
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, I
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 aa 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 dPf the Community.

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

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 Committee 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 m-depth analysis conducted, so that the Ten



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,
I 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 I 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 Italian
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 Lome 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 I wanted
to speak to you about — presupposes that Europe will
recover its economic dynamism.



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



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
Committee, 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)


