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1. Opening of the sitting

(The sitting was opened at 09:00)

2. Documents received: see Minutes

3. Scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union (debate)

President.   − The next item is the statement by the Commission on the Scheme for food
distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union [2011/2722(RSP)].

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. − Madam President, I would like to start by
thanking you all for giving me the opportunity to make a statement on behalf of the
Commission on the European scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons.

First, I would like to emphasise the importance of this programme for the most deprived
citizens of Europe. I can mention two figures here. Each year more than 18 million people
receive more than 440 000 tonnes of food distributed under this programme. Over the
years this programme has become one of the main sources of supply to charities working
in the field of food aid. More than half the products distributed by the members of the
European Federation of Food Banks in 2010 originated from this programme. So it is really
important.

Last April the general Court set aside the provisions of the 2009 plan for products purchased
in the market. Specifically, the Court ruled that the Commission cannot define the volume
of the programme independently of the volume of existing stocks. The total volume of the
plan must also be adapted to the volume of the existing stocks when the plan is drawn up.
The proportion of products purchased in the market in relation to the total volume of the
plan must reflect their exceptional nature.

Following the Court’s judgment and given the limited volume of intervention stocks
available, the 2012 plan had to be greatly reduced. The Commission has recently adopted
the 2012 plan in order to give the participating Member States and charities time to find
additional resources to replace the volume that will not be provided at European level. As
regards the future, the Commission made various initial proposals in 2008, followed by
an amended proposal in September 2010.

The express aim of these proposals was to make the scheme sustainable as intervention
stocks become increasingly scarce. This subject was thoroughly discussed in the Committee
on Agriculture and Rural Development of this Parliament and in the plenary on the basis
of the report prepared by Mr Siekierksi. The Commission has always appreciated the clear
stance of Parliament on this matter. However, a sufficient majority has not yet been obtained
in the Council. But the Commission is firmly committed to the continuation of the scheme
in the future and is ready to make any adjustments.

Against this background, in its recently released communication for a multiannual budget
for the period 2014-2020, the Commission has proposed a budget of EUR 2.8 billion at
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current prices. Considering the important contribution that the programme makes to
meeting the poverty reduction target of the Europe 2020 strategy, it will in future be
financed from the budget for social policies. The necessary legal proposals will come in
due course. In the meantime, the Commission recalls that an agreement on the basis of its
2010 proposal is needed with a view to securing a food distribution plan in 2013.

I am confident that this package will help an agreement between the Council and Parliament
to be reached, so as to ensure legal certainty and stable financing for the scheme. For this
compromise we need strong support from this body.

Elisabeth Morin-Chartier,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (FR) Madam President,
Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I am outraged by the recent Court of Justice rulings
on the food distribution scheme for our most deprived citizens. The European Parliament
has shown just how much we have all been united and scandalised by this ruling, which
is a purely legal decision.

The fact is that 2010 was the European Year for Combating Poverty. Now, in 2011, we
are questioning the future of the food distribution scheme for our most deprived citizens
for the next two years: 2012 and 2013. This aid benefits Europeans. Many of our fellow
citizens in the 27 Member States need this aid to survive. The decision was also taken
during a crisis. Taking the two factors together, it is clear that we are heading for massive
problems that will hit our most deprived citizens the hardest.

As the rapporteur on the European Social Fund (ESF) for the 27 Member States, Parliament
has naturally fought to provide aid for the least well-off through social policies. This could
certainly work as a short-term solution to bridge the gap, but is not a viable permanent
solution, because we need social policies that allow the unemployed, those who have no
jobs, to return to the labour market. That is the purpose of the ESF.

Let me stress that we remain fully committed to preventing aid policies from eating into
social policies, even as all our efforts need to be focused on this aid for our most deprived
citizens. Consequently Parliament will work tirelessly to ensure that the ESF and that the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), which also helps workers in difficulties,
are maintained. However, we will also continue to work on combating poverty and devising
workable food aid schemes.

I am therefore calling on the Council to accept its responsibilities and support these social
policies.

Pervenche Berès,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, when the European scheme for food distribution to the most deprived
people in the EU was established to facilitate the excellent distribution networks operated
by food banks and Restos du coeur soup kitchens – the brainchild of the French comedian
Coluche in response to a distressing situation – we were in the middle of a harsh winter,
the winter of 1986-87. Will the coming winter, in the midst of a prolonged crisis, be any
less harsh? I suspect not. Why, then, should we abandon this programme? Why should
we take an axe to it, as the Commission has just done in the 2012 budget that it has
presented? We are going over the same ground as when we negotiated on the Europe 2020
strategy.

We were told that combating poverty was the responsibility of Member States – an issue
covered by subsidiarity and therefore outside the European Union’s competences.
Ultimately, we decided otherwise. Once again, we are being told that this policy area can
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only be dealt with at Member State level. That is not on. Solidarity has to be a European
principle, otherwise the essence of solidarity will be lost.

This programme is also now a victim of the success of the agricultural policy, which has
reduced stocks and banned the creation of any new stocks. Surely this should raise some
questions? Ultimately, some people appear to have forgotten about Article 9 of the Treaty
of Lisbon, which states that combating social exclusion should be at the heart of all European
Union policies: in the policies themselves, the resources deployed and action taken. What
happened to that overarching European Union approach? Commissioner, we are calling
on you to reinstate the budgetary resources for the food distribution scheme for our most
deprived citizens. We are calling on you to give a clear undertaking that the financial
perspective will not cut off a single cent from this service for our most deprived citizens.

Marielle De Sarnez  , on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner,
as my fellow Members have already pointed out, hot on the heels of the Year for Combating
Poverty, and as the number of poor in Europe continues to grow, the European aid scheme
for our most deprived citizens – a vital part of food aid in Europe – is now directly in the
line of fire. The amount of aid is going to be cut by 80% in 2012 and there are no guarantees
at all for 2013. Therefore, you urgently need to come up with a practical solution for the
millions of beneficiaries. For starters, the Commission needs to establish a transitional
solution forthwith that will guarantee the programme’s existence for the next two years
and maintain the food aid currently provided to our most deprived citizens.

Looking ahead, you need to understand that Parliament demands, expects and hopes that
the Commission will establish a permanent facility dedicated to ensuring sustainable
European food security with an annual budget of around EUR 500 million – although that
figure will have to allow for changes in food prices. To do that, you will need to mobilise
the requisite budgetary resources. That is what we in this House expect from you.

In the long term, we need to agree to restrict speculation on commodities so as to create
more control over food prices. Obviously, European farmers of the future will need to be
able to make a living from what they produce. Consumers should no longer have to live
with constant price rises, and our most deprived citizens must have enough to eat. European
solidarity is needed more than ever before.

It is therefore our duty and your duty to make this aid permanent, given that millions of
individuals depend on it. It is incumbent upon us and upon you to combat poverty and
exclusion in Europe.

James Nicholson,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Madam President, can I first of all say this
has been, and probably will continue to be, an extremely important scheme. I think it has
helped many people throughout Europe on many occasions; but just because something
has been achieved in one way in the past does not mean you cannot change it for the future.

I think the CAP has a responsibility to produce the food. That does not necessarily mean
they are the right people to distribute that aid. I think that is the question that has to be
answered here. We live in a time when everybody talks about the same thing: food security,
food security, food security. When I came to this Parliament we had beef mountains, butter
mountains, milk lakes – this is all gone. There is no food security anymore. Now we have
the challenge of ensuring that we are able to feed the world, able to feed the people of
Europe. I think that is the challenge that is before us. That is what the CAP has got to do.
Food waste is a terrible thing, and I think we can do an awful lot to bring it under control.
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Marije Cornelissen,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (NL) Madam President, 13 million
impoverished people depend on the European food programme. The European Union
itself has created this dependence, and that includes Germany and all those other Member
States that now suddenly want to put an end to this programme. It is inhumane to now
allow those 13 million people to go hungry. An urgent solution needs to be found to this
urgent problem.

In the longer term, we hope that food aid will no longer be necessary in Europe. It is clearly
a scandal that more than 40 million people have too little to eat on a continent that is as
rich as ours. I expect the Commission and the Member States to do everything in their
power to ensure that poverty has been cut by 25% by 2020, as we have promised. Even
then, it will be another 40 years before poverty is completely banished from Europe, and
people will need food aid for all that time.

Over the last two years I have visited food banks throughout Europe, from France to Serbia
and from Iceland to Slovakia. Some food banks are completely independent of the European
programme, others absolutely not, but all of them could use some help. For many of them
it is not food that is really the problem – they get that from supermarkets, farmers and
businesses – the main way that we can help is with money and with expertise in relation
to logistics, transport and storage.

For the new budget period, we need to look into how we can best use European resources
in order to help as many people in poverty as possible. Until then, there needs to be a
proper transitional period during which we all take responsibility for the 13 million
ultra-vulnerable Europeans who rely on us.

Ilda Figueiredo,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (PT) Madam President, it is regrettable
that we have come to this situation of suspending or drastically reducing a food aid scheme
at one of the worst moments of economic and social crisis in several EU Member States.

The decision of the European Court of Justice, acting on a complaint made by Germany,
to reduce funding from EUR 500 million in 2011 to only EUR 113 million in the following
years, especially in the year following the European Year for Combating Poverty, contradicts
all the official declarations of the European Union concerning its commitment to this
struggle and its own goals of combating poverty and social exclusion. It is scandalous that
food aid is being reduced by 80%, since 13 million people here in the European Union
currently benefit from it.

We in Parliament have stressed on many occasions the fundamental nature of the right to
food and the need to improve access for all, at all times, to the nourishment necessary for
an active, healthy life. Because of this, we advocate the continuation of this support, bearing
in mind that more than 80 million people in the European Union are at risk of poverty. In
2010 we adopted a report advocating the introduction of a guaranteed minimum income
in all Member States on the basis of at least 60% of the national median income in each
country.

On that basis, we insist that the Commission and the Council immediately find a way of
continuing the programme and the scheme for food distribution to those people most in
need, based on the EUR 500 million, and also that they subsequently present a proposal
and a timetable for the implementation of the minimum income scheme.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE).   – (PL) Madam President, in the European Union we
talk a great deal about freedom, democracy and human rights. We boast of our achievements
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and of spreading these values. Yet what is poverty, and what causes it? In the vast majority
of cases, poverty is caused by a lack of work or other reasons that those hit by poverty
cannot do anything about. How can we accept that 40 million people in Europe live in
poverty, and that a further 40 million are living on the poverty line? Does such a situation
not mean that human rights and freedoms are being restricted? Is this what democracy
means? We are currently experiencing a crisis, unemployment rates are rising, and what
is the Commission doing? It is placing restrictions on funding for the distribution of free
food to poor people. We should maintain the current funding of EUR 500 million per year
earmarked for this purpose.

I cannot agree with the view that the ruling handed down by the European Court of Justice
means that Regulation (EC) No 983/2008 can no longer be used as a legal basis for the
programme. It should be noted that this ruling merely annulled Article 2 of the Regulation,
which relates to additional purchases of food on the market. The Regulation thus remains
in force, and can provide a legal basis for the programme. In my opinion, we should not
create a new programme; we must merely modify the existing programme, in order to
increase the amount of food at its disposal. At the same time, in recent years the European
Union has been spending enormous amounts on limiting production. How is this possible,
what purpose does it serve?

Frédéric Daerden (S&D).   – (FR) Madam President, the Commission’s decision to cut
the funding for this food distribution programme so drastically does need to be challenged.

Why did the Commission not appeal against the Court of Justice ruling? Why did it not
immediately propose an alternative? How is it that a legal basis can be found for
EUR 113 million in funding, but not for EUR 500 million?

Unfortunately, this programme is needed, because not all Europeans have enough to eat.
As you reminded us, the scheme benefits 18 million people. The Europe 2020 strategy
aims to move 20 million people out of poverty. Food poverty is one factor.

As part of the report on the European platform against poverty and social exclusion, both
in my draft report and in the opinion of the Committee on Budgets, our response to this
decision was to call for both short-term and medium-term initiatives to ensure that our
most deprived citizens are not forgotten.

We urgently need to come up with some solutions that address both social and agricultural
issues linked to the problem. This must not be done at the expense of the budget for other
social policies. This situation, which no one here wanted and which no one can accept,
requires everyone to take rapid action, and we need massive support for this resolution,
which will be put to the vote at midday.

Sylvie Goulard, (ALDE).   – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner, I think that we could
contemplate changes to the budget line. We are not asking for conservatism, but we are
asking for two things from the Commission.

The first is a recognition that the growing inequalities in Europe are probably the greatest
threat to European integration since the Union was created. When I say the growing
inequalities, I mean the fact that people are working their fingers to the bone and are unable
to feed their children while others are apparently paid seven-figure bonuses. That is both
a reality and how people perceive reality: this is what they hear every evening on the
television. You can run as many information campaigns as you like, but if we fail to halt
these growing inequalities, this project could go very wrong.
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Secondly, I would like the Commission to be consistent. The fact that combating poverty
and exclusion is one of the five key Europe 2020 strategy targets is a real achievement. Put
simply, then, we are asking for a little consistency with regard to that target. You need to
know that this House will back you if any Member States object.

Janusz Wojciechowski (ECR).   – (PL) Madam President, yesterday, when we were debating
the priorities of the Polish Presidency of the European Union, we heard a great deal about
the fact that the European Union Member States are the happiest places on earth, and that
many people from outside Europe are attempting to gain entry to them. However, these
happy places are also home to people – and quite a lot of them – who are suffering
deprivation, who are living in poverty and who frequently cannot afford to buy food. It
may be that the number of people living in poverty continues to increase, because the
global food situation is changing, we are seeing more and more food shortages, the price
of food is rising and more and more people will not be able to afford to buy it.

The food aid which has been provided by the EU to date is therefore particularly important,
and one of the best of our joint endeavours. This aid should continue to be provided.
EUR 500 million per annum is the equivalent of an annual contribution for such aid of
one euro per EU citizen. Legal problems should be no obstacle. They should be resolved
as quickly as possible, and the conditions should be put in place to ensure that this aid
continues to be provided, at least at the current level, since there really are a great many
people who need and expect this aid.

Jacky Hénin (GUE/NGL).   – (FR) Madam President, this is a genuine scandal, a denial of
justice. Although Europe has been providing support for our most deprived citizens
since 1987 by distributing food, without which many families would be unable to eat on
some days, some Member States have disputed the mechanism, because in Europe,
unfortunately, we are only able to make savings at the expense of the weak. So we are now
heading straight for a food crisis for over 20 million Europeans.

From a figure of EUR 500 million in 2011, the food distribution scheme will be cut to
EUR 113 million in 2012. In the midst of the crisis, when the rich are getting even richer,
when large corporate groups are inundating their shareholders with dividend payments,
Europe will be sending a shocking message to the victims of the crisis. Those who are
hungry do not care about stupid quarrels. Parliament has a duty to restore Europe’s political
honour by somehow reversing this scandalous decision.

Agustín Díaz de Mera García Consuegra (PPE).   – (ES) Madam President, the reality:
30 million people are malnourished and 79 million people live in poverty; the tragedy: a
court decision; the shame: that we allow this.

The European Parliament must make its unanimous and powerful voice heard. This is an
opportunity to demonstrate our commitment to the weakest people. We must make a
distinction between selfish rhetoric and real solidarity. We, Madam President, must create
the momentum so that the Council allows us to do away with the blocking minority. We
are wholeheartedly calling for the solidarity – agreed to yesterday in this House – of the
President-in-Office of the Council, of the Polish Presidency.

Ladies and gentlemen, Parliament cannot forsake millions of people, the poorest of the
poor, who suffer the most acute effects of the crisis. We are talking about a budget going
from EUR 500 million to EUR 113 million, which is a decrease of 63%.
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Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, within an hour, Parliament must clearly declare
that, regardless of the outcome of the court decision, the essence of the EU, which is
solidarity, is present here, in this House, the house of the people and of the European
peoples.

Eider Gardiazábal Rubial (S&D).   – (ES) Madam President, Commissioner, the ruling
by the Court of Justice of the European Union has dealt a severe blow to the European
scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union.

This ruling reduces the money to be used for purchasing the food to be distributed next
year by social organisations from EUR 500 million to just EUR 113 million.

Solidarity with the most needy people and combating social exclusion are the foundations
of the Union and the Europe 2020 strategy.Therefore, at a time of economic crisis like
now and taking into account our own commitments, this scheme becomes even more
essential.

We must not forget about the more than 18 million people without resources who directly
benefit from this scheme, and therefore we must not allow this ruling to put an end to
European aid.

Therefore, I ask both the Commission and the Council to examine all the possibilities to
enable this scheme to continue, to seek other sources of supply or to replace the scheme
with one that enables us to continue to meet the needs of these people. Furthermore, I ask
you to do so urgently, as this ruling has come at the worst possible time, because we are
facing a worrying situation given the importance this scheme has in the lives of an increasing
number of people who do not have the resources to purchase food.

I call on you to urgently look for a temporary solution while working on a permanent one,
meaning a new scheme that can continue to help those most in need.

Stéphane Le Foll (S&D).   – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner, we have all gathered
this morning to express our anger. There may be legal reasons for the decision that has
been taken, but it makes no political sense. Indeed, it is politically indefensible, in the
current crisis and under the current conditions, to reduce the food aid budget as you are
proposing to do – aid that goes to our most deprived citizens. You cannot leave it there.
You cannot. All the political groups in Parliament are calling on you to make the right
decisions. We are not talking about EUR 500 million as opposed to EUR 100 million. We
are talking about at least maintaining existing levels of food aid. Demand is growing in
every country.

Let me say a few words on the subject of agriculture. Once again, my comments are directed
at the Commission. The question of agricultural stocks is not the same as it was 10, 15 or
20 years ago, when intervention stocks left us with huge surpluses. In the current European
situation, we need a policy on food security stocks, both for Europe and for the rest of the
world. I say this in the light of starvation levels around the world and the current situation
in Europe. These are two very clear signals. You must reinstate a decent budget that will
allow us to address this problem. In terms of agricultural policy, the Commission now
needs to put forward clear proposals that will allow the creation of what we are calling
food security stocks.
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The reality is that access to food is a major problem at the dawn of the 21st century, both
in Europe and in the rest of the world. This morning, this House is sending you a very clear
message. I hope that you are up to this massive challenge.

Patrizia Toia (S&D).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, hidden behind the
widespread prosperity of our continent is an often invisible Europe that we refer to in
numerical, statistical and sociological terms and not as real people. These people are often
women and children or the elderly – the most vulnerable population groups in other words.

However, Europe will have no credibility in the eyes of the public unless it learns to be
consistent, and we want to be consistent, in this Parliament and at this stage in Europe’s
existence. Therefore, if we say that the Union is based upon values and human rights, I do
not think we can suspend or cut so drastically a programme for people who suffer from
food poverty – in other words, for those who lack the right to food or the right to access
food and hence lack fundamental rights – on account of an unresolved legal issue. We are
talking about an agricultural fund, a social fund – and if it is a social fund, Commissioner,
it should not impinge on other social programmes, but be a new ad hoc fund with
appropriate resources.

We say that we want to guarantee food security for Europeans, but the most important
right with regard to food security is the right to food itself, followed by the right to healthy
food. We need, therefore, to be consistent. With that in mind, we must find a legal solution
that provides continuity and that, with the help of non-governmental organisations in the
voluntary sector, guarantees the most fundamental human right: the right to food.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D).   – (RO) Madam President, the scheme for the most deprived
persons is one of the European programmes best known and appreciated by European
Union citizens as it supports the provision of food to particularly vulnerable individuals
or families who are experiencing hardship. There are 43 million people across the European
Union who cannot afford to eat a full meal once every two days, and this number has
grown as a result of the economic and financial crisis. In 2009, 18 million citizens in
19 Member States benefited from receiving 440 000 tonnes of food. We support the
continuation of the scheme and a return to the annual budget of EUR 500 million. I think
that we urgently need to find sources for funding the scheme in 2011-2013 and,
subsequently, to devise a sustainable solution, including in legal terms, for the 2014-2020
period. The UN report on the food crisis compels us to take immediate, responsible action.

Spyros Danellis (S&D)  . – (EL) Madam President, Commissioner, poverty is a political,
economic and social problem that needs far more than superficial relief for human suffering.
That is why we consider that there are two particularly important points in the problem
at issue.

Firstly, that the current economic crisis in numerous Member States of the European Union
will exacerbate living conditions, especially for a young, very large section of the population
and that this needs to be addressed in a viable and cohesive manner.

Secondly, a bureaucratic monetary approach cannot overcome the essence, both political
and humanistic, of such an issue, especially in the current environment.

I should like to point out, in light of the hypocrisy with which we have become accustomed
to address issues as a whole, that, according to our habits, it would appear that each and
every inhabitant of EU27 can still throw away 179 kilograms of food, which of course
may be edible for those who can barely scrape by.
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Sari Essayah (PPE).   – (FI) Madam President, the decision in spring by the Court of Justice
of the European Union prohibits intervention stocks as being contrary to the Regulation
on the organisation of agricultural markets. The Court’s decision takes the view that volumes
of products distributed under the Food Aid Programme must be adapted to volumes of
intervention stocks.

In many countries, EU food aid is distributed via communities and aid agencies, which is
to say, on a voluntary basis. The dramatic reduction in the product range under the Food
Aid Programme may endanger the entire food distribution scheme. The voluntary networks
will break up, and food aid donated from elsewhere, shops, for example, might not be
distributed.

The decision by the Court of Justice is grotesque, when one considers that last year was
the European Year for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion, and this year is the European
Year of Volunteering. Are these European Years just for speeches in honour of special
occasions? What does the Commission intend to do to put this right?

Marc Tarabella (S&D).   – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
the attitude of the European Commission is deplorable in that it has not appealed against
the Court of Justice ruling and has effectively endorsed swingeing cuts to the budget for
our most deprived citizens amounting to nearly EUR 400 million. However, I was delighted
to hear what Mr Barroso had to say when he addressed Parliament on Tuesday, which was
along the same lines as the motion for a resolution that has just been tabled by Parliament.

In the debate on the multiannual financial framework, Mr Barroso reminded us just how
much the most deprived European citizens need our help in order to survive. He therefore
called for the food distribution scheme for the most deprived to be renewed for the
2014-2020 period, but also promised to urge the Council to finally take a position on the
draft regulation that was first tabled in 2008 and, as a matter of urgency, to continue the
scheme in 2012.

Let me, then, pick up on those proposals and ask the Council – although it will not be able
to reply today – why it can give no justification for keeping this dossier on the back burner
for three years. The ball is now clearly in the Council’s court: the Council needs to find a
solution for 2012.

Anneli Jäätteenmäki (ALDE).   – (FI) Madam President, poverty, regrettably, is a problem
in Europe. In Finland too, there are food queues, and those you are most likely to find
queuing are unemployed women over 50 with families.

The EU has created safety nets for the financial markets, but it has not done the same for
the poor and vulnerable. It is disgraceful that there are still food queues in Europe and that
we have to distribute food.

I would hope that the Commission will devise and draw up a sustainable programme to
eradicate poverty like this, so that people do not have to queue for food. As long as there
is no such programme, however, I think that we will need to continue with this scheme.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE).   – (ES) Madam President, I have received in recent
days, as I am sure many of you have, several messages of distress from many banks.
However, these are not the sort of banks which speculate and invest in wars. Rather, they
are banks that help people to survive. It would be absurd – and indeed it already is – if the
EU were able to save certain banks which do engage in these sorts of speculation and
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investment activities, and yet we were unable to assist banks that are specifically designed
to help the 13 million people living on a day-to-day basis. As parliamentarians, we cannot
allow this, and I hope that today’s vote, as well as the Polish Presidency, will resolve the
food scheme problem so that the debate we are having today becomes nothing more than
an anecdote.

It would be – I repeat – absurd to save the banks and financiers on the one hand, and to be
prevented from resolving the basic aid problem on the other.

Giovanni La Via (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I believe that
Parliament should send a strong message today to the Commission and the Council, a
European message and a message drawing attention to the most vulnerable members of
society.

I do not believe that this Parliament, which was democratically elected by the European
people, should be seen to be insensitive to this problem, which is not really a problem but
more of a legal issue. We need a new legal basis so that this project for helping the poor
can continue in this financial programming period and in the next one.

Today, therefore, I call on all my fellow Members from all the political groups to cast a
united and consistent vote in favour of this motion so that we can send a strong message
to the Council encouraging those who are currently blocking the new legal basis to
reconsider their position. We need a new legal basis, and Parliament is determined to obtain
it.

Gilles Pargneaux (S&D).   – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner, there has been a wave
of condemnation in response to the growing injustice that we have seen in recent weeks
and months. Not only are European men and women concerned by the unfair and, it seems,
unnecessarily technocratic decision to cut this aid from EUR 500 million to EUR 100 million
in 2012. They are also telling us that this is a political decision driven by a handful of heads
of government within the European Union, notably the German Chancellor, Mrs Merkel,
and the UK Prime Minister, Mr Cameron.

We are, of course, asking them to reverse their political position on this subject. We are
also asking you, Commissioner, to ensure that the European Commission monitors the
balance of power and to make a commitment before Parliament to reinstate the
EUR 500 million for the scheme for 2012.

Karima Delli (Verts/ALE).   – (FR) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, in 1986, a
great French actor, the founder of the Restos du coeur soup kitchens, said: ‘It is high time
that we showed some solidarity.’ Twenty-five years on, what have we achieved? Poverty
and inequalities are on the rise.

It is high time that you faced up to your responsibilities. In particular, you need to prod
into action all those Member States that are failing to help our poorest citizens. It is also
high time that we eradicated poverty. How long are we going to wait before adopting a
real framework directive on minimum pay that will allow everyone to live in dignity, but
above all, will give them enough to eat and guarantee all of their fundamental rights? At a
time when we are discussing a European platform against poverty and when we are being
told that 43 million Europeans are at risk, you decide to cut the budget. That is a scandalous
decision. Let me repeat that: it is scandalous. It is high time that …

(The President cut off the speaker)
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Elie Hoarau (GUE/NGL).   – (FR) Madam President, I would like to speak on behalf of the
thousands of citizens who qualify as most deprived, European citizens who live more than
10 000 kilometres away. I want to talk about the inhabitants of the outermost regions of
the European Union, who are despairing at the prospect of losing their only means of
survival when the scheme’s funding is cut by EUR 400 million.

So, like the other Members who have spoken, I am urging the Commission not to cut the
appropriations. The Commission will then need to come up with the right procedures for
making this food distribution scheme for our most deprived citizens both permanent and
consistent with the regulation.

In any event, we are calling for the EUR 400 million to be reinstated in the 2012 budget.

(Applause)

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) Madam President, we all strive and frankly wish for living
conditions and living standards for our citizens that will not leave them dependent on
humanitarian aid for people in need.

Even so, experience shows that the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived
persons in the Union still has a relevant role to play. Unfortunately, the fact of the matter
is that nearly 13 million people in the Union rely on this scheme. This hardly shows our
work in a good light. I agree with those fellow Members who say that the food distribution
scheme should not become entrenched in EU policy and that we should instead be aiming
to integrate the socially excluded into mainstream employment schemes and social
protection systems.

In the current situation, however, it would probably be imprudent to scale down the scheme
for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union without introducing an
adequate replacement. It therefore follows that we need to come up with an alternative
funding programme as a transitional solution for the 2012–2013 financial period.

Mario Mauro (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, if
there is one thing that we could do to make people hate Europe, then I have to say it is this.

Obviously we risk contradicting ourselves even though we are acting on the orders of a
Court. I have to say, however, that we must not just remedy and hence refinance this budget
chapter; we must also have the foresight to understand how to proceed. The agricultural
sector is a wholly European sector, from the financing of the budget right up to distribution.
The social sector is not. In many countries people struggle to understand what the Ministry
of Social Affairs is and what powers it has.

To organise a dialogue on food banks with the social sector at the level of national ministries
will be complicated and costly. Therefore, instead of throwing money at it straight away,
we should also try to identify the most suitable instrument, or else we will cause further
difficulties for everyone.

Wojciech Michał Olejniczak (S&D).   – (PL) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies
and gentlemen, a very difficult decision awaits us. Firstly, we have established an excellent
aid chain. It starts with the European Commission transferring money, and then
non-governmental organisations supply basic products to the most deprived persons.
These basic products include porridge, rice, flour, and sometimes tinned foods, milk and
butter. I do not understand how we can now deprive many people in difficult situations
of this basic assistance. I have met these people on many occasions, and they were
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enormously grateful. Not only on my own behalf, but also on behalf of the Federation of
Polish Food Banks and the people who benefit from this aid, I am calling on the Commission
today to retract this ill-advised and harmful decision. There is still time to do so. We spend
many billions on the common agricultural policy. It is not worth depriving ourselves of
such an excellent programme.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D).   – (RO) Madam President, although we have in Europe
the highest standards of living in the world, there are millions of people who are unable
to provide the necessary food for themselves. Reducing the total funds available for the
scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the European Union will
deprive many people of a basic right – the right to food. The judgment of the Court of
Justice of the European Union must be backed up by finding solutions for continuing the
scheme on a permanent basis in the medium and long term, which will be appropriate to
the legal situation. The common agricultural policy is a social policy where not only farmers
must be represented, but also all European citizens as taxpayers. This is why support for
people in need is a responsibility which must demonstrate unity in diversity at EU level.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. − Madam President, I very much appreciate
this lively discussion. The message of all the speakers to the Commission is very clear. The
Commission has to keep it in mind and I hope also the other institutions will do the same.
All European institutions will have to make joint efforts.

I share your concerns about these people, the most deprived people, and I can also accept
what we have said: that a European idea is not only about principles and values; it also has
to do with implementation and results. So after 2010, the Year of Poverty, we have to face
the situation, and we cannot be happy about the results on our continent. We have to fight
poverty in a real and very inclusive way.

So let me be clear about the future, the Commission now has to assess the situation
following the decision of the Court. We have to assess the situation, not in a legalistic way,
and we have to respect the European institutions.

Let me remind you of the decision of the Court: the Court ruled that the volume covered
by the plan had to be adapted to the volume of existing stocks. I would also like mention
that the wording of the judgment and its grounds left very little room for any change to
this position. That is why the Commission did not appeal. This is the reason.

So what can we do now? We have two problems to face: how to find a permanent solution
and an interim solution, as you have very clearly pointed out. What I can say on the interim
solution is that the Commission proposal for 2010, if adopted, can provide the sum of up
to EUR 500 million for 2013. We have to work on the basis of your proposals and we are
trying to take on board your suggestions about the next two years.

With regard to the long-term solution, we have decided to fund this programme through
social funding. I can understand your concerns. We all have to work together in order to
have this funding. But this should not be to the detriment of other purposes; this is also
important.

I would like to inform you that the Commission has proposed EUR 2.8 billion for the social
programme for the years 2014 to 2020. We really need to implement our 2020 strategy,
which includes the goal of poverty reduction. So this is the situation and we are going to
do our best and keep in mind all of your suggestions.
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Let me close with a small reference to my portfolio, I am the Commissioner for Fisheries.
In the framework of the reform for the fisheries policy – which I will propose to the
Commission next week – we also will create a facility for fish food. We are going to stop
discarding, and distribute the fish and the food that would have been discarded in these
programmes. So we can all work together to do our best.

President.   − To wind up the debate, four motions for resolutions have been tabled under
Rule 110(2) of the Rules of Procedure (1) .

The debate is closed.

The vote will take place today at 12:00.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Liam Aylward (ALDE),    in writing. – (GA) It is clear from the figures of the European
Programme for the most Deprived People that the programme is extremely important for
the 43 million people in the EU at risk of food poverty. The programme provides food
assistance in 19 Member States to 13 million people living in poverty, and there are
240 banks and charities involved.

Given that one of the objectives of the EU 2020 strategy is the reduction of poverty in the
EU, there must be strong support for this scheme, especially since the economic crisis is
increasing the pressure already being felt by the most vulnerable in the EU. European
farmers produce high quality food, and in my opinion it is of significant advantage to the
EU that the common agricultural policy (CAP) is able to make wholesome food available
to those in the EU who are experiencing social and economic difficulties.

While many people question this social role of the CAP and the EU, I believe that the EU
has an obligation to develop all aspects of policies such as the CAP in order to help those
who do not have many advantages.

Luis Manuel Capoulas Santos (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) In the context of the period of
crisis that we are currently going through, it is unacceptable that, due to a technical matter,
it is not possible to continue to meet the needs of the most vulnerable people through food
aid programmes. Taking into account the judgment of the European Court of Justice, I
appeal to the Commission and the Council to find a legal solution which allows the
continuation of these food aid programmes, at least to the same extent as in the past and
as soon as possible.

Franck Proust (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Let me remind you that we are discussing a subject
of vital human and symbolic interest. Solidarity between European citizens is one of the
fundamental values that unite all of us here. We also have a duty to protect that solidarity.

In 1986, we chose to come to the aid of those in extreme poverty. Morally speaking, Europe
today has no right to deprive our least well-off citizens of food aid because of legal concerns
and some partners’ lack of commitment. If this crisis is not resolved, it will have catastrophic
repercussions for European charity work.

We urgently need to bury our differences now and quickly come up with a solution that
will take us up to 2014. We also need to consider the future of this programme in the next
budgetary period. This topical issue should also prompt us to ask more far-reaching

(1) See Minutes.
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questions about which model would be best for Europe in terms of guaranteeing security
of agricultural production and food supply. As I see it, this is the message that Parliament
needs to send to the States and to the European people.

4. Modification of the Act concerning the election of the Members of the European
Parliament (debate)

President.   − The next item is the report by Mr Duff, on behalf of the Committee on
Constitutional Affairs, on a proposal for a modification of the Act concerning the election
of the Members of the European Parliament by direct universal suffrage of
20 September 1976 (2009/2134(INI)) (A7-0176/2011).

Andrew Duff,    rapporteur. − Madam President, first I will summarise the principal parts
of the reform package that was agreed so strongly at the committee stage. We want to
bring forward a polling day from June to May to allow for the more speedy election of the
Commission. We are going to create a modern supranational regime for privileges and
immunities. We will initiate a dialogue with the Council on the reapportionment of seats,
according, I hope, to a mathematical formula that we will need to agree on. We invite the
Commission to come forward with new proposals to facilitate the participation of citizens,
wherever they may live, in elections.

The key proposal, and the one that has created a degree of controversy, is to have 25
Members of Parliament for a pan-European constituency, elected from transnational lists
drawn up by the European political parties. The purpose of this is to transform the European
elections by giving the political parties a central role in campaigning by dramatising and
personalising the European dimension of the campaign. It is certainly possible that Mr
Barroso’s successor as President of the Commission could be found on a transnational list.

The time has come to galvanise European political parties. This is a time when many,
perhaps most, national parties are neither willing nor able to sustain European integration
in a democratic and efficient manner. People tell me that this is not the time for such a
radical proposal. Well, when it is ever a good time to do anything in politics?

When the popular legitimacy of the Parliament is in doubt is a good time to act. When we
are installing an economic governance is a good time to give European democracy a greater
profile and a boost. Frankly I doubt whether the demonstrators in Syntagma Square would
complain at being offered the choice to vote for two political lists: the national and the
European.

Some people are also concerned about the necessary change to primary law. But the fact
is that small Treaty changes are needed to bring in the Croatian Members and to rectify
the situation where the present composition is in breach of the Treaty principle of digressive
proportionality.

One other complaint, if I might. A criticism that this will create two classes of Member:
super ‘Eurostar’ MEPs and other, inferior Members elected from national lists. But the Treaty
says we are representatives of the Union’s citizens and we need to provide that essential
degree of electoral reform to transpose the Lisbon Treaty in line with political and
democratic reality.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))
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Ashley Fox (ECR).   – Madam President, I would like to suggest to Mr Duff that the reason
the vote on his report has been postponed is that his Group, the EPP, and the Socialists are
hopelessly split. The other groups are, shall we say, less enthusiastic. It is quite clear that
there is not a majority in favour of a transnational list and a pan-European constituency.

Would he not do better just to drop that proposal and to allow the other, more modest,
parts of his report to continue?

Andrew Duff (ALDE).   – Madam President, Mr Fox has a different appreciation of the
state of opinion in our groups. It is certainly true that, if you touch on electoral reform,
Members find this a sensitive and indeed uncomfortable question. The committee ought
to hear the anxieties and questions that have been put in the groups to see if we can modify
the proposal and improve it to grow the size of the consensus behind it. But I state very
clearly that the rapporteur is going to stick to the principle of transnational lists.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. − Madam President, let me start with a
quote: ‘looking ahead, the Commission confirms that the Union would greatly benefit if
a number of Members of the European Parliament were elected from European lists
submitted to the whole of the European electorate.’

This is an extract, not from the report presented to you today by your rapporteur, Andrew
Duff, but actually from a communication forwarded by the Commission to the Convention
in 2002. So the Commission remains convinced that European lists could help to enhance
the transnational dimension of European elections.

So let me say a few words about Mr Duff’s report. First, I note the tremendous personal
efforts of the rapporteur – and I would like to thank him – to seek wide support in the
Parliament on such a complex and sensitive issue. The core of the report concerns the
creation of a pan-European constituency to which 25 MEPs would be elected. I know some
Members of this Assembly are against such lists, but I think it is an idea worth pursuing.

It will, however, not be easy to implement and here begin the concerns of the Commission.
First, I am not sure our fellow citizens will understand the need to increase the number of
seats. This was the conclusion of the Convention: above 750 Members an Assembly may
find it difficult to function.

Second, increasing the total number of MEPs requires a Treaty change, unless the 25 MEPs
elected on transnational lists would be part of the existing number. In the Commission’s
opinion, this procedural difference is very significant. I understand your rapporteur has
already tabled amendments to leave the door open.

Third, it was so difficult to reach a compromise on the allocation of seats between the
Member States that it hardly seems conceivable to reopen such a debate right now. But
such a discussion would be essential, should the 25 MEPs be part of the whole number
here.

Fourth, the principal elements of the proposed reform would need to be ratified in all
Member States. In some countries this could even mean a referendum. Are we ready to
run the risk of a ‘no’ vote now? In the present climate of both institutional fatigue and
economic austerity, any referendum would be risky, and the national parliamentary
ratification processes cannot be taken for granted either.

In any case, the Treaty requires the European Council to adopt by unanimity a decision on
a proposal from this Parliament so your Assembly – this is a clear message – has the right
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of initiative on this matter. There is no formal role for the Commission. I trust you will
present your proposal in time for the European Council to decide early enough before the
spring-2014 elections.

Moreover, the report brings forward the idea of creating an electoral authority to conduct
and to verify the results of this election. It also provides for the creation of an electoral role
to prevent double voting.

Both instruments would indeed seem necessary and would be put in place after the revised
electoral act has been ratified. The Commission will need some time to draft a proposal
on this. It will also likely take considerable time for Member States to agree so this would
be only possible for the 2019 elections at the earliest.

This brings me to a specific request addressed to the Commission to present a new proposal
for the revision of the current information exchange system to encourage participation of
EU citizens in European elections in the Member State where they reside. The Commission
has already made such a commitment but the proposal has been blocked in the Council
since 2006 because Member States cannot find the unanimity required to adopt this
proposal.

Another demand addressed to the Commission concerns statistics and your wish to improve
the consistency and comparability of population data provided by Member States. On this
point, I can announce that Commission services are currently working on a draft proposal
which should be coming soon.

There are many other points in the report. Be sure that the Commission can only subscribe
to principles such as the better representation of women and minority candidates or the
respect of democratic rules in the selection of candidates. The Commission also supports
the idea of having the elections in May rather than in June.

So this report concerns constitutional issues rather than simply legislation. The Commission
is already ready to make some amendments in the procedure for the 2014 elections. I
mentioned earlier the way forward with Directive 93/109/EC, taking into account the
outcome of our debate today, to encourage people to stand and to prevent double voting
based on the current ex-ante checks.

As regards statistics, the Commission is already preparing the proposal to improve the
consistency and comparability of population data. Finally, three months ago, Vice-President
Šefčovič promised you that he would examine your request to establish a specific European
legal status for political parties at European level. The Commission is presently looking
into the key elements in the Giannakou report with an open mind, and it may indeed come
back to you in the near future.

György Schöpflin,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – Madam President, I wish to thank the
Commissioner for the very clear exposition of the Commission’s position. My particular
thanks also to Andrew Duff, as cooperation on this report has been excellent.

One of the proposals in the report on direct elections to the European Parliament has
turned out to be unusually challenging. There is considerable opposition to the idea of a
pan-European list which would represent the European interest and strengthen the European
identity. My position is that this controversy deserves further exploration. After all, there
is generally a parliamentary majority that supports the broad project of European
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integration, yet the pan-European list, which is certainly about just such integration, is
proving unacceptable to many.

My sense of it is that opposition to the list derives primarily from those who place the short
term before the long term. It is true that in the short term Europe faces an economic crisis
of far-reaching proportions, the future of the euro is far from assured and instruments to
resolve the crisis are still being elaborated. Those who focus on the short term will say that
this is no time to be experimenting with a pan-European list – yet. In reality the case for
the opposite position is stronger. Whatever form the resolution of the crisis will take, it
will demand more European integration, not less.

That will unquestionably mean more transfers of competences and powers to the European
Union. The power flows so transferred will require representation – that is the heart of
democracy – and will demand that representation at European level. This is precisely what
the pan-European list wants to achieve: to represent Europe and to represent the citizens
of Europe, which is why concentrating on the short term is short-sighted and futile.

Roberto Gualtieri,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (IT) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the
European Parliament believes that the construction of a true European political space is a
prerequisite for progressing towards a political Europe that can rise to this century’s huge
challenges in a strong, determined and appropriate way.

The Treaty of Lisbon represents a significant step forward in this respect, especially when
it comes to the principle already mentioned by the rapporteur, Mr Duff, which clarifies
that the European Parliament directly represents European citizens at EU level. Nevertheless,
despite this and other important innovations in the Treaty of Lisbon, and despite the fact
that everyday life clearly shows us that a political Europe is necessary, the construction of
a true European political space is still a long way off.

Debate in our Member States is too focused on national issues, too many of the discussions
among political parties are carried out from an exclusively national perspective, and the
European elections themselves often appear to the citizens as an extension of national
political debate, which is also one of the reasons for the overly low turnout.

We believe that a reform of European electoral law that strengthens our common principles
can contribute towards this Europeanisation of European political debate. Clearly, it is not
the only requirement, but it can help. Therefore, despite being aware of the numerous
problems associated with this proposal, the S&D Group supported the proposal for a
transnational list in committee.

At the same time we supported the request for a referral back to committee, because we
realise that broad consensus is needed on this proposal. However, we also believe that we
must proceed with determination towards a reform of the European electoral system that
strengthens the transnational nature of these elections.

Alexandra Thein,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (DE) Madam President, Mr Duff, first
and foremost, on behalf of our group I would like to thank you most sincerely for the many
years of work that you have put into this project and for the energy and enthusiasm with
which you are trying to persuade us to support it. We all know that we will have to get to
this stage at some point. You, yourself, asked earlier on whether now is the right time. I
think that, first of all, we really must adopt a report in September. We all know that it will
still probably take years, perhaps even decades, until this is actually implemented. However,
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if we do not start now, we might not even succeed in putting it in place in the next few
decades, either.

Personally, I would like to still be around to see us become a real Parliament with a single
transnational list, because even the German Federal Constitutional Court has called for
this and observed that we will only have true legitimacy if we are able to be elected by any
citizen of the Union. However, in order to still reach a compromise, I would recommend
that – in order to accommodate the small States – we extend the group of people who are
allowed to stand as candidates on the transnational list slightly, perhaps to 10%. Our group
Chair, Mr Verhofstadt, mentioned this somewhat light-heartedly in his speech yesterday.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Dimitar Stoyanov (NI).   – (BG) Madam President, as we are aware, one of the countries
federalists copy the most is the United States, and their dream is for Europe to turn into
the United States of Europe. However, even in the US, states do not vote on the basis of
one federal list of representatives in Congress, they vote separately …

(The President interrupted the speaker)

Given this situation, why do we need to be bigger federalists than the US? Since the European
model is completely different, with representatives there being elected … (The President cut
off the speaker)

President.   − I would just like to clarify that this is not an instrument to be used in order
to get a chance to speak, Mr Stoyanov. That is a misuse of this instrument. You have asked
to speak under the catch-the-eye procedure. You are indeed on the catch-the-eye list. You
can consider whether you now want to be taken off this list and then make another request
to speak.

Ashley Fox,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Madam President, the central proposal of the
Duff report is the creation of an extra 25 MEPs to be elected by the whole of Europe. I
believe that creating a new constituency, covering the whole of the EU, is democratically
flawed.

I ask Mr Duff, to whom will these 25 new MEPs be accountable? Certainly not the people.
These new MEPS will be accountable only to the European political party that placed them
on the list. They will speak on the party’s behalf and answer only to the party hierarchy,
not the people.

Far from bringing Europe closer to its citizens, this proposal will further increase the divide
between the ordinary citizen and the politics in Brussels and Strasbourg. An additional 25
MEPs, representing the whole of the EU, will also be expensive, both in money terms and
in carbon dioxide consumed.

At a time when the EU is seeking to reduce its carbon footprint, do we really need another
25 pan-European MEPs travelling across the whole of their new huge constituency? This
proposal also places an extra burden on taxpayers. At a time of austerity, how do we justify
spending millions more euros on extra politicians and their staff?

Mr Duff also wants a new electoral authority to oversee the election of these new MEPs
and an electoral roll for the whole of Europe. Have these proposals been costed? Of course
they have not. Conduct of elections must remain under the control of nation states.
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The only beneficiaries of these proposals are the European political parties. Indeed, I would
argue that Mr Duff wants to create these new MEPs and an election, simply to give them
something to do. The Duff report is undemocratic and expensive. It erodes the sovereignty
of the nation-states and my group will oppose it.

(The speaker agreed to take three blue-card questions under Rule 149(8) by Nicole Sinclaire, Olle
Schmidt and Rainer Wieland)

Nicole Sinclaire (NI).   – Mr Fox, I concur with virtually everything you said, but would
you also agree with me that the Commission’s mentioning there could be some form of
European office to coordinate these elections and a single electoral role for the whole of
the European Union is obviously a dangerous move towards a federal European state? As
your party is the senior party in the United Kingdom Government, can you confirm that
your party will block that move in the Council at every opportunity?

Olle Schmidt (ALDE).   – Mr Fox, I think that I am accountable to those who actually
voted for me. What is the difference with those who vote for the 25 Members? Are they
not accountable because they have actually been voted for? Is that so strange? Could you
try to explain this to me? Who are you accountable to?

Rainer Wieland (PPE).   – (DE) Madam President, Mr Fox, I would like to know how, in
your citizen-centred comments, you account for the fact that, in some Member States,
only the candidates put forward by parties can be elected and, furthermore, for the fact
that, in your Member State, it is even the case that only those party members with a kind
of licence to stand from the party leadership can be put forward.

Ashley Fox (ECR).   – Madam President, in answer to Ms Sinclaire I say unequivocally
‘yes’. The Conservative Party will block that proposal.

To Mr Schmidt, you need a system where you can get rid of an MP that you do not like.
For example, I can be deselected by my party or I can be removed by the electorate of the
South West of England. That will not exist in this system.

To Mr Wieland, I do not think that ordinary citizens have any interest whatsoever in this
proposal. It is totally disconnected from their ordinary concerns. It is up to each nation state
to determine the method of election of their representatives in this Parliament.

Gerald Häfner,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (DE) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, Europe needs innovative ideas in order to move forward, as well as ideas for
how we can gradually achieve a European democracy and a democratic Europe, because
citizens’ influence on European politics is still too small. We need real European debates
on European issues. Citizens must have the option of having the last word. The citizen is
king. We therefore need a European right of initiative and, in my opinion, we also need
European referendums. We need a reform of the electoral system. European elections are
still purely national affairs – they are run by national parties, with national candidates and
fought mostly on the basis of purely national issues. Incidentally, I regard this to be largely
a misuse of European elections. We must ensure that the elections and also the issues are
European in nature.

Mr Duff’s proposal is one such innovative idea, as it will have a direct and an indirect effect.
One indirect effect is that it will force the parties to take a European stand, to debate
European issues and programmes and to nominate European candidates. Another effect
is that, in addition to the national candidates, citizens will also find European candidates
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on their voting slips. This proposal relates to the key concern of the European Union and
our work here.

For that reason, I am also grateful for this fierce debate, because who are we representing
here? Are we just a Union of Member States and do we just represent the interests of the
citizens of our own countries? Or do we also represent a common European interest? Are
we representatives of the citizens of the European Union? The truth is we are both of these
things. We must not lose sight of either one of them. That means – and that applies just as
much to our citizens – that there are national aspects to an election, but there are also
European aspects. I look forward to the day when, in addition to their voting card containing
the national candidates, citizens will also have a second voting card containing European
candidates.

Incidentally, we Greens have set the benchmark in this regard. The Greens are so far the
only party to have gone into an election campaign with a European lead candidate and a
European programme. I believe that we owe that not only to the idea of Europe, but also
to the reality of Europe. Thus, if, one day, voters from the United Kingdom vote for French
candidates and vice versa because they think they are good candidates, then Europe will
have taken a step forward.

Søren Bo Søndergaard,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DA) Madam President, what
is democracy? Is it the right to vote every five years? No, it is not. In a true democracy, the
election is merely a parenthetical event in the democratic process, which takes place in
between the elections. The question is, therefore, whether the proposal to place 25 MEPs
on European lists will strengthen democracy between the elections. Will it reduce the
distance between the voters and those they vote for? I believe that this group will be even
more disconnected from voters. At the same time, the proposal will result in more MEPs
for the large countries. If you want to have a lot of votes for people on a European list, you
would obviously not nominate a lead candidate from Finland or Malta. On the contrary,
you would nominate candidates from Germany, France and the United Kingdom. In short,
the proposal would result in less diversity, less accountability and less democracy. I would
like to thank Mr Duff for his sterling work, but I cannot support the proposal.

The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Jo Leinen (S&D).   – (DE) Madam President, Mr Søndergaard, if we have a list of
25 candidates, these candidates will clearly not all come from a single country, but from
25 countries. Each party will arrange it that way. Would you agree, therefore, that it will
actually be the small countries that have the relative advantage and not the large ones? It
is precisely the opposite of what you are arguing.

Søren Bo Søndergaard (GUE/NGL).   – (DA) Madam President, no, I completely disagree
with that, because the whole point is that we establish a European list, yet where will the
votes come from for the people who will be elected from this European list? How many
voters are there in Germany? How many voters are there in Malta, or in France, Finland or
the United Kingdom, and how many are there in Cyprus? It is quite clear that this proposal
is yet another way of introducing the mathematical formula that is intended to strengthen
the large countries in relation to the small ones.

John Stuart Agnew,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – Madam President, the most fascinating
bit of this report is the excellent graph which shows the decline in turnout in European
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elections from just over 60% to now just over 40%. What a splendid achievement this has
been.

The peoples of Europe have shown clearly what they think of this great project: they do
not like it. What is the response? Instead of wondering whether a lot less Europe might
appeal to the people of Europe, Mr Duff proposes lots more Europe: an expensive and
pointless addition of 25 extra MEPs occupying so-called ‘super seats’. Why would anyone
in Europe want these?

The southern end of Europe and Ireland are discovering, through the imposition of real
hardship, real poverty and onerous austerity measures, just how wonderful Europe isn’t.
The euro has been for them, and thus for the rest of Europe, an unmitigated disaster.

A vast tide of economic migrants is starting to overwhelm especially the more prosperous
northern countries. Inevitably, as a direct consequence, nation states are reaching for a
veritable array of borders, customs and immigration checks. The great EU temple totters
on its foundations, and just at this moment Mr Duff decides that he wants more Europe. I
am stopping here with 15 seconds to go, because I want less Europe.

Béla Kovács (NI).   – (HU) Madam President, while the Duff report acknowledges and
faces the fact that to the majority of European citizens the institutions of the European
Union – including the European Parliament – are uninteresting and obscure, it increases
the chaos instead of providing a solution. It deals with election systems, mathematics and
internal bargaining barely understandable to the average person.

The point is that these European parties, running under various names and consuming a
vast proportion of Parliament’s budget – yet essentially all globalist, neoliberal and intent
on eliminating nation states – have suddenly started a fervent reformation of their election
laws to prevent patriotic and anti-centralist forces from being able to run, or to make sure
that they run only with great difficulty in the 2014 European Parliamentary elections. The
biggest flaw of the report is that, while leaving the current system, which does not even
guarantee the proportionate representation of individual states, unchanged, it expands it
with a transnational list. This means that average citizens – who are voting in increasingly
smaller numbers during successive election cycles because they barely understand or see
the value of the European Parliament and barely follow its activities – can also vote for an
international list, the so-called European Parties. Ladies and gentlemen, do you really believe
that in 2014 German, UK or Hungarian voters will vote for a Spanish, French or Finnish
individual about whom they know next to nothing and who is unaware of their problems?
Do you believe that it is possible to personally campaign in 27 countries with close to 500
million Europeans? It is almost certain that people will be more confused than ever, and
even more citizens will avoid European elections like the plague.

Íñigo Méndez de Vigo (PPE).   – (ES) Madam President, the Treaty of Lisbon grants
Parliament the power to initiate a reform of the Electoral Act, and therefore we have to do
so.

We also have to do so because, soon, the MEP seats in Parliament will be redistributed with
the entry of Croatia. Therefore, the report by Mr Duff, whom I want to congratulate for
the work he has done, is included in this field.

The Electoral Act, as you know, dates back to 1976. A great deal of time has elapsed since
then, and we therefore need to improve it.
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The debate taking place today is likely to focus on the pan-European list, and I say
pan-European because my group has tabled an amendment along these lines that we will
uphold, with all the more reason today, in honour of the recently deceased
Archduke Otto von Habsburg, who used the term ‘Pan-Europe’.

The pan-European list appears to raise serious doubts. Some people are telling us, ‘It is too
soon.’ However, I am sure, ladies and gentlemen, that on 8 May 1950, an advisor told
Chancellor Adenauer or Mr Schuman, ‘Minister, Chancellor, it is too early to make a
Franco-German agreement to pool coal and steel.’

For conservatives, everything is always too soon. For those who want nothing to change,
it is always too soon. For those of us in favour of progress, those who want Europe to move
forward, we want to have high hopes, Madam President. One of William Faulkner’s
characters said, in a very glorious way, ‘Our dreams must be like mountains so that,
wherever we are, we can see them and pursue them.’

The transnational, pan-European list fits into this idea of dreams, ideals, poetry and struggle.
Madam President, the style of the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian
Democrats) is to have the greatest possible consensus. We will seek the consensus needed
to introduce it here.

Nevertheless, as Paul Valéry said about every poem, ‘It is never finished; only abandoned.’
Today we are abandoning it, but we will come back to it, Madam President.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D).   – (SK) Madam President, the European Parliament is
a key element in the European Union’s constitutional order. During the long negotiations
on treaty revision, the Union made substantial progress in establishing the basic conditions
for uniform elections, despite the absence of a single electoral law.

Several of the problems encountered by previous rapporteurs have been dealt with
satisfactorily. There is a category of issues that might have seemed problematic at the start
of the exercise to introduce direct elections, but, as my fellow Member has pointed out,
the focus should be on progress, and many of these issues have therefore been resolved
already.

Parliament’s importance and powers have grown substantially since 1979, thanks in part
to the Treaty of Lisbon, which has made us much more powerful. In this respect, Parliament
both needs and deserves an electoral system and an internal organisation which is
commensurate with its new duties.

Last but not least, elections to the European Parliament should be more straightforward,
easy to understand and appealing to citizens of Member States.

IN THE CHAIR: ISABELLE DURANT
Vice-President

Anneli Jäätteenmäki (ALDE).   – (FI) Madam President, I would like to thank my colleague,
Mr Duff. Unfortunately, though, I have to say that I do not support this proposal, except
inasmuch as there are good arguments for bringing the election date forward to May.

There are three main reasons why I do not support the idea of having 25 new Members of
the European Parliament. First of all, they are simply not needed: this Parliament is already
big enough. We should, instead, think about how we can improve the work we do and
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make it more effective. Secondly, this will be a coup for the big Member States. Thirdly,
there are practical problems. A crucial part of the work of a parliamentarian is to keep in
touch with the people. Apparently, these 25 new Members of Parliament are not expected
to keep in touch with the people and the electorate, because that will be impossible in
practice. If the EU expands, how will it be possible to visit each Member State even a couple
of times a year?

Finally, I would like to say that, of course, EU matters could be dealt with in the elections
differently, and I want to remind everyone that in the last parliamentary elections in Finland
– the national elections – nobody spoke of anything else but European matters. National
issues took second place. It depends on us ourselves what issues we put forward as priorities.

Edvard Kožušník (ECR).   – (CS) Madam President, my fellow Member and friend,
Mr Méndez de Vigo, if I may say that, for he is certainly my friend and I have a great affinity
for his country, lives in the mountains. A large number of the 500 million voters in the
European Union live in the valleys, and voter turnout continually drops year after year. I
think that this is a major problem for the European Union, since the European Parliament
is the only institution which is elected directly by the citizens. The legitimacy conferred
upon this Chamber by the citizens in these elections is decreasing year after year.

When I read about the individual measures, I have the sense that precisely this essence, in
other words the citizen within the framework of the European Union, will be lost. Measures
are proposed here in Parliament, and yet no one asks the citizens what they themselves
want from the EU. A proposal has been engineered concerning the creation of a single,
EU-wide electoral district, the MEPs from which will be even more remote from their
citizens than the MEPs elected in the Member States today.

Let us therefore attempt instead to get closer to the citizens, let us not dream up plans for
EU-wide electoral districts, let us strengthen direct democracy and let us rather allow the
citizens themselves to decide more often. Let us consider how we can make it possible for
them to take part in elections, for example by means of the Internet.

Satu Hassi (Verts/ALE).   – (FI) Madam President, the aims behind the proposed reform
are all worth supporting. I support all the aims mentioned in this debate by those who are
in favour of this reform.

Nevertheless, I am sceptical about transnational lists. From the perspective of a citizen of
a small Member State, the reform looks like greater influence on the part of the big Member
States. If transnational lists are open – if voters can freely elect someone on them – in
practice, only candidates from the largest Member States will be elected.

If, moreover, the European parties put up candidates in order, once again the Members
from the biggest Member States in each party will have the greatest influence, and this will
repeat itself from party to party. It is very important to find ways to engage in European
political and public debate, but I earnestly hope that we will find better remedies than
transnational lists, which, at least in my country, will only serve to increase opposition to
the EU.

Helmut Scholz (GUE/NGL).   – (DE) Madam President, in light of the scope to act that
we are afforded as Parliament, we really have to ask, ladies and gentlemen, whether we,
too, have sufficient legitimacy for our actions here. Mr Duff’s report – and I very much
welcome the many years of work that he has carried out – puts forward specific proposals
for strengthening the European element. Some of these will clearly not receive majority
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support, but he is taking the right approach and it deserves broad support and a public
debate, including outside this Chamber.

In our group, too, there were heated debates about the specific proposals in the report.
This reflects the divergent interests in, and experience with, the European Union. On one
point there is agreement. Parliament is not the only place for discussing and taking decisions
concerning democracy. Therefore, I give my clear support to the approach taken in the
report, which I believe is the right one, and to the report’s call, right from the outset, to go
well beyond the negotiating mandate towards the Council. Citizens must be given their
own voice in this process and the European political parties must be active in this regard.

Oreste Rossi (EFD).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the report is aimed
at reforming European electoral law, moving us towards the creation of a European federal
state.

There are plans to add a transnational college, elected using the proportional method and
regulated by an appropriate EU electoral authority. We are very much opposed to this
choice: firstly, it does not respect the political groups that have their roots in their own
countries rather than at European level, and secondly, huge costs would be incurred in
setting it up. What is more, we would have two different types of MEP, because it would
be unthinkable for MEPs who have to travel round 27 and subsequently 28 Member States
to be treated in the same way as the others – what funds would they have to be able to look
after their own region?

Another point that we oppose is the creation of an EU electoral roll, because its management
in terms of the deletions, insertions, amendments and checks required for hundreds of
millions of voters would incur unnecessary additional costs for the EU budget. The creation
of a single European political space would limit the Member States’ sovereignty.

We believe in a Europe of the peoples that respects the situation in the regions and represents
and empowers them, not a Europe that imposes itself as a bureaucratic ‘superstate’ and
master.

Nicole Sinclaire (NI).   – Madam President, never mind the quality, feel the width. This
proposal will not add anything to the quality of European democracy. You are just kidding
yourselves.

It will further remove the citizens from its politicians. Everything about this proposal is
wrong. There is a suggestion of gender and ethnic-based quotas. Quotas are wrong. Positive
discrimination is wrong – it creates victims. Has Mr Duff even considered the cost of
implementing this proposal? I suspect not. Apparently the taxpayer has deep pockets. This
proposal is open to abuse. One British party, UKIP, is currently boasting that it can take
cash for a pan-European party to spend on its own domestic agenda. To use the rapporteur’s
name as an adjective, this is truly a duff proposal.

Carlo Casini (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the people are the
foundation of democracy. ‘People’ means identity, a combination of history, traditions and
ideals, but it also means unity and the desire to have a single government.

On that basis, a single electoral system is clearly an instrument for building a population,
a European demos. This European demos still does not fully exist, as demonstrated by the
fact that in the last European elections there was a much lower turnout and hence a lack
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of responsiveness, and by the fact that national debates have focused primarily on national
problems and not on European problems.

The proposals made in the Treaty of Lisbon should therefore be implemented. Under the
Treaty of Lisbon, the European Parliament is not obliged to present or draft a uniform
electoral law; the Treaty merely indicates that it has the power to do so, but it is an
extraordinarily important power, and therefore we must not abandon our plan to undertake
this reform of the 1976 Act.

We will refer this document by Mr Duff – whom I thank once again in my capacity as Chair
of the Committee on Constitutional Affairs – back to committee. The Committee on
Constitutional Affairs adopted his text almost unanimously, and we are somewhat reluctant
today to see it be referred back to committee. However, precisely because we must not
back down in any way, I believe that Parliament should redraft the text so that it is more
workable and can receive broader support, but that referral back to committee should not
be a way of shelving the reform.

The need for a European vision is not due solely to the fact that elections could be held in
a transnational college; there is also the question of what the direct election by the people
of the Members of the Commission or at least of the Commission President would involve.
It is with that question that I shall therefore conclude my speech, extending my thanks
once again to the rapporteur, Mr Duff.

Marita Ulvskog (S&D).   – (SV) Madam President, there are two proposals in Mr Duff’s
report that I think we should bear in mind straight away. These are moving the polling day
to a time in the year when the political temperature is higher. Such a small change could
in fact help to increase turnout in a number of Member States. It is also extremely important
for us to do something with regard to the issue of parental insurance. Men are the norm
even in this Parliament, and that should not be the case.

Otherwise, I agree with many of the views expressed by Commissioner Damanaki. However,
I would explain it in a way that is a little clearer. There is too much of a ‘helicopter
perspective’ in this proposal and too little long-term pragmatism. Together with our
European and national parties, we need to show what decisions the EU is actually taking
that affect the lives of EU citizens in a positive way, particularly in areas where national
power is inadequate. How could a nation, a Member State, regulate the financial market
on its own? How could an individual Member State do anything with regard to climate
policy? We must get better at long-term pragmatism and stop coming up with such wild
proposals as those tabled by Mr Duff. Realism is important.

Niccolò Rinaldi (ALDE).   – (IT) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
with this modification of the Act concerning the election of the Members of the European
Parliament we have an opportunity to uphold two principles, namely the transnational
list, so that we have something more than an embryo at last, and a genuine step in the
direction of European federalism, and we in the Italia dei valori party welcome the
rapporteur’s tenacity in this regard.

However, it is a mistake to think that the transnational list alone will reawaken the interest
of the citizens, half of whom already fail to vote in European elections. We need innovative
quality indicators that are in touch with society. We in the Italia dei valori party have
proposed in committee to set a ceiling on MEPs’ mandates, in order to change those in
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office and create a process of renewal. This amendment was rejected – on rather ridiculous
grounds, in my view – by MEPs instinctively seeking to protect themselves and their position.

We are committed to making other changes for the next part-session: the first change
concerns the regional dimension of elected representatives and constitutions – of MEPs –
to ensure that they have a strong relationship with their home region, and the second
change will be made both through the amendment tabled jointly with the Group of the
Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament – and I am
grateful to Mr Gualtieri – and with a separate text aimed at ensuring a ‘clean Parliament’,
as requested by the public.

A ‘clean Parliament’ that prevents people who have received definitive sentences – and
thus obtained all the guarantees of a fair trial – for extremely serious offences such as
terrorism, corruption, organised crime, incitement to racial hatred, and so on from standing
in elections. It is a disgrace that those guilty of such crimes should be able to sit in this
House today. More courage is needed, ladies and gentlemen, and it is only with pioneering
European rules that the European Parliament will obtain all the credibility it deserves.

Julie Girling (ECR).   – Madam President, this really is a triumph of bad timing and
insensitivity. At a time when European citizens are questioning in ever increasing numbers
the effectiveness, relevance and, above all, the cost of the European Union, we are bringing
forward proposals for an expensive extra level of pseudo-democracy.

I strongly oppose such a proposal and see it as a perfect example of the increasing disconnect
between some Members of this House and their electorate. Before Members vote for more
MEPs, perhaps they should study the trends in opinion polls across Europe. These show
rapidly declining support for the European project, and most particularly for this Parliament.
If we want to reverse this trend we must find ways of reflecting the views of the citizens,
challenging the Commission to bring forward relevant initiatives and demonstrating added
value to Member States.

It is not the case that we Conservatives do not have dreams. We do. We dream of a
progressive Europe. It is just that those dreams lead us in a completely different direction.
However, they are just as valid and, if you keep on in the direction that you are talking
about, you are merely going to assist us in that task.

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) Madam President, the European Union has been evolving
and transforming at a dynamic rate since its inception. Progressive enlargement has
necessitated revision of the mechanisms used to represent Member State citizens in the
Union’s political bodies, so it is only right that we are now addressing the reform of the
2014 elections to the European Parliament.

While Mr Duff’s report has raised a number of acceptable proposals for change, the proposal
for an additional 25 MEPs elected by a single constituency formed of the whole territory
of the EU is out of step with those pragmatic changes. I agree with Mr Duff that the body
of the European Parliament could be split into two separate chambers. The Union’s Chamber
of Citizens, created under current rules, would be based in Brussels and would carry out
those duties currently performed by Parliament.

The Chamber of State Representatives, which would have not 25, but x-times as many
representatives as there are EU States, for example three times 27 seats in the current
situation, would be headquartered in Strasbourg and would be responsible for conciliation
and coordination in disputes between the European Union’s highest-level institutions. The
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Chamber of State Representatives could also reduce the electoral weight of small States in
the majority decision-making of the Chamber of Union Citizens. Such a change could
prove beneficial.

Diane Dodds (NI).   – Madam President, is it not strange that at the same time that his
leader Nick Clegg is pursuing a reduction in representation at Westminster, we have
Mr Duff’s proposal for another 25 MEPs in this place? Consistency and Lib-Dem policy,
as demonstrated in tuition fees and now this, remain alien to each other.

On his website, Mr Duff states that, so far, national politicians have been rather bad at
connecting citizens with the EU. The irony in this statement is that, if Mr Duff asked the
electorate of the UK whether they wanted more MPs elected on a pan-European basis, they
would say ‘no’.

There is no connection with the EU, because the EU is like a parallel universe. While national
governments cut public spending, the EU demands more. When business asks for less red
tape, the EU adds more. It is for reasons such as this that there is no connection and no
affinity with the EU.

Until the EU actually recognises that government for government’s sake is a bad thing, and
that better government comes from national parliaments, the electorate will remain
detached from the EU. Twenty-five pan-Euro-MPs will only cause further disenchantment,
cost more money and become completely removed from a constituency base.

Rafał Trzaskowski (PPE).   – Madam President, this is an ambitious proposal and one
which we should support in principle. There are some elements in it which are not
controversial, because we are all focusing only on the transnational list. I think we can all
agree that streamlining the electoral procedure is not controversial.

However, there are some proposals in it which have produced controversy, most notably
the transnational list. I think that this is an experiment in transnational democracy.
Regardless of whether one is a true federalist or, more modestly, believes in creating a
European public space, I think that we should support it.

If we want the European political parties to be visible and citizens to take a well-informed
choice – because decisions in this House are taken by political parties – and if we are really
interested in how effectively our postulates are being realised, we should know what these
parties do. If we want a European election campaign to be based on a truly European debate
about European issues, I think that we should, in principle, support this proposal.

There is one caveat. I support it if the transnational list is open, giving citizens a true choice
and stimulating political parties to present the best candidates. Here I am sometimes amazed
when people from smaller countries say that it would actually benefit only big countries.
This means that you have no faith in your parties to actually put forward good people. I
will just give you one example. If the Czechs were to put forward Vaclav Havel, I am
absolutely certain that many people would want to vote for him – people who actually
have similar ideas to mine. But if they were to put forward Vaclav Klaus, I am pretty sure
that, maybe, many conservatives would want to vote for him as well.

There are some problems. There are people who are not ready to embrace this idea, and it
is true that having more MEPs at a time of financial austerity would send the wrong signals.
But this is not Andrew Duff just being capricious. We are obliged by the Treaty to take it
up. We have to take the initiative: this is the only part of EU law where we have the initiative.

27Debates of the European ParliamentEN07-07-2011



It is too serious to be dropped, so let us talk about it a little more, because this proposal is
really worthwhile.

Jo Leinen (S&D).   – (DE) Madam President, 30 years after the first direct election to the
European Parliament, we need a fundamental reform of the electoral system. The
shortcomings of the European elections are clear. We must not stagnate, we must not stand
still; instead, we must take the next step forward. The next step is indeed this strategic
instrument of European lists alongside the national lists.

Democracy involves discourse and deliberation, as Professor Habermas used to say. That
is exactly our problem. The political class has a national system of discourse. The debates
remain in the national realm. We have no overarching European debate, no European
political realm, and the European lists would force the political class to come together and
to think in European terms, to argue from a European point of view and also to make the
alternatives clear to citizens with regard to the forms of Europe they have to choose from
in the elections. I hope that we will succeed in implementing these European lists with
your report, Mr Duff. We need this vision, and we should not give in. Parliament has already
taken a decision in this regard once before, and we cannot be less ambitious than our
predecessors.

Olle Schmidt (ALDE).   – (SV) Madam President, Commissioner, I like your proposal,
Mr Duff. I think that this is a stimulating, future-oriented and visionary report, but one
that could perhaps soon become reality. Creating a transnational list would emphasise the
European aspect of the election. It would give a much-needed boost to the more often than
not tired national election campaigns. It would, in my opinion, strengthen democracy. I
completely agree with the view expressed by the fellow Member who has just left. I would
happily vote for Václav Havel. I cannot understand why those of you who come from small
countries have such poor self-confidence. Poul Nyrup Rasmussen is President of the Party
of European Socialists. He is from the little country of Denmark. Pat Cox came from the
little country of Ireland and he was President of this Parliament. He did not even have a
party behind him. You need a little more self-confidence, ladies and gentlemen. Europe’s
voters are clever, informed people and I believe that they can differentiate between national
elections and European elections, and they would see it as an opportunity to go out and
vote twice and to also be able to elect their European politicians. Voters will also be able
to ensure that the politicians do their job – they need not be re-elected next time. This
report is good, necessary and visionary. To Mrs Ulvskog I would just like to say that we
can certainly be realists, but sometimes we also need to be bold and dare to think outside
the box. Unfortunately, I thought you sounded rather conservative, Mrs Ulvskog. My thanks
to Mr Duff.

Salvatore Iacolino (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the right to
European citizenship must be safeguarded by the proper implementation of the Treaty of
Lisbon, a task entrusted primarily to the representatives of the EU citizens elected in the
territory of the Member States, with the aim of asserting a genuine right to European
citizenship as a basic prerogative of every citizen who identifies with Europe’s values.

The postponement of the vote on the report, which was intended to modify the provisions
on the election of the Members of the European Parliament, takes nothing away from the
excellent work done by the rapporteur and the committee. Rather, it is evidence of careful
consideration because, while the creation of a transnational list accomplishes the task of
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guaranteeing a single form of representation, the need to ensure that the elected political
ruling class genuinely represents the individual regions is clearer than ever today.

The United States of Europe depends above all on the common application of the values
of solidarity and integration for the benefit of the entire Community, in particular the
outermost and island regions, which are more exposed than ever today to the growing
pressure of illegal immigration.

I am convinced that the rapporteur and the committee will work hard to make changes
that embrace the sentimental view of a Europe that is genuinely united, not least by a single
electoral constituency, yet based on the need for those who are elected to represent their
region. For one thing is certain: citizens today genuinely want to identify with Europe. This
is on condition that the European Union recognises the size and the needs of the regions,
because it must start there in order to come up with an organisational model that genuinely
responds to citizens’ needs.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D).   – (LT) Madam President, our first task is to make European
Union citizens interested in European issues. Over the years numerous important steps
have been taken to improve various election systems, and therefore an additional list of
elections to the European Parliament will hopefully help our citizens to become more
actively involved in the election process. However, the European Parliament itself has not
yet fulfilled all its obligations, laid down in the Treaties of Paris and Rome. I am talking
about the harmonisation of election procedures in the Member States and the right of
individual candidates to stand for office, as well as other problematic issues. I believe that
we should also take into account the shortcomings of the current system mentioned by
the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe, which are preventing the
European Parliament from fully implementing the principles of democracy and are failing
to encourage our citizens to become actively involved in elections, because they are simply
disappointed by the slow pace of reform.

Andrey Kovatchev (PPE).   – (BG) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, thank you,
Mr Duff, for your courage and enthusiasm in putting on our agenda the item on the reform
for changing the electoral system. As we are examining today a very important supranational
European topic, I will speak not in my mother tongue, Bulgarian, but in the language of
one of the Member States which has always been a driving force for European integration
and has been an example to many young European democracies in Eastern Europe –
Germany.

(DE) I welcome the report, particularly the proposal to elect 25 MEPs from a transnational
European list. However, the devil is, of course, in the detail. Is it possible to organise
something like this? Can we convince voters that this is the right thing to do? Is now the
right time to do this? Most importantly, are we really convinced that it is right to do this,
or are we simply looking for reasons to block it?

This tangible idea comes at a difficult time. Europe is at a crossroads, and we need to ask
ourselves whether we need to continue to deepen European integration, leave it at the
current level of development or even accept renationalisation. The Polish Prime Minister
gave a very optimistic and Europe-centred speech yesterday, the core element of which
was the vision of more Europe as the answer to the crisis. The Duff report contains exactly
that and it is a tangible element of this vision.
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In my opinion, the transnational European lists will be a strong signal that the federal
project is an attractive prospect for our continent. If we reject the report, we will, in my
opinion, be giving in to the unfounded fear that our citizens at home do not understand
us, and we will be surrendering in the face of national populism.

It may be that the proposal is not the perfect solution for many of us, but let us continue
to work on this proposal, towards the formulation of more objectives with the help of the
European parties, towards more European representation and away from national egotism.
This step is necessary in order to encourage a European debate and a European identity,
to give Europe a face and to give European issues more weight in the European elections.

The European Parliament is currently made up of 27 national representations. The
transnational list will create a genuine European representation and I would be very much
in favour of us adopting that.

Matthias Groote (S&D).   – (DE) Madam President, Mr Duff has presented us with a
visionary and – as he said himself – radical proposal for the reform of the electoral system.
I believe that that is a good thing; we need proposals and we need more Europe in European
politics.

However, the reality currently looks rather different: 18 fellow Members are still waiting
to be able to come here to Parliament and we are already talking about expanding Parliament
by another 25 Members. I think it is good that this report, most of which I support, will
be debated once again in the Committee on Constitutional Affairs and that we will then
adopt this Duff report here with a broad majority the third time around, because we need
a uniform electoral system. I would like to share many of Mr Duff’s visions with him.
Hopefully, we will adopt the final report in the second half of this year and then also
implement it. However, I believe that we need a broad majority, not just a slight majority,
because then we will really make ourselves heard with this proposal.

Róża Gräfin von Thun und Hohenstein (PPE).   – Madam President, we have all
experienced, during campaigns for election to the European Parliament, how locally
concentrated the discussion is in our constituencies. Discussions cover not only national
issues, but often even local issues. We all experience, in our everyday activity in our
constituencies, how weak or non-existent the perception is of our European parties and
of our political families, of the differences between us and even of our main issues as parties.
We all also know, Madam Commissioner, that participation in the elections – not only in
European elections but also national and local elections – is falling in Europe. It is a big
problem and a big issue, but as a solution to that we cannot propose less Europe, but more
Europe. We need to reinforce the discussion on European issues and on European political
systems, and to involve our citizens in this, which is what the proposal by Andrew Duff is
about.

Andrew Duff is calling for real input to ensure more Europe. Strangely enough, listening
yesterday to the speech by the Polish Prime Minister, I had the impression that he,
representing the Council – i.e. the intergovernmental institution – is more
Community-oriented and often has more of a Community spirit than this House, which
should represent the Community spirit in Europe. Let us think of this when we discuss the
proposal by Andrew Duff, which I support very strongly and with full conviction.

Sophie Auconie (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, let me begin by
thanking the rapporteur for the work he has put into this report.
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I should say that I, too, am in favour of a strong Europe, a visible Europe, a citizens’ Europe.
I am in favour of a federal Europe. I am in favour of implementing any and all measures
that will make Europe more successful and more ambitious.

Nevertheless, ladies and gentlemen, I struggle to explain to my fellow citizens, the citizens
in my country, why Europe is currently focused on institutional issues, when those citizens
feel that they have been left by the wayside.

They ask me ‘Surely other things need to be done first? What about the Greek crisis, the
sovereign debt crisis in the euro area, manufacturing issues, global warming? What about
the 13 million people, Europe’s poorest citizens, who are looking for solutions to their
own difficulties?’ I do not know how to tell the people I meet that institutional problems
are my immediate priority in Parliament.

I therefore support this approach: I am a firm advocate of a federal Europe. The
pan-European list undoubtedly sends a very clear message in favour of the strong Europe
that we want. Mr Méndez de Vigo, you said that we must act now, but I am not sure, at
present, how to explain to my constituents that we need to start by looking at our
institutions when they feel that we have abandoned them by the wayside.

Rainer Wieland (PPE).   – (DE) Madam President, this debate is characterised by the
discussion of a visionary idea. Unfortunately, since the entry into force of the Treaty of
Lisbon, Parliament’s tasks go well beyond the role of the creative department of the
European Union. We are also called on to tackle tough jobs. Unfortunately, we are falling
short of this goal with this report. Paragraph 1 of the conclusion states that we want to
ensure that there is a fairer distribution of seats. A newly elected European Parliament will
meet in three years’ time from next Monday. We have 40% of the parliamentary term
behind us and, therefore, paragraph 1 is inadequate. We need to do our homework in this
regard. We need reliable criteria for the composition of the European Parliament.

I acknowledge that smaller Member States need to be accentuated for the sake of their
identity. However, if we already have a situation in which some Members here represent
80 000 citizens and others 800 000 and the votes cast by citizens in elections carry different
weights, then we need to provide clear justification for why this is the case. We used to
talk about a democratic deficit because Parliament had no voice. Today, we permit a
situation to exist where in Karlsruhe it is said that we have a democratic deficit because we
have no recognisable ratio in the composition of Parliament. That is precisely what we
need. Therefore, we have not done enough in my opinion. We need something that is
beyond all doubt and also something that we can carry into the future, irrespective of how
population figures change. Then we will not need to have a democratic deficit again in the
future, Mr Duff. You have presented a very complicated formula. It is important that we
do not have a democratic deficit in the sense that 75% of teachers can explain the
composition of the European Parliament to 75% of pupils.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE).   – (SK) Madam President, I believe the election of 25 additional
members of the European Parliament beyond the ceiling of 751 seats will upset the
degressively proportional representation of the citizens of individual Member States
enshrined in the Treaty on European Union, as there is a risk that celebrities, singers of
various kinds and instant politicians could run as MEPs in at least a third of Member States,
regardless of the number set for each Member State.
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In specific cases, they would most likely be well-known personalities from the large Member
States which are already at the helm of the European Union. The awareness in small
countries of political and other high-profile personalities from the large Member States is
obviously incomparably higher than the other way round, namely the general awareness
in larger countries of well-known figures from smaller States. This is simply the way things
are. I have nearly finished, Madam President. Smaller States would again be marginalised.
It is my view that past elections to the European Parliament have fully and legitimately
represented the citizens of all Member States.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D).   – (RO) Madam President, it is more than 30 years since we
had the first direct elections for Members of the European Parliament, and I welcome
Mr Duff’s report. However, I do not support the notion of transnational lists as this would
therefore create two categories of MEPs: some who are elected in national constituencies
and the others who ought to be elected based on an EU-level constituency. I wanted to
emphasise this point because it is important that MEPs are equal and that, therefore, they
can represent the citizens of Member States.

Hannu Takkula (ALDE).   – (FI) Madam President, we have to remember what the role of
a Member of the European Parliament is. We represent our Member States and those who
voted for us.

It is absolutely clear to me that it would not be a development in the right direction if we
established this two–tier model, with a small, elitist group here that is elected without any
obvious electorate or constituencies, or whose constituency is the whole of Europe. This
would only serve to increase the democratic deficit even more, and, if I may say so, it is
very hard to justify these types of changes.

The role of a Member of the European Parliament is to build a Europe of citizens, and to
ensure that those values that lie at the heart of Europe – democracy, human rights and
freedom of opinion – can be strengthened. That happens best by having a system of
proportional representation and a clear relationship with our electorate.

For that reason, I myself oppose this kind of idea. I do not think that the time is right for
this reform: we should instead be finding more tools to enable the public and
decision–makers to come into contact and keep in touch with one another far more often.

Ulrike Lunacek (Verts/ALE).   – (DE) Madam President, I am very pleased that this proposal
by Mr Duff is finally on the table, because it genuinely represents a step in the direction of
a common European political system. All of us are elected at national level. That means
that, in our home countries, we are primarily asked about what is important from a national
perspective and not what is important from a European perspective. For us to actually have
25 MEPs who are elected at European level in addition to the other Members makes perfect
sense.

I am in favour of the idea of doing this within the framework of the 751 MEPs and also –
as has already been suggested by Mr Häfner – not at the expense of the small Member
States. I come from a small Member State myself and I am not concerned that we will lose
out here, because we could say that with 751 MEPs, the number of MEPs will stay the same
for each Member State (Austria will soon have 19), and these MEPs will be elected either
from the national or the European list.

To Mrs Tiçau I would say: there are constituencies at national and regional level in our
home countries, too. Why not also for Europe? To Mr Wieland I would say: you mentioned
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a complicated formula, but that is no longer in the report. I hope that we will indeed take
a step towards more Europe – with regard to the elections, too.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Madam President, this report is clearly divorced from
the reality of the European Union and the situation we are currently experiencing. For this
reason we do not support it. For a start, we disagree with the proposal of having
25 additional Members who would be elected by a single constituency made up of the
entire territory of the European Union. That would especially favour the larger countries,
ignoring the fact that there are currently 27 Member States, whose people have the right
to elect as Members people whom they know and who are in regular contact with them.

Secondly, it is inadmissible that, once again, an attack be made on the right to representation
of the smaller and medium-sized Member States, reducing their chance of direct
representation, which will end up further distancing elected representatives from the
ordinary voters, weakening democracy and contributing to an increase in abstention in
European elections.

Dimitar Stoyanov (NI).   – (BG) Madam President, what will basically happen when this
supranational constituency is created? I do not doubt Mr Duff’s good intentions, but the
road to hell is paved with good intentions. The concrete result will be the creation of a
supranational political European oligarchy. The reason for this is that the leaders of the
large parties will guarantee their election for life in the European Parliament via this
supranational list. The cost to European voters will be an extra EUR 100 million for each
single parliamentary term.

As regards gender equality and electing more national minorities to the European
Parliament, I would like to address all my fellow Members and say that here we have as
many men and women as voters in the EU countries have decided to send here. This is
why, fellow Members, as long as you continue to act cleverer than your voters, look down
at them and sing your praises to them, voter turnout will decrease.

Íñigo Méndez de Vigo (PPE).   – Madam President, Mr Kožušník, who is no longer here,
said of my speech that I was in the mountains. Maybe, but I prefer to be in the mountains
than to be in the past.

(FR) My colleague, Mrs Auconie, and Mr Kožušník, expressed how hard it is to explain to
their constituents why we are dealing with institutional matters rather than real-life issues.
It was a Frenchman, Jean Monnet, who explained that politics needs institutions.

Commissioner, before this debate, we held another debate today on the scheme for food
distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union. Let me tell you that with a little
intelligence and ingenuity, anything is possible.

At the end of the day, in response to the argument that the transnational European list
would disadvantage the smaller States, we need to remember that the Presidents of the
Commission have included Gaston Thorn and Jacques Santer. Mr Juncker is the President
of the Euro Group. Are they from large countries?

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, the vast majority of the French Members
of the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) opposed transnational
lists. I do not want to repeat all the arguments, financial and otherwise, and the political
issues. I believe that we now have all the institutions that we need to ‘build’ the European
Union. Let us not fall into the trap of believing that haste means speed. I think that, with
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the election of a President of the Commission in 2014, we now have all the political
resources we need to build the Union.

I would like to warn this House that by moving too fast in order to constantly trumpet the
Union’s achievements, but without consulting national parliaments or governments – on
issues, such as Schengen or economic governance, on which we are unable to achieve a
majority consensus – we are fostering anti-Union sentiment. Therefore, we need to be a
little more patient. One day, we will have a federal Europe, but at present there is no political
majority. Let us not infuriate our citizens with measures of this kind. It is clearly far too
early. Let us aim for less haste and more speed.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – (GA) Madam President, speaking personally, I am against the proposals
regarding 25 additional Members, although Mr Duff has many other good suggestions.

This is the perfect own goal, absolutely. The suggestion that we should have 25 extra MEPs
for Europe, with no constituency – elected by everybody but answerable to nobody – makes
no sense whatsoever. We cannot allow such a situation to exist, particularly in a time of
recession.

For instance, in my country we are reducing the numbers in Parliament, abolishing the
second House, and our number of MEPs have been reduced from 15 to 13 and then to 12.
But now we are talking about creating 25 extra Members of Parliament. It makes absolutely
no sense; it must be resisted. We have to look at ways to make ourselves more relevant to
the citizens, not less relevant.

Andrew Henry William Brons (NI).   – Madam President, the word ‘democracy’ means
government by the people – ‘people’ being a singular noun referring to a self-identifying
whole. It does not mean government by an arbitrary collection of persons.

An arbitrary collection of persons cannot exercise democratic power, because a common
identity is a prerequisite for democratic cooperation. A trans-European constituency
covering 27 countries is not a self-identifying whole. The rapporteur clearly believes that
it might lead to the development of such an identity, but that identity is a prerequisite for,
and not a consequence of, an electoral process.

Only European political parties will be eligible to contest these seats, and national parties
will be excluded. How long will it be before it is proposed that the proportion of seats
elected in this way should be raised to a quarter or half of Parliament? Democracy is not
government of the Eurocrats by the Eurocrats and for the Eurocrats.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. − Madam President, it was indeed a very
interesting discussion.

Since I have taken a lot of time already, I would like just to agree with all the Members who
underlined that there really is a need to improve citizens’ interest in European affairs and
to encourage and inspire them to vote in the elections.

The European Commission is already determined to improve the environment in which
future European elections take place.

Referring to electoral reform, for which Parliament – as we know – has a right of initiative,
I would like to say that we are looking forward to having the conclusions of the debate on
the report by Mr Duff, and will come back to you afterwards.
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Andrew Duff,    rapporteur. − Madam President, I would like to express my gratitude to all
those who have been here, and especially to all those who have stayed for an engaging
political debate about the nature of European democracy.

It is a timely and important question. I would like to say, very briefly, that the proposed
pan-European Members will be extremely accountable to European public opinion,
especially to that category of the electorate that is tired and frustrated by the narrowness
of national politics.

It is desirable to refer the proposal back to the committee for further but expeditious
consideration so that we can broaden the negotiating mandate for Parliament as it goes
into dialogue with the Council and Commission, and also to enlarge the bipartisan
pro-European consensus in the plenary.

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place at 12:00 today, but not on this proposal.

Written statements (Rule 149)

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We are faced with a report whose content
is unacceptable. We hope that the postponement of the vote on it and its referral back to
committee means that the ideas it contains will not prosper, even though it is well known
that many proposals with equally anti-democratic content that do not achieve the necessary
consensus at first manage to get through later. There are numerous examples of this in the
European Union.

The principle of equality between sovereign states is being more and more neglected, while
instead the idea of a superstate is being encouraged and strengthened, whereby power is
concentrated in a directorate of powerful countries, which ensure that decisions are made
essentially in accordance with their own interests. The other states are relegated to an
increasingly ancillary role and to a position of obvious subordination to the decisions made
by the ‘control centre’. Now that this path has been cleared by successive Treaty revisions,
and especially by the Treaty of Lisbon, an attempt is now being made to go further along
it.

The rapporteur’s proposal for the distribution of seats in Parliament takes a further two
seats away from Portugal, while leaving the joint weight of the six largest countries
untouched, although these are already in a majority in comparison to the other 21, as
together they make up 56% of parliamentary representation. However, this inequality
would also certainly be substantially worsened if the proposed additional single European
constituency were introduced.

Bruno Gollnisch (NI),    in writing. – (FR) None of Mr Duff’s report, whether it be changes
to election dates, the desire for the European Parliament to establish its own national
composition, the imposition of quotas for ethnic minorities or other groups, the pointless
‘EU-wide list’, the desire to harmonise EU Member States’ minimum ages for voting and
for eligibility to stand as a candidate, or the imposition on Member States of how their
electoral districts should be established, is acceptable. Common minimum standards are
of course possible as a way of ensuring better representation; I am thinking here of national
constituencies, proportional representation, a 3% threshold for the distribution of seats,
and so on. Parliament’s national composition must come under the authority of the
European Council and maintain equivalent levels of representation between countries of
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a similar size, and must not be strictly proportional to Member States’ populations. However,
above all, whether you like it or not, Members of the ‘European’ Parliament, as they are so
called, remain representatives of their country and their country’s people. Also, whether
you like it or not, as the French historian and philosopher Marcel Gauchet, who cannot be
accused of ‘populism’, rightly said, ‘the national context remains the true political context
in which people assert their belonging and their desire to influence a common future’. If
citizens are turning their backs on you, it is because you are refusing to accept the inevitably
national nature of democracy.

Constance Le Grip (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I would like to take the opportunity of the
debate on the own-initiative report proposing a modification of the Act of 1976 concerning
the election of the Members of the European Parliament by direct universal suffrage, to
call to mind that the Treaty of Lisbon empowered the European Parliament to propose
changes to its composition and its election method. The flagship proposal of Mr Duff’s
report is of course the creation of EU-wide lists. The idea being put forward is to enable
each elector to cast one vote for the EU-wide list in addition to their vote for the national
or regional list submitted under their Member State. I personally support this idea of
EU-wide lists, as I believe it is likely to give a pan-EU dimension to European election
campaigns, which we bemoan for too often focusing only on national issues. The EU-wide
list could also contribute to the development of European public opinion and genuinely
European debate. Moreover, the existence of EU-wide lists would give European political
parties a more important role, as they would benefit from greater visibility in the political
landscape and could lead common campaigns in all of the Member States.

Monika Smolková (S&D),    in writing. – (SK) We are always saying that MEPs need to be
close to voters in order to know their opinions and be aware of their needs. Despite this,
we now want to foist a representative on them who will not have time to visit their country
during the parliamentary term and who will never understand their problems, except,
perhaps, through an interpreter. Suddenly someone has an idea, and the next thing you
know they make it item 2b and propose that ‘in addition, 25 other representatives shall
be elected in a single constituency comprising the entire territory of the Union.’ If we stand
by what is written about proportionality in the EU Treaty, we should not introduce
requirements which have no basis in the political system and which violate the principle
of proportionality. I do not want to make changes in order to accommodate candidates
who failed to make it onto their party’s list in the elections, or who, not having been accepted
by the people in their own country, are looking for a way to circumvent Article 14(2) of
the EU Treaty. It is inconceivable that citizens would vote for someone who is neither
known to them nor even from their own country. I support the still valid democratic
principle of being as close as possible to my voters on a genuine, rather than a make-believe,
basis.

5. Progress on mine action (short presentation)

President.   – The next item is a brief presentation of the report by Mr Van Orden, on
behalf of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, on the progress on mine action
(2011/2007(INI)) (A7-0211/2011).

Geoffrey Van Orden,    rapporteur. − Madam President, I have to say first of all that it is a
disappointment that there has not been time for a full debate in plenary of this important
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matter. It has widespread support from all political groups, and I would like to thank all
the shadow rapporteurs for their excellent cooperation.

When many of us set out in the 1990s to bring an end to the use of anti-personnel
landmines, we were conscious of the fact that thousands of lives were being lost through
them every year and that the lives of thousands more victims were blighted by injury. Our
armed forces had agreed that anti-personnel landmines were no longer an essential element
in their armouries.

There was an enormous international mobilisation of political will and the resources of
governments and NGOs to overcome a scourge that not only costs lives but obstructed
development in so many of the poorest countries recovering from armed conflict.

Many of us who contributed to the Ottawa Declaration and were involved in the
sponsorship of the original ‘mine actions’ entertained the hope that this great problem
could be overcome in a finite period. We have to ask why this has not been the case –
although there has been enormous progress.

Fourteen years on, more than 90 countries are still afflicted by anti-personnel landmines
and other explosive remnants of war to some degree. Still there are casualties, and still
huge resources are being spent on mine action. We therefore thought it appropriate to
draw attention once more to the issue, particularly since the European Union institutions
are heavily involved in mine action. I pay tribute to the role of the Commission in this,
being one of the leading contributors – along with many Member States, the United States,
Canada and others.

Our focus throughout the report has been on anti-personnel landmines, while recognising
that explosive remnants of war may include cluster munitions as well as other munitions.

In drawing up the report I was very conscious that the Western democracies are on the
side of the angels. We try to help. Our motives are good, and nothing is served by
unnecessary self-flagellation: the research underpinning the report reflects this. Instead we
highlight those governments – Burma and Libya, for example – that have recently laid
anti-personnel landmines, and insurgent groups such as the FARC, which are continuing
to produce their own devices, and other terrorists and insurgents that have made increasing
use of improvised explosive devices, which are a threat not just to our armed forces on
operations but to the local civilian population as well.

Our attention therefore needs to focus on those whose actions continue to impact on
innocent civilians going about their everyday lives.

We consulted widely in this report. We held a seminar in January, which was attended by
the International Campaign to Ban Landmines, the Geneva Centre for International
Humanitarian Demining, the International Committee for the Red Cross, the
Slovenian-based International Trust Fund for Demining, HALO Trust and the External
Action Service, and we have also had written contributions from many others.

One outcome of the seminar was unanimous agreement that the Commission should
revert to a single budget line for mine action. But given the difficulties that we are facing
today – the economic difficulties in so many of our countries – a key message of the report
is for a more focused approach to mine action, prioritising those states which are most in
need of help while encouraging afflicted states that can afford it to commit more of their
own resources to combating the scourge of anti-personnel landmines.
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Many countries, such as Angola, rely too heavily on international financial assistance and
could make a greater national contribution themselves, and there are other states, such as
Bosnia, where conflict is over but where there is a massive residue of explosive remnants
that is holding back economic progress. Such countries should make greater use of their
own armed forces for mine action, training units specifically for humanitarian demining
tasks.

In conclusion, I reiterate our belief that, through better international coordination and
prioritisation, improved management, survey and demining practices, better reporting
and more astute and better use of funds, a world free of the anti-personnel landmine threat
to life, livelihood and economic development is a realistic possibility within a finite period.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, I think that Mr Van Orden’s report reignites
the debate about one of the security risks which still affects Europe. Anti-personnel
landmines have been used extensively in conflicts such as the Balkans war, and continue
to cause civilian casualties. Mine clearance in former conflict zones is an expensive and
lengthy operation. Not all the countries affected have the funds required to carry out this
activity. This is why it is difficult for the inhabitants to return to their homes and there is
the risk of accidents occurring. I think that better coordination among the international
donors would provide legal support for the gradual clearance of mines in conflict zones.
It is also important to involve the local authorities in this action as they will benefit from
it. In this context, I also urge specialist NGOs to focus their efforts and put an end to this
problem.

Maria Eleni Koppa (S&D).   – (EL) Madam President, the Group of the Progressive Alliance
of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament is delighted that, 12 years after
the Ottawa Convention, a significant reduction has been recorded in the number of victims
of anti-personnel mines. We are proud of the fact that the European Parliament was at the
vanguard and continues to lead international efforts towards a world with no mines.
However, there is still work to be done and thousands of people are still suffering the
consequences of these weapons.

In the report we are debating today, we are trying to see how we can optimise our
international action, so as to obtain even better results in the future. It is time for us to
review the overall picture and to find an anti-mine strategy which is as comprehensive,
cohesive and focused on the interests of the populations involved as possible.

Consequently, our international and local action should not only cover anti-personnel
mines; it should also cover other remnants of war, such as cluster munitions. Even greater
emphasis needs to be placed on educating and informing the potential victims, most of
whom are unsuspecting children.

My especial thanks go to the rapporteur, Mr Van Orden, for the exceptional report which
he has presented and for his cooperation with all the shadow rapporteurs during the drafting
of this report.

Ulrike Lunacek (Verts/ALE).   – Madam President, as one of the shadow rapporteurs, I
would also like to thank Mr Van Orden for this very good cooperation and the very good
report that has come out. You have included and tried to include most of our amendments,
so I think we have a very good report here. I am also very sorry we do not have a wider
debate on it.
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I would like to draw attention to one issue that came up after we had the debate in the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, which is why the topic is not included here. In May, a
coalition of several NGOs, including IKV Pax Christi, published a report, which I would
like to show you, on worldwide investments in cluster munitions; that is a shared
responsibility. It talks about the companies – be it banks, insurance companies or others
– who continue to finance the production of landmines and cluster mines; that is an
encouragement. This is something that we criticise in our report and which has to be
stopped. I would like to call on the Member States, the Commission and Council and
national parliaments to support these NGOs’ initiative and ensure that there will be no
more financial investment in the production of these cruel arms.

Franz Obermayr (NI).   – (DE) Madam President, 100 million anti-personnel mines are
buried in the ground throughout the world, and 70% of the victims are typically civilians.
Thus, the Ottawa Convention was a step in the right direction. However, in the EU we
should also take a look at our Member States. For example, 66 years after the Second World
War there are around 700 undetonated bombs in the ground in my home town of Linz.
The search and recovery result in costs in the region of EUR 200 000 that have to be paid
by the landowners.

The way that my question to the Commission of 13 January 2011 in this regard was dealt
with was more than a little non-committal, with reference being made to framework
directives for guarding against dangers at work and for protection at work as well as for
the removal of shipwrecks and bridge rubble. If this was a school assignment, I would say
that it had completely missed the point. Thus, we unfortunately have to conclude that
there is quite clearly a lack of awareness in the EU of the problem with regard to the removal
of relics of the Second World War from central European cities.

Tunne Kelam (PPE).   – Madam President, our colleague Mr Van Orden has produced a
timely and excellent report, well prepared by a panel of experts. Progress has been great
in the meantime, but it has been uneven. The report points to some big countries which
have not yet joined the mine-ban treaty, like Russia, which was removed from the list of
users only last year.

The existence of huge stockpiles in some countries is also problematic. For example, China
and Russia respectively have 124 million anti-personnel mines in storage.

There is also the problem of clearance of mines, with the report pointing out that some
countries are overly reliant on international assistance. It is, above all, up to the countries
concerned to take responsibility for the clearance of mines. The last message from this
report is assistance for the victims. It is a long-term challenge and it needs a strong sense
of international solidarity. EU money must also be provided.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. − Madam President, we welcome the ‘Progress
on Mine Action’ report by Mr Van Orden. We agree that considerable progress has been
made on this issue but that there remains, however, much to do, particularly with regard
to the most vulnerable countries, which continue to need international support, and in
the field of victim assistance.

The EU’s goal is to see the complete eradication of anti-personnel mines, whilst addressing
related economic and social problems. The report correctly points out that, while the
number of new mine victims is decreasing, there is still a need for assistance to victims.
Significant humanitarian and development challenges therefore remain. The report rightly
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points to the huge effort already made by the international community. As part of this
effort, the EU and Member States have collectively provided political, financial and scientific
support to mine action worldwide. Financial support amounted to nearly EUR 1.8 billion
in the last ten years. This constitutes around half of the world’s financial assistance to mine
action.

Our support has taken many forms. Firstly, through common foreign policy joint actions
we have provided support to mine clearance, we have promoted implementation of the
landmark Ottawa Convention, we have enhanced our efforts to secure greater adherence
to the Convention, and we are also now preparing a new Council Decision after the Second
Review Conference of the Ottawa Convention held in Cartagena, Colombia in 2009.

Secondly, through the provision of development assistance, the Union budget has
contributed around EUR 400 million for the period 2002-2010.

Thirdly, we agree that it will be necessary to review the Guidelines on European Community
Action. These aim to ensure the mainstreaming of mine action in national development
programmes and to promote links between security and these programmes. This approach
requires beneficiary countries to prioritise mine action in their programmes, as called for
in the report. We also agreed to focus on developing greater local capacity and that future
assistance should be earmarked for those countries least able to help themselves.

Finally, I would like to assure all the Members of Parliament that certain mine action
activities have been funded under the crisis response provisions of the Instrument for
Stability. Humanitarian aid has also made a contribution, for example in Pakistan, North
Sudan, South Sudan and Sri Lanka.

In conclusion, let me underline an important aspect which was not covered by the report.
We are concerned about the increasing number of mine victims resulting from mines laid
by non-state actors. This is a serious issue which requires further reflection and action by
all states that are party to the Ottawa Convention.

Finally, I would like to assure you that EU mine action will remain a prominent element
of EU external action and to thank you again for this important report.

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place today at 12:00.

(The sitting was suspended at 11:45 and resumed at 12:00)

IN THE CHAIR: LIBOR ROUČEK
Vice-President

6. Statement by the President

President.   − Today we are commemorating the sixth anniversary of the terrorist attacks
on London’s public transport system, in which 52 people died and approximately 800 were
injured.

We are commemorating and remembering what happened in London on 7 July 2005, an
event we will never forget. Today in particular, our thoughts are with the families and
friends of the victims of the terrorist attack.
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The bomb attack on London was one of the worst terrorist attacks committed on European
soil. I would like to say something to those behind the bomb attacks: whatever they do,
they will never achieve what they are trying to achieve, since we have genuine respect for
every human life. No terrorist or terrorist attack will ever be able to shake or destroy our
faith in basic values such as fundamental human rights.

Terrorism is an attack against all of us, and against the very foundations of a democratic
society. It will never be possible to justify it. Europe will always be united in the fight against
any form of terrorism.

I would like to ask you to observe a minute’s silence.

(The House rose and observed a minute’s silence)

7. Voting time

President.   − The next item is the vote.

(For the results and other details on the vote: see Minutes)

7.1. European Year for Active Ageing (2012) (A7-0061/2011 - Martin Kastler) (vote)

– Before the vote:

Martin Kastler,    rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, next year will be
the first year in which there will be more retired people than workers in Europe. This is a
major turning point in Europe. It is a good sign that we are today voting to make the year
2012 the European Year for Active Ageing and for solidarity between generations, and we
will also duly celebrate it and present it to the public. At this point, I would like to thank
the Commission, the Council and the shadow rapporteurs most sincerely for the fact that
we were able to reach a compromise together at first reading, and this is the compromise
that we are presenting here today and will jointly adopt.

I would like to refer you to an amendment that I would ask you to support. A European
Year also requires a certain amount of publicity and for that we also need money. We have
fought for a budget line for this so that a certain amount is available in order to present to
the public the subject of solidarity between generations as well as the subject of active
ageing. Thank you very much and I would ask for your support.

(Applause)

7.2. Situation in Syria, Yemen and Bahrain in the context of the situation in the Arab
world and North Africa (B7-0389/2011) (vote)

7.3. EU external policies in favour of democratisation (A7-0231/2011 - Véronique
De Keyser) (vote)

7.4. Preparations for the Russian State Duma elections in December (B7-0396/2011)
(vote)

– Before the vote:
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Kristiina Ojuland,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Mr President, on behalf of the ALDE
Group I would like to make the following oral amendment to paragraph 5: ‘Deplores the
six-month travel ban imposed on Boris Nemtsov on 5 July 2011 and calls for it to be lifted
immediately’.

(The oral amendment was accepted)

Hannes Swoboda (S&D).   – Mr President, in coordination with other groups, I would
like to table an oral amendment concerning the draft bill in the Duma to ignore certain
rulings of the European Court of Human Rights.

We would like to make the following addition to the paragraph as it stands: ‘welcomes the
recent decision of the Russian Duma not to consider the draft law for the time being and
hopes it will finally renounce that initiative’.

(The oral amendment was accepted)

7.5. Changes to Schengen (B7-0392/2011) (vote)

7.6. Approach of the European Parliament to implementing Articles 9 and 10 of
Protocol 1 of the Lisbon Treaty on parliamentary cooperation in the field of
CFSP/CSDP (B7-0388/2011) (vote)

7.7. Scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union
(B7-0397/2011) (vote)

7.8. Modification of the Act concerning the election of the Members of the European
Parliament (A7-0176/2011 - Andrew Duff) (vote)

– Before the vote:

Andrew Duff,    rapporteur. − Mr President, the ALDE Group, the PPE Group, the S&D
Group and the Greens/EFA Group propose that we refer the report back to the committee
for further informed and expedient consideration.

(Applause)

(The report was referred back to committee)

7.9. Progress on mine action (A7-0211/2011 - Geoffrey Van Orden) (vote)

President.   − This closes voting time.

8. Explanations of vote

Oral explanations of vote

Report: Martin Kastler (A7-0061/011)

Salvatore Iacolino (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the rise in life
expectancy linked to ageing is an extraordinary social achievement.

Europeans today are living longer and enjoying a better and more desirable quality of life.
However, it is precisely because of this success that we are faced with a more challenging
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employment and social protection situation. Moreover, there is no doubt that the increase
in the average age of older people affects the social structure of each system in a number
of ways.

The European Union is experiencing, in fact, a steep increase in the proportion of older
people and a large decline in the proportion of people aged below 50. We must therefore
find ways of enhancing the labour market so as to ensure, as envisaged by the proposal
that I endorsed, that the European Year for Active Ageing is an achievement that applies
to the whole of Europe.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, ageing is a challenge for the whole of society and
for all generations in Europe. The section of the population comprising those over the age
of 60 is increasing ever more quickly in Europe. That is all to the good, as it shows that we
have succeeded in improving people’s well–being and quality of life in Europe.

Nevertheless, because of demographic change, we face new challenges. Matters that are
being debated include the sustainability of financial provision for health care and public
services, a shrinking population in certain regions, along with a decrease in their
attractiveness, and pressure on pension funds.

The ageing section of our population is healthier and better educated than the previous
generation. This is a worthwhile resource that needs to be harnessed. These people have
plenty of potential for working and actively participating in social and family life, including
voluntary work, lifelong learning, cultural activities and sport. The future of Europe will
depend not just on the young, but also on those with experience of life.

Sirpa Pietikäinen (PPE).   – (FI) Mr President, it is important that Parliament had the chance
to adopt a position on the European Year for Active Ageing before the start of autumn,
because, from the perspective of fundamental rights, the largest single group facing
discrimination at present is older people.

This is also especially crucial in the age of combating poverty and of active participation,
as more and more older people are being discriminated against, both financially and also
as regards the extent to which they have a say in their own everyday lives, local community
planning and the content of the services that they receive. That is why it is important that
national parliaments, the European Parliament and the European Union firmly stress the
need for a perspective based on fundamental rights with a legal basis as regards older
people, and for the practical programmes of measures which will be required in each
Member State in order to accomplish this.

It is important that we also ensure that each Member State appoints a coordinator by the
end of September to be responsible for the programme’s implementation.

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, I am very grateful to the rapporteur Mr Kastler for
drafting the report on the European Year for Active Ageing 2012 and making it possible
for us to vote on it today in Parliament. I am pleased that we are talking about active ageing,
because demographic change is not a theory, it is really happening. This is an issue which
we in society must address together. However, we should emphasise not only the risks,
but also the opportunities. As the previous speaker said, fortunately older people are not
just remaining healthier for longer, they are also better educated and can stay active later
in life. We should see this as an opportunity for society and make the most of it. A European
Year of this kind can help to put this issue at the heart of the social debate.
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Alajos Mészáros (PPE).   – (HU) Mr President, the ageing population in the European
Union is one of today’s major problems. At the same time, if we are able to handle this
situation well, it could offer new possibilities. Nowadays we are able to live longer and
healthier lives than ever before. Of course, this presents numerous challenges, especially
in the area of employment and social protection. If we can ensure that people in their 50s
and older remain on the labour market for a longer period, Europe could have an
opportunity to accelerate revival, and exploit intergenerational social cohesion effectively.

The return of older generations to the labour market is also addressed by the Treaty of
Lisbon. In many cases, these people are much more experienced and humble, and often
work with more precision as well. The increase in life expectancy is an extraordinary social
achievement and is one of the successes of our times. This is why we must ensure that these
people can continue to participate actively in society and remain healthy and independent
for as long as possible. However, this calls for governments, as well as the private sector,
to take steps to be able to manage the ageing of the population. In my opinion, the approach
proposed by the Commission, as well as the report which I supported with my vote, offer
an excellent opportunity to realise this.

Filip Kaczmarek (PPE).   – (PL) Mr President, I voted in favour of adopting the Kastler
report on the European Year for Active Ageing. This week, news agencies reported that
some scientists believe the first person to live to the age of 150 has already been born
somewhere in the world. This shows the enormity of the challenges facing us. This is not
about beating records for longevity. What is more significant is that the average age is
increasing, and that the proportion of older people within the social structure is substantially
larger than ever before. In turn, this means that solidarity, as one of the fundamental
European values, is taking on ever greater significance in terms of intergenerational
solidarity. It is therefore entirely justified to ensure that active ageing is one of our priorities.
Paradoxically, strengthening intergenerational solidarity is also in the interests of young
people. After all, today’s young people are tomorrow’s senior citizens.

Daniel Hannan (ECR).   – Mr President, perhaps the saddest line in all of European literature
is Goethe’s observation that, in the end, we are all King Lear. We do not even have the
consolation of thinking that Lear was mad and unaware of the wretchedness of his
circumstances – that line of terrible pathos where he admits that, ‘to deal plainly, I fear I
am not in my perfect mind’.

There is one ageing entity which is not meeting its end with dignity, and that is the European
Union. It is a mere 55 years old and it has become not only arthritic and irascible but is
becoming, like the poor mad king, increasingly detached from reality. We saw it in the
extraordinary press conference yesterday, where the President of the Commission and the
President of the Council started blaming the crisis of the euro not on the intrinsic flaws of
the single currency but on American rating agencies, as though somebody coming up with
a better set of figures would solve the problem for them. It was impossible not to think of
Lear on the heath: ‘I will do such things – what they are, yet I know not: but they shall be
the terrors of the earth’.

The time has come, I think, for us to pronounce the verdict on the European Union, at age
55, as was pronounced on that poor unhappy king: ‘Vex not his ghost: O, let him pass! He
hates him much that would upon the rack of this tough world stretch him out longer’.
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Seán Kelly (PPE).   – (GA) Mr President, firstly I want to congratulate my next-door
neighbour, Martin Kastler here, for the excellent report he has placed before us and the
recommendations it contains. I was happy to support him today.

It is good that people’s lives are stretched out longer, as previous speakers have mentioned,
but that poses both a problem and also, of course, a challenge. The problem it poses is in
relation, particularly, to pension funds and the retirement age, etc.: whether there should
be voluntary retirement, compulsory retirement or, perhaps, phased retirement. These are
issues that need to be looked at very carefully over the next number of years. Having an
opportunity next year to focus on active ageing will give us that opportunity. I certainly
think it is opportune.

(GA) I also hope that there will be a budget, as Martin Kastler here has said, so that we can
implement the actions he has mentioned.

Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0389/2011

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, what the European Union and the international
community have done, or rather not done, about the situation in Syria is totally contrary
to a citizen’s sense of justice. With Syria, it is obvious what must happen: the slaying of
innocent people must stop, and those guilty of crimes must be brought to justice.
International actors should be allowed access to the country, so that reliable information
on the situation there can be obtained.

The European Union’s toothless reluctance to intervene in the serious breaches of human
rights in its neighbouring countries is still a regrettable fact. We continue to debate the
same basic question, which split opinion over Libya: how to intervene in a situation where
the state is perpetrating violence against its own people? I wonder if, with Syria, we are
looking at another Libya, as, at the same time, we show our own double standards.

Report: Véronique De Keyser (A7-0231/2011)

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, democratisation is a fundamental aspect of
development in the modern world. The European Union has a huge role to play, particularly
in view of the current situation in the Arab countries. I agree with the idea of supporting
the construction of civil societies in these countries, and the idea of democracy based on
the rule of law being used as a foundation for relations with other countries. It is also crucial
for the Eastern Partnership programme to gain increasing significance, and I therefore
voted in favour of adopting this report.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE).   – (ES) Mr President, it is our obligation to work for
human rights and democracy, as they are the Union’s founding values that we promote
on a universal level. These include equality and non-discrimination, which are recognised
as vital in this initiative.

I am glad that the need to promote women’s participation in decision-making at all levels
has been included in the public and the private sector alike, with equal representation of
men and women in all decision-making processes on issues of governance, cooperation
and humanitarian aid, foreign delegations, political candidature, the protection of women
and girls, and global trade.

To conclude, I began a speech of mine yesterday by saying that, in the Union, we need to
move from ‘words to facts’. I hope that we can also manage to demonstrate with this
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initiative that the European Union is involved in the democratisation of the country and
as such will work for equality. If it does not do so, we will not be working for true democracy
for the 50% of the population – women –who are watching carefully what we say but,
above all, what we do.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, I supported Mrs De Keyser’s report. Democracy
is the best safeguard of human rights and fundamental freedoms; it also guarantees tolerance
of all groups in society and equal opportunities for all individuals.

Europe must offer its neighbouring countries something more than just a stick to lean on.
For example, genuine economic cooperation and support would promote economic
growth, which in itself supports democratisation. Genuine democracy, however, always
and only comes from within, from the people, and it cannot be forced on people from
outside or from above.

Refusing economic cooperation purely on ideological grounds is hard to justify. Europe
would stand to lose out if its eastern and southern neighbouring countries decided to turn
away from a common European future. Of course, not all can be offered a future as a
Member State of the EU.

Daniel Hannan (ECR).   – Mr President, we are debating the role of democratisation in
the European Union’s external policies, but just imagine, for the sake of argument, that it
was the other round. Imagine that there was a delegation coming here from Cuba, from
Iran or from Syria and reporting on the state of democracy in the European Union. What
would they find?

They would see that, uniquely, we concentrate power in an unelected executive of 27
appointed Commissioners, who also bizarrely have substantive legislative powers. They
would see that we have a rubber-stamp parliament. They would see we have a court which
repeatedly rules on the basis of what it thinks the law ought to say, rather than what the
law in fact says. They would see that we are ready to swat aside referendum results and to
treat public opinion as an obstacle to overcome, rather than as a reason to change direction.

But before going any further, I would refer colleagues to the Gospel of St Luke, Chapter
41: ‘And why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother’s eye, but perceivest not the
beam that is in thine own?’

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Mr President, I am pleased to follow Mr Hannan once again – but
not, of course in his attitude to the European Union. In fact I think it is good that we have
been discussing this today, because I think the European Union – uniquely – has an
opportunity to influence the growth of democracy and human rights on the world stage
that major powers such as the USA, the USSR (now Russia), China, etc., cannot do, because
they would be seen to be taking care of their own vested interests, whereas we can be seen
to be more objective. It is only right that we should put human rights at the forefront of
our policies and, especially in this report, highlight the need for equality amongst the sexes
and especially the treatment of women in so many countries around the world.

It is not right, it is not fair, it is not human and certainly it is not utilising the great resource
that is there to allow women to develop in terms of business, in terms of peace-making,
etc. These matters are highlighted; I agree with them, and I think we have a lot to offer to
the world in that regard.
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Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0396/2011

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, political pluralism is the foundation of
democracy and modern society, and the source of political legitimacy. However, for many
years serious doubts have arisen concerning the freedom and transparency of Russian
elections. The Russian democratic opposition has not succeeded in gaining a single seat
in parliament for its representatives since 2003. The recent refusal to register the opposition
People’s Freedom Party, the ninth such decision in recent years, gives rise to fundamental
questions about the state of Russian democracy.

I support the resolution and call on the Russian authorities to guarantee free and fair
elections on the basis of the Council of Europe and OSCE standards. Placing restrictions
on the political competition cannot be used as a way to retain power. I would also call for
a stop to be put to actions aimed at politicising court judgments. The draft act enabling
courts to ignore the judgments of the European Court of Human Rights is in itself a blatant
infringement of the Charter of Fundamental Rights. The future of relations with Brussels
will depend on whether democracy and the rule of law are strengthened in Russia.

Kristian Vigenin (S&D).   – (BG) Mr President, I personally contributed to the resolution
which we adopted today, and I naturally supported it. However, the reason why I want to
explain my vote is that, in my view, we need to try in future to limit the number of
resolutions which we adopt on some countries, especially Russia. We should focus on the
way of working, which will allow us to have a more effective influence on the processes
going on in Russia.

It is one of our most important partners. We would, of course, like to see more democracy
and more respect for human rights. However, this comes about not only by adopting
resolutions, but also through concrete action, with parliamentary diplomacy, which we
could conduct more dynamically, along with more active contacts from the Commission
and Council.

My advice to Russia’s leaders as a whole is for them to realise that creating administrative
obstacles preventing the opposition from taking part in the elections is not a show of
strength, but a show of weakness. I hope that they will quickly realise this and create the
preconditions for truly democratic elections.

Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0392/2011

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, the Schengen Agreement guarantees one of the
most visible of the European Union’s freedoms: the free movement of persons. It is one of
the most successful accomplishments of European integration, and we are all able to enjoy
the fruits of that when we are travelling.

Changing the agreed rules will entail a far greater challenge than just a flow of migration
caused by a few thousand immigrants from Europe’s neighbouring countries to the south.
There is an important principle here, which is that the trend in European integration must
not take a step backwards.

It is difficult to predict future upheavals, but the citizens of our southern neighbouring
countries in the Mediterranean need our support in their transition to a more democratic
society. Furthermore, the role of the European Parliament in its legislative work needs to
be respected. It is about implementing democracy in the European Union.
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Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, however much I value the autonomy and rights
of participation of the Member States, I am also an enthusiastic supporter of the European
Union. It is not a European Union for politicians or for business. Above all, it is a European
Union for the citizens who live here. The clearest expression of this for the citizens is
freedom of travel and freedom of movement between the Member States within the
European Union. We must defend this right effectively and we must nip in the bud any
attempts to restrict freedom of travel on the basis of national interest or national egotism.
We must make sure that this sort of thing is stopped before it even starts.

This has nothing to do with the fact that we need to ensure that the European Union’s
external borders are reliably monitored and protected. Within the European Union we
must not carelessly sacrifice the right to freedom of travel on the altar of political populism.

Kristian Vigenin (S&D).   – (BG) Mr President, I naturally supported this resolution. It
received great support in the European Parliament. I wanted to explain my vote because I
would like to emphasise again that the proposals being tabled and the desire for changes
to Schengen are the wrong solution to the problems which have arisen in recent months.
I think that this would be a one-off fix, a panic approach to a problem which requires a
more holistic approach.

The basic problems facing Schengen are that we need greater solidarity between the
countries experiencing the biggest difficulties. We also need to strengthen the management
and control of the borders within the Schengen area, and a new review could be carried
out on the current status based on the same criteria also used to evaluate candidate countries.
I feel that as long as Schengen is developing entirely at an intergovernmental level, such
problems will continue. This is why it is appropriate to find a way for the European
Parliament to play a greater role, and for the Commission as well.

One example is the debate on the accession of Bulgaria and Romania. The European
Parliament fulfilled its role in good time. Unfortunately, governments are still unable to
find the right path to open the doors to both these countries.

Daniel Hannan (ECR).   – Mr President, British Conservatives always abstain on Schengen
issues because we are not members. Although we are disinterested, however, we are not
uninterested in the future of the accord. There have been two great pillars of European
integration in the decade and a bit that I have been serving here: the single currency and
the free movement of peoples.

You do not need me to elaborate on the crisis in the former. As for Schengen and the
border-free zone, we can see that, too, beginning to fall apart as Denmark unilaterally
imposes border controls, as the Italian and French governments reject the core principle,
as the Netherlands begins to talk of deporting Eastern European workers and so on.

Believe me when I say that no one in the United Kingdom can take any pleasure in the
failure of these policies in countries which are our friends, our allies, our suppliers and our
customers. It is in our interest to have a stable and prosperous union of countries on our
border.

Therefore, more in hope than in expectation, let me offer the suggestion that, if you want
to salvage something from European cooperation, it is better to work with the grain of
democratic nation states than to try and impose centrally, by bureaucratic fiat, policies
that harmonise and make uniform.
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Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0397/2011

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, of course it is a disgrace that people in the European
Union, which is a developed economic union, are continuing to go hungry. Naturally we
must help these people. That is one side of the coin. However, on the other hand we must
ensure that aid for people who are suffering is always provided on the spot by the local
region. The Member States have a major responsibility in this respect. For example, we in
Germany have established a social security system which guarantees that no one in Germany
needs to go hungry. We must ensure that this report, which is all about doing good, is
implemented responsibly and without too much red tape. Above all, we must not exclude
the Member States and the regions that are committed to this issue.

Report: Geoffrey Van Orden (A7-0211/2011)

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, mines are a real problem in many parts of the
world. Concern about anti–personnel landmines (APL), however, is greatest in countries
such as Afghanistan, Colombia, Pakistan, Myanmar, Cambodia and Laos.

Although the prevention of the problems is first and foremost the responsibility of the
states that have to endure them, the dangers posed by the mines must be averted through
international cooperation prior to, during and after a conflict. The victim of a mine is not
just the person who has stepped onto one, but also that person’s whole family and the
local community.

All countries are under an international obligation to destroy stockpiles of APL, and the
European Union needs to remind these countries of their obligations when it holds talks
with them. The loss of human life, among the civilian population in particular, gives great
cause for concern, and Europe must genuinely stand united on this. In addition, the
inhabitants of areas that are suffering from these problems of mines, especially children,
must be helped to live safely, so that they are aware of the dangers of mines.

Written explanations of vote

Report: Martin Kastler (A7-0061/2011)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I am in favour of this report, as I agree with
the position of the rapporteur that a European Year of this kind can and should be a good
opportunity for us to reflect on the challenge that the demographic phenomenon represents
for the European Union and its Member States. However, it should also lead the way to
taking on solid commitments to promote active ageing at all levels. Efforts need to be made
to consolidate the results of the European Year within the framework of specific policies
and programmes in all the relevant strategic domains, thus fostering their permanent
adoption in practice.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The percentage of the European
population over the age of 60 will increase at a much faster rate than ever before. This is
an upshot of the improvement in health care services and the quality of life. However, the
EU is faced with a shrinking population in certain regions, entailing a high degree of pressure
on pension funds and problems relating to the provision of funds for health care and public
services.

A key response to these challenges is to promote the creation of a sustainable culture of
lifelong active ageing, thereby ensuring that the population group in their late 50s or over
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have good opportunities for participating actively in society, cultural activities and sports
in view of the positive contribution that these activities can make to mental and physical
health.

Ageing is a challenge for the whole of society and for all generations, but it also concerns
intergenerational solidarity and the role of the family. This is why fostering an active ageing
culture requires a multidimensional approach on a lifelong basis, as well as the promotion
of intergenerational solidarity.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Demographic ageing constitutes a challenge for
society and for all generations in the European Union. It is essential that European social
models take its effects into account. On that basis, I voted in favour of the report on the
European Year for Active Ageing, which will take place in 2012. The goal of this initiative
is to create a culture of lifelong active ageing in the European Union, based on a society
for all ages. Promoting active ageing means creating better opportunities for older people
to play their part in the labour market, combating poverty, fostering active participation
in family life and society, promoting solidarity and cooperation between generations, and
encouraging ageing with dignity. Active ageing also contributes to achieving a high level
of employment in the European Union and optimising health opportunities and
participation in society in order to improve quality of life as people get older.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I voted for this report on the
European Year for Active Ageing as it is one of the greatest challenges faced by the EU, but
also one of the greatest opportunities. Governments and public policies have to respond
to this challenge in a number of areas by putting in place framework conditions to deal
with the consequences of population ageing. The initiative we have approved today will
support the efforts of Member States, regional and local authorities, social partners and
civil society in promoting active ageing and boosting the potential of the section of the
population over 50 years old.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. − (LT) I voted in favour of this report, because we
need to take measures to properly gear the working environment to older people, to ensure
health care for all older people and to give them the required social support. Unfortunately,
a considerable number of older people experience old age as a time of marginalisation.
Furthermore, if older people have to remain longer in the labour market, due to an extension
of the retirement age for instance, we need to take specific action and provide these people
with better employment opportunities, because only then will it be possible to eliminate
the cause of poverty for this age group. Unfortunately, there are still frequent concerns
that older people may become too great a burden for young people of working age, which
may lead to tension between members of different generations. It is therefore essential to
overcome this opinion and to remember the great benefits that older people bring today
and which they may provide in the future. Moreover, active ageing is an effective tool for
tackling poverty in old age. In society and the economy it must become clear that older
people are not a burden, but an asset, owing to their experience, the work they have done
and knowledge they have gained throughout their life. The European Year 2012 should
therefore be a milestone for these developments in Europe, because the growing proportion
of older people in Europe makes it more important than ever to promote healthy ageing.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Following Parliament’s vote of 7 July 2001,
the EU will mark the start of the ‘European Year for Active Ageing’ as of January 2012. The
objective of this European Year is to encourage and support efforts to promote active
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ageing, devise future national policies on issues relating to ageing and encourage
intergenerational solidarity. As an MEP, member of the Committee on Employment and
Social Affairs and doctor, I am particularly sensitive to this area of debate, which constitutes
a challenge for the European Union. This topic concerns us all, directly or indirectly. The
time has now come to discuss it. This initiative aims to stimulate debate and raise public
awareness of the importance of active ageing and the role of older people within society.
As the EU is confronted with the challenges of an ageing population, Member States are
being called to devise new intelligent and sustainable policies. The European Parliament
wants to make 2012 a year for setting precise objectives for Member States and thus for
preventing our solidarity-based social security systems from collapsing beneath the financial
burden of ageing populations. That is why I gave my full support to this year of activities.

Zuzana Brzobohatá (S&D),    in writing. − (CS) The Commission has proposed that 2012
should be the European Year for Active Ageing. The aim of this European Year is to
encourage and support the efforts of Member States, regional and local authorities, social
partners and civil society aimed at promoting active ageing, and to do more to mobilise
the potential of those aged over 55, a group which is rapidly increasing in number. In my
capacity as shadow rapporteur for the Committee on Regional Development, I supported
and promoted the idea of adding a subtitle to the European Year for Active Ageing, and
we succeeded with the subtitle ‘Solidarity between generations’. The aim of active ageing
is to create better opportunities and working conditions for older workers to ensure that
they find a place in the labour market, and to fight social exclusion by increasing active
involvement in society and support for healthy ageing. All of these aspects are fulfilled in
the decision, and I therefore supported the declaration of 2012 as the European Year for
Active Ageing.

Corina Creţu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I was the shadow rapporteur of the Group of the
Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament for the proposal
for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the European Year for
Active Ageing (2012). The aim of the proposed initiative is to support and encourage the
efforts of Member States, local authorities, social partners and civil society to promote
active ageing and do more to tap the potential of the over-50s population group. The
European Year should therefore provide a framework for raising public awareness, for
identifying and disseminating good practice and, most importantly, for encouraging
policymakers and stakeholders at all levels to promote active ageing, social inclusion and
the effective use of the experience of older workers.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The ageing population is one of the biggest political
challenges that the European Union currently faces and will continue to face. The increase
in life expectancy and the improvement in public health allow people to live longer and
healthier lives, which means that the non-active population is increasing at the same time
that birth rates, stagnant since the 1980s, do not allow for the replacement of the working
population, creating difficulties for social security systems. Eurostat’s demographic
projections predict a decrease of about 6.8% in the number of people of working age by
2030. This means that there will be only two people of working age supporting each retired
person, compared to a ratio of four to one today. As one can imagine, this means serious
problems for the system’s sustainability. Because of this, bearing in mind that today we
‘age better’, it is necessary to find ways to ensure active, autonomous and healthy ageing,
so that people over 65 remain in the job market or take on other forms of social
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contribution, whether by volunteering or helping their families, thus freeing up public
resources and constituting real added value for societies.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The ageing of the population is one of
the biggest political challenges that the European Union is facing. Given that 2012 is the
European Year for Active Ageing, what is needed is the implementation of urgent and
concerted measures that affirm Europe as a society for all ages and place people at the heart
of politics, society and the economy. In the context of the Europe 2020 strategy, the EU
and the Member States have to act effectively and in practical terms, as today we are already
seeing a high unemployment rate amongst young people, and there are already difficulties
in financing pension schemes. If the current demographic trend persists, in a few years we
will see a profound change in the population structure and the age pyramid. By 2050 the
number of young people between the ages of 0 and 14 years will decrease from 100 to
66 million, and the population of working age will fall from the current 331 to 268 million.
On top of this, the number of people above the age of 80 will rise from 4.1% in 2005 to
11.4% in 2050. I call for an integrated response, based on the promotion of
intergenerational fairness and solidarity, on the linking of pension schemes, budget and
debt, as well as health care, rehabilitation, birth rate promotion, protection of the family
and policies against discrimination.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The Commission has declared 2012 to be
the European Year for Active Ageing and Solidarity Between Generations. A vague concept
like ‘active ageing’ could encompass many different ideas, which becomes clear in the
contradictions of the report. On the one hand, it places an emphasis on the need for better
employment opportunities, better health and safety conditions at work for older workers
and more active policies regarding family affairs, and it addresses the issue of people with
disabilities and chronic illnesses.

On the other hand, there is cross-cutting support for the increase in the retirement age,
and it points out that one of the effects of demographic ageing will be a change to European
social models. It is thus necessary to reduce ‘the strains on health, pensions and social care
systems’. We cannot back views that aim to align retirement age with average life expectancy
(in their more extreme versions), as this constitutes an intolerable step backwards in terms
of civilisation which even contradicts the struggle against unemployment. These are views
that tend to ignore factors like the prospects opened up by scientific and technological
progress and its profound impacts on the increase of productivity at work and which
attempt to increase opportunities for exploiting the labour force.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The European Commission wants 2012
to be the European Year for Active Ageing and Solidarity Between Generations, using a
vague concept of active ageing which could encompass many ideas, including some that
are negative towards elderly people, this being evident in the contradictions of the report.
On the one hand, it places an emphasis on the need for better employment opportunities,
better health and safety conditions at work for older workers, more cooperation between
young people, through the training of young workers by elderly workers and volunteering
so that the elderly may share their skills, insisting on more active policies regarding family
matters and raising the issue of people with disabilities and chronic illnesses.

On the other hand, there is cross-cutting support for the increase in the retirement age, in
that it points out that ‘healthy ageing can help raise labour market participation of older
people, [and] enable them to be active in society for longer’. It adds that one of the effects
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of demographic ageing will be a change to European social models, aiming to reduce ‘the
strains on health, pensions and social care systems’. We disagree with this vision, which
aims to punish elderly people for their longer lives, while also harming young people and
contributing to increasing unemployment.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) The ageing population is one of the
EU’s most important challenges, but also one of its biggest opportunities. The rise in life
expectancy linked to ageing is certainly an extraordinary social achievement and a success
of our time, as Europeans today are leading longer and healthier lives than ever before.
However, this success also confronts European society with a number of challenges, in
particular in the area of employment and social protection. In addition, old age is often
associated with illness and dependency, and older people can feel excluded from
employment, as well as from family and society. For these reasons, ageing can also be
considered a challenge. The ways of meeting this challenge include the effort to ensure
that people in their 50s and over can stay in the labour market longer, continue to be active
participants in society and remain healthy and independent for as long as possible. The
EU and its Member States have done a lot in the past to increase the life expectancy of
citizens. Economic prosperity, social security and peace have brought about an
improvement in the quality of life. The 2012 European Year should therefore mark a
milestone for these developments in Europe, putting people at the centre of politics, society
and the economy, and making European society a society for all ages.

Pat the Cope Gallagher (ALDE),    in writing. − I am pleased that next year will be
designated the European Year for Active Ageing. This measure will serve to promote vitality,
dignity and solidarity between generations.

Elisabetta Gardini (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) In these very worrying times, when we are
told by Commissioner Andor that by 2060 the ratio of European pensioners to workers
will have doubled, the European Commission has strategically proclaimed 2012 as the
European Year for Active Ageing.

The consequences of an ageing population affect social policies and public finances, but
they make it necessary to improve the lives of older people, who must be given the chance
to live a healthy and active life. Hence 2012 must be viewed as an opportunity to build a
Europe in which people are not afraid to grow old!

It is important to rediscover the role played by older people in society: they are an
irreplaceable asset for the entire Community, an asset that we must not give up. A professor
at the University of Padova – my hometown – used to say that whenever old people die, a
wealth of knowledge disappears with them – and I agree with him. The European Year is
aimed at raising public awareness, promoting debate and the exchange of experience
between the various EU countries, and facilitating the drafting of ad hoc policies, in order
to integrate older people more into active society and to encourage intergenerational
solidarity, all in an effort to ensure that old age as such is a wonderful time of life.

Bruno Gollnisch (NI),    in writing. – (FR) Whether there is any need to organise these
costly and utterly useless ‘European Year’ events raises questions on an overall level. With
the ‘Year for Active Ageing’, we have gone further than ever before. We must quickly
disabuse those who have been misled by the Newspeak employed and interpret the term
‘active’ as promoting social or sporting involvement by older people, enhancing the
contribution they can make to society on a volunteer basis, encouraging ageing in full
health, and so on.
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This is not what this European Year is about. It is about planning a year of propaganda
aimed at changing attitudes towards keeping people of retirement age at work, and for as
long as possible at that. Perhaps it will promote keeping them at work until they die, which
would generate huge savings for our pension systems. This European Year is a kind of
psychological comfort for the restrictive policies implemented by Member States on the
orders of Brussels. What a great thing ‘social Europe’ is.

Mathieu Grosch (PPE),    in writing. − (DE) The European Year for Active Ageing is more
than just another European Year, when we consider the fact that soon there will be more
retired people in Europe than people in employment. This, of course, presents us with the
challenge of making active ageing possible and also requires us to find solutions for many
different social and societal problems. Older people must be able to play a greater and
more active role in life, because their experience and the work they do are important for
their families and for their professions. This is one possible way of maintaining solidarity
between the generations.

Brice Hortefeux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The challenges created by ageing and dependency
represent major concerns for EU countries which are faced with rapidly ageing populations
and a drop in the proportion of people of working age. In 2060, Europe is expected to
have two people of working age for every retired person over 65, and public expenditure
linked to ageing is expected to increase significantly.

By designating 2012 as a European Year for Active Ageing, Member States and European
institutions are making a firm commitment to improving labour opportunities and
conditions for older workers, to intergenerational solidarity and to achieving better inclusion
of older people in our society.

These commitments should materialise in public awareness initiatives, the sharing of good
practices between Member States and the promotion of local, national and EU-wide
initiatives. National coordinators will be responsible for ensuring the effective functioning
of the activities organised in Member States or at EU level throughout the year.

That is why I particularly welcome the adoption of this report, which reflects MEPs’
determination to tackle what I believe is a core issue.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I welcomed this document, because it is aimed
at designating 2012 as the European Year for Active Ageing and allocating money for this
from the EU budget. Eurostat’s demographic projections predict a decrease of about 6.8%
of people of working age in 2030. Thus, there will only be two people of working age
(15-64) to support one retired person (over 65), compared to a ratio of four to one today.
The EU will therefore experience a steep increase in the number of older people and a large
decline in the proportion of the population aged below 50, which may, in turn, increase
pressure on public budgets and pension systems, as well as on social and care services.
Furthermore, old age is still often associated with illnesses and dependence on other people,
and older people can feel unwanted by the labour market, their families and community
life. The proposed initiative would encourage and support the efforts of Member States,
their regional and local authorities, social partners and civil society to promote active
ageing and to do more to mobilise the potential of the rapidly growing population currently
in their 50s and above. The European Year should therefore serve as a framework for raising
awareness, for identifying and disseminating good practice and, most importantly, for
encouraging policymakers and stakeholders at all levels to promote active ageing.
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Kartika Tamara Liotard (GUE/NGL),    in writing. − I voted in favour of Compromise
Amendment No 53 to the Kastler Report ‘on the European Year for Active Ageing and
Solidarity between Generations (2012)’, since I fully support the idea of raising awareness
of the consequences of population ageing for society, and putting the issue on the political
agenda. With regard to EU policies, I strongly believe that policy makers should pay more
attention to the issues and challenges that result from population ageing, regardless of the
policy field. Population ageing should indeed be treated from an overarching and holistic
perspective. The consequences of population ageing are too often overlooked or even
ignored, in particular those with regard to social security, pension acquirement and
eligibility, and (long term) care provision. Since the Kastler report does not offer effective
and long-term solutions with regard to guaranteeing, maintaining, and improving social
security – in particular pensions and care provisions – I abstained in the final vote.

Elżbieta Katarzyna Łukacijewska (PPE),    in writing. − (PL) In view of the fact that between
now and 2035 the number of people aged 60 and over will increase by around two million
people per year, attention should be paid to solidarity and intergenerational cooperation
not only in the European Union, but also throughout the world. Personally, I believe that
we should promote opportunities for older people to participate actively in civic life, speak
up about voluntary work, make it easier for senior citizens to access new technologies and
provide training for use of the latter. At the same time, we must encourage the Member
States, local authorities and non-governmental organisations to support measures aimed
at older people. There can be no doubt that our aim should be to combat their social
exclusion, since the ageing of the population is currently one of the most important
challenges facing the European Union. Once again, I would stress that the proposed initiative
by the European Parliament and the Council for a European Year for Active Ageing in
2012 is an excellent project, and I therefore voted in favour of its adoption. Thank you.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I welcome this report to designate 2012 as European
Year for Active Ageing. Population ageing is one of the EU’s most important challenges
but also one of the biggest opportunities. The rise in life expectancy linked to ageing is
certainly an extraordinary social achievement and a success of our time. Europeans today
are living longer and healthier lives than ever before, which is a positive and encouraging
development. However, this success also confronts European society with a number of
challenges, in particular in the area of employment and social protection. To illustrate this,
Eurostat’s demographic projections expect a decrease of about 6.8% (20.8 million) in
people of working age in 2030. Thus, only two people of working age (15-64) will have
to support one retired person (over 65), compared to a ratio of four to one today. The EU
will therefore experience a steep increase in the share of older people and a large decline
in the share of population aged below 50, which may, in turn, increase pressure on public
budgets and pension systems, as well as on the social and care provision for older people.
In addition, old age is often associated with illness and dependency.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) Europeans today are living longer and,
thankfully, healthier lives than ever before. However, population ageing is also one of the
European Union’s greatest challenges. Soon we will experience a steep increase in the
proportion of older people and a large decline in the proportion of people aged below 50,
which will increase pressure on public budgets and pension and health systems, as well as
on the social and care provision for older people. We support the Commission’s decision
to make 2012 the European Year for Active Ageing: this should encourage the efforts of
Member States, their local and regional authorities, social partners and civil society to
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promote active ageing and to do more to mobilise the potential of the population currently
in their 50s and above. The European Year should therefore serve as a useful framework
for raising awareness, for identifying and disseminating good practice and, most
importantly, for encouraging policymakers and stakeholders at all levels to promote active
ageing. Lastly, we believe that intergenerational solidarity and cooperation must be increased
in order to promote active ageing and that the objectives to be achieved must be vitality,
dignity and solidarity between the various age groups.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report makes retirement at 65
a given. I firmly object to it. Active ageing must not mean ageing at work. I pledge to do
everything possible to ensure that 2012 is not the year of retirement at 65 and over.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The ageing of the population is one of the most
important challenges that the European Union is currently facing, but also one of its biggest
opportunities. For these reasons, population ageing may be considered as a huge challenge,
if not a hazard, or it could offer new opportunities for European society, depending on
how well we prepare for it. One way to meet this challenge consists in ensuring that the
population aged around 60 or over can remain in the labour market for longer, continue
to be active participants in society and remain healthy and independent as long as possible.
It is therefore a challenge that European society has to prepare for and, if this is successfully
done well in advance, it could become an opportunity for Europe to prosper faster and
with greater social cohesion across generations.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) It is wrong to consider ageing as a factor which
will impact society’s social development negatively. Provided that older people retain a
full role in society, they certainly do not constitute a burden because they can contribute
to overall development, whether it be in an active role or as a consumer. Older people,
who are increasingly healthy in body and mind, are in the process of ridding themselves
of their traditional status as people who are marginalised and who need protecting
somewhat paternalistically, and are becoming active participants in their own lives as well
as in economic, social and cultural areas of society.

Allowing everyone the freedom to choose how to live their lives is only possible in as far
as people have sufficient income. That is why more opportunities and possibilities in the
labour market should be offered to workers of over 50, and the idea that older workers
displace younger people should be dispelled. Society needs elders for their experience,
expertise and flexibility. This is a crucial issue, and the promotion of active ageing also
presupposes the improvement of intergenerational solidarity and cooperation.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE),    in writing. – (SK) In view of the substantial demographic
changes over recent decades, the creation of a sustainable culture of lifelong active ageing
is becoming a political priority. Not only is there a rapid increase in the European population
approaching 60 years of age and older, but it is also healthier and better educated on the
whole than previous generations. Opportunities must therefore be created for this
population to engage actively in work life, social life and family life. Such activities will
not only be socially beneficial, but will also help older people to maintain their mental and
physical health. The isolation of elderly people is undesirable both for society and for the
individuals concerned. A leading role is played in this area by local and regional authorities,
which must take account of the enormous potential, qualifications and knowledge of the
elderly people living in a given region and give them a chance to get involved in local and
regional projects and initiatives, enabling them to contribute to the development of their
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community. Within the framework of intergenerational solidarity, it is therefore important
to support the active involvement of elderly people in society without discrimination, and
to support their healthy ageing, vitality and dignity through high-quality health care,
long-term care and social services. I therefore welcome Martin Kastler’s report drawn up
on the occasion of the European Year for Active Ageing, and I will vote in favour of it.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. − The report proposes to make 2012 the European
Year for Active Ageing and Solidarity between Generations. The European Year of Active
Ageing will help people to face the challenges of ageing. Active ageing will allow elderly
people to stay in work and share their experience, to continue playing an active role in
society and to live lives which are as healthy, independent and interesting as possible. So,
as he has nothing else to come up with, Mr Kastler has generated a topic for an individual
publicity move. I abstained from voting since I do not understand the point and aim of
this ‘work’.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing . −  (ET) The ageing of the population can be considered a
very great challenge, given the rapid reduction in the European population under the age
of 50. In order to respond to this challenge successfully, and to ensure Europe’s prosperity
and increased intergenerational solidarity, those aged 50 and over need to be able to remain
in the labour market for longer, maintain their active role in society and remain healthy
and independent for as long as possible. After all, the elderly are a resource for society, not
a burden. I supported the adoption of most of the amendments to the report, some of the
most important of which were Amendments 7, 28, 43 and 52, as well as the report itself,
because the improved welfare of Europe as a whole – the vitality and dignity of society and
intergenerational solidarity – depends on dealing with the important topics in question.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution, because
ageing is a problem for the whole of European society and all of its generations. The 2012
European Year for Active Ageing, based on a society for all ages and on solidarity between
generations, will establish a sustainable culture of active ageing in Europe. This will
encourage and support the efforts of Member States, their regional and local authorities,
social partners and civil society to promote active ageing. Furthermore, it will create an
environment for people to age actively and to age while maintaining the vitality and
respecting the dignity of all. Attention should be drawn to the fact that in order to achieve
the objectives outlined, we should allocate at least the minimum budgetary resources,
establishing a separate budget line.

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D),    in writing. − (LT) By 2030 the number of people of working
age in the European Union will have decreased by 6.8%. There will only be two people of
working age to support one retired person. Europe’s ageing society is posing economic
threats and it is therefore important to ensure that people remain in the labour market for
as long as possible, and that older workers participate actively in society, are healthy, active
and independent. I voted in favour of this report on the European Year for Active Ageing
(2012), because it calls on us to help maintain old people’s social, physical and spiritual
well-being. I agree that in order to achieve these objectives it is particularly important that
there should be solidarity and cooperation between generations. I welcome the proposal
to declare 2012 the European Year for Active Ageing. This would promote solidarity
between generations, and would underline the importance of the contribution older people
make to society.
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Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) Population ageing affects the whole of Europe
and presents serious problems, such as the future of pension systems and expenditure on
social services and welfare. These reasons are behind the decision to propose a European
Year for Active Ageing, which, following the guidelines laid down by the Europe 2020
strategy, would rise to the challenge, with the aid of an effective active ageing policy and
through intergenerational solidarity, of turning the problem into a resource that creates
more opportunities for older people, ensuring that they remain healthy and enabling them
to carry on playing an important role in society.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report is important and was
urgently needed, given the fact that the European population is becoming more and more
elderly, with birth rates that are generally insufficient to ensure generational renewal and
an inverted demographic pyramid in several Member States. It also highlights the fact that
numerous medical scientific studies have pointed to longer working lives as the best
psychosomatic treatment for healthy ageing. In this context, the European Year for Active
Ageing will provide increased motivation for physical and mental activity among the
elderly and draw the younger generation’s attention to the merit of the different types of
activity carried out by the elderly. For all these reasons I voted for this report.

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) In order to promote active ageing it is of
paramount importance to enhance solidarity and cooperation between the generations.
This solidarity must not be approached solely from a financial perspective, but has also to
be viewed in a wider context, encompassing the promotion of mutual cooperation and
exchanges between the generations so that each of them can find its place in society and
make its contribution to European society to the best of its abilities. European society has
to become a society for all ages. Governments and public policies have to respond to this
challenge in a number of areas, in particular by putting in place framework conditions to
deal with the consequences of an ageing population. The private sector, social partners
and civil society, as well as individual citizens, have to make their respective contributions.
All these stakeholders are key factors in providing solutions to the challenge of Europe’s
ageing society. The Commission and Member States must take into account gender
mainstreaming, the inclusion of people with disabilities and people belonging to ethnic
minorities, especially the Roma minority, when running European Year events. At the
same time, it is important to promote good health and an enhanced quality of life, including
by ensuring access to high-quality health care services.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Today we voted during the plenary session
in Strasbourg on the report on the European Year for Active Ageing. The rise in life
expectancy linked to ageing is certainly an extraordinary social achievement and a success
of our time. Europeans today are living longer and healthier lives than ever before. However,
this success also confronts European society with a number of challenges, in particular in
the area of employment and social protection. The general aim of the European Year for
Active Ageing is to encourage the efforts of Member States to promote active ageing. Active
ageing means creating better opportunities and working conditions to enable older workers
to play their part in the labour market, combating social exclusion by fostering active
participation in society, and encouraging healthy ageing.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. − In favour. Population ageing is one of
the EU’s most important challenges but also one of the biggest opportunities. The rise in
life expectancy linked to ageing is certainly an extraordinary social achievement and a
success of our time. Europeans today are living longer and healthier lives than ever before,
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which is a positive and encouraging development. However, this success also confronts
European society with a number of challenges, in particular in the area of employment
and social protection. To illustrate this, Eurostat’s demographic projections expect a decrease
of about 6.8% (20.8 million) in people of working age in 2030. Thus, only two people of
working age (15-64) will have to support one retired person (over 65), compared to a ratio
of four to one today. The EU will therefore experience a steep increase in the share of older
people and a large decline in the share of population aged below 50, which may, in turn,
increase pressure on public budgets and pension systems, as well as on the social and care
provision for older people. In addition, old age is often associated with illness and
dependency, and older people can feel excluded from employment as well as from family
and society.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) From 2012, the population aged 60 and over will
increase by two million people per year.

We therefore need to establish a framework for action aimed at raising awareness of the
contribution older people can make to society and at strengthening the dialogue between
generations. The European Commission has decided to launch this initiative with the aim
of creating new and improved employment opportunities and working conditions for the
growing number of older people in Europe, helping them to play an active role in society.

The challenge for all stakeholders is to improve the options available to older people,
intervening in sectors as diverse as employment, health care, social services, adult education,
voluntary work, housing, information services and transport. Thanks to policies promoting
active ageing, older people will be offered more opportunities and will be able to carry on
contributing to the common good.

With the adoption today of this report, each Member State will also be required to inform
the Commission of its work programme, communicating in detail the national activities
planned for the European Year.

Oreste Rossi (EFD),    in writing. − (IT) 2012 will be the European Year for Active Ageing.

The Commission’s decision stems from the knowledge that the number of older people in
the Member States is continually increasing, a phenomenon linked to the low birth rate
and the rise in life expectancy, thanks in part to medical and scientific research. The task
for Europe is to consider older people not as a burden on society but as an opportunity,
by enabling them, for example, to carry out voluntary work at all levels.

Under the Treaty, which puts all European citizens on the same footing with the same
rights, the European Union must strive to ensure equal dignity and equal access for older
people with disabilities. The text has some positive aspects, but the desire to include
candidate countries too in the projects led me to abstain, as I fear that European citizens’
money will be spent unnecessarily.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) General population ageing is a phenomenon
common to the whole of the European Union, which will change considerably over the
next 20 years. During the 1995-2015 period, it is estimated that the 20-29 age group will
lose 11 million people (–20%), whereas the 50-64 age group will increase by 16.5 million
(+25%). I am voting in favour of this report because I believe that Europe must increasingly
concern itself with the active and healthy ageing of its citizens, by defining programme
actions that stimulate or increase independence, prevent accidents, provide rehabilitation
following illness and promote the practice of sporting activities throughout Europe.
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The European Year for Active Ageing must also be seen as an opportunity to establish
greater intergenerational solidarity, given that the exchange of knowledge between elderly
people and young people will both improve the future generations’ qualifications and skills
and allow the life experience of the elderly to be valued. It should also be a year geared
towards making European companies aware of the importance of developing new products
and services aimed at meeting the special needs of this particular sector of the population.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) What hides behind this new
concept of active ageing?

I voted against this report on the European Year for Active Ageing (2012).

Of course the report contains a number of positive ideas such as the fight against age-based
discrimination, the development of social and health services particularly in terms of access,
and the promotion of lifelong learning and volunteer work for older people.

However, these are merely fine words which are contradicted by the reality of the policies
being implemented. Moreover, the concept of ‘active ageing’ is ambiguous, to say the least.
It is another way of telling people that they must work ever longer and ever more, and this
is clearly stated in the resolution, which says that we must ‘mobilise the potential of older
persons’ in order ‘to enable their participation in the labour market’.

We have other things to offer older people, starting with ceasing to pit them against young
people and offering them a true place in society in which the skills they have accumulated
are taken into account and in which acquired social rights are protected thus allowing
them to age in a dignified manner. That is the challenge which the European Year must
address.

Angelika Werthmann (NI),    in writing. − (DE) It is a very good idea to make 2012 the
European Year for Active Ageing and Solidarity between the Generations, in particular in
the light of the current debate on future demographic change. As the rapporteur says, this
gives us the opportunity to think about and find out about these developments and the
accompanying challenges and, most importantly, to expose negative stereotypes of older
people and to highlight and combat age discrimination.

Anna Záborská (PPE),    in writing. − (SK) As Europe’s demographic crisis deepens, Member
States are gradually responding by increasing the retirement age. The European Year for
Active Ageing will actually not last one, but many years. Mr Kastler’s report mentions the
need to highlight, in this situation, the importance of intergenerational solidarity, which
is crucial if the challenges resulting from the higher proportion of older people in the
general population are to be handled successfully. Member States and the EU seriously
failed in their family policy in the past, obliging us to address ageing-related issues in
earnest. Any further failure could be fatal for Europe. The declaration of 2012 as the Year
for Active Ageing is a great opportunity to train the spotlight on genuine values: human
dignity and intergenerational solidarity. However, we also need to start tackling the yawning
gaps in the area of social and health care for pensioners in the various EU Member States,
and discuss how to close those gaps while respecting the competences of Member States.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) There is no doubt that population ageing is a burden
on European public budgets, and especially on the pension systems of individual Member
States. For this very reason we must endeavour to promote an effective active ageing policy
that offers older people the opportunity to continue to work, stay healthy for longer and
play an active role in society despite their advancing years.
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The proposal relating to the European Year for Active Ageing can doubtless make an
important contribution, enabling older workers to play their part in the labour market,
combating social exclusion and fostering active participation in society through a kind of
‘healthy’ ageing. For these reasons, I voted in favour of the text presented today in plenary.

Artur Zasada (PPE),    in writing. − (PL) The debate on the demographic future of Europe
is one of the most important and most serious debates held in the European Parliament.
It relates to elderly people, quality of life in advanced age and the future of every one of us.
This is a great challenge from which we Europeans may benefit greatly, in spite of the many
associated risks. The designation of 2012 as the European Year for Active Ageing is a very
valuable initiative. We must be aware of all the consequences of the ageing of European
society, and also do everything in our power to eliminate the negative effects of this process.
Our potential contributions to these measures, as Members of the European Parliament,
certainly include promotion of the European programmes Leonardo da Vinci and Grundtvig.
Thanks to these programmes, senior citizens’ organisations are implementing ever more
ambitious plans, and encouraging an ever greater number of senior citizens to become
active. I would also like to add that I myself, working with my local assistants, cooperate
with the University of the Third Age, and our contacts bring us mutual benefits. I would
therefore like to encourage others to undertake similar measures, so that the year 2012
helps to bring about a radical increase in active ageing.

Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0389/2011

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I am in favour of the present motion for a
resolution, given that the winds of change are continuing to blow throughout the Arab
world and that demonstrations in Syria, Yemen and Bahrain are continuing to demand
true democracy and political, economic and social reforms, in order to fight corruption
and nepotism, ensure respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, reduce social
inequalities and create better economic and social conditions. The EU should unreservedly
condemn tyranny and oppression and do everything possible so that the regimes that use
violence against their own people lose legitimacy.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. − I voted in favour of the resolution on the
situation in Syria, Yemen and Bahrain in the context of the situation in the Arab world and
North Africa. I strongly support the condemnation of the disproportionate use of force
by regimes against peaceful demonstrators. The immediate and unconditional stop of
bloodshed and the release of the people arrested is a prerequisite for the continuation of
the transition process. The political leaderships of the Arab countries must honour their
commitments by engaging without delay in an open and constructive political dialogue,
involving all democratic political parties and movements and representatives of civil society.
Moreover, the authorities must guarantee freedom of thought, conscience and religion,
which are fundamental human rights.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I support this resolution and take this
opportunity to express the hope that the violent crackdowns in Syria and Yemen will stop.
Once a leader or ruling class chooses violence to hold on to power, the legitimacy of their
decisions will suffer greatly. When victims include innocent women and children, the
situation must be condemned unanimously by everyone who believes in democratic values,
freedom of expression and the right of citizens to speak out against their own leaders.
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Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing. − I voted for this important resolution because the
implementation of significant political and social reforms in the Arab countries is now
imperative. In Syria the escalation of brutal repression against peaceful protesters has to
stop. With this text we call on the Syrian authorities and President Bashar al-Assad to put
an end to the massacre of innocent people and to engage in an immediate and genuine
political process in order to contribute to a democratic transition in the country. I also
want to stress our serious concern about the increasingly bad humanitarian situation in
Yemen and in Bahrain. The unconditional release of all peaceful demonstrators, including
political activists, journalists and human rights defenders is a matter of priority. The national
dialogue launched by King Hamad in Bahrain can produce effective results only if the
participation of all political forces is granted. For these reasons we call on the political
leaderships of these countries to immediately meet their commitments by opening a
constructive political dialogue involving all democratic political parties, movements and
civil society representation.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I supported this resolution because
of the importance of the events which are taking place in this region of the world. Syria,
Yemen, Bahrain, and parts of the Arab world and North Africa are experiencing very tense
times. In this regard, I condemn all disproportionate recourse to violence being used against
peaceful demonstrators by the regimes and lament the large number of victims. I commend
the courage shown by many citizens in their peaceful struggle, and in particular the role
played by women at the forefront of the protests. Moreover I am hopeful that the potential
transition to democracy in countries such as Tunisia and Egypt means that we will see fair
and democratic elections in the future.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I am pleased to see the adoption of this joint
resolution, of which I am one of the first co-signatories, on the situation in Syria, Yemen
and Bahrain in the context of the situation in the Arab world and North Africa. This context
of instability in the Arab world and North Africa demands quick and effective action by
the international community, particularly Europe, and greater involvement in the Middle
East peace process. As the chair of the Delegation for relations with the Mashreq countries,
I regret that the international community seems, to the public, to be applying double
standards regarding Syria. There is also a need to denounce the position of Russia and
China, which have used their veto to prevent the international community from taking a
position more in tune with our fundamental values.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The outbreak of the revolts in the Muslim world last
December brought about a realisation that the situation was far more heterogeneous and
complex than could have been imagined. Suddenly, the sounds and images coming from
places like Tahrir Square in Cairo made the worries and frustrations and the profound
desire for change plain for all to see. I believe that the European Union cannot ignore the
violations of human rights and civil liberties that have been committed. The cases of Syria
and Yemen are particularly brutal and deserve our firm repudiation. The European Union
must seek to help those who are fighting for the values that we hold dear and use every
measure at its disposal to demand that the governments that threaten those values put an
end to such practices, which violate human dignity.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In line with its democratic history and
culture of pluralism and promotion of freedom, the European Union has a duty to assume
an active role in defence of the Arab peoples’ legitimate and democratic aspirations, namely
in Syria, Yemen and Bahrain, where we are witnessing a strong popular demand for political,
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economic and social reform. The prolongation of absolutist and oppressive regimes has
led to the unacceptable deterioration of people’s living conditions and the atrophy of
economic and sociocultural development, causing detrimental effects and unsustainable
imbalances in the global world in which we live. The European Union therefore has a
responsibility to call for decisive action in the context of the UN to defend people’s rights;
to support their legitimate representatives in implementing policies to improve citizens’
living conditions; to reduce social inequalities; to ensure the development of true democracy;
to combat corruption and nepotism; and to guarantee respect for the rule of law, human
rights and fundamental freedoms.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In various countries in the Arab world, large
movements of workers and citizens are demanding better living conditions, rising up
against injustice, unemployment and corruption, and demanding more democracy and
rights. This motion for a resolution is evidence of the usual double standards of the EU.
On the one hand, they make claims about ‘civilian protection’ to justify wars of aggression
against sovereign countries, whereas these wars are based on very different interests and
motivations. This is the case in Libya, which has been subject to air strikes, as well as the
development of open foreign intervention in Syria.

However, on the other hand, they praise the reforms in Morocco, while remaining silent
over the country’s illegal occupation of Western Sahara and oppression of the Sahrawi
people since the 1970s. There is also absolute silence on the situation of constant aggression
in Palestine unleashed by Israel. It is unacceptable that Parliament continues to adopt a
position of external interference as regards the countries in question and consent to military
interventions, without adopting political positions leading to the peaceful resolution of
conflicts. We therefore voted against.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) The Arab spring has changed the
political landscape of the Arab world and North Africa. The European Parliament has
responded in recent months by adopting several resolutions and dispatching several
parliamentary delegations to the region. In Syria, however, violent crackdowns on peaceful
demonstrators and military action against the population have continued. Thousands of
Syrian people have been internally displaced or have fled to Turkey and other neighbouring
countries. A humanitarian crisis has struck the area, threatening regional stability. The
Syrian authorities have been repeatedly urged to open a national dialogue and embark on
meaningful political reforms. After months of unrest and violence, however, the situation
remains very fragile. In general terms, it is essential to transform the political situation in
the country while particularly bearing in mind and championing the best interests of the
people.

Krzysztof Lisek (PPE),    in writing. − (PL) I voted in favour of adopting the resolution on
the situation in Syria, Yemen and Bahrain in the context of the situation in the Arab world
and North Africa. Those taking part in peaceful demonstrations in the countries of North
Africa and the Middle East are calling for institutional, political, economic and social
reforms, all with the aim of creating democratic countries where corruption and nepotism
will be fought and human rights and the observance of fundamental freedoms will be
promoted. They also want to eliminate the huge social inequalities and create better
economic and social conditions. In today’s resolution, Parliament expresses its concern at
the situation in these regions, and calls for concrete steps to be taken to prevent further
dramatic events. In particular, the European Neighbourhood Policy faces new challenges
in connection with the countries neighbouring us to the south. The European Union and
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the Member States themselves have decided to provide support for initiatives taken by
governments which are genuinely committed to carrying out political and economic
reforms and to supporting civil society. At the same time, the European Commission and
the EU Council must apply a ‘more for more’ policy, on the basis of which actual progress
in the field of democracy and human rights will be rewarded.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I voted for this resolution which among other things
expresses its concern at the presence of foreign troops under the GCC banner in Bahrain;
reiterates its call on the GCC to contribute resources as a regional collective player in order
to act constructively and mediate in the interest of peaceful reforms in Bahrain; supports
the democratic transition process in Egypt and Tunisia, as the first examples of the current
process of democratisation and new wave of participation by citizens, and notably youth,
in the Arab world; strongly supports the aspirations of people for freedom, human rights
and democracy; calls for a transparent, fair and free election process in both countries that
takes into account their individual circumstances; calls on the international community
to make further efforts to sustain and encourage the process of political reform in the
countries of North Africa and the Middle East.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) Strong calls are being made in some Arab
countries for political, economic and social reforms aimed at achieving genuine democracy,
fighting corruption and nepotism, ensuring respect for the rule of law, human rights and
fundamental freedoms, reducing social inequalities and creating better economic and social
conditions. Some governments have, however, reacted by means of the violent repression
of these popular demonstrations. Bearing in mind that freedom of thought, conscience
and religion is a fundamental human right which should be guaranteed by the authorities,
we strongly condemn the violent repression of peaceful demonstrators; we express our
solidarity with the peoples of these countries and we strongly support their legitimate
democratic aspirations. Furthermore, we believe that the EU should use the numerous
instruments at its disposal to discourage such actions, and should impose restrictive
measures on those countries and the authorities responsible for the violent repression
against the civilian population, suspending all preparations for new bilateral cooperation
programmes. Lastly, we call on the international community to make further efforts to
sustain and encourage the process of political reform in the countries of North Africa and
the Middle East.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I would like to express my full
support for those on the other side of the Mediterranean who are fighting for democracy
and human dignity. This joint resolution does the same; I am therefore not opposed to it.
However, I cannot endorse a text which does not condemn the predominantly
warmongering approach taken by NATO in Libya, which does not denounce the crimes
perpetrated by the Gulf Cooperation Council’s army and which indulges in despicable
imperialistic policy and gives full gold stars to other countries. I therefore voted against.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Peaceful demonstrators in countries in North Africa
and the Middle East have expressed legitimate democratic aspirations and strong calls for
political, economic and social reforms aimed at achieving genuine democracy, fighting
corruption and nepotism, ensuring respect for the rule of law, human rights and
fundamental freedoms, reducing social inequalities and creating better economic and social
conditions. It is therefore essential that the EU maintain its policy of support for these
countries so that their people can see improvements in their living conditions.
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Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Europe must step up its pressure on governments
which have no qualms in killing people of their country who dream of being free from
dictatorship. In Syria, the army is systematically preventing hospitals from treating the
injured and is killing and torturing children. We are faced with countless crimes which
cannot go unpunished. The reforms promised by Syria’s President Bashar al-Assad have
not been implemented. Syrian people no longer have faith in him. They are, on the contrary,
calling for us to take action, to remind the Syrian authorities that no one is above the law,
compliance with international standards or human rights.

I voted in favour of this resolution, as we cannot remain silent in the face of atrocities and
massacres which are committed in the EU’s neighbouring regions. We cannot wait any
longer for a United Nations resolution. It is our duty to offer our active support to the
Syrian people, because the European project is about a set of core values embodying
openness, human rights, compliance with standards, solidarity, justice and equality.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. − The attitude of the EU towards its Eastern and
Mediterranean neighbours has often neglected dialogue with civil society, striving to provide
stability but not to promote human rights. This resolution calls for the governments of
Syria, Bahrain and Yemen to respect their international commitment to observe human
rights and fundamental freedoms, and calls for an end to the extraordinary situation, the
release of all prisoners of conscience and human rights defenders, the strengthening of
corruption prevention measures and the provision of access to communication. I am, of
course, in favour. However, I would like to ask those who have ‘unexpectedly’ become
concerned about the situation in these countries: where were you before? Bearing in mind
the recommendation of the European Parliament, I can imagine what will happen when
half-literate people are taught democracy without a transitional period! It is necessary to
approach the end of civil conflict in these countries in a serious, pragmatic and discreet
manner. A long-term transitional programme is necessary.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution on the
situation in Syria, Yemen and Bahrain in the context of the situation in the Arab world and
North Africa. This is above all because political instability in the region is the main factor
behind the uncontrolled migration flows into the EU. Attention should be drawn to the
fact that Syria’s security forces are continuing to repress Syria’s civilian population, killing
protestors, arresting anti-government activists and driving civilians from their homes. All
of this is forcing thousands of people to flee to Turkey. In order to ensure respect for human
rights and quell unrest, the Syrian authorities should release all Syrian political prisoners,
detained due to their participation in anti-government demonstrations, and end torture
and abuse, as well as restrictions on freedom of expression and of the press. Attention
should be drawn to the fact that, in both Yemen and Bahrain, the current situation is a
major cause for concern. The chaos in the State of Bahrain, and Iran’s involvement in the
internal affairs of this kingdom in the Persian Gulf, pose a danger not just to the population
of this country but to the entire region. Consequently, we must review and implement the
European Neighbourhood Policy more effectively, and provide humanitarian or other
necessary aid, so that peace and democracy might be restored in this region.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) I voted in favour of the motion for a resolution
on the situation in Syria, Yemen and Bahrain because I believe that the European Union
should make its voice heard and put pressure on regimes that are oppressing their people
through their broken promises and violent repression. With this resolution the European
Parliament is condemning the repression, questioning the legitimacy of the regimes in
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Syria, Yemen and Bahrain and expressing its desire for the disputes to be solved peacefully
and with full respect shown for the human rights of the populations in revolt. The hope
is that political dialogue and recognition of the will of the sovereign peoples will prevail
over violence.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I agree with this motion for a
resolution by Parliament on the situation in the Arab world and the appeal it makes to the
European Union to continue to provide the necessary humanitarian aid to displaced people
in the region, many of whom now live as refugees on the borders of their countries. It
insists that foreign workers in the country be evacuated as soon as possible.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. − In favour. The resolution stresses that
the European Parliament: 1. strongly condemns the disproportionate use of force by the
regimes against peaceful demonstrators and deplores the large number of persons killed
and wounded; extends its condolences to the families of the victims and wounded; calls
for an immediate end to the bloodshed and the release of the people arrested; calls for an
investigation into the killings, arrests and alleged use of torture; 2. praises the people for
the courage they have demonstrated in their peaceful fight for democratic change, in
particular the women, who have been and often still are at the forefront of the protests; 3.
calls on the political leaderships of the Arab countries to honour their commitments by
engaging without delay or precondition in an open and constructive political dialogue,
involving all democratic political parties and movements and representatives of civil society,
aimed at paving the way for genuine democracy and the implementation of real, ambitious
and significant institutional, political, economic and social reforms, which are essential
for long-term stability and development in these countries and in the region as a whole.

Report: Véronique De Keyser (A7-0231/2011)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I am in favour of this proposal insofar as it
insists on strict eligibility criteria for EU budget support. I would emphasise that the
Commission must refrain from using this arrangement in countries where transparency
in public spending cannot be guaranteed, and that budget support must always be
accompanied by action to develop the receiving country’s parliamentary scrutiny and audit
capacities and to enhance transparency and public access to information. I would also like
to highlight the need to involve civil society in the monitoring of budget support. Similarly,
there is no doubt as to the importance of an independent judiciary and independent media
in shaping and regulating the democratic process with the aim of strengthening the rule
of law, building democratic institutions, including an efficient parliament that reflects
political pluralism, and strengthening the role of civil society.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The European Parliament
report on EU external policies in favour of democratisation could very well be used as a
manual by every imperialist secret service for imperialist intervention in every country on
the planet, with the difference that the European Parliament cynically and frankly proclaims
in this report that the EU has the ‘right’ to intervene in every corner of the planet, using the
vulgar pretext of ‘protecting human rights and democracy’. The political face of imperialism
recommends that the EU institutions exert pressure on and openly coerce the government
of any country, using its economic relations with the EU as a lever and that the EU impose
democracy and human rights clauses – in the imperialist euro-unifying sense of the terms
– in all its economic and trade relations with third countries and then impose economic
(and hence political) sanctions, by reducing or cutting off any funding provided by the EU,
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if they do not comply with the imperialist Union’s perception of democracy and human
rights. It calls on the EU institutions and the Member States ‘wherever necessary, to put
pressure on the governments of states known for their bad human rights track records’.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing. − I voted in favour of this report for its innovative point
of view and because it calls on all EU institutions to use the dialogues for the partnership
agreement in a more coherent manner. I fully support the proposal for the establishment
of a forum bringing together national parliaments and the European Parliament to consider
foreign policy issues, particularly on sensitive subjects such as human rights and democracy.
The events unfolding in North Africa and the Middle East have proven the limitations of
a focus on security and stability, which has failed to reduce poverty and social injustice.
‘Security versus democracy’ is a false dilemma, as we all know there can be no human
security within a society without a democratic and accountable government. I strongly
believe that the fight against inequalities has to become an essential objective of the Union’s
external policy and that the European Parliament must supervise these aspects more closely.
For all these reasons, as underlined by this report, the Council and Commission must
involve the European Parliament in every stage of the negotiation, conclusion, application
and suspension of international agreements with third countries.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I voted for this report because it
provides guidelines which are in line with the values on which the European Union is
founded and uses them as a base to implement external action. I especially agree with the
support it expresses for the processes of democratisation and the inclusion of specific
clauses on human rights, democracy, governance and respect for indigenous peoples in
all agreements, documents, memoranda, and any relations which may be established with
third countries. I also believe that it is useful to alert the Commission about maintaining
a more emphatic approach when it suspects breaches of the agreements based on the
Generalised System of Preferences (GSP+) Regulation. Finally I consider the proposed
section on supporting civil society in the resolution to be an excellent idea because it will
energise it, utilise the knowledge that it has available, and integrate it in terms of
participation and responsibility, which is one of the key features of the operation of a
healthy democracy.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing. − (IT) I very much welcome this report on EU external
policies in favour of democratisation, to which I gave my vote.

During my work in Parliament, I have gone to great lengths to denounce the human rights
violations that are committed, all too often with impunity, by the governments of states
with which the EU has developed political and trade partnerships. In the questions I have
put to the Commission I have always made a point of calling on the European institutions
to take more care when applying conditionality instruments in their dealings with partner
governments that are guilty of violating their citizens’ right to political freedom, religious
freedom and freedom of thought.

This report adopts the same position, and therefore I voted in favour of it.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. − (LT) I voted in favour of this report, because I
believe that the development of democracy in the world is one of the European Union’s
key tasks. The EU has a whole variety of instruments, intended to support democracy and
human rights throughout the world, but currently those instruments are not being used
efficiently enough. Consequently, the resolution adopted by Parliament calls on the EU
institutions to allocate assistance more coherently and effectively and for this to be
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coordinated and based on a standard methodology tailored to the situation in each country.
However, the resolution points to another shortcoming in current EU assistance for
developing democracy in third countries, namely the inconsistent imposition of EU
sanctions and criminal measures for countries that ignore their international obligations,
and blatantly violate human rights and democratic principles. The European Parliament
thus proposes enhancing the support provided with fair, measured and intelligent sanctions
that would facilitate adequate and efficient responses to failure by third countries to meet
international commitments to democracy.

Proinsias De Rossa (S&D),    in writing. − I support this report on EU external policies in
support of democratisation, while highlighting at the same time the need for a new European
approach to this end. The EU needs to overhaul its approach to promoting democracy in
the world while simultaneously placing values, coherence and a genuine culture of results
at the heart of the project. Doing so requires an inclusive and more coherent policy that
merges together the various external policy spheres, a central role for the European
Parliament and evaluations of the different instruments in accordance with the results they
produce, not simply how they operate. We must value the important role social movements
have played in the recent revolutions within the Arab world. Support from Europe for civil
society and trade unions, mutual societies, political parties, associations of women and
young people, farmers’ groups, NGOs, social movements and activists must be stepped
up in order to enable them to become better organised. The new European External Action
Service, through detailed knowledge of conditions on the ground, should serve to identify
these. Moreover, there must be a firm emphasis on freedom and protection for the media
as well as on social, cultural and political rights.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Human rights and democracy are founding values
of the European Union and they must serve as a guide for its external action. This report
on the European Union’s external policy in support of democracy reminds us of the actions
which the EU undertakes to support democracy throughout the world: electoral observation
missions, assistance with institution building, protection of human rights campaigners,
support for civil society, and so on. In 2006, during the last presidential, parliamentary
and provincial elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo, the EU sent a large team of
observers mandated to verify the proper functioning of the elections and to endorse the
democratic character of the results produced from the ballot boxes. I voted in favour of
this report namely because it highlights the importance of establishing realistic and
achievable recommendations at the end of every observation mission, the implementation
of which should be supported by the EU. Providing monitoring and support is the best
way of guaranteeing ownership of recommendations and thus of enabling emerging
democracies to become competent in using the tools necessary for elections, which
represent a key component of democracy.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Union should resist excessive
pragmatism concerning the promotion of democracy in the world and should equip itself
with versatile and imaginative mechanisms to allow it to interact with the public and their
movements working locally to that end. The recent upheavals in the Muslim world have
made evident the need for appropriate knowledge and interaction and for placing democracy
and human rights among the principal priorities of the European Union. Therefore,
declarations and legislative texts are not enough in and of themselves; they must be
translated through direct knowledge into concrete measures that reinforce our capacity
for action and influence, at the same time as we strengthen our international legitimacy
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and our ‘soft power’. Establishing a European Endowment for Democracy would be an
excellent step in that direction. Rather than being an island where citizens’ rights, freedoms
and guarantees are respected and promoted, the EU should put its experience at the service
of those who need it.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Recognising that a democratic and
pluralist system is indispensable to ensure that the people are fully represented, I welcome
the broad consensus on the different policies relating to reinforcing the intervention
mechanisms of the European Union for supporting, promoting and monitoring the systems
of constitutional democracy in the world. The instability and social tension which are
manifesting themselves all the more acutely in North Africa and the Middle East, but which
are visible in other corners of the globe, such as Latin America, Asia and even Europe, are
proof of the importance of social justice and the stability of a democratic regime based on
the rule of law, as pillars in the construction of a peaceful, prosperous and democratic
society and global security.

Because of its experience in overthrowing dictatorial regimes and its history of democracy,
the European Union should assume a cooperative role with third countries and implement
collaboration programmes so as to foster the initiative of local democratic institutions and
secure commitments in defence of the interests of the people and civil society.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The De Keyser report is a concrete
expression of the arrogance and the hypocrisy of the majority of Parliament in the context
of the worsening crisis of capitalism and shifting forces on a world scale. Faced with the
emergence of a progressive camp in Latin America and the intensification of the struggles
to defend sovereignty and make major social and democratic changes in North Africa and
the Middle East, threatening the interests of the large economic and financial groups in the
EU and the US, the majority in Parliament promotes intervention and the violation of
peoples’ sovereignty and of international law, in an attempt to stop and reverse these
processes under the pretext of ‘democratisation’.

This position is all the more arrogant and hypocritical given that this same majority is
playing the major role in the process of impoverishing democracy by attacking the economic
and social rights of workers and people of the EU, as is occurring in Portugal, or violating
their rights, freedoms and guarantees. The people’s struggle is the best and surest response
to stop all those who, like the majority in Parliament, are trying to stop the course of history.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) In the last decade, the European
Commission has adopted numerous communications on human rights and democratisation.
The aim is not to rewrite basic policy, but to shape it in an effort to forge ahead in meeting
the objectives of external relations set for the coming years. Changes in the external
environment, as well as internal reforms, both require us to refocus on human rights and
democratic strategies. The European Union’s starting point is clear. It seeks to defend the
universality and indivisibility of human rights – civil, political, economic, social and cultural
– while maintaining the principle that the human rights of women and girls are an integral
and indivisible element of universal human rights. Human rights protection, along with
support for multiparty democracy and the guaranteed rule of law, are among the European
Union’s central and fundamental objectives, together with the fight against poverty. These
efforts should also be supported by global actors, such as multinational corporations, in
order to contribute to human rights improvements around the world; their often
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considerable influence should be used to support developing countries before these
countries are undermined in their own efforts to achieve sustainable development.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing. − (IT) In its relations with states undergoing
democratisation, the European Union should not be afraid to implement the legally binding
human rights clauses in its international agreements. I call upon the European Union to
make an effort in the direction indicated by the rapporteur. I therefore confirm my vote
in favour.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I welcomed this document, because all social
partners, including the media, should be involved in cooperation with foreign countries,
particularly third countries, and we should continue to adhere to democratic mechanisms.
I believe that only democracies based on the rule of law can function as a foundation for
balanced structural partnerships between third countries and the EU that are also in keeping
with the needs and interests of both parties and their respective populations. Partnerships
based on dialogue and consultation enhance ownership of democracy-building processes
and elements of democratic governance. All EU institutions must therefore make greater
efforts to use these dialogues in a more coherent, consistent and coordinated manner. I
also believe that the EU’s role as a ‘soft power’ in the international system can only be
consolidated if protection of human rights constitutes a real priority for it in its policy
towards third countries. This document also stresses the need for a paradigm shift aimed
at genuine consolidation of democracy on the basis of endogenous, sustainable and
comprehensive development that benefits the population and respects the rule of law and
basic human rights and freedoms. The EU must encourage the establishment of an
environment conducive to the development of a democratic society.

Cătălin Sorin Ivan (S&D),    in writing. − Firstly, the report stresses the importance of EU
external policies by underlining the fact that partnerships based on dialogue and
consultation on the protection of human rights must constitute a real priority in its policy
towards third countries. Secondly, I believe that the democratisation process has to go
hand-in-hand with social and economic development in third countries. Thirdly, the report
gives a special place to civil society, which has proven to be a pillar of democracy. This is
why I voted in favour of Véronique de Keyser’s report.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I voted for this report and agree with its conclusion
that only democracies based on the rule of law can function as a foundation for balanced
structural partnerships between third countries and the EU that are also in keeping with
the needs and interests of both parties and their respective populations. In it Parliament
stresses that partnerships based on dialogue and consultation enhance ownership of
democracy-building processes and elements of democratic governance; calls on all EU
institutions to make greater efforts to use these dialogues in a more coherent, consistent
and coordinated manner; considers that the EU’s role as a ‘soft power’ in the international
system can only be consolidated if protection of human rights constitutes a real priority
for it in its policy towards third countries; points out that it is essential, if the EU is to have
a credible, consistent foreign policy and support the development of democracy, that an
exemplary policy of respect for human rights and democracy is always pursued within the
EU and its Member States, both now and in the future; considers that combating poverty
and removing obstacles to countries’ development can make a decisive contribution to
democratic processes.
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Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) The European Union, together with the
international community, can play an active role in supporting democratic consolidation
processes. If a democratisation process is to be successful, it is crucial that it should address
the social and economic development of the country concerned and ensure that basic
human rights – education, health and employment – are met. European aid to support
authoritarian states does not always guarantee democratic development; therefore it is the
outputs of aid, rather than the inputs, on which we should focus. Furthermore, legitimate
democratic political parties, genuine social movements and a free press must play a
fundamental role in safeguarding the public interest by overseeing the transparency and
accountability of governments and supporting women in their struggle for equal rights.
We believe it is necessary to prioritise in-depth dialogue on democratic values and norms
with actors engaged in all democracy-strengthening processes, as building and strengthening
democratic institutions can help to enhance economic development and reduce poverty.
Finally, we warmly welcome the creation of a Human Rights and Democracy Directorate
within the Commission’s European External Action Service.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Union Treaties proclaim that human
rights and democracy are the founding values of the EU and are principles and objectives
of external action that the EU should promote as universal values. Since democracy is the
best safeguard of human rights and fundamental freedoms, of tolerance towards all groups
in society and of equal opportunities for all, EU foreign policy must be designed to help in
the democratisation of those countries that do not yet have democratic regimes.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. − The report proposes a more coherent dialogue
on the partnership agreement. It also proposes to establish a forum, bringing together
national parliaments and the European Parliament, to consider foreign policy issues, and
particularly sensitive subjects such as human rights and democracy. I voted in favour.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing. – (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution on EU
external policies in favour of democratisation, because social justice and combating
inequality must be the key objectives of EU external policies. Cooperation with foreign
countries, particularly third countries, must adhere to democratic mechanisms. It should
involve all social partners, including the media. It should be noted that our experience of
democratic transition should be shared with the newly emerging democratic forces in
North Africa and the wider Middle East. I welcome the proposal to establish a European
Endowment for Democracy to assist political actors striving for democracy in undemocratic
countries and those in transition, particularly in the EU’s eastern and southern
neighbourhood. Furthermore, the EU must pursue a coalition with the United States more
actively, in the realm of the common efforts of the EU and the US to better coordinate their
development policies. It is also crucial to develop a more open and dynamic social driving
force and stakeholder support policies promoting citizens’ participation. We need to
promote close cooperation between the public and private sectors, build the capacity of
civil society and create the environment for it to participate in political processes.

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D),    in writing. − This European Parliament resolution is a
strong statement for the promotion of democratic values outside Europe and recognition
that a ‘one size fits all’ policy on external democratisation may not be possible. The
resolution affirms European values based on civil, political, cultural, and economic rights
and highlights Europe’s obligation to ensure that these rights are practised in Europe and
around the world. In cases where states are perpetrating human rights abuses, this resolution
outlines several methods for dealing with foreign governments, such as imposing
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appropriate sanctions on individuals or using effective conditionality agreements with
these countries. I voted for this resolution, because it declares that any true promotion of
democracy in foreign countries cannot happen with the support of and consultation with
local actors. I believe that the resolution effectively outlines the European Parliament’s
strong but pragmatic support for democratisation in the world.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report. Any
reflection carried out on the foreign policies of the EU in favour of democratisation is
important. From the report, I would like to highlight the idea that partnerships based on
dialogue and consultation strengthen the uptake of the processes of establishing democracy
and of elements of democratic governance. Democracy should be put into practice, so I
would like to add my voice to the appeal made in this report to all EU institutions to intensify
efforts in the sense of using these different dialogues in a more coherent, consistent and
coordinated way.

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. − The EU needs to shift from a stability to a democracy
paradigm. In the area of human rights and democracy, it needs to establish greater
consistency between its values and democracy as it is actually practised, between its internal
and its external policies, and between the institutions. The EU consequently has a duty,
through its different programmes, to strengthen its support for civil society and social
movements (trade unions, mutual societies, women’s networks and youth networks),
supporting the spread of those movements. However, it must also take steps to promote
the freedom of expression of independent media and the protection of journalists and
human rights defenders. It is important to emphasise the need for a gender perspective in
the implementation of the guidelines, with targeted actions in favour of female human
rights defenders and other particularly vulnerable groups, such as journalists and defenders
working to promote economic, social and cultural rights, children's rights, and minority
rights. I underline the necessity for women's full participation in all areas of peace and
security in order to enhance conflict prevention, ensure sustainable peace and develop
specific training programs allowing female entrepreneurs to increase their participation
in world trade.

Fiorello Provera (EFD),    in writing. − (IT) I would like to thank Mrs De Keyser for having
wished to develop some points from the report on migration flows arising from instability,
which was recently adopted by the European Parliament.

In particular, the report insists on the importance of a global, coherent approach based on
targeted strategies relating to development, human rights, good governance, social inclusion
and promotion of women’s and minority rights in order to promote democracy. I agree
with the need to build strong coalitions with other actors on the world stage such as the
African Union and the Arab League, in order to promote democratic values more effectively,
and for more coordination with the United States.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. − In favour. The resolution stresses the
European Parliament: 1. believes that only democracies based on the rule of law can function
as a foundation for balanced structural partnerships between third countries and the EU
that are also in keeping with the needs and interests of both parties and their respective
populations; 2. stresses that partnerships based on dialogue and consultation enhance
ownership of democracy-building processes and elements of democratic governance; calls
on all EU institutions to make greater efforts to use these dialogues in a more coherent,
consistent and coordinated manner; 3. considers that the EU’s role as a ‘soft power’ in the
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international system can only be consolidated if protection of human rights constitutes a
real priority for it in its policy towards third countries.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) I voted for this document because only democracies
based on the rule of law can function as a foundation for balanced partnerships between
third countries and the EU that are in keeping with the needs and interests of their respective
populations.

Only dialogue and consultation can strengthen the democracy-building processes and
elements of democratic governance, and in this regard all EU institutions can make greater
efforts. The EU’s fundamental role as a ‘soft power’ in the international system can only be
consolidated if protection of human rights constitutes a real priority for it in its policy
towards third countries.

Rafał Trzaskowski (PPE),    in writing. − (PL) In this resolution, Parliament has expressed
its strong support for the establishment of a European Endowment for Democracy, a
flagship initiative of the Polish Presidency.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The report does indeed concern
the need for the EU’s external policy position to change in situations where democratisation
is neither objective nor coherent. I support the promotion of human rights and the report
contains some positive features, such as the active application of the human rights
provisions in international agreements, support for a broad and deep civil society and the
promotion of transparency.

However, the report does not place sufficient emphasis on the responsibility of the EU as
regards the extent of the implementation of human rights within the EU, and in particular
of its own trade agreements which contain clauses on democracy and human rights and
which too often are not applied on account of diplomatic and political choices by Member
States. Furthermore, this report does not sufficiently recognise the principle of
non-interference in the processes of democratic transition, and it focuses too much on
funding and on the proliferation of additional tools and bodies, while the real issue is one
of political will.

Angelika Werthmann (NI),    in writing. − (DE) I have voted for the report on the EU
external policies in favour of democratisation. The rapporteur highlights the importance
of democracy as a guarantor of international peace, but also acknowledges that there is no
monopoly on defining democracy and that it is not necessarily appropriate to impose our
own model of democracy on other countries. The rapporteur has drafted a highly complex
and comprehensive report.

Anna Záborská (PPE),    in writing. − (SK) Political stability, economic development and
democracy do not constitute three separate areas of foreign policy. The three are intertwined
– the removal of one would affect the other two. Events in Algeria, Egypt, Morocco, Libya,
Syria and the Arabian Peninsula mirror the double standards of the foreign policy pursued
by European countries and the EU itself. In her report, Mrs De Keyser points out the
continuing inconsistency in the way Europe applies its values in relation to third countries.
In January this year, the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs noted that
each cooperation agreement concluded by the EU with another country incorporates a
clause demanding respect for human rights. The report before us, however, calls attention
to the fact that the existence of this contractual condition is not in itself enough, as penalties
for violations are seldom imposed in practice. If the EU genuinely wants to be an important
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global player, or a superpower, it must be consistent in its values. Long-term, stable relations
between states are built on trust and reliability. Instead of merely paying lip service to its
values, the EU must do more to assert them at every opportunity. This is the only way to
earn the trust of its partners.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) The numerous debates within the Committee on
Development have shown the need for a paradigm shift in EU external policy, with greater
development of the political dimension and wider support from civil society.

These issues, which have been taken up in the report presented by Mrs De Keyser, are a
solid foundation to use as a starting point for improving the relations that the EU has put
in place to promote democratisation. I believe the choice to support the Commission’s
decision with regard to the establishment of a European Endowment for Democracy to
assist political actors striving for more widespread democracy in their countries is a valid
one.

For these reasons, I voted in favour of the text presented today in the House.

Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0396/2011

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. − (PT) I am in favour of this motion for a resolution
by the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European
Parliament. Political pluralism is a pillar of democracy and of modern society and a source
of political legitimacy. The European Court of Human Rights has condemned the Russian
Federation for human rights violations in many cases and the implementation of these
decisions continues to be inadequate. It is important, therefore, that the EU speaks with
one voice, shows solidarity and unity in its relations with the Russian Federation, and bases
these relations on mutual interests and common values, while reaffirming its conviction
that Russia continues to be one of the EU’s most important partners in strategic cooperation.
I also note with concern that the Russian Federation has denied registration to another
independent political party, the People’s Freedom Party.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. − I voted in favour of this important
resolution on the preparations for the Russian State Duma elections in December. We
Members of the European Parliament strongly deplore the decision by the Russian
authorities to reject the registration of the People’s Freedom Party (PARNAS) for the
forthcoming Duma elections in December 2011. It is not acceptable that Russia, which is
one of the European Union’s most important partners in building strategic cooperation,
does not guarantee free and fair elections – which are the basis of a democratic society and
one of the EU’s main values. I would like to stress once again that the State Duma elections
should be based on the implementation of the election standards set by the Council of
Europe and the OSCE, and that the Russian authorities must allow the OSCE/Council of
Europe to carry out a long-term election observation mission and must cooperate fully
with it from its earliest stage. Those steps would send a signal to the EU and to the world
that the Russian authorities are ready for the modernisation and democratisation of the
country.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing. − I voted in favour of this resolution because it condemns
the obstacles to political pluralism in the country. Russia remains one of European Union's
most important partners in building strategic cooperation so it is important to condemn
the great difficulty faced by the political parties in registering for the Duma elections in
December. The case of the People’s Freedom Party is an example. I want to stress that
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political pluralism represents a cornerstone of democracy and modern society and a source
of political legitimacy. Russia is committed to democracy via the OSCE and should aim to
be a template of democracy for post-Soviet society. For these reasons the obstacles which
effectively constrain political competition in Russia need to be overcome.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I supported the text of this resolution
because I agree with the critical assessment made of the democratic behaviour of the Russian
authorities. Russia is a member of the Council of Europe, the Organisation for Security
and Cooperation and the United Nations, and it is a key partner of the European Union. If
its intentions to curb pluralism, prevent the free participation of democratic choices in
elections and pass a law to override the decisions of the European Court of Human Rights
were to be confirmed, this would be an extremely serious situation. Both of these actions
are an attack on democracy and on the substance of the European Convention on Human
Rights. It is inappropriate for a country that behaves in this way to have a seat in institutions
such as the Council of Europe.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Russian progress towards democracy and the
establishment of the rule of law are well known but, unfortunately, there are still some
difficulties. I would like to see efforts towards stronger material convergence with
international best practice and, in the context of the upcoming elections for the Duma,
assurances that such practices will be effectively followed. The desires and aspirations for
a full democracy and for the election of a parliament that represents the will of the people,
will be fulfilled in this way. The Russian authorities’ authorisation of an election observation
mission by the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe/Council of Europe
during an extended period and their complete cooperation with this would reinforce the
international credibility of the election and allow international experts to assess and endorse
it. I hope that Russia, a crucial partner of the European Union, will take advantage of the
upcoming elections to continue in the right direction.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Russia’s democratisation process lacks
the depth and maturity needed to provide an environment of trust and stability for relations
with the European Union, which is fundamental to the development of stronger, more
lasting and more sustainable bilateral relations. The limits to democratic freedom and
freedom of expression, to guarantees of human rights and to the independence of the
judicial system that exist today in Russia are evident. We must bear in mind that we are
talking about a recent democracy with its own particular history.

However, it is obvious that the socioeconomic and even cultural evolution of the country
is not being accompanied by the political system, with consequences for the development
of the state and its relations with the rest of the world. The complexity of legislation foments
bureaucracy, corruption, subordination of the courts and manipulation of the law, which
has allowed the state to reject a new political party in the new electoral process. Within
this framework, I agree that the European Union must move forward prudently in the
negotiation of a new agreement with Russia, and maintain its reservations regarding the
significant development of a new partnership and cooperation agreement until the results
of the Russian Duma elections in December and presidential elections of 2012 have come
out and have been assessed.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) Relations between the European
Union and Russia have constantly evolved in recent decades, leading to a profound and
complex interdependency which is bound to become even stronger in the future. The
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conclusion of a strategic partnership agreement between the EU and the Russian Federation
remains the key to the further development and intensification of cooperation between
the two partners. Obviously, however, developments in the Russian Federation regarding
the observance and protection of human rights and respect for commonly agreed
democratic principles, rules and procedures are still a cause for concern. The Russian
Federation, as a full member of the Council of Europe, the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe and the United Nations, is committed to the principles of democracy
and human rights promoted by these organisations. The difficulties which are faced by
political parties seeking to register for elections and which undeniably undermine political
competition in Russia, limiting voter choice and showing that there are still real obstacles
to political pluralism in the country, are also disturbing because this is a cornerstone of
democracy and modern society and a source of political legitimacy. It would also be
expedient for the State Duma elections to be based on the application of election rules set
by the Council of Europe and the OSCE, and therefore I believe it would be proper for the
Russian authorities to allow the OSCE/Council of Europe to establish a long-term election
observation mission and to cooperate with it from the outset.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I welcomed this document, because it reaffirms
the belief that Russia remains one of the European Union’s most important partners in
building strategic cooperation, sharing not only economic and trade interests but also the
objective of acting closely together in the common neighbourhood as well as at global
level. It is regrettable that the Russian authorities have decided to reject the application to
register the People’s Freedom Party (PARNAS) to participate in the forthcoming State Duma
elections in December 2011. I believe that it is necessary to call on the Russian authorities
to ensure free and fair elections and to annul all decisions and rules that do not conform
to this principle. Concern has also been expressed over the difficulties experienced by
political parties wishing to register for the elections, and because political competition in
Russia is very restricted as a result of these difficulties, the electorate has less choice and
these difficulties show that in Russia there are still major obstacles to political pluralism.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I welcome this resolution in which the European
Parliament reaffirms its concerns regarding the difficulties faced by the political parties in
registering for elections, which effectively constrain political competition in Russia, reduce
the choice available to its electorate and show that there are still real obstacles to political
pluralism in the country.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) In spite of the growing trade and economic
interdependence the relations between the EU and Russia are making limited progress due
to misunderstanding and mistrust on political and economic issues that have prevented
the parties from building a genuine strategic partnership. We believe the Russian authorities
must do everything within their power to ensure that all candidates and parties are treated
fairly and equally in the run-up to the December 2011 parliamentary elections. Freedoms
of expression, association and assembly in the Russian Federation are frequently threatened.
The initiatives and activities of human rights defenders, independent civil society
organisations, political opponents, independent media and ordinary citizens are often
restricted or hindered. Therefore, we believe it is crucial to decrease the hurdles for the
registration of new parties, to secure equal conditions for all candidates and parties during
the election campaign and, above all, to guarantee access to the media for all. Finally, we
believe that the future development of EU-Russia relations must be linked to efforts to
strengthen democracy, the rule of law and respect for fundamental rights.
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Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Political pluralism is a cornerstone of democracy
and modern society, as well as a source of political legitimacy. Since Russia is one of the
European Union’s most important partners in creating strategic cooperation, sharing not
only economic and commercial interests, but also the objective of close cooperation both
in their common neighbourhood and at international level, the EU hopes that the elections
for the Duma will go ahead as well as can be hoped, without any kind of interference.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) Russia is one of the European Union’s most
important partners and consequently there is always a need to enhance political dialogue
in many areas. Above all, we must develop closer cooperation from the point of view of
economic and trade interests. Furthermore, we need to strengthen the strategic partnership
with Russia and seek solutions to overcome shared challenges in our common
neighbourhood and throughout the world. Consequently, it is very important for all
processes in Russia to take place without violating the principles of democracy and the
rule of law, ensuring respect for human rights and freedoms. Furthermore, it is crucial for
there to be free and fair elections without the use of violence and without restrictions on
any social group, and for any decisions and rules that do not conform to this principle to
be annulled.

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution
expressing concern over the decision by the Russian Ministry of Justice not to register the
People’s Freedom Party on the eve of elections to the State Duma. The reason for not
registering the party has yet to be explained, but the EU is extremely keen for the elections
in Russia to represent a strong step towards strengthening democracy. The refusal to
register the aforementioned party in Russia may reduce freedom of choice and citizens’
confidence in their state. Russia is and will continue to be one of the EU’s most important
partners. We should be bound not just by mutual economic and trade dependence, but
also by the common goals of sustainable cooperation in the neighbourhood and throughout
the world.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this resolution.
Plurality is a key feature of democracy. Our societies are proof of this. All peoples want to
know that they are totally represented by their governing bodies. People’s assemblies must
have representatives from all strands of political opinion. I hope that any obstacles to this
in Russia can be overcome.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. − In favour. The resolution stresses that
the European Parliament: 1. reaffirms its belief that Russia remains one of European Union’s
most important partners in building strategic cooperation, sharing not only economic and
trade interests but also the objective of acting closely together in the common
neighbourhood, as well as at global level; 2. reconfirms its resolution of 9 June 2011 on
the EU-Russia Summit in Nizhny Novgorod; 3. deplores the decision by the Russian
authorities to reject the registration of the People’s Freedom Party (PARNAS) for the
forthcoming Duma elections in December 2011; calls on the Russian authorities to
guarantee free and fair elections and to withdraw all decisions and rules that oppose this
principle; 4. reaffirms its concerns regarding the difficulties faced by the political parties
in registering for elections, which effectively constrain political competition in Russia,
reduce the choice available to its electorate and show that there are still real obstacles to
political pluralism in the country.

77Debates of the European ParliamentEN07-07-2011



Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the motion for a
resolution on preparations for the Russian State Duma elections in December 2011, because
it reaffirms the belief that Russia is one of the European Union’s most important partners
in building strategic cooperation, sharing not only economic and trade interests but also
the objective of acting closely together in the common neighbourhood, as well as at global
level.

Rafał Trzaskowski (PPE),    in writing. − (PL) It is alarming that the Russian authorities
have decided to refuse to register the People’s Freedom Party (PARNAS) for the upcoming
December elections. The difficulties currently faced by political parties when registering
for elections in Russia are unacceptable in a country which aspires to gain the status of one
of the EU’s most important strategic partners.

Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0392/2011

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I am in favour of the motion for a resolution
by the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European
Parliament, which reminds us that freedom of movement within a European area of
freedom, security and justice is a fundamental right and a pillar of EU citizenship, the scope
of which cannot but be extended and reinforced in order to preserve the principles and
values of the European Union. The resolution also states that effective support for Member
States in order to assure compliance with the Schengen acquis in case of pressure at external
borders can already be fully addressed through the new Schengen evaluation system, which
is currently being redefined in ordinary legislative procedure. It also points out that the
massive influx of migrants and asylum seekers through external borders cannot per se be
considered additional grounds for the reintroduction of border controls, and it considers
that the European Union’s response cannot be the closure of internal borders, but the joint
management of external borders based on rigorous solidarity mechanisms financed under
Article 80 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) On the occasion of the adoption of this
resolution, Parliament has reaffirmed its support for Schengen: the free movement of
people throughout the EU is one of the four fundamental freedoms, and one of the
fundamental acquis of the Community in which we live. That is why we are now sceptical
about attempts being made to bring these agreements back into question and the
introduction of a safeguard clause to reintroduce border controls. The attitude of certain
countries during the Lampedusa crisis stirred up fear and led nations to look in on
themselves with one Member State even bringing back border controls. Schengen must
be respected, and the issue of the safeguard clause must be examined with a great deal of
attention and, most importantly, any management of Schengen must be at European level.
It is outrageous to see immigration solely in terms of threat. Zero immigration is
outrageously utopian; migration, whether legal or illegal, has always existed. If flows of
people have to be managed, this must be done as humanely as possible.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I supported this resolution on the
changes to the Schengen system because I share the belief that the behaviour of some
Member States in trying to reintroduce border control is anti-European, since it is based
on a lack of interstate solidarity and a lack of confidence between bordering Member States
which do not have homogeneous situations in terms of illegal immigration. It is ineffective,
because it will not remedy the problems it is trying to tackle. Moreover, it fails to recognise
the positive effects that the Schengen Agreement has on the quality of life of hundreds of
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thousands of people, and on economic development as a result of the free movement
principle. Finally, it violates procedures previously established in the border codes to
re-establish border controls, which are well defined and specified in terms of causes and
procedures in the current regulations.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. − (LT) I voted in favour of this report, because it
represents another important step by the European Parliament towards protecting the
Schengen area of free movement. Indeed, for a variety of reasons the area of free movement
has recently been under threat, and this has sparked much public debate over how the
Schengen area should be managed and maintained in future. I am convinced that we do
not have to reform the current framework, but simply enhance it, because the Schengen
rules defined in the Schengen Borders Code already set out the conditions and procedures
for the temporary reintroduction of border controls at internal borders. On the other hand,
this framework has several shortcomings and could be improved. Firstly, it is unilateral
and, consequently, it is impossible to give priority to the EU’s collective interest.
Strengthening the Schengen framework in future should change this. Secondly, the
mechanism established for evaluating how the Member States are complying with the
provisions of the Schengen acquis, where the evaluation is carried out by an
intergovernmental working group, is clearly insufficient.

Cristian Silviu Buşoi (ALDE),    in writing. – (RO) I find the European Council’s initiative
on amending the Schengen area regulations unacceptable. I deplore that the leaders of
some Member States want to score election points by running the risk of watering down
one of the EU’s most important achievements and one of the positive features which is
most visible to European citizens.

These modification proposals highlight a two-faced attitude from the EU. On the one hand,
European leaders are declaring in speeches their solidarity with the Arab peoples aspiring
to democracy, while, on the other hand, entry is being refused to refugees in the EU because
migration flows would be excessive.

I am not disputing that when all the refugees arrive in a single Member State, such a situation
can pose problems. However, this is precisely why we need greater solidarity between
Member States and to finalise a common European asylum system and a genuine common
immigration policy.

The solution to making the Schengen area more effective is not to reintroduce controls,
which is tantamount to destroying the Schengen area, but to introduce additional
mechanisms for jointly managing migration flows.

I refuse to endorse these proposals and I hope that we will be able to focus on the real issues
with the Schengen area, leaving aside distractions like this.

Corina Creţu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted to adopt the European Parliament
resolution on changes to Schengen because the creation of the Schengen area and the
integration of the Schengen acquis into the EU framework is one of the greatest achievements
of the European integration process, marked by the absence of controls at internal borders
and unprecedented freedom of movement within the European Union.

The freedom of movement has become one of the foundations of EU citizenship and one
of the cornerstones of the EU as an area of freedom, security and justice, enshrining the
right to move and reside freely in any Member State while enjoying the same rights,
guarantees and protections, including the ban on all forms of discrimination based on
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nationality. This is why there is an urgent requirement to remove all the barriers which
Romanian and Bulgarian citizens are still faced with and to strongly condemn the attempt
by some Member States to reintroduce border controls, thereby jeopardising the very spirit
of the Schengen acquis.

Marielle De Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The democratic movements in the Arab
countries and the war in Libya have given rise to large-scale movements of persons bound
for the European Union, and they continue to do so. Many countries, faced with this
enormous influx of migrants and refugees, have called for the Schengen Agreements to be
reviewed and, on 24 June, the European Council (as representative of the Member States)
asked the Commission to present a proposal on a safeguard mechanism to deal with
exceptional circumstances of this sort and thus allow the reintroduction of controls at
internal borders. The European Parliament reiterates its total opposition to any new
Schengen mechanism and deplores the fact that several Member States, such as France,
Italy and even Denmark, are trying to reintroduce border controls. The problems we have
met of late are the result, in many cases, of the reluctance of Member States to implement
a common European policy regarding asylum and immigration, which our Parliament has
long been anxious to see. If we are to deal with these exceptional circumstances, we need
greater solidarity amongst the Member States. Schengen must be strengthened rather than
weakened. We also need to be able to manage our external border controls better and not
create barriers between nations.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted against the European Parliament’s
resolution on the Schengen area because, in the event of a massive influx of migrants, it
precludes the possibility that a Member State can reintroduce internal border controls and
therefore protect itself more effectively against illegal immigration. The position that I
defended is shared, furthermore, by all the Heads of State or Government of the 27 countries
of the European Union, both on the right and on the left, who, during the last European
Council, wanted to extend the criteria which allow this type of internal border control to
be reintroduced. Naturally, freedom of movement remains the principle of common law,
and restrictions the exception.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the joint motion for a resolution
on changes to Schengen because the free movement of persons inside the Schengen area
constitutes one of the main triumphs of European integration, and because freedom of
circulation is a fundamental right and a pillar of EU citizenship.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Freedom of movement within the European Union
is one of the most remarkable things about the process of integrating its component States,
and one of the most emblematic factors of the good brought about by this process.
Restricting this freedom would be a backward step that our people would have difficulty
getting used to. Nonetheless, it is undeniable that the ability to move freely throughout
the European Union and the end of internal border controls have raised problems for
certain Member States which often have to deal with illegal immigration. It is therefore
necessary to search for balanced solutions to this problem without permanently threatening
something that Europeans greatly value and which is essential for maintaining an area of
true freedom, security and justice. It is also necessary to reinforce the Member States’ ability
to control the external borders, assess how they apply the Schengen criteria and get them
to adopt better practices to improve solidarity and information transmission, thus
strengthening their objectives, preventing abuses and preventing situations of border
tension.
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José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Because of its impact on the movement
of persons and goods within the European Union, the Schengen system is one of the pillars
of the European project. The times of troubles, crisis and social tension that we are currently
experiencing have highlighted problems relating to external border control and stirred up
populist and nationalist sentiments that reject the solidarity and necessary trust that must
prevail between Member States. The influx of migrants, coming mainly from Africa and
the Middle East, to the EU’s external borders has added to the responsibilities of Member
States with external borders, but it cannot justify additional derogations or exceptional
measures to the Schengen system that aim especially at reintroducing internal borders or
barriers to free movement in the European area. I therefore welcome this resolution, which
reaffirms the importance of Schengen and of European values.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The joint resolution signed and adopted by
the main political groups – conservatives, social democrats, liberals and even the greens –
reflects the objectives of strengthening the Schengen Information System, Frontex and an
entire security-oriented immigration policy based essentially on the criminalisation of
immigration, with the inhumane consequences that we unfortunately know all too well.
This insistence on reinforcing Schengen governance comes at a time when the situation
in Lampedusa and the thousands of victims and refugees from conflicts and wars in Africa
are in plain sight. These are wars that the EU itself is supporting and in which several of its
countries are participating.

More cooperation, solidarity and dialogue are necessary, but that is not the path laid out
in this report. On top of all this, there is an insistence on common asylum and migration
policies, on the pretext of combating illegal immigration and organised crime. Based on
the experience that we have with the Return Directive, which might be dubbed the ‘Directive
of Shame’, this could result in worse violations of the rights and guarantees of citizens, as
well as limiting the sovereignty of Member States.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We believe that the motion for a resolution
voted on today concerning changes to the Schengen Agreement reflects the objectives of
strengthening the Schengen Information System (SIS), Frontex and an entire immigration
policy based essentially on a security policy and the criminalisation of immigration. It is
particularly serious that they insist on reinforcing Schengen governance when we know
about the situation in Lampedusa and all the thousands of victims and refugees from
conflicts and wars in Africa that the European Union itself supports.

What is required is greater cooperation and less interference in the internal affairs of these
countries, as well as more solidarity, more dialogue and less recourse to military
intervention. Moreover, there is an insistence on common asylum and migration policies,
on the pretext of combating illegal immigration and organised crime. Based on the
experience that we have with the Return Directive, which might be dubbed the ‘Directive
of Shame’, this could result in worse violations of the rights and guarantees of citizens, as
well as limiting the sovereignty of Member States.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) In the last year in particular, there
has been a massive displacement of people from Northern African countries, and the
Schengen system has recently come under pressure, with some Member States considering
the reintroduction of national border controls in the face of a sudden influx of migrants.
Conditions for the temporary reintroduction of internal border controls in exceptional
circumstances where there is a serious threat to public policy or internal security are already

81Debates of the European ParliamentEN07-07-2011



set out clearly in the Regulation on the Schengen Borders Code. Nevertheless, current
problems with the influx of immigrants should not be a pretext for further exceptions, as
this would place the Schengen idea in serious jeopardy. The free movement of people
within the Schengen area has been one of the biggest achievements of European integration.
Schengen has a positive impact on the lives of hundreds of thousands of EU citizens, both
by making border crossing convenient and by boosting the economy. Freedom of movement
is a fundamental right and a pillar of EU citizenship, so I take the view that the role of the
Union, and hence the Commission, should be to plan how to share migration pressures
from the Mediterranean between the Member States, and how to cope effectively with the
integration of immigrants.

Bruno Gollnisch (NI),    in writing. – (FR) Schengen is a failure. The citizens of Europe had
been promised that the dismantling of EU internal border controls would go hand in hand
with the strengthening of external border controls and the maintenance of a high level of
security.

What has really happened? Europe has become a sieve. External border controls are not
sufficient. There is a general political laxity as regards the management of migratory flows
in general, and of so-called asylum seekers, in particular. This laxity has been fuelled by
European laws developed by Brussels, which is of the firm belief that the massive
importation of immigrants from beyond the boundaries of Europe will solve our economic,
social and even demographic problems!

All Member States have the right, and even the duty, to manage their borders and to control
the goods and people who cross them. What the recent, on-going Lampedusa crisis has
shown is that the absence of internal border controls is a powerful incentive for any
would-be illegal immigrant to rush to any easily accessible point of Europe. They know
that, thereafter, it will be easy for them to exploit our laws and this lack of control to go
wherever they like.

We do not need to start reforming this safeguard clause of the Schengen Agreement. What
we need is to abolish the Agreement itself.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I welcomed this document, because a Common
European Asylum System must be established by 2012, and it is proposed that there should
be no exceptions in the Schengen Borders Code. Last year in particular, people moved en
masse from certain North African countries, and recently there has been pressure on the
system due to the sudden flow of migrants in some Member States. We are therefore
considering the possibility of reintroducing controls at national borders. I believe that
establishing any new additional exception to the current rules, such as a new basis for
reintroducing internal border controls in exceptional circumstances would do nothing to
enhance the Schengen framework. It should be noted that the influx of migrants and asylum
seekers at the external borders cannot in itself be considered another reason for
reintroducing border controls.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I did not support the resolution on the Schengen
area, because I do not think that it is appropriate to have a resolution that would refuse,
on principle, any expansion of the criteria allowing controls to be set up at internal borders
and which would run counter to the conclusions of the European Council and the proposals
by the Commission. If we limit ourselves to the current criteria for ‘public policy and public
security’, Member States will continue to act unilaterally, adopting a broad interpretation
of these criteria in the event of increased migratory pressures. If this happens, we run the
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risk of conflating immigration and insecurity when what we need is to respond to migratory
pressures. By contrast, the proposed device aims to create a mechanism enabling controls
to be reintroduced at borders only under exceptional circumstances, as a last resort and
through a European mechanism. Now we need to strengthen the governance of the
Schengen area. The aim of this initiative is precisely to enable us to provide responses to
the crisis that the Schengen area is going through at the moment. This crisis is particularly
associated with the fact that certain Member States are no longer able to ensure that they
respect their obligations under the Schengen acquis when it comes to effectively controlling
their sections of the external borders.

Constance Le Grip (PPE)  , in writing. – (FR) I decided to vote against the common
resolution on the Schengen area. We must strengthen political governance of the Schengen
area, develop a genuine European immigration and asylum policy, and develop the role
of the European Frontex agency. We are not talking about undermining freedom of
movement within the Schengen area, but of adapting this agreement to the reality on the
ground in terms of migration. I do not, in fact, consider the content of this resolution to
be wise, as it refuses on principle any enlargement of the criteria which allow for the
reintroduction, on a temporary and exceptional basis, of internal border controls. This
resolution runs counter to the conclusions of the European Council and the proposals
recently made by the Commission, which I found to be balanced and realistic. It is important
to review the current criteria for ‘public policy and public security’, which are not
appropriate for current circumstances and which give the Member States too much freedom
when it comes to their interpretation, particularly in the case of intense migratory pressures,
with the ultimate risk of conflating immigration and insecurity. That is why I think it is
highly desirable to create a European mechanism that allows for the reintroduction of
border controls in exceptional circumstances, which would help to mitigate the
shortcomings of certain Member States in controlling their external borders when placed
under intense migratory pressures.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I supported this resolution which stresses that free
movement of people within the Schengen area has been one of the biggest achievements
of European integration, that Schengen has a positive impact on the lives of hundreds of
thousands of EU citizens, both by making border crossing convenient and by boosting the
economy, and that freedom of movement is a fundamental right and a pillar of EU
citizenship.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) Security of the Schengen area depends on
the rigour and effectiveness with which each Member State carries out controls at its external
borders, and on the quality and speed with which information is exchanged via the Schengen
Information System. Given the recent pressures on the system due to significant movements
of people from many North African countries, we agree with the option of temporarily
reinstating limited internal border controls ‘in truly exceptional circumstances’. We also
believe that the situation cannot be managed purely at a national level, but requires the
mobilisation of all the Member States at European Union level and the use of all the
operational and financial instruments the Union possesses. We acknowledge that the free
movement of people across European borders is a major success, and effectively is one of
the main pillars of the European Union, but we warmly recommend reinforcement of
Schengen governance. Finally, we believe that it is necessary to force Member States to
comply with the rules arising from this agreement and to protect the external borders
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effectively, whilst ensuring that fundamental rights are respected and that the access of
refugees to international protection is compatible and satisfactory.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This text sends a negative signal
regarding the attempts by President Sarkozy and Prime Minister Berlusconi to exploit the
arrival of immigrants at the borders of Europe for the benefit of a xenophobic and
fear-mongering policy. It is not necessary to include a clause on the temporary
reintroduction of borders in the Schengen Agreements. Provision has already been made
for this. It is not necessary to strengthen the capacities of the Frontex agency. It has already
caused enough harm as it is.

However, this text is weak as regards this last point and promises sanctions for anyone
who does not comply with the dictates of fortress Europe. I shall abstain for these reasons.
I support the signal being sent against the unjustified reintroduction of internal borders.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Schengen system was recently put under
significant pressure due to the fact that some Member States considered reintroducing
national border controls as a reaction to the influx of immigrants coming from North
Africa. In view of that, it is necessary to draw up a proposal for a safeguard mechanism
which responds to ‘exceptional circumstances’ of this sort. Greater solidarity with Member
States that face a huge influx of migrants is necessary in order to help to respond to
extraordinary circumstances of this sort, so that the Schengen area is not jeopardised in
the future.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The right to freedom of movement is one of the
most fundamental and most visible rights conferred on the citizens of the Union. The
creation of the Schengen area and the integration of the Schengen acquis into the European
Union represent one of the greatest achievements of the European integration process.
Freedom of movement has become one of the pillars of European citizenship and should
remain so.

Consequently, any new derogation from current provisions or reintroduction, even on a
temporary basis, of border controls will not operate to the benefit of the Schengen system,
and will run counter to the spirit and the letter of the Treaties and the Community acquis.
This is all the more true insofar as conditions for the temporary and exceptional
reintroduction of internal border controls already figure clearly in the Schengen Borders
Code. It is imperative to strengthen the governance of Schengen in order to be able to
ensure that every Member State is in a position to control its external EU borders and to
strengthen mutual confidence. We must also show greater solidarity with those Member
States which have to deal with large inflows of migrants.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. − The European Parliament is therefore of the
opinion that any new, additional exemptions from the current rules, such as new grounds
for reintroducing border controls on an ‘exceptional’ basis, would definitely not reinforce
the Schengen system. In order to exclude such cases of loose interpretation of Schengen
rules, additional provisions should be made. An agreement is effective when parties cannot
retreat from it. I voted in favour.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) Attention should be drawn to the fact that
there has recently been an increase in the influx of people from certain North African
countries, and due to the sudden flow of migrants some Member States are considering
the possibility of reintroducing controls at national borders. As a Common European
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Asylum System must be established by 2012, it is clear that exceptions in the Schengen
Borders Code would not contribute to achieving this objective, or strengthening freedom
of movement and EU governance in the Schengen area. However, in exceptional cases,
when there is an unusual situation with risks for a Member State, it should be permissible
to derogate from the Schengen area’s strict rules, but only after carrying out thorough
research. We must continue to make every effort to ensure that the governance of the
Schengen framework and the evaluation mechanism are strengthened. A Member State
must be given effective assistance and support to effectively control its section of the EU’s
external borders and manage significant flows of migrants.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the present
motion for a resolution since I believe that freedom of movement in a European area of
freedom, security and justice constitutes a fundamental right and a pillar of EU citizenship.
In this respect, I regret the fact that various Member States have tried to reintroduce border
controls, clearly endangering the true spirit of the Schengen acquis.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. − In favour. The European Parliament:
1. stresses that free movement of people within the Schengen area has been one of the
biggest achievements of European integration, that Schengen has a positive impact on the
lives of hundreds of thousands of EU citizens, both by making border crossing convenient
and by boosting the economy, and that freedom of movement is a fundamental right and
a pillar of EU citizenship, the conditions for the exercise of which are laid down in the
Treaties and in Directive 2004/38/EC; 2. strongly recommends strengthening the Schengen
governance in order to help ensure that each Member State can effectively control its
section of the EU’s external borders, to reinforce mutual trust and to build confidence in
the effectiveness of the EU system of migration management; firmly stresses the need for
greater solidarity towards those Member States facing the greatest influx of migrants in
order to help them deal with extraordinary situations of this nature;

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the joint motion for a
resolution on the Schengen system, because it strongly regrets the attempt by several
Member States to reintroduce border controls, due to the massive influx of immigrants
from North Africa. The Member States on the external borders of the EU cannot bear the
pressure from immigration alone, while the other, central European, States threaten to
restore border controls, thereby discriminating against those States on the external borders
and turning them into ‘immigration holding pens’ for the whole of Europe. The creation
of the Schengen area defined a common external border, which the EU has a joint
responsibility to manage based on the Schengen Agreement, but the EU has not yet fully
complied with this requirement. The problem of illegal immigration must be addressed
collectively. However, as the resolution rightly states, the EU needs to develop a common
immigration, asylum and visa policy.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the resolution on changes to
Schengen. This has a positive impact on the lives of hundreds of thousands of EU citizens,
not only through making it easier for them to cross borders but also by boosting the
economy. I am in favour of strengthening Schengen governance in order to help ensure
that each Member State can effectively control its section of the EU’s external borders and
to build confidence in the effectiveness of the EU system of migration management. I must
stress the need to ensure the fair and proper application of the Schengen rules by Member
States, even after their accession.
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The necessary conditions for the temporary reintroduction of internal border controls in
exceptional circumstances are already clearly set out in Regulation (EC) No 562/2006
(Schengen Borders Code). I think that the influx of migrants and asylum seekers at external
borders can, on no account, be considered an additional reason for reintroducing border
controls

We call on the Commission to present an initiative aimed at defining the strict application
of Articles 23, 24 and 25 of the Schengen Borders Code. I think that any new additional
exemption from the current rules, such as new grounds for reintroducing border controls
in ‘exceptional’ circumstances, will definitely not strengthen the Schengen system.

Rafał Trzaskowski (PPE),    in writing. − (PL) The resolution adopted by Parliament today
has merely confirmed Parliament’s status as guardian of the Schengen acquis. We are
opposed to all attempts to limit one of the greatest achievements of European integration.
The answer to the migratory challenges facing certain Member States today is to establish
a common migration and asylum policy and to ensure that the EU’s external borders are
safer, not to restore internal borders. Safe external borders cannot however under any
circumstances mean closed borders.

Angelika Werthmann (NI),    in writing. − (DE) I have voted in favour of the cross-party
joint motion for a resolution concerning future changes to the Schengen Borders Code.
The reintroduction of border controls does not bear any direct relation to the effectiveness
of the fight against crime. The current version of the Schengen Borders Code contains
enough provisions relating to exceptions on which a time limit is imposed. We must not
allow temporary political calculations to place obstacles in the way of progress.

Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0388/2011

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I am in favour of the motion for a resolution
tabled by the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European
Parliament, given that Parliament codecides with the Council on the EU budget for external
action, including the budget for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the
Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), civilian missions and the administrative
costs arising from military coordination. In accordance with the Treaty, Parliament is
regularly consulted on the principal aspects and basic options of the CFSP and its consent
is necessary to translate EU strategies into laws and to enter into international agreements,
including agreements relating mainly to the CFSP. This resolution recalls that Parliament
is a source of democratic legitimacy for the CFSP and the CSDP, over which it exerts political
scrutiny.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing. − I supported this report because the position taken by
the national parliaments during the EU Speaker's Conference on 4 and 5 April, which
minimises the role of the European Parliament, runs against the spirit of the Lisbon Treaty.
The European Parliament is a source of democratic legitimacy and political scrutiny for
the common foreign and security policy and the common security and defence policy. In
accordance with Article 9 of the Lisbon Treaty the European Parliament and the national
parliaments shall together determine the organisation and the promotion of effective and
regular interparliamentary cooperation within the Union. I clearly support the view that
strengthened interparliamentary cooperation in the area of CFSP and CSDP would reinforce
the parliamentary influence on the political choices made by the EU and its states.
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Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the European Parliament resolution
because interparliamentary cooperation plays a key role in the new EU Treaty, with the
aim of establishing proper democratic legitimacy. The contribution made by national
parliaments to shaping the Common Foreign and Security Policy is particularly useful.
Articles 9 and 10 stipulate the use of specialist committees as a working tool, which makes
the procedure more flexible. I think that the exchange of good practices between delegations
helps improve the consultation process and make it quicker to adapt to the Union’s other
mechanisms. I welcome the introduction of an initiative from the conference of
parliamentary bodies indicating relevant subjects for the European institutions. Establishing
this form of communication with national authorities will facilitate the external
policymaking process at EU level. Interparliamentary cooperation also provides a way of
increasing the representation of citizens in the Union’s political processes.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I voted in favour because I believe
that strengthened interparliamentary cooperation in the context of the Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) can
improve the policies adopted in the European Union.

I would like to point out that I would have preferred an agreement, but I hope that during
the Polish Presidency agreement between the European Parliament and the national
parliaments will be possible.

Nikolaos Chountis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) To start with, I am opposed to the
military nature of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). I voted against the resolution on parliamentary
cooperation in this field for the following additional reasons: it limits the rights of national
parliaments and real democratic control by the European and national parliaments of the
entire European External Action Service, given that it has now become the executive body
of the CFSP.

As far as interparliamentary CFSP/CSDP ‘scrutiny’ meetings are concerned, the amendments
by the Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left were rejected,
amendments which introduced: a) the facility for the interparliamentary meeting to issue
opinions; b) its right to approve binding conclusions/resolutions, especially on military
and non-military missions, without limiting the national parliaments’ existing rights of
scrutiny; c) its legal right to reject or approve each CFSP action and all military and
non-military missions; d) its right to receive detailed information on every CFSP/CSDP
mission planned, well before the Council passes any decision to start an operation; e) its
right to submit questions and receive information; and f) its right to observe CFSP/CSDP
actions by visiting current missions.

Finally, the European and national parliaments are currently unable to scrutinise the ‘secret
budgets’ of the CSDP (the ATHENA mechanism and the future start-up budget line).

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Credit is due to the Treaty of Lisbon for highlighting
the need for parliamentary cooperation and for national parliaments to monitor and take
part in the shaping of European policies. Strengthening these links is, in my view, essential
for bringing the citizens of the Member States closer to the everyday life of the EU and for
allowing a networked decision-making process which does not dismiss the irreplaceable
role of national parliaments. These contributions by national parliaments increase the
visibility of European policies and, I believe, will improve the public’s acceptance and
understanding of these policies. These are particularly important in the especially sensitive
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areas of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and
Defence Policy (CSDP).

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In view of the importance of cooperation
between the national parliaments of the Member States and the European Parliament for
furthering European integration, as well as the benefits of a common foreign policy, I
support this resolution, which clarifies mechanisms for promoting the sharing of
responsibility in the organisation and practice of effective and regular interparliamentary
cooperation. This is particularly pertinent with regard to the Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). Interparliamentary
cooperation and responsibility sharing also aim to strengthen guarantees that the interests
and security of the European public will be safeguarded.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) Article 9 of the Protocol (Protocol
1) stipulates that the organisation and promotion of effective and regular interparliamentary
cooperation must be determined jointly by the European Parliament and national
parliaments. The European Parliament codecides with the Council on the EU budget for
external action, including the budget for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) civilian missions and the
administrative costs arising from EU military coordination. In accordance with the Treaty,
the European Parliament is regularly consulted on the main aspects and basic choices of
the CFSP, and its consent is required in order to translate EU strategies into laws and to
conclude international agreements, including agreements relating mainly to the CFSP. The
European Parliament is clearly a source of democratic legitimacy for the CFSP and the
CSDP, over which it exercises political scrutiny. I also firmly believe that strengthened
interparliamentary cooperation in the area of CFSP and CSDP would reinforce parliamentary
influence over the political choices made by the EU and its States, because of the European
Parliament’s responsibilities for EU common policies, including the CFSP/CSDP, and the
prerogatives each national parliament enjoys in national security and defence policy
decisions. The representation of Parliament in any new form of interparliamentary
cooperation should be on a scale which reflects the range and importance of its role in
scrutinising CFSP/CSDP, recognising the common European nature of such policies and
satisfying the need to reflect its political and geographic pluralism.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I welcomed this document, because Article 9
of Protocol 1 stipulates that the organisation and promotion of any form of effective and
regular interparliamentary cooperation must be determined jointly by the European
Parliament and national parliaments. The European Parliament codecides with the Council
on the EU budget for external action, including the budget for the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) and Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) civilian missions
and the administrative costs arising from EU military coordination. The European Parliament
is a source of democratic legitimacy for the CFSP and the CSDP, over which it exercises
political scrutiny. I agree with the opinion that strengthened interparliamentary cooperation
in the area of CFSP and CSDP would reinforce parliamentary influence over the political
choices made by the EU and its States, owing to the European Parliament’s responsibilities
for the common policies of the Union, including the CFSP/CSDP, and to the prerogatives
each national parliament enjoys in national security and defence policy decisions.
Parliament’s own representation in any new form of interparliamentary cooperation should
be on a scale which reflects the range and importance of its role in scrutinising CFSP/CSDP,
and should recognise the common European nature of such policies and satisfy the need
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to reflect the political and geographic pluralism of the House. In order to acquire added
value as well as contain costs, the Secretariat and premises of the European Parliament are
in principle available to support the organisation and hosting of the interparliamentary
meetings.

Dan Jørgensen (S&D),    in writing. − (DA) On behalf of the four Danish Social Democrats
in the European Parliament (Dan Jørgensen, Christel Schaldemose, Britta Thomsen and
Ole Christensen). The Danish Social Democrats are not against the European Parliament
exercising scrutiny over the ‘secret budget’, the Common Security and Defence Policy
‘secret budgets’ (ATHENA and the future start-up fund). However, we do not believe that
this report, which deals with the division of powers between the national parliaments and
the European Parliament within the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the Common
Security and Defence Policy, is the relevant place to state this opinion. Therefore, the Danish
Social Democrats voted against Amendment 4, but in favour of the report as a whole.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I voted for this resolution which expresses Parliament’s
conviction that strengthened interparliamentary cooperation in the area of CFSP and CSDP
would reinforce parliamentary influence over the political choices made by the EU and its
States, owing to the European Parliament’s responsibilities for the common policies of the
Union, including the CFSP/CSDP, and to the prerogatives each national parliament enjoys
in national security and defence policy decisions.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) In accordance with the Treaty, the European
Parliament is regularly consulted on the main aspects and basic choices of the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). Its consent is in fact a prerequisite in order to translate
EU strategies into laws and to conclude international agreements. It is a source of democratic
legitimacy and exercises political scrutiny. We believe that strengthened interparliamentary
cooperation in the area of CFSP and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP)
would reinforce parliamentary influence over the political choices made by the EU and its
Member States. On the other hand, we deplore the fact that it has not been possible to
reach an agreement between the European Parliament and national parliaments on new
forms of interparliamentary cooperation in foreign policy. That would have had enormously
positive effects, and would have promoted co-ownership of the right of consultation, with
the dual objective of obtaining better added value and keeping down organisational costs.
We are ready to support all the efforts of the current Polish Presidency of the EU to reach
an agreement along these lines, in the shortest possible time.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution, because
strengthened interparliamentary cooperation in the area of the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) would reinforce
parliamentary influence over the political choices made by the EU and its States, above all,
because the European Parliament is a source of democratic legitimacy for the CFSP and
the CSDP, over which it exercises political scrutiny. The European Parliament codecides
with the Council on the EU budget for external action, including the budget for CFSP and
CSDP civilian missions and the administrative costs arising from EU military coordination.
Consequently, effective interparliamentary cooperation in the area of the CFSP and the
CSDP is essential. I believe that it is appropriate to support the efforts of the Polish
Presidency to reach an agreement between the European Parliament and national
parliaments on new forms of interparliamentary cooperation in this field.
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Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the present
resolution as I believe that strengthened interparliamentary cooperation in the area of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defence Policy
(CSDP) would reinforce parliamentary influence over the political choices made by the EU
and its Member States, owing to Parliament’s responsibilities for the common policies of
the Union, including the CFSP/CSDP, and to the prerogatives each national parliament
enjoys in making national security and defence policy decisions. In this respect I call on
the efforts of the Polish Presidency to reach an agreement between Parliament and the
national parliaments on new forms of interparliamentary cooperation in this area.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. − In favour. The European Parliament:
1. recalls that the European Parliament is a source of democratic legitimacy for the CFSP
and the CSDP, over which it exercises political scrutiny; 2. is convinced at the same time
that strengthened interparliamentary cooperation in the area of CFSP and CSDP would
reinforce parliamentary influence over the political choices made by the EU and its states,
owing to the European Parliament’s responsibilities for the common policies of the Union,
including the CFSP/CSDP, and to the prerogatives each national parliament enjoys in
national security and defence policy decisions; 3. regrets the lack of agreement at the EU
Speakers’ Conference of 4 and 5 April 2011 and looks forward to supporting the efforts
of the Polish Presidency to reach an agreement between the European Parliament and
national parliaments on new forms of interparliamentary cooperation in this field.

Angelika Werthmann (NI),    in writing. − (DE) One of the most important innovations
relating to accountability introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon is the complete integration
of the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the Common Security and Defence Policy
in the European Union. Since these common policy areas were established as an independent
pillar of the European Union, none of the action taken has been monitored in any way by
Parliament. In future, the European Parliament and the national parliaments will take joint
responsibility for this task, as part of the Conference of European Community Affairs
Committees. However, in order to achieve this, we need to agree on the way in which we
will cooperate in future. We also need to ensure that we keep to the terms of an agreement
of this kind.

Motion for a resolution RC-B7-0397/2011

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I am in favour of the motion for a resolution
by the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European
Parliament, which points out that putting an end to an existing, functioning aid scheme
so abruptly, with no warning or preparation, will have dire consequences for the most
vulnerable people in the EU. Consequently, it rightly calls for the Commission and the
Council to develop a temporary solution for the remaining years of the funding period,
2012 and 2013, so as to avoid a sudden sharp reduction in food aid as a result of a cut in
funding from EUR 500 million to EUR 113 million, and so as to guarantee that people
dependent on food aid do not fall victim to food poverty.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. − (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution
on the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union. The
Commission estimates that 80 million people in the EU are at risk of poverty, and that due
to the financial and economic crisis the number of people affected by poverty could increase.
However, even faced with this difficult situation, there are plans to dramatically reduce
funding for food aid from EUR 500 million in 2011 to EUR 113 million in 2012. I welcome
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the provision set out in the resolution calling on the Commission and the Council to
develop a transitional solution for the remaining years of the funding period (2012 and
2013) so as to avoid an immediate and sharp cutback in food aid as a result of the reduction
in funding from EUR 500 million to EUR 113 million and ensure that people dependent
on food aid do not suffer from food poverty. It must be stressed that the right to food is a
fundamental human right, and is achieved when all people, at all times, have physical and
economically feasible access to suitable, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs
and preferences for an active and healthy life. We all have a duty to make sure that this
right is guaranteed to every inhabitant of the EU.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The scheme for food distribution to the most
deprived persons in the Union (which depends on the common agricultural policy) provides
assistance to 13 million deprived persons through the allocation of EUR 500 million of
European aid to 240 food banks, including Secours populaire, Restos du Coeur and the Red
Cross. Almost 25 years after this initiative was launched, Germany has lodged a complaint
against this mechanism, which allows social aid to be funded not through a social policy
budget but through the agricultural policy budget. As this mechanism was found to be
illegal, the European Commission has been obliged to announce its review. In order to
prevent this aid of EUR 500 million being reduced to some EUR 100 million this winter,
my fellow Members and I have asked the European Commission and the Member States
to provide a transition mechanism in the short term and, in the medium term, to revise
legislation to secure the future of this programme (I am personally calling for the European
Social Fund to be involved). We are going to continue to fight on this issue as we cannot
allow 13 million Europeans to be left by the wayside in this way!

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing. − (LT) The Commission estimates that 80 million
people in the EU are at risk of poverty and that, due to the financial and economic crisis
and soaring food prices, an increasing number of people are being put at risk of food
poverty. The scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union, set
up in 1987 under the common agricultural policy, currently provides food aid for 13
million people suffering from poverty in 19 Member States and has distribution chains
involving some 240 food banks and charities. The scheme has increasingly relied on market
purchases as a consequence of the common agricultural policy pursued by the EU, which
has led to reduced levels of intervention stocks, the traditional source of supplies for the
scheme. The proposal for 2012 includes a sudden reduction in funding from EUR 500
million in 2011 to EUR 113 million in 2012, which will have a major impact on the EU’s
most vulnerable citizens. I welcome the call to develop a transitional solution for the
remaining years of the funding period (2012 and 2013) so as to avoid an immediate and
sharp cutback in food aid as a result of the reduction in funding from EUR 500 million to
EUR 113 million and ensure that people dependent on food aid do not suffer from food
poverty.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The decision by the European
Commission to drastically reduce the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived
persons in the Union has caused an outcry on the part of charities and, more generally, a
feeling of incomprehension amongst the citizens. It is, of course, due to a legal problem,
following a decision by the Court of Justice, which left the Commission no alternative.
However, for some years now there has been talk of making this a permanent budget. Since
the matter is being blocked in the Council, the Commission should have found a solution
to prevent the situation from getting this far. By adopting by a very large majority today
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this resolution on the future of the scheme, we are re-stating our support for this programme
which, in our opinion, should retain an annual budget of approximately EUR 500 million,
and our support for the Commission in its quest for a solution. It should formulate a
resolution on the new legal basis as soon as possible, and should also find a transitional
solution to enable the associations on the ground to continue to play a key role in combating
poverty and social exclusion.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I voted for the joint motion for a
resolution because a sudden reduction in funding for the Commission from EUR 500 million
in 2011 to EUR 113 million in 2012, following the judgment of the Court of Justice of the
European Union, may be very harmful to the most vulnerable people who are dependent
on food aid. This situation could be further worsened by the economic crisis.

I therefore think that a special effort should be asked of the Commission and the Council,
at least for the 2012-2013 funding period, and the most appropriate formulas for the
future should be studied in the meantime.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. − (LT) I voted in favour of this report, because I
agree entirely that suddenly halting the scheme for food distribution that has hitherto been
in operation, with another three years until the beginning of the new approved scheme
for funding food distribution, is unjustifiable, particularly during the crisis. According to
the Commission’s data, 43 million people in the EU are in food poverty, while another 80
million people in the EU risk falling into the poverty trap as a result of the economic and
financial crisis and rising food prices. The answer to the ever-increasing poverty among
people in the EU cannot be to end funding, without providing for any transitional measures.
This is precisely why the European Parliament’s resolution calls on the Commission and
the Council to develop a transitional solution for the remaining years of the funding period
(2012 and 2013) so as to avoid an immediate and sharp cutback in food aid as a result of
the reduction in funding from EUR 500 million to EUR 113 million and ensure that people
dependent on food aid do not suffer from food poverty.

Christel Schaldemose (S&D),    in writing. − (DA) On behalf of the four Danish Social
Democrats in the European Parliament (Dan Jørgensen, Christel Schaldemose, Britta
Thomsen and Ole Christensen). We abstained from the vote on the motion for a resolution
on the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union. The motion
for a resolution contains a number of important and sound proposals aimed at helping
the most deprived persons in the EU. We recognise that fact and we believe that the basic
idea of the programme is in essence an important one. It is important to combat poverty.
However, we are unable to vote in favour of the report because we do not believe that such
programmes should be financed using agricultural aid. Instead, we believe that programmes
like this one should, in the long term, be a national matter, and until then the programme
should be financed from the social funds. Nor do we believe that consideration of farmers’
income and remuneration should be included in a resolution on the distribution of food
to the most deprived persons in the EU. We believe that the programme and the criteria
used to classify people as ‘deprived’ should be evaluated and, where necessary, revised.

Corina Creţu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted to adopt the resolution on the scheme
for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union because the European
Commission estimates that 80 million people in the EU are at risk of poverty and that, due
to the financial and economic crisis, the number of people affected by poverty could
increase. Indeed, one of the five priorities of the EU 2020 strategy is to reduce poverty and
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social exclusion in the European Union. This is a vital form of solidarity at a time when
conservative policies, national chauvinism and social disparities are depriving our neediest
fellow citizens.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the European
Parliament’s resolution on the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons
in the Union, because I am concerned about the future of this programme following the
decision by the European Court of Justice which has called into question its funding
mechanism. This decision involves a drastic reduction in the programme’s budget, reducing
it from EUR 500 million per year on average to EUR 113 million for 2012. This is not
acceptable insofar as the programme benefits at least 13 million Europeans and supports
the work of the vast majority of European charities. I therefore fully support this resolution,
which calls on the Commission to find a speedy solution to compensate for the lack of
investment in this programme which is crucial to combating poverty in Europe.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the joint motion for a resolution
on the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union, as I believe
that terminating this aid programme could have grave consequences for the most deprived
citizens of the EU, given that the right to food is a fundamental right.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) According to data provided by the Commission,
43 million people in the EU are at risk of food poverty, making aid programmes essential
for providing them with a minimum level of subsistence. Because of this, it is hard to
understand why, at a time when the crisis is threatening to increase the number of people
living in poverty, the Commission is proposing to cut funding for the food aid scheme
from EUR 500 million in 2011 to just EUR 113 million in 2012. I am therefore joining
with the various political groups urging the Commission to rethink its decision to cut food
aid, and draw attention to the fact that such aid is increasingly necessary and important.
The need to reduce expenditure cannot justify a lack of social sensitivity, especially when
it comes to the poorest and most vulnerable members of our society.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Combating poverty, social exclusion
and malnutrition is of vital importance to social cohesion and European integration. It is
also one of the five priorities of the EU 2020 strategy. Today there are 79 million people
living in poverty and around 30 million undernourished people in the EU. In this context,
the EU cannot compromise a scheme which has proven itself to be of vital importance to
the poorest people and which ensures that more than 440 000 tonnes of food are distributed
to 18 million people. I therefore agree with this resolution, highlighting the worry of the
risk of worsening rural poverty and the collapse of rural communities, as well as the
importance of a healthy, high-quality diet for children, especially in view of their
developmental and educational needs.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This resolution calls on the Commission
and the Council to find a way to continue with the food distribution scheme for the most
deprived people in 2012 and 2013 (the rest of the current funding period) and also in the
new funding period 2014-2020, doing away with the prospect of reducing or eliminating
the scheme outright. On top of the transitional solution for 2012 and 2013, in the long
term all stakeholders should carefully assess the appropriateness of the food aid scheme,
in particular as an element of the common agricultural policy, in the context of the new
funding period starting in 2014.
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The resolution also refers to the need to modify the regulation on the food aid distribution
scheme for the most deprived people, in order to find a solution to the current deadlock
on this issue at Council level. It also states that the most appropriate legal basis to govern
this issue should be found for the next financial programming period. We voted in favour
of this resolution and are pleased with the approval of our proposal, which insists more
firmly on the continuation of this scheme, ‘maintaining the EUR 500 million annual
financial ceiling so as to ensure that people dependent on food aid will not suffer from
food poverty’.

Carlo Fidanza (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) Our adoption of a resolution on the scheme for
food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union, which was adopted today by
a large majority, undoubtedly sends out a strong and decisive signal. There is no doubt
that suddenly halting an existing and functioning aid scheme without prior notice or
preparation will have a major impact on the most vulnerable persons in the EU. I believe
it is fairer to develop a transitional solution for the remaining two years of the funding
period so as to avoid an immediate and sharp cutback in food aid as a result of the reduction
in funding from EUR 500 million to EUR 113 million and to ensure that people dependent
on food aid do not suffer from food poverty. Later on the appropriateness of the food aid
scheme will be carefully assessed, taking into account the common agricultural policy, in
the context of the new 2014-2020 funding period.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We welcome the adoption of this resolution
and of our proposal which insists more adamantly on the maintenance of this scheme. It
calls on the Commission and the Council to find a way of continuing with the food
distribution scheme for the most deprived persons in 2012 and 2013 (the remaining years
of the current funding period) and also for the funding period 2014-2020, ‘maintaining
the EUR 500 million annual financial ceiling so as to ensure that people dependent on
food aid will not suffer from food poverty’.

On top of the transitional solution for 2012 and 2013, all stakeholders should carefully
assess the appropriateness of the food aid scheme, in particular as an element of the
common agricultural policy, in the context of the new funding period starting in 2014.
Parliament also asks the Commission to propose a modification to the regulation for the
most deprived persons scheme in order to find a solution to the current deadlock on this
issue at Council level. It also states that the most appropriate legal basis to govern this issue
should be found for the next financial programming period.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) Approximately 43 million people
in the EU are at risk of food poverty, and it is estimated that the economic and financial
crisis and soaring food prices are putting increasing numbers of people at risk of food
poverty. About 80 million people in EU countries are at risk of poverty, and the number
of people affected in this way could increase further due to the financial and economic
crisis. The scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union, set up
in 1987 under the common agricultural policy, currently provides food aid for 13 million
people suffering from poverty in 19 Member States and has distribution chains involving
240 food banks and charities. Halting an existing and functioning aid scheme abruptly
without prior notice or preparation would undeniably have a major impact on the most
vulnerable EU citizens. As the EU intervention stocks have been greatly reduced, we must
find a solution to the current deadlock on this issue at Council level, and we must also find
the most appropriate legal basis for the next financial programming period. The right to
food is a fundamental human right and is achieved only when all people have physical and
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affordable access at all times to suitable, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs
and priorities for an active and healthy life.

Pat the Cope Gallagher (ALDE),    in writing. − The European Commission estimates that
43 million people in the European Union are at risk of food poverty. This report calls on
the European Commission to reverse a proposal to cut food aid to the most deprived
persons living in the EU.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) The decision by the European Commission,
on 19 June, to cut aid to the most deprived persons from EUR 500 million to
EUR 113 million has dropped a bombshell on the charities landscape in Europe. This
decision by the Commission, which comes one year after the European Year for Combating
Poverty, and against the backdrop of the EU 2020 strategy’s objective of reducing poverty
and social exclusion, is utterly astonishing. Furthermore, the fact that no mechanism has
been introduced to replace it is even more astonishing, especially given that we are in a
time of crisis. Consequently, I voted in favour of the joint resolution by the Group of the
Greens/European Free Alliance, the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and
Democrats in the European Parliament, the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian
Democrats), the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe, and the
Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left on the scheme for food
distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union. Indeed, by means of this resolution,
MEPs, independent of their political allegiance, are entreating the Commission and the
Council to find a transitional solution to the funding of the scheme for the period
2012-2013, in the event that it is no longer funded by the common agricultural policy.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I abstained from the vote, because programmes
for deprived persons have to be implemented in light of the proceedings before the Court
of First Instance, as the Commission rightly pointed out in its statement of estimates for
the budget year 2012. In its Judgment T-576/08 of 13 April 2011, the Court stated that
only the supply of food from intervention stocks will be covered by this programme, not
expenditure incurred by buying food supplies on the market. I believe that, as a result of
the judgment, Article 2 of Regulation (EC) No 983/2008 cannot be used as a legal basis
for food distribution for the needy. The Commission should propose a modification of
the regulation for the most deprived persons scheme in order to find a solution to the
current deadlock on this issue at Council level. A legal basis should be found for the next
financial programming period. I agree that the right to food is a fundamental human right
and is achieved when all people, at all times, have physical and economically feasible access
to suitable, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and preferences for an
active and healthy life. Poor nutrition has a negative influence on health. High-quality and
healthy nutrition is especially important for children and contributes towards satisfying
their developmental and educational needs. At the same time, farmers need to be guaranteed
a decent and fair income and remuneration for their work. The Commission should address
the issue of rural poverty and the collapse of rural communities.

Sandra Kalniete (PPE),    in writing. – (LV) I call upon the Commission and the Council to
find a solution to the problem of funding food parcels, since this programme secures access
to food for millions of people throughout Europe. Let us bear in mind that, according to
information held by the Commission, around 43 million people in the European Union
are at risk of food poverty. A significant number of these people rely on food parcels
prepared by the European Union. These parcels play an important part in people’s lives,
enabling both adults and children to be adequately nourished. It is precisely at a time of
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economic crisis that we should be supporting society’s weakest and most vulnerable sector.
Around 140 000 people in Latvia have received food parcels this year, but if nothing
changes, the funding allocated to food parcels in 2012 will be approximately 10 times
smaller than is necessary. We must not allow this to happen, for it would run contrary to
European values, adherence to which has brought well-being to a large number of
Europeans. One of the five priorities of the Europe 2020 strategy is to reduce poverty and
social exclusion. If we are unable to find a solution that preserves funding for this
programme, then poverty and the numbers suffering from shortages will increase. We
must not allow this to happen.

Elisabeth Köstinger (PPE),    in writing. − (DE) Around 80 million people in the EU live
below the poverty line and 13 million people are supported by food aid programmes.
These figures indicate the need for action. It is important that we continue to make these
aid programmes available and that all the existing programmes are fully exploited. However,
the discussion about the pot from which the funding should come must not be held at the
expense of those people who need support. The programmes in the agricultural sector are
efficient and have proved their worth. One of the major challenges in future will be to make
more food available for more people in the light of the growing world population. We
urgently have to find answers to this question and we also need a global master plan for
feeding the poor people of the world.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) I voted in favour of the resolution on the scheme
for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the European Union. Since 1987 the
scheme for food distribution to deprived persons has been an essential tool for providing
aid to parts of the population in difficulties. The scheme is financed by the European
Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF) and involves the voluntary participation of Member
States, each of which is assigned an annual budget ceiling by the European Commission
based on Eurostat data on poverty. The Commission also compiles a list of products to be
taken from public stocks or purchased on the market, within the limits of the allocation
assigned. The planned EUR 387 million cut for next year must not hit the 13 million people
at risk of poverty who currently receive aid from numerous charities and food banks within
the EU. Together we must find a system to make this form of aid secure and constant also
in the future as part of the ongoing reforms of social and agricultural aid.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I welcome this resolution which stresses that the right
to food is a basic and fundamental human right and is achieved when all people, at all
times, have physical and economically-feasible access to suitable, safe and nutritious food
to meet their dietary needs and preferences for an active and healthy life; points out that
poor nutrition has a negative influence on health.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The right to food is a basic human right, and
is achieved when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to food that
is suitable, safe in health terms and nutritious, in order to satisfy their dietary needs. In the
EU 43 million people are at risk of food poverty and, because of the economic and financial
crisis, the figure could rise. We agree with the initiative of the Commission and the United
Nations to take a common stand against food insecurity and malnutrition in the world.
We believe that the scheme to support the most deprived members of society should be
maintained and that the Commission has to identify a legal basis for the existing food
scheme or for a new scheme to help the poor. The possibility of increasing the supply of
products destined for the scheme must also be taken into consideration, by allowing the
purchase of products withdrawn from the market through means other than intervention,
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such as export returns or private stocks. Finally, we feel that it is necessary that, within the
context of structural fund adjustment, the Commission should guarantee that vocational
qualifications and academic qualifications should be increasingly promoted, in order to
allow more deprived people to participate in the social state through work.

Marisa Matias (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) I believe the right to food to be the alienable
right of each and every human being. I believe that this right should be guaranteed through
a fair economic model, creating the necessary conditions for everyone to satisfy their
fundamental needs. However, since the economic model followed in Europe pushes
80 million citizens into poverty, it is essential to guarantee this right by other means,
namely through food aid. Reducing food aid from EUR 500 million to EUR 113 million,
especially at a time of economic and social crisis, is utterly disgraceful. Many families will
be left with no food. It is unacceptable that the European Union saves by cutting off support
to the poorest of the poor, thus drastically increasing social inequality. I therefore voted
in favour of this motion for a resolution.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The food distribution scheme for the most deprived
persons, set up in 1987 under the common agricultural policy, currently provides food
aid for 13 million people suffering from poverty in 19 Member States and has distribution
chains encompassing some 240 food banks and charities. According to the Commission’s
own estimates, 43 million people in the European Union are at risk of food poverty, a
number set to rise due to the economic and financial crisis and the sharp increase in food
prices.

We must therefore try to avoid an immediate and drastic reduction of food aid as a result
of the reduction in funding for the programme from EUR 500 million in 2011 to
EUR 113 million in 2012. Halting this aid scheme abruptly without prior notice or
preparation will have a major impact on the most vulnerable EU citizens. It is therefore
necessary to find a way to continue with the food distribution scheme for the most deprived
people in 2012 and 2013 (the rest of the current funding period) and also for the new
funding period 2014-2020.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) 2010 was the Year for Combating Poverty. While
the decision by the European Court of Justice is legally correct, it cannot be justified in
political terms. What we have here is a question of political ethics or moral scandal. To
ensure that every human has an adequate and regular supply of food is not only a moral
imperative, it is also a fundamental human right. Is there anything more outrageous than
to see this basic right flouted, while the modern world, indeed while Europe has the
resources to implement it? Opulence and waste are unacceptable at a time when the tragedy
of hunger is assuming ever greater proportions. According to recent estimates,
80 million people in the European Union are facing the threat of food poverty.

In a world in which there is an abundance of resources which are poorly distributed, it is
up to each and every one of us to combine our efforts and deploy all our talents to make
a determined attempt to eliminate food insecurity. Europe has shown that it can be united,
determined and call on all its resources in order to support its economy. It must do likewise
to support the least privileged. It must find a solution which allows this programme of aid
to the most deprived to be placed on a permanent footing.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) The right to food is a fundamental human
right. However, millions of people in the EU Member States are at risk of food poverty,
and therefore the food distribution programme clearly benefits the most deprived persons.
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Consequently, in the long term, it is very important for all stakeholders to assess carefully
the appropriateness of the food aid scheme, in particular as an element of the common
agricultural policy, in the context of the new funding period. Furthermore, the Commission
and the Council should urgently take the necessary decisions to avoid an immediate and
sharp cutback in food aid as a result of the reduction in funding. In the absence of timely
decisions, people who are dependent on food aid will suffer from food poverty. I believe
that the Commission should initiate draft legislation on adequate minimum income schemes
and contributory replacement income schemes providing income support of at least 60%
of the median equivalised income of the national population.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this resolution.
I would like to highlight the concern for farmers, who need to be sure of obtaining a decent,
fair income and remuneration for their work. In fact, farmers in many regions are struggling
financially and thus it is necessary for the Commission to tackle the issue of rural poverty
and the collapse of rural communities. I also believe that increasing food security, creating
sustainable systems of production and supply and minimising food waste remain crucial
in the long run.

Marit Paulsen and Olle Schmidt (ALDE),    in writing. − (SV) The fact that millions of
people in Europe today live in, or risk falling into, poverty is clearly a disgrace and a
challenge to all of us. Even though the responsibility for the social safety nets primarily
lies with the individual Member States, coordinated efforts and common EU resources can
help to combat poverty. However, we do not believe that European food programmes,
irrespective of the legal basis on which they rest, are the right way to deal with this problem.
Poverty in Europe is better combated by means of genuine investments in training,
employment and growth. In order to make this clear, we have chosen to abstain in the
final vote on this motion for a resolution.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Almost one person in 10 (43 million) is
facing the threat of food poverty in Europe, according to estimates by the European
Commission. Europe comes to their assistance through the scheme for food distribution
to the most deprived persons in the Union, and I attach a great deal of importance to this
facility. Following a judgment by the European Court of Justice stipulating that only the
provision of food from intervention stocks is covered by this programme, and not
expenditure on foodstuffs on the market, the Commission is planning to cut funding
drastically: it is set to fall from EUR 500 million in 2011 to EUR 113 million in 2012. I
find it inconceivable that the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons
in the Union should suffer a swingeing cut in its funding, particularly as this is due to a
legal technicality. I hope that a solution can be found as soon as possible, and I obviously
give my support to this resolution, which calls for a solution to be found, whatever legal
structure is necessary to achieve this.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (ES) In recent days I have received
messages of distress from many banks which are on the brink of bankruptcy. Yet these
banks do not speculate, they do not make money and they do not invest in wars. These
banks, food banks, help 13 million people simply to be able to eat.

It would be absurd – and indeed it already is – if the EU were able to mobilise rapidly to
save banks and financiers, and yet we could not guarantee the continuation of a basic
survival programme. It is outrageous and unacceptable and we, as parliamentarians, cannot
allow it to happen. I hope that during this Polish Presidency which has just begun, a new
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regulation is introduced to establish a new, more stable food distribution programme
which is not exclusively subject to available agricultural surpluses and which can continue
to provide support, from the EU, to those people who need it most.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the motion for a
resolution on the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union,
because it stresses how important it is to provide aid at European level to the most vulnerable
and deprived members of society, especially in light of the current economic, financial and
social crisis. At the same time, it reminds us that one of the five priorities of the EU 2020
strategy is to reduce poverty and social exclusion in the European Union, stressing that an
integrated policy is needed to combat poverty which links decent incomes and working
and living conditions and access to all fundamental rights: political, economic, social and
cultural.

Michèle Striffler (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the joint resolution on the
scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union in order to ensure
the continuation of this programme, which is of particular value to French charitable
associations and which is under threat due to legal uncertainties. With this vote, I call on
the European Commission and the Council to maintain this distribution scheme for the
final two years of the current funding period (2012 and 2013) and for the forthcoming
funding period (2014-2020). This scheme must also be placed on a legal footing that
cannot be challenged by the European Court of Justice and it must retain its annual ceiling
of EUR 500 million, so as to ensure that people dependent on food aid will not suffer from
food poverty in Europe.

Alf Svensson (PPE),    in writing. − (SV) Yesterday, the European Parliament voted on the
joint motion for a resolution on the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived
persons in the Union. The resolution deals with the gradual decrease in aid down to the
recently established budget level, which I have nothing against as such. The reasons why
I voted against the resolution as a whole are instead paragraphs 7 and 10, which I find
problematic. Paragraph 7 gives an erroneous description of the right to food, which is
serious because it risks undermining the legal value of human rights, which in the long
term may have far-reaching negative consequences for people right around the world.
Paragraph 10 stresses that European farmers need to be guaranteed a certain level of income.
To guarantee a minimum wage for self-employed people – which is of course what farmers
are – in any sector is neither reasonable nor politically desirable.

Ramon Tremosa i Balcells (ALDE),    in writing. − I would like to express my deepest
satisfaction at the approval of this resolution. Ever since the crisis began, the poorest
sections of our society have had major and ever-increasing difficulties. Now they need all
the help that our institutions can provide, and this is why I have voted in favour of this
resolution calling for a transition phase for the fund to ensure that very necessary
organisations have enough money to continue trying to find a way out of the crisis,
particularly in 2012 and 2013. I would also like to welcome the continuation of the
successful relationship between the CAP and the fight against poverty and malnutrition
in the Union.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) Thirteen million people currently
depend on food aid provided by the European Union within the framework of the common
agricultural policy (CAP).
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The Court of Justice of the European Union has found that this aid cannot be provided
from the budget of the CAP. The Commission, following this decision, rushed to propose
for 2012 a drastic cut in the funding for food aid, from EUR 500 million to EUR 113 million
in 2012.

This decision is unacceptable at a time when austerity policies are having the effect of
increasing poverty.

The European Parliament, in general, has come out against this drastic cut. It has stressed
the consequences of brutally bringing to an end in this way a scheme of food aid for the
most vulnerable citizens in the European Union, and has called for a rapid amendment of
the regulations governing the scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons
as a way out of this legal impasse.

I particularly welcome the adoption of the amendment by my group, the Confederal Group
of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left, calling for the sum of EUR 500 million
to be maintained for food aid to deprived persons.

Report: Andrew Duff (A7-0176/2011)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I am in favour of this motion insofar as it
proposes to enter into dialogue with the Council, aiming to explore the possibility of
reaching an agreement on a lasting, transparent mathematical formula for the distribution
of seats in Parliament in accordance with the criteria established by the Treaties and taking
into consideration the principles of pluralism between political parties and solidarity among
Member States. It calls upon the Commission to present a proposal for a regulation to
improve the degree of harmonisation and comparability of population data provided by
the Member States. It is important to highlight that it is crucial for the legitimacy of the EU
that the composition of Parliament reflects the diversity of the peoples of Europe.

Jan Březina (PPE),    in writing. − (CS) I believe that a single European electoral system is
a good idea, but unfortunately it is too far ahead of the political and social reality. It is clear
that there is currently no such thing as a European political nation which could unify to
express its will in European elections, and the European political parties more closely
resemble discussion forums than close-knit organisations attempting to obtain political
power. In this context, the decision to elect 25 new MEPs looks like a measure artificially
imposed not from below, on the basis of voters’ needs and wishes, but in line with the
wishes of the Eurofederalist group, which is attempting to move the EU towards a federal
state with a single political and electoral system whatever the cost. In many respects, the
adopted decision stops halfway. It does not guarantee that all the Member States will be
represented among the 25 pan-European MEPs, and indeed the number of Member States
is greater than 25. This is instead a symbolic gesture, but such symbolic gestures have
traditionally played an important role in connecting citizens to the EU, and I therefore find
it surprising that the authors of the motion for a resolution have downplayed this aspect
so incomprehensibly. Voters from the smaller Member States in particular will quite rightly
feel that their vote counts for little.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on a proposal for
a modification of the Act concerning the election of the Members of the European
Parliament, as it presents proposals that should help to strengthen the participation of the
European public in elections for the European Parliament, namely the creation of a single
pan-European constituency that will elect 25 Members to the next Parliament in 2014,
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thus reflecting the modification introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon, which establishes that
Members of the European Parliament are now ‘representatives of the Union’s citizens’.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that the constitution of an
institution fundamental to the European democratic system and the representation of the
European public in Parliament is at stake, I believe that it is necessary to broaden and
develop the discussion of this topic. This is an issue where the debate on different points
of view and reform proposals can and should be open, so as to ensure that the desires of
the people are expressed. Included in this discussion are proposals that substantially modify
the content of the Treaty of Lisbon, as is the case with creating European lists of candidates
and increasing the number of Members of Parliament. I am therefore voting in favour of
the rapporteur’s request to postpone the present report.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We agree with the postponement of the
vote on this report, which is clearly divorced from the reality of the European Union and
the time in which we are living. As we stated in plenary, we disagree with the proposal of
having 25 additional Members who would be elected by a single constituency made up of
the entire territory of the European Union, especially favouring larger countries and ignoring
the fact that there are currently 27 Member States, whose people have the right to elect as
Members people whom they know and who are in regular contact with them.

Secondly, it is inadmissible that, once again, an attack be made on the right of the
representatives of the smaller and medium-sized Member States, reducing their chances
of direct representation, which will end up further distancing elected representatives from
the ordinary voters, weakening democracy and contributing to an increase in abstention
in the elections for Parliament.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) A European Parliament directly
elected by universal suffrage is a key element in the constitutional order of the European
Union. During the long negotiations on treaty revision, the EU made substantial progress
in establishing the basic conditions for uniform elections to the European Parliament,
despite the absence of a single electoral law. Several of the problems encountered by
previous rapporteurs concerning this issue have been dealt with satisfactorily. There is
another category of issues that might have appeared problematic at the start of the exercise
to introduce direct elections, but, with the benefit of experience, this is no longer the case.
These include the eligibility of independent candidates and control of election expenses.
Parliament’s importance and powers have grown substantially since 1979. The Treaty of
Lisbon, which has at last entered into force, has made MEPs much more powerful. In this
respect, Parliament both needs and deserves an electoral system and an internal organisation
which are commensurate with its new duties. There is clearly still a significant number of
important questions of electoral procedure which, if addressed effectively, would make
future elections to Parliament more uniform than they have been in the past, and should
bring benefits in terms of cohesion, legitimacy, efficiency and pluralism. It may well be
that the time has come to look more seriously at developing a mathematical formula for
the distribution of seats which will be durable, transparent and politically impartial.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I voted to send this report back to committee in order
to allow more time to find a consensus.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. − (PT) I voted in favour of referring the
report back to the committee responsible, as I believe that we are dealing with a subject
for which a broader consensus is imperative.
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Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. − Due to the insecurity of the majorities
on the report Mr Duff has asked for a referral back to committee. We have supported his
proposal.

Report: Geoffrey Van Orden (A7-0211/2011)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I agree with this report and its criticism that,
since the abolition of the corresponding budget line in the general budget of the EU in
2007, the European Union has had no flexible, transnational instrument that coherently
corresponds to the priorities of the fight against mines. The EU’s general financial
contribution to actions to combat mines has also decreased in quantitative terms. As a
result, the report urges the EU to adopt a more specialised approach, with a budget line
which is under the supervision of a competent directorate.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing. − I voted in favour of this report because I value its aim
to find a synergy between the various dimensions of mine action, with a special focus on
humanitarian and development aspects. This report condemns the fact that, since the
elimination of the EU’s dedicated budget line in 2007, the EU has not had an instrument
able to respond coherently to mine action priorities. It is essential to restore a more dedicated
approach by establishing a budget line managed by one lead directorate. The Commission,
moreover, should take into account the specific needs of individual countries and
acknowledges that in some areas of the world the existence of landmines has become a
structural issue. I would like to underline that efforts should be concentrated on sustaining
the development of greater local capacity, meant as training for local personnel on a
structured and professional basis, and use of military units, specifically trained for
humanitarian demining in post conflict situations.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I voted in favour, as we must put
a stop to the many atrocious experiences that have cost so many human lives. I welcome
the inclusion of an increasing number of countries. However, I would like to express my
concern, as China and Russia continue to have the largest arsenals of anti-personnel mines:
100 million and 24.5 million respectively.

I therefore consider it a positive move to include the issue of the destruction of
anti-personnel mines in negotiations with these countries. It is, however, necessary to take
into account the victims who are scarred for life, and the need for greater involvement with
and support for aid programmes for these groups of people.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing. − (IT) The ban on anti-personnel landmines (APL) is an
urgent political, moral and human commitment. This is why I voted in favour of this report.
Furthermore, in view of the fact that denouncing human rights breaches committed by
authoritarian regimes in Asia has always been a priority in my political activity, I fully
endorse the appeal in the report for the EU to put pressure on China and Russia, which
currently hold the largest stockpiles of APL, to urge them to take steps to destroy these
stockpiles. I have therefore voted wholeheartedly in favour.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The conflict between the Libyan rebels and the
government forces offers yet more proof of the criminal nature of anti-personnel landmines.
The worst thing is that once the fighting is over, these mines will, for many years, continue
to endanger the civilian population and children in particular. Libya is one of the
37 countries that have not signed up to the 1997 Ottawa Convention. A total of
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156 countries are signatories to this Convention, which prohibits the use, production,
stockpiling and sale of anti-personnel landmines.

This report, which I fully support, calls in particular on the European Union to significantly
increase the proportion of its funding available for victim assistance, but not at the expense
of funding for mine clearance. There is also, of course, the need for the problem to be
resolved structurally. We should pay particular attention to those countries that experience
difficulties in resolving on their own the challenges posed by mine clearance. The main
objective is to provide mine clearance in an ever-increasing number of regions, in order
to promote economic development and improve the living conditions of civilians who
have already suffered too much.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In 1999 the estimated number of victims of
anti-personnel landmines was 18 000. By 2009 the number had fallen to approximately
4 000, 70% of whom were civilians and one third children. This therefore continues to be
a serious situation to which the international community cannot remain indifferent,
especially when certain states continue to use anti-personnel landmines, as in the cases of
Burma and Libya. According to information from the international community, in spite
of all the efforts made, there are still more than 90 countries affected by anti-personnel
landmines, Afghanistan, Colombia, Pakistan, Burma, Cambodia and Laos being the worst
affected. The process of demining must be continued. The action of our US allies has been
fundamental to this process, whether through funding demining or supporting victim
support programmes. Every effort must be made so that governments stop using
anti-personnel landmines and accede to the Convention on the Prohibition of
Anti-Personnel Mines.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In the context of defending the right to
life and promoting peace, the struggle to eradicate mines and anti-personnel explosives
should be a priority for EU foreign policy. In spite of much positive progress, we all
recognise that there is still much work to be done. This is a problem which affects victims
mainly in countries with a great deal of social and economic tension. Because of the specific
nature of these kinds of widespread weapons, and because the techniques and the
technologies for detecting explosives have not advanced significantly, financial support
for this cause must continue. Efforts to use the available resources to combat mines more
efficiently must also continue, principally regarding the recognition, detection, marking
and removal of anti-personnel landmines and other explosive remnants of war, such as
abandoned ordnance, unexploded ordnance, cluster munition remnants and improvised
explosive devices. I also support this report in its call for all countries to sign and comply
with the Ottawa Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and
Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The Ottawa Convention of
3 December 1997 on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of
Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction, which came into force on 1 March 1999,
has been signed and ratified by 156 countries, among them 25 EU Member States. In spite
of the efforts made in the fight against anti-personnel mines, there are still 37 countries
which have not done this, including two from the EU, and we support the call for them to
do so.

Moreover, as the report emphasises, it is necessary to ‘find synergy between the various
dimensions of mine action, with special regard to humanitarian and development aspects,
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also by increasing local ownership of and participation in related projects, in order to better
respond to the needs of the people directly affected’. However, we cannot forget that as
this weapon is cheaper it has mostly been used by those who cannot afford weapons of
mass destruction, which use more sophisticated technologies. Above all, it is therefore
essential to fight for social justice and put our faith in the peaceful resolution of conflict
to avoid further wars, no matter which weapons are used.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. − (SK) The European Union is actively
engaged in mine action, especially since its Joint Action of 1995, and is committed to the
goal of a total ban on and the elimination of anti-personnel landmines worldwide. It is a
leading supporter of and contributor to mine action, which is among its priorities in the
area of human rights and humanitarian and development aid. Mine action includes the
surveying, detection, marking and clearance of anti-personnel landmines and other explosive
remnants of war – including abandoned ordnance, unexploded ordnance, cluster munition
remnants and improvised explosive devices. It also includes mine risk education, victim
assistance, stockpile destruction and advocacy aimed at promoting the universalisation of
relevant international conventions and treaties in order to put an end to the production,
use of and trade in mines. In addition to inflicting loss of human life, especially among
civilian populations, mines represent a serious obstacle to post-conflict reconstruction in
afflicted countries, and may serve as raw material for the production of improvised explosive
devices. It is pleasing to note that 156 countries, including 25 EU Member States, have
signed and ratified the Mine Ban Treaty.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing. − (IT) The clearance of anti-personnel landmines
and other unexploded and abandoned ordnance is a necessary act of humanity given the
pain that such evil ordnance inflicts. The report aims to ensure greater involvement of the
countries receiving financial assistance. I voted in favour of the report.

Pat the Cope Gallagher (ALDE),    in writing. − I fully support this report on mine action.
The Mine Ban Treaty and the Convention on Cluster Munitions are key components of
international law in this respect.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. − (LT) I welcomed this document, because most armed
forces have ceased using anti-personnel landmines (APL), but various armed non-state
actors continue to use them, along with victim-activated improvised explosive devices
(IED). More than 90 countries are still affected to some degree by APL and other explosive
remnants of war (ERW), but the most seriously afflicted are Afghanistan, Colombia, Pakistan,
Myanmar, Cambodia and Laos. The European Parliament welcomes the fact that 156
countries have now signed and ratified the Mine Ban Treaty, including 25 EU Member
States, but regrets that some 37 countries have yet to sign the Treaty, and therefore urges
all non-party states to accede to the Mine Ban Treaty and the Convention on Cluster
Munitions. I agree that the international community should focus its attention on those
countries least able to help themselves and on mine clearance and assistance for victims,
and that the aim should be to move more rapidly to a situation where countries can be
declared free of mine threat to life, and economic development.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. − I voted for this resolution which applauds the progress
that has been made in mine action over the past decade but emphasises that efforts need
to be refocused and intensified if the APL threat is to be eliminated within a finite period.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) In some countries the existence of mines has
become a structural issue that continues to claim numerous victims, mainly civilians.
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Therefore the battle against mines should be a mandatory element of national strategies
in countries where in particular anti-personnel landmines (APL) and/or stockpiles of such
ordnance are notoriously present. Even though advances have been made in mine detection
technology and techniques, rapid, reliable, cost-effective solutions remain elusive. Therefore
we believe that it is necessary to promote the universalisation and implementation of the
Mine Ban Treaty and the Convention on Cluster Munitions, urging all countries that have
yet to accede to do so. We believe that there should be greater involvement of the affected
countries, and we remind those countries of their responsibilities. We stress the need to
find synergy between the various dimensions of mine action, with special regard to
humanitarian and development aspects. Finally, we believe that funding is necessary for
research into detection and survey techniques and technologies, in order to guarantee
greater assistance to victims, the aim being a world finally free of the APL threat to life,
livelihood and economic development.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. − (DE) Mine laying is one of the most horrific forms
of warfare. It primarily affects the civilian population, who have to bear the health-related
and the human costs. In addition, whole areas of land are laid waste and made unusable
for years to come. This report calls on the Commission to provide more funding for victims
and to make more progress in mine detection and in monitoring methods. These calls are
made on humanitarian grounds and, for this reason, I have voted in favour of the report.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing. – (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution on progress
on mine action, because mines continue to pose a threat to human life and countries’
economic development. Attention should be drawn to the fact that anti-personnel
landmines are used by various armed non-state actors and they cause major tragedies and
kill many people. It is therefore necessary to enhance and step up our efforts to ensure that
the threat from anti-personnel landmines is eliminated within the period specified.
Furthermore, we must make constant progress in mine detection and survey techniques.
The international community should focus its attention on those countries least able to
help themselves and on mine clearance and assistance for victims. At the same time, donors
must provide funding with more effective targeting, monitoring and evaluation.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on progress
on mine action. It is inconceivable that, in 2011, we are still talking about mines and young
people losing their lives for no reason. In 2009, the number of deaths from mines was cut
to less than 4 000 (compared with 18 000 in 1999); however, despite the reduction in the
number of victims, it is still unacceptable and should be reduced to the minimum. Survey,
detection and clearance of mines is an issue of the utmost importance and priority and
should be resolved immediately, so that we do not have to keep talking about such a waste
of human life.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) It is undeniable that there is
widespread support for achieving the goal of the total prohibition and removal of
anti-personnel landmines at a global level. I welcome the progress made throughout the
last decade in the struggle against landmines. I nonetheless share the express concern that
the efforts put into achieving this goal need to be reoriented and intensified to put an end
to the threat represented by anti-personnel mines within a specific timeframe. I voted in
favour of this resolution for all these reasons.
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Fiorello Provera (EFD),    in writing. − (IT) Although 156 countries have now signed the
Ottawa Convention on the prohibition of the use of mines, some 37 countries have still
not signed.

Europe should therefore urge those states to sign and ratify the convention. I share the
opinion expressed by the rapporteur, Mr Van Orden, which underlines the consequences
of the use of mines, both from a humanitarian and from an economic point of view, because
in addition to the grief and the mutilation of victims, mines stop vast swathes of land being
used for human activities.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Today during the plenary session in
Strasbourg we voted on the report on Progress on Mine Action. Mr Van Orden’s report
aims to clarify the present situation on the production, use and number of victims of
anti-personnel mines and the efforts made to help the countries that have signed the Ottawa
Convention. In addition it examines the consistency of the actions undertaken and
underlines the necessary steps for improving the EU approach to mine action and focuses
on EU efforts in the most important areas at a time when resources are scarce. Finally, it
asks for restoration of the budget line for mine action, which was eliminated in 2007.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. − In favour. The European Parliament:
1. applauds the progress that has been made in mine action over the past decade but
emphasises that efforts need to be refocused and intensified if the APL threat is to be
eliminated within a finite period; 2. strongly welcomes the fact that 156 countries have
now signed and ratified the Mine Ban Treaty, including 25 EU Member States, but regrets
that some 37 countries have still not signed; urges all non-party states to accede to the
Mine Ban Treaty and the Convention on Cluster Munitions; urges, in particular, those EU
Member States that have yet to accede to the Treaty to do so and encourages greater synergy
between the various international instruments; 3. strongly welcomes the fact that 56
countries have now joined the Convention on Cluster Munitions, including 15 EU Member
States; welcomes, also, the adoption of the 2010 Vientiane Declaration and its action plan;
calls on the EU and its Member States to promote the universalisation and implementation
of both the MBT and the CCM.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) I voted in favour of this report because, despite
the progress that has been made in mine action over the past decade, efforts need to be
intensified if the threat is to be eliminated. To date 156 countries, including 25 EU Member
States, have signed and ratified the Mine Ban Treaty and a great deal of pressure is being
put on those that have yet to accede to the Treaty to do so. Another aspect on which there
is still much to be done is the destruction of stockpiles of such ordnance, particularly the
stockpiles in China and Russia, which currently have 100 million and 24.5 million
anti-personnel mines respectively.

Oreste Rossi (EFD),    in writing. − (IT) I am in favour of this report, which tackles the issue
of mine action, specifying that this term includes the detection and clearance of
anti-personnel mines and explosive ordnance.

The presence of mines is not only a humanitarian problem, but also an economic one, as
land on which they are installed cannot be used. The report focuses in particular on
prevention and education, especially for children, and on how to avoid and reduce the
risks of mines exploding. Because of their age, children are less aware of the risks they run
when playing on or crossing mined land. It is not acceptable that every year thousands of
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young innocents should die or be maimed by the explosion of unexploded bombs or mines
scattered on battlefields.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the Van Orden report,
because the EU is actively involved in action against mines, especially since its Joint Action
was approved in 1995, and is dedicated to the objective of a universal ban and the
elimination of anti-personnel landmines throughout the world, bearing in mind that the
EU is the leading supporter and funder of action against mines, which is one of its priorities
in the fields of human rights and humanitarian and development aid.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The European Parliament has
adopted a position on the progress made in combating anti-personnel landmines.

Parliament strongly encourages all states that are not signatories to the Mine Ban Treaty
or the Convention on Cluster Munitions to sign up to them, in particular those Member
States of the European Union that have not already done so.

Internationally, the report by the European Parliament encourages the US to sign up,
particularly insofar as the US has already taken a number of measures in this area. Parliament
also calls on Russia to sign the Treaty.

I voted for this report, for despite the fact that this vote has no binding force, this type of
reminder is never without its uses, especially in the field of international law.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing. − (IT) I voted in favour of the report by Mr Van Orden on
the sad problem of anti-personnel mines.

The report provides detailed information about the production, use and number of victims
caused every day by anti-personnel mines and underlines the effectiveness of action against
mines taken in recent years. Particularly important, in my view, is the call for the efforts
of the EU to be focused on the most important problems, given the current crisis and lack
of available resources.

9. Corrections to votes and voting intentions: see Minutes

(The sitting was suspended at 12:50 and resumed at 15:00)

IN THE CHAIR: DIANA WALLIS
Vice-President

10. Approval of the minutes of the previous sitting: see Minutes

11. Debates on cases of breaches of human rights, democracy and the rule of
law(debate)

11.1. Democratic Republic of Congo, mass rape in South Kivu province
(B7-0442/2011)

President.   − The next item is the debate on six motions for resolutions on the Democratic
Republic of Congo, mass rape in South Kivu province (2) .

(2) See Minutes.
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Charles Tannock,    author. − Madam President, the Democratic Republic of Congo is
something of a misnomer, as it is certainly not democratic, nor is it really a functioning
republic. If it was, we could perhaps hope to see the government take action to prevent
the mass rape of women and to prosecute those responsible for that heinous crime. But
in reality the government has little authority over vast swathes of this anarchic country.

The latest mass rapes in South Kivu province are another sorry chapter in the violent and
troubled history of the DRC, which is verging on being a failed state. Those crimes were
allegedly committed by former rebels who had been integrated into the national army but
then deserted. Perhaps the most frustrating aspect of this appalling case is that the
perpetrators are unlikely ever to be brought to justice. Nevertheless, that should not stop
us trying, as impunity is completely unacceptable in the modern world. Having the
International Criminal Court as a body of global jurisprudence for such vile crimes offers
us at least some glimmer of hope for the victims of this savagery to see some justice –
victims to whom we say today that we in this Parliament will not ignore what has happened
to you.

Raül Romeva i Rueda,    author. − Madam President, we have to remind ourselves that we
are all responsible in different ways for what is happening because UN Resolution 1325
emphasises it is the responsibility of all states to put an end to impunity and prosecute
those responsible for crimes against humanity and war crimes, including those relating to
sexual or other violence against women and girls.

The time has come to go beyond condemnation; the Congolese Government and the UN
should assume responsibility and take concrete action to end these atrocities. For the
Congolese Government, for instance, it is necessary to make dealing with violence against
women a national priority and put in place mechanisms such as establishing transitional
justice to promote truth, requiring accountability for sexual violence; and organising a
national campaign to heighten public awareness of the mass rape of women.

For the Commission: it is time to review the DRC’s Country Strategy Paper and the national
indicative programme of the EDF (2008-2013), with the objective of making the issue of
mass rape and sexual violence against women a national priority to combat impunity. The
EU’s development funds to the DRC should be allocated as a matter of priority to providing
medical, legal and social support for victims of sexual abuse and empowering women and
girls as a way of preventing further sexual abuse.

Michèle Striffler,    author. – (FR) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, yet again,
unfortunately, our Parliament has been called upon to express its clear condemnation of
the mass rapes regularly committed, with total impunity …

(The President interrupted the speaker)

in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), in South Kivu province in particular.

The United Nations Organisation Stabilisation Mission in the Democratic Republic of
Congo (MONUSCO) has not been able to afford sufficient protection against these mass
rapes and it is the responsibility of the government of the DRC to guarantee safety on its
territory and to protect civilians. The funds allocated only reach a very few of the victims,
and coordination of the aid is in no way guaranteed.

It is crucial for the Commission to maintain the funding that it grants to humanitarian aid
in eastern DRC.
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The plan favouring a military solution to resolve the conflict in South Kivu has proved to
be a failure. There must be a political solution to this conflict, and we cannot but lament
the international community’s lack of courage.

Finally, I would like to conclude by saying that the media also have an essential role to play,
and they do not always play it. In particular, they should ensure that people remain involved
and that public opinion is properly alerted to the issue.

Marietje Schaake,    author. − Madam President, the systematic and widespread practice
of rape as a war crime may amount to crimes against humanity, according to the UN. The
organisation has extended its mission to the DRC but, if our conclusion is that the mandate
is insufficient to effectively intervene, we must encourage its revision. The UN must also
carry out an independent inquiry so that we can learn about the scope and the scale of
these horrific crimes. The impunity has to end. The international community, as well as
the media, have an essential role to prevent sexual violence and to raise awareness. The
authorities of the DRC must prioritise the ending of violence and of sexual violence in
particular.

As a result of taboos, victims often do not speak out and, when they do, they risk being
excluded from their communities. The fact that there are so many problems in the DRC
must make us more vigilant and engaged. We must never allow a situation where rape is
routine and where hundreds of thousands of people, particularly women, suffer in silence.
At home we demand more transparency on the use of conflict minerals. We all use ICT
products that potentially contain the minerals that fuel the conflicts in the DRC.

Véronique De Keyser,    author. – (FR) Madam President, it is with considerable emotion,
anger and, at times, fury that I note that the issue of the raped women in eastern Congo is
before us again. It is not the first time, and we remain powerless in the face of it.

I would simply like to say that I do not believe that we are powerless. We have been given
a list of the decisions taken by the United Nations and the United Nations Organisation
Stabilisation Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo (MONUSCO). A law is currently
being drawn up in the Democratic Republic of Congo to introduce particular laws covering
this kind of violation. It has been mentioned that what is needed, in this part of the country
where the civil war is getting under way again, are political negotiations.

However, I must tell you that there is something that I find particularly repellent. We are
talking about women whom we have visited and to whom we have listened here in this
Parliament. The fact is that these women, who have been raped, do not even have the right
to abortion, and, today, the children of these rapes are rejected by all communities. That,
today, is a human tragedy.

Do not think, ladies and gentlemen, that I am trying to put the issue of abortion back on
the table in the light of these emergencies. In most current legislation prohibiting abortion,
rape provides an exception to this rule; in Congo this is not yet the case, and these
100 women and the 300 more that we have met, will give birth to children that they do
not love and who will become part of those children abandoned on the Congolese streets.

So this is indeed a human tragedy. I would like us to consider it further in another place,
at another time. It is unacceptable from all points of view.

Filip Kaczmarek,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (PL) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen,
the situation in South Kivu is very difficult. The long-standing conflict in the area gives rise
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to acts of violence on a daily basis. Since the beginning of the year alone, Médicins sans
Frontières has helped 500 victims of mass rapes in the region of Fizi, in South Kivu. I agree
with Mrs De Keyser that it is very frustrating that the number of mass rapes committed
against the civilian population is consistently increasing in the west of the Democratic
Republic of Congo, and that we have to talk about this once again. Yet we must talk about
it, because sexual violence is unacceptable. We cannot remain silent on this issue. The local
armed forces are not doing much to help in this situation. They are poorly trained and
poorly equipped, and it is sometimes the case that the soldiers themselves are the rapists.
As a result, it is incumbent upon us to provide more help to the victims. Instead of spending
EUR 7 million on observing elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo, we should
maybe consider earmarking these funds for helping victims and prosecuting sex offenders.

Ana Gomes,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (PT) Madam President, crimes of sexual violence
in South Kivu must be investigated and the perpetrators punished. It is essential to combat
the culture of impunity in order to prevent atrocities like this from recurring. The European
Union must make this issue a priority in their cooperation with the Democratic Republic
of Congo, and must denounce and condemn the companies involved in mineral extraction
which support the troops and armed militias who carry out these heinous crimes.

That is why it is also essential for the EU to raise other serious human rights violations with
the Congolese authorities, such as the recent imprisonment of Agostinho Chicaia, an
activist from Cabinda, Angola, who was detained on 20 June in Kinshasa airport when
travelling on United Nations business. His arrest was carried out based on a blacklist drawn
up by the Angolan authorities, who claim to not have requested the arrest. This is a
Kafkaesque case which demonstrates that human rights are also violated in this way in the
Democratic Republic of Congo. Agostinho Chicaia must be freed immediately, and the EU
should also be insisting upon this.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (ES) Madam President, once
again, women are the main victims of the conflicts. In Congo, sexual violence is once again
being used as a weapon of humiliation to cause the maximum destruction of the adversary.
Moreover, in this case, there are clear economic interests behind a conflict in which more
decisive action on trade and on certain products that we use every day, the so-called ‘conflict
minerals’, would be a real tool for peace.

I therefore call for greater supervision and determination in this particular respect, and I
support the proposed resolution, which focuses on democracy in order to avoid violence
and war. Moreover, I think it is important to remember that we should also ask more of
the European institutions in terms of support for political processes, which is what always
ends up resolving this kind of conflict. I hope that you all agree with me on this.

Ryszard Czarnecki,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (PL) Madam President, there are not
many of us here, but we are here and we are speaking out on behalf of Europe. Our voice
must be heard. The country we are talking about is one of the poorest in Africa. On the
one hand there is no power there, since anarchy rules and power is on the streets, and yet
on the other hand there is a great deal of power, since it is in everyone’s hands. Sometimes
a representative of the authorities, a policeman or member of the armed forces, can decide
over people’s lives and health. This is terrible. I would like to say that the European
Parliament is dealing with this matter once again, and it is once again issuing a very dramatic
appeal to the authorities of the Democratic Republic of Congo to provide genuine protection
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for their own people. Finally, I would like to note that – as Mr Kaczmarek said – we really
should think hard about what European taxpayers’ money is being spent on in this context.

Bastiaan Belder,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (NL) Madam President, just a few hours
ago, I had an extensive telephone conversation with a Dutch aid worker in Kivu, in eastern
Congo. He made it clear that he was genuinely pleased that the European Parliament, this
House, is devoting its attention this morning to the acute poverty of the Congolese
population, into whose well-being he is pouring his heart and soul. International attention
– including the attention of this House this morning – that condemns the unpunished
perpetration of atrocities and lawless violence in eastern Congo, together, for that matter,
with the visible presence of the UN MONUSCO mission on the ground, has a real
preventative effect and also breaks through the suffocating silence and suffering of the
countless victims of mass rape.

For the rest, Commissioner, is the press report that I read yesterday that the judicial inquiry
into the rape was suspended due to threats of reprisals true? That would be to send a terrible
signal, especially for the victims and their families.

Franz Obermayr (NI).   – (DE) Madam President, unfortunately, crimes against humanity
in the Democratic Republic of Congo go back over 150 years. The main exports of the
Belgian colony were rubber, ivory and copper. The population was subjected to forced
labour on the plantations and in the mines. The people who were exploiting them used
very cruel methods. Delivery quotas were imposed on each village and, if these were not
met, the inhabitants were punished. The punishments took the form of whippings, rape,
amputations and mass executions. I believe that Europe and, in particular, colonial Europe
needs to make amends for this.

Violence of this kind becomes a vicious circle down through the generations and simply
generates more violence. Rape is used as a weapon of war to demonstrate the unlimited
power which the rapists have over their victims and to humiliate and injure them. As well
as destroying the souls of the women affected, it also breaks up entire families. In addition
to the physical and mental effects of rape, it is also seen as shameful, particularly if the
woman becomes pregnant. The ultimate consequence is that women are rejected by their
families.

Another factor is the inability of the Democratic Republic of Congo to prosecute members
of its own armed forces for crimes against international law. In the rare cases where a
woman takes legal action against her torturer, she is given no legal protection. Crimes
against humanity like these must not be tolerated. We must exert massive pressure, in
particular financial pressure, on the Democratic Republic of Congo. It is totally unacceptable
for Europe to cast its eye over the riches in the country and then to turn a blind eye to war
crimes.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, I share the sentiments of those
who condemn the crimes committed in the South Kivu province and the use of sexual
violence as a weapon of war. According to local sources, roughly 40 rapes are committed
every day, with the perpetrators often being members of the army or armed groups. At
the moment, there is a lack of medical, social and legal assistance for victims, while the
perpetrators of the crimes remain uninvestigated and unpunished. Protection must be
provided to the 170 victims and to those who can testify so that an urgent, independent
and impartial inquiry can be conducted in order to punish the perpetrators of these acts
of violence in June.
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We insist that this state and culture of impunity must end. I call on the Commission to
urgently release additional funds for combating sexual violence and granting victim support.
Financial pressure from the European Union must be used for this reason.

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D).   – (LT) Madam President, sexual offences are among the
most horrible types of crime, and in the Democratic Republic of Congo this type of crime
is spreading like an epidemic. No measures, either national or international, are capable
of stopping it. This helplessness is particularly clear, considering that United Nations
peacekeepers are also unable to do anything. I agree with those colleagues who said that
we need injections of cash, and the European Union must make an example, finding the
funds to help crime victims and expose the perpetrators. Those international monopolies,
which make phenomenal profits from Congo’s natural assets and from poorly paid work,
should not only feel a moral duty, but should also be obliged by the international
community to contribute towards eradicating this epidemic.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – (GA) Madam President, this is a scandalous, tragic, horrible and
piteous affair. And again, it is the women who suffer the most.

This area has been described as the rape capital of the world. That is not a soubriquet that
its citizens can be proud of, but it is probably true, because there is the rape of natural
resources, which is destroying the wealth of the country and continuing the poverty cycle,
and then the rape of women and children.

In particular, from 10 to 12 June, 170 women were raped. That is outlandish. The
consequences for them, and for the children born as a result, are unbelievable. We therefore
have to do everything in our power to try and bring some sense to bear on the situation,
and particularly to get the government there to make the fight against rape a national
priority, to combat impunity and eventually to bring the perpetrators to justice.

Corina Creţu (S&D).   – (RO) Madam President, this is not the first time that we have
highlighted the situation in Congo, and we utterly condemn not only the atrocities
committed with appalling regularity in that country, but also the passive attitude of the
Congolese authorities. During the last five months, only 11 soldiers have appeared before
a court, charged with rape. However, NGO reports talk about 400 000 women who have
been raped in Congo during the last decade. According to the statistics, 48 women are
raped every hour. This humanitarian crisis is exacerbated by impunity and the prejudices
which turn rape into a taboo subject. Otherwise, victims are at risk of being excluded from
their families and community. This is the case for many of the 121 women who reported
that they were raped in June in South Kivu province.

I call on the Commission to provide funds and greater focus on setting up centres to care
for the victims and on actions aimed at reintegrating them into their families and society.
I also reiterate my call for an international criminal tribunal for Congo to be set up as the
only viable solution against impunity. I also ask the authorities in EU countries to facilitate
the process of obtaining a residence permit for rape victims who flee to the European
Union.

Sari Essayah (PPE).   – (FI) Madam President, the eastern part of Congo has been involved
in war in unstable conditions since the start of the 1990s, and sexual violence is an element
of this warfare.

Thousands and thousands of women were raped in the period 2006–2007. Furthermore,
the number of rapes has not gone down since then either, according to the latest
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international reports, in which the results of investigations are a lot grimmer than the
earlier UN statistics. The most recent cases of mass rape are from this year: Kifaru’s troops,
who previously belonged to the Mai–Mai rebels, are suspected of raping more than 60
women in January, and now also, in June, almost 100 women in the Nakiele area.

The EU must put heavy pressure on the Congolese Government to bring an end to this
situation and to bring the culprits to justice. The United Nations also needs to bring the
situation in the region under control.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Madam President, the serious human rights violations that
have taken place in Congo, especially those against women, are to be utterly condemned.
Physical violence against women is one of the most serious breaches of human rights.

What makes an act especially serious in Congo is when the perpetrators of crimes are still
soldiers in the country’s army. The victims of mass rape in Congo are also entire families
and communities. This outrageous crime will leave permanent scars on young women
and girls for the rest of their lives. Those responsible must definitely be made to answer
for what they have done.

Alongside the criminal investigations, it will be very important to protect the victims from
being stigmatised and to offer them adequate help in their crisis, as well as legal and
psychological support. Violence against women must be condemned in all its forms, and
there should be more human rights education as a component of military training
everywhere.

Cristian Silviu Buşoi (ALDE)  . – (RO) Madam President, I am thoroughly appalled by
the mass rapes which occurred in June in South Kivu province. Unfortunately, the
Democratic Republic of Congo has been the scene, over the last 20 years, of conflicts which
have caused the largest number of casualties since the Second World War, more than
5 million. It already has a sad tradition of atrocities and serious human rights violations. I
think that the European Union must show solidarity, support the victims of these atrocities
and help, as far as possible, to find a lasting solution to an extremely difficult situation in
the Democratic Republic of Congo. However, for now, the European Union must provide
financial assistance as soon as possible to combat sexual violence and to provide help to
the victims of this violence. The number-one priority must be to provide suitable medical
care and support so that these victims can be integrated into Congolese society. We will
need to be sure that the money is actually reaching the victims and is used to provide
assistance.

Barbara Lochbihler (Verts/ALE).   – (DE) Madam President, the Subcommittee on Human
Rights has twice played host to a delegation of women from East Kivu, and on both
occasions the women have told us about the atrocities taking place there. They have also
explained to us what they are doing to bring the criminals to justice and how they are
organising the lives of women in the area. Unfortunately, the members of the delegation
also told us last week, and their information was highly credible, that the EU representatives
in the Democratic Republic of Congo have not been able to meet with them over the last
year to find out what can be done to help them. On the contrary, we were told that existing
projects are even being stopped. Therefore, I am calling on the Commission to follow up
on this issue and to rectify the situation. It would be appalling if small-scale projects like
this which are aimed at helping victims could not be continued.
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Eija-Riitta Korhola (PPE).   – (FI) Madam President, war and unrest in the Democratic
Republic of Congo have brought with them widespread sexual violence. The situation is
worst in the east, in the North and South Kivu region, where they are also fighting over
precious natural resources. The United Nations and international peacekeepers have clearly
failed to protect both women and children there.

Rape is a cruelly demoralising tool of warfare. In addition to the mental and physical
violence, it aids the spread of disease, and in many cases, the victims of rape end up being
rejected by their community. It is tragic if there is no possibility of an abortion.

Too much time has passed in relation to how little has been done about all this. The EU
and the UN need to get a grip on the situation and take real steps to investigate cases of
mass rape in the Kivu region, and bring them to an end. EU funding to the Democratic
Republic of Congo should have as its priority medical and legal assistance to rape victims,
and should take account of the international fight against AIDS. Moreover, other breaches
of human rights and the eradication of corruption should be placed higher up our agenda.

Monika Smolková (S&D)  . – (SK) Madam President, in view of the failure of the
Democratic Republic of Congo’s judicial system to hold armed groups to account for their
atrocities, I welcome the extension of the UN’s mandate until 30 June 2012. At the same
time, however, I would like to appeal to the UN Secretary-General’s Special Representative
in the Democratic Republic of Congo to ensure that the mandate is implemented rigorously,
in order to avoid situations where rebels rape women and abuse children and whole families
next door to the mission’s camp, as happened in Luvungi.

We adopt very strict resolutions and measures against injustice elsewhere in the world and
deploy entire armies, yet we treat genocides in Africa more benevolently. What other name,
indeed, can we give to the events in the Democratic Republic of Congo between 1998 and
2003, when 5.5 million people perished, which is equivalent to the entire population of
my own country, Slovakia, and 2 million were forced from their homes? We, too, should
contribute towards a peaceful life for women and children in this war-torn African country
through the more rigorous adoption of resolutions.

Zuzana Roithová (PPE).   – (CS) Madam President, war crimes such as mass rape, sex
slavery or sterilisation are among the worst forms of humiliation. What is more, in Congo
the victims of such crimes will be excluded from society for the rest of their lives.

It is alarming that the offenders from paramilitary groups and the armed forces are mostly
not punished at all. The mandate of the UN blue helmets needs to be extended for another
year, but what is also necessary is for the troops of the United Nations Organisation
Stabilisation Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo (MONUSCO) to start providing
genuine protection for civilians, for President Kabila to announce a policy of zero tolerance
for rape and for impartial investigations into such crimes to begin.

The authorities in Congo must have a programme for the reintegration of victims into
society. The Commission ought to release funding for refuges, but it should also propose
legislation which imposes labelling requirements on products containing minerals whose
extraction is fuelling violence in the Kivu region.

Rovana Plumb (S&D).   – (RO) Madam President, I too have certainly read a number of
studies indicating how many rapes are being committed at the moment in the Democratic
Republic of Congo. However, I regard as more serious the accounts from my colleague
Véronique De Keyser, who has been there and seen how much the population is suffering
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and the sense of terror there is, especially among women and children. This situation must
stop. We, the institutions of the European Union, must firmly demand here in this
Parliament that the Congolese authorities carry out all the necessary investigations and
punish those who are guilty. They must also provide counselling, including medical, legal
and psychological, for all victims, who must be included in a protection programme. In
addition, the entire international community, particularly women’s organisations, must
respond so that we can put an end to this situation in Congo.

Michael Cashman (S&D).   – Madam President, I will be very brief. These mass rapes have
gone on for decades. Therefore we need to take vital action. It is vital that we support the
NGOs which are bringing aid to the victims, and particularly the hospitals. However, can
I please ask the Commission to bring forward a legislative proposal similar to the
Dodd-Frank Act in the United States, which imposes reporting requirements on conflict
materials in manufacturing? That way, those who profit from such atrocities will be held
accountable. The arguments are there. It is no use saying that the Member States do not
want to do it: it is up to us and the Commission to lead.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. − Madam President, I would like to thank
all the Members for their interest and their sensitive approach.

We all have again been appalled by perturbing news from Kivu, where a group of armed
criminals abused and raped a considerable number of women in a systematic manner.
These criminals were apparently ex-Mayi-Mayi deserting the Congolese armed forces after
a transient and non-conclusive integration process.

This is an outrageous crime, and we are all concerned. It is therefore important to clarify
the facts and bring the suspects before a court. In this regard we have been informed that
a prosecutor of the Democratic Republic of Congo, supported by MONUSCO, should now
be in the field in order to collect legal evidence and to prepare a prosecution case. We
demand that the DRC authorities address this issue as a matter of urgency and to deliver
justice.

However, indignation is not enough: I can understand this, and so we must all ask what
further action needs to be taken, including by the United Nations Security Council and
MONUSCO. Naturally, support for victims should be an immediate priority, and the EU
is already committed to providing medical care and mitigating suffering. I can agree with
you that victim support, especially healthcare, is one of the agreed priorities here, and I
would like to inform you that the EU is at the forefront of these efforts through ECHO and
development-funded health support actions. In addition, support for prevention,
awareness-raising initiatives and political pressure is also part of the EU approach. These
efforts will continue.

Sexual violence and rape continue to be pervasive in the DRC, with more than 15 000
reported cases in 2009, according to the United Nations: 15 000 rapes. It is therefore
important to address the root causes of this serious issue and to ensure that Congolese
justice will not remain confined to episodic reaction. The root causes are known: they lie
within the endless conflicts in the eastern territory of the Republic of Congo and the absence
of the rule of law in a context where the state authority remains to be concretised.
Importantly, the prevalence of sexual violence both reflects and perpetuates the subordinate
status of most women throughout the country.
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It also has a very negative impact on a lot of children being born, as Ms de Keyser pointed
out. To improve this situation, it is important to continue military and non-military action
against the rebels. In this regard, it is important to bear in mind that this type of conflict –
in many cases involving groups without a real political agenda, or criminals from
neighbouring countries – is difficult to address in the short term. However, it is more and
more urgent that decisive steps are taken in reforming the security sector. The persistent
poor condition of defence, the police and justice in the Congo greatly worsens the situation.

The European Union therefore urges the Congolese authorities to give renewed priority
to this challenge. Failure to make substantial progress in the defence, police and justice
sectors will jeopardise the sustainability of achievements made in the economic, social and
political areas. In this period of elections, tackling these issues should undoubtedly be an
agenda shared by all Congolese democratic forces, as the future of the whole country is at
stake.

The EU is already providing support to the security sector reform through common security
and defence policy missions and the European Commission, as well as bilateral support
from Member States. These actions pay particular attention to the need to combat sexual
violence; for example, EUPOL has deployed a specific team of experts on sexual violence
in Goma (a city in North Kivu). Support to victims also needs to be continued. The EU is
ready to do more if common ground for progress is found with Member States and the
Republic of Congo authorities. However, this is an area where the ultimate responsibility
will always lie with the DRC itself and where the Congolese Government needs to show
true leadership and determination.

President.   − The debate is closed.

The vote will take place shortly.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Tadeusz Zwiefka (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) Ever since it gained independence, the
Democratic Republic of Congo has been the scene of sustained fighting, as a result of which
millions of people have died or been forced to relocate. These conflicts have plunged the
country into a humanitarian disaster, and have meant that any guarantee of fundamental
human rights being observed is an illusion. The people suffering most in this situation are
normal citizens, who are living in constant fear for their lives and their families, and who
are functioning in extreme poverty, without any work and without any schooling. The
situation is most critical in the Kivu province. In spite of the ‘Act of Commitment’ signed
on 23 January 2008, in which the armed groups operating in the province of South Kivu
committed themselves to stopping the atrocities, it is still the case that murders, rapes,
torture of the civilian population and the conscription of child soldiers are daily occurrences
there. However, the crime committed most frequently by all sides in the conflict is mass
rapes of women. These women are in a tragic situation. They do not receive any
psychological help as a result of the dreadful state of the health service, and most of the
time they are left on their own, helpless, intimidated and frequently rejected by their
husbands, who regard them as disgraced. The authorities of the Democratic Republic of
Congo are responding sluggishly to such an enormous human tragedy, ignoring the problem
and leaving the citizens of Congo without help and the perpetrators unpunished. We have
to realise that the temporary stabilisation of the situation in the Democratic Republic of
Congo is a façade, behind which indescribable atrocities are taking place while the world
looks on.
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11.2. Indonesia, including attacks on minorities (B7-0394/2011)

President.   − The next item is the debate on seven motions for resolutions on Indonesia,
including attacks on minorities (3) .

Bastiaan Belder,    author. − (NL) Madam President, as a concerned Protestant I have this
week heard from various missionary workers about the social situation of churches and
of Christians in Indonesia. If the European Parliament is to put a country on its agenda of
human rights violations, that, of course, requires careful handling of the facts on our part.

My initial conclusion from these contacts is that, among the churches, there are concerns,
above all, about areas in the Indonesian archipelago with a Muslim majority. As an insider
put it, using benign wording – the church is being tolerated, but that could change around
very suddenly. From Java, in particular, the noises that are being heard are sombre – the
authorities provide resistance to the building of churches and there is intimidation by small
radical Muslim groups. To support this I quote a church leader from Bekasi, West Java,
who said, ‘Despite a court judgment that we can use our church to hold services, the mayor
is prohibiting us from doing so. We therefore now hold our services on the street, where
we also baptise our children and celebrate the sacraments. It is a dangerous and undesirable
situation. The radicals want to get us to surrender this way. This may go on for some time.
Local Muslims who supported our church are also threatened by radical Islamists. We need
the support of the international community. There should be freedom of religion for
everyone.’

Europe’s institutions must put across this urgent message when they talk to the Indonesian
authorities – in a balanced way, of course. We are not talking of general persecution of
Christians in Indonesia, my local sources tell me, and they are grateful for the prevailing
religious freedom. It is also true, however, that ‘all over the country an Arabification of
Islam can be perceived, and this, naturally enough, is greatly worrying for Christians’.

We surely must share these worries, and we need to pass them on to Jakarta.

Rui Tavares,    author. – (PT) Madam President, at a recent meeting in Jakarta, the
representative of an Indonesian human rights organisation declared that ‘we currently have
complete religious freedom in Indonesia. We are free to practise the religion that we wish,
provided that it is not the Ahmadi religion.’ There is some exaggeration in these statements
as we know that other minorities are also at risk in Indonesia. However, this exaggeration
is understandable since we are still suffering from the shock of the Cikeusik massacre, in
which three followers of the Ahmadi religion were killed. This is a religion that considers
itself Muslim but which certain fanatics do not want to be considered as such.

Here we have a serious problem: we know that the majority of Indonesians want peace
and tolerance between religions and it is in the light of this that they interpret the national
principles of the Pancasila. However, we also know that there is a minority who claim to
speak for the whole of society, and this poses a serious challenge for the authorities. Firstly,
they cannot allow a minority of fanatics to speak on behalf of society as a whole; and
secondly, the government must express its abhorrence at these attempts. In that respect,
I find it very worrying that certain statements made by the Minister of Religious Affairs of
Indonesia have indicated that the Ahmadi religion cannot class itself as Muslim.

(3) See Minutes.
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I believe that, if the Indonesian Government does not want the wishes of these fanatics to
contaminate the rest of society, it has to be very clear in its efforts to combat intolerance.
That is what we, in Parliament, are asking of the Indonesian authorities.

Adam Bielan,    author. − (PL) Madam President, the ongoing democratisation of Indonesian
society fills us with enormous admiration, but it also means that our expectations are
greater. Numerous instances of discrimination on the grounds of religion are casting a
shadow over the country’s image, obscuring the goals and achievements of the current
holder of the ASEAN presidency. Over 15% of the citizens of Indonesia, which is the largest
Muslim state, belong to a religious minority.

The fact that Indonesia has become the scene of bloody anti-Christian repressions is
therefore outrageous. Although civil society, religious leaders and representatives of
moderate Islam have categorically condemned the attacks on religious minorities, we are
still witnessing events involving death and destruction. Reports of the lack of involvement
and ineptitude of the authorities and the police in preventing the violence are a particular
cause for concern. The legitimacy of the restrictive law allowing harsh sentences to be
imposed for blasphemy and heresy has also been criticised by the Muslim community, and
it has become a convenient tool for discrimination and misuse. In the name of respect for
human rights, I am calling on the Indonesian authorities to take immediate steps aimed at
guaranteeing their citizens’ safety and fundamental freedoms, in the spirit of cooperation
with the European Union.

Cristian Dan Preda,    author. – (RO) Madam President, Indonesia, as is well known, is an
important partner for the European Union in the Muslim world. It must be mentioned that
progress has been made in this country, in recent years, in terms of democracy and the
protection of human rights. We only need to recall, for example, the ratification of some
important international instruments. However, the situation for minorities, especially
religious minorities, whether Ahmadi, Christian or Buddhist, has deteriorated significantly.
The multitude of laws restricting the rights of religious minorities and of increasingly
violent attacks against them is proof that intolerance is spreading in Indonesia. The
authorities in Jakarta ought to devise a clear strategy for ensuring respect for religious
freedom and promoting tolerance. Another definite requirement is for discriminatory
legislation to be abolished and for those found guilty of violence to be punished. I think
that the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement we have with Indonesia provides a special
framework for tackling the situation on religious freedom and minorities.

Kristiina Ojuland,    author. − Madam President, it is distressing that there has been an
increased incidence of attacks against religious minorities in Indonesia. The most populous
Muslim country in the world is a democracy committed to pluralism, cultural harmony,
religious freedom and social justice, and the Indonesian authorities have repeatedly given
reassurances in this connection.

However, Articles 156 and 156(a) of the Indonesian Criminal Code prohibiting blasphemy,
heresy and religious defamation have been tools in the hands of extremists inciting religious
violence and hatred. Those articles have been grossly misused and the commitments to
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights have not been upheld in Indonesia.

I call on the Indonesian authorities to repeal this legislation in order to avoid further
deterioration of the situation and to bring the perpetrators of religious violence and hatred
to justice.
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Mitro Repo,    author. − (FI) Madam President, Indonesia’s state ideology of Pancasila has,
in itself, succeeded in bringing together diversity, harmony between religions, justice and
freedom of religion, in an exemplary manner.

Nevertheless, in Indonesia, which has the biggest Muslim majority of any country in the
world, there are still laws in force relating to blasphemy, profanity and heresy. In a country
that genuinely adheres to the rule of law, where human rights are actually respected, there
is room for minorities without mandatory laws, whether it concerns religious, linguistic
or ethnic minorities. Such a state should also be open to cooperation from the international
community, so that problems can be prevented and society improved further.

Human rights must be protected wherever they are under threat. Civil society and dialogue
must have a robust role to play in the establishment of peace, harmony and coexistence
between different communities.

Csaba Sógor  , on behalf of the PPE Group. – (HU) Madam President, the overwhelming
majority of the European Union’s population is Christian. The early foundation of the
Member States participating in EU integration is inseparable from Christian culture; yet
we must speak out against the attacks against Christians in Indonesia, or any other part of
the world, primarily because European States have undertaken to guarantee a high level
of protection of basic human rights, and want to uphold this principle in their dealings
with their important commercial partners as well. At the same time, this brave stand
presupposes that EU Member States also respect the rights of minorities living in their own
territories, recognising the special status of indigenous national minorities. As the country
with the world’s largest Muslim population, Indonesia bears a special responsibility
concerning the treatment of religious and ethnic minorities living in its territory. The
European Union has a similarly tremendous responsibility with respect to its attitude
towards its own minorities and increased attention to their problems.

Marc Tarabella,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, the situation in Indonesia at the present time is extremely worrying.

Indonesia, traditionally described as a mosaic of peoples and ethnic groups where Muslims,
Christians, Buddhists, Hindus and Animists live side by side with a certain religious freedom,
is today sinking into Muslim extremism. The Ahmadi Muslims, and also Christians and
Buddhists, for example, are now victims of a religious intolerance which, I fear, is but
beginning.

It is totally unacceptable for the state, through its Minister of Religious Affairs and its police,
to sanction such violence in a country which is, moreover, undergoing rapid economic
development and which plans to play an increasing role on the international stage. The
government must act hand in hand with civil society to put an end to these atrocities and
to restore respect for human rights and religious freedom. It should do so fast, before the
country sinks into civil war.

Marietje Schaake,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Madam President, Indonesia is a beautiful
country with deep traditions of pluralism, cultural harmony, religious freedom and social
justice, but regrettably we are seeing an increase in extremist attacks against religious
minorities, including against the Ahmadis, who consider themselves Muslim but who are
not recognised as such by everyone. We see attacks on Christians, Buddhists and against
progressive civil society organisations. On video clips placed on the Internet we have seen
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well-documented human rights violations when an angry mob set fire to churches, killing
a number of people.

It is important that the rule of law be upheld and that the perpetrators are held accountable,
including when they belong to the security forces. The abusive blasphemy and religious
defamation laws must end. Initiatives by civil society organisations, as well as the
government and the judiciary, are welcome steps. Political support for the protection of
pluralism is important, and the progress on the implementation of democracy and the rule
of law in recent years should be deepened and strengthened. We encourage the Government
of Indonesia to take up recommendations made by the UN High Commissioner for Human
Rights and to invite the UN Special Rapporteur for freedom and religion and belief to visit
the country.

Charles Tannock,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Madam President, the attacks on members
of the Ahmadi Christian community in Indonesia are symptomatic of a worrying trend in
many Muslim societies, even those like Indonesia that are considered relatively enlightened
under their system of Pancasila. Ahmadis, who, having been expelled from Pakistan now
happen to have their global headquarters in London, my constituency, are considered
apostates by mainstream Sunni Islam. The penalty for apostasy under Sharia is the death
penalty. Thankfully Indonesia, whose functioning democracy has made great strides in
recent years, does not widely practise Sharia law accept in Aceh.

However, the government needs to do more to promote tolerance and protect religious
freedom across this vast and geographically fragmented country. In particular Indonesia’s
political leaders should no longer turn a blind eye to those who seek to sow hatred and
violence through exacerbated religious tensions and differences, and they must criminally
prosecute all those who are carrying out such atrocities against minorities. As well as lifting
the ban on Ahmadis, the government should revise all decrees and the blasphemy laws,
which are used effectively to prevent Christians and others from building new places of
worship. We in Europe expect such high standards of Indonesia precisely because it is a
pluralist democracy.

Eija-Riitta Korhola (PPE).   – (FI) Madam President, the situation surrounding Indonesia’s
religious minorities calls for our urgent attention. People have been arrested, tortured and
killed. The number is growing, and something needs to be done.

The attacks are contrary to Indonesia’s tradition of pluralism and a respect for cultural
harmony. Those who have come under attack have included Christians, Buddhists and the
Ahmadis, who regard themselves as Muslim. As an example, I could mention the events
of 8 February, when hundreds of people set fire to three churches and attacked a priest in
a city in Java. The reason for the attack was that, in their view, a Christian who had insulted
Islam had received a sentence of only five years in prison, instead of the death penalty.

Over the past six years, there have been 430 attacks on Christian churches. There are many
examples from all the religious minorities, and breaches of human rights are becoming
more serious from one to the next.

Ryszard Czarnecki (ECR).   – (PL) Madam President, the fact that the authorities of the
world’s largest Muslim state cannot manage to control the ever stronger radical strain of
Islam, the aim of which is to destroy Christianity and to limit its influence, is a very serious
situation. Of course, we could say that this forms part of a wider pattern of persecution of
Christians, since a Christian is killed every few minutes somewhere in the world. Yet let us
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be quite frank about the fact that it is not only the Christian minority which is being
persecuted in Indonesia. We could even say that Indonesia, with its occupation of East
Timor, has seen the slaughter of Christians fighting for the independence of their own state
before during its history, but this is a different situation.

The European Union’s response to this matter should undoubtedly be very forceful, since
a failure to act by Europe is unfortunately a sin of omission, speaking in theological terms.

Bogusław Sonik (PPE).   – (PL) Madam President, following the tragic reports from
Indonesia, I should like to express my deep concern at the situation. Indonesian citizens
cannot feel safe in their own country, in spite of the rights and freedoms they are
theoretically guaranteed. Attacks on and persecution of religious and other minorities are
not one-off incidents, but widespread. Yet Indonesia ratified the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights in 2006, which guarantees fundamental civil and political
rights, including the protection of ethnic, religious and linguistic minorities. Chapter 29
of the Indonesian Constitution also guarantees religious freedom to its citizens.

Public opinion in Europe has been shocked and alarmed by these manifestations of
aggression and discrimination against religious minorities, mainly but not exclusively
Christian minorities. What is needed is for the public authorities to respond decisively to
the actions of extremist groups terrorising religious minorities, and we, as the European
Union, should demand that such measures are taken.

Lidia Joanna Geringer de Oedenberg (S&D).   – (PL) Madam President, I would like to
echo the fears expressed by previous speakers regarding the fate of minority groups in
Indonesia, which are suffering violence and discrimination due to their religious or cultural
affiliation. After all, Indonesia is a country with a long tradition of pluralism and civil
society, which previously served as a model of high standards for many countries in the
region and further away. The fact that Indonesia has ratified the fundamental human rights
conventions, and its election as a member of the UN Human Rights Council, are highly
valued achievements in Europe and throughout the world. I am therefore surprised that
Indonesia, which is a modern and progressive country, is failing to notice or respond to
repeated incidents of violence against religious minorities such as the Ahmadis, Christians,
Buddhists and Baha’is, which should be guaranteed freedom of speech and religion. I believe
that the international community as a whole, and in particular the European Union, should
strongly oppose the lack of respect for freedom of conscience in Indonesia.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, the recent tensions in Indonesia contradict
the notion of a multicultural society, which has been promoted lately by the authorities. I
want to draw attention to the rise in the number of attacks against religious minorities,
especially the Ahmadi and Christian communities. It is the Indonesian authorities’ duty to
adopt the measures required to protect their citizens, irrespective of their religion or point
of view. These include carrying out investigations and providing suitable punishment for
acts of violence, including those perpetrated on 6 February 2011, not to mention combating
displays of intolerance. I appeal to the government in Jakarta to focus on these aspects as
a priority. Civil society also has an important role to play in restoring social cohesion at
the moment. For its part, the EU can make a specific contribution to promoting an increased
level of protection for human rights through dialogue and cooperation with the Indonesian
authorities.

Nirj Deva (ECR).   – Madam President, it is important to remember that Indonesia is a
very good friend of the European Union and has made great strides in democracy. I was
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the chairman of the observer group that monitored the Indonesian elections over a period
of time, and I have to commend them for their achievements recently.

I chaired an inter-faith conference in the European Parliament that was sponsored by the
Indonesian Government. It is therefore very regrettable and unfortunate that they do not
seem to have acted fast enough in dealing with this intolerant behaviour by some of their
people. They need to recognise that what we are saying in this Parliament we are saying as
friends: we need to be in partnership with Indonesia, the world’s largest Muslim democracy,
to strengthen the democracy institutions of Indonesia. So I stress – because this debate will
be on the front pages of the Indonesian newspapers – that we are talking as friends to
strengthen the democratic arm of the Indonesian institutions and state.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Madam President, Members have given a very good overview of the
situation in Indonesia, and no doubt Indonesia has made rapid progress in recent years,
with growing economic power, and will be looking forward to having a more
comprehensive economic partnership agreement with the European Union. All that makes
sense, but concomitant with that, there has to be recognition of human rights and
particularly the rights of religious minorities, not just in theory but in practice.

Legislation that is used to discriminate against religious minorities must be revoked and
those who engage in these activities must be brought to justice, otherwise the problems
will continue and the fanatics will have their way. This cannot be the situation. Indonesia
has only a little way to go to become an example to the rest of the world and to be a real
partner with the European Union, going forward in every possible way.

Corina Creţu (S&D).   – (RO) Madam President, Indonesia is the largest Muslim country
in the world, while also being an established democracy. Unfortunately, there have been
acts of violence committed in recent years against religious minorities, as there have been
in an ever-growing number of regions in the world. Religious fundamentalism is on the
rise and Indonesia is one of the countries affected by this scourge. The resolution refers to
a series of acts of discrimination committed against several minorities, which cause tensions
between different communities, making them victims of religious intolerance. There have
also been reports of extreme cases involving enforcement of Sharia law, which contravenes
Indonesian legislation. I believe that closer cooperation is required with the Indonesian
Government to promote greater respect for the rights of all minorities in that country.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. − Madam President, the Vice-President/High
Representative shares Parliament’s concerns about discrimination against religious
minorities, in particular the Ahmadi and Christian communities. She also shares the
concerns about the impact of introduction of Sharia-based laws on human rights, in
particular the rights of women.

I would, though, like to underline that we have good long-standing relations with Indonesia,
with whom we signed the first partnership and cooperation agreement in Asia. The EU
has raised the matter of violence against religious minorities through established channels.
We have made it clear to Indonesia that this problem has to be tackled seriously, based on
respect and protection of beliefs, without discrimination.

Following the attacks last February against the Ahmadiyyah, the European Union issued
a statement expressing strong concern, and emphasising the need for an effective response
by the government. The EU Delegation in Jakarta met with representatives of the Ahmadi
community.

07-07-2011Debates of the European ParliamentEN122



The EU also raised this issue in the official human rights dialogue that we established with
Indonesia in 2010, at the meeting which took place in March in Brussels. We emphasised
the government’s obligation to protect all religious communities and stressed that the
police should be trained, including on human rights, to respond to threats and violence
against religious minorities.

We are delivering practical assistance in these areas. Since 2002, the EU has funded, for
an amount of EUR 750 000, eight projects carried out by civil society organisations. These
projects are aimed at enhancing tolerance and peace and promoting pluralism and
multiculturalism.

We are also working with the Indonesian Government to foster inter-faith dialogue. Last
year we organised together a seminar on Islam and a globalising world, which brought
together NGOs, government representatives, European academics and Islamic religious
scholars. Looking ahead, we are preparing a major conference with EU and Indonesian
civil society in Jakarta this October, on freedom of religion and protection of minorities.
Its recommendations will be fed into the next session of the human rights dialogue.

We follow closely developments concerning the implementation of Sharia-based laws, in
particular in the province of Aceh. We raised this question in the human rights dialogue
last March. The Indonesian Government informed us that Aceh has agreed to abide by
international obligations and is in dialogue with local authorities and civil society to
harmonise local by-laws with human right standards.

I would also like to mention the case of the torture of Papuan prisoners and the lenient
sentences imposed on the soldiers convicted by a military tribunal in relation to recent
cases. We discussed this issue in the human rights dialogue and underscored the need for
dissuasive punishment for those who commit torture. The Indonesian Government is
committed to ratifying the Optional Protocol of the Convention Against Torture and is
pursuing initiatives to build better community relations in Papua.

I would like to conclude by mentioning that we are also supporting Indonesia in addressing
the underlying causes of religious violence, such as the spread of Islamic extremism in
schools and in society generally. In this regard, we plan to fund a cooperation programme
with Indonesia aimed at deradicalisation in the context of the fight against terrorism.

President.   − The debate is closed.

The vote will take place shortly.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE),    in writing. – Violence against the Ahmadis (who consider
themselves Muslims) and other religious minorities – such as Christians, Bahá'ís and
Buddhists – as well as progressive civil society organisations has increased in Indonesia.
The government is lagging far behind in addressing the underlying causes. Investigations
have not revealed who was behind the attacks against Ahmadis in February 2011. Two
weeks ago, a 22-year-old female Pentecostal pastor was abducted by three Islamic radicals.
Islamic extremism has spread in schools and other public areas. Combating discrimination
and securing the human rights of all, including minorities, should be a prerequisite for
good relations between the EU and Indonesia. I urge the Indonesian authorities to take
effective action to protect the life and personal integrity of all members of religious
minorities. I call for the Commission to include a binding human rights clause in the
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Comprehensive Economic Partnership, insist on a moratorium on the application of
blasphemy laws, and persuade the Indonesian government to repeal a 2008 ban on Ahmadi
Muslim teachings, which encourages such attacks and infringes upon the freedom of
religion.

11.3. India, in particular the death sentence on Davinder Pal Singh (B7-0395/2011)

President.   − The next item is the debate on seven motions for resolutions on India, in
particular the death sentence on Davinder Pal Singh (4) .

Karima Delli,    author. – (FR) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the death penalty
is the most cruel, most inhumane and most degrading penalty, and is a violation of the
right to life, as stated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Davinder Pal Singh is in danger of being executed imminently in New Delhi, in India, as
the President of India rejected his plea for clemency in May, and it should be noted that
this is the second appeal rejected in the course of that month.

That is why this resolution sends a strong signal from the European Parliament. The
European Parliament must condemn all executions, no matter where they take place. The
European Parliament must encourage the European Union and its Member States to ensure
that the United Nations resolution calling for a universal moratorium on executions is
applied. The aim of this resolution is to achieve complete abolition in all those states that
still apply capital punishment.

I would like to thank all of my fellow Members who have contributed to this resolution. I
shall simply mention in closing that I have tabled two amendments, because I would like
to remind you that Davinder Pal Singh had already applied for political asylum in Germany,
but he was forcibly deported to India, where he was arrested on his arrival in New Delhi
in January 1995. Nevertheless, two years later, the Court in Frankfurt declared his expulsion
to be illegal. He should therefore never have been deported to India, where his life was
under threat.

Finally, there is a wide range of evidence to suggest that Davinder Pal Singh did not receive
a fair trial. That is the subject of the second amendment to be voted on. I would like to
thank my fellow Members, and I hope that the entire resolution and the two amendments
will be adopted.

Cristian Dan Preda,    author. – (RO) Madam President, an article published in the
international press on 13 June reported that the Indian state of Assam does not have an
executioner available to carry out the death penalty which has been passed on
Mahendra Nath Das, who has had his plea for pardon rejected by the country’s president.
Davinder Pal Singh has also been condemned to death and had his plea for pardon rejected.
We would like a partner as important to the European Union as India to respect the
moratorium called for by the UN General Assembly and not to execute the two persons
mentioned. Fortunately, as is already known, India has not applied the death penalty
since 2007. However, we would be pleased if, just like the European Union, India would
consider abolishing the death penalty as a contribution to enhancing human dignity. The
fact that no one can be found who is willing to carry out the death penalty is perhaps a
sign that the time has come for India to ban this punishment.

(4) See Minutes.
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Charles Tannock,    author. − Madam President, the ECR has no collective view on the
death penalty for murder, leaving it to MEPs to decide individually according to their own
conscience. India, as a democratic country, reserves the right to impose death sentences
on those convicted of the most heinous capital crimes.

We in the ECR agree that the EU has a right to request clarification of the controversial
circumstances of the arrest, police custody and apparent confession made by Davinder Pal
Singh Bhullar, including the issue of his deportation from Germany and the fact the
conviction was based on a majority decision, leaving some doubt as to whether the
conviction is totally safe.

India is a democracy with an independent judiciary and by and large has an adequate
appellate process. It is also important to note that Mr Singh Bhullar is allegedly linked to
the Khalistan Liberation Force, which is committed to carving out an independent Sikh
state in India by armed force. In the past its followers have allegedly committed many
terrorist atrocities and assassinations of high-level political targets. The EU’s position on
the death penalty is of course well known in India. However, we also need to understand
the enormous internal security pressures facing India, not only from the Khalistan armed
movement but from the Naxalite insurgency and more generally from Jihadi terrorism
emulating from extremists in Pakistan.

Graham Watson,    author. − Madam President, when speaking of the death penalty, two
large countries normally spring to mind: China and the United States of America. Judicial
executions are cruelly common in each, although thankfully increasingly uncommon
elsewhere. In India, with whose people Europeans share many values, the Supreme Court
ruled nearly 30 years ago that the death penalty should be imposed only in the rarest of
rare cases; in fact it has been used only once in the past 15 years and that was seven years
ago.

It is therefore deeply disturbing that decisions have been taken to execute the two convicts
Davinder Pal Singh and Mahendra Nath Das, especially at a time when moves in the United
Nations for a moratorium on the death penalty gain more support every year. It seems
likely that both men’s alleged confessions were extracted under duress and therefore should
not be relied on. Mr Pal Singh’s was made without access to a lawyer and was later retracted.
Judicial execution, which is a cruel, inhumane and degrading penalty, allows no room for
later access to justice should the convicted felons one day be found to be innocent.

This House therefore appeals to the people and the President of India, in the name of
humanity and of our common commitment to human progress, to commute those
sentences.

Lidia Joanna Geringer de Oedenberg,    author. − (PL) Madam President, if we believe
that India is a democratic country in which the suspect Davinder Pal Singh was given the
right to a fair trial, then the circumstances in which the Indian court found the accused
guilty of his crimes are not up for debate. The problem is the fact that he has been sentenced
to a death penalty, which has been a topic of dispute and debate between countries
throughout the world for many years.

The death penalty has been abolished in the European Union Member States, which regard
it as incompatible with the values of universal rights and human dignity. The EU also
constantly endeavours to achieve the universal abolition of the death penalty, in line with
the resolutions adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations in December 2007,
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2008 and 2010, which explicitly call on all countries still using the death penalty to take
steps to abandon this practice.

In the case of the convict Davinder Pal Singh, all that we can do as Europeans is to try to
call on India, as a sovereign and democratic state and a key strategic partner for the EU, to
refrain from enforcing the death penalty on this convict and on others in the future.

Bogusław Sonik,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (PL) Madam President, less than one month
ago, India announced its candidacy for the UN Human Rights Council. This country has
therefore stated its intention to observe standards in the field of promoting and protecting
human rights. Unfortunately, the practices of the Indian courts do not meet UN standards.
Despite the fact that a moratorium on the enforcement of death penalties has been in place
for seven years, and no executions have been carried out since 2004, the courts continue
to hand down death sentences. According to an Amnesty International report, in the vast
majority of cases these sentences have been handed down to individuals who were unable
to obtain proper representation or defence during their trials. I would therefore call for the
right to a fair trial to be observed. In the situation as it stands in India, the death penalty
should be replaced by life imprisonment. The authorities and judicial bodies should carry
out the necessary reforms as soon as possible.

Human rights are not a luxury but a common good, regardless of whether you live in India
or in another region of the world.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (RO) Madam President, as a member
of the EU-India delegation, I must emphasise that human rights, democracy and security
are key elements in relations between the EU and India. I must mention the promise made
by the European Union and India to make significant progress with the aim of rapidly
concluding an extensive, balanced free trade agreement. I support the inclusion of some
legally binding clauses in this agreement relating to human rights, which will include a
consultation mechanism devised according to the model in Article 96 of the Cotonou
Agreement. India has undertaken to comply with the highest standards in terms of
promoting and protecting human rights. We must express our concern that the Indian
Government might resort again to carrying out the death penalty after a de facto moratorium
of seven years. We call on the Indian Government and Parliament to adopt a permanent
moratorium on executions with a view to abolishing the death penalty in the near future.

Kristiina Ojuland,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Madam President, Professor Davinder
Pal Singh Bhullar was extradited from Germany, in violation of the principle of
non-refoulement, as he has been sentenced to death in India. Despite the fact that there
have no executions in India since 2004, the Member States of the European Union must
avoid at all costs returning refugees to places where their lives or freedoms could be
threatened or they may be subjected to persecution.

I call on the Indian authorities not to carry out any death penalties and to work on upholding
the moratorium. India is in a good position to set an example to that part of the world and
abolish the death penalty. The death penalty is the ultimate denial of human rights and
should not be used by any democratic country. This cruel, inhumane and degrading
punishment cannot be used in the name of justice.

Barbara Lochbihler,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (DE) Madam President, the death
penalty is particularly cruel and inhumane. It does not deter criminals, but instead leads
to the further brutalisation of society. This also applies to Davinder Pal Singh and
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Mahendra Nath Das in India, despite the fact that their individual crimes are particularly
reprehensible. Therefore, we are calling on the Indian Government to commute the death
sentence in these cases to imprisonment.

The past history of Professor Singh, who applied for asylum in Germany and was rejected,
also gives us cause for thought. Despite public protests in Germany which highlighted the
possibility of Professor Singh being executed in India, he was deported in 1995 and arrested
as soon as he reached Delhi. The German authorities arbitrarily disregarded the fact that
it is against the law to deport someone who is threatened by torture and the death penalty.
The authorities’ actions were illegal and this was confirmed by a court in Frankfurt.

Therefore, it is important for us and for the decision-makers in the European authorities
to take the protection of human rights seriously. This applies to deportation policy and to
arms export policy, which in Germany, as elsewhere, should be determined on the basis
of the human rights situation in the destination country. However, we have just heard that
Germany has once again ridden roughshod over this principle by planning to export tanks
to Saudi Arabia. This bears no resemblance whatever to a policy with a focus on human
rights.

Sari Essayah (PPE).   – (FI) Madam President, we in the EU are categorically opposed to
the death penalty, regardless of what the accused person is possibly guilty of.

As has been revealed in several speeches here, the charges against Davinder Pal Singh are
very serious. He is accused of an act of terrorism, in which nine people were killed in Delhi
in 1993. By means of this resolution, we therefore want to say that we do not actually
accept these acts of his, nor do we support terrorism, but we are appealing for the death
penalty to be abolished in India. Amnesty International has described the recent rejection
of pleas for mercy as a blow to human rights in India.

Eija-Riitta Korhola (PPE).   – (FI) Madam President, once again we have to stress the
European Union’s long–term commitment to opposing the death penalty in all cases, and
regardless of the circumstances.

Consequently, in our resolution we were keen to mention India, which has sentenced two
people to death, Davinder Pal Singh Bhullar and Mahendra Nath Das. Although both are
guilty of serious crimes, we cannot approve of their execution. The death sentence has not
been carried out in India since 2004. India’s President, Pratibha Patil, did not grant either
of the convicted men an amnesty at the end of May.

We have to take the message forward, so that India might still postpone the imposition of
the death sentences and work to abolish the death penalty altogether. This is important
for human rights to be established fully in India.

Corina Creţu (S&D).   – (RO) Madam President, let us now discuss a specific case: the
death sentence passed on Davinder Pal Singh, a citizen of India, a country which still has
the death penalty. As a matter of principle, the death penalty is not an option in our world,
in our system of values. India has also imposed a moratorium on applying the death penalty.
This was a significant gesture. The aim of this European Parliament resolution is to urge
India’s institutions to abide by the moratorium and, in this instance, by the various UN
resolutions on this matter as well. I think that it is the European Union’s duty to continue
to exert all its influence to abolish capital punishment throughout the world.
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Róża Gräfin von Thun und Hohenstein (PPE).   – Madam President, frankly speaking,
I was convinced that we in this House all agreed that the death penalty is the ultimate denial
of human rights. I am most astonished by some of our colleagues since, in my mind, the
death penalty must be opposed in all cases without exception, regardless of the nature of
the crime, the characteristics of the offender or the method used by the state to kill the
prisoner. That is the standard for which I am struggling, as, I hope, are many of us.

As a Member of the European Parliament, and also on behalf of Amnesty International
Poland, together with many others here I call once again upon the Government of India
not to carry out the execution of Davinder Pal Singh. He should immediately be retried in
proceedings that are in compliance with international standards on fair trials, without
recourse to the death penalty.

Ryszard Czarnecki (ECR).   – (PL) Madam President, we can of course talk about India,
a country where the death penalty has not been carried out for seven years. We can also
talk about the death penalty as such, and earn applause for doing so. Yet perhaps we should
be pointing the finger at ourselves. Let us turn our thoughts to the responsibility borne by
one of the European Union’s Member States, which sends refugees back to a probable or
certain death. I have the impression that this may not be a popular topic of conversation,
but maybe we should examine Europe’s own conscience. Is this really the proper course
of action?

Charles Tannock (ECR)    (replying to Róża Gräfin von Thun und Hohenstein under Rule 149(8)
(blue-card questions)). – Madam President, a reference was made to my speech in which I
said the ECR Group has no collective view on the death penalty for murder. That is a
statement of fact. We always have a free vote in my group for these matters. I would like
to make the point that Parliament is supposed to reflect the views of the population we
represent and, whether you like it or not, a very large number of citizens of the European
Union still agree with the death penalty for the most heinous capital crimes. I am afraid
that is a fact, so I think it is perfectly reasonable that some Members do believe in the death
penalty for murder.

Róża Gräfin von Thun und Hohenstein (PPE).   – Madam President, of course we listen
carefully to our electorate and are in constant dialogue with them, but we also help to find
the honest and proper way. We represent here the highest values and ‘thou shalt not kill’.

(Applause)

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. − Madam President, we all share the deep
concern of the European Parliament about the possibility that India may soon break its de
facto moratorium, in place since 2004, on the application of the death penalty in the cases
of Davinder Pal Singh Bhullar, and Mahendra Nath Das.

Vice-President/High Representative Ashton has been in regular correspondence with a
number of Members of the European Parliament regarding the death penalty in India, and
she is well aware of the circumstances surrounding this case, which has been discussed
with the Indian authorities in the past in the context of the death penalty issue.

The Vice-President/High Representative wrote to India’s Home Minister Chidambaram on
1 June, immediately after President Patil rejected the mercy petitions of Mr Bhullar and Mr
Das. In that letter, she made a humanitarian appeal on their behalf, as well as regarding Mr
Surinder Kohli, who has also appealed for mercy to the President after his death warrant
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was issued in early May. She urged Minister Chidambaram to commute their sentences to
life imprisonment.

The EU is opposed to the death penalty under all circumstances, regardless of the crimes
committed. This is absolutely clear. The EU’s view is that capital punishment does not serve
as an effective deterrent to criminal behaviour, whereas its abolition contributes to the
enhancement of human dignity and the progressive development of human rights.

The Vice-President/High Representative pleaded for India to join the global moratorium
that the EU aims to establish, in line with the global trend towards the abolition of the
death penalty. At present, last minute appeals on health grounds are being considered by
the courts, in both cases.

We hope that the strong domestic and international pressure currently being exerted on
the Indian authorities will result in the executions not taking place, and in the moratorium
being preserved. We stand ready to consider further urgent action in case the executions
become imminent, and will continue to keep the European Parliament and its Members
informed of further developments. I thank you all for your interest and for your support
in this common cause.

President.   − The debate is closed.

The vote will take place shortly.

12. Voting time

President.   − The next item is the vote.

(For the results and other details on the vote: see Minutes)

12.1. Democratic Republic of Congo, mass rape in South Kivu province
(B7-0442/2011)

12.2. Indonesia, including attacks on minorities (B7-0394/2011)

– Before the vote:

Ana Gomes (S&D).   – Madam President, I lived in Indonesia and I love Indonesia. I know
well the extraordinary progress that Indonesia has made since the first free elections in
1999 in practising democracy and respect for human rights and civic and political freedoms.

I believe that in Europe we must appreciate – and I think we do in this resolution – how
society in Indonesia, now the third largest democracy and the largest Muslim nation in the
world, has firmly engraved in its fabric the values of diversity, pluralism, and tolerance, be
it ethnic, linguistic, religious or political. It is that which makes Indonesia strong and
appealing and inspiring throughout the world. I would say like Europe, the Europe that I
want.

But in Indonesia, as in Europe, we see that extremists and fanatics are sowing bigotry,
hatred and intolerance. This is shown in crimes like the ones against Ahmadiyya followers
or people in Papua. In Indonesia some of these extremists may be used by terrorist
organisations or incite people to undermine the democratic system.
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This is one more reason why these extremists must be combated politically and ideologically
and their crimes must receive exemplary punishment. I hope that the people in the
Indonesian Government will read this resolution as an expression of concern for the victims
and as a genuine expression of solidarity and encouragement for all those brave people in
Indonesian civil society – in government, in parliament, in the judiciary and in the media
– that are fighting against these criminals and for the end of their impunity.

I would like to recall a good friend who has been doing just that: Suciwati, the widow of
the great human rights campaigner Munir who was murdered a couple of years ago. The
perpetrators of his murder have not yet been fully brought to justice.

12.3. India, in particular the death sentence on Davinder Pal Singh (B7-0395/2011)

13. Corrections to votes and voting intentions: see Minutes

14. Decisions concerning certain documents: see Minutes

15. Written declarations included in the register (Rule 123): see Minutes

16. Forwarding of texts adopted during the sitting: see Minutes

17. Dates of forthcoming sittings: see Minutes

18. Adjournment of the session

President.   − I declare adjourned the session of the European Parliament.

(The sitting closed at 16:35)
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ANNEX (Written answers)

QUESTIONS TO THE COUNCIL (The Presidency-in-Office of the
Council of the European Union bears sole responsibility for these
answers)

Question no  1  by  Marian Harkin  ( H-000219/11 )

Subject: Priorities for volunteering

I would like to welcome the Polish Presidency and wish them well in their six-month
stewardship of the European Council.

In this light, what are the Council’s priorities for volunteering for the upcoming Presidency
and what does it hope to achieve?

Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) In the context of the European Year of Voluntary Activities Promoting Active
Citizenship (2011) the incoming Polish Presidency is planning to discuss the role of
voluntary work in social policy during its Presidency. The examination of this topic, which
will be dealt with in the form of Council Conclusions, will start mid-July. The Presidency
intends to submit draft conclusions to the Council, which will be invited to adopt them in
a Council meeting next October. This exercise will set out an integrated approach including
contributions from the social policy, culture and youth sectors.

Voluntary activities are particularly important in the sports sector, where they provide the
backbone and basis for the organisation of both grassroots and elite sport. The Polish
Presidency has the intention to submit draft conclusions to the Council on the role of sports
volunteering in promoting active citizenship with a view to their adoption at a November
meeting.

Moreover, the Council recently adopted an EU Work Plan for Sport (5)  for the years
2011-2014 which establishes three priority areas: integrity, social values and economic
aspects of sport. The area of social values includes among others volunteering.

*
*     *

Question no  2  by  Bernd Posselt  ( H-000221/11 )

Subject: Review of the Dayton Accords

What is the Council's view of the possibilities for a review of the Dayton Accords, with the
aim of achieving a viable federation of all three ethnic groups in Bosnia and Herzegovina?
Do the Accords themselves not stipulate that, in the light of experience, such a review must
take place?

(5) 9509/1/11
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Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) The Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which is the Annex 4 to the Dayton
Peace Agreement (General Framework Agreement for Peace), determines that ‘Bosnia and
Herzegovina shall consist of the two Entities, the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina
and the Republika Srpska’. This Constitution may indeed be amended by a decision of the
Parliamentary Assembly of Bosnia and Herzegovina, with a two-thirds majority of those
present and voting in the House of Representatives.

The Council supports changes to the current Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina, in
particular in relation to the decision of the European Court of Human Rights in December
2009 with regard to the representation of minorities in Bosnia and Herzegovina’s Presidency
and House of Peoples. Respect for democratic principles and human rights as defined in
the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms constitutes
an essential element of the Stabilisation and Association Agreement between the EU and
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Further constitutional changes to Bosnia and Herzegovina’s Constitution may be required
in the future as the result of the European integration process. The Council will be ready
to facilitate progress in this regard in close coordination with the authorities of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

*
*     *

Question no  3  by  Jim Higgins  ( H-000223/11 )

Subject: Accession of Croatia

Could the Council outline whether it believes the accession of Croatia to be desirable given
the current economic situation and the euro crisis in certain Member States?

Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) In the light of the progress made and the Commission's positive assessment, the
European Council, at its meeting on 23-24 June 2011 invited the Council to take all
necessary decisions for the conclusion of the accession negotiations with Croatia by the
end of June 2011 on the basis of the draft common positions recently presented by the
Commission, with a view to the signing of the Accession Treaty before the end of the year.

At the Intergovernmental Conference at Ministerial level on 30 June 2011, the Council
successfully concluded the accession negotiations with Croatia.

Croatia should continue its reform efforts with the same vigour, in particular as regards
the judiciary and fundamental rights, so as to be able to assume fully the obligations of
membership from the date of accession. Monitoring up to accession of these reform efforts
will give the necessary assurance to Croatia and current Member States.
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Moreover, work will continue in the coming months with a view to the signing of the
Accession Treaty later in the year.

These developments bring a new momentum to the European perspective of the Western
Balkans, provided these countries continue on the path of reform.

The Council remains committed to enlargement, in line with the renewed consensus on
enlargement adopted by the European Council in December 2006, as well as the Council
conclusions of 14 December 2010, which were also endorsed by the European Council.

*
*     *

Question no  4  by  Ryszard Czarnecki  ( H-000230/11 )

Subject: Military cooperation between China and Pakistan

What is the Council’s take on potential military cooperation between China and Pakistan?

How does the Council think this will affect the balance of power in Asia?

Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) The Council has not addressed this issue. However, the EU has a comprehensive
strategic partnership with China in which the two sides exchange views and perspectives
on international and regional security issues, including on Pakistan.

The EU and China share a desire for stability both in Pakistan and the wider region. The
EU considers that a stable, democratic and prosperous Pakistan is key to securing stability
in the region and to addressing global issues such as counter-terrorism, non-proliferation
or counter-narcotics. With regard to Afghanistan, it is in the common interest of China
and the EU to ensure that an Afghan-led political process culminates in an inclusive and
sustainable settlement. This will ultimately contribute also to strengthening Pakistan’s own
capacity to combat terrorism and extremism, to enhance economic stability and prosperity,
and to strengthen cooperation for peace, stability and security in Afghanistan and the wider
region.

*
*     *

Question no  5  by  Laima Liucija Andrikienė  ( H-000232/11 )

Subject: Recognition of the Palestinian State

You may well be aware of the campaign launched by the President of the Palestinian
Authority, Mahmoud Abbas, to achieve the recognition of an independent Palestinian
State within the UN General Assembly this autumn. What is the position of the Council
regarding this campaign and will the EU coordinate its actions within the UN system ahead
of this important decision to be considered and voted upon in the UN General Assembly?

What is the assessment of the unity pact made between Fatah and Hamas at the beginning
of May in Cairo? Does the Council see this agreement as a positive or a negative factor in
the ongoing peace talks between Israel and the Palestinian Authority? How will this
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agreement change the position of the EU regarding the peace process and especially its
relations with the Palestinian Authority?

Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) The Council considers that negotiations are the best way to achieve the objective of
a two-state solution with the State of Israel and a sovereign, independent, democratic,
contiguous and viable State of Palestine living side by side in peace and security.

The Council has, on several occasions, including in its Conclusions of 23 May 2011, recalled
the Berlin Declaration (6)  and reiterated its readiness to recognise a Palestinian state when
appropriate, although it must be recalled that the recognition of states ultimately lies within
the competence of each individual Member State.

The EU will actively promote its position with regard to the parameters already stated in
the Council conclusions of December 2009 and December 2010 and as recently expressed
by the EU in the UN Security Council on 21 April 2011.

Those parameters are:

agreement on the borders of the two states, based on 4 June 1967 lines with equivalent
land swaps as may be agreed between the parties;

security arrangements which, for Palestinians, respect their sovereignty and show that the
occupation is over and, for Israelis, protect their security, prevent the resurgence of terrorism
and deal effectively with new and emerging threats;

a just, fair and agreed solution to the refugee question;

fulfilment of the aspirations of both parties with regard to Jerusalem. A negotiated solution
must be found for status of Jerusalem as the future capital of both states.

The Council welcomes the recent consultations between the parties and the Quartet envoys.
In the margins of the Council on 20 June 2011 the High Representative held discussions
on the Middle East Peace Process focusing on the efforts to convene a Quartet principals
meeting and to encourage the parties to return to the negotiating table. The parties and
the international community must contribute to the resumption of substantive talks as a
matter of urgency, leading to a framework agreement by September 2011, as agreed by
the parties and endorsed by the Quartet.

The EU looks forward to continuing its support, including direct financial support, for a
new Palestinian government composed of independent figures that is committed to the
principles set out in President Abbas' speech in Cairo on 4 May 2011. The EU's ongoing
engagement with the new Palestinian government will be based on its adherence to these
policies and commitments. The EU considers that reconciliation is an important element
for the unity of a future Palestinian state and it should also be in the long term interest of
Israel.

(6) DECLARATION on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the signature of the Treaties of Rome, signed in Berlin
the 25 March 2007.
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*
*     *

Question no  6  by  Gay Mitchell  ( H-000233/11 )

Subject: Recycling of electrical waste

As technology becomes more advanced, people are upgrading their old electrical items at
an ever-increasing rate. Old mobile phones, televisions, computers and other electrical
and battery-operated devices may cause pollution if not disposed of correctly. The new
Waste Framework Directive, which should have been transposed by 12 December 2010,
has still not passed into national law in many EU countries. The Commission published a
report in January 2011 showing that there are huge differences between Member States
in relation to recycling electronic devices.

How does the Council plan to tackle this problem?

Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) The Council would like to draw the Honourable Member's attention to the fact that
it is the Commission's responsibility to oversee the application of Union law under the
control of the Court of Justice (7) . It is therefore suggested that the specific question on
transposition of the Waste Framework Directive (8)  be addressed to the Commission.

Furthermore, the Council confirms its commitment to ensure that an effective regulatory
framework for the management of waste, including waste electric and electronic equipment,
is in place. On 8 June 2011, Directive 2011/93 of the European Parliament and of the
Council on the restriction of the use of certain hazardous substances in electrical and
electronic equipment (RoHS) (9)  was signed by both Institutions. On 14 March 2011, the
Council reached a political agreement (10)  on the proposal for a recast of Directive
2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 2003 on waste
electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) (11) . The Council is looking forward to the
negotiations in view of reaching an agreement in second reading in the second semester
of this year.

Once adopted and implemented, these Directives will contribute to improve the situation
reported in January 2011 by the Commission in its report on the Thematic Strategy on
the Prevention and Recycling of Waste (12)  and, among others, to a reduced use of hazardous
substances in a greater number of marketed EEE, to achieve a higher separate collection
rate, to improve the implementation of the waste hierarchy and notably the preparing for

(7) Article 17 TEU
(8) Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on waste and repealing

certain Directives, OJ L 312, 22.11.2008, p. 3.
(9) PE-CONS 62/5/10 REV 5
(10) 7689/11, 7906/11
(11) 7851/11
(12) 5646/11
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re-use, recycling and recovery of WEEE, and enable a better fight against illegal
shipments (13) .

*
*     *

Question no  7  by  Georgios Koumoutsakos  ( H-000250/11 )

Subject: Combating the economic crisis in the eurozone

In line with the priorities announced by the Polish Presidency in a press release, the Polish
government considers that it is ‘essential to put in place a new economic growth model…
and [that] if Europe wants to compete on a world stage, it cannot confine itself to limiting
the budget deficit: it is vital that it should undertake other measures too.’ In the light of the
above, I should like to ask the following questions:

Does the Council have specific proposals and initiatives to make aimed at combating the
economic crisis in the eurozone?`

In this connection, does it propose to support the issuance of Eurobonds?

What is its opinion of the operation of the international credit rating agencies? Is it inclined
to support the idea of a new regulatory framework to govern their operation at international
level, while simultaneously supporting the establishment of a European rating agency?

Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) Council has worked in several areas to ensure that Europe will have adequate tools to
prevent future financial crises, as well as to manage the present crisis.

The European Semester that the Council set up in September 2010 in order to strengthen
economic coordination between Members States, reached a momentum on 23 June 2011,
with the European Council endorsing the recommendations of the Commission to the
Member States. Those recommendations bring together the Broad Economic Policy
Guidelines (including the employment guidelines) and the review of Stability and
Convergence programmes, thus allowing a stronger economic governance in the EU.

To the same aim, six legislative proposals are being negotiated between the European
Parliament and the Council within the economic governance package (14) . The package,

(13) 7906/11, Articles 10 and 23 and Annex VI
(14) OJ C 121 of 19 April 2011, p. 25 and 26. The package consists of:

- a draft regulation amending regulation 1466/97 on the surveillance of member states budgetary and economic
policies;

- a draft regulation amending regulation 1467/97 on the EU's excessive deficit procedure;

- a draft regulation on the enforcement of budgetary surveillance in the euro area;

- a draft regulation on the prevention and correction of macro-economic imbalances;

- a draft regulation on enforcement measures to correct excessive macro-economic imbalances in the euro area;
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that aims to strengthen the Stability and Growth Pact and create a procedure to avert
macro-economic imbalances, forms a centrepiece of the strengthened economic governance.
Once adopted, it will help to minimise future economic shocks and build a stronger
framework for the economic governance in the euro area and the EU as a whole. As part
of the draft compromise agreement on the package, the Council supports a compromise
whereby the Commission would present a report to the European Parliament and the
Council, on the setting up of a system of common issuance of European sovereign bonds
(eurosecurities), before the end of 2011.

As for the credit rating agencies, on 11 May 2011 the Council and the European Parliament
adopted a Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No 1060/2009 and entrusted supervisory
powers of all credit rating businesses on EU level to the European Securities and Markets
Authority (15) .

A new proposal to regulate credit rating agencies is expected from the Commission. The
consultation procedure has been completed in January this year, and the legislative proposal
is being drafted. As the Commission legislative proposal will be tabled, the Council will
examine it, in order to quickly open a negotiating table with the European Parliament.

*
*     *

Question no  8  by  Silvia-Adriana Ţicău  ( H-000256/11 )

Subject: Removal of barriers for Romanian and Bulgarian workers - Hungarian EU
presidency

The Hungarian presidency of the EU has recognised that the free movement of people is
one of the fundamental freedoms enshrined in the Treaty and the secondary legislation,
and that it includes the right of EU citizens to live and work in another Member State. The
Council has further stressed that it is not acceptable to use the economic and financial crisis
to justify the continued application by some Member States of restrictive measures relating
to citizens of Romania and Bulgaria, which have been EU members since 2007.

Can the Council provide information on the concrete measures taken by the Hungarian
presidency on the matter?

Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) Concerning the temporary restrictions in the Accession Treaties (16) , it is to be recalled
that it is up to each Member State still applying restrictions for Romanian and Bulgarian
workers to assess the impacts on its labour markets and to decide whether to continue or
to ease the remaining restrictions before the end of the transitional period in December
2013.

- a draft directive on requirements for the Member States’ budgetary frameworks.
(15) Regulation (EU) No 1095/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the European Supervisory

Authority (OJ L 331, 15.12.2010, p. 84).
(16) OJ L 157/138, 21.6.2005; OJ L 157/104, 21.6.2005
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Currently, 15 Member States have opened their labour markets completely to the workers
from Bulgaria and Romania: the Czech Republic, Denmark, Greece, Spain, Estonia, Cyprus,
Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland and Sweden. Most
of the 10 Member States that have maintained restrictions have simplified their procedures
or have reduced restrictions in some sectors/professions. These countries must lift the
remaining restrictions by 31 December 2011 unless a country informs the Commission
before that date that it will continue to apply them because of serious disturbances in its
labour market. In this case, restrictions in the third phase of the transitional arrangements
may apply until 31 December 2013 at the latest.

The Council has indeed recalled in numerous occasions that freedom of movement for
persons is one of the fundamental freedoms guaranteed by the Treaty and the secondary
legislation and that it includes the right of EU citizens to live and work in another Member
State. The Council has also invited Member States that continue to apply restrictions under
the transitional arrangements set out in the Accession Treaties to lift restrictions in the
third phase if serious disturbances to the labour markets of the Member States concerned,
or a threat of thereof, cannot be established. (17)

*
*     *

Question no  9  by  Georgios Toussas  ( H-000260/11 )

Subject: Bombings and killings of civilians in Libya

On 20 June 2011, NATO admitted having struck residential areas in Libya, both in Tripoli
and in neighbouring towns. A NATO spokesperson referred to ‘mistakes’, despite the use
of ‘precision strikes’. However, he did not accept responsibility for two different strikes
within a space of 24 hours, both of which killed civilians. On 19 June 2011 NATO missiles
struck the al-Arada district to the east of Tripoli, killing seven civilians. And yesterday at
dawn NATO struck a residential compound in the town of Sorman, killing 15 civilians,
including three children.

Does the Council condemn the NATO bombings and the killing of civilians? Does it propose
to stop supporting the war being conducted by NATO against Libya?

Answer

The present answer, which has been drawn up by the Presidency and is not binding on
either the Council or its members as such, was not presented orally at Question Time to
the Council during the July 2011 part-session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg.

(EN) The NATO-led coalition is strictly implementing United Nations Security Council
Resolution 1973. The EU deeply deplores any loss of life in Libya. In this regard the EU
notes the decision of the International Criminal Court to issue arrest warrants for Colonel
Gaddafi, Said Ali-Islam and Abdullah Al-Senussi for alleged crimes against humanity.

The EU is actively supporting a political resolution to the conflict in Libya under the auspices
of the United Nations notably through its participation in the meetings of the International
Contact Group and the Cairo Group (the African Union, the Arab League, the European
Union, the United Nations and the Organization of the Islamic Conference).

(17) Doc. 6480/09
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*
*     *

QUESTIONS TO THE COMMISSION

ENQuestion no  18  by  Seán Kelly  ( H-000254/11 )

Subject: Delay in granting EU approval for the extension of the Renewable Energy
Feed-in Tariff (REFIT 1) deadline for Ireland

It has come to my attention that the Irish Department of Communications, Energy and
Natural Resources (DCENR) has lodged a formal request with DG Competition for an
extension of the REFIT 1 deadline of 2025 for Irish onshore wind farms. The longstop date
of 2025 is hampering development and affecting financial closure. The issue is not
insignificant and it is estimated that €1.5 billion worth of wind farm development is being
delayed.

Can the Commission confirm that it has received the application from the DCENR for the
extension of the REFIT 1 deadline? Did the application specifically address the 2025
longstop date issue for REFIT 1 projects? If there are any problems or delays in the process,
could the Commission state the reasons for them?

Answer

(EN) On 29 June 2011 the Irish authorities formally notified to the Commission a measure
to support renewable energy sourced electricity such as wind energy. The measure is being
assessed and therefore no more details on the case can be provided. The process is taking
place according to the normal State aid procedures.

*
*     *

Question no  25  by  Liam Aylward  ( H-000251/11 )

Subject: Delivering the Single European Sky

Effective transport systems are central to European companies’ ability to compete in the
world economy. For Ireland, a country reliant on exports and isolated from the EU
geographically, an efficient and functioning air transport and freight system with increased
capacity is essential.

Can the Commission outline how delivery of the Single European Sky is progressing? What
is the anticipated timeline for delivering the Single European Sky? How does the
Commission expect the Single European Sky to benefit export-based businesses, frequent
air travellers and those reliant on air travel?

Answer

(EN) The Commission believes in the importance of an effective transport systems as an
enabler for economic growth in Europe. The White Paper ‘Roadmap to a Single European
transport Area – Towards a competitive and resource efficient transport system’ builds on
this principle.

The Single European Sky is one of the main initiatives to make air transport more efficient,
environmentally friendly and safe while coping with the expected traffic growth. The
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European Air Traffic Management system is therefore being modernised. The final objective
is to move away from national air traffic control systems and gradually evolve towards an
integrated system regardless of national borders.

The Single European Sky II legislative package emphasises the importance of a performance
of this fragmented system. Performance is today measured in concrete indicators relating
to safety, cost-efficiency, flight-efficiency and punctuality. Clear targets have been set to
promote change and Member States’ compliance with these targets will be evaluated. In
addition, the legislators have also indicated concrete avenues for reforming air traffic
control systems, such as creating the functional airspace blocks and setting up a network
manager (Eurocontrol).

While the regulatory framework is finally in place, it is now up to Member States and the
service providers to demonstrate that they respect their obligations. The year 2012 will
definitely be a crucial to judge the extent to which the Single European Sky has been
delivered.

It is clear that some Member States have not made much progress in setting up the FABs.
On the other hand, Ireland has embraced the Single European Sky initiative and is actively
cooperating within the established UK-Ireland FAB. Underpinned by the 'design and build'
concept, the governing bodies of the cooperation are continually identifying opportunities
for performance improvements, creating new areas of work to satisfy the needs of airspace
users and air navigation service providers alike. Simultaneously concrete steps towards
integration of elements of activity at the level of the air navigation service provision are
happening as part of the FAB work but also in a wider context. The recently signed
Memorandum of Cooperation between the main air navigation service providers in the
UK, Ireland, Denmark and Sweden is proof of this and will lead to enhanced integration
also on the regulatory side changing the existing FAB map in Europe.

*
*     *

Question no  26  by  Silvia-Adriana Ţicău  ( H-000257/11 )

Subject: E-mobility package

In its work programme for 2011, the Commission stated that it would bring forward a
raft of legislative measures in the field of transport aimed at deploying new technology
across various transport modes in support of an efficient and sustainable transport system,
and that those measures would tackle areas such as integrated rail ticketing, digital
tachographs, electronic road tolls and integrated maritime data.

Can the Commission indicate what stage has been reached with this legislative package
and what the timescale is for its adoption?

Answer

(EN) In October 2010, the Commission presented its Work Programme for 2011 (18)

announcing a package of measures called e-mobility.

The Commission is now working on the different measures but has decided to present the
measures as they become ready and not as a single package.

(18) COM(2010) 623 of 27 October 2010
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Therefore, already on 5 May 2011, the Commission presented a regulation on the technical
specification for interoperability between certain systems for rail passenger services. This
regulation sets standards that will define how stakeholders must interact with travel-related
data in the rail sector, in particular for timetables and fares. This is the basic data for journey
planning, reservation and ticketing systems.

The Commission is also working on a proposal to amend the Regulation on the digital
tachograph. The aim is to ensure that the digital tachograph remains a reliable and
tamper-proof system to record and control driver's activities. This will improve road safety
as well as the functioning of the internal market. The Commission should put forward its
proposal in the very near future.

The third item is the European Electronic Toll Service (EETS) Mid-Term Review report that
is currently being finalised and it will be ready in the coming months. It will report on the
advancement of EETS deployment.

And at the end of 2011, the Commission intends to present a proposal on e-maritime. The
objective is to improve the maritime sector through coherent, transparent, efficient and
simplified solutions based on advanced information technologies.

Several other measures are under preparation for the years to come. The Commission will
present them in the 2012 Commission Work Programme later in 2011, after a discussion
with the TRAN committee in September and October.

*
*     *

Question no  28  by  Ryszard Czarnecki  ( H-000231/11 )

Subject: Breach of free speech in Poland

Is the Commission intending to take action in response to breaches of the freedom of
speech carried out by Poland’s secret service and police? One example of such an incident
was the raid on the home of the 25-year-old owner of a website containing content
criticising the President of Poland. The website was later closed down. Other examples
were the arrests of football fans who were chanting slogans and holding up placards
criticising the government. The Helsinki Foundation for Human Rights in Poland has taken
action in response to the latter case.

Answer

(EN) The Commission is not aware of the facts reported by the Honourable Member.

Freedom of expression constitutes one of the essential foundations of our democratic
societies, enshrined in Article 11(1) of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European
Union and Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights.

The Commission is fully committed to ensuring and promoting the respect of fundamental
rights, including freedom of expression. However, it can only do so within the scope of its
competences. According to Article 51(1) of the Charter of Fundamental Rights, the
provisions of the Charter are addressed to the Member States only when they are
implementing Union law. On the basis of the information provided by the Honourable
Member, it does not appear that the matter referred to involves acts or omissions by the
Member State concerned that occurred when implementing EU law. In such matters it is
thus for Member States alone to ensure that their obligations regarding fundamental rights
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– as resulting from international agreements and from their internal legislation – are
respected. Therefore, the Commission is not in a position to comment further on the
question of the Honourable Member.

*
*     *

Question no  29  by  Teresa Riera Madurell  ( H-000235/11 )

Subject: Maintaining CALYPSO after the preparatory action stage

The CALYPSO preparatory action has been a success in both economic and social terms
since it has enabled cross-border tourism exchanges in the low season for groups that
would not normally be able to go on holiday.

Since tourism, as a key economic sector in Europe, should be encouraged, and its seasonal
nature is one of the main challenges for the tourism industry in Europe, particularly
successful initiatives, such as CALYPSO, should be maintained.

The CALYPSO preparatory action has entered its final year and, as the Commission has
stated, the increase in its budget to EUR 1.5 million is a clear sign of Parliament’s support
for it. Does the Commission intend to advocate keeping CALYPSO on as an EU programme
following the end of the preparatory action?

Answer

(FR) The Commission is in favour of a modern interpretation of social tourism,
complementing the traditional notion with other key messages concerning its contribution
to improving employment, extending the tourism season, strengthening European
citizenship, creating sustainable growth across Europe and improving regional and local
economies. This helps to highlight not only the social dimension but also the economic
benefits of social tourism, thus making it more attractive to operators in the sector.

Throughout the course of the CALYPSO preparatory action, the Commission has
implemented a series of measures aimed at helping the Member States to develop social
tourism during the low season. The study ‘Tourism exchanges in Europe, enhancing
employment, extending the seasonality spread, strengthening European citizenship and
improving regional/local economies through the development of Social Tourism’ (19)  was
completed in July 2010, with the encouraging participation of 21 countries (Member States
and candidate countries) from various parts of Europe. The participating countries were:
Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Ireland, Poland, Italy,
France, Spain, Portugal, the Czech Republic, Malta, Cyprus, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Turkey and Greece. Among the things to have come out of this study were country profiles
and a good practice compendium.

In line with the study’s recommendations, a call for proposals was published in 2010 with
the general aim of helping public authorities in the tourism sector to arrange transnational
exchanges in the low season for CALYPSO’s target groups. The four projects selected began
in March 2011, enabling the national or regional authorities of eight countries (Poland,
Finland, Italy, France, Spain, Portugal, the Czech Republic and Malta) to benefit from
co-funding. In this respect, the Commission is pleased to note that some projects involve
collaboration between the countries of the North and South of Europe.

(19) http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/tourism/files/docs/calypso/calypso_study_annexes_en.pdf
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The increase in the budget in 2011 (EUR 1.5 million compared with EUR 1 million in the
first two years) has enabled the Commission to launch other initiatives. Drawing on the
success of the 2010 exercise, a similar call for proposals was published in April 2011.
Another call for proposals concerning the creation of a web platform linking supply and
demand to facilitate tourism exchanges is scheduled for July 2011.

When the three-year preparatory action comes to an end in 2011, the Commission’s work
in this area will be far from complete, as indicated in the Communication ‘Europe, the
world’s No 1 tourist destination – a new political framework for tourism in Europe’ (20) .
In the short term, the Commission will try to find positive synergies in terms of CALYPSO’s
contribution to the competitiveness of the tourism sector in order to allow for the possibility
of co-funding CALYPSO-related initiatives under the Competitiveness and Innovation
Framework Programme (CIP). In the long term, the Commission hopes to be able to provide
adequate financial resources for measures in the tourism sector, including CALYPSO,
within the post-2013 Multiannual Financial Framework.

Furthermore, the Commission hopes that the transnational tourism exchange projects and
the web platform, which are, or will be, co-funded by CALYPSO, can continue beyond the
period required to implement the calls for proposals, thanks to the more active involvement
of public and private operators in the sector and of the Member States. The positive return
on investment (over EUR 1.5 per euro spent) of existing good practice, such as that of the
Iberian peninsula, is a telling example in this regard.

*
*     *

Question no  30  by  Laima Liucija Andrikienė  ( H-000240/11 )

Subject: The closure of the Ignalina nuclear power plant in Lithuania

In Lithuania’s EU accession treaty, provision was made for separate funding from the EU
budget for the closure of the Ignalina nuclear plant. The total cost of the closure is projected
to come to EUR 2.9 billion. Although the last nuclear reactor was shut down in December
2009, phasing-out is a very protracted process which continues to require considerable
investment. Between 2007 and 2013, Lithuania will have received EUR 840 million from
the EU budget for this purpose. During the next multiannual financial framework period,
i.e. 2014-2020, Lithuania will need a further EUR 870 million. Additional funding will be
needed beyond 2020 as well. However, in its first draft of the next multiannual financial
framework the Commission proposed to allocate only EUR 400 million to Lithuania and
also indicated that, after 2020, the EU would not finance the closure of the Ignalina plant.
In the Commission’s view, would this not contradict Lithuania’s EU accession treaty? What
are the Commission’s precise plans for funding the closure of the Ignalina plant? What
amount does the Commission estimate will be needed for Lithuania to complete this
process?

Answer

(EN) The European Commission is currently considering the level of resources to be provided
in this area under the next MFF. The European Court of Auditors and the European
Parliament have requested the European Commission to establish an end date and maximum

(20) COM(2010) 352 final
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value for the financial support for decommissioning. At this moment the European
Commission cannot make any financial commitments beyond 2013.

*
*     *

Question no  31  by  Anna Hedh  ( H-000241/11 )

Subject: Opinion on the EU's accession to the UN Convention on the Rights of the
Child

At the ‘Europe de l’Enfance’ conference organised by the Belgian Presidency in September
2010, the Member States present endorsed the Presidency’s views on the strategy for
children. Point 6 of the final document from the conference invited the Commission to
prepare an opinion on the EU’s accession to the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child,
building on the experience with the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities, recognising that signature and ratification would probably take place through
a unilateral declaration, a step the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child has welcomed.

Has the Commission acted on the Presidency’s invitation and, if so, when can the opinion
be expected?

Answer

(EN) The possible accession of the European Union to the UN Convention on the Rights
of the Child raises a number of questions, in particular as regards the limited powers of the
European Union in this area. Under the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union, the European Union has no general power in relation
to protection of children's rights. The European Union can act only within the limits of
the competences conferred upon it by Treaties. Moreover, in accordance with Articles 46
and 48 of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, this international instrument is
open to accession by State parties only.

For these reasons, the accession of the European Union to the UN Convention on the Rights
of the Child is not at this stage envisaged by the Commission. However, the Communication
on an EU Agenda for the Rights of the Child reaffirms the Commission's commitment to
ensure the protection and promotion of children's rights in all actions of the European
Union in accordance with international standards as defined by the UN Convention on
the Rights of the Child.

*
*     *

Question no  32  by  Estelle Grelier  ( H-000246/11 )

Subject: Prospects for deep-sea trawling meeting the conservation targets in the
common fisheries policy

For 10 years, cooperation between professionals and scientists has enabled the collection
of a wealth of scientifically validated data on deep-sea fish stocks in the North Atlantic,
which now show a balance between the amount caught and the resources remaining, a
sign of responsible, sustainable fishing. These positive developments are the result of strong
fisheries management and environmentally sound practices: limits on the amount of fish
caught, restrictions on access to fisheries, more stringent controls, systematic satellite
monitoring, and stipulations permitting fishing on only 4% of trawlable areas and ensuring
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that the fishing areas is not extended and that no harm is done to the sea floor, since only
practices and equipment suitable to the area are allowed.

How does the Commission intend to take account of and promote these sustainable deep-sea
fishing practices?

Answer

(EN) The Commission welcomes the cooperation between French deep-sea trawlers and
the scientific institute IFREMER and is aware of the fact that the data collected from the
commercial fishing vessels has enabled the international scientific bodies, which advise
the Commission on the state of the stocks, to estimate biological trends in some of the
stocks fished by those vessels. The Commission places high priority on deep-sea specific
data collection in the context of the evaluation and improvement of the regulation on
access to deep-sea fisheries (Regulation (EC) No 2347/2002 (21) ). On the basis of that
evaluation, the Commission is now finalising a proposal for the revision of this regulation.

The Commission shares the view that management measures for deep-sea fisheries have
to some extent reduced the activity and in this way contributed to a certain stabilisation
of some of the stocks. It does not share, however, the view that the fisheries on deep-sea
stocks in the North-East Atlantic are sustainable. To achieve that state, the targeted stocks
would need to be of a size allowing the necessary rates of reproduction and thus renewal,
and the fishing intensity would have to be such that the stock provides the maximum
sustainable yield. While the knowledge base for those stocks is insufficient to establish the
stock sizes and the fishing mortality, it is apparent from trends that the stocks are at very
low levels, and catch limits are not yet fully in line with precautionary scientific advice. In
addition, to be sustainable, the fishery needs to have as little impact on the ecosystem as
possible. In this regard bottom trawlers present a risk to vulnerable marine ecosystems on
the floor of the deep sea and have a considerable amount of unwanted catch of fish species
which are particularly vulnerable to fishing. The Commission thus sees a need for
the undertakings operating in that fishery to continue to commit to measures that ensure
the sustainability of their activity.

*
*     *

Question no  33  by  Helmut Scholz  ( H-000255/11 )

Subject: Colombia-EU FTA and rights of indigenous people

In its Country Strategy Paper 2007-2013 the Commission recognises that the indigenous
peoples of Colombia are especially vulnerable because of the continuous human rights
violations they are suffering. In 2010 alone 122 indigenous people were assassinated, and
the situation continues the same in 2011. Colombia’s main indigenous and human rights
organisations consider that if the free trade agreement negotiated between the EU and
Colombia enters into force, their situation will be exacerbated, mainly because of the
pressure on land for agribusiness, and because of the extension of mining.

In its resolution of 7 October 2010 on ‘Trade relations between the EU and Latin America’,
the European Parliament insisted on the importance of human rights and food security of
local populations.

(21) Council Regulation (EC) No 2347/2002 of 16 December 2002 establishing specific access requirements and
associated conditions applicable to fishing for deep-sea stocks, OJ L 351, 28.12.2002.
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Is the Commission aware of this new threat to the survival of the indigenous people of
Colombia? What will the Commission do to ensure that this will not occur?

Answer

(EN) The Commission is well aware of the concerns regarding the situation of the indigenous
population in Colombia. This has been the subject of political dialogue between the EU
and the Colombian Government, notably in the framework of the bilateral human rights
dialogue established in 2009. In this context, the EU has insisted on the need for advancing
dialogue between the government and organisations representing the indigenous population
and for comprehensive judicial protection of the latter's rights. The EU has also underlined
the necessity for harmonising and reinforcing mechanisms for the protection of indigenous
communities, which remain particularly exposed and vulnerable to threats and acts of
violence from illegal armed actors. Such protection mechanisms should be adjusted to the
different cultural contexts of the different indigenous peoples.

The EU is also keen to uphold the Colombian Constitutional Court's Judgment T-769 on
the consultation of indigenous communities prior to the exploration for and exploitation
of natural resources in native territories. It should be noted that the EU, through the
programmes financed under the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights,
as well as under its budget line for Non-State Actors, supports the development of such
prior consultation mechanisms, as well as the construction of local models of development
(‘Planes de Vida’), as instruments to help these communities preserve their ethnic, social,
economic and cultural identity.

Finally, inputs from civil society including the representatives of indigenous organisations
are sought regularly by the EU both during the trade agreement negotiation process and
in the context of the design of Country Strategy Papers. In both cases, representatives from
indigenous organisations, such as Organización Nacional Indígena de Colombia (ONIC)
provided their input. The design of the next Country Strategy Paper will follow the same
procedure.

*
*     *
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