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SITTING OF MONDAY, 7 APRIL 1975

Contents

1. Resumption of the session .......... 1
2. Apologies ..........cciiiiiiiiiia., 1

3. Texts of treaties forwarded by the

Council ........covviviiviniinvnnn.. 1
4, Documents submitted ............... 2
5. Order of business ...........c.covounn 4
6. Limit on speaking time ............ 6

7. Assessment of JRC activities from
1958 to 1972 — Revision of the multi-
annual research and training pro-
gramme — Debate on two reports
drawn up by Mr Flimig on behalf
of the Committee on Energy, Research

IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE

President
(The sitting was opened at 4.30 p.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of
the European Parliament adjourned on 14 March
1975.

2. Apologies

President. — An apology for absence has been
received from Sir Derek Walker-Smith who

. regrets his inability to attend this part-session.

and Technology (Docs. 511/74 and
522/74):

Mr Flimig, rapporteur .............. 6

Mr Giraud, on behalf of the Socialist
Group; Mr Jozeau-Marigné, on behalf
of the Liberal and Allies Group; Mr
Normanton, on behalf of the European
Conservative Group; Mr Noé, on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic
Group; Mr Cointat, on behalf of the
Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats; Mr Leonardi, on behalf of the
Communist and Allies Group; Mr
Brunner, member of the Commission
of the European Communities; Mr

Flimig ......ccoiiiiii i, 17
Adoption of two resolutions ........ 19
8. Agenda for next sitting ............. 19

3. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council

President. — I have received from the Council
of the European Communities certified true
copies of the following documents:

— Agreement extending the agreement estab-
lishing an Association between the European
Economic Community and the Kingdom of
Morocco;

— Agreement in the form of exchange of letters
relating to Article 2 of Protocol No 8 to the
agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Portuguese Republic;

— Agreement in the form of exchange of letters
relating to Article 3 of Protocol No 8 to the
agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Portuguese Republic;

— Agreement extending the agreement estab-
lishing an Association between the European
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Economic Community and the Tunisian
Republic.

These documents will be placed in the archives
of the European Parliament.

4. Documents submitted

President. — Since the session was adjourned I
have received the following documents:

(a) from the Council of the European Com-
munities, requests for an opinion on

— the Communication from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the
Council on technological problems of
nuclear safety and draft resolution (Doc.
5/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Public Health and the
Environment as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology for its opinion;

— the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation amending Regulation
(EEC) No 1059/69 laying down the trade
arrangements applicable to certain goods
resulting from the processing of agri-
cultural products (Doc. 7/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Agriculture as the com-
mittee responsible and to the Committee
on External Economic Relations and the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions.

— the proposals from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Coun-
cil for

1. a directive amending Directives Nos
64/432/EEC, 64/433/EEC, '71/118/EEC,
72/461/EEC and 72/462/EEC as regards
the procedures of the Standing
Veterinary Committee

II. a decision amending Decision No
73/88/EEC as regards the procedures
of the Standing Veterinary Com-
mittee

(Doc. 8/75)

This document has been referred to the
Committee of Public Health and the
Environment as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agricul-
ture for its opinion;

— the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council

Debates of the European Parliament

for a decision establishing a common
procedure for the preparation and con-
stant up-dating of a European inventory
of sources of information on the environ-
ment (Doc. 15/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Public Health and the
Environment;

the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation establishing the general
rules concerning the supply of skimmed
milk powder as food aid to certain
developing countries and international
organizations under the 1975 programme
(Doc. 19/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Development and Coope-
ration as the committee responsible and
to the Committee on Budgets for its
opinion;

the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council for
a regulation fixing the market target
price and the intervention price for olive
oil for the 1975/1976 marketing year
(Doc. 20/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Agriculture as the com-
mittee responsible and to the Committee
on Budgets for its opinion;

the Communication from the Commission
of the European Communities to the
Council containing initial proposals for
priority projects in dataprocessing (Doc.
21/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs as the committee responsible and
to the following committees for their
opinions:

— the Committee on Budgets;

— the Legal Affairs Committee (in
particular Appendix 3 to Annex A);

— the Committee on Public Health and
the Environment (Appendix 1 to
Annex A);

— the Committee on Agriculture
(Appendix 2 to Annex A);

— the Committee on Regional Policy
and Transport (Appendix 4 to Annex
A);

the work programme of the Commission

of the European Communities for the
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simplification of customs procedures, — oral question with debate by Mrs Gout-

customs legislation and institutional
methods for dealing with customs mat-
ters (Doc. 22/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs as the committee responsible and
to the Committee on External Economic
Relations and the Committee on Budgets
for their opinions;

the recommendation from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the
Council for a decision approving the
exchange of letters between the Euro-
pean Economic Community and the
Kingdom of Norway concerning the
establishment by Norway of fishing
zones closed to trawlers at certain times
of the year (Doc. 27/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions as the committee responsible and
to the Committee on Agriculture for its
opinion;

(b) the following oral questions:

— oral question with debate by Mr Jahn,

Mr Aigner, Mr Artzinger, Mr Van der
Gun, Mr Martens, Mr Noé, Mr Noten-
boom and Mr Springorum to the Council
of the European Communities on coope-
ration agreements (Doc. 9/75);

oral question with debate by Mr Jahn,
Mr Aigner, Mr Artzinger, Mr Van der
Gun, Mr Martens, Mr Noé, Mr Noten-
boom and Mr Springorum to the Com-
mission of the European Communities on
cooperation agreements (Doc. 10/75);

oral question with debate by the Political
Affairs Committee to the Commission of
the European Communities on prospects
for the Euro-Arab dialogue (Doc. 11/75);

oral question with debate by the Political
Affairs Committee to the Council of the
European Communities on prospects for
the Euro-Arab dialogue (Doc. 12/75) ;

oral question with debate pursuant to
paragraph 4, second sub-paragraph, of
the Communiqué of the Summit Con-
ference of 9/10 December 1974, by the
Political Affairs Committee to the Con-
ference of Foreign Ministers of the
Member States of the European Com-
munities on prospects for the Euro-Arab
dialogue (Doc. 13/75);

mann and Mr Marras on behalf of the
Communist and Allies Group to the
Council of the European Communities
on the tripartite conference with partici-
pation of the economic and finance
ministers (Doc. 14/75);

oral question with debate by Mr Cousté
on behalf of the Group of European
Progressive Democrats to the Commis-
sion of the European Communities on
measures to aid the car industry (Doec.
30/75);

oral question with debate by Mr Scott-
Hopkins on behalf of the European Con-
servative Group to the Commission of
the European Communities on the
economic position of egg producers in
the Community (Doc. 31/75);

oral question with debate by Mr An-
dreotti, Mr Pisoni, Mr Girardin, Mr Ro-
sati, Mr Scelba, Mr Vernaschi, Mr Alfred
Bertrand, Mr Antoniozzi, Mr Bersani and
Mr Hiérzschel to the Commission of the
European Communities on Community
initiatives following the National Con-
ference on Emigration (Doc. 32/75);

oral question with debate by Mr Vetrone,
Mr Ligios, Mr Andreotti, Mr Rosati, Mr
Boano, Mr Girardin and Mr Pisoni to
the Commission of the European Com-
munities on the wine crisis (Doc. 33/75);

(c) from the committees, the following reports:

— report by Normanton on behalf of the

Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communi-
ties to the Council for a regulation con-
cerning support to common projects for
hydrocarbon exploration (Doc. 3/75);

report by Mr Dondelinger on behalf of
the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment on the Communication from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council on the program-
me of pilot schemes and studies to combat
poverty drawn up in accordance with
the resolution of the Council of 21 Jan-

-uary 1974 concerning a social action pro-

gramme (Doc. 4/75);

report by Mr Baas on behalf of the
Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions on the proposals from the Com-
mission of the European Communities
to the Council for
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I. a regulation on the opening, alloca-
tion and administration of the Com-

_ munity tariff quota of 30,000 head
of heifers and cows, not intended for
slaughter, of certain mountain breeds,
falling within sub-heading ex 01.02
A II (b) 2 of the Common Customs
Tariff

II. a regulation on the opening, alloca-
tion and administration of the Com-
munity tariff quota of 5000 head of
bulls, cows and heifers, not intended
for slaughter, of certain alpine breeds,
falling within sub-heading ex. 01.02
A II (b) 2 of the Common Customs
Tariff

(Doc. 6/75);

report by Mr Della Briotta on behalf of
the Committee on Public Health and
the Environment on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a directive
on the approximation of the laws, regu-
lations and administrative provisions of
Member States relating to the classifica-
tion, packaging and labelling of pesti-
cides (Doc. 16/75);

report by Mr Jahn on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Public Health and the Environ-
ment on the proposal from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the
Council for a directive on the approxima-
tion of the laws of the Member States
relating to ceramic articles intended to
come into contact with foodstuffs (limi-
tation of extractable quantities of lead
and cadmium) - (Doc. 18/75);

report by Mr Noé on behalf of the Com-~
mittee on Public Health and the Environ-
ment on the proposal from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to
the Council for a decision on a pro-
gramme on radioactive waste manage-
ment and storage (Doc. 23/75);

report by Lady Elles on behalf of the
Committee on Social Affairs and Em-
ployment on the proposal from the Com-
mission of the European Communities
to the Council for a directive on equality
of treatment between men and women
workers (access to employment, to voca-
tional training, to promotion, and with
regard to working conditions) - (Doc.
24/75);

report by Mr Giraud on behalf of the
Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology on the communication from

the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council ‘Towards a Com-
munity nuclear fuel supply policy’ (Doc.
25/75);

— report by Mr Cointat on behalf of the
Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communi-
ties to the Council for two decisions on
the measures to be taken in the event
of oil supply difficulties (Doc. 26/75);

— report by Mr Premoli on behalf of the
Committee on Public Health and the
Environment on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Commun-
ities to the Council for a directive on
the reduction of water pollution caused
by woodpulp mills in the Member States
(Doc. 28/75);

(d) from the Commission of the European Com-
munities, the report on developments in the
social situation in the Community in 1974
(Doc. 17/75).

This document has been referred to the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment as the committee responsible and to
the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, the Committee on Public Health and
the Environment and the Committee on Cul-
tural Affairs and Youth for their opinions;

(e) from Mr Cointat, Mr Cousté, Mr Duval, Mr
Gibbons, Mr Herbert, Mr Hunault, Mr Kas-
pereit, Mr Laudrin, Mr Liogier, Mr de la
Maléne, Mr Nolan, Mr Nyborg, Mr Rivierez,
Mr Terrenoire and Mr Yeats on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats, a request for a debate by urgent
procedure pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules
of Procedure in view of the gravity of the
situation on the wine market (Doc. 34/75);

— from Mr Amendola, Mr Ansart, Mr Bor-
du, Mr Cipolla, Mr D’Angelosante, Mr
Fabbrini, Mrs Goutmann, Mrs Iotti, Mr
Lemoine, Mr Leonardi, Mr Marras and
Mr Sandri a request for a debate by
urgent procedure pursuant to Rule 14
of the Rules of Procedure on the situa-
tion in the wine sector (Doc. 35/75).

5. Order of business

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

In accordance with the instructions given to me
by the enlarged Bureau at its meeting of 13



Sitting of Monday, 7 April 1975

President

March 1975, I prepared a draft agenda, which
has been distributed.

Certain changes have now been made.

The reports by Mr Gerlach on the draft accounts
of the European Parliament for the financial
year 1974, by Mr Aigner on the report of the
ECSC Auditor for the financial year 1973, by
Mr Baas on a tariff quota for cattle, by Mr
Premoli on water pollution by wood pulp mills,
by Mr Memmel on a Community contribution
towards the financing of nuclear power stations
and the oral question with debate by Mr Cousté
to the Commission on the car industry have been
taken off the agenda.

At the request of Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, the
statement on action taken by the Commission
of the European Communities on the opinions
and proposals of the European Parliament has
been taken off the agenda.

I have also received the following documents
on the situation in the wine sector:

— a question by Mr Della Briotta for Question
Time;

— an oral question with debate by Mr Vetrone
and others to the Commission,

— a request by Mr Cointat and others for a
debate by urgent procedure pursuant to Rule
14 of the Rules of Procedure;

— a similar request by Mr Amendola and others.

Following consultations with the chairmen of
the political groups, I propose that these requests
be combined into a single item which could be
placed on the agenda for Thursday at the start
of the sitting, which Mr Lardinois would attend.

To make things easier for Mr Lardinois, we
could follow that debate with the oral question
by Mr Scott-Hopkins on egg producers for which
Mr Lardinois is again the Commissioner respon-
sible.

The agenda is therefore as follows:

This afternoon:

— Joint debate on

— the third report by Mr Flimig on the
progress necessary in Community research
and

— the report by Mr Flimig on the revision
of the multi-annual research programme.

Tuesday, 8 April 1975
10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.:

— supplementary report by Mr De Keersmaeker
on coordination of safeguards in connection
with mergers between sociétés anonymes;

— report by Mr Yeats on the retention of the
rights of employees in the case of mergers;

12 noon:

— vote on the draft amending and supplemen-
tary budget No. 1 for 1975 and on the motion
for a resolution contained in Mr Aigner’s
report.

I would remind you of the provisions of the
treaties concerning this vote. In order to be
adopted, draft amendments must receive the
votes of a majority of the Members of the
European Parliament, that is, at present, 92
votes, and a proposal for a decision fixing a new
rate of increase on non-compulsory expenditure
must receive a majority of the votes of the
Members of the European Parliament and three-
fifths of the votes cast.

Wednesday, 9 April 1975

12 noon and 3.00 p.m.:

— Question Time;

— Report by Mr Radoux on the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe;

— Joint debate on

— the oral question to the Commission on
prospects for the Euro-Arab dialogue;

— the oral question to the Council on the
same subject, and

— the oral question to the Conference of
Foreign Ministers on the same subject;

— Oral question with debate to the Council
on the tripartite conference with participa-
tion of the economic and finance ministers;

— Joint debate on

— the oral question to the Council on co-
operation agreements and

— the oral question to the Commission on
cooperation agreements;

— Reports by Mr Noé on radioactive waste
management and storage.

Thursday, 10 April 1975
10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.:

— General debate on the situation in the wine
sector on the basis of the oral questions put
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to the Commission on this subject and follow-
ing the requests submitted for a debate by
urgent procedure;

— Oral question with debate to the Commission
on the economic position of egg producers in
the Community;

— Report by Mr Giraud on a Community nu-
clear fuel supply policy;

— Joint debate on

— the report by Mr Cointat on measures to
be taken in the event of oil supply dif-
ficulties, and

— the report by Mr Normanton on common
projects for hydrocarbon exploration;

— Report by Mr Dondelinger on the programme
of pilot schemes and studies to combat
poverty.

Friday, 11 April 1975

9.30 a.m.:

— Report by Mr Jahn on the approximation of
the laws relating to certain ceramic articles.

Are there any objections?

The agenda is adopted.

6. Limit on speaking time

President. — In accordance with the usual prac-
tice, I propose that speaking time be limited as
follows:

— reports:

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

10 minutes for other speakers,

5 minutes for speakers on amendments.

— oral questions with debate:

10 minutes for the author of the question,
5 minutes for other speakers.

Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

7. Assessment of JRC activities from 1958 to
1972 — Rewvision of the multi-annual research
and training programme

President. — The next item is the joint debate
on the third report by Mr Gerhard Fliamig on
behalf of the Committee on Energy, Research

and Technology, on the progress necessary in
Community research: assessment of the activities
of the JRC from 1958 to 1972, and the report
by Mr Flimig on behalf of the Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology on the com-
munication from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council containing new
proposals concerning the revision of the multi-
annual research and training programme of the
Joint Research Centre and new activities for the
Petten establishment (Docs. 511/74 and 522/74).

I call Mr Flimig.

Mr Flimig, rapporteur. — Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen this joint debate on two reports
is, to my mind, justified, since one is concerned
with the past and other with the future of the
Joint Research Centre. The history of the JRC
is, unfortunately, something of a tragedy, a
story of disappointed hopes, avoidable mistakes,
confused and aimless planning, national and
economic egoism and a research staff some of
whom, at least, have the feeling that they don’t
know where they are. It is largely—not com-
pletely, but largely— a story of failures, obvious
waste of money, discontent among members of
the staff, opposition instead of cooperation
between administration, research and technical
staff. No wonder that the work is often unpro-
ductive and that there are strikes, and politi-
cians ask themselves how it was possible for
such a situation to arise.

The Joint Research Centre started off with an
ambitious plan to make the European Economic
Community independent of American supplies of
enriched uranium in the development and opera-
tion of nuclear reactors, and the idea born of
this was a technically bold one. It came to be
known as ‘Orgel’, an organically-cooled, heavy-
water-moderated, natural-uranium reactor. Com-
petent specialists were taken on; thanks to the
efforts of a French brains-trust, a kind of axis
research policy was worked out, and 85 per cent
of the activities of the JRC revolved about this
axis—research on materials, reactor develop-
ment, the chemistry of organic coolants, research
into safety problems. Patents were taken out,
new ground was broken, and the world of
science looked as though spell-bound to the
Joint Research Centre at Ispra.

But the economic world lost patience. When
finally the Orgel reactor ‘Essor’ was completed
and ready to start work, it transpired that the
project was already out of date. Our report
briefly describes how this came about, and the
question is a legitimate one: Was the project
misconceived?

Some specialists say that if electricity-supply
undertakings in the European Community had
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allowed a little more time, if the reactor industry
in the EEC had shown a little more patience,
the Orgel project might have been a success
provided that there was no race against time.

And so, Mr President, in reply to my own
question whether the JRC’s project was miscon-
ceived, I reply that in all probability a different
result would have been obtained if the same
resources, the same amount of brain-matter, so
to speak, had been put into the Orgel natural-
uranium project as was expended on the
development of light-water reactors. These light-
water reactors were pushed forward in parti-
cular because of their military usefulness. I
mention only the development of nuclear sub-
marines. The giant US firms General Electric,
which developed the boiling-water reactor, and
Westinghouse, which developed the pressurized-
water reactor, presented us with something
which might almost be called a fait accompli.

In the Federal Republic, industry bowed to this
situation and largely took over the light-water
reactor, developing it further. At first the French
Government advised against this, but in the
end it had no other choice: the victorious advance
of the light-water reactor affected even the
country in which the idea of the Orgel reactor
had been born, and that was the virtual end of
the Orgel project.

What was now to become of the Joint Research
Centre? Should it be wound up? That no one
wanted, if only for political reasons, for this
would have meant the collapse of one of the
three pillars on which the European Communi-
ties then rested. For technical reasons, too, this
was impossible, for the JRC was not only Orgel
and was not only Ispra: there was Petten, in
the Netherlands, where materials were being
tested; Geel, where measuring standards were
beihg developed; Karlsruhe, which was con-
ducting research into transuranium elements.
The only solution, therefore, was to find new
tasks for the JRC.

We parliamentarians seem to be like so many
Tibetan monks turning their prayer-wheels,
year in year out. We have continually said that
this Joint Research Centre should be given a
long-term programme; but, one year after
another, no more than emergency one-year pro-
grammes have been drawn up, and the result
of all these difficulties and lost opportunities
which I mentioned at the beginning of my speech
you will find in the first of the two reports now
before you. I shall not waste any further time
by reading out the details; anyone who is inter-
ested can read them for himself. All I will say
is that what is to be read there is anything but
encouraging.

The second of the two reports which are the
subject of this debate deals with questions of
Community research in connection with the
Commission’s proposals for revising the multi-
annual research and training programme of the
JRC and new activities for the Petten establish-
ment. Members of this Parliament will not have
forgotten that a year ago, in July 1974, on the
basis of a report drawn up by myself on behalf
of the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, we debated Commission proposals
on precisely the same subject—namely, revision
of the multiannual research and training pro-
gramme and new activities for the Petten estab-
lishment. In the explanatory statement—the
resolution was adopted on 12 July 1974—this
Parliament emphasized that it was absolutely
essential for Community research that the Pet-
ten establishment should continue to exist. In
fact, however, Petten’s fate proved to be quite
different: no agreement could be reached on its
future activities and, so far as the Council was
concerned, the case seemed to have been closed.
Moreover, the 1974 revision of the multiannual
programme never got beyond the proposal stage,
and that, Mr President, has to be publicy con-
demned. Once more the interests of Community
research had been ignored.

The Council has shown in quite another sphere
how decision-happy it is, if I may put it that
way, and how much or how little political
courage it has. I refer to the question of financ-
ing the multiannual programme. Since this pro-
gramme was adopted in June 1973, it has
become clear that the funds provided for its
execution are inadequate—in particular, because
of economic changes that have taken place more
rapidly than had been expected.

As a result, the Commission in July 1974 pro-
posed a revision of the budgetary estimates.
Here, too, the Council failed to make a decision,
contenting itself with dilatory measures—that
is to say, asking the Commission to submit new
proposals.

The purpose of these few remarks is merely to
indicate the background to the proposals before
us today, for it was the Council’s indecision in
these various spheres that obliged the Commis-
sion to reconsider the problem as a whole, and
it is the results of this re-examination of the
problem that we are now debating.

The Commission’s new proposals deal with the
aspects I have mentioned, namely: .

— a new programme for the Petten establish-
ment;

— a partial revision of certain objectives in the
programme, which are identical with the
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revision debated and approved by this Parlia-
ment in July 1974;

— the setting up of a reserve fund to meet the
increase in staff costs;

— entry of the necessary appropriations for the
preparation of future research programmes;
and, finally,

— reassessment of the financial allocations for
the various objectives of the programme.

I will spare the House those technical considera-
tions which arose in our committee from the
Commission’s proposals. On the whole, I may
say that we approve of these proposals, as is
evident from the motion for a resolution now
laid before you. Mr Terrenoire, draftsman for
the opinion of the Committee on Budgets, will
tell you what comments on these proposals are
to be made from the budgetary point of view.

Before I end, however, I want to draw particular
attention to those problems that are connected
with the Petten establishment. Naturally, we
are glad to find that the Commission’s proposals
mean that this establishment will at long last
be given a research programme. Furthermore,
in our view, the content of this programme can
also be approved.

There remains, however, the problem of the
staff that the Commission intends to employ for
the execution of this programme. Here, confu-
sion and obscurity are driven to extremes. Of
course, no one will deny that the new programme
for Petten requires the allocation not only of
funds but also of staff; but in our view the
Commission should, if only out of respect for
Parliament’s supervisory function, have clearly
indicated in its proposals what new posts and
what transfers from other research establish-
ments would be required by the proposed pro-
gramme for Petten. However, none of the docu-
ments now laid before us makes this absolutely
clear.

Mr Cointat drew attention to this situation in
the opinion of our committee on the draft gen-
eral budget for 1975, in which he pointed out
that the supernumerary staff at Petten amounted
to 52 persons, of whom 32 were being kept on
by means of appropriations intended for Ispra
and were carrying out research work ‘as nebu-
lous as it is imprecise’, while 20 were being
paid on a book-keeping basis dreamt up by
those responsible at the Commission, which
could be ‘praised only for its spirit of social
welfare’. Mr Cointat commented: ‘these practices
are reprehensible. The situation is unacceptable’.

The new proposal for a Petten programme would
undoubtedly make it possible to get out of this

uncomfortable situation. That of course has our
approval, but the solution envisaged must be
explained clearly and precisely.

Evidently 70 people are required to carry out
the new programme. Although this is nowhere
stated in the proposals, I believe I am right in
saying that this figure of 70 may be broken
down as follows. Bearing in mind Mr Cointat’s
information which I quoted just now, one may
assume that, first of all, there are the 32 per-
sons kept on by appropriations intended for
Ispra, who would be transferred to the estab-
lishment at Petten; secondly, there are the 20
paid ‘on a book-keeping basis dreamt up by
those responsible at the Commission’, who would
also be taken onto the strength at Petten;
finally, a further 18 staff members would have
to be taken on during 1975-76 by the establish-
ment at Petten. That would give the figure of
70 additional staff members for Petten.

I have the impression, however, that the 32
persons paid by Ispra but working in Petten,
who, from the administrative point of view——as
the Commission puts it—are to be transferred
to the research establishment where in reality
they have been long since, will have to be
replaced at Ispra. I should be grateful if the
Commission would state clearly whether this
is indeed the case, since that would mean that
Ispra would retain its 32 slots and would have
to fill them by appointing new staff.

Mr President, the reason for my drawing the
House’s attention to this aspects of the matter is
not any objection on my part to the employment
of new staff if this is going to benefit Com-
munity research; rather it is a desire to point
out the lack of clarity and precision in this part
of the Commission’s proposals.

I trust that these faults were not intended by
the Commission. If they had been, this would
have implied a desire to suppress all criticism
and even—to some extent, at least—evade par-
liamentary control, and that I should not like to
believe.

However that may be, I should like, on behalf
of the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, to emphasize the positive signifi-
cance of what is an attempt at an overall solu-
tion of the various problems connected with the
multiannual research and training programme,
This accords with the wishes expressed in our
committee and in the European Parliament as
a whole. As for the draft decisions, our com-
mittee considers that they are of a nature to
give a satisfactory answer to the problems that
exist. They imply the need for reorganization
and revitalization of the JRC, and, so we are
told, efforts to this end are already being made.
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The proposals can then form the point of depar-
ture for a relaunching of Community research.

I can say by way of conclusion that we now
see a glimmer of hope in what has so far been
a depressingly gloomy affair. A new manage-
ment has been appointed, and now the Council
must not be niggardly about providing the
necessary funds, including those required for
developing new programmes to supplement the
old. We therefore appeal to the Council and
Commission to act quickly and lose no time.
The research programme is already half over,
and yet no results worth mentioning have been
achieved: hence our call for rapid action.

Gentlemen of the Commission—I would address
the same remarks to the Council, but they are
not represented here today—Parliament is
willing to cooperate, but we want results without
further waste of time.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR BEHRENDT

Vice-President

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

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, there is no
question of my taking up in any detail the com-
petent and erudite exposé offered by our rap-
porteur, Mr Fladmig. I will say straight away
that the Socialist Group approves the draft sub-
mitted to us, and has asked me merely to make
a few observations.

The first is that, side by side with national
research, which must be coordinated in order
to avoid unnecessary expense and duplication
of work, there must also be Community research
institutions to deal with specific problems con-
sidered to be of common interest.

It would take too long to recount now all the
difficulties encountered by our research centres
or to decide which governments should get the
booby-prize for their treatment of these centres.
What is certain is that all these establishments
have been dominated for several years now by
an intense feeling of malaise, whether it be
Ispra—I see sitting opposite me Mr Houdet,
who, I think it was seven years ago, had the
occasion to visit Ispra at the same time as
myself, with a delegation from the French
Senate, an occasion on which we already
observed distinct symptoms of discontent among
the staff—or the establishment at Petten, which
has been the main subject of Mr Fldmig’s speech.
It would be nothing short of a scandal to allow

to go to waste the investments—some of them
very considerable—that have been agreed upon
and even more, a highly qualified staff which
asks for nothing better than an opportunity to
work and which, by no fault of its own, has,
perhaps, not obtained the results that might
have been expected.

(Applause)

Obviously, a research establishment is not there
for the sake of the research workers, any more
than a teacher or professor justifies his existence
if he has no pupils; but the worst hypocrisy of
all would be to maintain research establishments
without giving them, in the form of staff and
also of funds, the wherewithal to do some useful
work.

Here we have hypocrisy and waste combined,
and the Socialist Group supports these propo-
sals because they seem to it capable of revitaliz-
ing, as Mr Fliamig has just pointed out, the
work of our research establishments, particu-
larly that at Petten. My group hopes that,
despite the time that has been largely lost, the
objectives laid down by the Commission for these
institutions will be reached and so provide a
justification for the future, a justification of
this Parliament’s constant support for the idea
of Community research. This should not be
regarded as waste, or even as a luxury, but
simply as a manifestation of the Community’s
vocation to grapple with the main problems
of research for the sake of the future of the
entire population of this Community.

It is in this spirit, Mr President, that the Socia-
list Group supports this motion and asks the
House to adopt it.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Jozeau-Marigné to speak
on behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.

Mr Jozeau-Marigné. — (F) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, the views of the Liberal Group
were to have been put forward now by Mr
Petersen, but unfortunately he is unable to be
here. Deputizing for him, I should like to say,
as briefly as Mr Giraud has done, that the
Liberal Group too will vote unanimously for the
motion put forward by Mr Flimig.

Three points are noteworthy in this motion.
First of all,, there is the question of principle
mentioned at the end of his report by Mr Flimig,
who said that, at long last, there was a gleam
of hope—those were his words, To the members
of the Commission I would say that I still
remember how depressed this House was on the
occasion of earlier debates to find that some
people insufficiently emphasized what Mr Giraud



10 Debates of the European Parliament

Jozeau-Marigné

has just called the Community’s ‘vocation’. For
my part, I welcome the Commission’s latest pro-
posals and wish to say to the members of the
Commission, particularly to Mr Brunner, that
the Liberal Group places great hopes in these
proposals and in the steps that the Commission
is about to take.

I say ‘steps that are about to be taken’ for, apart
from this general aspect, one is aware how
necessary it is to do something specific on the
basis of a medium-term or even long-term pro-
gramme and to build up a coherent structure.
An attempt has been made to indicate the ob-
jectives for which this ensemble should work,
and a few moments ago our rapporteur, Mr
Flamig, was telling us about the work proposed
for Petten. Here, I and my colleagues in the
Liberal Group note that the Commission in its
proposals stresses the possibility of a research
programme—the first of its kind—in the sphere
of high-temperature materials and of another
in that of organic products, in addition to the
work already decided upon relating to standards
and reference substances. I wish to say—and
here I support our rapporteur and the point of
view of Mr Giraud—that in this connection the
Commission should tell us more precisely the
objective for which the Petten establishment is
to work.

May I also remind the Commission that, under
the present circumstances, we do not have the
feeling that the future of research into energy
has been laid down sufficiently precisely— and
that at a time when energy supplies, as we know,
are particularly difficult and we have to con-
centrate our efforts on the search for new
sources of energy. I would stress to the Commis-
sioner that, while the principle of the thing
is very laudable, the essence of the matter is
something whose importance cannot be exag-
gerated.

Our rapporteur and Mr Giraud were saying a
few moments ago that we must not indulge in
hypocrisy; but it would indeed be hypocritical
to give one’s approval to matters of principle
while refusing to give it to the funds that will
be required if useful work, based on a long-
term plan, is to begin without delay. Those
engaged in this research will be working not
only for today but also for tomorrow.

In conclusion, I would say to the Commissioner
that I particularly welcome the last idea I found
in this report—uviz., the setting up of a group
of experts to ensure cooperation with the sectors
of industry and national research institutes
particularly concerned. In such complex and
delicate matters, we cannot emphasize too much
the importance of the ‘Community’s vocation’;
but a Community vocation also implies the need

for proper coordination, for in this sphere it is
inconceivable that each should have to grope
on his own and so fail to reach the desired goal.

The Liberal Group, therefore, will, like the
Socialist Group, confidently vote for this motion.

(Applause)

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

Mr Normanton. — Mr President, I wish to make
a number of points, some of which have been
made before, but since our views are held
strongly and sincerely and since, with the pas-
sage of time, we have found no reasons for
departing from them, I pray for the indulgence
of the House if I make some of those points
again.

Firstly, to place on the record of this House
our firm belief that the present institutional
structures of the Community are not appropriate,
are not of a sufficiently advanced or effective
form to deal with the control of Community
establishments such as the Joint Research Centre.
The classical example of the kind of institution
over which we have no means of providing
effective control, is the Joint Research Centre.

Secondly, I think it is appropriate to say that it
is easy for politicians to blame scientists but
the fault, if there is fault, and undoubtedly
there is, lies with the political masters and not
with the scientific servants. It is not, I suggest,
appropriate on this occasion to indulge in any
witch-hunt or to try to find scapegoats, but the
JRC was, and I think is still, the result of a
political decision, not a research or technological
decision.

The third point I make is that the JRC is a clas-
sical example of the way in which politicians
of all parties spawn institutions and, like the
cuckoo, leave them to fend for themselves or to
feed upon that endless source of supply, public
funds, without any regard to later verification
of the appropriateness of the work, the re-
levance to the time when the work is being
done, or the cost-effectiveness of these institu-
tions. A year ago matters, as we know in this
Parliament, came to a head. It was a crisis not
only of money, it was a crisis also of morale.
The Committee on Energy, Research and Tech-
nology with Mr Springorum as chairman and
Mr Flamig as rapporteur for this particular sub-
ject, spent tens of hours considering all the pos-
sible courses which were open to the Commun-
ity and open to this Parliament to recommend.

The choices quite simply are four. Firstliy to
continue to pay, to pour good money after bad,
a method which is the easiest course for politi-



Sitting of Monday, 7 April 1975 11

Normanton

cians and governments to follow because it
invariably keeps matters quiet. The second is
to fix a precise budget for a precise term and
say exactly how much money will be provided
and how much work is to be done. The third
is to state a term after which the institutions
of the JRC would then be closed down unless
the right results are produced.

The fourth possibility, and this is the most dif-
ficult of all and the one which I think all poli-
ticians tend to shy at, is to close down the insti-
tution immediately and bring this long history
of a waste of public funds to a rapid and
salutary end. We know perfectly well, having
read the report produced by Mr Flidmig, which
course has been adopted. The Council of Min-
isters is still shying at taking the right kind of
action for dealing courageously and firmly with
this whole guestion of the JRC and research by
a Community institution on behalf of the Com-
munity. The present proposals which are the
subject-matter of Mr Flamig’s report are in my
opinion a makeshift and are doing little better
than postponing the evil day.

The European Conservative Group believes very
strongly indeed that Community research will
never be productive or cost-effective until some
form of institutional framework—and by that
I mean parliamentary control—is established.
And we've a long, long way to go before we
reach that stage. Until that day comes, research
on behalf of the Community should, in our
view, be in the form of funded research con-
tracts placed with any one of the vast number
of existing recognized and highly reputable
establishments which are located throughout
the length and breadth of the European Econo-
mic Community. They should be placed with
these institutions, whether they be national
institutions, whether they be industrial coope-
rative undertakings or indeed privately oper-
ated and constituted. The choice of the institu-
tion for the funding of contracts should be based
on technical and technological expertise, not the
colour of the flag to which the institution be-
longs. By pursuing this policy over a period of
a decade or two, we shall in my opinion undoubt-
edly see the eventual de facto creation of insti-
tutions which are recognized throughout the
Community regardless of their nationality or
ownership, institutions which have an expertise
which is special, which is progressive, which is
highly wvaluable. And unless and until that
policy is pusued, I can see little prospect of an
end to the sad tale of a waste of public funds.

The European Conservative Group, while recog-
nizing the valuable contribution by Mr Flimig
in presenting this report, insist that the Counecil
of Ministers makes an early and courageous

decision to bring to an end this nonsensical
situation. Dr Brunner is cast, as I see it, in the
role of a modern Hercules faced with the
Augean stables. May I wish Dr Brunner, and
through him the Commission, the strength and
courage to grapple with the problems facing
us. Until those problems are tackled firmly by
the Commission and the conclusions pressed
forcibly upon the Council of Ministers, I {fail
to see much hope for the tax-payers of the
European Economic Community.

President. — I call Mr Noé to speak on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Noé. — (I) Mr President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, we have dealt with this
matter several times, and therefore I will simply
make some additional comments, especially
since our colleague, Mr Flamig, has once more
worked very hard on this. I personally am very
grateful to him, living as I do in Italy near
the largest of these Research Centres, for the
care with which he has always followed their
activities. I will therefore make only a few
observations, on behalf of the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group.

In Mr Flidmig’s report, I note in particular the
positive nature of the request put forward in
paragraph 20, that the Centre itself be assigned
a precise role.

The whole Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology is now convinced that the Centre
must be entrusted with specific tasks of its own.
I also agree with the rapporteur in hoping for
some further contribution from the hearings
which the committee, chaired by Mr Springo-
rum, is to hold in the coming months, consult-
ing specialists, and putting forward what we
hope will be some positive suggestions.

There is only one point on which I am not in
complete agreement with him, and that is in
paragraph 23 where he speaks of ‘often inju-
dicious recruitment’. He has himself admitted
elsewhere that the main factor in the lack of
results at Ispra was the lack or research pro-
grammes, which brought activities to a standstill,
and prevented the recruitment of young people.
For six years we have been criticizing the failure
to recruit young people, and a research centre
cannot operate without a continual influx of
such people. It is between the ages of twenty
and thirty that those most gifted intellectually
make new contributions: they continue being
productive throughout their lives: but there is
no doubt that the same is true for them as is
for downhill skiers, who have to be 20-22 years
old, and no more, after which they are past
their peak: researchers too give their best when
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they are younger. It is the lack of research
programmes which is the sore point.

I also think that the rapporteur could have laid
more stress on the fact that between 1968 and
1972 the Council of Ministers adopted continual-
ly changing positions, centring attention first on
basic research, then on support to industry, then
on research organized on an industrial model
and, since these programmes are inherently
long, requiring several years, each has eventu-
ally had a negative influence on public con-
fidence, because of the inconsistencies involved.

Having said this, I hope the President will per-
mit me now to make a comment which departs
a little from what has so far been said on this
subject. Mr Flamig worked on the assumption—
which I share—that the Orgel reactor, had it
given good results, would have been able to
safeguard Europe’s supplies of natural uranium.
The extreme usefulness of this objective is
demonstrated by the difficulties encountered in
the enrichment of uranium. I agree with Mr
Flimig but I want to mention another point:
we had other means at our disposal for using
natural uranium as a nuclear fuel, that is to
say, heavy water reactors.

Let us be quite clear, I do not wish to advocate
the use of heavy water reactors, even though
they have been chosen in Britain after two years
of discussion. My one regret, Mr President, and
I say this to Commissioner Brunner too—I will
explain later why I address myself to him—is
that there has never been a comparison using
methods such as systems analysis, to tell us
initially, and with constant updating—since
these factors vary with the passage of time—
the cost of one kilowatt hour produced with
light water reactors and the cost—taking every
individual factor into account—of one kilowatt
hour produced with heavy water reactors, using
natural uranium fuel, and all this because the
means were lacking. And here I come to the
basic point which leads me to disagree at times
with the position of my colleague and friend
Mr Normanton, to whom I listened with inter-
est, but with whom I cannot agree today. It
is strategic decisions of this kind which form
the basis for the success or failure of the whole
programme, and therefore the fault certainly
does not lie with the researchers if, due to the
lack of current research programmes, they
eventually find themselves in a blind alley.

Here I would like to digress for a moment, Mr
President. The responsibilities of those taking
the decisions is enormous today, especially from
a human point of view. For example, in the
forties, when I started work, a young man was
recruited by industry, began his work and, if
he worked hard, he made progress.

Today, he can give excellent results, and work
with the best will in the world, but he is danger
of ending up in a blind alley because the
strategic decisions which determine the activity
of the body which employs him, be it an indus-
try, a European organization, or a national body,
are mistaken or inadequate strategic decisions.
For this reason, those who take such decisions
bear an enormous human responsibility nowa-
days.

A moment ago I addressed myself to Mr Brun-
ner, because a few months ago he held a three-
day meeting in Hanover between some Mem-
bers of Parliament and a number of experts
in long-term planning methods, those global
methods which can provide guidelines. And
therefore, in this connection, and in answer to
Mr Normanton, I would like to say that this
is what we lack; we lack the structures to per-
mit us to prepare decisions properly. Far be it
from me, of course, to state axiomatically that,
once we adopted such methods we would find
all the answers, of course not: but at least we
would have an important additional method,
which, applied sensibly and based on a fair
examination of every individual item, would
permit us to reach more acceptable decisions.

I would like to mention another point. This
evening we have with us Commissioner Brun-
ner, but Mr Simonet and Mr Spinelli are also
concerned with these problems. From time to
time we will be dealing with other subjects:
on Wednesday, for example, on the subject of
storage of radioactive wastes, I will attempt
to return to this theme in the presence of
another Commissioner. There is no doubt that
the Commissioners work in close cooperation,
but I believe that it is in the nature of things,
and it is no-one’s fault if their work is not yet
sufficiently coordinated, even at executive level.
We Members of Parliament too, being obliged
to travel continually, cannot undertake this
planning adequately.

What we must aim at, Mr Normanton, is that
all those who have to take decisions together,
should improve their methods. Let this be clear,
let no-one imagine that I think that this .will
solve all problems and make everything easier.
For even in the famous book by Pestel and
Mesarovic, there are things which make one’s
hair stand on end, for example, when they speak
of producing all future energy with solar energy.
When the figures are examined, as was done
in the presence of the President of the Italian
Senate only a few days ago—so I know what
I am talking about—before twelve experts from
my country, they had to conelude that eventual-
1y 1% of all dry land would have to be covered
with mirrors and each year thereafter an area
of the world the size of the city of Milan would
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have to be covered with more mirrors. You can
realize that these are absurd situations, and
therefore I would be wary of taking this system
to extremes. However, I believe that these
methods too must be used.

I would like to say in conclusion that if we
bear all this in mind and if Parliament can make
a contribution to drawing up the current pro-
gramme of action which the Commission,
through the three Commissioners I mentioned.
is proposing to the Council, we will escape from
the straits we have been in all these years. But
let it be clear that what I have been talking
about is a question of method and not a matter
of guilt. Besides, one cannot lay the fault at
the door of the politician when he cannot base
his decisions on adequate ground-work and
preparation, and when he is obliged to resort to
guesswork or even the toss of a coin.

(Applause)

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

Mr Cointat. — (F) Mr President, I begin by
thanking our rapporteur, Mr Fldmig, for his
extremely clear and detailed report, which is
based on his great competence in this field. We
shall vote for the motion, and I can associate
myself with most of the comments that have
been made by preceding speakers.

The Joint Research Centre is now fifteen years
old, and it already has a troubled and eventful
past. From this stormy and often painful career,
it has emerged a little anaemic and prematurely
aged. As some have already pointed out, it is
not responsible for the long-drawn-out asphyxia,
which is due to the indecision of the Com-
munity. Everyone is agreed that Community
research is in need of energetic treatment, and
I hope that the new research programme will
prove to be the long-awaited Fountain of Youth.

The JRC’s setbacks have been numerous and
diverse. The first, I think, was its misconceived
objective: Community research was oriented on
the development of a natural-uranium reactor
along the lines of the Orgel project. Unfortu-
nately, beginning in 1967-68, a most disagreeable
development was to be observed: European
electric power utilities had decided in favour of
the American type of reactor operating on
enriched uranium and light water. The blow
dealt the JRC was obviously a heavy one. The
lack of political will on the part of Member
States and their mistrustful attitude to Com-
munity research resulted in a chronic lack of
programmes and plans. What were research-

workers to do, however brilliant they might be,
if they were ignorant of their réle or mission
and the future remained indefinite? To these
difficulties were added the ponderousness and
disorganization of the administration and its
tendency to shy away from responsibilities,
which reduced everything to a state of complete
paralysis. The Joint Research Centre found itself
without a purpose, and a feeling of insecurity
and anxiety predominated. Some officials were
so upset by the discrepancy between the level
of their salaries and the, so to speak, ‘walking-
on parts’ they had to play that they resorted
to psychiatric freatment in the hope of finding
an answer to their problems, while others, ap-
parently, became excellent musicians!

But let us not weep over the past. Today, there
are signs of a desire to put Community research
once more on its feet. But—and this I say with
all emphasis—it is the JRC’s last chance; there
is no doubt whatever that it would not survive
a further setback. The phase it is entering is
therefore a decisive one. Progress, unfortunately,
will be slow. Let us hope that the Member States
will show patience and, above all, a very firm
political will. The first instalments placed at the
JRC’s disposal are encouraging. The former
practice of drawing up research programmes
whose brevity was equalled only by their
nebulousness has now been abandoned and
given way to a proper multiannual programme
accompanied by financial measures that will put
an end to the critical situations that had become
all too familiar. Indeed, the administration did
not always know where the money was to come
from to pay its staff for the next three months,
and only too often funds were made available
thanks only to the imaginativeness of those
keeping the books. Our rapporteur, Mr Flimig,
referred to this a few moments ago in connec-
tion with the Petten establishment.

Finally, the creation of an atmosphere of con-
fidence and security must be accompanied by an
administrative re-organization of the Centre,
and we are glad to find that this is already in
progress. The European Parliament has always
been very sensitive to the problems of the JRC
and has always given it its firm and constant
support. The adoption of a new programme
crowns these hopes, but we must not allow this
programme to be carried out in isolation, since
this would force the establishment to retire
within itself, whereas, in fact, it needs constant
contact with the outside world. A considerable
part of the programme will therefore have to
be carried out by sub-contractors, carried out
outside, that is, and as Mr Giraud and Mr Nor-
manton pointed out just now, it is essential to
coordinate national research and to base oneself
firmly on what already exists in the Member
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States in order to create more rapidly a Euro-
pean spirit of research.

In conclusion, Mr President, it is my firm wish
that research policy should have a lasting suc-
cess, since a further setback would mean the
end of Community research. For research,
together with energy policy, is one of the es-
sential elements of European union: it is one
of the conditions of our economic expansion,
and it is therefore indispensable to achieve a
coherent policy in this field.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Leonardi to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Leonardi. — (I) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we have already discussed this matter
several times and we do not differ about the
facts of the case but about their political inter-
pretation. We believe that this Parliament has
neither in the past or today, with this report
by Mr Flimig on the research activities and
the operation of the Joint Research Centre,
drawn all the lessons from the political failures
of the Community in its energy policy which
the Joint Research Centre was set up to achieve.

I would like to remind you that in the preamble
to the EURATOM Treaty the signatories declare
that they are ‘resolved to create the conditions
necessary for the development of a powerful
nuclear industry’ and go on to say that they
are ‘anxious to create the conditions of safety
necessary to eliminate hazards to the life and
health of the public’. Between 1958 and today
the Community’s energy system has clearly
undergone a profound transformation, not only
in the development of nuclear energy, which the
Joint Research Centre was set up to deal with,
but through a massive changeover to oil which
has almost completely replaced solid fuels. It is
also well known that, faced with this change-
over, neither individual governments nor the
Community have been able to react properly,
so that today the people have to pay the price
of a crisis which we could quite easily have
averted.

The same could be said of the safety promised
in the Treaties. After years of inactivity great
programmes are now proposed, but no action is
taken to inform the people of the consequences
of these programmes, whether good or evil, so
that in all our countries there are demonstra-
tions by those directly concerned, rightly
demanding adequate information. The Joint
Research Centre is one element in this crisis—a
crisis described by Mr Flimig in his first docu-
ment—but far from being the cause of the crisis
it is a victim.

All the failings in management, organization,
etc. which are always possible in any institution,
are nothing compared with the enormous burden
caused by the inability and lack of will of the
governments of our countries to give the Com-
munity an energy policy which will entrust the
Joint Research Centre with the right kind of
task, enabling it to give proof of its capabilities.
Only by realizing the logic of this can we
understand why the other major instrument of
EURATOM, the Joint Undertaking, has never
been used, and understand the true meaning of
the programmes which have been entrusted to
the Joint Research Centre since 1973. These pro-
grammes are euphemistically described as exten-
sions into the non-nuclear field, but in reality
they are programmes based on research in the
areas where there are gaps in research carried
out by private industry on a national level, and
it is for this reason that they have been extended
to the non-nuclear field. As a consequence of
abandoning the search for an autonomous base
in the nuclear field, specialization in that field
was abandoned. This radical change from inde-
pendent research to subsidiary research in areas
not covered by others, has obviously thrown
the whole organization into crisis and has led
10 the need for a search for other solutions which
as Mr Flimig says will be considered later. We
are not trying to say that under the new ar-
rangements the Joint Research Centre will not
fulfil a useful function. There is plenty of room
for everyone in research, even in different fields.
The problem is to take realistic account of the
situation and not to blame output, bureaucratic
complications or other causes when the true
reasons, or at least the decisive reasons for the
failure are quite different. Moreover, further
problems will inevitably arise with the develop-
ment of research under the International Energy
Agency, to which eight of our countries are
signatories and which, within the meaning of
Article 42 of the Agreement, covers fields of
research very similar to those of the Joint
Research Centre. These is thus a deplorable
lack of an overall view and a fragmentation of
the various parts of the programme and conse-
quently great efforts are required of the centre
and its management to give consistency to our
inherently inconsistent programme because the
decisions are in other people’s hands. Hence also
the sense of frustration mentioned by Mr Fla-
mig and Mr Cointat.

We will not spend time on the revision of the
programme since it has been discussed on other
occasions and we will not repeat the criticisms
which have been made many times that staff
assigned on paper to one programme are often
used for different programmes and that the
staff complement was and is largely incomplete



Sitting of Monday, 7 April 1975 15

Leonardi

and has not been completed by new recruitment.
We will not dwell on the hydrogen production
programme—which everyone knows is inade-
quate—on the fusion programme or on what
could be done on energy conservation, a field
which today has become of fundamental impor-
tance. We would like to deal simply with one
point, safety. This undoubtedly represents a
specific sector in view of the new direction
which has been given to the Centre, a sector
of multi-national interest which does not con-
cern private firms and where activities are
carried out basically with public funds. This
activity is the principal programme of the Joint
Research Centre. However, safety is not simply
a question of scientific research, it is primarily
a political matter. If it is to be dealt with pro-
perly, the publication of certain basic informa-
tion is necessary, the risks must be made clear,
public opinion must be involved in a thorough
debate on the questions of the site of power
stations, of design criteria, transport and storage
of fissile materials, the possibility of nuclear
accidents, thermal pollution, etc.

All this should lead to reasoned decisions sup-
ported by wide popular consent, a consent which
is necessary in matters which so closely involve
the health and safety of all. And yet on this
point—which is the main feature of the research
programme— when we come down from pro-
grammes to facts, we see that a certain amount
of good work has been done but there is a refusal
to accept any responsibility towards public
opinion. Since, however, this is precisely what
is necessary, it is clear that the work, however
well done, is of little use.

If, while the signatories to the EURATOM Treaty
declared that they were anxious to create condi-
tions of safety for the public, the public them-
selves are not informed, important and valuable
work may be done, but an essential step is
omitted, and one which is an intrinsic part of
the programme. Why does the Commission not
correct the results of its researches and inform
public opinion of them?

We do not feel—and here I will conclude—that
we can approve a document which includes
expressions of satisfaction for provisions which
merit it only partially and in a few cases, a
document which threatens that further failure
will result in an end to the granting of funds.
Once more the matters raised may be just, but
the objective is a mistaken one. But in an
extremely critical situation, in which the sole
question is whether the Treaties are being
respected, general criticisms, which must neces-
sarily be of a political nature, are not being
made, there is no request for the confrontation
which the Commission is obliged to make in its

agricultural policy and which we have asked
for several times for research and energy policy
in general, which is nowadays just as important
as agricultural policy. We do not believe that
we can continue in this way, in spite of the
industry shown by our colleagues, especially
Mr Flémig. Moreover, we have already discussed
these subjects at length in Strasbourg when we
were considering the resolution tabled by Mr
Springorum expressing attitudes and criticisms
which, although from different points of view,
we all share.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Brunner.

Mr Brunner, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (G) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, this House has often
discussed the subject of the Joint Research Cen-
tre. Your debate today has been useful, because
it draws worldwide attention to this problem at
a time when public opinion in Europe is begin-
ning to take the view that the difficulties of
the energy crisis and of energy supplies which
cropped up in 1973 are now resolved. I therefore
regard this debate as extremely useful. We must
not go to sleep on the job; we must now, without
delay, summon up our energies to make new
efforts to reduce our dependence on imports of
oil. We must now, without delay, try to develop
alternative sources; and here the Joint Research
Centres of the Community have an important
part to play.

We should be ill-advised indeed to conclude that
the problem of oil supplies has been solved.
Some people in Europe are saying that there
is a superfluity of oil amounting to 150,000,000
tonnes. Others are saying that, if the sale price
for fuel-oil is already lower than the cost price
for crude oil, then the price of the latter can only
fall. Why, so the arguments run, in view of
this oil glut and the falling trend of prices,
should we try to develop alternative sources,
why all this talk of independence if one takes
the long view?

I fail to be convinced by arguments of this kind.
It would, I think, be very dangerous if we, as
a Community, failed to promote and coordinate
efforts in the Member States and, at the same
time, to pursue research and continue our efforts
in the Joint Research Centres.

You in this Parliament have devoted consider-
able time to diseussing the situation at the
Joint Research Centres; and I ask you, ladies
and gentlemen, is there anyone here who does
not have a guilty conscience when he considers
the developments of the last few years? Let
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us be honest with ourselves! On many occasions
we have imposed our problems on the Joint
Research Centres, even though these problems
were attributable to completely different causes.
The Joint Research Centre has had to experience
directly all the fluctuations of European policy,
and has been made responsible for things which
were not its fault.

These Centres must be given a lasting perspec-
tive and their staffs an opportunity to work
for tomorrow. They must be given the prospect
of winning recognition whenever they achieve
something and not of seeing a successful pro-
gramme brought to a halt because of national
egoisms. This is the plain truth so far as the
Joint Research Centres are concerned. They have
suffered because of the lack of a consistent
European policy. I do not say that we have had
no problems, and this is made perfectly clear
by Mr Flimig’s report. We have indeed had
problems—problems of organization, labour con-
flicts. Such problems occur everywhere people
work together.

We should have easily overcome these difficul-
ties if we had had this continuity and this
perspective. I therefore welcome this Parlia-
ment’s call to us in the Commission and the
Council to concentrate on giving these research
establishments in the future, by means of a
revised programme, the perspective we owe
these people.

I am very grateful to you for your persistence
in throwing light on the essential problems.
These, to my mind, are: abandonment of a one-
sided orientation on nuclear research; the open-
ing up of new research programmes holding out
promise for the future; improving the program-
mes; raising the funds allocated to the Joint
Research Centre; and a stricter organization.

It is our duty to acknowledge that good work
has been done in all four research establish-
ments, work that has won the recognition of
experts. This applies to the Central Bureau for
Nuclear Measurements at Geel, to the European
Institute for Transuranium Elements at Karls-
ruhe and to the High-Flux Reactor at Petten.
As for Ispra, I should like to say that we have
been recognized by the NASA as principle in-
vestigator in the field of mineral sources of raw
materials. And that means something! To this,
I would add that the International Atomic
Energy Agency has shown its recognition of
hydrogen research at Ispra by putting this estab-
lishment in charge of a project in this field.
I feel that Ispra, of all these institutions, should
not be forgotten when it comes to paying recog-
nition. In view of all the difficulties this estab~
lishment has experienced, it is our especial duty

to pay it recognition where such recognition
is due.

We are now engaged in working out a pro-
gramme on alternative sources of energy. We
should not, however, allow this to distract us
from work in the classical fields wherever
something can be achieved by the JRC. This
includes the programmes on reactor safety—Mr
Leonardi drew attention to the need for this in
his speech—and on storage of radioactive waste.
These are the subjects on which we should con-
centrate: in my opinion, the Joint Research
Centre can here do work which could not be
done in the same way or with the same efficiency
at the national level. But I also said that we
should devote our attention to new programmes.
These would include hydrogen as a source of
energy and the exploitation of solar energy.

In the new research programme which has now
been laid before the Council of Ministers and
which, I hope—and we should all attach parti-
cular importance to this—will be approved
without delay, we have set forth the matter in
detail. Among the non-nuclear research fields,
1 should like in addition to mention protection
of the environment, in particular air pollution
by noxious chemical substances, and remote
sensing of the earth’s resources.

These are all things that can be dealt with by
the joint research establishments. We have made
a number of specific proposals in the multian-
nual research programme of 1973. We have pro-
posed individual research programmes to con-
solidate what is already going on without ne-
cessitating any change in the overall staff and
financial framework, and we have further pro-
posed measures to compensate for inflationary
developments. These proposed modifications
include a further point—namely, the research
establishment at Petten. On this subject you
have put a number of questions, and I shall now
try to answer them.

Firstly, in Petten we are working on high-
temperature materials. Under severe conditions
entailing the use of reactor heat, tests are made
to see how these materials can be used for a
number of industrial processes. Precisely at the
present moment this work is of particular im-
portance, for this kind of research, this testing
of materials at temperatures of 800-1 000°C or
more, is of decisive importance for all spheres
of activity today connected with energy research,
such as the gasification or liquefaction of coal,
the exploitation of hydrogen as a source of ener-
gy, the direct reduction of minerals or methanol
and ammonia synthesis. In my view, therefore,
the work already being done in the Joint
Research Centres will be supplemented in a
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meaningful way if we allocate these new activi-
ties to Petten.

Secondly, we are allocating to Petten work in
the field of standards and reference materials,
and this programme is designed to help solve
problems of identification and measurement in
the field of organic substances. We need the
results of such research if we are to overcome
the technical obstructions which still exist in
trade among the Member States. I am glad that
Mr Jozeau-Marigné raised questions on these
points; they had already been raised by Mr
Flamig, and I think that as a result our pro-
posals as a whole have been made clearer.

I should like to take this opportunity of saying
to you that the departments of the Commission
that are engaged on the next multiannual pro-
gramme are endeavouring to develop new focal
points for the concentration of effort. Energy
research and environmental protection will, of
course, be retained, but we do not want the work
of this research establishment to remain isolated.
We want this work to be coordinated with other
work, we want the indirect actions—that is, the
encouragement by the Community of national
research—to proceed further, and we want to
see the contacts with the outside world, of which
Mr Cointat has spoken, intensified in order that
we do not remain an island in the world of
research, We cannot afford to carry on research
here all on our own in an ivory tower without
any connection with either the economic situa-
tion or the general research situation in the
world.

I am aware that the finest programmes are of
no avail if the structure, the organization of
the research establishments concerned is poor.
I know that we have had problems here—far be
it from us to conceal them—but we are
endeavouring to provide fresh impulses, which
are the essential condition for work that is to be
both objective and uninterrupted. We have
transferred to Brussels the office of a director-
general responsible for programming, for overall
supervision of the Centres. At the same time, we
have transferred to the directors of the four
research establishments the power of making
practical decisions, which is the essential thing
for activities on the spot.

By doing so, we have achieved a new degree of
flexibility, and I believe we have also made some
useful gains for coordinating not only program-
mes within the Community but also the Com-
munity’s programmes with those of other insti-
tutions.

We are also engaged in an attempt to improve
the situation with regard to social problems
which had arisen particularly at Ispra. This

debate should not be allowed to end without our
devoting a few words to this aspect, because it
is one that cannot be ignored and because here
too the responsibility has often been shifted onto
the Joint Research Centres, in particular that at
Ispra. In fact, we have for years neglected to
devote to this aspect the attention it deserved.
In this connection I am bound by my word to
the staffs of the Joint Research Centre, and I
intend to keep my word.

In my opinion, we must ensure that, now the
problem of the so-called appaltati—i.e., staff
seconded to Ispra —has been solved, the Council
of Ministers should now also tackle the problem
of the other so-called discriminati. In the sum-
mer of 1974, the Council of Ministers granted a
premium to the local staff at Ispra. Together
with the energy research programme submitted
to the Council of Ministers, it is our duty and
also our intention to solve these problems too, so
that Ispra will be enabled to fulfil its tasks with
fresh enthusiasm on the basis of a freshly
revised programme. I am convinced that what-
ever confidence you place in Ispra will be fully
justified.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Flimig.

Mr Flimig, rapporteur. — (G) Mr President, at
the end of this joint debate I should first of all
like to thank all who have spoken and have
subjected the two reports to a critical appraisal.
Then I should like to make a few observations
on what has been said in the debate.

I shall begin with Mr Brunner’s contribution.
From what he said, it is clear that the Com-
mission, under the present circumstances, has
understood the need for intensified energy
research and the need to promote this research.
To the Commissioner I would say that this is of
particular interest to us, because it seemed to
us that in the document on which our report
was based this very aspect could have done with
a little more emphasis. From what the Com-
missioner has said, however, we see that the
task has been realized. Mr Brunner is right when
he says that the Joint Research Centre cannot
be made responsible for things that are not its
fault. We are glad to hear him say this, even
though, because of the shortage of time, he could
only hint at it; and since in many cases it is
the Council that has the last word, I should
like to add: ‘Say it to the Council too, Mr Com-
missioner!’

What the Commissioner had to say on the pro-
motion of high-temperature materials was par-
ticularly welcome, for this is not the only new
development that has been mentioned. Much
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still remains to be done in the development of
high-temperature reactors. We appreciate that
when one gets into the region of 850° or 900°,
when problems of district-heating and all the
other things come together, there is still a great
deal to be done, to say nothing of fast breeder
reactors. The Commissioner has indicated where
the stress should be laid—energy research,
environmental protection—and also mentioned
the ‘indirect actions’. That is all very well; but
he will admit that today we have, of course,
been dealing specifically with the Joint Research
Centre.

Here Mr Brunner referred specifically to discon-
tent among the staff. I should like—and I think
I say this on behalf of the entire committee and,
indeed, of the Parliament as a whole—to thank
him for drawing especial attention to social
problems. Staff problems are also our problems,
for here—the word ‘waste’ has already been
mentioned——a great deal of goodwill and idea-
lism has been wasted. Now that he is tackling
the social aspects and putting them in the fore-
ground, we wish him much success in the Coun-
cil of Ministers.

A few brief remarks, Mr President, on what
other speakers had to say. Among other things,
Mr Leonardi drew- attention to the need for
keeping the public better informed. I think he
is right, because if things go on as they have
done until now, then we might just as well
abandon all ideas of building nuclear power
stations in the European Community. Then all
energy programmes will be out of date, and we
shall not achieve what we have set out jointly
to do. But, of course, making the public appre-
ciate the need for nuclear reactors, for example,
and all the problems that are connected with
this is not only a task for the Community but
also, and to a much greater extent, a national
and regional task.

Mr Normanton spoke of waste. I have just
drawn attention to this problem, and he will, of
course, agree that that is naturally not the fault
of research-workers or technicians. Essentially,
the fault lies—we may as well say so quite
frankly—with the governments, which have not
been able to reach agreement. Whenever
anything held out promise, they wanted to do
it themselves, and only when it was unecono-
mical or offered little hope of success did they
leave it to the Joint Research Centre. The JRC—
this is how we would put it in Germany—was
given the role of a Cinderella. But we must put
an end to this. There are tasks in European
research which cry out for a joint solution: let
us, therefore, give the JRC a proper chance!

Mr Noé referred to a point in my report in which
I dealt with the inadequate mobility of staff

arising from the fact that we have given this
staff the status of permanent civil servants. 1
think, Mr Noé¢, that you agree with me that
there are better ways of dealing with the situa-
tion than giving researchers this status, since
this has the result of tying a man down to a
particular place; I will not say that he becomes
lazy, but at all events less mobile than the
research-worker who is free to move from one
job to another, to develop further his own edu-
cation and experience. I should like to emphasize
to Mr Noé¢ that the paragraph to which he refer-
red was not intended to imply any criticism of
staff.

A moment ago I spoke of disappointed idealism,
and it is my conviction that what research-
workers and technicians in the Joint Research
Centre want above all is a definite task and
definite terms of reference, in order that they
may feel that they know what they are being
paid for and what the purpose of their efforts
is.

Finally, a comment on what was said by Mr
Cointat. He said that this was now our last
chance, and here I should like to agree with him.
We struck the same note at the end of our report
by speaking of a last chance.

Gentlemen of the Commission, you are aware
that the relevant committee in this Parliament,
the Committee on Energy, Research and Techno-
logy, has asked for experts to help it in drawing
up a report on the situation. Many impressive,
though sometimes somewhat obscure, program-
mes have been laid before us, including some
volumes of imposing dimensions. They contained
points that were already out of date before they
could be considered. They contained points
which had no hope of producing realistic results.
They also contained points that were very
promising and of which one can only say that
one hopes to see them finally realized.

But what we want, and what this House has a
right to, is that the situation should at long last
be clarified. Who is doing what? What is the
purpose of what he is doing? Where have some
initial results been obtained? What does it cost?
How long will it take? How many staff will be
required? We are tired of groping around in the
dark. We want to know what is going on and
whether there is any point in continuing to give
it political support.

And so I should like to say in conclusion: it looks
as though the great majority of this House gives
these two reports its approval; we hope that this
will open up the way for what Mr Cointat has
called our last chance; and we hope that this
last chance will not be ignored.

(Applause)
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President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I suggest we combine the vote on the two
motions for resolutions.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

I put the two motions for resolutions to the vote.
The two resolutions are adopted.?

Thank you Mr Brunner.
8. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held to-
morrow, Tuesday, at 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. with the
following agenda:

1 OJ C 95 28. 4. 1975.

— Supplementary report by Mr De Keersmaeker
on the coordination of safeguards in con-
nection with mergers;

— Report by Mr Yeats on the retention of the
. rights of employees in the event of mergers;

12 noon:

-~ Vote on the draft amending and supplemen-
tary budget No 1 of the Communities for 1975
and on the motion for a resolution contained
in Mr Aigner’s report.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 6.15 p.m.)
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IN THE CHAIR: MR BORDU

Vice-President
(The sitting was opened at 10.35 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of the minutes
President. — The minutes of proceedings of
yesterday’s sitting have been distributed.
Are there any comments?

The minutes of proceedings are approved.

2. Apologies

President. — Apologies for absence have been
received from Mrs Orth and Mr Calewaert, who
regret their inability to attend this part-session.

3. Documents received

President. — I have received from Mr Lenihan,
Mr Gibbons, Mr Klepsch, Lord O’Hagan, Lord
Reay, Mr Della Briotta, Mr Premoli, Mr Esper-
sen, Mr Hirzschel, Mr Noé, Mr Normanton, Mr
Durieux, Mr Cousté, Mr Howell, Mr Frith, Mr

. Amendment to Article 7:
Mr Marras; Mr Yeats .............. 62
Amendments to Article 8:

Mr Marras; Mr Yeats; Mr Alfred Ber-
trand ... e 63

Explanation of vote:
Mr Broeksz ............cccoiuiunnn. - 64
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Mr Alfred Bertrand; Mr De Keersmae-
ker; Mr Broeksz; Mr Yeats; Mr Mar-

ras; Mr Yeats; Mr Broeksz .......... 64
Adoption of the resolution .......... 66
10. Agenda for the next sitting ........ 66

Scott-Hopkins, Mr Corrie and Mr Kavanagh oral
questions pursuant to Rule 47 A of the Rules of
Procedure for Question Time on 9 April 1975
(Doc. 29/75).

4. Time limit for tabling amendments

President. — I propose that we should set the
time limit for tabling amendments to the reports
by Mr De Keersmaeker and Mr Yeats at 11
o’clock this morning.

Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

5. Third Directive on the coordination
of safeguards required in connection with
mergers between sociétés anonymes

President. — The next item is the debate on the
supplementary report drawn up by Mr De
Keersmaeker on behalf of the Legal Affairs
Committee on the amended proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to
the Council for a third directive on the coordina-
tion of safeguards which, for the protection of
members and others, are required by Member
States of companies within the meaning of the
second paragraph of Article 58 of the Treaty
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in connection with mergers between sociétés
anonymes (Doc. 513/74).

I call Mr De Keersmaeker, who has asked to
present his report.

Mr De Keersmaeker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, I should like
first of all to apologize on behalf of the Chair-
man of the Legal Affairs Committee, Mr Derek
Walker-Smith, who is unable to be here today
since he has to take part in a vote in the House
of Commons on British membership of the Euro-
pean Community.

Today we are debating the amended proposal
from the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a third directive
on the coordination of safeguards which, for the
protection of the interests of members and
others, are required by Member States of com-
panies or firms within the meaning of the second
paragraph of Article 58 of the Treaty in con-
nection with mergers beetwen sociétés anony-
mes, pursuant to Article 54 of the Treaty. It is
not necessary to go into all the details of this
proposal again. This has been done adequately
in previous plenary part-sessions, when we
reached agreement on most parts of this pro-
posal. I shall therefore only discuss those items
on which substantial disagreement remained. In
addition I shall briefly survey the history of
this proposal in the plenary part-session and in
the meetings of the committee responsible, i.e.
the Legal Affairs Committee, and the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment, which was
asked for its opinion.

This proposal was submitted by the Commis-
sion, and Parliament gave its opinion on it fol-
lowing a debate on 16 November 1972. The Com-
mission subsequently submitted an amended
proposal which aimed to adapt the directive to
take account of the accession of the three new
Member States, and to the provisions relating
to European limited liablity companies. This
amended proposal was the subject of an opinion
from the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, and a report from the Legal Af-
fairs Committee.

The debate in both committees centred mainly
on Article 6 of this directive. The Social Affairs
Committee introduced the concept of the ‘social
plan’ and stated that if no agreement could be
reached on this social plan it should be pos-
sible to invite the mediation—please note, the
mediation—of the national governments. Having
heard the opinion of the Social Affairs Com-
mittee, the Legal Affairs Committee finalized its
text, drawing very far-reaching conclusions. It
even made the merger, on which the manage-

ment organs have finally to decide, conditional
on the content and deadline, following this
mediation. This opinion of the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment and the Legal
Affairs Committee, particularly of the latter,
was debated in Parliament on 17 October 1973.
The rapporteur at that time was Mr Héger. It
became clear that there were serious differences
of opinion in Parliament on this important mat-
ter.

It was therefore referred back to these two
committees, which were asked to find the solu-
tion. Some Members felt that if no agreement
was reached with the assistance of the govern-
ment a decision following negotiations on the
social plan should be a precondition of the deci-
sion on the merger itself, for which, as I have
said, the management organs of the limited
companies are responsible. In other words, there
should be a type of ‘conditional veto’. Others
felt that it was not permissible to make the
agreement on the so-called ‘social plan’ a con-
dition of the implementation of the merger by
a decision of these management organs. The
Social Affairs Committee and the Legal Affairs
Committee examined this question and came up
with a proposal to replace the system of fol-
lowing or completing the negotiations by a
government mediation procedure by a system in
which the negotiations are followed, in the event
of non-agreement, by a final arbitration proce-
dure binding on both parties. Let me remind you
of the structure of this decision-making process.
I consider it very important to understand the
technical aspects in order to be able to judge
this proposal on its merits and evaluate its
details. The procedure comprises four stages:
first, the management organs are required to
produce a report on all the likely consequences
for the employees of a possible merger. This is
followed by publication of this report within
two months. This is in turn followed by a debate
on the basis of this report. It is quite possible
that this debate yields a complete consensus on
the entire problem, that is on all the legal, social
and economic consequences of the merger over
a period of at least two years, and on all the
measures to be taken in respect of the employees.
However, if the parties do not reach agreement
—and this is important—the employees or their
representatives, and no-one else, may decide that
the measures proposed are unacceptable to them.
If this happens, there must be new negotiations
—the management organs are obliged to open
these discussions before they can decide to go
ahead with the merger. This is a point of vital
importance. It means that this negotiating phase
results from a decision by the employees and
the employees alone. They, and not the manage-
ment, can insist on negotiations on the social
plan. And if these negotiations do not lead to
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agreement within two months, an arbitration
body can solve the problem, at the request of
either party, by making a final and binding
decision. These are the general outlines of the
procedure: the report, publication, obligatory
debate on the report and the measures proposed
in it, and finally possible non-acceptance by the
employees. In that case, as I have shown, further
discussions between the employees’ representa-
tives and the managements become necessary,
and if there is no agreement after two months
an arbitration body may be invited to take a
decision binding on the parties. That is the
overall shape of the procedure.

What now were the major points of dispute
considered by the Legal Affairs Committee in
its efforts to reach a decision? First, as I have
already pointed out, there was the problem of
whether the judgment of the arbitration body
should be considered as a conditional veto—that
is as a postponement for a given period of the
decision on the merger as such.

The Legal Affairs Committee came to the con-
clusion that there were two parallel processes
of decision-making here. In the first case the
management organs are responsible for deciding
on the merger as such. In addition, it is neces-
sary to resolve differences of opinion on the
measures contained in the social plan to which
I have referred. The committee felt that these
were two different things, which although con-
temporaneous were the responsibility of dif-
ferent bodies.

It is worth remembering that on 11 July 1974
the European Parliament adopted a similar at-
titude when deciding on the powers of the works
councils in the context of the European com-

pany.

I should like to quote briefly from the text of
a decision taken at that time which accorded
in spirit with the proposal on the social plan
put forward today by the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee. In Article 123 of the Parliament’s pro-
posal for a statute for the European limited
liability company we read the following: ‘Deci-
sions concerning i) the establishment of a social
plan in the event of closure following liquida-
tion or for other reasons, or transfer of the
undertaking or parts thereof may be made by
the Board..’ that is, by the management organs
of the limited company, ‘... only after obtaining
the agreement of the European Works Council.’

This is a similar, or at least comparable, situa-
tion to that in which the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee made an entirely different proposal. It
said that the management board could not take
the relevant decision unless it had the agree-
ment of the European Works Council. It was the

European Parliament which obtained a different
formulation, entirely in line with the present
thinking of the Legal Affairs Committee.

While we agree—and this is also my personal
view—that the employees must be involved in
the decision whether or not to merge, I con-
sider that this problem should be discussed in
the context of our debates on the structure and
composition of the management organs of the
limited liability company.

We were faced with this problem on 11 July
1974 when we debated and reached agreement
on the composition of the management organs
of the limited company. Admittedly we were
then talking about a European company, while
the present discussion concerns national limited
liability companies. But our debates reflected
the views of the European Parliament with
respect to the participation of the employees in
the taking of decisions, not only as regards the
measures included in the social plan as such,
but also with respect to all the consequences
of the merger.

I feel however, that we must debate these prob-
lems—as I said already, this was done during
our debates on the Statute for European limited
companies—when we come to considering the
composition of the company organs in general
and its management organs in particular. The
important thing here is that the interests of the
workers should be efficiently and genuinely
protected. The Legal Affairs Committee believes
that a conditional veto adds nothing to this
protection since, if no agreement is reached, the
arbitration body must deliver its judgment in
accordance with the arbitration procedures laid
down in the civil codes of the various countries.
This judgment is binding, even retroactively, if
the management organs—and this is very
important—should decide meanwhile to proceed
with the merger for other reasons which will
very often also be in the interests of the
employees.

A decision to merge can, after all, be taken to
safeguard the continued existence of a company
or group of companies, and it is clear that the
problem of employment is directly involved.
Experience shows that in the case of a take-over
bid, for instance, the management organs often
find themselves in a competitive situation which
requires them to react very rapidly. Nonetheless,
there can be no doubt that in the event of a
merger the rights and certainly the acquired
rights of the employees must be safeguarded,
and measures should be taken to ensure this.
If the employees or their representatives feel
that these measures are unsatisfactory, negotia-
tions will certainly be necessary, and if no agree-
ment is reached the arbitration body will have
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to take a final and binding decision. This, in
brief, was the view of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee with respect to the relationship between
the merger decision and the process of reaching
agreement via arbitration, at least in the final
stage, on the social plan.

A second problem which arose was the imple-
mentation of the decision following the arbitra-
tion procedure.

It goes without saying that unless the taking of
a decision is made obligatory and its implemen-
tation guaranteed there are absolutely no safe-
guards for the employees’ interesis. There must
be a provision guaranteeing both the decision-
taking procedure and the carrying out of the
decision.

An arbitration body must by its very nature
function automatically, naturally in accordance
with its characteristic features, and any decision
it takes must be binding on the parties sub-
mitting themselves to it. This is self-evident,
but if one accepts this one must also accept the
consequences and ensure that the guarantee is
watertight. The text of Articles 2 and 15 of the
directive indicate that the merging company is
the full legal successor of the amalgamated
company. But what does one do if following
the merger the amalgamated company should
refuse to accept the decision of the arbitration
body? It is clear that the party which feels itself
injured by the non-implementation by the
management organs of the measures contained
in the arbitration body’s decision can appeal to
the courts for an executive order to have the
arbitration body’s decision carried out.

The legal aspects of the proposal constitute an
equally important problem. It is not of course
the purpose of this proposal, which is after all
a directive, to regulate the extremely com-
plicated civil law procedures. Its aim is to co-
ordinate the safeguards and set the guidelines
on which the safeguards can be effectively and
efficiently based. The Legal Affairs Committee
could have proposed amendments to the arbitra-
tion procedures in the various Member States,
all of which differ. But we all know that the
legal institutions in the various Member States
vary enormously owing to their entirely differ-
ent historical development, dating back over
many centuries. It is thus virtually impossible
and politically almost certainly not feasible to
develop a completely worked-out alternative
which will satisfy the aims I have indicated,
namely the coordination of the safeguards—at
least one which would be acceptable to all the
Member States. The Legal Affairs Committee
and the Commission came to the conclusion that
only the most essential adjustments should be
indicated, and that the instructions for organiz-

ing the arbitration procedure should be limited
to two major aspects. These are firstly the
composition of the judicial tribunal, since this
is of vital importance for the impartiality of the
decision, and secondly the appointments of the
arbitrators, since it has been found that the
legal codes of certain Member States lay down
that the lack of such instructions means that
no decision can be taken. We only demand a
system in which the arbitration body can reach
a binding decision, that is one binding on both
parties.

The question of whether a time limit should
be set was also considered at length by the Legal
Affairs Committee. A large number of proposals
were made. It was finally accepted that it is
politically impossible to propose an alternative
code of legal procedure for the arbitration body,
at least in a directive. It was therefore un-
necessary to set a time limit; the committee con-
sidered that this might even be dangerous. It
may well be possible to set a limit in one coun-
try, but there are countries, such as Belgium,
where the failure to respect a deadline of this
nature generally results in a legal vacuum. This
is extremely important, and that is why we have
tried to eliminate this possibility. Qur aim must
be to ensure maximum certainty as to the law
and to safeguard the workers’ interests. I said
that it was not just unnecessary but dangerous
to set a deadline. If we do this we run the risk
of achieving exactly the opposite of what we
want and creating more uncertainty than before.
That is why we felt that it was not only pointless
to set a time limit, but also dangerous.

I should like to conclude with a few remarks
on a proposal which we discussed within the
Legal Affairs Committee, namely the idea of a
reconciliation period. The final paragraph of
Article 6, however, leaves open all the possible
routes to agreement available in the national
legislation, including the reconciliation proce-
dure, though this is not stated in so many words.
For this reason we did not consider it neces-
sary to refer to it.

There were also many questions about the reten-
tion of the right to strike. As regards the general
principle it is clear that the right to strike is
not affected in any way. There may be countries
in which this right falls into abeyance during
the period of arbitration. In any case we must
not forget that the employees have already the
right to demand negotiations. Nonetheless they
can also decide to strike in support of their
rights, if they so wish.

We also reached agreement on a number of very
useful textual amendments proposed by Mr
Broeksz, which need not detain us here. And 1
should add that the delegation from the Com-
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mittee on Social Affairs and Employment, which
took part in the discussions on the difficult
points in the Legal Affairs Committee, was able
to give its approval to this committee’s final
opinion.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I consider
that this proposal offers a feasible solution
which will also provide real protection, via the
social plan, for the interests of the employees.
If agreement is reached, well and good, and if
no agreement is reached we have an arbitration
procedure which offers a complete safeguard
for the employees’ interests.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Brugger to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Brugger. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should like first to express my
gratitude to the rapporteur for his very detailed
report, and in particular for the many discus-
sions which he held with the various groups
in Parliament while drafting his report.

As has already been stated, there is a long story
behind this third draft directive for the protec-
tion of members and others in the case of mer-
gers of limited companies. Our discussions have
centred mainly on the safeguarding of employees’
rights.

However, let us consider for a moment the way
in which these discussions have progressed. The
Commission issued the proposal for this directive
on 4 January 1973, and the preamble to this
proposal of January 1973 is an interesting one.
It contains a significant sentence in which the
members and others to be protected are defined.
In this definition employees are not mentioned
at all among these ‘others’, and are only dealt
with in a very brief paragraph. Likewise it is
impossible for the employees of merging com-
panies to be informed of the effects on them of
mergers or for their opinions to be heard.

The purpose of this draft directive is to enable
employees to obtain information and make their
views known. Employees’ representation in these
companies has been discussed at length in Par-
liament and in its committees, and many deci-
sions benefiting the employees have been
reached.

The advantages and benefits which employees
have gained as a result of our discussions and
which have been enshrined in real laws stem
not only from the discussions and work of the
socialist and left-wing parties, but also from
the considerable efforts of the Christian-Demo-

cratic Group and the European Conservative
Group. Everyone has helped in improving the
lot of the employees of these companies.

And now to the matter in hand. The rapporteur
has given us a precise account of the central
topics of the discussion, and on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group I should like to
table an amendment to the Commission’s text,
for the purpose of imposing a limit on the period
within which the arbitration board must reach
a decision. The arbitration board should not be
allowed to protract its discussion indefinitely
but should reach a decision within a fixed
period.

In order to explain why the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group wishes to impose this time limit,
I should like very briefly to return to the
question of the time limit provided for in Article
6 for the approval of the ‘social plan’. This
Article stipulates that a social plan has to be
drawn up in the case of mergers and that the
employees’ representatives may inspect this plan
two months before the General Meeting to
discuss the merger, and that they must discuss
it with the management organs.

The General Meeting cannot take place until
these discussions have been completed. If, how-
ever, during the initial discussions between the
employees’ representatives and the management
organs, the employee’s representatives decide
that the social plan prejudices the interests of
employees, the stage which has been the main
source of disagreement in our discussions begins.

This text, which was worked out in long and
tiring discussions, in any case establishes the
following point: the negotiations between the
management organs and employees’ representa-
tives begin as soon as the employees’ represen-
tatives decide that their interests are being
jeopardized. These negotiations are subject to a
two-months time limit. If no agreement has
been reached by the end of this period, the
company may decide at a General Meeting to
go ahead with the merger. The employees, on
the other hand, may initiate an arbitration pro-
cedure to bring about a decision on the social
plan.

We then have a situation whereby the merger
proceeds independently of the arbitration pro-
cedure, i.e. the arbitration procedure and the
merger run parallel with one another.

What does this imply? Mergers will certainly
give rise to misgivings in the absence of a social
plan, as it is impossible to know how burden-
some the social plan will be for the company
concerned.
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I feel that in order to reach a compromise it
is better to set a time limit for the arbitration
board so that companies wishing to carry out
a merger can await the decision of the board
to see whether the consequent financial burden
is acceptable for the merger.

If, on the other hand, there is little or no doubt
as to the likely cost of the social plan, the
merger may take place without any need to
await the judgment of the arbitration board.

However, it is safer for companies to know
the eventual financial burden resulting from
the social plan before a decision to carry out
a merger is taken. In my view the compromise
of subjecting the decision of the arbitration
board to a time limit can achieve this. On the
one hand employee’s claims are respected, as
an arbitration board dedides on the terms of the
social plan, while on the other plans for mergers
are not delayed unduly. I would therefore
strongly recommend the House to approve the
amendnient tabled by my Group.

Finally, I should like to raise another point
about which I have misgivings. The arbitration
board is to be made up of representatives nomi-
nated by the two parties to the dispute. The
parties concerned are the company’s manage-
ment organ on the one hand, and the employees’
representatives on the other. These parties are
in fact unsuitable, especially in view of the deci-
sions reached by the House concerning the
statute of the European company. If we bear in
mind and apply the principle of co-determina-
tion, a management organ represents the com-
bined interests of shareholders and employees,
because a body appointed by a management
organ represents both parties, in other words
employees as well as shareholders. If we allow
arbitration boards to be made up of both mana-
gement organ’s and employees’ representatives,
this will in fact lead to overrepresentation in
favour of the employees. This matter therefore
requires clarification, and the party negotiating
with the employees’ representatives should be
nominated and designated as shareholders.

I merely wished to draw attention to this dif-
ficulty and ask the House to consider this point
further.

Thank you
(Applause)

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

Mr Lautenschlager. — (D) Mr President, the
situation up to the beginning of this debate
could well have given the European Parliament

a red face, for we were in the process of submit-
ting to the Council three different opinions on
the same subject. One may conclude from the
amendments now being tabled and from the
remarks of the previous speakers that Parlia-
ment is now exercising restraint and avoiding
this embarrassing situation, or at least plans
to do so.

During the debate on direct elections I took
the opportunity of recommending that the
Enlarged Bureau should adopt a somewhat more
flexible approach to the method of allocating
work to the various committees for the prepara-
tion of reports. The purpose of this was to avoid
a situation, such as has now arisen, in which
two different committees are made responsible
for dealing with the same subject, and that
consequently two different reports with dif-
fering results are produced, with the result that
we have to try and work out a compromise in
a plenary sitting.

What is, in fact, at stake in this debate? When
companies or firms are involved in mergers or
amalgamations of any kind, the fundamental
rights of employees may be jeopardized. Both
Commission documents, on which Parliament
has already decided in principle, originally
provided for only a very vague procedure for
joint consultation. At the plenary session of
Parliament on 17 October 1973 the Commission,
afler noting that cutting right across Parliament
was a fear that employees’ rights would be very
inadequately safeguarded, stated that it was
willing to reconsider the whole problem and put
forward for discussion the possibility of arbi-
tration.

Both parliamentary Committees have discussed
this subject and incorporated it in their amend-
ments, but, as I have repeatedly stressed, with
different results. The Legal Affairs Committee,
for example, does not want mergers to be pre-
vented by the negotiations and the arbitration
procedure, and considers that the possibility of
appealing to the arbitration board should be
open to both sides. The Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment thinks that mergers
should be prevented until the possibilities of
the agreed procedures have been completely
exhausted. It also wants to make it possible to
appeal to an arbitration board which would have
to reach a decision within one month.

I would say immediately that this latter request
creates quite a problem. Mr Brugger has again
tried to find a compromise here. I cannot share
his views as I feel that the imposition of a time
limit within which the arbitration board must
reach a decision would be prejudicial to the
independence of this board, and it would thus
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be dangerous if such a time limit were intro-
duced. In my opinion—and my Group supports
me in this—it is impossible to make the arbitra-
tion period subject to time limits owing to the
very nature of the procedure. The taking of
evidence, the proceedings and the hearing of
witnesses, and all the rest of it cannot be subject
to a strict schedule. A hasty decision might be
reached which would be quite unsuitable in the
circumstances. My Group has therefore very
serious objections to imposing deadlines for the
board’s decision.

In our opinion the fact that either side can
appeal to the arbitration board obliges those
who would prefer first to attempt other meas-
ures to submit to the arbitration procedure and
to accept the board’s decision without, for exam-
ple, being able to achieve an acceptable result
by means of industrial action.

The appeal to the arbitration board means that
employees must refrain from industrial action
while arbitration is in progress. But this require-
ment does not exist in France, for example;
in other words strikes could continue there
during the negotiations and the arbitration
process. As you can well imagine, this could
lead to absurd situations. I think the Commis-
sion would be well advised to examine this
requirement and to submit a proposal to Parlia-
ment and the Council.

Regarding the question of the prevention of
mergers, I would say that Parliament is faced
with a very difficult, if not virtually impossible
task. Mergers are necessary to avoid economic
ills, but at the same time the rights of employees
must be safeguarded. My Group wishes to
emphasize that, while claiming more effective
protection of employees’ rights, it does not wish
to hinder mergers as such. We think that the
preparations involving the financial and com-
mercial aspects of the merger may continue as
long as they do not jeopardize the existing rights
of the workers. Once the possibilities offered
by the procedure have been completely exhaust-
ed and a result has been reached, the merger
thus prepared may be carried out. The nego-
tiations should deal solely with the social plan
and not with the proposed merger as such. My
Group has tabled several amendments aimed at
solving this problem. Our speakers will give a
more detailed account of these when speaking
in support of them, My Group cannot agree with
the present texts of the two reports, in particular
Article 8 (3 and 4) of Mr Yeats’ report and
Article 6 (4) of Mr De Keersmaeker’s report.

Mr President, since 1969 the European Trade
Union Confederation has warned against the
tendency to allow directives on the protection
of workers’ rights to deal with this question on

a case-by-case basis where major changes in
company structure are envisaged. The protection
of workers’ rights should be dealt with in a
separate directive which applies to all cases.
The Commission has not heeded this warning.
We have today a situation in which Parliament
expresses various opinions on the same subject.
If, in addition, we consider the European limited
company, we find that no provision for arbi-
tralion has been made; this was rejected by the
House during a plenary sitting. In other words,
we have reached three different opinions on the
protection of employees’ rights.

My Group therefore appeals to the Members of
the House to approve the acceptable compromise
proposed in my Group’s amendments and thus
to ensure that we do not expose ourselves to
public criticism and ridicule.

(Applause)

President. — I call Lady Elles to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Lady Elless — The European Conservative
Group support the conclusions and amendments
contained in the report of Mr De Keersmaeker
on the amalgamation, mergers and takeovers of
limited companies as contained in the second
paragraph of Article 58 of the Treaty.

The supplementary report was, I understand—
not having been a member of the Legal Affairs
Committee but having, of course, read it—
unanimously adopted by the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee after a great deal of discussion and also
approved by the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment.

We think, in our group, that it contains a com-
promise which to some extent tries to solve
the many difficult problems which arise in nego-
tiation between employees and employers, and
the proposal to set up an arbitration board
presents a possibility for conciliation after nego-
tiations have failed to procedure a satisfactory
solution; but as Mr Winston Churchill, as he
then was, said, every solution presents its
problems, and it is clear that questions arise as
to time-limits, the validity of the decision, when
and by whom and with whose consent the arbi-
tration board should be called. We consider,
however, that the procedure of setting up an
arbitration board as defined in the amendment
contained in the supplementary report goes a
long way to solving some of these many
problems, and above all it contributes to the
principle that workers’ rights should be safe-
guarded and protected, particularly in view of
the number of mergers which are taking place
at this time.
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When turning, as Mr Brugger so rightly did—
and as I, of course, also did—to the introduction
to the Commission’s proposal for a directive, you
will notice that a great number of concentrations
of companies was taking place, but we should
perhaps recall in this European Parliament that
this document was written in an atmosphere of
economic growth and prosperity without any
consideration of what is now happening in the
Communities. At that time, there was no mass
unemployment, there was growth and consider-
able improvement in the economic situation in
the Communities, wheareas now we are faced
with mass unemployment in every country.

The emphasis then was very much more on
amalgamations and mergers, whereas now,
regrettably, it will be very much more on
takeovers where a company is in danger of going
into liquidation and causing unemployment if
the transfer or merger does not take place. I
think this point should be very much more
realized by speakers who, quite rightly, say that
the interests of workers should be protected:
Every group in this parliament, I am quite
certain, agrees with this principle, but let us
remember that it is much more in the long-term
interests of a worker to have a job than to be
unemployed because one comma of an agree-
ment on occupational pensions has not been able
to be fulfilled at the time the merger is taking
place. This does not mean that an improvement
in the economic situation may not be able to
rectify this particular problem. Of course, occu-
pational pensions are a vital part of a worker’s
interests and of his private long-term economic
planning, but let us remember that it is better
to have a pension and a job than no possibility
of an occupational pension because he is out of
a job. For these basic reasons, my group supports
the flexible approach which has been produced
in the supplementary report.

I should like to comment on the amendment
tabled by the Christian-Democrats with regard
to bringing in a time-limit to the arbitration
procedure. We absolutely agree that an arbitra-
tion procedure should not be protracted more
than is necessary, and we quite accept the
reasons which Mr Brugger very clearly gave for
their proposing this amendment.

However, we feel in our group that any time-
limit imposed on a system of arbitration must be
doomed to failure because it puts pressure on a
board to come to a decision which may not, in
effect, be in the best interests of the employee;
we therefore consider that it is probably better
not to impose a time-limit on this arbitration
procedure.

Of course, we consider that a merger should not
be prevented by the failure of an arbitration

board to take its decision by the time that the
merger was due to take place, because in any
case—as is perfectly clear in the draft directive,
and I am sure the Commissioner will confirm
this—the decision of the arbitration board will
be binding on all parties regardless of whether
or not the merger has taken place. In this way,
measures for protecting and safeguarding
workers’ interests are clearly taken which do
not prevent the merger itself from taking place,
and this, as I have pointed out, will in the long
term protect the employment interests of the
worker.

Apart from this, Mr President, I would merely
like to thank Mr De Keersmaeker both for the
work he did in the report and for the very clear
exposition he gave us this morning of the way in
which the arbitration board would work. I
think, as I have said, that the problem is prob-
ably insuperable, but this is one of the best solu-
tions that one could come to, and we in our
group certainly support any proposal that would
not necessarily harmonize legislation between
Member States but which would certainly
harmonize industrial relations between the social
partners within the Community.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Duval to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.

Mr Duval. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, Mr De Keersmaeker’s supplementary
report on the third directive takes account of
the opinions of the European Parliament, the
Economic and Social Committee and the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment.

The part most frequently discussed concerns
information to and the consultation of workers’
representatives in the case of mergers of limited
companies.

The House dealt with these matters when
examining the Statute of the European limited
company and the directive on acquired rights.
Similar solutions must therefore be sought for
these problems.

This need is supplied by the Commission’s
amended proposal, supplemented by Mr De
Keersmaeker's report advocating the setting up
of an arbitration board. I do not feel it necessary
to repeat the various views expressed during the
discussions on this report. I would merely state
therefore, in order not to protract the discussions
further, that the Group of European Progressive
Democrats approves the conclusions arrived at
therein.

(Applause)
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President. — I call on Mr Marras to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Marras. — (I) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, what I have to say will fortunately
not take long as many of the points I had
intended to raise have already been dealt with
by the spokesman for the Socialist Group.

Those of you who have been Members of this
Parliament for some years will be familiar with
the chequered history of the two measures we
have before us: the third directive on mergers
and the directive on the retention of the rights
of workers in the event of a merger. We have
discussed these problems in the past, and on
each occasion Parliament has had to refer them
to the responsible committees, within which con-
flicting opinions have often emerged, especially
in the Legal Affairs Committee and the Social
Affairs Committee.

We must first determine what course of future
action these measures envisage. Will they carry
forward the old system which has prevailed
over the last 15 years in the Community and
which consists in introducing into a process of
economic development social measures aimed at
minimizing the consequences, or, now that the
Social Action Programme has been adopted, will
the workers’ interests finally begin to take
priority over those of the economists and the
bosses?

I must say that in the directive, particularly in
the preamble, the Commission seems to be aware
that the process of concentrations and mergers
in the economic field cannot be considered posi-
tive in itself. This process is taking on huge
proportions, as the information provided by the
Commission shows. In many countries 50% of
the gross national domestic product is controlled
by about a hundred companies.

What each of us and each group must now
decide is whether the social aspects of the prob-
lem or the economic aspects are to predominate
in this process. There is here a clash between
two concepts which underlie the major political
choices of the parties and of the masses in
Europe.

The old liberal-bourgeois concept leaves the
solution of al} problems to the so-called market
laws and does not accept any control over the
economy, holding that, all things considered,
these market laws will work for the common
good. 1 maintain on the contrary that this pro-
¢ess can only lead, via merger after merger, to
the creation of multinational companies which
will dominate the market according to laws
completely different from those in which the old
liberal economists believed. This process is

already taking place on a large scale everywhere
in Europe. We have here in this House today
the minister in charge of the Italian budget,
who was previously responsible for industry. In
Italy a great amalgamation took place between
the Edison company, the leader in the field of
electrical energy, and the Montecatini company,
the biggest producer of chemicals. The result
was the giant Montedison concern which
statistics place among the top ten companies
today operating in Europe. But can it be said
that this process of concentration and enlarge-
ment has greatly benefited the economy of our
country? Everybody knows—and above all Mr
Andreotti in virtue of his position—how many
millions these mergers, which have laken place
without any safeguard, have cost the Italian
community.

On one side, then, we have a liberal-bourgeois
philosophy and on the other the approach
outlined by the Socialist Group spokesman in
his speech. Mr Lautenschlager stated the need
to participate in the running of the economy,
especially through the Community, so that the
economic process can be guided and controlled,
as is now necessary in view of the present level
of European economic growth. But, our op-
ponents argue, if you hold that mergers must
not take place without the workers’ consent,
you introduce the power of veto into an eco-
nomic process which should be free. Well, the
shareholders of companies considering a merger,
who can decide whether to merge or not, already
have the power of veto. Why should the workers,
too, not have it? Or perhaps we feel that workers
do not represent general interests? Or that their
trade unions are not sufficiently responsible to
consider also the general interests affected by
such operations?

There is no contradiction between the workers’
interests and the more general interests of eco-
nomic growth. A few years ago it seemed that
this fact had at last been recognized, and I
should like to remind honourable Members of
the text produced by the rapporteur of the
Social Affairs Committee, Mr Adams of the
Socialist Group, at the time of the first debate.
The document of 14 June 1974 stated that a
merger can take place only when the negotia-
tions on the social plan have been successfully
concluded. During the past year this text has
been watered down somewhat even if our
colleagues in the Socialist Group appear to want
to retain its essence. The basic question, how-
ever, shrouded in complete ambiguity as it is,
has yet to be resolved. I should therefore like
the rapporteur to be explicit on this point. What
would happen if the arbitration body decided
that a given merger would jeopardize the
workers’ interests? Would the merger be blocked
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or would new measures to counteract its harmful
effects be adopted? This is the ambiguity that
still persists with regard to the document under
examination and I feel that this Parliament’s
vote should be aimed precisely at resolving this
ambiguity.

President. — I call Mr Thomsen.

Mr Knud Thomsen. — (DK) Mr President,
although I was not a member of any of the
committees which discussed this matter, I have
listened to what has been said and read the
documents submitted to us with the greatest of
interest—not for political reasons alone, but also
in view of the fact that I have spent 33 years
in industrial limited companies and consider
myself to be fairly familiar with conditions
in them.

The point I should like to stress does not conflict
with what Lady Elles has already said on behalf
of our Group, but in fact underlines what has
been said here—that the essential point in our
discussions today is whether, when companies
are to merge, the result of an arbitration pro-
cedure for questions affecting the workers has to
be awaited, or whether the mergers can become
effective without waiting for this result. As
Lady Elles pointed out, these proposals were
made in a period of expansion, a period of
growth with large-scale amalgamations, whereas
we are now faced with a completely different
situation in which a merger is very often the
last resort before the decision to shut down one
or both of the merging companies. This step—
merging—is of decisive importance in the depres-
sion now facing Western European industry, but
it can only be taken, and can only ensure the
survival of hundreds—perhaps thousands—of
companies in Europe, if these mergers can be
carried out without unnecessary delay.

We in the Conservative Group have accepted
the arbitration procedure proposed by the Legal
Affairs Committee. We did so because we think
that the arbitration procedure described here can
benefit society, workers and the economy, and
that we can thereby avoid unnecessary conflicts
between the two sides which—we must now-
adays recognize this in the final analysis—have
the same interests, namely the safeguarding of
the company and the jobs. I feel, however, that
the compromise mentioned in the Legal Affairs
Committee’s proposal goes a