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5. Commission programme for 1985 — Field of
social affairs — Enlargement (continuation)
Mr Bonaccini; Mr Vgenopoulos; Mr Langes;
Mrs Vieboff; Mr Chiusano; Mrs Van Hemel-
donck; Mrs Lenz; Mr Besse; Mrs Maij-Weg-

IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN
President

(The sitting was opened at 9 a.m.)

1. Opening of the annual session

President. — Pursuant to Rule 9(2) of the Rules of
Procedure, I declare the 1985/1986 session of the
European Parliament opened.!

P

Mr Sherlock (ED). — Mr President, I wonder if I
may beg your indulgence to make a point of personal
explanation arising from the report on milk and cream
and various associated products presented by my col-
league Mrs Jackson last month, where, owing to a lack
of information, I wrongly attributed the misdeeds of
the Committee on Agriculture, Fisheries and Food to
its very greatly respected and very well-liked chair-
man, Mr Tolman. I have taken the opportunity, per-
sonally, of apologizing to Mr Tolman for this error,
but I would like to have this chance of having it for-
mally recorded in the Minutes.

President. — Mr Sherlock, we have taken note of your
statement.

1 Approval of the minutes — Decision on urgency — Docu-
ments recetved — Topical and urgent debate (announce-
ment): see Minutes.

gen; Mrs Van den Heuvel; Mr I Friedrich;
Mr Beumer; Mr Herman; Mr Welsh; Mr

Delors (Commission) . . . . . . . . . . 53
6. Topical and urgent debate (announcement)

Mrs Weber . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 67
7. Welcome . . . . . . . .. .. ... 67
8. Votes

Mr Amdt; Mr Croux; Mr Bonaccini; Mr
Avwgerinos; Mr Estgen; Mrs Dury; Mr Raf-
tery; Mr Megaby; Mr Seligman; Mrs Cassan-
magnago Cerretti; Mrs Dury; Mr Filinis; Mr
Cornelissen; Mr Bachy; Mr Amdt; Mr
Klepsch; MrAmdt . . . . . . . . . .. 67

Annex

2. Commission programme for 1985 — Field of social
affairs — Enlargement

President. — The next item is the joint debate on:

— the annual programme of activities of the Com-
mission on the European Communities for 1985

— the report (Doc. 2-1753/84) by Mr Tuckman, on
behalf of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, on the new Commission’s priorities
in the field of social affairs and employment

— the oral question with debate (Doc. 2-1675/84) by
Mr J. Elles and others, to the Commission.

Subject: Net cost of enlargement

In the July session of Parliament, President Thorn
made it clear that the net cost of enlargement for
Portugal and Spain represents at the minimum
0.1% of VAT.

(a) Has the progress noted in the enlargement
negotiations since then for arrangements of
such products as olive oil involved any change
in this estimate?

(b) Does this estimate include financial compen-
sation for non-member Mediterranean coun-
tries whose interests will be affected as a
result of enlargement?

(c) Does the Commission still adhere to its ana-
lysis that the report envisaged in the Fontaine-
bleau conclusion, which it has to draw up at
least one year before the exhaustion of new
own resources, now has to be drawn up, par-
ticularly considering the growing tendency in
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the Community to defer expenditure from
one year to another?!

I call the President of the Commission, Mr Jacques
Delors, whom I welcome to our Assembly.

Mr Delors, President of the Commission. — (FR) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, in accordance with
the wishes expressed by Parliament I set out in January
the broad policy thrusts of the new Commission for its
term of office and, after obtaining the approval of Par-
liament, we decided to put to you, as every year, an
annual programme which your political groups will
have had a chance to examine and which, in our view,
should also be studied by your committees. I hope that
this will make for a fruitful dialogue between the var-
ious Members of the Commission and Parliament’s
committees.

I do not propose to go into all the elements of this
programme, especially as it takes up the Commission’s
three avowed objectives: to manage, and you know
that the Commission has specific responsibilities to do
this in a number of areas — they are restated in con-
crete terms in this programme — to make progress as
required by the Treaty in directions which are not as
yet clearly laid down, and finally to innovate, in other
words, to find ways of restoring Europe’s dynamism,
an aim dear to your heart and to ours.

And so, rather than going into all these points, [
should like to concentrate on current events and on
four subjects which seem to me fairly indicative both
of the difficulties facing the Community and of the
institutional problems which your Parliament has
raised with great wisdom and great boldness.

I shall thus deal first with enlargement as an indicator
of these problems. Then I shall argue that the world
economy, in its current uncertainty, needs a strong
and active Europe, that the restoration of Europe’s
dynamism is absolutely essential if Europe is to fulfil
its ambitions and that, more than ever, the institutional
question is central to discussions on the long-term
future of the Community.

I shall be brief in order to use most of my speakmg
ume to answer the questions put by your various
groups.

! Also included in the debate were the following oral ques-

tions to the Commission:

— by Mr Cassidy and others (Doc. 2-1682/84)

— by Mr von Wogau and others (Doc. 2-1672/84)

— by Mr Brok and Mr von Wogau (Doc. 2-1673/84)

— by Mr Chanterie and Mr van Aerssen
(Doc. 2-1674/84)

— by Mr Pfennig and others (Doc. 2-1840/84)

— by Mrs Pery and others (Doc. 2-1842/84)

— by Mr Beumer and others (Doc. 2-1837/84)

— by the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
and Industrial Policy (Doc. 2-1841/84)

— by Mrs van den Heuvel and others (Doc. 2-1839/84).

Enlargement as an indicator of our problems. The new
Commission has given attention to the situation. As
you know, it is not the Commission which is negotiat-
ing, since the matter is outside the purview of the
Treaty, but we have observed that, objectively, the
Community on the one hand and Spain and Portugal
on the other hand have never been so close to agree-
ment. This is why — and you can see in this an exam-
ple of the method chosen by the new Commission —
we have made a global proposal to the Ten, a proposal
which leaves a very narrow margin for negotiation but
corresponds in reality to the alignment reached in pre-
vious proposals, if one wishes to eradicate and some-
times appease weaknesses, and if one accepts that the
various reticences apparent amongst the Ten on the
conduct of the negotiations are after all nothing more
than a reflection of the difficulties facing the Ten
themselves. One needs only to think of the problems
posed by fruit and vegetables or fisheries, bearing in
mind the laborious compromises reached in order to
build a ‘blue Europe’. We put forward a global propo-
sal because we are convinced that six months more
would change nothing. And I wish to state here, in all
solemnity, that these negotiations simply must reach a
conclusion, and it is also absolutely essential — but I
shall return to this subject in connection with institu-
tional questions — that the European Summit should
not have to grapple with questions of detail concern-
ing, for example, fruit and vegetables or fisheries. The
European Summit has other things to attend to, and I
shall speak of these presently.

But these questions surrounding enlargement have
highlighted a degree of tension, I have to say it in all
frankness, between the North and South of the Com-
munity. A tension born not only of financial problems,
but one which reflects also a certain lack of compre-
hension, cultural differences, and which is leading cer-
tain countries to turn their backs on the pact of soli-
darity which must underlie the Community as one of
its basic foundation stones. Solidarity not in the sense
of aid but as productive of the common good and pro-
viding a contribution to the dynamism of the Euro-
pean whole.

It is the political importance of this point which needs
to be underlined today. I know that some of you, par-
ticularly in the Commiuee on Regional Policy, have
regarded the proposals made for the integrated Medi-
terranean programmes as still inadequate. But I have
to tell you that we, and, since this proposal is largely
my own, I myself am caught in the middle between
existing financial and budgetary constraints, forcefully
brought home to us at the recent Foreign Ministers’
meeting, and the need to keep our word to the Medi-
terranean regions. This proposal, because of its origin-
ality, its complexity and the fact that the Commission
is asking for a delegation of powers, will doubtless be
much discussed. It is already being discussed in the
Council, and I hope to be able to count on the support
of Parliament once all the calculations have been made
and an in-depth analysis conducted, so that the Ten
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can be persuaded to respect this elementary notion of
solidarity, and not merely financial solidarity, which is
after all one of the principles enshrined in the Treaty.

But over and above this question it seems to me that
discussions on enlargement have shown the dangers of
abusing what I would call the ‘diplomacy of links’.
With each country making its agreement conditional
on an ever-growing package of other problems it is
impossible to progress. You have been witness to this,
[ think. You have drawn attention on many an
occasion to the impossibility of making progress, for
example, towards a realistic 1985 budget. And on this
matter ] owe you an explanation, even though we have
been in office for only two months.

Why has the Commission not put forward a proposal?
For the good reason that if the Commission had put
forward a proposal in addition to those of the ltalian
Presidency and other Member States, well, it would
have created even greater confusion in the Council,
and there is no doubt that two or three countries
which do not want a successful conclusion would have
latched on to the Commission’s proposal. This is why
we can sometimes help Europe by not making a pro-
posal. And, as things stand at present, it seems to us
that the proposal of the Italian Presidency was the
most realistic and the best possible proposal.

The Commission, then, must not hurl itself into things
at random. It must know when to maintain a low pro-
file. In other words, we have put forward a global plan
for enlargement because we believe that the time is
ripe. We have shouldered our responsibilities as
regards the integrated Mediterranean programmes,
because that is part of the Community’s pact of soli-
darity; we have declined to add to the confusion sur-
rounding the budget. You can see how well enlarge-
ment reflects the problems which confront us, ladies
and gentlemen, yourselves as well as us.

Secondly, given the outlook for the world economy,
over which storm clouds are gathering anew, the
world needs a strong and active Europe. Take the dol-
lar and the uncertainties over its future, take the
erratic fluctuations in currencies which, perhaps more
than the dollar rate, are responsible for disrupting
world trade, increasing the dangers of protectionism
and preventing any relative stabilization of these mar-
kets, or take the question of indebtedness where it
would be wrong to think that because we have been
pragmatic, realistic, all is now well. One only has to
look at the African countries, or to look at the internal
situation in certain countries of Latin America to see
that these problems have not yet been solved.

For this reason the Community must pull together and
endeavour to agree on joint stands and joint propo-
sals; I would go so far as to say on joint actions.

Two main directions are pointed to in our programme.
The first is the need to tell our partners that there can

only be lasting progress towards a fairer and more
efficacious world economic order if we deal simulta-
neously with the monetary problems, financial ques-
tions and trade aspects, and that it would be pointless,
for example, to deal with the trade problems on their
own in the hopes that the rest of the problems would
solve themselves. Take, for example, current trends in
the flow of money: whereas the developing countries
need inflows of money on favourable terms and pri-
vate savings, private investors are currently concen-
trating on the wealthiest country in the world, creating
marked imbalances. But of course, if we are to speak
from a position of strength and back up our words
with deeds, Europe must also give the lead, and the
conditions imposed on progress over the European
Monetary System must cease. We have come up
against these conditions during the past two months,
which explains why little space has been devoted to
them. These conditions have to be overcome. And I
think that if we work patiently and discreetly, we shall
be able, in the first half of this year, to show that we
have not ground to a halt, that we can move forward
again. Move forward in a vital direction, for we can-
not advocate a more stable, better organized world
monetary system if we decline the responsibilities of
co-managing this world system by promoting the ECU
as an international reserve asset.

(Applause)

And so the identical nature of our positions on mone-
tary, financial and trade matters will be restated on
every possible occasion, since this highlights, of
course, the legitimate interests of the Community. But
the other field, closely connected with this one, is that
of development aid. There is to be a special meeting in
Washington in April of the Committee on Develop-
ment. We hope that this meeting will not be merely
routine but that it will provide a real chance to grapple
with the problems of North-South relations. There can
only be a world economy enjoying growth which is
regular and of benefit to all if the countries of the
South do more than just mop up the crumbs left over
from the Northern countries’ growth: they must them-
selves take an active part, as responsible partners, in
the growth of the world economy. This requires an
effort on both sides. On our side, the opening up of
our markets and the provision of adequate financing
on favourable terms, and, on the side of the Southern
countries, rigorous policies of reform and structural
planning policies which are voluntary and directed
along the right lines. There too, via our development
policy, via North-South relations, via the Mediterra-
nean policy, our links with countries which are not
signatories of the Lomé Convention, we, the Com-
munity, must make our presence felt, in our proposals
but also in our actions and, I was about to say, in our
generosity.

Of course all this — and it is the third subject [ wanted
to speak to you about — presupposes that Europe will
recover its economic dynamism.
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Of course there are extreme feelings of pessimism at
the moment. I myself for many years warned Euro-
peans against overconfidence or against underestimat-
ing the crisis, but I think that today’s feelings of gloom
are excessive and that signs are already emerging that
there is cause for hope.

The Commission will be devoting these first six
months to two essential tasks. The first will be to put
forward by the end of May a timetable for opening up
the internal market by 1992, with the aim of ensuring
that this timetable is approved by the European Sum-
mit. Why? Because experience has shown that, on any
given aspect of progress towards the internal market,
the Commission’s proposals get lost amid a welter of
discussion by groups of experts and that there comes a
point when political sanction and political will are
needed. We must, therefore, be able to refer to the
political commitment of the Heads of State or
Government in order to make progress on these dos-
siers at the appropriate time. We too, of course, shall
need time to prepare this timetable for the internal
market, but you will be notified of it and we shall ask
the European Summit to make a formal pronounce-
ment on this commitment and the stages to be passed
on the way to bringing about this internal market.

A second and very important element is that of high
technology, high technology as a factor in Europe’s
competitiveness, not only a sector which produces new
goods and services but something which is having an
impact on our entire manufacturing apparatus. Today
the question of manufacturing methods is relevant to
traditional goods and services. It is because they have
harnessed high technology to the production of ordi-
nary goods and services that Japan and the United
States have got ahead faster. If the next European
Summit can avoid getting bogged down in fruit, veget-
ables and fish, and if the Council on General Affairs
does its job properly, the European Summit will be
presented with a report containing just five proposals,
but five proposals which should enable us to make
progress, in respect of some of the stages on the way
to the internal market and in respect of telecommuni-
cations, a field in which Europe is well placed and
which will, tomorrow, carry the life-blood of the
European economy.

Short-term economic measures must also favour these
structural measures, for how can we prove that Europe
is shaking off its paralysis and can continue to adapt
whilst unemployment increases day by day? There is a
contradiction there which causes social conflict but
above all raises obstacles and prevents movement.
There too, all possible short-term measures must be
brought to bear. They will be the fuel for the great
structural leaps forward. It will be this which restores
the necessary flexibility to the overall social and
economic body of the Community. From this point of
view there are some grounds for optimism. We took a
gamble in bringing together the social partners, if part-
ners is the right word, the big bosses in Europe and

the trade unionists. We did this at the end of January,
and I can tell you, when we look at the outcome of
those discussions, without seeking to be controversial,
that the social partners are more aware than our gov-
ernments of the risks of doing nothing and of the
opportunities open to Europe. Let me quote just three
examples.

Firstly, management and unions are more or less
agreed not only on the reasons for the crisis but also
on the fact that, whilst it is important for the European
economy to control its costs in order to be competi-
tive, excessively rigorous control of these costs weak-
ens demand and deprives the economy of its drive. A
compromise thus needs to be found today between
cost control and the maintenance of internal demand
within the Community. In order to grow, we cannot
count only on the exports we make to our partners.
There is a good compromise to be reached here and,
as far as the social partners are concerned, we are on
the verge of reaching it.

Secondly, since high technology is revolutionizing the
organization of work, since the labour markets have to
allocate their resources more flexibly, and since man-
agement is not against the idea of job sharing, there is
perhaps room for broad discussion on that, at national
level and at Community level too. An outline agree-
ment might be envisaged in the next few years or per-
haps even months which would restore some impetus
to our labour markets and enable an accommodation
to be reached between the constraints of the manufac-
turing process and the aspirations of the workforce,
the latter being very varied, as some workers would
prefer to arrange their working time better.

The third and last element, also an encouraging one, is
that in addition to the agreements existing in a number
of countries the social partners at European level are
willing to examine the circumstances in which prepar-
ation could be made for introducing the new technol-
ogies and offering workers currently involved in the
manufacturing process a chance to retrain, so that this
technological advance should not give rise to despair
or resistance but should provide opportunities for
everyone.

I think it was my duty to inform you of these oppor-
tunities which are opening up because they are consi-
derable and, once again, discussion on the matter at
ministerial level is far less encouraging than the discus-
sions between the social partners. Consequently we,
the Commission, shall be eager advocates of this re-
opening of the social dialogue. It is, of course, the
business of management and the unions, at both Euro-
pean and national level. But for our part, whenever
our assistance is needed for technical elements, as an
honest broker or to stimulate dialogue, the Commis-
sion will be ready and willing.

In reality, behind all this lies an essential point. Instead
of preconditions being piled up by this or that country
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on this or that question, good sense suggests that we
ought to advance a step at a time on all fronts. A step
towards the European Monetary System, a step
towards the internal market, a step towards short-term
. revitalization of the economy. In this way we would
build up our own courage, and instead of fighting over
more currencies or more short-term measures, more
structures or fewer structures, we would be capable of
achieving that essence which we need to distill if we
are to restore confidence to the citizens of Europe and
those playing a leading part in economic and social
life. Progress step by step and in step — this is the
watchword which we shall try to put across both to the
European Summit and to the governments.

But behind all that, ladies and gentlemen, there is the
institutional question. It coincides with the basic feel-
ing of your Parliament which, on two occasions,
during the debate on Mr Spinelli’s resolution and then
when the draft Treaty was adopted, hit the nail on the
head in saying that Europe was making no progress
because it was no longer capable of making decisions,
of overcoming the contradictions within it. And the
result of that is that the institutions are out of step
with each other. No one knows any longer who does
what. For example, there is a proliferation of bilateral
contacts between Member States in an attempt to solve
problems. For example, initiatives are being taken by
Council of Ministers meetings. The Commission’s sta-
tus has been diminished by all this for years, and this is
why we are trying to retrieve the situation. But it will
be hard, it will take time and, in any case, our propo-
sals will have to be of a calibre such that the govern-
ments cannot seize on some shortcoming or other as a
pretext for ignoring them altogether.

Progress must be made the while. We shall progress,
we hope, as a result of the scale of our work with the
social partners, the calibre of our proposals but also, I
repeat, as a result of even better working relations
with Parliament, and of course I reaffirm today the
five proposals I put to you on 14 January, to which, I
expect, you will wish to reply. One of them is particu-
larly dear to my heart: the proposal that on two or
three subjects Parliament should take the initiative of
opening up a vast forum for discussion, so that we in
turn can work on the basis of what it proposes. It
needs all of us, you and us, to make the citizens of
Europe aware of the great challenges which face us —
the challenge of technology and competitiveness, the
social challenge, the institutional challenge. All this
shows the central importance of the forthcoming
European Summit in Milan. Things being as they are,
something must happen to permit frank and simple
discussion. It is inconceivable, after the draft Treaty
adopted by Parliament, after the work of the Dooge
Comnmittee, that there should not be at the European
Summit a motivated and enlightened discussion of
ways to improve the Community’s decision-making
process and ways to make progress in specific areas. At
all events you may be sure that, here as elsewhere, the

Commission will do its duty side by side, of course,
with the Dooge Committee’s report.

(Applause)

It will do its duty in attempting to clarify complex
problems such as majority voting, the right of veto,
differentiation and many others, but it will do it with
that mixture of idealism and realism which fires our
ambition to be with you, as I told you last time, the
guardians of the European public interest.

(Applause)

President. — Thank you very much, Mr President, for
your statement, which, as you will have observed, was
followed by the House with the utmost attention.

Mr Tuckman (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, I am
speaking on behalf of the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment, which took it upon itself to prepare
an own-initiative report showing the new Commission
— as we then saw it, because this idea was conceived
in October-November — roughly where we think the
priorities lie. I was delighted to hear the President of
the Commission’s spreech. So far he is breathing a
spirit of optimism. That optimism is, however, coupled
with a very deep understanding of what the problems
are, which gives us some chance that we might get
where we are trying to go.

One of the most important things which lay behind the
discussions in our committee was the need to balance
two factors. On the one hand, we have made tremen-
dous progress both throughout the world and here in
Europe. We are employing something like 87% of our
working population very profitably and to their great
advantage and raising their standard of living. On the
other hand, we have the enormous problem of unem-
ployment which afflicts 13% of our population and
creates enormous difficulties, particularly for young
people. If they have never had a job, if they have never
known what it is 1o get up in the morning, if they do
not understand that discipline at work is something
devised not by some nasty capitalist but by somebody
who is responsible for getting results for the consumer,
then their start in life is extremely poor.

In addition to this optimism on the one hand and the
sad fact of unemployment on the other, our committee
realizes that there is the third overwhelming fact that
there is so much we do not know. We are always talk-
ing as though we know and control all sorts of things
which, in fact, are outside our control. In each country
people talk as though that country and its government
were responsible for the unemployment there. How-
ever, if you look at the 10 European States, it begins
to seem improbable that the cause lies in any one of
them. If you look across the world, you will find that
further afield also, even in Japan and certainly to some
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extent in the USA, unemployment also exists and
seems to spring from the technological fact that mach-
ines can not only do things that man can do but can do
them better, more cheaply and with less aggravation.

The problem with which we are faced was brought out
very well on a number of occasions by the previous
Social Affairs Commissioner, Mr Richard. By men-
tioning him, I am not doing a political favour as he
was on the other side! He was worried that we may
end up with a situation where equilibrium is reached
not at full employment but at well below full employ-
ment, i.e. with a lot of unemployed. I, in fact, we can-
not cure that and if we have to remain competitive, i.e.
do things to the most efficient standard, we may end
up in a situation where we will have to separate job
and income. That is easy to say, and if we are rich
enough it can be done. However, what nobody can yet
solve — and our committee is worried about this — is
the problem of what to do with people who cannot
build up their own self-respect through achievement at
work. Where are they going to get it from?

To get back to simpler things, there is a Social Fund of
2 000 million ECU per year. We hope that the budget
crisis will not substantially affect that. However, it is
certainly not rising at the speed and to the level that
we think is necessary. One ot the main things we put
to the Commission is that we feel that it should con-
stantly push to have that Fund increased and
improved. We should like to have all this based on an
understanding that in the social field we are trying to
do a number of things. First of all, we want to ensure
that the social security which has been gained by the
employed part of the social partners be maintained,
although the costs of social security are enormous.
Secondly, we wish to ensure that the rights that have
been gained, in so far as this is possible and compatible
with being productive, are not diminished. Of course,
here we are at the very heart of the political debate
between right and left, but what has been significant is
not the amount of disagreement but the areas on
which we agree.

The Committee on Social Affairs and Employment is
enormously concerned with trying to improve the lot
of those who could find jobs if only they were ade-
quately trained. Here we come up against very big
national differences in our countries, and they hinge
not only on money and willingness to spend it but they
hinge very deeply on national attitudes. In some coun-
tries training is regarded as a magic wand, as is the
case in Germany, but in other countries it is regarded
as a theoretical nonsense, as is the case in many res-
pects in my own country. In Germany 60% of school
leavers will have a training. That may be too much. It
may be wrong that in Germany people stay in univers-
ity until they are 29, by which age men in ancient
Greece would either have achieved their life’s work or
there would be nothing for them to do. In our country
only 30% of the people are trained and are therefore
very often unable to take up that new job which half-

way through life they must take if we are going to
keep up with the changing situation on the work front.

We are, therefore, very keen that what has been sug-
gested by the Commission should, in fact, be put into
effect. We think that a great deal of what has been
suggested is not new. It has been on the table for quite
a long time, but it comes up against that stupid ideo-
logical conflict between those who, in my country, are
called the social engineers — that is a term of denigra-
tion — and those who are supposed to operate merely
on the free end of the market. I like the market, and 1
think that wherever possible it should be made to
operate. Planning does not really work. The factors
are toc complex. We do not even know after the event
what has happened, never mind planning it before.
However, it would be wrong to claim that social engi-
neering is altogether out of court. Old Moses did not
take the Jews into the desert for 40 years because he
could not get to what is now Palestine in a2 week. He
did it in order to toughen them up so that they could
live in that new situation. That was social engineering,
and it is social engineering whether it is President Mit-
terand operating in his country or Margaret Thatcher
in our own.

There is one major element of new subject matter in
the report — at least, it is new as far as [ am aware. It
is that we would like the Commission to place very
major stress on the whole subject of vocational guid-
ance and vocational training. We feel that far too
many young people go into employment by accident,
work which may not be suitable for them in terms of
their temperament or their skills and natural abilities.
They also go into jobs where, if things were looked at
more scientifically, there is no future. We are there-
fore making a very strong plea that the Commission
should try to give us much more adequate forecasts,
right down to national and regional levels, as to what
are the jobs available.

We are strongly aware that there are implications in all
this for management. There are implications in all this
for those who may not be willing to be sufficiently
flexible. The whole situation of being willing to
change one’s job and take up new work rests in the
end on confidence. Why I liked Mr Delors’ speech so
much is that for once here is a politician at European
level who uses and understands the need for confi-
dence. It is very difficult to create, but it is entirely
necessary if people are going to be willing to move
from one place to another.

This brings me to one other element of newness in our
report. We feel that pace and rhythm at work is a sub-
ject matter which is imperfectly understood. It has a
great deal to do with what ultimately happens, and we
therefore think that more attention should be paid to
this, because we know that groups can make a bigger
or smaller effort, be more or less effective, depending
on how they are handled. Again, this comes under that
dreaded subject of economic or social engineering, but
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I do not think it is right for a right-wing politician not
to address the matter for that reason.

Finally, I should like to speak about the amendments
to the report. There are three groups of amendments.
The biggest one reflects the normal debate between
right and left. We know that the balance in this House
is different from the balance in our committee, and
therefore it will be both exciting and interesting to see
how we end the day. Secondly, there is a small group
of amendments which seem to be based on a purely
Danish concept of what the Community is for and
what it is allowed to do. As rapporteur, I will be forced
to recommend that they be rejected. Finally, may I
address myself to half the human population, namely,
the ladies. There are many amendments in favour of
women. I am in favour of women. They are much bet-
ter than I am. But really, ladies, to try to put in liule
sub-sentences all over the place in favour of women is
in the end going to be counter-productive for you.
Therefore I counsel a certain amount of caution. If, on
one or two occasions, I recommend against accepting
such an amendment in a particular place, please do not
regard it as anti-feminist but rather as a favour to you.

Mr President, in conclusion I hope that with this
report we can help the European working population
to achieve some of their aims, to be somewhat better
adapted to the situation that faces us, and thereby to
help build a better Europe.

(Applause)

Mr James Elles (ED). — Mr President, I am pleased
to be able to participate in this important debate today
and fully welcome the programme of the Commission
for 1985. As a committed European, and one who
wishes 1o see closer European integration as rapidly as
possible, I welcome in particular the objectives of
creating a genuine internal market, of closer converg-
ence in economic policy, of promoting, for example,
cooperation between industry and higher educational
establishments, and also support the need for a strong
Europe in the international world. Above all, I support
the idea of building the Community and promoting
the idea of a European identity.

Yet, there is a cloud for me on this bright horizon
which is beginning to dim these worthwhile and cour-
ageous objectives for 1985. This concerns the preca-
rious state of the Community budget in the medium
term and its relationship to the enlargement of the
Community.

In this connection, may [ first of all recognize the
enormous efforts which are being made on a daily
basis by the Commission, in the negotiations on
enlargement, to try to reach a settlement of the terms
for enlargement of the Community to include Spain
and Portugal by the end of this month. I pay tribute,
too, to the efforts of the Italian Presidency of the

Council of Ministers to give impulsion to these discus-
sions and settle the terms as quickly as possible.
Nevertheless, I and several other Members wish to
take this opportunity to clarify the short to medium-
term prospects of financing the Community once
enlargement takes place — let us hope — on 1 January
1986.

Turning to the 1985 programme, we find in its introd-
uction that this year’s programme should be the last
for the Community of Ten and that negotiations — as
you, Mr President, have said — are very close to an
overall decision. The programme also underlines — as
you, Mr President, have done — that agreement will
mean sacrifices on all sides. Whilst I agree that this is
essential if decisions are to be taken and words turned
into deeds, there has been a deathly hush in this Par-
liament as to what the costs of enlargement to the
Community will be.

What will be the price of this solidarity? In the introd-
uctory document to the 1985 budget, we were told
without any detailed explanation that the net cost of
enlargement would be 300 million ECU in 1986 and
600 million in 1987. The purpose of my intervention
today is to ascertain whether these figures are now in
any way valid.

I must underline that I am personally in favour of
enlargement. However, we must go in with our eyes
open, and we must know what the cost is going to be.
We are all aware, after all, of the position of the 1985
budget — at least a 3 000 million ECU overrun — and
are becoming increasingly aware of the concern for
1986 and 1987, when the new limit of resources of
1.4% should apply. Even with acceptance of the Com-
mission’s price proposals for 1985-86 we shall be close
to the limit in 1986 and shall probably be over it
should the dollar fall by any significant amount. This
was already implicit in the statement of the President
of the Commission last July, when, following Fontai-
nebleau, he addressed the House. What is the real sig-
nificance of his remarks today?

First, he clearly indicated that the ceiling of 1.4%
would only carry through into 1986. Is this assessment
still true?

Secondly, the President indicated that the Commission
might as well start drafting the report on own
resources required by the decision of the Fontaine-
bleau Summit, the report which has to be drawn up a
year before own resources are likely to run out. Is this
still the case? Is it true that this report is now being
written or has it actually been drafted?

Thirdly, the President indicated at that time that the
Community would require at least 0.1% of VAT for
financing this enlargement. But what does this figure
actually cover? Does it, for example, cover the cost of
extending integrated Mediterranean programmes to
Spain and Portugal? Secondly, does it allow for com-
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pensation for not allowing Spain and Portugal to
become net contributors to the budget, or will the
Community budget be a net beneficiary in the earlier
years for this reason? Thirdly, does it include compen-
sation for non-member Mediterranean countries? On
pages 95 and 96 of the Commission’s programme it is
indicated that the trade deficit of non-member Medi-
terranean countries may be aggravated by competition
from the two applicant countries, especially Spain. It
continues by saying that assurances should be given to
southern Mediterranean countries regarding the
maintenance of trade flows. What does this add up to
in terms of cost?

Fourthly, has compensation been included for fishery
agreements with third countries which the Community
will have to take over, of course, when Spain joins?

Finally, and not least, does it take account of produc-
tion being stimulated, particularly in Spain, as a result
of application of the common agricultural policy to
such products as olive oil and fruit and vegetables? Is it
true, for example, that at the end of the transitional
period we will have a lake of olive oil running at a sur-
plus of something like half a million tonnes annually?
Is it true, as indicated on page 56 of the Commission’s
programme, that the potential yields of table wine in
Spain will cause further problems in the wine market?

Finally, is it not true that the whole acquis communau-
taire debate in the Council has been more about shor-
ing up the incomes of the present producers in the
Community rather than addressing the problems of an
agricultural policy for an enlarged Community?

In putting these questions, Mr President, I do not wish
to put a brake on the enlargement negotiations. They,
as we all know, have taken up enough time as it is. But
putting it simply, I firmly believe that we must all
recognize that enlargement will cost the Community
budget considerable sums of money if it is to be suc-
cessful. It could, I estimate, add at least 4 to 5 000 mil-
lion ECU or about 0.2% VAT at the end of the transi-
tional period. We cannot perceive enlargement as
merely providing two further markets for our indus-
trial and certain of our agricultural products. We
must, as you, Mr President, have said, be prepared to
pay for the sacrifices which we will make.

In the light of the financial consequences and the diffi-
culties which could result from enlargement, I would
stress three specific points. Firstly, as one of the budg-
etary authorities of the Community, Parliament must
be kept fully informed as to the costs likely to arise
from enlargement both during the transitional period
and at the end of the transitional period.

Secondly, T urge both the Commission and the Coun-
cil, when we come to the final negotiations next week,
not to leave the texts unclear so that we may be fully
aware of what the impact of enlargement will be. Pre-
vious enlargements have shown that we have not had

the clarity needed to prevent problems arising in the
future. Nothing would be worse than finding some
ambiguous half-way house which will, in the end, add
up to the detriment of the Community in the longer
term.

Finally, let us please get on with 1985, both the Com-
mission and Parliament together, so that we may take
the necessary decisions before we get entangled with
the problems of enlargement and so that we may work
together for the benefit of the European peoples.

(Applanse)

Mr Glinne (S). — (FR) Mr President, President
Delors, ladies and gentlemen, the Socialist Group
approves the broad lines of the Commission’s pro-
gramme, not, however, without raising a few fine
points and voicing a few major reservations.

We are particularly gratified, provided that there is
suitable follow-up and that the national governments
and social partners cooperate, at the importance which
is attached to measures to promote employment at the
macroeconomic level and to the drafting of specific
complementary policies, since the number of people in
employment can be increased if working time is shor-
tened and reorganized.

We approve your desire to revitalize the social dia-
logue with a view to creating a European social area,
with the aim of preserving the cornerstones of the
European social model, which is as far removed from
authoritarian collectivism as it is from the individual-
ism which scorns solidarity. Against this background
the fight for jobs must, I will say it again, take absolute
priority in economic policy, both national and Com-
munity policy. The fact that unemployment reached an
average of 12% in the Community at the beginning of
1985, with most economic climatologists warning us
of further deterioration throughout the rest of the
year, means that all available means must be concen-
trated on the crucial objective of job creation and
preservation, as we have continually insisted together
with the millions of unemployed and the European
Confederation of Free Trade Unions.

Mr President, the Community has been unable to
match the growth rates achieved in the United States,
despite conditions which were certainly questionable.
Those of our Member States which have achieved
relative equilibrium in their domestic and foreign trade
— those at least ought to practise a policy of expan-
sion which would be all the more laudable in that it
would create jobs. Clearly this means that the Federal
Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom ought
to modify their policy and concentrate not so much on
controlling inflation as on measures to reduce unem-
ployment, by concerted efforts as far as possible. The
level of productive investment, too, is far from satis-
factory, and whilst it rose somewhat in 1984, consider-
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able effort is needed in both the public and private
sectors.

We are firmly behind the Commission here when it
wonders whether all opportunities for public invest-
ment giving high social yields and a sizeable effect on
employment have been fully grasped. Our Group is
strongly in favour of a sizeable increase in the capital
spending which is needed to develop infrastructures at
both Community and national level.

Despite some modest achievements in the coordina-
tion of national economic policies, much remains to be
done if new stimulus is to be given to the Community’s
growth. It is important that these coordinated policies
should not be based on monetarist dogma but should,
on the contrary, make adequate allowance for
demand.

The Community should certainly not emulate the
American example, which is not a model for us. Con-
trary to a widely held misconception, US performance
on job creation is based essentially on good rates of
growth over the last two years. During the first few
years of President Reagan’s term of office, when the
US economy was stagnant or in decline, jobs were lost
on a massive scale, not gained. One of the factors
mainly responsible for growth was not, therefore, the
famous flexibility of the American labour market. The
truth is that the US Administration’s economic and
monetary policy, with its high, attractive interest rates,
drew off huge sums of capital, estimated at several
hundred thousand million dollars, from Europe in
1984. This pushed up European interest rates, to our
disadvantage, and siphoned off a large part of the
resources we needed here at home to restructure our
industry.

The US federal budget deficit is colossal, some
220 000 mullion dollars. The US trade balance stands
at a record deficit of 120 000 million dollars. But the
European economies are continuing largely to finance
the recovery of the American economy. Our Group
does not accept this situation. On the contrary, we
demand negotiations aimed at preventing a state of
affairs in which the American economic recovery is
persistently financed by massive monetary transfusions
from Europe and from other areas of the Western
world and even the Third World.

As regards good citizenship and moral duty, I wonder
very much at the auitude of individuals, companies
and investors who are prepared to convert as much as
they can of our countries’ currencies into dollars, even
at an exorbitant exchange rate, and invest in the
United States sums which yield more than if they had
not been converted.

I come here to a fundamental question, although I
approve that part of the Commission’s programme
which deals with our relations with the US. As Presi-
dent Reagan said recently and simplistically, the main

problem is not that the dollar is strong but that the
other currencies are weak. One of his Secretaries of
State said very blandly that this was a fact of which
Europe should take note; the Americans were propos-
ing a better model for society. Clearly, for these wor-
thies the real or imagined weaknesses in the European
economies must first be corrected before any attempt
is made to alter current exchange rates. Fortunately
Mr Volker, chairman of the Federal Reserve Board,
has just stated that the United States cannot continue
indefinitely to live beyond its means thanks to foreign
capital, and that the influx of foreign capital cannot go
on indefinitely making good the federal budget deficit.

Given this interesting conflict of views between senior
US politicians, what does the Commission think about
the agreement of 17 January 1985 on the usefulness of
government intervention against the overvalued dollar,
an agreement concluded between the US and five
countries comprising only four members of the EEC
plus Japan? Given the true state of things, is there any
cause for optimism about this agreement? Further-
more, on the other side of the Atlantic there is an
increasingly protectionist mood in certain sectors of
agriculture and industry. The idea of a special tax on
imports to offset the effect of the dollar on the trade
deficit is gaining ground, especially as this would ena-
ble interest rates to be kept high and would be one
way of mopping up part of the federal budget deficit.
What does the Commission think?

Moreover, our group — or most of us at least — share
your desire for stronger monetary cooperation in the
Community. We would like a few more details on how
Mr Jacques Delors, President of the Commission,
views the proposals formulated by Mr Jacques Delors,
French Finance Minister, at the meeting of European
Finance Ministers in September 1983.

Two interesting items have been reported in the press:
Gaz de France is to pay for its purchases of Dutch gas
in ECU, to the tune of 10 000 million French francs a
year, and Italy has just concluded a mining deal with
Kuwait using the ECU as reference currency. In our
view it is important to promote the monetary auton-
omy of the Community vis-a-vis the dollar by using
the ECU, even in small-scale operations and even
though the EMS remains incomplete due to the con-
tinuing absence of the tenth partner.

It is not enough, Mr President, to make declarations
of intent, however laudable. They have to be imple-
mented.

Let me come now to the fine points and reservations [
mentioned at the beginning. For example, the Com-
munity has taken excellent steps concerning equal
treatment of men and women in matters of working
conditions and social security. But what supervision is
there of Member States’ implementation of the direc-
tives adopted by the Council of Ministers? In several if
not all of the Member States infringements are regu-
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larly recorded without the Commission being able to
take effective action to apply the provisions contained
in the directives. We thus welcome with optimism the
Commission’s intention to examine whether there are
not shortcomings in the framework of legislation
aimed at effective implementation of the principle of
equal treatment — in our view there are grave short-
comings — and, if necessary, to submit proposals to
improve or complete this framework.

As far as social matters are concerned, we deeply
regret the absence, as our resolution makes clear, of
any sufficiently detailed statement firstly on a Euro-
pean framework for collective bargaining, as referred
to by President Delors in his speech to the European
Parliament last January, secondly, on the right to
information and consultation of workers employed by
transnational companies and those with complex
structures, and thirdly, on the social aspects of the
fifth directive on companies with limited liability.

On the subject of industrial restructuring policy, we
regret that the Commission has failed 1o make a close
link between structural reorganization measures and
the problems of employment which frequently arise, in
a most lamentable fashion, for those working in the
sectors concerned. Whenever the Commission is
required to give its opinion on a restructuring opera-
tion or to help finance one, it should, and we stress
this most emphatically, insist firmly on the need to
start by solving the employment problems involved.

In addition, whilst we agree with the Commission on
the need to do away completely with the Community’s
internal frontiers, and whilst we consider that the
alignment of VAT legislation is essential to the
achievement of this, we ought not to expect miracles
from this measure. Alignment of VAT rates should be
part of a general harmonization of tax legislation
which will itself depend on other aspects of economic
and financial integration.

During this debate members of our group will speak in
greater detail on the social and economic problems
raised in Mr Tuckman’s report and the oral questions
with debate attaching to it.

As far as the common agricultural policy is concerned,
the Socialist Group considers that efforts aimed at
substantially reducing structural overproduction must
continue. This means, however, that the decisions
aimed at improving agricultural structures, specifically
those to benefit the small producers and disadvantaged
regions, must be taken now and in the immediate
future. Like the Commission we consider that prompt
discussion is necessary on the future of agriculture in
the Community and on reform of the CAP.

Mr President, the Commission rightly attaches great
importance to research and development policy. For
several years now the Socialist Group has been stress-
ing the need for a more dynamic, more thrusting

Community policy in the new fields of research and
technology. We Socialists have also always stressed the
need to involve workers and trade unions in discus-
sions on the introduction of the new technologies.
Consequently we are glad to see the Commission giv-
ing attention to the conditions under which the new
technologies can be acceptable and their social effects
contained, a matter which it considers as one of the
most pressing topics in the social dialogue and one
which it wishes to see adopted at Community level.

On this subject, last January our chairman, Rudi
Arndt, put a proposal to the Commission on behalf of
the Socialist Group for the creation of a committee of
enquiry to inform the various bodies of the European
Community on technological advances and to advise
them in such a way as to enable them to assess the
implications of technological changes. In the produc-
tion sector, as regards the consequences for the quality
of work. In the consumer area, as regards attempts to
improve the quality of life. Lastly, as regards the con-
sequences for the environment and for democratic and
social structures, we dare to hope that the Commission
will adopt this proposal by our chairman.

Mr President, a further word on ‘the Commission’s
proposals for energy. In connection with the current
Community system of authorizing national aids to the
coal industry, the Commission announces that it will
be proposing a new system during the first half of
1985. It does not say, however, what lines its proposals
will follow. Our group has always stressed the import-
ance of coal as a source of energy in the Community.
In no circumstances will it agree to a policy which
would cost the jobs of thousands of mine workers,
something we are currently seeing in the United King-
dom.

Previously in the past the Socialists have shown what
importance they attach to an active transport policy.
At the initiative of our honourable friend Horst See-
feld, who was at the time chairman of the Committee
on Transport, the European Parliament took the
Council of Ministers to the European Court of Justice
for its omission to introduce a proper transport policy.
We insist that the Commission should expand this sec-
tor more, for it is one of extreme importance to all
citizens of the Community. We also think that an
effective Community transport policy should be drawn
up in close cooperation with other European neigh-
bours.

On the subject of enlargement I would first like to
reaffirm the Socialist Group’s wish to see the timetable
for accession and the deadline of 1 January 1986
adhered to, for essentially political reasons. The possi-
ble cost of enlargement which we are asking the Com-
mission to tell us promptly, although we know that an
exact figure can only be given once the Commission
has the final results of the negotiations, should in no
case be used as a pretext to put back the date set for
the entry of Spain and Portugal to the Community. In
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the context of enlargement we would stress once again
the need for the Commission’s earlier proposals to be
given concrete form. As for the integrated Mediterra-
nean programmes, these must be implemented before
enlargement in order to narrow the enormous gap
between the regions of the North and South.

Mr President, the Socialist Group endorses the broad
principles outlined by the Commission on environ-
mental matters. We consider, however, that the pro-
gramme as put before us is still not concrete enough.
The protection of our environment and the need for
an active environment policy have for a number of
years now been a central concern of the Socialists.
Serious accidents in industry, air pollution, the hazar-
dous transportation of toxic wastes, accidents such as
Seveso and Bhopal, these things prove only too well
how great a need there is for a preventive policy on
the environment. A central point in this policy is, in
our view, the introduction of specific, ongoing checks
on the compatibility of certain measures with the pro-
tection of the environment. We know that a directive
along these lines was adopted last week by the Coun-
cil. But it contains so many exceptions that the initial
aim is no longer met. And so we await new initiatives
from the Commission in this field.

Lastly, we would stress the need for a concerted policy
on behalf of consumers, notably for health protection,
and for the revival of consumer councils as called for
under the latest Greek and French presidencies.

Before I conclude, one more specific question to the
Commission. The Commission announces that it
intends to develop new types of agricultural produc-
uon and new markets for renewable raw materials, for
industrial use via biotechnology and for use as sources
of energy. I should like to know more precisely what
the Commission means by this. I have read in the press
that a report submitted to the Commission by
researchers in the Carlsberg laboratories in Copen-
hagen suggests the building of refineries which could,
thanks to biotechnological processes, transform sup-
posedly surplus cereals into a variety of materials such
as wood fibres, plastics, paper, textiles and fuels. Busi-
ness circles in both industry and agriculture seem to be
very interested in the idea, and it would thus, techni-
cally, be possible to use a large part of Europe’s 58
million tonne cereals surplus for purposes other than
feeding people. Is this what the Commission has in
mind — I can hardly believe it — when it talks of
developing new possibilities of production and new
markets? Does the Commission think that such ways
of disposing of cereals or other production surpluses
are morally compatible with the stark fact that the
most basic needs of tens of millions of human beings
are not met and cannot be met? We put the question
to you. Our own reply is clearly no.

Finally, Mr President, we approve the Commission’s
programme as regards a Community identity, the Peo-
ple’s Europe and, for most of us as well, European

Union. I should like to express very forcefully our
Group’s support for the Commission’s intention of
putting before the Council a directive on regional
cooperation with Central America, and our support

“for the line adopted by the countries concerned,

despite their differing regimes, in the Contadora
group. We hope that not only the will for regional
integration and structuring but also an awareness of
social justice and concern for human rights will thus
be encouraged in Central America.

Europe must promote processes aimed at peace and
progress in this unhappy part of the world, not the
escalation of policies of force and oppression.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MRS CASSANMAGNAGO
CERRETTI

Vice-President

Mr Klepsch (PPE). — (DE) Madam President, Mr
President of the Commission, honourable Members, in
speaking today about the Delors Commission’s 1985
programme of activities, we find ourselves in an
interim stage: on the one hand, when we discuss this
annual review we are stll acting within the rather
obsolete framework of the institution as it was in the
1950s; on the other hand, however, the Commission
under President Delors has created a basis into which
this annual programme can be integrated by submit-
ting the guidelines for its term of office in January and
— for which we are grateful — by the fact that Presi-
dent Delors requested Parliament to give a decision on
these guidelines at the beginning of the Commission’s
term of office.

If we carefully peruse the statements of January and
the 1985 programme before us, we can of course see
that clearly a more flexible and diplomatic approach
has been chosen on a number of points and aspects
than in the general review for the four years.

To give just one example. In the field of the further
development of the European Monetary System, we
would have hoped for more impetus to be given even
for 1985 than we find in the programme of activities.
But we are looking at that in the context of the guide-
lines and hope the Commission will regard the frame-
work set in January as binding.

As for 1985, my colleagues will deal in detail with the
Commission’s specific proposals. On the major issues,
may I say that we think they have been well chosen
and that we endorse them. We know that the commit-
tees will try to fill some of what we regard as gaps
during talks with the Commission; but what is essen-
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tial for us is that the Community should make progress
in 1985, and we now know that the Commission ser-
iously wants to do this.

Let me add a word on the role of the Commission and
of Parliament. It is quite clear that within the institu-
tional framework of the Community they are the two
elements which, by their office and their tasks, incor-
porate the Community’s interests most strongly. In
theory we should also name the Council, for no doubt
it is at present the most powerful organ in the Com-
munity framework. Yet we have found that as a result
of the increasing pressure from interest groups it finds
itself in a very difficult situation. We are aware that it
is not only internal political pressures which have led
to some of the delays and failures to decide on the part
of the Council, but that what can look like petty hag-
gling about advantages, whether assumed advantages
or the mutual counting up of advantages, accentuates
the problems and make the Council unable 1o decide.

Of course it is regrettable if, for example, decisions
taken unanimously by the Council on the proposal of
Community organs are implemented in very disparate
ways in the various Member States, since that leads to
distrust and abuses. So we must keep sight of the fact
that one of Parliament’s decisive functions is to call on
the Commission to reassume its original function as
motive force and also as controlling organ for the
functioning of the Community, and to do so in close
cooperation with Parliament.

As directly elected representatives of the Community
citizens, responsible for the interests of the Com-
munity and not only of our own country or region of
origin, we see the Community’s task as that of being
efficient, viable and forward-looking as a whole. We
believe this view is also reflected in the Commission’s
programme of priority activities.

To turn to just one central point, which my colleagues
will go into in more detail later. We regard the remo-
val of barriers to progress as a central task for the year
1985, in terms of employment policy and the restruc-
turing heeded in many areas of the European econ-
omy, within a sound internal market, as described by
the Commission.

The pronouncements made in this sector, by the
Council too, are many. People have realized that the
Community will continue to be able to compete with
the USA, Japan and other industrialized countries
only if the necessary efforts are made in research,
innovation and the cooperation and harmonization in
the internal market which are essential. What we do
not find in the Council’s decisions, however, is the
translation of this insight into practical action. That is
what I understood President Delors to mean when he
spoke of the campaign of persuasion the Commission
must undertake in this area too. We will support this
campaign of persuasion and I think it is the duty of the

groups in this House to hold talks with the national
groups in this field too.

1985 is especially hard hit by a large number of prob-
lems that need to be resolved. I will not list them now.
What I consider important is to say that resolving the
institutional question, i.e. that of the sound working of
the decision-making mechanism of the Community
and the modernization of the Community instruments,
is of outstanding importance.

Let me say a word on the question of the findings of
the Dooge Committee. Our own proposals are already
before the national parliaments. We are sure that the
announcement that the findings of the Dooge Com-
mittee will be translated into decisions at the Milan
summit is a good one, but what we want to see is con-
crete proposals and concrete agreements.

On pages 22 and 23 of the German Commission text, I
see that the Commission seems to share my group’s
view that it is not just a question of the Milan summit
convening a conference of governments — along the
lines of the never ending Imperial Diet of Regensburg.
That is a concept from German history and is equiva-
lent to delaying a decision ad calendas graecas. It is the
fate that has often enough overtaken various good
ideas, such as the Tindemans report. But if people sit
down together, then — and I hope the Commission
will take a vigorous part in achieving this — we expect
the Dooge Committee to produce clear proposals,
which will be followed immediately by a decision on
them. Such clear proposals must also cover the role of
the European Parliament.

We have heard many good things said about our role.
Now we want to see deeds from the Council. We
believe that if we act in concert with the Commission
we will be able to bring the Community forward and
achieve the enormous task of getting our citizens on
the side of Europe, a task which is rightly referred to
in the priorities.

Mr President Delors, my group will endorse your pro-
gramme of activities within the framework I have
sketched out. But we ask you to continue to endea-
vour to re-assume the Commission’s original tasks and
to seek close cooperation with the other Community
institutions, and especially with Parliament, and we
regard your replies to the questions put by Mr Estgen
as a welcome departure.

(Applause)

President. — I have received seven motions for resolu-
tions on the annual programme of activities of the
Commission for 1985. They have been tabled by Mr
Petronio and Mr Romualdi, on behalf of the Group of
the European Right (Doc. 2-1806/84), Mr Cervetti
and others, on behalf of the Communist and Allies
Group (Doc. 2-1812/84), Mr de la Maléne, on behalf
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of the Group of the European Democratic Alliance
(Doc. 2-1813/84), Mr Klepsch and others (Doc.
2-1814/84 and Doc. 2-1815/84/rev.), Mr Arndt and
Mr Glinne, on behalf of the Socialist Group (Doc.
2-1816/84) and Mrs Boot and others, on behalf of the
Group of the European People’s Party (Doc. 2-1820/
84).

The vote on these motions for resolutions will be
taken at 6 p.m. this evening.

Sir Fred Catherwood (ED). — Madam President, I
am glad to be able to give the wholehearted support of
our group to this programme. It is certainly the best
programme — maybe even the best document — to
have come from the Commission since the elections of
1979. For the first time the Commission has not
trimmed its proposals to what they think they might
get through the Council. For the first time we have a
programme which is adequate to deal with the enor-
mous problem of 14 million unemployed. If this pro-
gramme is implemented, we will, I believe, get our
unemployed back to work. For the first time the Com-
mission has really listened to what Parliament has said.
It has not only picked up the Albert and Ball report
and the Herman report; it has also listened to what the
broad Left who could not vote for the Herman report
were saying when we debated these issues. So the pro-
gramme provides a wide base for agreement in Parlia-
ment and for the first time a real basis of an alliance
between the Commission and Parliament which the
Council will find it very hard to resist. Now we in this
Parliament have got to go back to persuade our
national governments that there is no other way for-
ward and that this really does give the basis for econo-
mic recovery.

The final opening up of the common market, giving
every manufacturer a truly continental market, was at
the centre of our last election manifesto, so that that
should cause no difficulty to the Danish or British
Governments. It also brings home to our people, as no
theoretical constitutional exercise can do, why there
have 10 be changes in the decision-making process.
They can see what the Community is for. It gives us
the pragmatic basis that we so badly need in our coun-
tries for the changes that have to take place; because
what is the alternative? The alternative is either to go
on with 14 million unemployed, which is socially
totally unacceptable and will lead to tremendous social
trouble, or, as a positive alternative — the only one
that is talked about — to opt for a combination of
protectionism and deficit financing with competitive
devaluations like that practised in the 1930s — the
economic warfare between nations which led straight
to a shooting war and which all the industrial demo-
cracies vowed after the war would never happen again.

The post-war answer is the answer which President
Delors has given, the answer that led to the biggest
increase in trade and wealth in world history, to get

trade going again by removing barriers to trade and by
systematic agreement on currency levels and agree-
ments to aid the Third World.

The Commission’s programme is the first realistic
attempt to recover the momentum which we lost as a
result of the two oil shocks. The Albert and Ball report
showed why protectionism and deficit financing can-
not give us anything like the momentum that we need
to get our people back to work again. All the studies
show that national deficit financing simply cannot deal
with the numbers of unemployed we now have. Even
the research done by those who put forward deficit
financing show that they cannot possibly deal with the
numbers of unemployed. But if we can simply remove
the barriers all over Europe between those who want
to buy and those who want to sell and remove the risk
of future barriers to give the permanent security of this
huge market to those prepared to invest, then we will
get jobs on the scale that we need. The market itself is
big enough to create the jobs. A market of 270 million
people is big enough to get 14 million people who are
unemployed back to work again. Nothing else is big
enough to do that. So there is absolutely no alternative
to this. In putting our support behind President
Delors, we want it to be clear that there is no alterna-
tive. We defy anyone who thinks that there is an alter-
native to doing this to come up with the kind of
research that we have done following this Delors pro-
posal.

We welcome too the Commission proposals on the
creation of a common capital market. That, 100, was
in our election manifestos. We need to match the size
and the flexibility of the American capital market if we
are to keep our savings in Europe. A big and flexible
capital market attracts savings, whereas small national
markets discourage savings and send them elsewhere.
We very much hope that the governments who have
doubts about this will see that the whole package
needs the support of a European capital market and
that that is also an essential part of this particular
package.

Our group also hopes in particular that the British
Government will agree with the resolution that our
group passed in its group meeting last week stating
that the time has now come for sterling to join the
exchange rate mechanism of the European Monetary
System. We accept that while sterling was high and
our oil surplus had a positive influence on sterling we
could not join. But our industrialists in the Confedera-
tion of British Industries have now concluded that
sterling is at the right level, and we agree with them.
The Governor of the Bank of England, the weighty
experts in the House of Lords, Vice-President Cock-
field, who is a weighty expert in his own right, all
agree that the time is now right for Britain to join.
Sterling has only 7 1/2% of the total currency reserves
of the Community and it is not reasonable for sterling
to try to support its weight all on its own. That is why
we need a base rate in Britain at the moment of 14%
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to hold sterling up. Just contrast that with the rate in
Paris of 10 1/2%, the rate in Amsterdam of 7 1/2%
and the rate in Frankfurt of 6 1/2%. And we see the
enormous cost that we now pay for having sterling on
its own and not linked to the reserves in the exchange
rate mechanism of the Community. Entry into the
exchange rate mechanism and the development of a
mutually supporting EMS would slash British interest
rates, and we are quite sure that for that reason a deci-
sion cannot be far off.

The only disappointment that we have in this excellent
document is the absence of proposals on the develop-
ment of the EMS. We know that this is close to Presi-
dent Delors’ heart. He hinted more in his inaugural
speech than he has given us here, and he said a liule
bit more this morning. We very much hope that in his
summing up he will tell us in public what we know he
feels in private: that a continental market and a conti-
nental currency system have got to go hand in hand. If
we are to persuade the British and the German Gov-
ernments, we need more than hints; we need it spelt
out step by step with all the elegant Gallic logic of
which President Delors is very capable.

Jobs need investment. Investment not only needs a
continental market, it also needs stability of currencies
within that market. At present every job-creating
investment in Europe carries a currency risk, and that
risk minimizes the amount of investment that is made
and keeps people unemployed- who would otherwise
be at work. So I hope that we can all tell our national
governments that there is now spelt out in this Com-
mission document a European option for economic
recovery and that none of the national schemes of
which our national newspapers are full, and 1o which
our national parliaments echo, has the slightest chance
of getting our unemployed back to work, of looking
after our public expenditure, of paying for our defence
and of keeping us competitive with the Americans, the
Japanese and the newly-industrialized countries.

So we thank you, Mr President, for this vigorous and
optimistic programme which gives us all hope and we
pledge ourselves to help you to get it the political
backing that it has to have.

Mr Cervetti (COM). — (IT) Madam President, Mr
President of the Commission, ladies and gentlemen,
when it lists the main guidelines of its working pro-
gramme for 1985, the Commission sets out objectives
and needs with which we are in agreement: streng-
thening the economic structures of Europe, giving the
Community an influential part to play in world affairs,
making Europe something to which its citizens can
relate, launching the Community on the road to Euro-
pean Union — as the programme states — all of these
are indications with which a progressive, ‘Good Euro-
pean’ party such as ours can only express its agree-
ment.

But having said that, may we be allowed immediately
to point out a sort of hiatus, a contradiction or, at
least, a gap between the objectives and the resources,
or rather, between the objectives and the policies for
achieving them.

We obviously approve of those parts of the pro-
gramme that emphasize the need for full unification of
the internal market. At this point may we be allowed
to say, in parenthesis, that we should not want the
stages that have been fixed to end up in the same way
as those laid down for the monetary system. We
appreciate the search for real macroeconomic con-
vergences. [ will go further: we are convinced — we
have called for this on a number of occasions and now
we emphasize it positively — that the participation of
trade unions and employers in the definition of econo-
mic policies and social conciliation is essential. From a
more general point of view it is right to call for and
implement a different mix of the various economic
measures, so as to promote recovery. Nor have we
failed to note several commendable statements regard-
ing scientific research, the introduction of advanced
technology, the environment, the CAP, the IMP,
transport, various sectors of industry, social policy and
the implementation of Lomé III.

But that, Mr President of the Commission, is not suffi-
cient; and — if we may be permitted to emphasize the
fact — that does not make the programme a concrete,
realistic, coherent one, designed to get the Com-
munity out of the crisis or, at least, to make this year
1985 a year of change and of the relaunch of the
building of Europe.

This raises a political question. Why is the programme
not consistent with some of its own assumptions? Evi-
dently, such consistency is hindered by all the forces
of the Member States, and governments, and other
institutions, which are linked, in various ways, with
national selfishness, interests that are only corporauve,
and weakness towards the outside world. Forces that
are at the root of the crisis in which the Community
now finds itself, and which certainly have no intention
of taking action to get out of the crisis. Against all this
we need to have a political will that, based on a proper
programme and consistent measures, can gather
together and mobilize all the forces capable of extri-
cating the Community from the crisis, and guarantee-
ing its necessary recovery.

Such a programme must contain, or rather should give
priority to, energetic, credible measures in the fight
against unemployment, and both the Council and the
Commission must assume precise and binding respon-
sibility in regard to the formulation of the 1985 and
1986 budgets. It must contain action to increase own
resources without making that increase strictly condi-
tional upon the accession of Spain and Portugal to the
Community. It must contain measures and a general
plan for financing the policies and objectives that are
proposed or desirable.
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On the other hand, Mr President — and you yourself
have reminded us of this more than once — all our
efforts are in danger of being brought to nought by
the serious world monetary problems, and by Ameri-
can interest rate policy and their national deficit, as
well as the supremacy of the dollar.

For this very reason we consider that measures should
be outlined and implemented that are appropriate to
the seriousness of the situation, strengthening and giv-
ing greater depth to the European Monetary System,
so that, bit by bit, the function of the ECU as a cur-
rency s guaranteed. We have, in short, to fill that gap,
that hiatus of which I spoke at the beginning of my
speech; and we have to fill it with precise, concrete
proposals, deeds and resources of a financial, mone-
tary, economic and political character. In doing this
we can also adhere in full to the objectives announced
in the first part of the programme as presented, and to
the determination — which we highly appreciate —
expressed by you on other occasions, Mr President of
the Commission, and, latterly, in the recent meeting of
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs of
our Parliament; and also — may I be allowed to point
this out without any malice or desire to compare a
speech with a written programme — in your speech
today.

At all events, in the absence of all that, we must note
the limitations and shortcomings of the Commission’s
working programme for 1985, and our verdict can
only contain reservations and criticism.

Mr President, we appreciate any realistic attitude, and
today, realism and the situation make it essential to
pursue programmes that are free from the limitations
that we have just referred to. At the same time, they
make it essential to indicate to all those with the
recovery and best interests of Europe at heart the start
of a plan, and the will to pursue that plan, for institu-
tional and structural reform, which has moreover been
called for on a number of occasions by our Parliament.
A plan capable of extricating the Community from its
crisis, guaranteeing the recovery of its economy and
speeding it along the way to Union. A plan that will
make our Community still more receptive to the prob-
lems of Central America, Latin America, Africa and
the countries of the Third World, giving it in fact the
role in world affairs to which it is entitled, where jus-
tice and peace are concerned.

This, then, is the meaning of the position that we are
taking up today, the meaning of our criticisms and our
proposals. It stands as a stimulus and a spur to all
those with the best interests of Europe at heart; a sti-
mulus and a spur, too, for the Commission.

1985 may be a crucial year. We cannot in the slightest
degree refrain from action or back-pedal in face of the
crisis, the difficulties. Our conduct here, today, is a
commitment to act with determination, and to sup-

port, energetically, the objects of recovery, growth,
unity, and the independence of our Europe.

Mrs Veil (L). — (FR) Madam President, let me say
straight away that I shall not make a point-by-point
analysis of the Commission’s proposals in the short
space of time available to me. We shall have an oppor-
tunity to voice any reservations we may have on this or
that point and to point out any inadequacies when
these proposals are put to the European Parliament in
a more concrete form.

It seems to me very silly to pass judgment on a docu-
ment which covers all the Commission’s activities for
the current year. I will say simply that this comprehen-
stve and serious programme, clearly presented, seems
10 us to be a pragmatic and balanced one which
reflects a real desire to take account of all the Com-
munity’s problems and find concrete solutions to
them. Pragmatic and realistic it is. But perhaps too
much so. Let me explain.

You have drawn up your programme, Mr President, in
strict awareness of the financial constraints currently
affecting the Community. You have not made sweep-
ing promises or given broad commitments which
would require resources the Community does not
have. In this you are right. It is pointless to raise or
nurture false hopes. But I should have liked to see you
condemn more strongly, more boldly and more ambi-
tiously too the contradictory, impossible situations in
which the Council places you. I know that in your
introductory remarks you underlined the problem of
the budget and said that you could not allow this inad-
equacy on the part of the Council to continue any
longer. It is not enough. Europeans must be made
more aware of the fact that the Community is cur-
rently threatened with suffocation for lack of money.
How many of the Community’s citizens know that
Parliament rejected the 1985 budget because it cov-
ered expenditure for only nine to ten months? How
many of them know that no agreement has yet been
reached to solve this problem? Only the farmers,
whose living standard is likely to fall, know it. We
shall discuss this matter tomorrow. You have done no
better than you could have done here.

How many Europeans know that we are preparing to
enlarge the Community to include Spain and Portugal,
young democracies which we would wish to welcome
in the proper terms, without knowing how much
enlargement is to cost? How many Europeans know
that we cannot draw up a programme on biotechnol-
ogy, an area so full of hope and promise for the
future, for lack of a thousand million ECU? How
many Europeans know that we are having to cut our
aid to the poorest countries at a time when millions of
men, women and children are dying of starvation?
These are the things which should be shouted long
and loud. Europeans must be told that they are being
lied to when they hear declarations about building
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Europe during all these meetings and visits which
always end in cordial embraces before the naive and
wondering gaze of the television viewer.

But enough of that. I have said here so many times,
like most of my colleagues, that it is pointless and dis-
couraging. But I should like to put other points to you
after listening very attentively to your proposals. I
shall put them, with your indulgence, in the form of
questions and suggestions. For I know that it is easy to
criticize, and I do not underestimate the powerful
constraints which hamper your Commission.

I have spoken of the budgetary constraints, but 1 will
mention also those which result from the fact that the
Commission is not a government, the expression of a
homogeneous political majority, and that conse-
quently you are required to take account of the divers-
ities in economic and social concepts which exist
within the Community, even if certain fundamental
commitments do not appear to be challenged. This
diversity, this pluralism, is an asset, but it does not
make your task and your decision-making easy. And
so we must be aware of the limits thus imposed on
economic convergence, the harmonization of social
progress and the strengthening of solidarity which, as
you have rightly pointed out, is insufficient. I should
like here to emphasize straight away how important it
is that priority should be given to finding solutions to
the problems which may erupt between countries in
the north and south of Europe and may create ten-
sions extremely dangerous to the cohesion of the
Community.

And yet I wonder if these difficulties might not be
more easily overcome by a somewhat different
approach. I have spoken of the pragmatism you have
shown. But is this pragmatism not geared to a situation
which has now changed?

I often have the feeling that Community problems are
dealt with using methods which require an approach
that was the one used 30 years ago. Since the Treaty
of Rome everything has changed. Not only the econo-
mic and social context — with recession and unem-
ployment — not only the international context — with
the resurgence of nationalism and protectionism —
not only in production methods, but also production
itself — informatics, robotics and the new technolo-
gies — everything has changed too in the thinking and
aspirations of the man in the street. At the national
level, in each of our countries, there is a dawning
awareness of this development, and governments and
local groupings are obliged to take the consequences.
The citizen expects greater liberty and responsibility.
He is beginning to notice that there are limits to how
far he can expect the State to look after him, guaran-
tee him against all risks, ‘overprotect’ him, and that by
expecting the State to make provision for everything
and regulate everything he runs the risk of losing his
freedom and room for initiative. Above all he risks los-
ing any chance of effectively fighting unemployment.

And is this not today, for all of us, the priority among
priorities? The Commission goes on legislating, regu-
lating, adding further constraints to existing national
constraints without wondering if this is really neces-
sary for free circulation or the achievement of the
internal market, or whether it represents progress for
the citizens of the Community. Whilst in our countries
there is talk of decentralization, individualization,
flexibility, adaptability, the Commission’s actions often
lead 1o the opposite result and limit the already over-
restricted opportunities which exist at the national
level.

As I have said here on several occasions, I believe that
‘Community’ does not mean ‘oneness-sameness’. We
must maintain a degree of national diversity corres-
ponding to the diversity of our cultures and traditions.
So I am glad that, on the subject of harmonizing stan-
dards, you have proposed a new approach. This seems
to me a considerable step forward, because it will
mean much faster achievement of a true internal mar-
ket and also because as a result the image of the Com-
munity will be profoundly changed and improved in
the eyes of the public who are most directly con-
cerned.

But could we not go much further along these lines?
Could we not, in a large number of areas, set broad
objectives common to all the Member States, leaving
each one to assess how best to attain them? This is the
way certain federal states such as Canada operate. For
example, social security or tax matters might be areas
in which decisive progress could be made provided
each region were dealt with individually.

By seeking to unify everything we are getting further
away from our objective.

Furthermore, we have not learned enough from our
respective experiences to make comparisons and draw
conclusions which would be beneficial to all of us. Our
comparisons on Community matters are far more
quantitative than qualitative. Here again, the social
field appears to me to be an example of one in which
obsession with the past, ready-made ideas, conserva-
tism and dogmatism have triumphed. But with the
Community we have the exceptional opportunity to
learn from what happens in the various Member
States. Our Community ought to become a real exper-
imental laboratory seeking for answers to the needs of
the current situation.

After 30 years the Community needs to adjust its
priorities and methods and reappraise its objectives
against the present-day background. This is a priority.
For the Community, which has no money, and thus
runs the risk of being unable to implement any new
measures, is in fact in danger of making up for its lack
of concrete measures by a proliferation of legislation
and rules. This would be a disaster. What it should do,
in order to promote economic dynamism as well as
social advance, is to make its rules easier, more flexi-
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ble. It should experiment, encourage innovation and
creauvity. Europe needs to be rejuvenated by the
Commission.

Today the Council is faced with the need to redefine
in political and institutional terms what is meant by
Union, for the Treaty no longer meets the geopolitical
necessities of the day. Similarly the Commission, on
taking up its responsibilities, must redefine the means
whereby it can act to bring about a Community which
will rise above theoretical or abstract concepts, often
outmoded, and find concrete answers to the concerns
of our peoples and to the approach of the third millen-
jum.

(Applause)

Mr Fitzgerald (RDE). — Madam President, I cannot
support this programme as enthusiastically as have
some of the speakers who preceded me. I would say at
the outset that [ am seriously worried about the uncer-
tain future of the European Community and especially
about some of the directions we are taking.

A couple of months ago, in this House, Mr Delors,
President of the Commission, said in his maiden
speech that what Europe needed was a strong and
prosperous agricultural sector. Yet, a few weeks later,
the same Commission produces draft price proposals
for 1985-86 which, if adopted in their present form,
would be an irreversible step towards dismantling the
common agricultural policy.

Tens of thousands of fishermen in the EEC, including
my own country, are gravely preoccupied with what
they see as a serious threat to the security of the future
of Community fishing. Rightly so. I refer to the pres-
ent state of negotiations between the EEC and an
applicant Member State, Spain. No acceptable solu-
tion has yet been found.

Mr Delors also said last January that the disputes that
have paralysed Europe in recent years, which he feels
Europe is on the point of settling, will be found laugh-
able in the harsh light of contemporary challenges by
future historians. I hope he is right. The reality of 13
million unemployed in the Community now is no
laughing matter. These disputes to which he referred
have halted progress at the EEC level on many fronts
— economic, social, technological and agricultural,
but above all in the field of unemployment. The lasting
nature of the employment crisis in Europe has serious
implications for society, for our expectations and our
living standards. This programme has a duty to seek
progress and to offer hope for the young and the eld-
erly where there is growing despair and disillusion-
ment with our institutions. The programme is also
important for the ranks of the long-term unemployed,
which are still swelling. Over half the number of
long-term unemployed are in the 25-55 age group.
The poverty threshold has been crossed by a minimum

of 30 million people. Last December the Council of
Ministers shamefully slashed the Combat Poverty pro-
gramme by UKL 13 million. Our efforts to deal with
drug addiction are barely noticeable.

I am more than surprised that the President of the
Commission made no reference to the unemployment
situation in the applicant Member States. After
enlargement, we shall no longer be talking about 13
million unemployed; with well over 16 million people
out of work, the prospect is frightening. All the more
reason why we expect immediate and concrete action
from this Commission. If this programme will achieve
such action, then it is welcome.

I would like the Commission to give serious thought
to employment in the building industry, where over
the past 4 years 24 000 jobs have been lost in my own
country. It is not enough to say that our young people
are our greatest asset, that they are our hope for the
future. To date, we have given them very little hope.
We are consistently showing our inability to act and,
in many instances, a lack of political will to solve our
problems and, above all the crisis in employment.

Ireland has one of the youngest populations in the
Community. We are going to have great difficulty in
convincing these young people of the Commission’s
good intentions for the future when it has been incap-
able of respecting the commitments given in Protocol
No 30 annexed to Ireland’s Act of Accession.

In conclusion, let me say that listing priorities in itself
is not sufficient, important though it be and welcome
though it is. You have got to get these priorities right.
I support this programme with some reservations. I
will most certainly encourage the Commission in its
intention, but I shall be judging them on the results.

Mr Hirlin (ARC). — (DE) Madam President, ladies
and gentlemen, this Commission programme has not
given us much that is new. In our view it is still the old
‘we should, we could, we ought to> EEC policy.
Whatever it contains in the way of real programmes,
practical measures, will not bring any qualitative pro-
gress for Europe.

As has already been underlined quite often today, we
are in a situation in which we have the highest unem-
ployment in Europe since the end of the war, and that
is happening during a period of recovery fired by the
meteoric rise of the dollar, by the artificial American
economic miracle. Some Members of this House have
bemoaned this artificial American recovery, but I
would like to point out that these same people are just
as afraid, if not more so, of its coming to an end. In
this respect we are nothing more nor less than an
appendage of US economic policy, and in the final
analysis that is a military policy — for at the core of
this American recovery lies the most comprehensive
military programme since the end of the war.
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In spite of this supposed recovery, in spite of the sup-
posedly hopeful signs, the social situation in Europe is
characterized by extreme unemployment. The fore-
casts say it will continue to rise, especially with the
enlargement southwards. New poverty is spreading in
the large cities, in the dying industrial centres, in the
steel, coal, textile and shipyard industries affected by
what is as a rule euphemistically described as restruc-
turing.

What the Commission is now proposing to do to deal
with a situation in which the social achievements of
the last 30 years have degenerated to an extent hardly
conceivable a few years ago is to hold a dialogue — a
dialogue between the two sides of industry at Euro-
pean level. What does that mean? My experience has
taught me that dialogue is always proposed when there
is no longer any chance of negotiations, of holding
really fair talks. Then the stronger side offers a dia-
logue.

What keeps cropping up in all areas as the main pro-
gramme is, if I may call it that, the drug of new tech-
nologies. New technologies are to be promoted in all
areas, and what is called the adaptation of human cap-
ital, of human resources to the new technologies. I
found one sentence in the Commission’s report which
I can fully endorse: ‘Since this process is traumatic, it
is being held back by the justified resistance of those
who are its potential victims.’

But if we look in detail at this Commission programme
and the individual measures it lists, we will see that
everything that is being done by the European Com-
munity is directed at breaking down this resistance, at
_ making it impossible, impossible to organize. All the
programmes without exception are aimed at creating
more opportunities for capital to introduce new tech-
nologies, but they contain no proposals for making it
easier for the workers, i.e. those concerned, to make
use of these technologies. They make no provision for
discussions, for talks, for using the opportunities
offered by the new technologies for cultural purposes.

Youth unemployment, which has been discussed here
fairly frequently, is compounded by what I might call
age unemployment. There is a growing trend to throw
workers out of the production process when they
reach 50 and not to admit them to it under any cir-
cumstances before the age of 25. Behind this, in my
view, lies the social concept of creating an almost insu-
perable wall of social barriers and age barriers. Within
this ever smaller stronghold of the successful, the new
technologies and the optimism born of the economic
recovery can then be fostered and protected.

To put it simply, this concept is an Americanization of
the European social system and means that 20-30% of
the working population are kept out in the cold and
degraded into supernumeraries, while a hard core of
successful people of the right age can continue to play
the economic growth game.

The Commission, and regrettably also the majority of
this House, do not seem to be aware of the gravity of
the situation in spite of their protestations. What does
it mean if unemployment increases during a period of
recovery, what does it mean if in this situation young
people cannot really be offered any prospects any
more — except the prospect that under certain cir-
cumstances they might join the few who benefit from
this process, the few careerists who are being
acclaimed in the wake of these new technologies, the
few Apple founders or whatever?

History teaches us that, in the past, young people who
were no use to the rulers were always sent to war. At
this moment I see no other option put forward either
on the part of the Commission or of the majority of
this House. I think that is very worrying. If the Com-
mission really wants to change anything, really wants
to point a new direction, it should not give priority to
promoting the new technologies, which will make
their way in any case, but should primarily ensure that
in areas, some of which could as a result be devastated
and laid waste, the new opportunities — as the Com-
mission itself calls them — of a post-industrial society
are examined and developed. At the moment they are
not profitable and therefore need State support, but
the new technologies do not need it, for they will
establish themselves in any case.

IN THE CHAIR: MR ALBER
Vice-President

Mr Romualdi (DR). — (IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, there can be no doubt that the Commis-
sion’s proposals — which were moreover outlined on
the occasion of its appointment, and have been con-
firmed this morning with the fine speech by President
Delors — are worthy of every consideration, and full
of hope for everyone; nor can we, of the European
Right, view them other than favourably, although we
have been sharply critical wherever we have consid-
ered it right and necessary.

But words and the outlining of a programme are one
thing, and facts are another. And so is what can actu-
ally be achieved, or rather, what the Commission will
actually have the capability, as well as the will and the
strength, to achieve, during its term of office and the
immediate future, whereas the problems are mounting
up and call for fast, concrete solutions, instead of
long-term programmes, to put a stop to the economic,
financial, political and social degradation that an
absurd employment situation, with 13 million unem-
ployed, renders more bitter and harrowing with every
day that passes.

The question of the budget, for example, is one that
cannot wait, not least because, in addition to the many
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other problems that are bound up with it, it appears to
be very closely bound up with the question of the
enlargement of the Community. We do not agree with
those who make the accession of Spain and Portugal
to the Community dependent upon the solution of all
the technical and economic problems that that acces-
sion involves for the economies of every Member State
and, in particular, the Mediterranean countries. We,
too, President Delors, feel the tension between North
and South, and therefore we cannot agree with the
views of those who reduce a problem of considerable
political importance, such as the entry into the Euro-
pean Community of two great nations like Spain and
Portugal, to a mere question of debit and credit, profit
and loss. But since, alas! this is the attitude of the
majority of our countries — and we have heard this
again here this morning — we cannot ignore this situ-
ation, and we must do what we can to overcome it, in
the meantime resolving, immediately, the not impossi-
ble question of the budget.

That is why the budget is a question of prime import-
ance, bearing in mind above all that this is not the only
question that it affects; it affects also the very possibil-
ity of successfully implementing the new policies to
which you referred, Mr President. The policies for
research, energy, electronics and new technology, and
for a new industrial policy which, together with the
agricultural policy — with its structures and methods
updated — can put the Community in a position to
face the economic and financial challenges that come
to it in every field, from every part of the world.

The same applies to the other fundamental points in
the programme. First, there is the need to make
Europe a power to be reckoned with polmcally, har-
monizing its efforts and strengthening its cohesion in
every field, until unity is reached. Secondly, there is
the need to make it easier for Europeans to relate to
Europe, by immersing Community policy in the reali-
ties of the culture and living forces of the nations of
Europe. Thirdly, there is the need to tackle the most
pressing questions as matters of urgent reality, with
the firm will to solve them, employing every means.
Starting with the structuring and utilization of its
gigantic market, consisting of over 300 million men
and women — who are amongst the most civilized,
and, hence, most able and productive in the world
today, with a very wide range of needs, and uniting
this world — which persists in living and working div-
ided — removing every psychological and customs
barrier. That is to say, eliminating the ‘cost of non-
Europe’, as we call it — overcoming the resistance, the
idleness, the selfishness of a bureaucracy that resists
every innovation and is deaf to every call from whom-
soever seeks to save it from its vices and remind it of
its virtues — of which, fortunately, it still has a great
many — and overcoming the selfishness of a short-
sighted political class, which certainly does us no
credit.

But if all this should fail, if the misguided obstinacy of
the Council should continue to hinder the solution of

the budget problem and all the rest — the increase in
own resources and the free circulation of men, ideas,
goods, without any more customs or police obstacles,
as it should be — and if instead the Council should
prefer the asphyxiation of the EMS and the ECU —
which would thus have become a currency without a
future, for fear of stupid competition — what would
the Commission do? Would it take this lying down, as
it threatens to do in the case of the integrated Medi-
terranean policy, which has now become a great big
question mark, or would it react, denouncing those
responsible and, if necessary, carrying things to their
logical conclusion by resigning, as is the duty of any
government that fails to achieve its programme, for
whatever reason?

This is what we should like to know, in order to
ensure that the Commission — and never mind about
programmes and good intentions — is fully, vitally
aware of the great responsibility which it bears; and
that it fully intends to fight, no matter what the conse-
quences, to discharge those responsibilities, united in
so doing with all the political parties in this Parlia-
ment, almost all of which are in agreement and deter-
mined not to allow the bad policies of our govern-
ments, and hence the Council, to shackle them into
culpable impotence.

President Delors, you have said on other occasions
that it is impossible to support a policy of ‘all or
nothing’. I agree, but neither can we make do with ‘lit-
tle’, which makes us vegetate, but does not allow us to
live. That would be unworthy of us, and of the hopes
that our people must still be allowed to repose in us.

Mr Paisley (NI). — Mr President, the very serious
Community-wide problem of unemployment high-
lighted in the Tuckman report has been most severe in
my own province of Northern Ireland. Unemployment
there is currently running at 21.2% of the working
population. In many areas of Northern Ireland the
situation is even worse. In Strabane the figure is
40.7%, in Cookstown 36.7% and in Dungannon
29.8%. In the past 10 years unemployment has
increased by over 300% in the province.

I welcome the emphasis in the Tuckman report on fac-
ing up to youth unemployment and long-term unem-
ployment. In Northern Ireland about 40% of those
out of work have been unemployed for over a year.
The policy, therefore, of promoting new JObS and
maintaining existing ones must be an urgent priority of
the Commission in its programme for the coming year.
In view of the chronic unemployment situation in
Northern Ireland, I wish to highlight two recent deci-
sions of the Commission which will be detrimental to
our province.

First, the Commission has blocked six million pounds
in aid which was due to come to Northern Ireland
over the next four years, as an area affected by the
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rundown of the textile, clothing and footwear indus-
tries. Community inaction in the face of unfair compe-
tition from the USA and the Far East was a major
contributor to the run-down of the manmade fibre
industry in Northern Ireland. In one year, 1979-80,
capacity was slashed by almost 70%. Although there
has been an improvement recently, the refusal by the
Commission to proceed with this six million pound aid
package will inevitably lead to slower growth and
fewer job opportunities in the textile industry.

Secondly, areas of high unemployment in Northern
Ireland are being excluded from benefiting from the
nine million in aid due to the province because of the
collapse of the Kinsale gas deal. This money is sup-
posed to be for small businesses and tourism, yet the
Commission is proposing that such areas as Carrick-
fergus, Larne and Ballymena be omiued despite the
severe unemployment in those areas and the tourist
attractions of the Antrim coastline.

The whole of Northern Ireland should be eligible to
benefit under this scheme! It is time for the Commis-
sion to translate into real action its commitment to
tackling unemployment as a top priority along the
lines of the positive recommendations of the Tuckman
report.

Mrs Salisch (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the joint debate on the Commission’s pro-
gramme of activities and on the Tuckman report on
social priorities in the Community is a happy combina-
tion. Two key phrases appear on the agenda. One is
the ‘American way’ of European social and economic
policy — i.e. more flexibility — the other is high tech-
nology.

In its programme of activities the Commission pro-
poses an independent European policy to reduce
unemployment in Europe based on a ‘policy mix’. The
Socialists in the European Parliament support this
basic idea of an independent European way out of the
social crisis, and we vehemently oppose the Conserva-
tive recipe for success which runs: lower pay, less
social security and fewer workers’ rights.

Nor do we accept the trend in the USA, which is being
held up to us as a model of success. It may be a2 model
for those who are prepared to accept a split in society,
but not for those who want long-term employment.
The so-called ‘job-miracle’ in the USA was not really a
miracle, for it is closely bound up with an enormous
resident population growth.

Let me show this by a few figures. The potential work-
force grew by 26 million between 1970 and 1983; the
resident population grew by 25 million; and over the
same period these much-praised 21 million jobs were
created. Where were they created? They were created
in the services sector, in trade, in the banks and insur-
ance companies, in the local services sector, in the
public sector as a whole.

The statistics show that is was not in fact the ‘high-
tech’ sector that led to more jobs here but quite nor-
mal services, which came into being because of the
growth in the resident population, which simply led to
a need for more infrastructure services. Above all, it
was the fact of women working which led to the enor-
mous boom. The proportion of working women rose
from 49 to 61%. In the Community it is 50%. All this
requires more services and is naturally related to a
baby boom in the USA, which occurred much earlier
than here. Nor did the jobs in the USA appear because
of any labour cost advantages. The labour unit costs
were about the same as in the Federal Republic.
Anyone who tries to argue otherwise is, in my view,
on the wrong track.

And we should stop placing all our hopes in the crea-
tion of jobs through high technology. The hope of
creating more jobs thanks to high technology is
groundless. An estimated 900 000 to 3.3 million jobs
were created between 1972 and 1983, depending on
how we circumscribe what is called the high-tech sec-
tor. According to a forecast of the US Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 800 000 additional porters, 744 000
additional cashiers and 1.4 million more office work-
ers were needed over the same period, against an
expected growth of no more than 217 000 skilled com-
puter operators. These figures also make it quite plain
that most of the rise in employment stems from the
services, and certainly not from a service necessarily
bound up with high technology.

We Socialists in this Parliament say no to the sell-out
of European workers at American give-away prices.
Instead we want an independent European concept.
We endorse, and I repeat this again, everything the
Commission is doing to ensure this and we of course
agree with the Tuckman text in the version before us.
We want to oppose the slogan of ‘more flexibility of
work’ with the concept of ‘more flexibility of prod-
ucts’, because here we can follow on from good Euro-
pean traditions. Our European industry is geared to
exploiting the high technical know-how of the work-
ers. So we must not turn the European workers into
the servants of robots but must train them to be able to
approach the new technologies imaginatively and
really to offer new products which can also compete
on the world market.

That will be possible only if we do not take away the
workers’ rights but give them even more rights, so that
they can develop their full potential.

Mr Mallet (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, a careful reading of the European Com-
mission’s excellent programme leaves an impression of
hope mingled with uncertainty. Hope, firstly, because
it reflects the firm desire of a president and his team
who are determined to advance the building of
Europe. The joint action which our countries must
take if they wish to escape decline, reduce unemploy-
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ment and increase their influence in the world has
been set out with clarity, realism and coherence. We
cannot but agree with these general lines. The prob-
lems will start when we have to fix priorities, make
choices. If the European economy is to recover, there
can be no let-up in the fight against inflation. Growth
will be on a European scale or not at all. Priority must
be given to investment and to stimulating those activi-
ties which hold promise for the future, particularly the
new technologies.

The European social dialogue will have to take
account, as a recent OECD report has shown, of the
need to slow down the rise in social spending and ease
the rigid factors in the economy. But above all we
wonder about making our resources adequate to the
aims pursued. In these difficult days we do not deny
that the common agricultural policy needs to be
reformed. But excessively brutal measures, devoid of
any vision for the future, would entail intolerable sac-
rifices for a very great number of farmers.

Forgive me for putting it somewhat brutally, but if you
want to encourage a policy of improving employment,
make sure that your proposals do not end up putting a
few million more people on the dole.

Secondly, what we know as budgetary discipline con-
stitutes a threat of strangulation. Claiming that the
Community budget must not grow faster than the
national budgets is an absurd doctrine which deprives
Europe, which is currently taking shape, of all capacity
for progress.

In these circumstances enlargement of the Com-
munity, which has wrongly been given priority over
the increasing of own resources, runs the risk of
aggravating weakening tendencies which are already
apparent in the Europe of the Ten. We need determi-
nation to achieve what we want. If we want enlarge-
ment to be a success, we must in general have majority
voting in the Council of Ministers and we must
develop mechanisms of solidarity so that we can avoid
the emergence of a gulf between the North and South
of the Community.

And so to my conclusion. As you have said, there is a
pressing need for concrete action to restore Europe’s
dynamism and credibility, make it a tangible reality to
its citizens and make it into a true Community of des-
tiny. To achieve this, we consider that a qualitative
step forward is needed, a political and institutional
mutation. We shall not be grudging in our support for
the Commission’s efforts towards this end. We know
how hard its task is. We trust it to do its best.

Mr Toksvig (ED). — (DA) Mr President, I think we
are doing well with the new Commission. It was
important for the new Members of this Assembly to
look for visions, resolution and readiness for action. It
is my opinion that the Commission’s programme of
work gives us a basis to work on.

The most important of all the many points the Presi-
dent of the Commission mentioned in his stirring
speech here this morning is undoubtedly his determi-
nation to be firm with the Council. Not only are we to
plan the implementation of the great free market by
1992, we are also to get the Council’s formal approval
of the timetable. We cannot allow the Council to con-
tinue taking a passive line. There is throughout the
programme a recognition of the fact that it is the
Council in the final analysis which can block, has
blocked and will continue to block progress. There is a
call to Parliament to enter into close cooperation with
the Commission; it is a call which we must answer
happily and without reservation.

Of particular importance to me is the section on our
joint reaction to the conclusions of the Dooge Com-
mittee. We all know the timetable; we must expect that
it will be adhered to. This means that Parliament at the
end of this month will be faced with a plan the corner-
stone of which is the convening of a conference of the
governments on the Community’s future. The Com-
mission considers it important that such a conference
will be given a clear and unmistakable mandate, such
that no one will be able subsequently to duck his res-
ponsibility; and that is an approach we can only agree
with.

I must point out in this Chamber that Denmark too
has declared through its Prime Minister that if such a
conference comes about, we shall of course take part
in it. A conference is not a decision, however; it is
important that the terms of reference for the confer-
ence should not pre-empt its conclusions, for that
could make it difficult for our countries all to take
part. The formulation of the terms of reference is of
vital importance.

It has often happened in the past that the European
Council has issued solemn declarations which not all
Member States have endorsed wholeheartedly in prac-
tice. It is one thing to support ever closer cooperation
in theory, but the practical difficulties of giving effect
to fine-sounding ideas are quite another.

A very important point in the programme of work is
the section on European consciousness; the aim is to
inform and, even more important, to educate. There is
a duty here on which, in my opinion, we have been
particularly remiss. In my country the lack of aware-
ness of the Community and of Denmark’s interna-
tional agreements in general is beyond measure. A
schoolchild can go through the entire educational sys-
tem without learning, for example, the difference
between the Council of Europe and the European Par-
liament. .

The new and very welcome tones of cooperation ring-
ing out from the Commission to this Assembly must be
used for a serious appraisal of the information prob-
lem. I know that the Bureau of Parliament is working
on these mauers. I urge you, Mr President, to give
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some impetus to this work. There is an urgent need for
us to pool our various information services and to
rationalize and modernize the work. It has been the
custom in my country that no discussion should take
place on Community matters unless the out-and-out
antis were also involved. That seems to be changing
now, thank Heaven, so that we shall be able to get on
with a serious debate. But we must keep up the pres-
sure, and I heartily welcome the Commission’s prom-
ised initiatives in this field.

Mr President, we were already aware in January that
new notes were being sounded in the new Commis-
sion. If it keeps to its programme of work, it can at
least count upon the full support of this Member.

Mr Chambeiron (COM). — (FR) Mr President, it is
now more than six years since the negotiations on
enlargement began. We are told that we are now in
the home straight, though the exercise seems more like
an obstacle race, with hurdles springing up every-
where. At present, nothing has as yet been definitively
settled, especially since, even after the negotiations
have ended, ratification by the national parliaments
will still be needed. These successive delays are due in
large part to the action of all those — ourselves
amongst them initially — who have pressed for greater
clarity as regards what is at stake over enlargement
and have revealed the dangers which certain parties
were anxious to conceal.

The current eagerness of the negotiators, who are
holding more and more meetings, is a reflection of the
difficulty they are encountering in resolving the con-
tradictions which exist between the political will to
encourage integration and the constraints imposed by
the crisis which is no respecter either of the Com-
munity or of the applicant countries.

The cost of enlargement to the Community’s finances
brings these contradictions to light, and I have to say
that the proposals outlined for us this morning by the
Commission President have not, for the moment, done
anything to shed further light on the matter.

Since 1977 the Commission has given us a variety of
estimates ranging from 1500 million ECU to 3 800
million ECU. In the breakdown it gave prior to the
November 1982 European Council it said that the cost
would be between 2 800 million ECU and 3 800 mil-
lion ECU, which is considerably over the 0.1% of
VAT currently being mooted.

The oral question seeking somewhat greater clarity on
this is thus fully justified. But we should like to see
those concerned for the Community’s finances show-
ing equal concern for the consequences of enlarge-
ment for workers, particularly farmers.

Whatever the Commission’s reply, it cannot hide one
essential thing from the peoples of the Community

and the applicant countries, who are increasingly tak-
ing note of it: it wishes to achieve enlargement as
cheaply as possible, by aggravating the competition
between producers and regions. Commissioner
Andriessen said himself recently that it was absurd to
think that such harmful effects could be avoided.
There is no shortage of examples: the new regulation
on wine, implementing the Dublin agreement, the
price proposals for fruit, vegetables and citrus fruits,
and the IMPs, funds for which are shrinking at a rate
of knots.

It is, moreover, significant that countries such as the
United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, which will benefit most from the opening up of
new markets, are the last to open their purses.

Instead of the preconditions and guarantees promised
in justification of enlargement, we are now seeing a
deliberate challenge to certain accepted realities and a
stepping up of the war of the poor. But the cost of
enlargement is but one facet of the problems facing the
building of Europe itself. The Community of Twelve
would mean a weakening of the Community and its
disintegration into a vast free trade area, not forget-
ting the threat to the national sovereignty of the Mem-
ber States if the unanimity rule is abandoned. The
United States is under no illusions, as it has just
encouraged the Community to bring the negotiations
to a rapid conclusion. The US has a twofold interest in
our doing so: primarily a political and military interest
in that the applicant countries will thus bring stability
to the southern flank of NATO, but an economic
interest also in that the US will thus have a new
bridgehead in Europe.

Instead of seeking at all costs to realize a project
which will exacerbate existing antagonisms, would it
not be preferable, in these circumstances, to institute a
true cooperation policy with the candidate countries
which would be mutually advantageous and would
help solve the problems which face all of us?

Mrs Larive-Groenendaal (L). — (NL) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the Liberals do in fact have a
social face, even if it is a little unhappy at the moment.
The account of social priorities does indeed breathe an
air of dejection, of imminent acceptance and of wail-
ing over, for example, new technologies, despite the
best efforts of the rapporteur, Mr Tuckman. A missed
opportunity therefore. Our European forum ought to
be able to offer a vision of the future for our rapidly
changing society, creatively and imaginatively catching
up new developments, and, ultimately, why do we not
learn from other people’s experiences? After all, we
want a society in which our children and grandchil-
dren can stand on their own feet, act responsibly and
have freedom of choice, men and women, and that
means work. There is still so much to do, and why
should we not pay for it? Moreover, we want our
society to continue to provide a safety net for those
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who are unable or no longer able to look after them-
selves, a safety net, not a rope. The Liberals say three
criteria have to be fulfilled in order to achieve this.

Firstly: coherence between economic and social poli-
cies. We shall never get anywhere if we pursue social
policies without any regard to economic policies and
vice versa. Take social security for instance. A funda-
mental right which must not be tampered with. But by
not seeing that the structure and financing of it are
indissolubly bound up with the economic situation and
with Europe’s competitiveness in general, we run the
risk of no longer being able to achieve solidarity in the
future. And at this point let us remember that our
population is an ageing one. There has to be a balance
now between individual responsibility and collective
solidarity if we are to continue to be able in future to
give protection to those who need it.

The second criterion: to become familiar with the new
technologies, to turn them to our advantage. We have
to master the new technologies, otherwise they will
become our masters. The new technologies — what a
pity Mrs Salisch has left — are not something from
outer space. Unless Europe wants to degenerate into
an open-air museum of past glories, where people
stumble over apathy and wasted ideas, we must
quickly, very quickly, adapt our society to the require-
ments of the new age.

This brings me to the third and most important crite-
rion: flexibility, resilience, in production, organization
of work, working hours and training. Inflexibility now
simply increases future unemployment and does not,
therefore, provide any protection for those in employ-
ment. It is the most important obstacle along the way
to a healthy European society. My group has also
tabled a number of amendments with this in mind.
Without the active participation of the European
social partners, we can simply forget about the much-
needed change of mental attitudes in favour of greater
flexibility. That is why it is imperative for the Euro-
pean social partners to get round the table at a Euro-
pean level once more. There has been no tripartite
sensitivity training since 1978. Let them become allies
once more in order to produce a genuine European
social policy. Only when a united Europe is able to
bring about the fundamental process of change will it
again become competitive and really be able 1o realize
its social priorities, namely, the fight against unem-
ployment and solidarity with the weaker members of
society.

Mrs Chouraqui (RDE). — (FR) Mr President, as is
apparent from the Tuckman report, the main concern
of the Committee on Social Affairs, of which I am a
member, is to find solutions to the problem of unem-
ployment affecting 13 million and more men and
women in the Community. The report also takes
account, and we approve this, of the increasing of
worker participation in productive capital, the

development of information and management training
for employees, the absolutely essential need to
improve vocational guidance and training and, not
least, the need to improve living and working condi-
tions in the light of the third industrial revolution. We,
for our part, shall stress that it is better to talk of the
better arrangement of working time, of flexibility in
the organization of working time, rather than reduc-
ing working time. For we do not believe that job shar-
ing creates jobs.

We call on the Commission to assist the negotiations
currently under way at varying levels in a number of
Member States on the reorganization of working time,
and we believe that a result of this kind can only be
arrived at on a voluntary basis, through measures
which will improve productivity without endangering
existing social safeguards.

We refute the view which says that a solution to the
unemployment crisis is currently being sought through
the introduction of new technologies, and that this is
against the interest of the workers. We are convinced
that the introduction of new technologies, although a
potential threat to employment in certain sectors in the
short term, will in the long term be the Community’s
best chance of developing productivity and employ-
ment. We reaffirm our dedication to modernization of
the European economy, which will enable the Com-
munity to take up the challenge of international com-
petition and thus free the resources which are needed
for social progress. With these reservations, specifi-
cally as regards the reference to full implementation of
the Vredeling directive, we can endorse this report.

However, Mr President, I shall take advantage of the
opportunity afforded to me today by the Tuckman
report to draw your attention to certain aspects of
social policy which are particularly dear to my heart. It
would be inconceivable for the Commission to draw
up a programme which took no account either of the
essential role of the family in our society or of our
main concern, which is the falling birthrate in the
Community. These points, which we raised in the
Social Affairs Committee, are taken up in the Tuck-
man report.

Mr President, it is not my intention here to state or
restate banalities or commonplaces on the decline in
the European birthrate or the ageing of Europe’s
population. In fact, we face a problem which is just as
crucial as that of rising unemployment over the next
20 years. If the current birthrate continues, the Com-
munity of Ten may lose 25 million inhabitants in 20
years. We ask that the Commission should without
delay investigate and analyse the causes of this situa-
tion and study possible remedies, by working out
coherent and effective family policies in Europe. There
is not, in so many words, a turning away from the
family, from having children, but rather a collection of
economic, social and cultural causes which need to be
analysed. The family has changed. Let us take account



12.3.85

Debates of the European Parliament

No 2-324/25

Chouraqui

of the ways in which it has changed, but without dis-
couraging those who wish to have a family. Let us help
them, because the decision to have a family with two
or three children represents today a major financial
and social choice. We need to revise existing tax and
social legislation, which is hardly designed to encour-
age people.

Mr President, we do not want to be absent from this
debate in future. Having been appointed rapporteur of
the Committee on Social Affairs for family policy, I
call on the Commission to take account of the role of
the family and the questions relevant to it when it sets
priorities in the field of employment policy.

Mr Begh (ARC). — (DA) The Commission’s pro-
gramme of work reminds me of those works which the
European theologians of the Middle Ages wrote with
titles beginning with ‘Summa’, in other words, books
which covered an entire subject, everything under the
sight of God. The Commission’s work, with its chart-
ing of all the apparent discords in the Cominunity’s
socio-economic universe, is just such a Summa, and it
resembles the real Summas in its basic philosophy: that
the discords will be removed, at least in the fullness of
time, that long-range programmes will eventually
remove all discords. The philosophy seems to be that,
when we free ourselves from our individual, group or
party interests, we shall recognize that it pays to resign
ourselves and to make concessions to one another in
the short term so that solid Community solutions can
be achieved in the long term.

It is an optimistic reading in gloomy times, and yet one
has one’s doubts. The reality is that people, groups
and nations do not want what is best for them; on the
contrary, they pursue their own interests. We note that
the Commission does not entirely exclude the possible
need to take a very firm hand in keeping these conten-
tious spirits in line. And after all it is not so strange,
since the whole idealistic construction rests soundly on
the liberal conviction that selfishness is the only sure
basis for progress.

Once again it is the Community’s peculiar mixture of
liberalism and economic planning that is unfolded in
the Commission’s programme of work. I cannot help
recalling that one of the Community’s ideological for-
erunners, Emperor Charles V, who reigned over most
of the present territory of the European Community,
was consumed with the same singular notion involving
the harmonization of all political conflicts in his
Empire. As we know, he failed; he withdrew disillu-
sioned and devoted himself to a curious hobby: col-
lecting clocks, which were all to keep exactly the same
time. And that failed too.

The Commission is cleverer than Charles V; it can
harmonize all that is technical, but it cannot change
human nature any more than Charles V could.

Mr Tripodi (DR). — (IT) The Group of the Euro-
pean Right, which I have the honour to represent, in-
sists on considering the problem of enlargement of the
Community to include Spain and Portugal as mainly a
political one, and it therefore subordinates all other
considerations to whatever is politically necessary.

This does not mean that it ignores the economic and
social repercussions that enlargement involves both
inside and outside the Community. As time continues
to go by and the date of 1 January 1986 draws near,
we, t0o0, want to know whether the prices of certain
agricultural produce, or the trend in industries such as
the fishing industry, will cost more than the 0.1%
which ex-President Thorn said last year would be the
net cost of the accession of Spain and Portugal to the
Community.

But it is for that very reason that we urge that the
commitments assumed on these questions by the new
President, Mr Delors, be maintained, and we recall the
contents of the Commission’s working programme for
1985. We refer in particular to the Mediterranean
policy, which the Commission itself has undertaken to
complete for the Community of the Twelve, having
regard to the effect that enlargement will have on the
traditional exports of third countries in the Mediterra-
nean basin and, as a corrollary to that, the European
development of political and economic relations with
those countries. We refer to the future of a modern,
competitive agricultural industry which, taking into
account the new problems connected with the Iberian
countries, should resolve the present imbalances in the
agricultural markets of the Community, coordinating
without delay decisions as to their claims and those of
Member States. We refer again to regional disparities:
these have grown in the social and economic context
since the accession of Greece, and the gap between the
powerful economies of Western Europe and the less
advantaged ones of Southern Europe may grow still
further after the accession of Spain and Portugal. But
there is a way of avoiding this: the Council and the
Commission, in full agreement with our Parliament,
must pursue a process of economic integration of the
southern regions which will really build — as the
Commission’s programme assures us — Europe’s ‘new
frontier’ and the nucleus of a new dynamism, which
will in the end undoubtedly be to the benefit of the
industrialized regions of the North. For this very
reason we shall never stop insisting on the urgency for
implementation of the integrated Mediterranean pro-
grammes, having taken into account both sides of the
balance sheet, and the reciprocal profits and losses of
the countries of southern Europe. Such a programme,
so structured, is necessary for the balanced develop-
ment of the respective local potentials, for their inte-
gration in a new, wide market of continental dimen-
sions, and, hence, for maintaining employment and
incomes in those countries.

Even though, through the eyes of economic short-
sightedness, the cost of enlargement may appear heavy
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to some people today, tomorrow it will even be econ-
omically advantageous. The urgent problems of the
fisheries, which are regarded with pessimism by those
who today think that a Europe enlarged to include
Spain and Portugal will be faced with a 90% increase
in the number of fishermen, an 80% increase in fishing
capacity and a 45% increase in production for the
markets, will end up by increasing the wealth of the
Community, always, of course, provided that our
executive bodies put in hand, as a matter of urgency
and with no false nationalism, the proper organization
of the market with a wider subsidiary structural policy
in view.

However — and we repeat this — all these forecasts,
all these calculations and economic and financial com-
mitments must, in every case, remain complementary
to a prevailing political commitment — the commit-
ment to enrich the spirit and the institutions of the
Community by the presence of two peoples who
belong to it by historical right and by virtue of the
urgent needs of domestic and international policy and
the security and freedom of a united Europe.

Mr Van der Waal (NI). — (NL) Mr President, [ am
glad to be able to express my appreciation of the ambi-
tious programme of work for 1985 which the Com-
mission has laid before us. It focuses very specifically
on matters which can promote continuing European
unity. We anticipate that the proposed stimulus to
acuvity within a European market will give new impe-
tus to the economic recovery of Europe. In particular
we hope that it will contribute indirectly to the growth
of job opportunities. We are very pleased to support
this.

We have some difficulty with the one-sided emphasis
placed by the Commission exclusively on big indus-
tries, advanced technologies and largeness of scale in
industrial development. Why is so little attention given
to small and medium-sized businesses? The Commis-
sion cannot be ignorant of the fact that in the United
States by far the greater part of the number of newly
created jobs originates among small businesses. Should
not we as a European Community also be looking
towards them?

Where the paragraphs dealing with social matters are
concerned, we, with an eye to our competitive posi-
tion, support the considerable caution with which the
Commission views uniform reduction of working
hours. The external countries which have most relev-
ance for Europe, the United States and Japan, already
have longer working hours. Generally speaking we do
wonder, however, whether the Commission’s pro-
gramme does, in fact, have suffictent respect for social
variations in separate Member States.

We were especially interested to hear what the pro-
gramme had to say about the cultural and human
aspects. We are sorry to find, however, that the Com-

mission’s point of departure is, in our opinion, unsatis-
factory. A culture ought to have a spiritual basis to
serve as a common foundation to bind the Community
together. | found very little about this in the Commis-
sion’s programme. Anyone who talks about the cul-
tural and human aspects within the framework of
European cooperation cannot forget the Christian
tradition which has determined our European society
from the first centuries of our era down to the present
day. We cannot then be content with cultural
exchanges and sporting activities. It cannot be enough
w0 strive exclusively for an economically strong Europe
able to stand up to competition from the United States
and Japan, important as that may be. Alongside that
stands the question of the standards and values which
are to shape society, and that is of fundamental
importance. It is not just a matter of whether people,
the Member States, can live in material prosperity but,
just as important, whether they know that they are
protected by the traditional fundamental rights and
have a spiritual home in European society.

In our opinion, these elements of the Christian tradi-
tion are of fundamental importance in any real welfare
programme for European society. Our question is
whether the Commission can confirm that these values
are to form the basis of the social and cultural sections
of the programme laid before us.

Mrs Pery (S). — (FR) Mr President, I listened very
carefully to Mr Delors this morning. I was not sur-
prised that the Commission President should have
begun his speech with the subject of enlargement. This
1s clearly the priority for the immediate future. I am
fully in agreement with two points which Mr Delors
underlined. The next summit of Heads of State or
Government ought not to have to wrestle with details
of fruit and vegetables or fishing, and enlargement
cannot succeed without solidarity on the part of the
countries of the North.

On the first point, Mr Delors told us that the Commis-
sion had put forward a global proposal. There is to be
a meeting of the Foreign Ministers next week and, if
you permit, Mr President, I shall once again express
the views of the Subcommittee on Fisheries in this
debate.

I would remind the House that it has already on a
number of occasions voiced its fears that, in the hurry
to complete the negotiations, the interests of the Com-
munity’s fishermen may be sacrificed. Because of the
limited speaking time available to me I cannot go into
the technicalities of this dossier, but I will sum up the
essential points which our subcommittee upholds.

Firstly, the achievements of the common fisheries
policy must be preserved, notably the balance in fish
stocks and the principle of relative stability.

Secondly, access by the Spainish fleet to Community
waters must be only gradual, following a transitional
period and depending on the state of fishery resources.
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Thirdly, supervisory mechanisms need to be expanded.

Fourthly, the European Community could not ask
Spain to reduce its fleet without pledging financial
support, and our committee welcomes the Commis-
sion’s proposal to grant Spain assistance prior to
accession; we hope the content of these proposals may
be further diversified.

It is with these points in mind that I submitted my oral
question. I should also like to add and reaffirm that
once the Act of Accession of 1 January 1986 is rati-
fied, the Community’s structural funds, viz. the Euro-
pean Regional Development Fund, the EAGGF and
the Social Fund will need to be made operative, parti-
cularly in the maritime regions affected by the restruc-
wuring of their fishing fleets.

It is my fervent hope that a balanced solution can be
found 1o preserve the achievements of the common
fisheries policy and provide the necessary solidarity
with the Iberian peoples.

Mr von Wogau (PPE). — (DE) Presidents, honoura-
ble Members, the Group of the European People’s
Party regards the Commission programme before us as
a realistic programme of activities for the year 1985.

This programme offers prospects but at the same time
keeps its feet on the ground. That is important, for if
the Community wants new competences to be trans-
ferred to it in the coming year, it must first ensure that
matters already within its competence are being dealt
with satisfactorily. This programme provides a good
basis for that.

Central to this programme is the further development
of the European internal market. In our view this must
occur primarily in the field of key technologies, for it
is vital for new jobs to be created and maintained here.
Mrs Salisch has just said rather disparagingly that only
one million jobs would be involved, but if a million
jobs are lost in Europe and instead created in Japan
and the United States, then that is certainly not a situ-
ation I can ignore.

The programme that the Commission is proposing in
order to achieve the internal market contains one cen-
tral point, and the Commission must set definite dates.
Some people might regard its 1992 deadline as rather
generous. Let us be clear that today everyone —
including us here in the European Parliament — is
talking about achieving the internal market, but that
when practical programmes are put before us and
decisions have to be taken, in the fiscal field, for in-
stance, we need all the allies we can get.

Comparing today’s programme with the speech the
President made in January, I note that rather less
space has been devoted to the European Monetary
System than before. Now we must, of course, remem-

ber that in January and February — also and especially
as regards the European Monetary System — the tem-
perature became very cold in various European capi-
tals. I could even imagine that some people got cold
feet. In my view we must not let ourselves be discour-
aged by this.

Mr President, whenever the Commission proposes
programmes which will help to promote economic
convergence between the Member States and which
offer a stable framework for the further development
of the private ECU too, you can be sure that my group
and this Parliament will give your our support.

Mr Patterson (ED). — Mr President, like Mr von
Wogau, I too would like to talk about the internal
market. I think that one of the most encouraging
things about this proposal is that at last it looks as
though we are getting some movement on this vital
business of removing internal frontiers. Indeed, the
idea of a real internal market by 1992 is a deadline
which, although, as Mr von Wogau said, not over-
ambitious, we shall want to keep our eyes fixed very
clearly on in this Parliament.

1 would like to make one or two remarks on the mat-

ter. First of all, of course, in the matter of removing
frontiers only 100% success is success. If we retain just
one control, we retain all the paraphernalia of controls
and therefore we have to get rid of all the borders, all
the controls by that date of 1992. That is why I am
delighted to see in the internal market programme the
words ‘to implement in full the programme for conso-
lidation of the internal market’. I would like to ask Mr
Delors whether that means the consolidation docu-
ment and everything in that consolidation document
and, if not, what it actually does mean, because it is, of
course, the very first point in the summary on the
internal market.

I would also say that the internal market covers not
just goods moving across frontiers but also services,
people and capital. And free movement in an internal
market by 1992 implies free movement of all those
things.

If I might mention goods for a moment. There are var-
ious ways in which you can approach this. You can
make movement more efficient at the frontiers — and
that, I understand, is the purpose of the single admin-
istrative document. But you can also remove the con-
trols from the frontiers, which is very much more
effective.

Here I would like to ask Mr Delors what chance he
really does see of implementation of the 14th VAT
Directive during this year. I see that the phrase he used
is ‘continue to press’. Why doesn’t he say ‘to imple-
ment’? Nor does the Caddia project find a place in the
summary. I hope very much that the Caddia project
will be pushed ahead with equal vigour. But much the
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most effective way of getting rid of internal frontiers is
to remove the very need for internal frontiers, and
here I would congratulate the Commission on its
courage in talking about the harmonization of VAT
and excise duties. If that is firmly seen as the ultimate
objective, then I have some hope that we really are
getting somewhere and that we shall have harmonized
VAT by 1992.

As regards people, the Green Disc Directive which 1
have here in front of me is a most exciting idea and I
hope very much that it will be pushed through this
year.

But one matter which is not covered, and which I hope
will be covered, is the legislation necessary to remove
the need for any kind of controls on people at internal
frontiers. It is extraordinary that Community citizens
still do not have the right of residence in another
Community country and can be sent packing after six
months if a national government so wishes. That is
something that has got to be put right.

Finally, on capital — and here I have a question for
Mr Delors. It says very correctly in the document:

“There would be little point in abolishing the barriers if

the unity of the market could be destroyed by the in-
stability or arbitrary manipulation of exchange
rates . ..” The mysterious vanishing Delors plan, as I
might say, in this document is rather disturbing,
because in January you gave us a very explicit account
of how you would strengthen the EMS and open up
capital markets in Europe. There seems to be very little
of that left in this programme for 1985, and perhaps
you could reaffirm in answer to this debate your com-
mitment to pushing ahead this year with real progress
on the EMS, the use of the ECU and the abolition of
capital controls. Unless free movement of capital is
added to the free movement of goods, services and
people, we shall still not have an internal market.

(Applause)

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, as for
the Community’s enlargement, and especially its high
cost and its impact on farmers in the Mediterranean
regions, I agree with what Mr Chambeiron had to say.
I would, of course, like to stress the importance of the
great devaluation imposed on the Mediterranean pro-
grammes by the Delors Commission, though to be
sure there will be other opportunities for this during
the present part-session.

So far as the Commission’s programme of action is
concerned, its presentation may bear the personal
stamp of Mr Delors, but in our opinion it is a further
proof of the familiar trend towards the development
and deepening of the process of integration in the
economic, monetary, but also political and military
sectors.

In our opinion the dominant feature of the programme
is the opening up, the creation of a huge market
devoid of barriers, which occupies the first rank of
priority in the programme of action and which is
essentially an attempt by the great monopolies, either
in West Germany or Great Britain or the EEC’s other
developed countries, to revert to international compe-
tition to the disadvantage of economic development
and working people, with particularly severe conse-
quences for less well-developed Member States of the
EEC, such as Greece. Our country already faces a
range of serious problems, expressed in acute form by
the indexes relating to the balance of trade, the bal-
ance of payments, the rate of progress of gross fixed
capital investment, the increase in gross national
income, etc.

I refer to the relevant study carried out by Professor
Drettakis in Greece, who showed that during these
four years not only have we failed to converge but, on
the contrary, we have diverged and distanced our-
selves, and that the ultimate result of our accession to
the EEC was that we have become less European than
before. I would also like to recall the approximately
120 actions brought by the Commission in the Euro-
pean Courts in connection with a series of measures
instituted in our country. These actions ultimately
undermine any effort towards economic development
based on broadening and refurbishing the public sec-
tor.

In summary, I would like to say that in our opinion
the Commission’s programme of action for 1985
amounts to a programme for unemployment, deindus-
trialization and economic crisis for our country.

Mr De Vries (L). — (NL) Mr President, the financial
consequences of the enlargement of the Community
are casting a shadow over what should be a bright new
chaprer in the history of our continent. There is the
greatest uncertainty over the costs of enlargement. I
should therefore like to ask the Commission, in the
person of its President, Mr Delors, to produce some
light in this darkness. I shall therefore put five ques-
tions to him.

Firstly: is the Commission’s estimate of the budgetary
trend in 1985, 1986 and 1987 still valid? In its est-
mates the Commission says that the net cost of
enlargement in 1986 will be 300 million ECU and 600
million in 1987. Have these estimates not become
much too low in the meantime?

Secondly: do these estimates include any compensa-
tion arrangements for the non-member States which
will suffer from the consequences of enlargement? I
am thinking of the countries of North Africa and
Israel.

Thirdly: the integrated Mediterranean programmes,
for which the Commission proposes to appropriate
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2 000 million ECU with the expenditure spread over
seven years. Is it not to be feared that the 1986 and
1987 expenditure might not be realized in view of the
critical financial situation in which the Community
will find itself in those years?

This brings me to the key question, Mr President. Is it
not illusory to think that the 1986 budget can balance,
even if the new own resources are available by 1 Janu-
ary, which is stll not entirely certain? Does not the
uncertainty over agricultural expenditure in view of
the dollar exchange rate mean that there is a very con-
siderable chance that 1.4% VAT in 1986 wil] prove to
be altogether too little? Certainly a start has to be
made on repayment to the Member States of the ad-
vances provided to cover the 1984 deficit, an amount
of something like 3 000 million ECU. Do we not also
have to reckon with repayment of similar advances to
cover the deficit for 1986, a figure of something like
3 000 million ECU?

In the fifth place, does that not mean that the Com-
mission must now consider the proposal it has to
make, pursuant to the Fontainebleau agreement, one
year before own resources run out?

Mr President, Europe is heading for failure. There is
uncertainty over the costs of enlargement, over the
spreading of the payments to be made under the inte-
grated Mediterranean programme, over the extent of
agricultural prices, over the dollar exchange rate. One
thing is clear: in this situation there is very little room
for new policies. The fine intentions which the Com-
mission is laying before us in its policy statement could
well appear unattainable. The fault lies not with the
Comnmission, but with the schizophrenic attitude
adopted by the Council. There is a glaring contradic-
tion between, on the one hand, the grandiloquent
phrases in which our national governments plead for
new policies and for the enlargement of our Com-
munity and, on the other, their readiness to lay the
necessary financial resources on the table.

That, Mr President, is what is wrong with Europe: it
lacks the political courage to take the financial conse-
quences of its own policy statements.

IN THE CHAIR: MR PLASKOVITIS
Vice-President

Mr Pasty (RDE). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and

gentlemen, our discussion of the Commission’s pro-

gramme gives us a chance to raise once again the ques- -

tion of how much enlargement will cost. This ques-
tion, which has been raised for some time now, can be
answered simply and succinctly. We still do not know
exactly how much enlargement will cost the Com-

munity. What is certain is that it will make great
inroads into the Community’s new resources, which
will be available from 1 January 1986 as a result of
raising the VAT ceiling from 1% to 1.4%, to the point
of making these new own resources inadequate the
minute they are created. Here, you will agree, is a par-
adox which is, to say the least, disturbing. At all events
it is certain that, because of enlargement, the addi-
tional resources will not provide funding for new poli-
cies, contrary to the wishes of Parliament.

The replies we have had so far to this question of the
cost of enlargement have been, to say the least, eva-
sive. Commissioner Christophersen replied during the
February part-session that it was as yet impossible to
give a precise figure for the financial cost of enlarge-
ment but that it would certainly have an impact on the
budget. In effect, the real problems entailed by
enlargement are not of a budgetary nature. They are
problems which underline the whole contradiction
between a specific political commitment with a dead-
line, 1 January 1986, and the difficulties in solving the
Community policy questions on which there is still dis-
agreement among the various parties: I refer particu-
larly here to fisheries and agriculture. As regards the
budget, enlargement nevertheless raises two major dif-
ficulties: the legal link of the simultaneous entry into
force of the new own resources and the effective date
of enlargement, and the situation over the budget
itself.

Let me recall a few figures here. There is a deficit for
1984 of 500 million ECU, the result of the Council’s
manipulation of estimated income deemed necessary
for the 1984 supplementary budget. Plus refunds to
Member States from the Community budget to a total
of 1000 million ECU from the 1984 budget. Plus the
virtually certain deficit of 2000 million ECU in the
1985 budget, attributable largely to the Guarantee
Section of the EAGGF. Plus again the cost of refund-
ing the UK contribution for 1985, a further sum of
1 000 million ECU, to be met out of the new own
resources for 1986, not forgetting the uncertainty cur-
rently prevailing as to repayment of the advances
which will be needed in 1985 to make up the budget
deficit. And we still do not know, since the Ministers
have not reached agreement, whether these advances
will be refunded or not. Nor, indeed, must we forget
the cost per se of enlargement, which President Thorn
put a few months ago at not less than the equivalent of
adding 0.1% to the VAT rate.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, clearly it is not
enlargement as such which is creating difficulties over
the budget, but coming on top of the current budget
difficulties it can only aggravate further the financial
impasse which the Community has reached. Enlarge-
ment will happen at a time when the Community’s
budget problems have not been solved or even quanti-
fied with any degree of accuracy. In France we have a
graphic name for that: we call it ostrich politics —
burying one’s head in the sand in order not to see
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what is going on all around. This seems to us a very
serious state of affairs, and for this reason we await a
precise answer from the Commission on this essential
point.

Mr Vandemeulebroucke (ARC). — (NL) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, anyone who reads the
Commission’s programme for 1985 must realize that
Euro-pessimism has at last made way for a new kind
of boldness and a pragmatic approach. I wish whole-
heartedly to congratulate the President of the Com-
mission, Mr Delors, on this. I think that it will now be
possible for the Commission once again to become the
driving force behind a genuinely European approach,
but, that said, I have nevertheless to point out a few
gaps in the programme.

For example, there is in the whole programme nothing
concrete about the report on European Union. What
are the Commission’s intentions? How far are the
views of the Commission represented?

There is a second point I wish to make in connection
with the integrated Mediterranean programmes. Ini-
tially all the budgetary technicalities were grouped
together in one chapter, which meant that they would
also be dealt with together. Now we find that the inte-
grated Mediterranean programmes are split up
between various departments and come into different
areas of responsibility. For this reason we justly fear
that there will be not one jot of coherence in approach
and that we shall once again end up in the jungle. If
one thinks how scattered the directorates-general are,
even operating independently, then I fear that there
will be no overall coordination.

And finally, Mr President, this, the question of a gen-
uine Mediterranean policy, brings me to the main
question of this year: the enlargement of the Com-
munity to include Spain and Portugal. I have heard
people speak in this House many times about the net
costs of this enlargement. There is mention of the fish-
eries policy, but there is no discussion of the fact that,
when you come right down to it, Spain and Portugal
are two completely different cases nor of the fact that
at the end of the day we shall be faced with the conso-
lidation of regional differences. The question then is
also to what extent the European Commission will
take up these differences and realize that ultimately
regional policy requires a new approach.

The negotiations over enlargement provide the Euro-
pean Commission with an opportunity to reverse this
egocentric nationalistic thinking and give a fresh
chance to the regions which have hitherto been so
unfairly treated by the Member States. I want there-
fore to call upon the Commission to turn this to some
purpose by entering into a dialogue, not just with the
Member States but with the regions as well.

Mr Ulburghs (NI). — (NL) Mr President, there has
already been a great deal of discussion of the Commis-

sion programme for 1985. I shall confine my remarks
to four specific topics which concern me deeply and to
which I would like the Commission to pay particular
attention.

Firstly: soeial affairs. The Commission rightly points
out that it wants to encourage the dialogue with and
between the social partners. The right to full informa-
tion is essential to that dialogue, as the first step
towards the participation of those partners in econo-
mic affairs. In this connection I should like to ask the
Commission what has happened to the Vredeling
directive to provide information to employees of trans-
national corporations. Does that information also
apply to corporations which have their headquarters
outside Europe? I propose that this directive include
information about transnational corporations in the
ACP countries.

Secondly: the fight against poverty. I am sorry to see
that the second programme continues to be very vague
on the question of eliminating poverty. I should like to
point out that increased poverty is frequently the result
of antisocial policies on the part of many governments.
The structural approach to poverty must include coop-
eration with the people affected. For example, in the
Limburg mining area, where I work, it is significant
that the population concerned was asked to participate
in providing accommodation for immigrants.

Thirdly: energy supplies. I hope this will include social
criteria for coalmines, not just a blind preoccupation
with high output. I also regret the emphasis laid on
nuclear energy, to the detriment of the coalmines.

Fourthly and finally, Mr President, I find very little
about immigrants in this document. The Member
States have a responsibility towards immigrants. Is the
Commission willing to support initiatives to include
immigrants fully in the social and political life of the
Community? One of the basic conditions for that is
the right to vote, and I am thinking here particularly,
as a first step, of the conferring of the right to vote in
Community elections. I hope that the Commission will
initiate discussions with the Member States on this
point as quickly as possible. I wish the Commission a
fruitful year’s work.

Mr Christiansen (S). — (DA) Mr President, the
Tuckman report is a good approach and, if it is not
diminished in this Chamber, the Danish Social Demo-
crats will vote for it in the final vote.

I must point out to Mr Tuckman that to say that some
of the proposed amendments are based on a purely
Danish concept of what the Community is for is to

- misinterpret them. They do, of course, present a

social-democratic view, but they should also be seen as
a genuine contribution to the strengthening of the
report’s dimensions, to a clarification and an improve-
ment of its recommendations in line with the real,
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time-honoured social and democratic traditions of
each of our countries. Why does the report conceal
Parliament’s first priority, the fight against unemploy-
ment, by slotting it in under a paragraph referring to
an integrated and consistent European social and
employment policy? It considers that integration is the
way. Yes, but is there any real consideration here and
now of the 14-15 million unemployed and their fami-
lies? We all know very well — and the Commission
recognizes it — that the only way to make rapid and
really effective inroads into unemployment is by a
coordinated and at the same time dynamic, growth-
based employment policy, agreed by the parliaments
and governments of the 10 Member States together.
Union, which the Six did not create when they could,
has still not been achieved. The Ten have not achieved
it either, and I want to know if the unemployed have
got to wait for Union before they can have jobs.

Harmonizing social security is one of the headings in
the report. What does it mean? Standardization. And
what country’s standards are to apply? The social
security policies which have been developed should be
safeguarded . and harmonized at European level, it
says. What value criterion is contained in the term har-
monization? If it means that levels of social security
provision should be both maintained and further
developed for the European area as a whole, why not
say so? But perhaps we are not agreed on a process of
progressive social development for our citizens?

On vocational training, it says that opportunities
should be created for vocational training for all citi-
zens, irrespective of age. Why not recognize, and state
explicitly, that a genuine right to training for all citi-
zens regardless of age presupposes paid time off for
training under official sponsorship?

The report also rightly emphasizes the need for the
introduction of democracy at the place of work, the
right to information and to a hearing, and the right for
employees to participate in increases in production-
related capital. But why should we intervene on the
forms of economic democracy to be applied by decid-
ing and stipulating that it should be in the form of
individually disposable shares alone? There are, after
all, other forms of ownership than titles to private pro-
perty. The democratic attitudes prevalant in our coun-
tries at least require that this fact be respected.

Mr Chanterie (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, on the
basis of the policy guidelines which the European
Commission laid before us in January, the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment has drawn up a
report to clarify priorities in the area of social affairs
and employment. As group spokesman, I should like
to express the EPP Group’s support for the report and
also congratulate the rapporteur, Mr Tuckman, on his
work. On behalf of the group I should also like to say
a few words about four areas of priority importance.

Firstly, the problem of youth unemployment. The EPP
Group hopes that the Commission will produce a
coherent, decisive and convincing policy which will at
last be able to offer new hope to young people. The
elements of such a policy are already here, in outline.
The Member States must now be made to face up to
their responsibilities. In any case we of the European
Community have a unique chance to make Interna-
tional Youth Year a future-oriented year.

Secondly, the redistribution and reorganization of
working hours. We know that at the last moment the
British Government prevented the adoption of a Com-
munity recommendation on this vital point. But it
would be unrealistic to think that was the end of the
affair. That is why we support the Commission in its
new approach to social considerations. It is, in fact, a
fundamental role of the social partners to give their
views on the redistribution, reorganization and.reduc-
tion of working hours. I'hope they succeed in breaking
the Council’s blockade.

Thirdly, social security and the fight against poverty. I
see two tasks here. On the one hand, to have our own
European social model and, on the other, to make the
necessary alterations so that the poor and the weak
can effectively gain thereby and find protection within
the social security system.

Fourthly, codetermination for employees. The EPP
Group attaches particular importance of European
legislation giving employees identical rights through-
out the European Community. More particularly, the
articles of limited companies must finally be amended
so that the representatives of the employees can play
their part on an equal footing with the representatives
of the capital. If I have understood correctly, the
President of the Commission, Mr Delors, has that
portfolio. I should like to ask him whether he can tell
us what initiatives he will take in order to achieve
some progress on this point?

Finally, the Vredeling directive. The right of employ-
ees to be informed and consulted over decisions which
particularly affect them is a fundamental right. The
President-in-Office of the Social Affairs Council has
let it be known that it is considering denaturing the
directive by changing it into a recommendation, or,
worse still, a resolution. On this point too I should like
to ask, what is the Commission’s position? As far as I
am concerned, I can say right now: better no recom-
mendation at all than merely a recommendation. In
any case there is already something of that kind within
the OECD. We all know that that does not work and
leads nowhere.

The European social policy, as presented by the Com-
mission, deserves our support. Parliament’s proposals
dovetail with it very nicely. It should be possible for
the two institutions to overcome the inertia of the
Council in this matter.
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I have tabled a question which is supplementary to this
debate, concerning the Mulifibre Arrangement. Is it
possible for the Commission in this debate to clarify its
position on this point? I would think that in any case
we must start from the premise that it is better to
extend the Multifibre Arrangement. It is better for the
developing countries affected by it, and better too for
the European Community. It is, in fact, precisely the
poorest developing countries which will be sacrificed if
it is not renewed, because at that point individual
Member States will take their own protectionist mea-
sures and we shall then reach a situation of complete
paralysis, which will cause a great deal of damage to
those countries.

Mr President, I hope that we shall have some clarifica-
tion of this issue.

Mrs Oppenheim (ED). — (DA) Mr President, it was
a positive experience to read the Commission’s pro-
gramme of work, which was certainly wide-ranging,
but not too wide-ranging. 1 see a consistent thread
running through the whole concept, which I think we
can be glad of, not just in this debate but in the work
which is to follow.

I also see from the programme of work that the Com-
mission realistically concedes the deficiencies which
have perhaps persisted in previous years and which suill
need to be corrected. I see questions of current relev-
ance which are now being dealt with, but also, hap-
pily, some new points, new thinking and initiatives for
the framing of new policy.

I should like to make a few comments on two areas in
the programme of work: the first is unemployment, to
which the Commission has also assigned priority as
one of the four ambitious aims. It has already been
mentioned several times in the course of the debate,
and I refer in particular to Mr Tuckman, who in his
introductory remarks highlighted the really important
concern, which is not merely to adjust the rate of
unemployment by a few percent but to create mean-
ingful conditions of existence. It is not enough to have
a job, it must also be a meaningful one. To achieve
that objective, I think we must also think in a rather
different way than hitherto. I have the impression that
the organizations representing employers and employ-
ees, not just in my country but in other Community
countries, have a much to rigid system. It is either
black or white, and issues are often presented as cut
and dried. The key to tackling this problem, in my
opinion, is that we should be flexible, try non-tradi-
tional solutions and apply different modes of thinking
than hitherto. I hope that this is something we can
continue to work on.

The second matter I should like to comment on is
industrial policy, which, in itself, is something new
compared with our traditional subjects of discussion. 1
agree with much that the Commission has presented in

its programme of work, but I would warn against
binding commercial undertakings into a whole com-
plex of rules which will limit their freedom of action.
It is good to have common initiatives to fall back on,
but they should not have such far-reaching effects that
individual initiatives are restricted. I hope that will be
taken into account in the further discussion on the
various initiatives. '

Mrs Boserup (COM). -— (DA) Mr President, I am
going to plague the Assembly with our incomprehensi-
ble language once more. The Danes do not think
much of European Union, but you cannot accuse us of
not taking part in the work. I do not feel moved to
hand out bouquets to any particular speaker, or even
to the President of the Commission. I find the pro-
gramme document inordinately long, yet it lacks some
absolutely crucial elements.

I should like to focus attention on the positive aspects,
seen from my party’s point of view. We are in favour
of free trade, common standards and fewer border
formalities. We think there is work to be done there,
and we do not wish to put obstacles in the way. On the
other hand, I take a very negative view of the procla-
mation in the Commission document that we must
now harmonize the social policies of the Member
States. I think that, since we have had over a hundred
pages to wade through, it should have been possible at
least to point out that this will require an amendment
to the Treaty: the present Treaty cannot be used for
such a purpose.

Nor do I think it desirable to harmonize conduct and
rules of play on the labour market. There are, after all,
countries in which this process functions admirably
well and, if we are to think in a non-traditional way,
as the previous speaker said, we could indeed be non-
traditional enough to say that Community solutions
are not necessarily the best solutions absolutely every-
where.

Regarding the points about future prospects, my
attention was drawn to agriculture, in which the Com-
mission says we must introduce a modern system of
operation which will protect the environment. I should
like to know more about such a system. I don’t know
how it is to be introduced, but I am willing to go along
with it. I can only say that [ agree with the President
of the Commission when he says that we cannot toler-
ate hectares of good agricultural land lying unculti-
vated. But I have to point out at the same time that the
common agricultural policy has brought about migra-
tion from the land on a very large scale. In the past
three years 160 000 farms have been abandoned in
seven of the Community Member States; 6% of farms
have ceased working. I do not think that agriculture
has become environmentally sounder as a result of
this. I should very much like to see something more
concrete on this question: it is also socially unaccepta-
ble for people to be driven out of their home districts
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because we are applying an agricultural policy which
only favours the big factory farms.

I am happy to see that the Regional Fund is not to be a
means of redistribution. No, it must not be; that is
what it has been for many years. It is a means of redis-
tribution which is both costly and inappropriate and
which regrettably has not helped the less favoured
regions, and that was, after all, what it was intended to
do. I am not sure that the Regional Fund as an inven-
tion has anything at all to recommend it.

I must take 2 moment to say that I was pleased to hear
Mr Toksvig, who is a member of the party which
holds the post of Head of Government in Denmark,
say that there were limits to the degree of detail which
can be tolerated in the terms of reference for a possible
conference of governments. Indeed, there are very
strict limits, if the Danish Government is to do more
than attend the inaugural session.

Mr Guermeur (RDE). — (FR) Mr President, Europe
must prepare itself for a double shock: the violent
compétition of expanding economies — those of the
United States and the Pacific countries in particular —
and the enlargement of the Community.

In the face of these two challenges the situation, alas!
gives no grounds for optimism. Unemployment,
13 million, weighs heavily on the European Economic
Community’s capacity to compete. The dollar, exceed-
ing all bounds, threatens the future of the western
economies and, within the Community, the climate of
cooperation has deteriorated, as we know. Situations
of stalemate become increasingly numerous, European
Summits now end with communiqués whose fine
words fail to conceal the political powerlessness to
build a Europe of reality. The Council starts a joint
negotiation on enlargement without having been first
capable of establishing a common position. The Com-
mission, in recent years, has drifted away from its
institutional role as guardian of the Treaties, becoming
little more than the driving belt of the Council. The
revision of the proposals on own resources after the
fatal Fontainebleau agreement is an eloquent example.
As for the European Parliament, it persists — in
unfavourable conditions — in saying that European
Union is the only way to survive. But it is stopped at
every turn by national selfishness and by a tightfisted
budgetary conception of common policy.

I should like to give you three examples of this disinte-
gration of the Community idea. The common agricul-
tural policy is undermined by insidious attack. The
sacred principles fixed almost 30 years ago — prefer-
ences, solidarity — are being abandoned. We have
almost come to the point of blaming agricultural
Europe, saying again and again that it produces too
much and is 100 costly, when food self-sufficiency is
an absolute weapon in a world stalked by hunger. The
integrated  Mediterranean  programmes  were

announced with much ado, as the expression of a stra-
tegy of equilibrium and equity between the rich North
and the poor South. But the truth, presented very dis-
creetly, is that 70% of the financial resources envis-
aged has been given up. The South will be the sufferer,
naturally, but also the regions of the North — Scot-
land, Ireland, Brittany — will suffer, as traditional
creditors of the structural funds. Sea fishing, which
has with difficulty been organized into a common
policy, is in danger of figuring prominently in a spec-
tacular gesture of the next European Council which
will apparently decide to go beyond the unacceptable
and throw wide open the doors of the Community.
The Subcommittee on Fisheries, of which I have the
honour to be chairman, has tabled a motion for a reso-
lution and an oral question in this debate.

My group, Mr President, Mr Commissioner, is not
impugning the Commission’s intentions. We shall
judge by its record. We shall therefore trust the pro-
gramme which has been presented to us. We shall give
it our loyal support, but we should certainly be happier
in approving it if the Council were to do something to
relieve our waiting. Urgent budgetary proposals; real-
istic, honest agrlcultural prices, and not a mere sembl-
ance of agricultural prices, such as those that are pro-
posed this year; the reinstatement of the financial
resources for the integrated Mediterranean pro-
grammes; bringing forward the date when the new
own resources will become available — all of these are
acts that would show the determination of the Euro-
pean institutions to lead the way.

Qur vote, Mr President, will be cast in favour, but it
will be a waiting vote and a vigilant one.

Mr Bachy (S). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, I am glad that Parliament has taken the initia-
tive of giving its point of view on the Commission’s
programme of work in the social sector. The report
presented by Mr Tuckman on this question was widely
debated in the competent committee of this Parlia-
ment. The debate concluded with the adoption of a
number of modifications which, from the Socialist
Group’s point of view, have considerably improved the
initial text. For this debate in plenary session 98 new
amendments have been tabled on the Tuckman report.
Some of them seem to us to be quite acceptable, in
particular those that call for more effective measures
to combat inequality, especially inequality as 1t affects
men, women, and young people with the lowest skills.
Other amendments, on the other hand, seek to ques-
tion a number of positive policy lines that were
adopted in committee, in particular as regards work-
ers’ rights and the reduction of working time. Where
these amendments are concerned we obviously cannot
agree.

To safeguard the future of the Community, Jacques
Delors showed very forcibly this morning the indis-
pensable link between social progress and economic
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progress. We must therefore reject proposals that seek
to lead one to believe that the only way of fighting
unemployment effectively is by attacking the social
patrimony. It is an illusion in fact to believe that
economic progress can be built on a withdrawal of
social rights. Against the temptation to deregulate the
labour market we put forward the idea of negotiated,
planned, organized mobility of employment. This
presumes a greater involvement of the workers in
economic responsibilities, and a strengthening of the
negotiating powers of the trade union organization.

In order to cope with the crisis, the workers know that
efforts must be made to improve the competitiveness
of industry. But also, they must get something out of
it. Technological progress must be to the benefit of
industry, but it must also work for the workers and
not against them. For employment, and not against it.

We have no doubt, for our part, that this is the spirit in
which Jacques Delors and his colleagues are working,
and it is in this spirit that we want Parliament to vote
this evening.

(Applause from the benches of the Socialist Group)

Mr Brok (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we appreciate many, in fact nearly all the
aspects of the Commission’s programme. Yet we know
that the best of programmes is no use if our govern-
ments, or at any rate the majority of them, refuse to
provide the Commission and the European Parliament
with the instruments and decision-making machinery
to translate such programmes into action.

We must make the European public aware of the ques-
tion of responsibility, the question of where the res-
ponsibility lies for the fact that the European instru-
ments to combat unemployment, to improve environ-
mental protection, to use the new technologies posi-
tively and thus regain our international competitive-
ness, cannot be deployed to the necessary extent. Only
if the Commission and Parliament can exert sufficient
pressure via the public will we be able to persuade the
Milan Summit to take the necessary steps, in the ques-
tion of the right of veto and Parliament’s greater pow-
ers, so that our Community once again becomes able
to act and democratically. Anything else would mean
forfeiting the future.

We must realize that it is not enough to spend the
nights talking about table wine, and olive oil, and then
to sleep through the vital questions of Europe’s future:
the European internal market, abolishing the costs of
non-integration resulting from the barriers to trade
that still exist, the subsidies which are not compatible
with the Treaties — for instance in the textile industry,
and I have put a question on that — or the take-over
of non-competitive businesses by State undertakings,
which covers their losses but prevents any competition
on the European internal market.

The war of subsidies must come to an end. We must
define the concept of restructuring by means of subsi-
dies more clearly; we need an agreement to reduce
structural surplus capacity in many industrial fields —
including the textile industry — and greater transpar-
ency in national subsidies, so that the Commission can
perform its duties as guardian of the Treaties quite
stringently in such areas.

Yet we must also realize that the third industrial revo-
lution, which we must use rationally to protect our
jobs, since we have no raw materials, goes hand in
hand with a social upheaval that creates many prob-
lems for the people affected. We must also create the
right instruments to render these problems socially
tolerable. That includes strengthening the participa-
tion' of the individual worker in the decisions and
productive capital growth of the undertakings, and
dialogue between the two sides of industry, on the
basis of the proposals of the Commission and Parlia-
ment. We must not stop at words. We must also estab-
lish the concept of social partnership in the area of
co-determination and such-like.

This will create a pressure for action, as in the ¢ase of
the question of frontiers, and that can also help us
along in many other areas, such as monetary ques-
tions.

Let me conclude by quoting the American statesman
Alexander Hamilton: ‘“To look for a continuation of
harmony between a number of independent uncon-
nected sovereignties situated in the same neighbour-
hood, would be to disregard the uniform course of
human events and to set at defiance the accumulated
experience of ages.” We should learn a lesson from this
and read our governments a stern lecture!

Mrs Daly (ED). — Mr President, I would like to
address the auention of the House to Mr Tuckman’s
report. The European Democratic Group, on whose
behalf I speak in this debate, warmly welcomes this
report for two important reasons.

Firstly, of course, Mr Tuckman is an admired and
trusted colleague who has prepared a very timely and
thought-provoking report which addresses a vital area
of policy, and one prominent in the Commission’s
work programme for the coming year.

Secondly, the report is an important testimony to the
institutional imagination of Parliament’s Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment in trying to set the
scene in its domain for the next four years — to set
priorities rather than stagger day to day through the
bewildering mass of directives, recommendations and
regulations which so overwhelms Community deci-
sion-making.

These tributes paid, however, we do have reservations
about the Tuckman report in its present form. It is for



