
Mr Spinelli, rapporteur. — (IT) Mr President, it would
have been difficult to imagine a more suitable time to
hold a parliamentary debate on the guidelines to be
given to the Committee on Institutional Affairs for its
further work.

What we are now witnessing on the international and
Community scene demonstrates with appalling clarity
the profound contradiction between what we will have
to do and what we are able to do.

First, let us dwell briefly on the role of the Community
in world politics. For decades we allowed the principal
responsibility for our destiny in this regard to remain
in the hands of our American ally, adopting an auxil-



iary role and being content to pursue, in the sha'dow of
American international policy, a European commercial
policy, a modest policy of cooperation for develop- •
ment and a search for a precarious intra-Community
monetary stability, with occasional statements of
intent in relation to various events.

This convenient abdication, however, is no longer pos-
sible. The course of events, which I will not describe
here since it is well known to everyone, has brought us
to a point where not one or other of the Community
countries but all of them together urgently need to
assume new, great and serious responsibilities. These
responsibilities concern our contribution to peace, to
security, to the proper and productive management of
alliances, to the freedom of international trade, to
monetary stability, to a new world economic order
which firmly binds the recovery of our more advanced
economies to growth in the less advanced countries.

In our countries there is a broad and fundamental
agreement on the need to assume these new responsi-
bilities. This awareness, however, is accompanied by
many uncertainties, contradictions, lapses, moments of
resignation.

It is perfectly natural that within the context of a gen-
eral agreement there should be nuances and variations
from one country to another and from one party to
another within each separate country. It would be
strange indeed if this were not the case. What we lack
is an adequate European institutional system able to
mould the common feeling into a common political
will through a joint effort to find the necessary com-
promises; a system able to create a broad and reliable
consensus around the common will and ensure the
necessary continuity in international action.

The methods so far employed by the countries of the
Community have included initiatives by one or other
of the Member States, taken in the belief — and some-
times the legitimate belief — that the country in ques-
tion was giving practical effect to a frame of mind
shared by all. They have included intergovernmental
agreements laboriously reached through so-called pol-
itical cooperation or intergovernmental, monetary
cooperation. On issues concerning commercial policy
there has been recourse to the complicated procedure
laid down in Article 113 of the Treaty of Rome, but it
is a noteworthy fact that recently, on the first occasion
when the application of this article had strong political
implications, the failure of two Member States to com-
ply with the Community decision was tolerated.

One has only to consider these chaotic methods
employed to deal with the serious problems of the
European presence on the world scene to understand
that it is impossible for us'to be satisfied with them
much longer. Indeed, there is a great danger that the
very meaning of our Community in the context of
world politics will dissolve in the face of these incon-
sistencies, and that each of our countries will return to

the pursuit of the delusion of anachronistic national
sovereignty.

The picture is no different if we shift our gaze from
world scene to the Community one. During the great
development of the 50's and 60's the treaties establish-
ing the Community, together with their commitments,
their supporting institutions and the laws and policies
derived form them, did fail in some areas and were
affected by certain institutional distortions, but they
were on the whole adequate to perform the central
task of the Community and made a considerable con-
tribution to its development. Thanks to the rules of the
Common Market, an unprecedented degree of inter-
dependence and integration among the countries of
the Community was attained.

In the 70's, however, and even more so in the early
80's, the picture changed completely. Unemployment,
inflation, hight energy costs,, structural inflexibility,
decreasing competitiveness on the world market and
acute regional imbalances began to take their toll. The
ecological crisis, which threatens the proper relation-
ship of man with nature, became more acute, as did
the crisis of the quality of life, which threatens the
proper relationship of man with his fellows and flaws
the democratic consensus of which we were so proud.
All of these are the new ills now shared by all the
countries which make up the European Community.
But these ills strike to a different degree and in differ-
ent ways in each of them. In each country our govern-
ments, and with them'the political forces — the gov-
ernmental ones no less than those of the opposition —
are desperately struggling against all these ills. I say
'desperately', because in nearly every case coherent
action at the national level alone is either impossible —
because it needs to be completed by converging and
compatible action by the other countries to which we
are most closely bound, that is, the other countries of
the Community — or possible only at the cost of des-
troying a greater or lesser degree of interdependence
with these other countries. The Community, which
should guarantee this convergence and compatibility
and, when necessary, assume direct responsibility for
action on the European level, has neither the necessary
authority nor the institutions suitable for dealing with
these problems.

For this reason we have a Commission which promises
great programmes and then does not even dare to ela-
borate them because it fears they will not be approved;
we have a European Council which outlines great
objectives and then allows the Councils of Ministers,
prisoners all of ten different national ways of thinking,
to obscure these objectives and let them melt away; we
have a Parliament which solemnly approves great
resolutions on hunger, on own resources, on the better
functioning of the present institutions and so on, but
must then resign itself to having its resolutions ignored
and never put into effect.'



These are the reasons which necessitate a reform of
the Community and of the para-Community institu-
tions of Political Cooperation and the EMS.

The brief summary just made of the great internal and
external tasks facing the Community should be more
than sufficient to answer once and for all the criticism
that the development of the Community in the direc-
tion of an ever more meaningful European Union
demands not so much institutional reforms as a com-
mon political will.

It is obvious that at the beginning of every develop-
ment of a stronger union there must be a sense of a
shared destiny, a destin partage, a feeling of 'together-
ness'. The very fact that we in this Assembly, elected
by our fellow citizens in each of our countries, have
for years been able to hold discussions, to join
together in defining aspirations, plans, demands, to
understand one another even when we see things dif-
ferently, proves that this common political ground
exists.

So that this feeling may be translated into a common
political will, however — and by these words I mean a '
decision Jo carry out joint action — it is essential that
there should be democratic institutions with a Euro-
pean background representing a consensus on the part
of both the citizens and the Member States, that there
should be parliamentary institutions for European leg-
islation, that there should be an executive institution to
oversee the implementation. of common policies and
that there should be a judicial institution to guarantee
that European law is respected.

The task given to our committee on 9 July of last year
by this Parliament was to formulate the major objec-
tives of European Union — of which the Community,
Political Cooperation and the EMS are only partial
forms — and redefine institutional competences and
the necessary institutional reforms.

For five months we have discussed the general charac-
terisics of such reforms and the reasons why they are
necessary. We have re-written the text of the resolu-
tion three times on the basis of long general discus-
sions, and a fourth time on the basis of some 90
amendments presented by Members from each part of
the political spectrum of this Assembly — amendments
which have nearly all become part of the definitive
text. This text, then, which nevertheless has its own
unity, is the result of a collective effort on the part of
the entire committee, which finally approved it with 31
votes in favour and 2 abstentions out of a total of 37
members. The committee, therefore, presents this text
to you with a considerable amount of political auth-
ority.

After its presentation some twenty new amendments
were tabled for the debate in the Chamber. Some of
these suggest clarifications of concept or style which
harmonize with the decisions of the Committee on

Institutional Affairs. I therefore feel authorized to sug-
gest their adoption to you.

Others have already been incorporated into the com-
mittee's text, but they are amalgamated with other
clarifications requested by other colleagues. I will ask
their sponsors to withdraw them so as not to jeopar-
dize the compromises already attained. If they are not
withdrawn, I will ask you to reject them.

Finally, others are in direct opposition to the spirit and
the letter of the committee's text, and I therefore call
upon you to reject them. In any case, I have the
impression that none of these amendments has suffi-
cient scope to make its adoption or rejection a condi-
tion for your final vote on the resolution.

To facilitate matters for each group and for each one
of you, I have had a note prepared — unfortunately
only in French — which contains my suggestions for
each amendment and the reasons behind them.

The debate which will now take place and the vote
which will conclude it will show that the work under-
taken by this Parliament is not, and has no intention of
being, the semi-secret work of a committee ignorant
of the nature and size of the consensus supporting it;
rather it is, and aims to be, an effort carried out with
the active participation of Parliament as a whole.

On the basis of these guidelines, once they have been
adopted here, our committee has already drawn up a
plan for further work. Six rapporteurs, assisted by a
coordinating rapporteur, will present you early next
year with a detailed plan for an overall resolution out-
lining the practical solutions to be applied to the var-
ious questions raised in the general guidelines. Only
after having received your definitive and reasoned
approval will we elaborate the formal plan of reform.
We will then submit that to jour judgment and final
vote, so that it can be sent to the Member States for
ratification before the next European elections.

At a time when the Community and the Member
States are wondering about their own and the Com-
munity's future, at a time when the feeling of bewild-
erment is widespread, when there is a strong tempta-
tion to seek inspiration in outdated forms only because
there is no courage to speak of new ones, at such a
time the present debate and the vote which will con-
clude it cannot fail to have great political significance.
If, as we hope, the outcome is positive, this will mean
not only that the European Parliament will have had
the courage to lead the way, but also that all those
who vote for the guidelines will have committed them-
selves to explaining these guidelines to their parties, to
their electors, to their national parliaments and gov-
ernments. It will mean more than the adoption of just
one more parliamentary resolution to join the innu-
merable others; it will signal the beginning of a demo-



cratic political battle for the Europe of the 80's, for a
Europe made by Europeans for Europeans.

(Loud applause)


