcopean decisions and since
their members were "generalists" they tended to take an overall view of

Eurcpean policy.

It was therefore useful for these organisations to meet. How often?
Every six months appeared desirable since in a way this would corres-
pond to the speed of Eurcpe. This meeting would be héld at the invit-
ation of the country holding the presidency of the Council. The agenda
might be chosen by a troika which would represent the country which
had just held the presidency, the country currently holding the presid-
ency and the country which would hold the presidency during the foll-
owing six months. Continuity would therefore be assured. If, as was
desirable, these six-monthly meetings were instituticnalised, it should
be understoed that they would offer the oppertunity for an overall

debate oI the subjects chosen but without <the obligaticn of reaching
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it was useiul Icr the European Parliament to be aware of the positicns
ot national parliaments before it made decisions. It was alsc useful
for national parliaments' to be aware 0I the advice of the Eurcpean
Parliament during the introduction of Community standards into naticnal
legislation. Finally, without excessively increasing travel, it seemed
necessary to invelve naticnal parliaments in the work of the European
Parliament, which was actually to make proposals on this subject. This
was an important question because all too often the average parliament-
arian was ill-informed and did not attach enough importance to decis-
ions made at European level. He was quite surprised when one of these
decisions had unexpected consequences on the life of his constituency.
One could consider that a debate on Europe in each naticnal parliament
on the occasion of European summits would be very useful, 1if only
through its impact on public opinicn. The French Parliament was con-
sidering the int.roduction 0f such a debate 1n its proceedings. The
proposals being worked on included the idea of a "European question
time”. A similar idea was already operating in Belgium and the Nether-
lands. This provided better parliamentary control over ministers

responsible for European affairs.

In Madrid, the principle of an annual meeting between the twelve nat-
ional parliaments had been accepted, at which & subject of general

interest chosen in common would be discussed.

At the press conference, the Chairman intended to talk about the inten-
sification of exchanges, collaboration between parliaments and the est-
ablishment of a six-monthly meeting of European atfairs committees. He
would also mention the points of agreement which had appeared during
this Conference, with the nuances which had been observed. Finally, he
would indicate the initiatives which the French Parliament intended to

take.

It was difficult not to refer to the special meeting of heads of state
due to take place the following day because of its proximity. Some

people were using the events which had taken place in the East as a

argument Icr tThe acceleraticn of Eurcpean construction. Others wers
more raserved. However, one might consider that unanimcus agreement
2X1sTed CR The need Ior Zurcpe To play its part in the =sSs8entlal Cco-




"The European aZfalirs committees of the member state pariiaments wel-

come the dramatic progress of democracy on cur continent.

They support the initiatives of President Frangois Mitterrand, sitting
President of the European Council, to enable the European Community to
play a full part in the necessary develcpment of co—operation with

Eastern European countries.”

Mr. Josselin then asked the meeting if his conclusions correspended to

what had been said during the Conference.

¥r. Payl Masson (Senate, France) requested a suspension to allow the

Conference participants to confer on Mr. Josselin's proposals.

ML_E;gal_Spﬁamng (House of Commons, United Kingdom) wished to obtain,
before the suspension which he alsao thought would be useful, an assur-
ance that the various points included in either a communique or a
message would be discussed separately. He specified that the British
delegation unreservedly approved of the Conference's intention of meet-
ing again and of the spirit of the declaration which had been made on
the intensification of co-operation between national parliaments and
the European Parliament. However, the British delegation wanted the
message to be sent to heads of state and government to be quite dis-

tinct from the Conference conclusions.
Mr. Charles Josselin gave Mr. Spearing the assurance requested.
11 : ied 11.59am and resumed at 12.25pm.

Mr. Charles Josselin (National Assembly, France) explained that two
distinct texts would be submitted to the Conference, the first referring
to the two points on which the participants had agreed, i.e. the intens-
ification of co-operation and six-monthly meetings, and the second

dealing with a matter not included on the agenda but which had to be

o

ealt with for <cpical reasons, i.e. the events in Eastern Europe and

the meeting cf bh=ads oI state zand government. As requested by Mr.
Zpeariag, =he s=CCna nexTt would not appear as a conclusion arf the Con-
farsnce oroceedings out oas & rasulTt of an initiative bty the French

OETIY WILCOD ZAad MET OWlLTLD 'NiCESPI‘iaC aporovas.



Ihe Chairman read the drarft conclusicns:

"The European affairs committees cf the Community member states' parl-
laments and representatives from the Eurcpean Parliament met far the
first time in Paris, at the invitation of Mr. Laurent Fabius and in
accordance with the conclusions of the Madrid Conference on 20th May
1989, under the chairmanship of Messrs Charles Josselin and Jacques
Genton, Chairmen ot the National Assembly and Senate European Commun-

ities Delegation.

Anxious to further increase the involvement of national parliaments in
the democratic control of Eurcpean construction, they adopted the foll-
owing conclusions:

1) The European affairs committees decide to improve their reciprocal
information through the systematic exchange of the texts which they
adopt, the communication of all useful information on their activities

and the development of their mutual relaticns.

2) In the same spirit, they will meet, in principle every six months, in
the country holding the presidency of the Community to discuss major

topical subjects in the Community.”

Mr. Giovanni Malagodi (Senate, Italy) proposed to specify "at the end of

each half-year” in point 2.

Kr. Charles Jogselin (National Assembly, France) replied that there had

been objections that it was currently difficult to specify this.

Mr. Nigel Spearing <(House of Commons, United Kingdom), congratulated

Mr. Josselin on this text, which excellently summarised the unanimous
feelings of the Conference participants. He proposed to add the foll-

owing wording at the end of point 2: "related to their respective comp-

etence”.

Xr. gigvann: Malagod:i Senate, I[-aly crposed this amendmant, because
Zne cCould not run the risk o 2ne couniry’'s parliamentary body tliocking
T22 Wori oI the c-ther =lsvan X necessary, Mr. Spearing couid ce
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r in] Eruc (Rundestag, Federal Republic oI Germany’ regquestad

clarification of the meaning of the proposed amendment.

o igel § (House of Commons, United Kingdom) replied tdat
East-West relations, trade matters and other problems bad been dis-
cussed. He would always be happy to participate in these discussions
but if they led to conclusions his delegation would not be able tc sizn
them because they did not come within the mandate given to his comm-
ittee by the House of Commons. He replied to ¥r. Malagodi that he
would have to be accompanied not only by representatives Irom the
Foreign Affairs Committee but also representatives from several other

committees. This would not be possible.

¥r. Charles Josselin (National Assembly, France) asked Mr. Malagodi to
accept a comprom'ise: the reference to major topics would be retained
and the phrase "in accardance with their respective competence” would

be added.

Nr. Gipvanni Malagodi (Senate, Italy> propased the following alternative

wording: "and to decide on such in accordance with their respective

ccmpetence”.

Mr. Alwin Brick (Bundestag, Federal Republic of Germany) observed that
these were simply procedural rules. Since political opinions were in-

volved, all parliamentarians were competent ta express them.

¥r. Nigel Spearing (House of Commons, United Kingdom? accepted Mr.

Malagodi's amendment, which responded to his concern.

The amended conclusions were adopted.

¥r. Charles Josselin (National Assembly, France) read the message to
the heads of state and government who were due tao meet in Paris on the

following 18th November:

"On +the =ve of the meeting of heads cf state and government, orzanised
g 3

at The initiative of the sitting President of The COMMUDITY Council, zThe
parliamentary Eurcpean aIirairs ccmmitiees raallirm TRELT jesires tTIZ 322
furate olav its ftull oar— in the process ST DOIiTITAL Aand 2CCLoTmL-



Nr. Ryi Almeida Mendeg tAssembly of the Republic, Partugal’> reguested

that the following wording should be inserted before the verbd "rears-
irm": "and representatives from the European Parliament, meeting tfor the
first time in Paris”. He alsc believed that solely the term "process ol
democratisation” should be used or else the word “"social” should be

added, since free trades unions were also being created in East Eura-

pean countries.

Mr. Charles Josselin (Naticnal Assembly, France? agreed to the 1irst

amendment and preferred that the words “political and economic" should

be deleted.

Mr. Giovanni Malagodi <(Senate, Italy) was more in favour of adding the
word "social”. .

Nr. Charles Josselin (National Assembly, France) considered that the

words "process of democratisation” covered these different aspects.

Mr. Alwin Brick (Bundestag, Federal Republic of Germany) approved of
praising the French for their initiative though he did not wish to keep

at too far a distance.

Mr. Nigel Spearing (House of Commons, United Kingdom}, for reascons
relating to the specific rules of the British Parliament, requested that

the message should be sent by the Conference Chairman, who would
declare that he had received very widespread support from the delegat-
ions., However, the British delegation could not be bound personally by

the message. This was a question of form.

Mr. Charles Josselin (National Assembly, France) well understcod this
distinction between form and content. He proposed that the two French
chairmen send the sitting President of the European Community a mess-
age which had been widely approved by the delegations present. This

message would be drafted as follows:

"Op the eve oI the meeting of heads oI state and government organised

3= <he ‘nitiative of the sitting FPrasident of the Council or Minigters

“he par LATencAry Aurorean asIizirs Sommitiees 2nd reprEsSenTtatives IIroR
i 7 I z

Toe S_oroopsean FRrLlAanenT, meeting Ior The IIrsT Time 1n FATIS IR LnTa

A D T=~ Yoysmrer 1325 reafiirm chelr degirs oo S2E DurtbDE L.av Lts

©.ll TaErft Lo the process oI IEMISTRTISATICN SMTArEsS Jpon in Zasn o zuroo



Ihe Chairman recorded the agreement oI the Uonierence on this tex®t.
r e ijin (National Assembly, France) informed the meeting
that his summary report had been printed and that the French draft was

available. It would be translated subsequently.

The meeting had been very satisiactory: mutual awareness preceded sol-

idarity, which could then be expressed mare tully.

Ihe Chairman fully shared this point of view,



