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During its first decade as a directly elected political institution, from 1979 
to 1989, the European Parliament exercised significant influence in shaping 
the debate and agenda around the concept of completing the ‘single’ or 
‘internal’ market of the (then) European Economic Community. Through 
both its early campaigning for action in this field and its definition and 
analysis of issues such as the ‘cost of non-Europe’, the Parliament 
contributed to the political and intellectual climate which led to the launch 
in 1985 by the European Commission, under its new President, Jacques 
Delors, of an ambitious programme to complete the single market by 1992. 
This process was reinforced and facilitated by adoption of the Single 
European Act (SEA) the following year.  

The extension of qualified majority voting (QMV) in the Council and the 
introduction of a more significant legislative role for the European 
Parliament under the SEA enhanced the position of the Parliament in the 
Community’s ‘institutional triangle’, enabling it to influence the content of 
law more directly. From 1987 onwards, the Parliament used its new 
legislative power actively when considering the detailed proposals for 
completing the single market brought forward by the Delors Commission, 
with significant debates taking place on the priorities that should attach to 
various aspects of liberalisation and regulation. The growing success of the 
single market process led in turn to the Parliament strongly supporting 
efforts to complement the single market with the creation of a single 
currency, building momentum for the launch of Economic and Monetary 
Union (EMU).  

This study, commissioned by the European Parliamentary Research Service 
(EPRS), forms part of an on-going history of the character, role and influence 
of the European Parliament as a political institution since its creation in 1952. 
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I 

Executive summary 

This study pieces together the European Parliament's role and influence in the process of European 
economic integration over the decade between 1979 and 1989, and shows how the Parliament 
gradually reinforced its impact in this field. Despite limited formal powers, the Parliament had 
significant influence on the development and implementation of the Internal Market Programme, 
aiming for the completion of the Common Market of the European Economic Community, primarily 
by means of four mechanisms.  

Firstly, the European Parliament influenced the intellectual content of the political debate on the 
general economic and social direction of Europe. This study demonstrates how the Parliament 
sought to influence debates on economic integration by developing ideas, concepts and 
definitions. One example of the Parliament's intellectual influence is the concept of the ‘cost of non-
Europe’, which was defined in the Parliament's Albert–Ball report, and further developed by 
Parliament's Temporary Committee on European Economic Recovery during the years 1983 to 1984. 
Similarly, the Parliament developed a comprehensive definition of the completion of the Common 
Market based on a combination of the four freedoms (the free circulation of goods, capitals, services 
and persons) together with other related, complementary measures, such as targeted tax 
harmonisation and the Europeanisation of public procurement. For most MEPs, the harmonisation 
of non-tariff barriers was meant to raise standards, and for some this process was especially intended 
to favour European companies, but there was far from complete agreement on these social and neo-
mercantilist components of the Internal Market Programme. 

Secondly, the Parliament helped promote Common Market issues generally, and contributed to 
keeping them on the agenda of the European Economic Community, especially during the 
‘Relaunch of Europe’ initiative from 1984 to 1986. The first Delors Commission (in office between 
1984 and 1989) therefore publicly and internally recognised the Parliament's role in laying the 
intellectual foundations of the Internal Market Programme, later to be more widely known as the 
Single Market. 

Thirdly, the Parliament exercised influence through transnational networks, developed both within 
the Parliament and beyond it. For example, Lord Bethell launched the 'Freedom of the Skies' 
campaign, which put pressure on the Commission and the Council to liberalise air transportation, 
whilst Basil de Ferranti created the Parliament’s Kangaroo Group, an intergroup that brought 
together MEPs from all political groups to promote the idea of a barrier-free internal market. The 
group's network reached across the whole Community.  

Fourthly, the Parliament played a growing role in the ‘institutional triangle’ made up of the Council, 
the Commission and the Parliament. It nurtured a good working relationship with the Commission, 
especially with Karl-Heinz Narjes, who served as Commissioner for the Internal Market (1981-1984) 
in the Thorn Commission and as Commissioner for Industry, Research and Innovation (1984-1989) 
in the Delors Commission.  

After the 1986 Single European Act, the first major revision of the 1957 Treaty of Rome founding the 
European Economic Community, the Parliament changed its working methods in order to become 
more effective in the legislative process that developed the legal bases for the completion of the 
single market. Thanks to its new prerogatives provided for in the Single European Act, the 
Parliament now had an influential role in the legislative process itself, and used it to put pressure on 
the Commission and the Council to complete the single market by considering not only its economic 
aspects but also its social dimension.  
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1. Introduction 
The European Parliament's role in the shaping of European economic policies has often been 
considered relatively negligible during the period before it acquired strong formal powers through 
the co-decision procedure in 1992.1 This study argues the contrary, that the Parliament played an 
important role in the development of the European Economic Community (EEC), in particular in the 
inception, shaping and implementation of the idea of the internal market between 1979 and 1989, 
later called the single market.  

The Internal Market Programme consisted of the completion of the EEC's Common Market based on 
the combination of the four freedoms (the free circulation of goods, capitals, services and persons), 
together with other related complementary measures, such as targeted tax harmonisation, public 
procurement, air transportation, etc.. This programme was mostly defined in the early 1980s, before 
being promoted as a flagship policy in a speech to Parliament in 1985 by Jacques Delors, President 
of the European Commission from 1985 to 1995. It was then subsequently incorporated into the 
1986 Single European Act, the first major revision of the 1957 Treaty of Rome, with the aim of 
strengthening the European institutions, and implemented thereafter. In the 1980s the Internal 
Market Programme became an important part of the process of further European integration. 

Around that time in the 1980s, the Parliament's competences in economic affairs were growing. 
Created as the Common Assembly of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1952, 
Parliament initially had very little in the way of formal powers.2 It gradually expanded its influence, 
for example, to budgetary policy in the 1970s, when the two EC Budgetary Treaties amended the 
Treaty of Rome in respect of powers over the Community budget. Furthermore, in 1979 the first 
direct European elections for Members to the European Parliament (MEPs) were held. 

1979 saw a major shift in the European integration process for two reasons. Firstly, from a political 
point of view, Parliament's legitimacy was enhanced because MEPs were directly elected, and, as 
underlined by former Parliament Secretary General Enrico Vinci (in office from 1986 to 1997), it 
developed enhanced working capacities for MEPs.3 Secondly, from an economic point of view, the 
1979 landmark Cassis de Dijon case generated increased momentum for the internal market. With 
this decision the European Court of Justice (ECJ) rekindled the debate over the elimination of non-
tariff barriers in Europe, an aim known initially as 'the completion of the Common Market', and also 
referred to as the internal market or the single sarket, though the expression internal market is often 
preferred in official EU publications. Moreover, the internal market had a central place in the 
European integration process as it was associated with the 'Relaunch of Europe' in 1984-86, an 
initiative aimed at ending the period of 'eurosclerosis' between 1973 and 1984, during which the 
mood in Western Europe was rather sombre due to the economic crisis and the apparent paralysis 
of EC institutions. However the 'eurosclerosis' narrative of that time needs a more nuanced 
understanding, as the 1970s were also marked by major European reforms such as direct elections 
to the European Parliament, and furthermore the European integration process clearly accelerated 
from 1984 onwards due to the Relaunch of Europe initiative.4 

 

1 See Christian Pennera and Johann Schoo (2004), 'La codécision : dix ans d'application', Cahiers de droit européen, 
pp. 5-6, 531-565. 

2 On the general history of the European Parliament, see Yves Mény (dir.) (2009), La construction d'un parlement: 50 ans 
d'histoire du Parlement européen : 1958-2008, Luxembourg: Office des publications officielles des Communautés 
européennes. 

3 Interview of former Secretary General, Enrico Vinci (1986-1997), EP website, 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/historicalarchives/en/multimedia-gallery/interviews-of-the-former-secretaries-
general.html. 

4 For a literature review on the 1970s, see: Michele Di Donato (2020), Landslides, Shocks, and New Global Rules: the US 
and Western Europe in the New International History of the 1970s, Journal of Contemporary History, 55 (1), 182-205. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/historicalarchives/en/multimedia-gallery/interviews-of-the-former-secretaries-general.html
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/historicalarchives/en/multimedia-gallery/interviews-of-the-former-secretaries-general.html
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1989 was another major tipping point in the history of European integration. It was the end of the 
second parliamentary term of the directly elected Parliament, as well as the end of the Cold War and 
the start of the democratisation of central and eastern European countries. The journey to the 
Maastricht Treaty establishing the European Union (EU) and further expanding EC or EU 
competences, began in December 1989 at the Strasbourg Summit of heads of state and government 
of the then EC Member States. Therefore, this study concentrates on the period ranging from 1979 
to 1989, the period of the first two directly elected Parliaments, and when the Internal Market 
Programme took centre stage, in particular with the Relaunch of Europe initiative of 1984 to 1986. 

Hence, this study will explore Parliament's role in the development and implementation of the 
Internal Market Programme from 1979 to 1989. It will do so by examining to what extent Parliament 
had an impact on European economic integration despite limited formal powers before the 
introduction of the co-decision procedure in the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. In line with recent trends 
in interdisciplinary literature on European studies,5 the study will not consider Parliament as an 
undifferentiated, unitary actor, or as a 'black box', but instead it will take into account its internal 
divisions and the different ways it could exercise influence, both formal and informal, as means of 
developing policy-making at the European level. 

While the development of the Internal Market Programme, later dubbed the Single Market 
Programme, has not yet been properly studied from Parliament's perspective, there are already 
studies, especially by political scientists, from the perspective of the largest Member States and the 
European Commission. The most illuminating books on this subject, The Governance of the Single 
Market by Kenneth Armstrong and Simon Bulmer and Constructing a European Market by Michelle 
Egan, mainly concentrate on the Council and Commission in the sections where they deal with the 
1980s.6 Similarly, Gilles Grin's book on the Single Market Programme and its economic foundations 
devotes only a few pages to Parliament.7 

With regard to studies looking at Parliament and the Single Market Programme, the book on 
Parliament's history edited by Yves Mény devotes only a few pages to the single market as its focus 
is much broader.8 Other books examining Parliament's history in the 1980s have also largely ignored 
the topic of economic integration as they concentrate on the political and institutional dimensions, 
including the budgetary dimension.9 Similarly, the account of political science literature made in 

 

Major recent accounts of this period include: Anselm Doering-Manteuffel, Raphael Lutz, Thomas Schlemmer (eds) 
(2016), Vorgeschichte der Gegenwart: Dimensionen des Strukturbruchs nach dem Boom, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck and 
Ruprecht; Niall Ferguson, Charles S. Maier, Erez Manela, Daniel J. Sargent (eds) (2011), The Shock of the Global. The 
1970s in perspective, Cambridge, Harvard University Press; Guia Migani, Antonio Varsori (eds) (2011), Europe in the 
International Arena during the 1970s, Brussels: Peter Lang; Andrew Moravcsik (1998), The Choice for Europe. Social 
Purpose and State Preferences from Messina to Maastricht, Ithaca: Cornell University Press; Emmanuel Mourlon-Druol, 
Federico Romero (eds) (2014), International Summitry and Global Governance. The rise of the G7 and the European 
Council, 1974-1991, London: Routledge; Antonio Varsori (ed.) (2007), Alle origini del presente. L'Europa occidentale nella 
crisi degli anni Settanta, Milan: Franco Angeli; Laurent Warlouzet (2018), Governing Europe in a Globalizing world; 
Neoliberalism and its Alternative following the 1973 Oil Crisis, London: Routledge. 

5 Kiran Klaus Patel (2019), 'Widening and deepening? Recent advances in European Integration History', Neue Politische 
Literatur, pp. 64 (2) 327–357. 

6 Kenneth Armstrong, Simon Bulmer (1998), The Governance of the Single European Market, Manchester: Manchester 
University Press acknowledges that Parliament played an important role in environmental and social legislation, but 
only in the 1990s; Michelle Egan provides some interesting examples from the 1980s, but without going into detail: 
Michelle Egan (2001), Constructing a European Market, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 173, 182-4 and 201-3. 

7 Gilles Grin (2003), The Battle of theSingle European Market: Achievements and Economic Thought 1985-2000, London: 
Kegan. 

8 Mény, La construction d'un parlement. 
9 Simon Hix, Abdul Noury and Gérard Roland (2007), Democratic Politics in the European Parliament, Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press; Simon Hix, Tapio Raunio and Roger Scully (2003), 'Fifty Years On: Research on the EP', 
Journal of Common Market Studies, p. 41, (2) 191-202; Richard Corbett (1989), 'Testing the New Procedures: the 
European Parliament's First Experiences with its New 'Single Act' Powers', Journal of Common Market Studies, 



Completing the Single Market: The European Parliament and Economic Integration, 1979-1989 

 

3 

2003 in the comprehensive article 'Fifty Years On: Research on the European Parliament' by Simon 
Hix, Tapio Raunio and Roger Scully mostly lists only works devoted to political and institutional 
issues, while Parliament's influence on the content of economic policy and integration had been 
somewhat neglected.10 Overall, Parliament's role in European economic integration has been largely 
overlooked.  

Crucially, any study exploring Parliament's history between 1979 and 1989 needs to take into 
account the fact that its formal powers decisively increased over this decade. In 1957, the Treaty of 
Rome gave only a very limited number of prerogatives to the then 'European Parliamentary 
Assembly'. Article 144 of the Treaty of Rome enshrined a general right for the Assembly to censure 
the Commission, but this right was restricted to the debate on the Annual General Report under 
Article 24 of the ECSC Treaty. Article 203 of the Treaty of Rome mentioned involvement in the 
budgetary procedure, while Article 138 provided for the possible introduction of direct elections to 
the Assembly according to a uniform procedure. It can thus be said that the Assembly's powers were 
had mainly advisory. In 1962, the Assembly unilaterally changed its name to the 'European 
Parliament'. 

In 1979, the first direct election lent Parliament new legitimacy, though its prerogatives remained 
largely unchanged. However, in the 1980 Isoglucose case, triggered by the Commission's proposal 
for a regulation for the market in isoglucose, the ECJ confirmed that consultation of Parliament for 
certain legal acts was compulsory. In addition, Parliament used its newfound political legitimacy 
obtained through direct elections by rejecting the draft Community budget twice in the first half of 
the 1980s. The Stuttgart Declaration of 19 June 1983, signed by the then 10 EEC heads of state and 
government at their summit in Stuttgart of that year, recognised an expanded role for Parliament 
by stating that it had to be consultated for the nomination of the President of the Commission, and 
through an extension of its powers in foreign affairs.11 Moreover, the 1986 SEA decisively 
strengthened Parliament's prerogatives. It created the cooperation procedure for all matters related 
to the Internal Market Programme. The cooperation procedure provided Parliament with a strong 
instrument for influencing certain legislative acts. 

Therefore, gauging Parliament's influence on economic integration in the 1980s requires an 
approach that takes account of formal procedures and the informal dynamics of policy-making. 
Furthermore, national and transnational perspectives have to be considered. Parliament, and the 
EEC institutions in the 1980s, and EU institutions today, should not be understood simply as forums 
where national models competed with each other. For example, MEPs often acted independently 
of their national governments and backgrounds, both individually and collectively. What could be 
called a process of Europeanisation occurred:MEPs developed their opinion through debates in 
Parliament, and they tried to influence the public debate in the Member States. As former Parliament 
President Nicole Fontaine puts it: Parliament was a 'creuset où se forgeait le consensus 
communautaire’12 (a crucible where community consensus was forged), a place where the notion of 
the European interest gradually took shape through debate.  

MEPs developed transnational networks primarily along political lines, but also according to 
particular shared interests (see below for the Kangaroo Group which promoted the completion of 
the internal market), and sometimes they reached out to non-state actors outside Parliament (such 

 

pp. 27 (4), 359-372; Berthold Rittbeger (2005), Building Europe's Parliament. Democratic Representation Beyond the 
Nation-State, Oxford: Oxford University Press; Pascal Fontaine (2009), Voyage to the Heart of Europe: 1953-2009: a 
History of the Christian-Democratic Group and the Group of the European People's Party in the European Parliament, 
Brussels: Racine; Brigid Laffan (1997) The Finances of the European Union, Macmillan: St. Martin's Press. 

10 Hix, Raunio, Scully, 'Fifty Years On: Research on the EP', pp. 196-7. 
11 Solemn Declaration on European Union, Stuttgart European Council, 19 June 1983. 
12 Interview Nicole Fontaine by Laurent Warlouzet, 18 July 2017. 
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as business leaders, trade-unionists, environmental activists, etc.).13 The most important figures had 
a flair for political initiative, and used national and transnational resources to promote their agenda. 
Altiero Spinelli was probably the most well-known MEP in this decade, but others played an 
important role in economic issues, such as Basil de Ferranti (see Chapter I below). These 
transnational dynamics collectively led to Parliament playing a supranational role, acting 
independently from the Member-States, and an imperfect yet genuinely representative body for the 
people of Europe. 

Drawing on the existing literature on Parliament's role between 1979 and 1989,14 it is possible to 
identify three main levers of EP influence in the EC governance system. 

First, Parliament contributed to shaping the EC agenda. Like other supranational institutions at the 
European level it has, according to historian Wolfram Kaiser, a 'dual advantage over national 
governments', namely 'much better linkages at institutional and staff level into all Member States as 
well as to the transnational societal organisations that increasingly aggregated the input into EC 
policy-making by non-state actors.15 'In a similar vein, political scientist Rudolf Hrbek and Wolfgang 
Wessels identified this lever of influence by arguing that MEPs set certain priorities, such as for 
example 'hunger in the world' and developed or elaborated certain concepts, which were 
subsequently taken up and built on by other institutions. Hrbek and Wessles recognised, however, 
that 'it is difficult to trace back this kind of impact and particularly to establish a causal relationship.'16 
More spefically, Parliament was articulating concerns through its questions, its own-initiative 
reports and its resolutions as well as through the mobilisation of transnational networks. Section 2 
of this study will primarily illustrate how MEPs played a decisive role in transforming the internal 
market from an idea to a comprehensive plan of reforms, which in the end became a flagship 
programme for the entire EEC. 

Secondly, Parliament exercised scrutiny over other EEC institutions. This could lead to infringement 
proceedings being brought by the Commission against the Member States. The transport sector, 
discussed in chapter 2.7 of this study, offers an interesting example in this regard, because the ECJ 
sided with Parliament , and recognised that Council had failed to adopt legislation.  

Thirdly, Parliament was part of the legislative process, with greater powers granted by the 1986 SEA. 
The triangular relationship between the Commission, the Council and Parliament lies at the heart of 
this process but the national dimension needs be considered too. In particular, some legislation on 
the Internal Market Programme triggered a twofold process of Europeanisation: bottom-up, 
through the adoption of national legislation at EC level, and a top-down, via the adoption of binding 
EEC law. This twofold process created tensions, as the example in section 4 of this study on the 
harmonisation of car emissions standards within the internal market will demonstrate. 

Nevertheless, Parliament's formal powers remained relatively limited throughout the 1980s, 
especially outside the Internal Market Programme. In addition, despite the importance of 
Parliament's own-initiative reports, 'the economic and social workload of Parliament is determined 

 

13 See the example of bird activists, in particular in Parliament, in Jan-Henrik Meyer (2010), 'Saving Migrants: A 
transnational Network Supporting Supranational Bird Protection Policy', in: Wolfram Kaiser, Brigitte Leucht, Michael 
Gehler (eds.), Transnational Networks in Regional Integration. Governing Europe 1945-83, Basingstoke: Palgrave 
Macmillan, pp. 176-198. 

14 See Wolfram Kaiser (2015), 'Political Dynamic in an Emerging Polity: Globalisation, Transnational Relations and 
Europeanisation', in Johnny Laursen (ed.), The institutions and dynamics of the European Community, 1973-1983, Baden-
Baden: Nomos, pp. 51-75; Berthold Rittbeger, Building Europe's Parliament. 

15 Wolfram Kaiser, 'Political Dynamic in an Emerging Polity'; on these points, see also: Paul Pierson (1996), 'The Path to 
European Integration. A Historical Institutionalist Analysis', Comparative Political Studies, 29 (2), pp. 123-163. 

16 Rudolf Hrbek, Wolfgang Wessels (1984), 'Introductory Report. A Satisfying Balance Sheet?', in Rudolf Hrbek, Jospeh 
Jamar, Wolfgang Wessels (eds), The European Parliament on the Eve of the Second Direct Election: Balance Sheet and 
Prospects, Bruges: De Tempel, p. 24. 
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to a large extent by the output of policy proposals of the EC Commission.'17 Moreover, Parliament's 
technical expertise was sometimes limited. Lastly, some MEPs at that time in the 1980s had a limited 
commitment to European political affairs because they prioritised their national careers. These 
limitations must be borne in mind when analysing Parliament's role in economic integration in the 
1980s.  

The main historical sources for this study are archival materials deposited in Parliament's Historical 
Archives and interviews with eyewitnesses. Interviews of eyewitnesses are a useful way to garner 
information not found in written sources. Two sets of eyewitnesses were identified and interviewed, 
former MEPs and former Parliament officials, the latter being a source of information that has been 
neglected so far, despite their genuine influence on Parliament's work.18 None of these sources are 
perfect, however, and they must be treated cautiously.  

To better grasp debates on economic integration in the 1980s, the archival materials from 
Parliament's Historical Archives are complemented by other archival holdings. Archival material 
from Parliament's political groups are particularly relevant in this regard.19 As former Parliament 
President Nicole Fontaine underlines, the most important actors in debates on economic 
integration were in fact Parliament rapporteurs, appointed to examine a Commission text or a 
specific topic for Parliament own-initiative reports, and representatives of the political groups, 
shadow rapporteurs and political group coordinators.20 They all play an important role in securing 
compromises among the different Parliament political groups. Coordinators ensure that MEPs 
participate effectively in the Parliament Committees to which they belong, especially during crucial 
votes. Finally, archival materials from the European Commission, national governments and of major 
transnational non-state actors are also useful in gauging the influence of Parliament in economic 
integration from 1979 to 1989.  

The Single Market Programme covered many different policies, ranging from trade to taxation, 
transport policy (through the liberalisation of air transportation), competition policy and, to some 
extent, regional policy and monetary policy. As a consequence, this study considers a huge number 
of different facts, concepts, ideas and, even, positions and opinions related to economic integration. 
In order to overcome the tendency to simply juxtapose positions and opinions on the Single Market 
Programme, they are grouped according to three models of economic policy: social, neomercantilist 
and market-oriented.21 

The advocates of a social Europe aimed to protect the more vulnerable groups, such as the poor, 
and more broadly to tackle markets' negative externalities, which diminish the quality of life. Hence 
'social policy' regroups legislative and redistributive measures such as social insurance, working 
conditions (including the democratisation of companies), health, environmental, regional policy 
and so on. Neomercantilist policies associate mercantilism's aggressive stimulation of national 

 

17 Jacques Pelkmans (1984), 'The European Parliament in Socio-Economic Affairs', in Rudolf Hrbek, Jospeh Jamar, 
Wolfgang Wessels (eds), The European Parliament on the Eve of the Second Direct Election: Balance Sheet and Prospects, 
Bruges: De Tempel, p.368. 

18 Interview André Fourçans by Laurent Warlouzet, 21 July 2017; Interview Gérard Gelée by Laurent Warlouze, 9 October 
2017. 

19 Only, the archives of three of the most important political groups were consulted: the Archives of the Socialist Group 
(GSPE), the archives of the Liberal Group (ALDE) and Europe's People Party Archives (EPP). The long and weighty book 
written by Pascal Fontaine, a former EPP MEP was used: Pascal Fontaine (2009), Voyage au coeur de l'Europe, 1953-2009. 
Histoire du Groupe Démocrate-Chrétien et du Parti Populaire Européen au Parlement Européen, Brussels: Racine. For a 
similar book on the Socialist Group, see: Simon Hix and Urs Lesse (2002), Shaping a Vision: A History of the Party of 
European Socialists, 1957-2002, Brussels: Party of European Socialists, 2002.  

20 Interview Nicole Fontaine by Laurent Warlouzet, 18 July 2017. 
21 This threefold classification lies at the core of a study on Western Europe between 1973 and 1986; for more details on 

the models, see: Warlouzet, Governing Europe in a Globalizing World, pp. 23-35. 
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industrial potential with tolerance towards the international free-trade order (hence the prefix 'neo'). 
Blatant protectionism has no longer been possible since the 1960s, but more discreet measures are 
still possible, such as state aid, cartels or technical standards favouring the national producers. 
Lastly, 'market-oriented' policies strived to foster free market dynamics, which - according to 
neoclassical doctrine - are believed to unleash growth. In this classification, neoliberal policies mean 
more radical market-oriented policies, in particular through emphasis on reducing the welfare state.  

Using these models is justified by the need to overcome the vocabulary differences which hamper 
comparison. For example, the words 'liberal' or 'socialist' have different meanings and connotations 
depending on the country considered. Models can also uncover connections between actors and/or 
decisions that otherwise would seem unconnected. Of course, models are ideas that are used to 
facilitate comparisons, and were not used as such by MEPs in the 1980s. They are useful for 
reconstructing their ideological differences, and for understanding Parliament as a political arena 
where genuine political debates took place. 

Furthermore, these three models of economic policy will be used to gain a better understanding of 
Parliament's role in economic integration during the period from 1979 to 1989. Section 2 of this 
study will tackle Parliament's in developing the concept for the internal market and ideas for its 
completion role in the years from 1979 to 1984. It will underline Parliament's important role - both 
through formal and informal channels - in the development of a comprehensive programme for 
deepening European integration, which became the Internal Market Programme in 1985. Section 3 
will deal with the major political and institutional upheavals that took place between the Relaunch 
of Europe initiative of 1984 and the signing of the SEA in 1986. In particular it will examine the 
interaction between Parliament, the Council, the Member States, and the Delors Commission, which 
entered office in January 1985, and how it defined and developed the single market agenda. Lastly, 
section 4 will look at the implementation of the Single Market Programme from 1987 to 1989 with 
special attention to the cooperation procedure devised by the SEA. 
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2. Towards the Internal Market (1979-1984  

Chapter 1: The European Parliament in EEC economic debates  
The ECSC Common Assembly, as the predecessor of Parliament, already had some influence on 
economic debates at the European level. For example, the ECSC Common Assembly supported the 
main features of the Treaty of Rome, including its free market thrust as well as the association of 
overseas territories.22 As is well known, the competences of Parliament also played a role in the 
outbreak of the so-called Empty Chair Crisis in 1965, provoked by the French President Charles de 
Gaulle to protest against Commission pretensions to be a European government in the making, and 
to avoid the transition to majority voting in the Council of Ministers. In contrast, a largely unknown 
dimension is that Parliament provided considerable expertise in a very technical field, competition 
policy, in 1961. For instance, Parliament's Deringer report, drafted by the German MEP Arved 
Deringer from the then Christian Democratic Group, decisively influenced the first regulation in this 
policy field, Regulation 17/62 on cartels.23 Around the same time, in 1962, Parliament was a forum 
for a high-level exchanges on European planning between the German Minister of Economics, 
Ludwig Erhard, who was fiercely opposed to the idea, and the President of the Commission, Walter 
Hallstein, who reconciled macro-economic coordination with the German ordoliberal approach.24 
Hallstein defended the coordination of medium-term economic policies as promoted by the 
Commission's Vice-President Robert Marjolin, responsible for economic and financial affairs. In the 
1970s, Parliament also had a say in debates related to policy fields such as development aid policy 
and environmental policy with relevant links and effects to economic issues.25 

With the first direct elections in 1979, new opportunities emerged for Parliament because of its 
newly acquired legitimacy from the direct elections. The priorities of the first directly elected 
Parliament were to assert its new political status and to inject new dynamics into the integration 
process. During this period, however, the EEC was not totally paralysed. A number of innovations 
were implemented, such as the creation of the European Council, the establishment of the European 
Monetary System and the creation of EEC Regional Policy, also referred as Cohesion Policy, and, of 
course, Parliament's direct elections. Nevertheless, the mood at the time was gloomy because of the 
economic crisis in Western Europe, marked by low growth and rising unemployment, a general 
perception of a decline of the West, and increasing economic competition from developing 
countries. In the EEC, this problem was compounded by constant disputes over the budget.  

Disagreement over the budget originated in the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which had been 
established in 1962,26 and accounted for a large share of EEC expenditure. Problems of cost became 
acute in the 1970s because of growing surplus and the economic crisis, which created financial 

 

22 European Parliament (2007), Towards a Single Parliament. The influence of the ECSC Common Assembly on the Treaties 
of Rome, Luxembourg: Archives of the European Parliament, pp. 33 and 41. 

23 Laurent Warlouzet (2011), Le choix de la CEE par la France. Les débats économiques de Pierre Mendès-France à Charles de 
Gaulle (1955-1969), Paris: Igpde, pp. 315 and 318-9; on Arved Deringer's role in Parliament in general: Lola Avril (2019), 
Le costume sous la robe. Les avocats en professionnels multi-cartes de l'État régulateur européen: genèse, consolidation, 
contestations (1957-2019), PhD, University Paris 1, pp. 150-2. 

24 Ordoliberalism is a German school of economic thinking that puts an emphasis on sound money and the 
independence of monetary authorities from political interference in order to secure stability-oriented policies. 
Laurent Warlouzet (2019), 'The EEC/EU as an evolving compromise between French dirigism and German 
ordoliberalism (1957-1995)', Journal of Common Market Studies, 57, 1, pp. 77-93. 

25 Meyer, 'Green Activism'; Christian Salm (2011), 'Die Sozialistische Fraktion, das Europäische Parlament und die 
Entwicklungshilfepolitik der Europäischen Gemeinschaft 1968-1975', in Journal of European Integration History, 17 (1), 
pp. 87-101. 

26 Ann-Christina Knudsen (2009), Farmers on Welfare. The Making of Europe's Common Agricultural Policy, Ithaca: 
Cornell University Press. 
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difficulties for European governments. Budgetary problems were especially dire for the British 
government, as the CAP was funded by duties on imports from outside the EEC and additional 
contributions, while its main expenditures went to production aid. On the one hand, the United 
Kingdom earned relatively little from the CAP as its agricultural output was relatively meagre. On 
the other hand, it paid a lot into the EEC budget because it imported a lot of non-EEC agricultural 
products, mostly from the Commonwealth. Thus, from the British perspective it made sense to 
request a reduction in the United Kingdom's contribution to the EEC budget.27 British Prime Minister 
Margaret Thatcher compounded this problem by arguing for this in an especially abrasive style. The 
budgetary difficulties were finally solved in the European Council meeting in Fontainebleau of June 
1984. At this meeting, Member States decided to slightly reduce CAP expenditure, and, above of all, 
to establish a 'British rebate', which consisted of a partial refund of the British contribution.  

The EEC's focus on the budgetary question between 1979 and 1984 had consequences for 
Parliament, especially because its major prerogative before the SEA was in the budgetary realm. 
Thus, the budgetary issue was a top priority for the first two Presidents of the first directly elected 
Parliament, the French Simone Veil (Liberal and Democratic Group: Liberal Group) and the Dutch 
Piet Dankert (Socialist Group).28 In 1981 when she met Gaston Thorn, the Commission's President 
from 1981 to 1985, one of Veil's priorities for discussions was how Parliament could contribute to 
solving the agricultural and budgetary disputes.29 In a similar vein, when commenting Parliament's 
role in the early 1980s, Piet Dankert asserted in 1984 that 'the only real power available to Parliament 
is its budgetary power', and that the budgetary issue was still the most pressing one for MEPs.30 
Indeed, Parliament rejected the EEC draft budget twice in this period (in 1979 and in 1984).31 

Parliament was also deeply involved in the debate on CAP reform. According to the Italian Alfredo 
de Feo, a Parliament official working in Parliament's Committee on Agricultural in the early 1980s, 
many of the MEPs with specialist knowledge of agriculture also had a vested interest in the CAP's 
preservation, as many of them were farmers themselves or were linked to farmers' organisations.32 
For example Lord Plumb was himself a farmer. Analysing Parliament's composition in the early 
1980s, the political scientist Dusan Sidjanski pointed out in 1984 that roughly 10 % of MEPs had 
direct links with farming interests, not to mention the MEPs with networks in rural constituencies.33 

In the Community's economic debates in the 1980s, Parliament's political groups had different 
economic priorities. Indeed, not all MEPs supported the Internal Market Programme. There were also 
many ideological differences among them. From an economic point of view, MEPs from export-led 
countries, such as Germany, were generally more willing to support trade liberalisation than those 
from countries with a more established neomercantilist tradition, such as France. From a political 
point of view, British, Danish and Greek MEPs were used to a political landscape in their home 
countries that was less federalist than in other countries such as, for example, Belgium or Italy. British 
and French conservative MEPs formed separate political groups, with the British Conservatives 

 

27 Piers Ludlow (2016), Jenkins and the European Commission Presidency 1976-1980: at the Heart of Europe, 
Basingstoke: Palgrave, pp. 214-5. 

28 In Veil's memoirs, the budgetary dispute is the only economic issue that is dealt with in some length, in the chapter 
devoted to European issues: Simone Veil (2007), Une Vie, Paris: Stock, pp. 209-260. 

29 Note on a meeting between Veil and Thorn, 8 September 1981, Historical Archives of the European Parliament (HAEP) 
archival holding Simone Veil, 223/RICM. 

30 Piet Dankert, Introductory address: 'The European Parliament. Achievements and Prospects' in: Rudolf Hrbek, Joseph 
Jamar, Wolfgang Wessels (eds) (1984), The European Parliament on the Eve of the Second Direct Election: Balance Sheet 
and Prospects, Bruges: De Tempel, pp. 13-18. 

31 Brigid Laffan (1997), The Finances of the European Union, Macmillan: St. Martin's Press. 
32 Interview of Alfredo De Feo by Laurent Warlouzet, 31 May 2017. 
33 Dusan Sidjanski, 'Le Parlement Européen et les groupes d'intérêt', in Hrbek, Jamar, Wessels, The European Parliament 

on the Eve of the Second Direct Election, pp. 520-553. 
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gathering in the 'European Democrats' (ED), while the French Gaullist grouped under the 'European 
Progressive Democrat' (EPD) banner. 

In Parliament some MEPs took into account their national governments' priorities for European 
integration, but most of them, in particular those who remained in Parliament for longer, developed 
a distinctive vision of Europe and its future integration. For example, British conservatives MEPs such 
as Basil de Ferranti and George Benjamin Patterson played an instrumental role in Parliament's 
support for the Single Market Programme. Both de Ferranti and Patterson supported Thatcher's pro-
market agenda, but aimed for much more supranational European integration than Thatcher, who 
advocated a more intergovernmental approach to European cooperation.  

Despite this diversity, we can sketch the major fault lines of the debate on economic issues in the 
1980s by examining the positions of the main Parliament political groups. The most important 
political groups were the Christian democrats in the European People's Party (EPP) and the Socialist 
Group, which was made up of socialists and social democrats. If the arrival of Greek MEPs in the 
middle of the first mandate and of Spanish and Portuguese MEPs during the second mandate is not 
taken into account, the elections of 1979 and of 1984 produced a centre right majority (EPP, ED, EPD, 
EDLR).34 

Number of seats by political group (direct election 1979 and direct election 1984) 

 1979 1984 

European People's Party (EPP) 107 110 

European Democrats (ED) 64 50 

French Gaullists (EPD) 22 29 

Liberals (ELDR) 40 31 

Socialist Group 113 130 

Communists  44 41 

Total number of seats 410  434  

 

The European People's Party is the extra-parliamentary political party of the EPP political group 
within Parliament, and was founded in 1976. It promoted shared values such as peace, the need to 
go beyond exclusive focus on nation-states through the subsidiarity principle, anticommunism, and 
moderate free market economic policies. In fact, MEPs had been promoting these as common values 
since the beginning of the European integration process in the 1950s.35 From an economic point of 
view, the EPP programme was a compromise between centrist and a centre-right political 
orientations.36 The EPP strongly defended free market values, but it also staunchly supported the 
CAP because farmers were an important group of voters for the EPP. The EPP was also in favour of 
developing a European regional policy, as it fitted well with their values of subsidiarity and a 
balanced social market economy. The EPP political group Chair from 1977 to 1982 and from 1984 to 

 

34 For key facts and figures about the history of the political groups, see Christian Salm (2019), Political groups in the 
European Parliament since 1979, Key facts and figures, Brussels: European Parliamentary Research Service. 

35 For a detailed history of the EPP, see Wolfram Kaiser (2007), Christian Democracy and the Origins of the European Union, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; Michael Gehler, Wolfram Kaiser, Helmut Wohnout (eds) (2001), Christian 
Democracy in the 20th Centruy Europe, Vienna: Böhlau; Michael Gehler, Wolfram Kaiser, Helmut Wohnout (eds) (2004), 
Transnationale Parteienkooperation der europäischen Christdemokraten: Dokumente 1945-1965, Munich: Saur. 

36 Wolfram Kaiser (2013), Europeanisation of Christian Democracy? Negotiating Organization, Enlargement, Policy and 
Allegiance in the European People's Party, in: Wolfram Kaiser, Jan-Henrik Meyer (eds) (2013), Societal Actors in 
European Integration. Polity-Building and Policy-Making, 1958-1992, Basingstoke, PalgraveMacmillan, 26-8. 
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1992, the German Egon Klepsch, described their European political programme as close to the 
'concept of social market-economy', in particular because they advocated the completion of the 
common market.37 

Devised by the German economist and politician Alfred Müller-Armack, the concept of 'social-
market economy' proposed the combination of free-market rules with social policy tools. In his book 
on the EPP's history, the former EPP official MEP Pascal Fontaine underlined the EPP's strong support 
for the completion of the internal market, in particular through the group's so-called Aachen 
declaration calling for the removal of internal European borders.38 This was also visible in several 
EPP official documents and many reports on various aspects of the internal market written by Karl 
von Wogau, an influential German EPP MEP from 1979 to 2008. A few months after the Aachen 
declaration, for example, Karl von Wogau and Hans-Gert Pöttering, MEP from 1979 to 2014, Chair of 
the EPP political group from 1999 to 2007, and Parliament President from 2007 to 2009, presented 
a resolution on behalf of the EPP to move custom officials from internal EEC borders to Europe's 
external borders. In 1984, the EPP's Action Programme for the second directly elected Parliament 
(1984 to 1989) put the 'completion of the internal market' at the core of its economic agenda: 'EPP 
economic and social policy is oriented particularly towards the development and completion of the 
internal market, a coordinated renewal of industry on a European level and increased job-
opportunities for young people and women.'39 In the EPP declaration of November 1985, the 
completion of the internal market by 1992 was finally declared a top priority for the group's 
ambitions for economic integration.40 Hence, the completion of the internal market had a central 
place in the EPP's economic programme in the 1980s as it associated two basic tenets of the group's 
doctrine: support for European integration, and promotion of free market rules. In other words, the 
EPP considered the completion of the internal market an important part of economic recovery and 
a tool to relaunch Europe by increasing its institutional competences so as to overcome the difficult 
decade of the 1970s. 

The EPP could rely on the support of many British Conservatives from the European Democrats (ED) 
group in striving to achieve this.41 In the early 1980s, the British Conservatives were still a pro-EEC 
party while the British Labour Party was divided between a pro- and an anti-EEC wing. Despite her 
aggressive intergovernmental stance, the Conservative British Prime Minister Thatcher had an 
interest in the completion of the internal market – but more for pragmatic reasons, rather than out 
of any enthusiasm for the EEC. In Parliament, ED MEPs supported the completion of the internal 
market because it fitted well with their pro-market agenda. Some ED MEPs also felt a degree of pro-
European enthusiasm that was more reminiscent of the British Prime Minister Edward Heath, who 
guided the UK into the EEC in 1973.  

To some extent, the centre-right pro-internal market alliance could be said to include some French 
Gaullists. Their inspiration was the French President Charles de Gaulle who was in power in France 
from 1958 to 1969. He played an instrumental role in the creation and implementation of the EEC, 
and sometimes stood up to civil servants, businessmen or politicians sceptical of the Common 
Market.42 At the same time, de Gaulle promoted an intergovernmental vision of Europe which was 

 

37 Egon Klepsch, 'Fraktion der Europäischen Volkspartei', in: Martin Bangemann, Egon Klepsch, Beate Weber, Roland 
Bieber (1984), Die Abgeordneten Europas, Baden-Baden: Nomos, pp. 103-110. 

38 Fontaine, Voyage au coeur de l'Europe, p. 225. 
39 Action programme for the second legislature, approved at the Rome Congress, 2-4 April 1984, EPP Archives, 22/1. 
40 Official declaration of the EPP, 9 November 1985, EPP Archives, 17/2. 
41 On the British Conservatives and Europe, see an analysis by former MEP George Benjamin Patterson (2011), The 

Conservative Party and Europe, London: John Harper Publishing. 
42 Laurent Warlouzet (2011), 'De Gaulle as a Father of Europe: The Unpredictability of the FTA's failure and the EEC's 

Success (1956-1958)', Contemporary European History, 20 (4), pp. 419-34. 
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also held by Gaullist MEPs.43 While the French Gaullist leader Jacques Chirac had taken a critical view 
of the EEC at the end of the 1970s, his stance became more favourable in the early 1980s. 
Furthermore, in the course of the 1980s, the French Gaullists became more influenced by free 
market ideas, and increasingly supported the internal market agenda. 

The Liberals in Parliament certainly belonged to the pro-internal market alliance. They formed the 
Liberal and Democratic Group from 1976 to 1985 and then the Liberal and Democratic Reformist 
Group from 1985 to 1994. Though they were not one of the biggest groups after the first direct 
election in 1979, the Liberals secured the position of Parliament President for the French Simone 
Veil, the House's first female President and MEP from 1979 to 1993. The German Martin Bangemann, 
MEP from 1973 to 1984 and Liberal Group leader from 1979 to 1984, emphasised political issues 
such as EEC institutional reforms and the promotion of human rights in the Group's statements in 
1979 and 1984, but he also stressed the need to make progress in addressing many economic and 
social challenges in Europe.44 Hence, free market policies were prioritised, but the tone was not 
neoliberal. Liberal values were cherished in the political and economic realm, both within the EEC 
and outside the EEC.  

For the Socialist Group, in contrast, the completion of the Common Market was more of a secondary 
issue. Immediately after the 1979 direct election, the Socialist Group leader, the Belgian Ernest 
Glinne, who was an MEP from 1968 to 1994 with short interruptions, defined the group's priorities 
as being the promotion of employment, control over multinationals, energy, the 'reallocation of 
resources' (in favour of social and regional policies), gender equality, détente, human rights, and 
improved development.45 Although the Socialist Group was the largest political group after the first 
direct elections, left-wing parties within Parliament were a minority. This forced the Socialist Group 
to seek 'ad hoc progressive majorities' on specific issues with 'left-wing Christian Democracts' and 
'some Liberals with progressive leanings' as well as some Communists. In 1984, an assessment on 
the Socialist Group's activities during the legislative term from 1979 to 1984 concluded: 'the fight 
against unemployment has therefore been at the forefront of our activities during the years since 
the first direct election of Parliament.'46 The Socialist Group sought to fight unemployment mainly 
through a macro-economic stimulus, shorter working time (sometimes dubbed 'work-sharing') and 
redistribution through social, industrial and regional policy. The redistribution of power through the 
empowerment of trade union was also one of the Group's priorities in particular through the 
Vredeling directive. The completion of the internal market by the removal of technical barriers did 
figure in the European Socialists' manifesto in 1984, but only as a secondary topic.47 

Finally, parliamentary discussions on protectionist measures illustrate the political groups' 
contrasting positions on economic issues. During a debate on customs barriers in 1982, for example, 
two British MEPs supported the completion of the internal market but with opposite orientations.48 
While the British Conservative Michael Welsh (ED) promoted a free-trade attitude toward the 

 

43 Christine Manigand (2012), L'Europe des gaullistes » Essai sur la place des gaullistes au sein des assemblées 
européennes (1948-1979), Vingtième Siècle. Revue d'histoire, 116, pp. 9-21. 

44 Note of 2 October 1979, 'The political position and the future role of the Liberal and Democratic Group in the European 
Parliament', speech by Martin Bangemann during the Liberal International Congress in Ottawa, 4 October 1979, EUHA, 
ADLE, 18; Martin Bangemann (1984), 'Liberale und demokratische Fraktion', in: Bangemann, Klepsch, Weber, Bieber, 
Die Abgeordneten Europas, pp. 135-152. 

45 Background note for the Group's initial discussion of the political action programme by Ernest Glinne, sent on 
28 August 1979 to prepare the meeting of the Bureau of the Social Group on 13 and 14 September 1979, HAEU, 
GSPE 66. 

46 'Rapport sur l'activité du Groupe socialiste du Parlement européen présenté lors du 13e congrès de l'Union des partis 
socialistes de la Communauté européenne', 8-9 March 1984, Luxembourg, Ernest Glinne, HAEU, GSPE 74. 

47 Ibid.; Beate Weber (1984), Sozialistische Fraktion, in: Bangemann, Klepsch, Weber, Bieber, Die Abgeordneten Europas, 
pp. 23-57. 

48 Parliament, debates in plenary session, 12 January 1983, HAEP, PE1_AP_DE!1982_DE19830112-039900FR. 
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outside world, the British Labour MEP Barry Seal (Socialist Group) defended preferential treatment 
for EEC goods over non-EEC goods. The issue of 'European preference' was frequently discussed in 
the early 1980s.49 This aim of targeted protection, however, should not be confused with outright 
protectionism, as the Socialist Group made clear in 1983: 'a number of criteria which might justify 
protectionist measures were considered, but the predominant feeling was that, in spite of serious 
unemployment in the Community, reverting to protectionism, as a general policy, would only serve 
to make the economic situation far worse.'50 Memories of the 1930s still played heavily on the minds 
of Western European leaders. Later on, the Socialists opposed the 1984 Herman report for being 'too 
conservative' because of its 'monetarist' orientation.51 

In contrast, in 1982, the Liberal Group leader Bangemann defended free market rules and 
vehemently opposed protectionism as well as nationalisation of companies and the reduction of 
working time on the same wage.52 This was a clear reference to the extensive reforms of the French 
socialist President Mitterrand in 1981-82. These contrasting economic orientations were visible in 
many debates over the Common Market. One of the most disputed pieces of legislation was the 
draft directive on workers participation in companies. 

  

 

49 Warlouzet, Governing Europe in a Globalizing World, 130-132. 
50 Report on the activities of the Working Party on External Economic Relations in 1982, EP, Socialist Group, 21 January 

1983, HAEU, GSPE 73. 
51 Draft summary report of the meeting of the Socialist Group, 8-9 February 1984, HAEU, GSPE 74; see below for the 

Herman report. 
52 Minutes of the debate at the European Parliament on 17 February 1982, HAEU, ALDE 19. 
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Chapter 2: The battle over a social Common Market and the 
dispute over the Vredeling Directive 
The dispute over the Vredeling Directive, which aimed to increase the influence of workers in the 
management of multinational companies, is illuminating on the debate over economic and social 
policies in Western Europe between 1979 and 1984.53 It demonstrates that for many MEPs, in 
particular for the Socialist Group, but not only for them, the deepening of the common internal 
market should include a strong social component. Indeed, the Liberal Group leader Bangemann 
boasted that his group played a leading role in the parliamentary debate on the upward 
harmonisation of social legislation within the EEC,54 while the EPP group leader Egon Klepsch 
insisted on the need to develop a 'social market economy' with a genuine social component.55 

The Vredeling Directive was the result of the convergence of two debates in the 1970s: on the 
harmonisation of company law, and on the participation of workers in company management. For 
foreign multinationals established in the Common Market (for example American corporations), the 
issue was to what extent future legislation would allow the representatives of EEC workers to impose 
obligations not only on the subsidiary, but also to the parent company as well. Indeed, the latter 
often made strategic decisions without consulting the former. This could generate a serious 
problem of extra-territoriality, since EEC actors would could adopt measures that would be binding 
on US actors.  

In the early 1980, Parliament was still discussing this issue, but in the context of the harmonisation 
of company laws. It was expecting new proposals from the Commission that would take into 
account the differences in industrial relations 'climates' between countries.56 This was a clear 
reference to the German codetermination system, and more broadly to the debate over the 
democratisation of companies. 

Parliament's discussion fitted into a broader context of discussions on the need to improve the 
representation of workers in companies which was taking place in national governments as well as 
international institutions:the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), the International 
Labour Organisation (ILO), the United Nations (UN) and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD).57 In Germany, for example, a new law to extend the codetermination 
system was adopted in 1976, which led to a fierce debate between trade unions and reluctant 
companies.58 In the UK, the Labour Party won the elections in 1974 and set up the so-called Bullock 
Commission to discuss the democratisation of companies. The Bullock Commission's report 
advocated the adoption of a system which ensured near-parity in the representation of employees 
and employers on the boards of companies with more than 2 000 workers, but it was quickly 

 

53 On the dispute over the Vredeling directive and more broadly on the regulation of multinationals, see: Warlouzet, 
Governing Europe in a Globalizing World, chapter III; Francesco Petrini (2013), 'Demanding Democracy in the 
Workplace: The European Trade Union Confederation and the Struggle to Regulate Multinationals', in Kaiser, Meyer 
(eds), Societal Actors in European Integration, pp.151-172; Aurélie Andry (2017), Social Europe in the long 1970s. The Story 
of a Defeat, PhD, European University Institute, Florence. 

54 Note on a speech by Martin Bangemann, Copenhagen Congress, 13 June 1981, HAEU, ALDE 19. 
55 Egon Klepsch, 'Fraktion der Europäischen Volkspartei', in Bangemann, Klepsch, Weber, Bieber, Die Abgeordneten 

Europas, p. 110. 
56 Minutes of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, meeting of 31 January and 1 of February 1980, HAEP, 

PE1_AP_PV!ECON.1979_ECON-19800131. 
57 This transnational debate is described at length in: Warlouzet, Governing Europe in a Globalizing World, Chapter 3: 

'Controlling multinationals'. 
58 Karl Lauschke (2006), Mehr Demokratie in der Wirtschaft. Die Entstehungsgeschichte des Mitbestimmungsgesetzes von 

1976, Düsseldorf: Hans-Böckler-Stiftung, 2006; Katzenstein, Peter J. (1987) Policy and Politics in West Germany. The 
Growth of a Semisovereign State, Philadelphia: Temple University Press, pp. 134-8. 
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shelved. Similarly, in 1974 the French government established a commission to examine 
codetermination.59 The 'Sudreau report', which was eventually published in 1975, was also quickly 
buried. To sum up, there was keen interest in what was called 'industrial democracy' all over Western 
Europe in the 1970s and the early 1980s. There was a debate with transnational dimensions on this 
topic, but organised business was adamantly hostile to it, hampering the adoption of any binding 
legislation. 

Nevertheless, the EEC institutions did not remain idle. In 1975, the Commission published a Green 
paper on employee participation. It proposed two draft directives increasing the rights of workers 
in case of dismissal, especially within a multinational company. They were adopted by the Council 
in 1975 and in 1977.60 In 1977, Henk Vredeling, who began his career as a Dutch trade unionist, took 
over the position of European Commissioner for Social Affairs. Previously Vredeling had served as 
MEP from 1958 to 1973. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, he had tabled many questions on the 
development of social Europe, and he was instrumental in organising transnational cooperation 
among left-wing EEC parties.61 Despite internal opposition within the Commission, Vredeling 
proposed a draft directive on 'the information and consultation of workers' to the Council of 
Ministers on 23 October 1980, which became known as the 'Vredeling Directive.'62 

The text was relatively cautious in certain areas, but also bold and ambitious on scope, the obligation 
to inform, and extraterritoriality. It contained a so-called 'bypass clause', which addressed the 
problem of non-European parent companies by creating a genuine extra-territorial procedure. If the 
subsidiary of a multinational company did not provide enough information, European employees 
obtained the right to request it from the parent company, even if it was based abroad, for example 
in the US. However, the draft directive was marred by numerous technical flaws.63 

Once the proposal was circulated, the Vredeling Directive triggered a heated debate. The reaction 
of some Member State governments, e.g. the UK, was quite hostile, while others only expressed 
limited interest.64 Parliament tasked the Committee of Social Affairs and Employment with drafting 
a report on this topic.65 On 27 January 1981, the British ED MEP Tom Spencer was appointed the 
Parliament's rapporteur. To gain more information on the topic, Spencer visited the OECD and the 
ILO as these international organisations followed relevant issues intensively. The Committee of 
Social Affairs and Employment also conducted hearings with representatives from the Union of 
Industrial and Employers' Confederation of Europe (UNICE), a Brussels-based European association 
of industries and employers (now known as Business Europe) and the European Confederation of 
Trade Unions (ETUC). The Committee's report was adopted on 1 April 1982.  

Beyond the Member States and Parliament, many other actors were involved in this broad-ranging 
debate. The business community, such as UNICE and the International Chamber of Commerce, 
chose to promote the system of non-binding guidelines followed by the OECD, while in contrast the 
ETUC favoured a binding directive which would be incorporated into EEC - and hence national - 
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law.66 UNICE, believed that the directive would impose an excessive burden on business, especially 
on SMEs. It also criticised the need to respect the confidentiality of information, and that the bypass 
clause could not be implemented. 

The transnational business community launched a concerted lobbying campaign. The archives of 
the Confederation of British Industry (CBI) reveal that this organisation had devised a 
comprehensive lobbying strategy as early as 1980.67 The European business community had already 
tried to shape European legislation according to its interests in the past, but had failed. Between 
1958 and 1962, for example, UNICE tried to influence negotiations on regulating of cartels. However, 
its efforts did not meet with success.68 In the late 1950s and early 1970s, UNICE mainly focused its 
attention on Commission or national government officials. It ignored Parliament's forerunner 
because this institution only had advisory powers at that time. Nevertheless, the European 
Parliamentary Assembly proved to be quite important, since the Deringer Report eventually 
influenced the outcome of the negotiations. 20 years later, UNICE had understood that it had to 
include MEPs in its lobbying strategy, especially because the 1979 direct elections had enhanced 
Parliament's political profile. 

The trade unions reacted to the business lobbying campaign by targeting their own action at 
Parliament, in particular through the German Heinz-Oskar Vetter. Vetter was originally a trade 
unionist, first at the German Union of Mining and Energy (Industriegewerkschaft Bergbau und Energie) 
and later Chair of the German Trade Union Confederation (Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund, DGB) from 
1969 to 1982. From 1974 to 1979, he was President of the European ETUC. In 1979, Vetter became a 
MEP for the German Social Democratic Party (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) and thus 
joined the Socialist Group (1979-89). He was supportive of the development of an EEC social 
dialogue, though this project was not supported by all ETUC members.69 In 1977 a British official had 
already described him as a 'strong advocate of more workers' participation in management,'70, so 
Vetter's interest in this issue predated the debate on the Vredeling Directive. 

Within Parliament, the French Socialist MEP Jacques Delors, was also a strong advocate of a 
European social dialogue, even before the Vredeling Directive was proposed. He was an MEP from 
1979 to 1981, and went on to become President of the European Commission from 1985 to 1995. In 
1979, he set up a Parliament working group on unemployment to coordinate the action of trade 
unions and socialist parties on topics such as the right to work and work sharing, 'while ensuring 
that productivity and competitiveness were maintained and even increased.' The debate on 
employment also mobilised other members of the Socialist Group, in particular the Italian MEP 
Mario Dido (a member of the Italian Socialist Party born in France), who was Vice-Chair of the 
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment from 1979 to 1982.71 

Indeed, the Vredeling Directive was considered of paramount importance by the Socialist Group. 
The DGB tried to define an efficient lobbying strategy, in particular through Vetter,72 who was 
Parliament rapporteur for the Committee of Legal Affairs on the draft Vredeling directive, and the 
Socialist Group's spokesperson in the plenary debate on the directive. As an internal report of the 
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Socialist Group on the Vredeling Directive stated: 'a socialist solution should not be the classical 
Keynesian one of a pure and simple macroeconomic policy of demand management, but a more 
complex strategy combining' reflation with 'restructuring supply and redistributing income, jobs 
and power.'73 The Vredeling Directive was a practical expression of this desire to redistribute power, 
and was considered 'historic in the innovations it introduces in the field of international law and the 
protection of the trade union rights of workers in undertakings'. Two major innovations were the 
penalties on undertakings for failure to comply, and the fact that it applied not only to subsidiaries 
but also to parent companies. In addition to the fact that EEC law was much stricter, for proponents 
of a social Europe this was clear added value when compared to previous debates in the 1970s at 
the UN, the OECD and the ILO. 

The draft directive and report were discussed by Parliament in its plenary session on 13 and 
14 September 1982, and on 12 October 1982. Parliament's final vote took place on 14 December 
1982, only after decisive concessions were made by Commissioner Ivor Richard, which he 
announced in a communication to Parliament released on 17 November 1982.74 Richard had 
succeeded Henk Vedeling as Commissioner for Employment and Social Affairs, and was in office 
from 1981 to 1985. Broadly speaking, Parliament was dominated by a centre-right majority. This 
majority wanted the Commission to revise the draft directive in order to protect companies. The 
centre-right had four criticisms of the majority view in Parliament on the directive: firstly, it covered 
too many companies, and should instead have focused on multinationals while excluding SMEs; 
secondly, the bypass clause was considered unrealistic; thirdly, the confidentiality of sensitive 
business information should have been better safeguarded; fourthly, the workers' representatives 
should be elected by secret ballot. In his 1982 November communication, Ivor Richard gave 
satisfaction to MEPs on the first three points. This is why the EPP, the Liberal Group and the ED 
eventually accepted the Directive, while the Socialist Group opposed the version proposed by the 
House's centre-right majority, which the Socialists considered watered down. All in all, three types 
of arguments were put forward during the discussions on the Vredeling Directive. The Liberal Group, 
and in particular its spokesperson Tove Nielsen, a Danish MEP from 1979 to 1994, adopted a market-
oriented vision according to which the directive was an unnecessary burden on companies. They 
accepted the directive only for the sake of compromise. The Socialist Group, represented by Heinz-
Oskar Vetter and Jacques Moreau, praised the first version of the draft directive and rejected the 
concessions made by Commissioner Ivor Richard. Lastly, many EPP and ED MEPs defended an 
intermediate position, partly influenced by neomercantilist thinking: the directive could be 
accepted as it represented social progress – only provided that the competitiveness of European 
companies (and of companies investing in Europe in general) was not hampered. Later many British 
Conservatives voted in favour of the Vredeling Directive after they obtained satisfactory answers 
from Commissioner Ivor Richard.75 Back in the UK, they were accused of 'going native', of becoming 
influenced by a continental pro-Europeanism tainted by socialism that was far from neoliberal 
Thatcherism. 
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Socialist MEPs were disappointed by the vote. A Socialist Group internal document reveals that Rudi 
Arndt, the group' Vice-Chairat the time, and MEP from 1979 to 1989, deplored the group's lack of 
effectiveness, in particular the absence of socialist MEPs at crucial moments in the decision-making 
process on the directive: 'Mr Arndt proposed that the whips should draw up a list of those who had 
been absent without an excuse more than twice during the two Vredeling votes and the two votes 
on the budget.'76 This led to a general debate on the monitoring of attendance and the authority of 
whips.  

Since the first proposal had not convinced the Council of Ministers either, newly-appointed 
Commissioner Ivor Richard unveiled a new draft directive in July 1983,77 which answered some of 
Parliament's criticisms. Its scope and the obligations on information established in it were more 
limited, and the extra-territorial clause was tempered. Furthermore, the Commission attempted to 
solve the technical flaws of the first directive proposed by Vredeling. 

In the parliamentary debate on Commissioner Richard's new proposal for a directive, positions 
remained the same as in the previous debate on Vredeling's draft. Left-wing MEPs and ETUC 
representatives still defended the directive, despite considering the new directive draft watered-
down.78 The British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher was still vehemently opposed, so the draft 
directive stood no chance because unanimity was required in the Council.  

In the meantime, MEPs had not forgotten Vredeling's draft directive. It was mentioned in the draft 
report of Parliament's Temporary Committee on European Economic Recovery of March 1984.79 
Later on, the British conservative MEP Georges Benjamin Patterson drafted Parliament's report on 
the 1985 White Paper on Completing the Internal Market by Lord Arthur Cockfield, Commissioner 
for Internal Market and Services under Commission President Delors. When it was discussed on 
14 January 1986, Belgian Socialist MEP Marijke Van Hemeldonck linked the Internal Market 
programme with the need to make progress on the Vredeling Directive.80 In June 1986, the Council 
was paralysed, so the Commission decided to postpone the debate until 1989.81 Parliament again 
discussed the role of multinational companies on 15 December 1988, but to no avail. In the end, 
only an agreement on the voluntary establishment of European Works Councils was passed with 
Directive 94/45/CE of 1994. 

The issue of social Europe did not disappear with the Vredeling Directive. It remained at the core of 
the Socialist Group's political objectives. Throughout the 1980s, it was also an important component 
of the EPP's programmes. The EPP frequently mentioned the 'social market economy', for example 
in a 1986 EPP official document, which associated the concept of social Europe with the notion of 
solidarity.82 Furthermore, 'social market economy' became central to the EPP manifesto for the 1989 
Parliament election – at least in the manifesto's French and German versions, though not in the 
English version, where the expression 'European Social Area' was used. However, the aim of a social 
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Europe was now conflated with the completion of a unified internal market based on high social 
standards.83 

All in all, despite its failure, the discussions on the Vredeling Directive are illuminating on 
Parliament's debate on the completion of the common internal market. Firstly, it confirms the deep 
divisions within Parliament between promoters of a Social Europe, who defended the directive (in 
particular MEPs from the Socialist Group), neomercantilists, who wanted to alter it to preserve the 
competitiveness of companies, and more market-oriented Members, who opposed it completely. 
Secondly, it reveals that Parliament was considered an influential decision-making institution at the 
European level, as it was lobbied by business organisations and trade unions. Thirdly, close 
examination of the text of the revised draft directive demonstrates that Parliament did indeed have 
an influence on the Commission's proposal. Of course, Parliament was not alone in voicing criticisms 
of the draft directive, but it played the role of a forum able to indicate the way towards a possible 
compromise. Fourthly, it shows that Parliament was still rather slow in dealing with complex 
legislation such as the Vredeling Directive. The Council of Ministers requested Parliament's opinion 
on 4 November 1980, but the final opinion was only adopted on 14 December 1982. The relative 
inefficiency of Parliament mirrored a similar trend in the Council of Ministers, which was unable to 
adopt hundreds of texts proposed by the Commission, and to some extent in the Commission, 
whose draft directive was not flawless from a technical point of view. The failure of the Vredeling 
proposal demonstrated the difficulties in promoting an ambitious social policy for the Common 
Market. This facilitated a reorientation of the debate towards the completion of the internal market 
by the removal of internal borders. 
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Chapter 3: The European Parliament's influence on the completion 
of the internal market (1981-1984) 
Parliament played a pioneering role in the development of what in the early 1980s was called 'the 
completion of the internal market', which was later to become 'the internal market': the removal of 
internal barriers to trade within the EEC. The idea of forming a large European market has always 
been deeply ingrained in the rapprochement between European countries. The aim was threefold: 
peace, liberty and prosperity. It was at the heart of the Organisation for European Economic 
Cooperation (OEEC) and later on of the European Communities (the ECSC and the EEC). 

The 1957 EEC founding Treaty of Rome devised a Common Market, which was based mainly on the 
removal of customs barriers (mostly custom duties and quotas). It was fully implemented in July 
1968, ahead of the initial schedule. The Internal Market Programme went further, as it was based on 
the elimination of non-tariff barriers, in particular technical barriers. This project therefore was 
usually known as the 'completion of the internal market', before the official term 'internal market' 
replaced it. 

The discussion over the necessity to go beyond the Common Market began as early as March 1968, 
when the Commission presented a plan to abolish all non-tariffs barriers.84 This project was thus a 
logical reaction, because tariffs barriers were abolished in July 1968. However, this plan was never 
implemented. Other similar initiatives burgeoned in the 1970s, but they could not overcome three 
obstacles. First, the harmonisation of legislation designed to suppress any non-trade barrier 
required a unanimous vote by the Council's members, in accordance with Article 100 of the EEC 
Treaty. Secondly, this issue was not a priority for most Member States. Some of them were suspicious 
of a potentially excessive European legislation. For example, British officials frequently complained 
about the harmonising zeal of the Commission.85 Their common law tradition was frequently at 
odds with the continental approach. In the field of banking regulation for example, the Commission 
unveiled harmonisation directive in 1972, but the British government stopped it as soon as they 
entered the Community in 1973.86 Thirdly, after the 1973 economic crisis, EEC national governments 
were tempted to use indirect protectionist tools such as non-tariffs barriers. The European 
Commission was worried about the growing number of procedure of infraction to the freedom of 
circulation of goods within the EEC.87 

Since harmonisation by unanimity in the Council was a tedious and lengthy process, another 
institution, the European Court of Justice came to the fore thanks to two well-known cases, 
Dassonville (1974) and Cassis de Dijon (1979).88 Both of these cases concerned restrictions on the sale 
of alcoholic beverages, Scotch whisky in Belgium, and a French liqueur in Germany. The Treaty of 
Rome established the principle of the prohibition of 'quantitative restrictions on importation and all 
measures with equivalent effect' (Article 30 EEC Treaty), but it also included exemptions (such as on 
health grounds, etc.), while at the same time indicating that these exceptions must not be used to 
disguise protectionist measures (Article 36 EEC Treaty). The ECJ restricted the ability of national 
administrations to use non-tariff barriers as protectionist tools in the Dassonville case (1974). Then 
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in the famous Cassis de Dijon case (1979), the ECJ established the principle of mutual recognition of 
national legislation. However the ECJ did not establish an automatic equivalence between national 
legislations, as it listed four exemptions: 'the effectiveness of fiscal supervision, the protection of 
public health, the fairness of commercial transactions, and the defence of the consumer' (ground 8). 
The combination of Dassonville and Cassis de Dijon facilitated the harmonisation of all laws 
restricting intra-European trade.89 The full approximation of law was no longer necessary because 
the harmonisation process could be limited to the four exemptions listed in Cassis de Dijon case. The 
diversity of products guaranteed by national laws was no longer incompatible with the freedom of 
circulation of goods. 

However, it would be simplistic to interpret the history of European integration as driven mainly by 
the ECJ. Similarly, the 1980 ECJ Isoglucose judgement on its own was not enough to decisively 
empower Parliament. Indeed, the Commission tried to use the Dassonville jurisprudence to force 
Belgium to amend other parts of its national legislation, but the ECJ struck down its decision.90 The 
principle of mutual recognition was stressed in the Cassis de Dijon case, but it was deemed 
interesting but not revolutionary in a 1980 internal note by Paolo Cecchini, a senior Commission 
official and acting deputy Director General at the European Commission in charge of the Internal 
Market.91 In 1984, the Commission used the principle of mutual recognition to contest a French law, 
but here again the ECJ struck down the Commission's decision.92 To conclude, the ECJ's decisions 
were not sufficient to unleash the dynamism of the internal market. Other initiatives from the 
Commission, the Council and Parliament would be needed to harness the potential this ruling.  

When Parliament's Committee for Economic and Monetary Affairs discussed the Cassis de Dijon case, 
it tried to devise a way to implement the ECJ's decision concretely.93 British Conservative MEPs in 
particular wanted to shelve the process of detailed harmonisation, and to replace it with the mutual 
recognition principle, the reference to standards, or limit the harmonisation process to key elements 
only.  

In general, for Parliament as for all other EEC institutions, the Internal Market Programme was crucial 
for three reasons. First, from the political point of view, the creation of a large internal market was 
traditionally the basis for European cooperation. Secondly, the harmonisation of non-trade barriers 
fitted into many different models of European integration, not only the market-oriented paradigm 
but also the neomercantilist model. For instance the Commissioner for Industrial Affairs Étienne 
Davignon was a strong proponent of neomercantilist policies aimed at reinforcing EEC industry,94 
who saw setting European rules as an important part of industrial policy. Thirdly, without 
harmonisation of non-tariffs barriers within the EEC, the process could take place in another non-
EEC international organisation. In the case of standards, for example, British, French and German 
officials had already been cooperating for decades on a trilateral basis. In 1966 they had created a 
'Tripartite Committee for Standardisation.'95 It involved representatives of national standardisation 
bodies, who discussed the harmonisation of standards at the European level. Debates revealed 
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general scepticism towards European harmonisation among many national actors, as it was 
associated with a risk of lower standards being adopted. 

Nevertheless, the creation of a genuine internal market was still very difficult after the ECJ Cassis de 
Dijon ruling, which explicitly mentioned four instances in which national laws could not be 
overriden. These four exemptions were quite wide-ranging, so an arduous harmonisation process 
was still required. Moreover, the issue of 'European preference' was still at stake. If no common 
European standards were defined for new products, then non-European norms, such as those of the 
US or Japanese, would prevail. Lastly, unanimity was still required in the Council of Ministers. The 
completion of the Common Market had threfore largely stalled by 1980. A new political impetus was 
needed. 

In existing political and historical academic literature, many scholars have underlined that the 
aforementioned ECJ rulings were definitely important, but not sufficient in and of themselves to 
give an impetus to new initiatives to complete the internal market.96 For Andrew Moravcsik, for 
example, it was the Member States' willingness to act, which provided the decisive impetus in 
1985-86.97 In contrast, for Bastian van Apeldoorn, the business lobby, in particular the European 
Roundtable of Industrialists (ERT), played a decisive role.98 To date, Parliament's part in stepping up 
the completion of the internal market is largely left out of the picture by current literature. This is 
despite the fact that it played a crucial role in the debate on the issue, as will be demonstrated in 
the following sections. 

The first stage of MEPs' mobilisation on the completion of the Common Market was merely to 
expose the concrete impediments that internal border controls imposed not only on trade but also 
on people. As early as 1979, the Liberal Group leader Bangemann complained about the excessive 
checks that MEPs were facing at border posts. He was adamant that such harassment needed to 
cease in order to show proper respect for MEPs' parliamentary immunity:  

'[C'est un] problème très délicat qui a déjà été soulevé par un certain nombre de collègues. En 
effet, lorsqu'ils se présentent aux douanes, les parlementaires européens voient leurs serviettes 
ouvertes par les fonctionnaires de cette Administration, parfois même il arrive que des 
documents secrets soient feuilletés par ces fonctionnaires. […] 

Je pense que dans le cadre de l'immunité parlementaire, il devrait être prévu que le passage en 
douane des parlementaires se fasse sur la base d'une déclaration de bonne foi.'99 

('[This is] a very sensitive problem which some colleagues have raised. When they clear 
customs, MEPs have their briefcases opened by customs officers, and sometimes these 
officials even riffle through secret documents... 

I think that as part of their parliamentary immunity, MEPs should be able to clear customs 
on the basis of a statement in good faith.') 

Later on, such complaints multiplied. In 1985, for example, the Belgian Raphaël Chanterie, EPP MEP 
from 1981 to 1999, highlighted how French inhabitants of Northern France were victims of stringent 
checks when they bought flowers a few kilometres on the other side of the border in the Belgian 
city of Mouscron, which was part of the Lille Franco-Belgian urban area:  
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'(…) à propos des incidents qui ont eu lieu les 15 et 16 May 1985 au poste frontières franco-belge 
du Risquons-Tout. Que s'y est-il passé exactement? A l'occasion du marché aux fleurs de 
Mouscron un certain nombre de gens y avaient acheté des fleurs. A leur retour en France, la 
douane française exerça un contrôle plus strict et bon nombre d'entre eux durent payer une 
somme supplémentaire de 4 000 BEF ou plus, en vertu des dispositions du règlement 
phytosanitaire du ministère de l'agriculture.'100 

((...) about the incidents on the 15 and 16 May 1985 at the Risquons-Tout Franco-Belgian 
border post. What exactly happened? Some people had bought flowers at the Mouscron 
flower market. When they went back to France, French customs performed stricter checks, 
and quite a few of them had to pay up an additional amount of 4 000 BEF or more, pursuant 
to Ministry of Agriculture plant health rules.) 

Hence, the plight of people who lived near borders was a matter of special interest for MEPs. As early 
as 1979, an internal note of the Socialist Group urged Parliament to take on this issue, which was still 
being neglected, even though more than 215 000 European frontier workers were affected.101 In 
January 1980, during a debate of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, the decision 
was taken to create an ad hoc Parliamentary Committee on Frontier Regions and Frontier Workers 
'in view of the urgency of the matter.'102 This topic was then explored several times, in particular 
during the discussion of Parliament's important 1984 report on the need to implement the internal 
market, drawn up on behalf of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs by two MEPs, the 
French Jacques Moreau (Socialist Group) and the German Karl von Wogau (EPP).103 In their report 
they underlined the concrete problems facing these frontier communities, not only in terms of 
legislation and fiscal issues, but also simply because of the lack of border crossings or their limited 
opening hours. They also put forward solutions such as the pooling of resources, in particular of 
medical services or waste disposal, the reorganisation of postal services, or the example of 
'Euroregions'. 

In February 1984, the Committee for Economic and Monetary Affairs singled out 'the action taken 
by lorry drivers in France and the strike of custom officers in Italy' as one of its priorities.104 A couple 
of months later, the Belgium Raphaël Chanterie, EPP MEP from 1981 to 1999, very clearly pinpointed 
the obstacles faced by lorry drivers, including waiting times of two to six hours: 

'J'aimerais donner ici quelques exemples des pratiques auxquelles est confronté le transport de 
marchandises aux postes frontières franco-belges: 

-un temps d'attente de deux heures pour les poids lourds est considéré comme normal; 

-dès qu'il existe le moindre prétexte pour qualifier quelque chose de « non réglementaire », le 
temps d'attente est de six heures (…) 

Monsieur le Président, dans l'Europe des citoyens, ce sont des choses qui doivent être dénoncées, 
notamment par le Parlement européen. A cet égard, un changement total de mentalité devrait 
s'opérer du côté français.'105 
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('I'd like to give a few practical examples of what happens for goods transport at Franco-
Belgian border posts: 

- a two-hour waiting time for heavy goods vehicles is seen as normal; 

- if there is the slightest grounds for deeming something 'non-compliant', waiting times are 
six hours (...) 

Mr President, in a citizen's Europe, this kind of thing has to be denounced – especially in the 
European Parliament. There has to be a complete change of mindset on the French side of 
the border.') 

Later on, discussions on the 1984 Moreau-von Wogau Report made countless references to 
lorry drivers, mainly to underline the extent to which they were being harassed by custom 
officials.106 The German Dieter Rogalla, Socialist MEP from 1981 to 1993, considered lorry 
drivers 'heroes' of the future Europe still in the making. A former custom official, Rogalla was 
a colourful character, who decorated his desk with a small toy customs post.107 He was a 

 

106 Debates in plenary session, 9 April 1984, HAEP, PE1_AP_DE!1984_DE19840409-029900FR. 
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keen cyclist, and organised a 'cycling for Europe' tour to promote the removal of internal 
borders.108 In order to pursue the removal of internal borders, MEPs then turned their 
attention to the Commission. 

  

 

108 Ibid. 
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Chapter 4: Close cooperation with Commissioner Narjes  
In 1981, the new Commission was appointed, with the Luxembourgish Gaston Thorn as President 
The German Karl-Heinz Narjes became Commissioner for the Internal Market. Narjes was known for 
his pro-European credentials as well as for his expertise in trade issues (his dissertation dealt with 
customs unions).109 He joined the European Commission in 1958 to work as a civil servant under the 
Commission's first President, the German Walter Hallstein. Narjes was elected to the German 
Bundestag in 1972 for the Christian Democratic Union of Germany (Christlich Demokratische Union 
Deutschlands, CDU) before being appointed a European Commissioner, a post he held until 1988. 
From 1984 to 1988 he was Commission Vice-President for Industry Policy, Research and Innovation. 

In contrast MEPs seemed more critical of Davignon, Narjes's predecessor in the Internal Market 
portfolio. An internal document from the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs of January 
1980 reflected scepticismabout Davignon's limited ambitions in this domain.110 

MEPs welcomed Narjes's approach to questions related to the completion of the internal market, as 
is evidenced, for example, in discussions on von Wogau's 1982 report on the simplification of border 
checks, and the report on strengthening controls on the external border of the Community and 
limiting them within the EEC, drawn up by the British Conservative MEP Michael Welsh (MEP from 
1979 to 1994).111 In both reports, Parliament's rapporteurs put forward a number of proposals that 

 

109 Beate Neuss (1988), Europa mit der linken Hand? Die deutschen Personalentscheidungen für die Kommission der 
Europäischen Gemeinschaften, Munich: Minerva, p. 350. 

110 Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, minutes of the meeting held on 23-24 January 1980, HAEP, 
PE1_AP_PV!ECON.1979_ECON-19800123. 
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would subsequently be taken up and developed by the Commission and the Council.112 The main 
idea was that removing internal border controls was essential for the free movement of European 
citizens, but this had to be complemented by enhanced external border controls and stronger 
cooperation in the fight against drug trafficking and organised crime. Moreover, to be effective, the 
removal of internal border checks would need to be accompanied by a harmonisation of value 
added tax, custom documents and the collection of trade data. This was desirable so as to allow a 
distinction between intra-European trade and movements of people on the one hand, and exports 
outside the EEC as well as intra-EEC travel of non-EEC citizens on the other. 

Interestingly, some MEPs put forward bold ideas that went even further than what the Commission 
requested. The German MEP Rogalla suggested that various tasks should be transferred from 
national custom authorities to an EEC-wide custom authority yet to be created. The final Parliament 
Resolution on the topic adopted on 13 January 1983 called for not only a single custom document 
for imports (following a proposal from the Commission) but also for the creation of a common data 
system.113 The tone in the Parliament debate before the vote on the resolution was generally 
positive towards the Commission and especially towards Narjes, whose dynamism was underlined 
by several MEPs. Parliament's final resolution singled out the Council of Ministers as the main culprit 
for the delay in the completion of the internal market. Narjes participated in Parliament debates by 
delivering long speeches. He referred to the Benelux example to propose several directives and 
regulations aimed not at suppressing border control (as it required a political consensus that was 
impossible to obtain before the 'Relaunch' years) but at limiting the burden of checks for specific 
categories of people or of goods.114 Narjes did not shy away from citing historical examples in 
Parliament debates: in a response to a question from an MEP, he even compared his plans for 
completing the internal market to the creation of the Zollverein, a 19th century customs union 
between German states, which later evolved into a nation-state after German unification in 1871.115 
He also advocated the development of a European customs authority 'in the medium-term'. 

In the short term, however, Narjes could not do anything to overcome the Member States' 
reluctance. France remained in a protectionist mood in 1982 and 1983, and used norms and rules to 
protect its national market.116 A well-known example is the so-called 'tape recorder from Poitiers' 
episode. On 21 October 1982, the French Minister for Foreign Trade, the Gaullist Michel Jobert, 
imposed non-tariff barriers to restrict the import of tape recorders, with the support of Prime 
Minister Laurent Fabius. They had to undergo specific customs procedures in Poitiers, a town in 
central France located far from the coastal harbours such as Le Havre where many of these tape 
recorders were imported from Japan. This increased the cost of imports, and thus gave an advantage 
to French producers. In the face of this blatant protectionism, the Commission issued an official 
statement on 16 December 1982 inviting France to abandon this measure.117 This was the first step 
of a procedure under Article 169 EEC Treaty, which could then lead to a Commission action for 
infringement before the ECJ. In the face of a negative reaction from the Commission and also from 
the German government, the French government finally abandoned this aggressive neomercantilist 
policy. But Paris still blocked the adoption of a package of directives for the harmonisation of various 

 

112 See in particular the report by J. Welsh, doc. 1-968/82, 15 December 1982, HAEP, 
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technical standards as long as neomercantilist measures against non-EEC imports were not 
adopted.118 

Commissioner Narjes eventually achieved some success in 1983-4. In March 1983, the Council 
adopted a procedure to facilitate the exchange of information on technical standards, which 
immediately triggered a hostile reaction from several national standards bodies, who feared for their 
prerogatives.119 However the Commission implemented this procedure by signing agreements with 
technical bodies (the European Committee for Standardisation and the European Committee for 
Electro-technical Standardisation).120 On 16 July 1984, the Council adopted a new approach: from 
then on, all new directives should only define general aims, and concentrate on rules relating to 
health, security, consumer protection and environment (three of the four limitations mentioned in 
Cassis de Dijon case).121 The definition of detailed provisions should be left to non-EEC technical 
standardisation organisations that already existed. Broadly speaking, it meant a clear division of 
labour between the definition of general principles by EEC institutions and the drafting of technical 
provisions by specialised bodies.  

Parliament sought to get involved in this issue by commissioning an own-initiative report by its 
Economic and Monetary Committee. It was drawn up by the French socialist MEP Moreau, a 
moderate trade unionist, and by the German Christian-Democrat Karl von Wogau, a lawyer with a 
good knowledge of France. Their report took stock of previous Parliament reports as well as of 
Commission documents. It was also based on the consultation of members of national Parliament 
in the Member States.122 Moreau and von Wogau's report proposed a comprehensive vision of the 
'real internal market.'123 It tackled all issues, not only the various methods to overcome the obstacle 
of diverging technical standards (the Cassis de Dijon ruling, the harmonisation procedure, 
cooperation with standardisation authorities, etc.), but also other types of non-tariff barriers. They 
focused in particular on fiscal issues: VAT, duty-free allowances and excise duties (i.e. taxes on fuel, 
alcohol, cigarettes, etc.). Other barriers included veterinary and health inspections for agricultural 
products. The basic idea was that all grounds for borders checks should be removed because even 
if only one issue remained unresolved, queues at intra-European borders would persist. 
Intermediary solutions were also devised, such as random custom checks and the creation of a 
European passport. Beyond the removal of actual checks, it was argued that a genuinely unified 
internal market should include provisions on public contracts, a common patent, and more 
generally on the freedom of movement of capital and the 'free trade in services'. Thus the four 
freedoms, for persons, goods, services and capital came together in one over-arching project.  

The Moreau-von Wogau Report also added two neomercantilist elements to the above described 
scheme. The first was the need to adopt the 'new instrument of trade policy', which was a proposal 
to reinforce the Community's external trade policy by giving the Commission more powers to 
sanction unfair practices, in particular in the context of the renewed US aggressiveness in trade 
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disputes under the Reagan Administration.124 The 'new instrument' was discussed by the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary during its meeting in February 1984, as part of a debate on the internal 
market.125 This debate echoed the French government's call to associate the completion of the 
internal market with strengthening of the EEC's external protection. The second neomercantilist tool 
was to foster 'cooperation in the industrial and research fields', in particular as a follow-up to the so-
called EEC Esprit programme, which aimed to foster cooperation between firms on pre-competitive 
research.  

Parliament discussions on the Moreau-von Wogau Report mirrored basic differences among MEPs 
about which economic model to use as a basis for completing the internal market. There was a 
notable difference between Liberal, EEP and ED MEPs, who shared a market-oriented view of the 
internal market, and many MEPs on the left whose vision was more neomercantilist in nature. For 
example, the French socialist MEP Yvonne Theobald-Paoli called for 'the establishment of a 
European Industrial Area [...], on the Commission to submit to the Council [….] a definition of 
'Community producer' [and] a Community code of conduct for industrial investment by third 
countries'). Eva Gredal, a Danish socialist MEP, insisted on a social vision of the completion of the 
internal market, which must not harm the workers' rights nor damage the environment. The Belgian 
liberal MEP Karel de Gucht (later Commissioner for International Cooperation, Humanitarian Aid ad 
Crisis Response from 2009 to 2010 and Commissioner for Trade from 2010 to 2014) summarised 
discussions in a somewhat simplistic way by underlining the difference between those who 
favoured liberalisation, and those who wanted to retreat into a 'Fortress Europe' against the rest of 
the world. 

Beyond those divisions, the Moreau-von Wogau report and the debate on it underlined the robust 
alliance between MEPs and Commissioner Narjes. Von Wogau paid tribute to the Commissioner's 
work. Narjes and many MEPs, among them for example Herman and Rogalla, directly or indirectly 
criticised the Council for its complacency.  

To conclude, the unanimity requirement in the Council of Ministers still hampered progress. The 
alliance between Parliament and Commissioner Narjes was solid, but it failed to produce any major 
concrete results. Beyond that, MEPs tried to break the political stalemate by coming up with 
intellectual innovations in this domain. 

  

 

124 Warlouzet, Governing Europe in a Globalizing World, pp. 87-89 on US tensions and pp. 127-32 on the debates on the 
instruments of EEC trade policy; see also: Kiran Patel and Kenneth Weisbrode (eds) 2013, European Integration and the 
Atlantic Community in the 1980s, Cambridge, Cambridge Univesity Press, 2013. 

125 Minutes of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, meeting of 28-29 February 1984, HAEP, 
PE1_AP_PV!ECON.1979_ECON-198402280010EN. 



Completing the Single Market: The European Parliament and Economic Integration, 1979-1989 

 

29 

Chapter 5: Intellectual innovation – The cost of non-Europe  
Despite being directly elected, in the early 1980 MEPs' room for manoeuvre was still narrow because 
their institutional prerogatives were still severely limited. Hence, the most dynamic MEPs launched 
bold initiatives to generate the political momentum that would allow Parliament to overcome the 
limitations that prevented it from engaging in genuine and effective policy-making. In the field of 
economic integration, for example, MEPs established a Temporary Committee on European 
Economic Recovery to discuss the implementation of the internal market. They addressed 
institutional limitations in the so-called 1984 Draft Treaty establishing the European Union (DTEU), 
named after its author the Italian MEP Altiero Spinelli, which aimed to further promote the EEC's 
institutional integration.126 They also aimed to address the general mood of economic crisis that had 
been prevalent in Western Europe since 1973. Its effects were still being felt in the mid-1980s 
through low growth levels, but most of all mass unemployment. Both Parliament initiatives for 
further economic and institutional integration were interlinked: without the adoption of qualified 
majority voting in the Council, economic reforms could not be implemented.127 Conversely, the aim 
of a more efficient internal market provided an economic rationale for strengthening EEC 
institutions.  

The initiatives for further economic integration originated, among others, from Sir Fred Catherwood, 
a British Conservative MEP from 1979 to 1994.128 On 30 September 1982 Parliament's Enlarged 
Bureau decided to call on five Committee Chairs, among them Sir Fred Catherwood, Chair of the 
Committee on External Economic Relations, to prepare a report on European economic recovery. 
On 12 January 1983, these five committee chairs, called the 'Group for Recovery of the European 
Economy', tasked two renowned economic experts, Michel Albert and James Ball, with writing a 
report for Parliament on European Economic Recovery. This experts' report was published in June 
1983. To follow up on the report, Parliament decided in July 1983 to create a fully-fledged 
Temporary Committee on European Economic Recovery. It organised several hearings, and assigned 
the Belgian Fernand Herman, EPP MEP from 1979 to 1999, the task of drawing up the Temporary 
Committee's final report. This Committee's report together with the accompanying Parliament 
resolution on European economic recovery was adopted on 27 March 1984.  

After Parliament's authorities gave the green light on 23 June 1983, work on the aforementioned 
Moreau-von Wogau Report on the Implementation of the internal market began – a little later than 
the experts' report by Albert and Ball. Moreau and von Wogau were appointed rapporteurs on 
20 December 1983. The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs approved their draft report 
on 29 February 1984. Parliament went on to adopt the final Moreau-von Wogau Report on 9 April 
1984. It thereby drew conclusions from the debate on the Albert-Ball Report and the work of 
Parliament's Temporary Committee on European Economic Recovery.  

To sum up, all three initiatives – the Temporary Committee on European Economic Recovery, the 
Albert-Ball Report, and the Moreau-von Wogau Report – were concluded between February and 
April 1984, just before the second direct elections held in mid-June 1984. For the first directly elected 
MEPs, it was important to take stock of their five-year mandate, of the challenges facing the EEC, and 
to propose policy solutions. These elections took place just before the Relaunch of Europe initiative, 
which was broached at the Fontainebleau Summit of Heads of States and Governments in late June 
1984. This convergence of events is probably no coincidence, as Parliament's work contributed to 
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the intellectual foundations for the Relaunch of Europe initiative, including the aim of completing 
the internal market. 

These groundwork for these ideas and initiatives had been laid in the Albert-Ball Report. It originated 
in the desire of Parliament's 'Group for Recovery of the European economy' to request two 
economists to 'draw up a report on the economic crisis affecting the EEC and the ways and means 
of bringing about a recovery of growth.'129 MEP Sir Fred Catherwood chose James Ball, while the 
Socialist members in the Group opted for Michel Albert.130 Both economic experts were probably 
chosen for their complementary skills. James Ball had the typical profile of a renowned professor of 
economics at the London School of Economics. He was the author of many books on 
macroeconomics, and was famous, among other things, for his work on the development of 
macroeconomic models.131 In contrast, Michel Albert had a more original profile for such a task, as 
he was the CEO of AGF, a large French insurance company. In fact, Albert was chosen for his previous 
experience as head of the French Planning Agency from 1978 to 1981 under the French centre-right 
President Valéry Giscard d'Estaing, at a time when French planning became an exercise in 
forecasting rather than a comprehensive attempt at coordinating public policies. Moreover, it is less 
well-known that Albert had genuine experience of working in EEC institutions, first at the European 
Investment Bank (1963 to 1966) and then at the European Commission (1966 to 1969). In fact 
because he was an EEC civil servant he was not mentioned as co-author of the book The American 
Challenge that he co-wrote with French journalist and politician Jean-Jacques Servan Schreiber, 
which went on to become an international bestseller. In this famous book, they warned Europeans 
of the 'war' being waged by Americans companies in the field of high technology.132 It is often 
forgotten that the book The American Challenge also called for an ambitious European industrial 
policy in high-technology. The ideas in the book clearly influenced the Albert-Ball Report written for 
Parliament. 

Documents in Parliament's Historical Archives reveal that both experts worked relatively 
independently. They each received a list of ten questions from Parliament, but were free to organise 
and develop the report as they thought best.133 Albert and Ball agreed with Parliament that from the 
outset the report 'should also be designed to have a strong impact on public opinion'. It was agreed 
that the report should be hard-hitting rather than polished.134 Parliament was only involved at the 
very end of the process, at a meeting attended by Fred Catherwood and President Dankert.135 

Interestingly, Albert and Ball did not know each other before Parliament paired them for the 
report.136 They were both experts in macroeconomics, but their profiles were decidedly contrasting: 
Ball was a British academic, whereas Albert was a public figure in France with strong EEC credentials. 
Discussion between the two experts on the approaches and economic models for the report 
revealed that their priorities were different. Ball insisted on a macroeconomic setting, while Albert 
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wanted to underline the need for a bold EEC industrial policy for high-technology.137 This emphasis 
referred to what Albert had already written in his 1967 book The American Challenge, with the 
addition that the challenge now was not only American, but also came from Japan.  

Both experts' differing priorities were also reflected in their report. The report's first part was jointly 
written. It asserted that:  

'The central theme is that the main obstacle to the economic growth of the European 
countries is what we must call 'non-Europe'. This is less to denounce the sterility of the 
institutions or the defects in their construction than to underline how public opinion is too 
little aware of the role which it must play from now on. It is this non-Europe, lacking popular 
legitimacy, which is ossifying and declining on the slippery slope of non-growth.'138 

The concept of the cost of non-Europe was relatively familiar to a French centrist figure like Albert. 
It was already mentioned in the 1982 Manifesto of the Centre of Social Democrats (Centre des 
démocrates sociaux, CDS), a small French Christian-democratic party that belonged to the EPP, which 
was written, among others, by Jacques Mallet, who became an EPP MEP in 1984. This manifesto 
defined the cost of non-Europe as Europe's backwardness in high-technology (compared to Japan 
in particular), which was due to the absence of a unified market in this field.139 Later on, in 1984, the 
Belgian MEP Fernand Herman, also from the EPP, elaborated on the cost of non-Europe, which was 
caused by border controls, the lack of European standards and the lack of European public 
procurement.140 Similarly, the Albert-Ball Report provided a more precise definition of the cost of 
non-Europe in the sub-chapter on Europe's backwardness in high technology, a topic which Albert 
had already expounded on in the late 1960s:  

'In fact, it is not Europe which is missing out in this third revolution but non-Europe. In those 
areas where Europe is united, it constitutes a market equivalent to that of the United States. 
Thus, the necessary demand for development of new products and processes is there; so is 
the necessary supply, since together we have as much scientific, technological and industrial 
capacity as our competitors. Taken as a whole the countries of the EEC spend twice as much 
on research as Japan: between 1977 and 1981, USD 500 million was earmarked for 
microprocessor development in the EEC compared to USD 250 million in Japan. And yet the 
Japanese have managed to catch up with the United States, capturing 40 % of the world 
micro-processor market, while Europe supplies less than 10 %. Doubtless there are several 
reasons, but the main reason is clear: the word 'Europe' can only be used in this context in 
an ironical sense. In this respect, there is no such thing as Europe, there is only a non-Europe. 
(…) 

Despite the fact that European cooperation is at its most relevant when it comes to the 
development of high technology, where economies of scale are most vital, our efforts seem, 
through some kind of perverse reaction against organising our forces, to have concentrated 
on yesterday's sectors and sectors in which we have practically nothing to gain by working 
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together. It is not Europe which is declining on the downward path to relative 
underdevelopment and non-growth. It is non-Europe.'141 

Both authors each wrote separate sections with policy recommendations, as they could not 
overcome their differences. In his sections, Ball concentrated on macroeconomic advice for 
individual countries, with very little in the way of an EEC dimension. In Ball's view, Albert gave the 
EEC institutions too strong a role, which Ball merely considered as 'impresario or conductor of the 
orchestra'; in other words, a facilitator for the Member States.142 Ball also disliked Albert's willingness 
to stimulate investment through an EEC programme for infrastructures, such as a Channel Tunnel 
and a new Marshall Plan. 

In contrast, Albert's sections had a more neomercantilist streak. In his opinion, the American and the 
Japanese challenge constituted a strong incentive to coordinate national industrial policies, and to 
create an integrated EEC industrial policy in high-technology, such as telecommunications, 
biotechnology, transportation, and energy. To achieve this, Albert promoted three different tools. 
First, EEC funds should be set up to foster the coordination of national policies and launch projects 
across the EEC. Secondly, public procurement should be 'europeanised'. Thirdly, European 
standards should be adopted. These procedures aimed to create a large internal market for high 
technology products. This, in turn, would boost EEC high technology companies because they could 
promote their own standards, instead of adopting those devised in the USA. 

Unsurprisingly, the most detailed description of the cost of non-Europe featured in one of Albert's 
sections. He outlined that for industries 'the European market is still far from common: it is a kind of 
economic equivalent of feudalism. This is because, in most front-line sectors, national 
administrations have so much say that, 25 years after the Treaty of Rome, no new transnational 
European group has been set up.'143 When addressing the fact that public contracts were not 
europeanised , he fleshed out his understanding of the cost of non-Europe concept:  

'This aspect of non-Europe is one of the most costly. First of all, in financial terms. Public 
contracts account for approximately 15 % of Community GNP, including purchases of 
military and space equipment of about 400 000 million ECU. Let us assume that the average 
additional cost is around 10 %. This seems a modest estimate given the amount of technical 
and economic progress which might well have been achieved over the last 15 years if all 
public contracts had been deregulated when intra-Community customs duties were 
abolished in 1968. At least 40 000 million ECU are thus levied pointlessly on the taxpayer and 
wasted each year. 

To enable these taxpayers to appreciate the extent to which they are exploited by their 
national administration, we should add the cost of queues of lorries waiting at customs 
posts! The total cost of passing intra-Community frontiers can be estimated at around 
12 000 million ECU a year. This makes a total of around 50 000 million ECU, i.e. 2 % of GNP, 
or: 

-for an average family of four an amount of 800 ECU per year, or the equivalent of a week's 
income, 

-15 % of personal income tax (11.5 % of EEC GNP in 1980), 

-two-thirds of the tax on company profits (2.7 % of GNP in 1980), 

-twice the Community budget. 
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So, when you travel by train, pick up the telephone or pay your electricity bill, you are like 
the peasants of the Middle Ages who had to pay a tithe to their lord. It is one of the costs of 
'non-Europe'. More precisely, every worker in the Common Market works on average one 
week per year to pay for the customs and associated services, as well as the industrial 
undertakings which have the privilege of being 'purveyors to the Royal Court.'144 

To sum up, the concept of the cost of non-Europe originated especially in Albert's thinking. It 
reflected the fact that the Common Market was not complete because of technical barriers to trade, 
but also the need to create a genuine unified European market for public contracts, finance, and 
many other services (air transport and telecommunications are mentioned several times by Albert), 
as well as the need to prioritise the development of bold EEC industrial policies in high technology. 
Therefore, Albert's ideas constituted a neomercantilist rather than a purely market-oriented vision 
of the future of Europe .  

A major achievement of the report was its bold and direct style: it gave a rounded figure for the cost 
of non-Europe, putting it at 2 % of GNP on the basis of a rough estimate, and it used eloquent and 
expressive metaphors, such 'feudalism' and 'the Middle Ages'. In his famous January 1985 speech in 
Parliament which heralded the Internal Market Programme, Jacques Delors, who had just taken 
office as Commission President, adopted the same metaphors. The use of concrete examples, such 
as the week per year each citizen paid for the cost of non-Europe, was also illuminating. 

Indeed, the Albert-Ball Report was remembered for the notion of the 'cost of non-Europe', and its 
rough estimates, rather than for Albert's case for a neomercantilist approach. MEPs who played 
important roles in the discussion that led to the Internal Market Programme, such as Fernand 
Herman145 or George Benjamin Patterson146, praised the Albert-Ball Report. It was quickly published, 
and had a fairly substantial impact on the EEC political scene.147 

In Parliament, the Albert-Ball Report was discussed by MEPs in September 1983. In the debate two 
issues came up.148 First, in terms of procedure, MEPs were eager to promote a document which 
would reflect Parliament's own opinion and position and not only the views of the experts. This was 
indeed an important issue, as Albert had already published most of the report in a French book 
entitled Le pari européen (the European Gamble), which reached a large audience. A procedural 
debate ensued between MEPs wishing to refer the report back to the Economic and Monetary Affairs 
Committee and MEPs aiming to set up a special temporary committee because the former was 
'already totally bogged down in its work', as the German EPP MEP Philipp von Bismarck put it. The 
latter camp of MEPs eventually prevailed, and a new temporary committee was established, the 
Temporary Committee on European Economic Recovery. A second debate concerned the report's 
content. Many Socialists found the report's macroeconomic analysis too liberal, as it estimated that 
part of the economic crisis in the 1970s was due to an excessive rise in wages and consumption at 
the expense of investment. 

Discussion on those issues continued in the March 1984 plenary session, when Fernand Herman 
asserted his liberal credentials. He insisted on 'the need to re-establish favourable conditions for the 
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profitability of capital.'149 Herman was renowned for his deeply held pro-European commitment. He 
took part in the Dooge Committee, a high-level committee convened in 1984 to explore EEC 
institutional reforms, where he was the representative of the Belgian Prime Minister, Wilfried 
Martens, who led the Belgian government for most of the period from 1979 to 1992. A former 
student at Columbia University, Herman did not hide his admiration for Reagan and how he had 
succeeded in relaunching the US economy after the second oil crisis of 1979. The Socialists opposed 
Herman's macroeconomic analysis, and eventually refused to vote in favour of the Herman report 
and its accompanying resolution. 

All in all, however, the debate put a strong emphasis on the need to complete the Common Market. 
In a meeting of the Temporary Committee on European Economic Recovery in December 1983, 
Herman concluded by stressing once again 'the need to create a real European internal market.'150 
Indeed, Herman was forced to write a comprehensive report covering many different policy areas 
to please as many MEPs as possible. Thus at the beginning of the report he included the need to 
'deepen the internal market' by the harmonisation of standards and the progressive elimination of 
internal custom checks.151 Later on he summarised his report by stating that the 'best chance of 
finding the road to recovery which lay in exploiting the world's largest single market.'152 This 
viewpoint was shared by some of his colleagues, not least Philipp von Bismarck (EPP). During 
subsequent discussions within the Temporary Committee on 17 January 1984, he asserted that 'the 
fundamental error of a 'non-Europe' which imagined itself to be a Community needed to be made 
clearer.'153 He was even more explicit about this in March 1984 during an EP plenary debate: 'the 
Community failed to take full advantage of the multiplier effect by using the dimension of the 
European market' […] 'In a word, we manage to eliminate the customs, but not the custom officers' 
[…] 'our lack of international competitiveness is linked to our failure to complete the internal 
market.'154 Sir Fred Catherwood commented on Herman's report by saying: 'to encourage 
investment we need to recover our Common Market. That is the heart of this report'. In April 1984, 
when Moreau and von Wogau presented their report, they both mentioned the 'cost of non-
Europe.'155 

To sum up, Parliament's centre-right majority made use of the Albert-Ball Report, but gave it a more 
market-oriented twist, which was less prominent in Albert's neomercantilist thinking. Parliament's 
centre-right majority also put an emphasis on the completion of the internal market as the EEC's 
value-added. The notion of cost of non-Europe thus immediately gained traction.  

Chapter 6: Informal lobbying – The Kangaroo Group 
Literature on the role of non-state actors in the run-up to the creation of the internal market usually 
puts an emphasis on the role of business actors, especially the European Round Table of 
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Industrialists (ERT). Political scientists such as Maria Green Cowles and Bastian van Apeldoorn have 
underlined similarities between the Delors programme for the internal market of early 1985 and a 
note from Wisse Dekker, the ERT Chairman from 1988 to 1992, and CEO of the electronics company 
Philips from 1982 to 1986.156 The ERT grouped the CEOs of some of the most important European 
multinationals, such as Volvo, Fiat, Shell or Philips. Furthermore, it included two influential European 
Commissioners, Étienne Davignon and the fifth Commission President François-Xavier Ortoli (1973 
to 1977). Both had themselves been CEOs of major European companies during their professional; 
careers - Davignon of Société Générale de Belgique and Ortoli of Total. As a club with a limited 
number of major players, the ERT was more cohesive than the traditional representatives of 
employers at the EEC level such as UNICE.  

However, the narrative proposed by scholars such as Green Cowles and Apeldoorn has sometimes 
been exaggerated to imply that Delors simply borrowed his Internal Market Programme from 
Dekker. This interpretation is simplistic, as the idea of completing the internal market by removing 
non-tariff barriers was officially proposed by the Commission as early as 1968. The European 
Commission and the Member States played a major role in this process. Moreover, it is wrong to 
limit Dekker's ideas only to their internal market dimension, as he had included many other 
neomercantilist proposals such as a limited opening of public tenders in telecommunication on a 
reciprocal basis, or public financing of infrastructure for high technology.157 Lastly, the ERT was not 
the only business group to support these ideas. For example, as early as November 1981 UNICE had 
officially called for the 'completion of the internal market' by the removal of non-tariffs barriers.158 
The ERT can therefore only be considered one important group among others who lobbied for the 
Internal Market Programme, a project already 15 years old in the early 1980s.  

Most of all, Parliament's role needs to be added to this narrative. In particular this includes an 
intergroup in Parliament called the Kangaroo Group, a cross-party circle advocating the removal of 
internal borders. One of the group's founders was Basil de Ferranti, a British Conservative MEP from 
1979 to 1988, Vice-Chair of Parliament's Committee of Economic and Monetary Affairs, and 
Parliament Vice-President from 1979 to 1982. Of Italian descent, Basil de Ferranti was a British 
businessman, the chairman of the family-owned British electronics corporation Ferranti, involved in 
mobile telephones among other products.159 Before being elected to Parliament, de Ferranti had 
been Chairman of the European Economic and Social Council (EESC) from 1976 to 1978. Due to his 
background as businessman and EESC Chair, he was aware of the concrete impediments to trade in 
Western Europe. The group's co-founder, the German EPP MEP von Wogau had similar previous 
professional experience having worked in a pharmaceutical company and in the German SME 
Association before entering Parliament.160 United by their shared practical experiences and a deep 
knowledge of obstacles to trade within the EEC, they founded a group of like-minded colleagues 
such the German socialist Dieter Rogalla. Rogalla came up with the group's name 'Kangaroo' - 
because of kangaroos' ability to leap over barriers.161 

The Kangaroo Group became a cross-party group of over 60 members, mostly Germans and British 
MEPs. It was one of the first intergroups to be created in Parliament.162 In 1985, the group's Vice-
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Chairs were Basil de Ferranti, Karl von Wogau, Dieter Rogalla, the Dutch EPP MEP Elise Boot, and the 
French liberal Christiane Scrivener (who went on to become European Commissioner for Taxes, 
Revenue Harmonisation and Consumer Policies from 1989 to 1995).163 

The origins of the Kangaroo Group can be traced back to the early 1980s.164 In those years, Lancing 
Bagnall, a Hampshire forklift company, was facing a non-tariff barrier: 'technical requirements for 
the positions of the driver's pedals' prevented it from selling its products in France. To try to address 
this problem, the company approached MEP Basil de Ferranti. Aware of such trade problems, de 
Ferranti decided to make use of his new position as MEP. According to political scientist Philip 
Budden, who conducted interviews with eyewitnesses on this topic, de Ferranti was able to 
convince Jacques Delors, then Chair of Parliament's Economic and Monetary Affairs Committee, to 
look into the issue of non-tariffs barriers. Historical documents from Parliament's Historical Archives 
show that de Ferranti intervened frequently in debates on the completion of the internal market in 
the Economic and Monetary Affairs Committee.165 

The Kangaroo Group communicated via a bulletin called the Kangaroo News, published from 1983 
onwards. It promoted all Parliament initiatives on topics related to the completion of the internal 
market. Within Parliament, the Kangaroo Group helped to overcome the division between UK 
Conservatives and EPP MEPs, and more generally to disseminate the idea of completing the internal 
market to all political groups. A consensus emerged on the issue, even if it was not a priority for all 
MEPs. Outside Parliament, the Kangaroo Group liaised with the Commission, in particular 
Commissioner Narjes, as well as with national governments, to which it frequently sent memoranda 
on topics relevant to the internal market.166 Links with the British government were particularly 
strong. According to Budden, shortly after December 1982 Thatcher wrote a personal letter of 
support to Ferranti and the Kangaroo Group.167 

The group held monthly informal meetings in Brussels. They generally included de Ferranti, von 
Wogau, Rogalla, but also Narjes, or another representative from the Commission, and a 
representative from the Council's administration.168 

Most of all, the Kangaroo Group promoted the idea of the completion of the Common Market 
among business circles. In the UK, de Ferranti was linked to John Raisman, the CEO of Shell UK and 
Chairman of the European Committee of the Confederation of British Industry (CBI).169 The CBI's view 
of the EEC had been rather sceptical before, but in the early 1980s the CBI evolved towards a more 
pro-European attitude. During its annual conference in November 1983, motions on free-trade and 
the UK taking a lead in the EC were only narrowly adopted, whereas in November 1984 the motion 
for 'the abolition of many barriers' to an internal market was adopted unanimously, with the support 
of John Raisman and Raymond William Pennock, a former Chairman of the CBI.170 According to 
political scientist Moravcsik, de Ferranti then liaised with Dutch business, and thus with Wisse 
Dekker and the ERT.171 As a result, de Ferranti played an instrumental role in mobilising a larger 
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network of national and transnational actors whose interests generally converged towards support 
for the completion of the internal market. 

The important role played by the Kangaroo Group and de Ferranti in mobilising EEC institutional 
and non-state actors has been largely confirmed by contemporaries such as Commissioner Narjes 
and MEP Patterson.172 De Ferranti frequently spoke in public about the internal market, and also 
advocated keeping it on the EEC agenda. Moreover, in public interventions, he linked the removal 
of non-tariff barriers with more specific issues such as the lack of a common Community type 
approval test procedure.173 In 1982, he raised the problem of French measures to 'recapture the 
internal market.'174 He also took part in a reflection group, whose work culminated in the important 
1984 Moreau-von Wogau report on the need to implement the European internal market.175 During 
the debate on this report, he once again focused on the problem of lorry drivers as well as the issue 
of VAT.  

During the early years of the Relaunch of Europe (see next section), the contribution of de Ferranti 
and the Kangaroo group to the successful promotion of the idea of the internal market was openly 
recognised in official statements: first in the 1985 Patterson report, and then in January 1986 by Lord 
Cockfield, the Commissioner for the Internal Market, as well as by Wim van Eckelen, as representative 
of the Dutch government who held the Council's rotating presidency at the time.176 
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Chapter 7: Political initiative in air transport  
One crucial factor that helped bring about a unified internal market was the ability to promote cheap 
and easy transport across Europe. Therefore air transportation took on a major role in the 1980s. 
Furthermore, air transportation became an important part of economic policy because the cost of 
air transport had decreased due to lower oil prices, technical improvements, deregulation in the 
USA, and the rise of low-cost airlines. Air transport was heavily regulated by both national 
governments and international bodies, so the EEC's role in this sector had yet to be defined in the 
1980s.177 At that time, EEC national governments supported national flag carriers such as British 
Airways in the UK and Lufthansa in Germany by concluding bilateral deals that created duopolies 
on international routes, including Western Europe.  

Moreover, the Treaty of Rome only mentioned air transport in an ambiguous manner: Article 61(1) 
of the EEC Treaty stipulated that 'freedom to provide services in the field of transport shall be 
governed by the provisions of the Title relating to transport'. Title IV (Articles 74-84) did not cover 
air transport unless Member States unanimously decided that it did (Article 84 EEC). Nevertheless, 
in 1974 the ECJ confirmed that the Commission had competence in air transportation, although the 
situation remained unclear.178 The Commission made a proposal to europeanise and liberalise the 
European regulatory regime for air transportation in order to lower the fares consumers paid. The 
aim was to emulate the US model, but the approach was much more cautious because some of the 
Commission and most Member States were hostile to the outright liberalisation that had been 
implemented in the US. A first directive on inter-regional air services was proposed in 1980, but was 
adopted only in June 1983, and its impact remained modest since it did not grant any major 
prerogatives to the Commission.179 

This cautious approach to air transportation was reflected in a debate in Parliament's Committee on 
Economic and Monetary affairs in January 1980.180 MEPs split into two groups, one group aiming to 
foster competition among independent airlines, and another group that took a more cautious line. 
The British Conservative John Purvis (MEP from 1979 to 1984, and 1999 to 2009) insisted on 'urging 
the Commission to work towards deregulation' and on 'calling for transparency of airline finance 
statistics' in order to reveal the extent of state subsidies and of the surcharge on certain intra-
European routes. Indeed, it was estimated that some intra-European routes were more expensive 
than transatlantic ones because there was more competition in the latter than the former. On the 
other hand, other MEPs adopted a more moderate stance, such as for example Parliament's 
rapporteur, the French radical left (radical de gauche) Roger-Gérard Schwartzenberg, MEP from 1979 
to 1983, and the German Erwin Lange from the Socialist Group, MEP from 1979 to 1984. According 
to Schwartzenberg and Lange, a brutal deregulation meant running the risk of destabilising the flag 
carriers. 

The situation began to change in 1984 when the UK liberalised fares and the allocation of routes. 
However, internal competition was relatively limited while the government prepared the 
privatisation of British Airways. Nevertheless, the UK government concluded bilateral 'open-skies' 
agreements which granted freedom of access to airports, and gave operators the right to set their 

 

177 On the EEC role in air transportation, see more generally: Hussein Kassim, Handley Stevens (2010), Air Transport and 
the European Union. Europeanization and its Limits, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan; Mark Thatcher (2007), 
Internationalisation and Economic Institutions: Comparing the European Experience, Oxford: Oxford University Press; see 
also a witness' account: Jürgen Erdmenger (1983) The European Community Transport Policy. Towards a Common 
Transport Policy, Aldershot: Gower. 

178 Kassim and Stevens, Air Transport, pp. 75-6. 
179 Kassim and Stevens, Air Transport, p. 79. 
180 Minutes of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, meeting of 23-24 January 1980, HAEP, 

PE1_AP_PV!ECON.1979_ECON-19800123. 



Completing the Single Market: The European Parliament and Economic Integration, 1979-1989 

 

39 

own prices. The first agreement was concluded with the Netherlands in 1984. Moreover, the British 
and the Dutch governments supported the liberalisation of air transport at the EEC level. 

Parliament did not remain idle. One of its members enthusiastically supported the liberalisation of 
air transportation. In 1980, Lord Nicholas Bethell, a long-serving British conservative MEP launched 
the 'Freedom of the Skies' campaign. He was supported by the British businessman Freddie Laker, 
who had launched Laker Airways, the first independent low-cost airline.181 Bethell mobilised 
Parliament, and wrote directly to the Commission to urge it to take action against Members States. 
He considered many flag carriers' duopoly on intra-European routes and price agreements by the 
big airlines contrary to EEC Treaty rules on competition policy, in particular Article 85 of the EEC 
Treaty, which forbids cartels that restrict intra-EEC trade. Documents from the Commission's 
historical archives demonstrate the extent to which Lord Bethell mobilised support for his 
campaign, including beyond Parliament. In May 1981, for example, the Commission received a 
memorandum from the law firm Cleary and Gottlieb on behalf of Lord Bethell. It urged the 
Commission to intervene to address price-fixing cartels in air transportation, and enjoined the 
Commission to file a lawsuit if nothing was done about this.182 Moreover, historical internal 
documents from the Commission's Directorate General IV, which was in charge of competition 
policy, reveal that the need to make a bold proposal on air transportation was by then considered a 
priority because of Lord Bethell's campaign.183 

As a reaction to Lord Bethell's campaign, the then Commissioner for Competition, the Dutch Frans 
Andriessen, wrote to EEC national governments to suggest a discussion on price-fixing in air 
transportation.184 Most governments and their flag carriers were not only hostile to deregulation, 
they even opposed any major role for the European Commission in air transportation policy. An 
internal document from DG IV stated that: 'for reasons of 'political reality', DG IV has so far taken the 
position on air transport that Article 85 does not apply to price-fixing agreements promoted by the 
government.'185 In his letter in response to Bethell, Andriessen emphasised that the Commission 
supported his campaign, but that it was impossible to progress quickly on this question due to 
technical difficulties.186 Therefore, Bethell brought an action before the ECJ under Article 175 of the 
EEC Treaty with the support of the British government. On 10 June 1982, the ECJ ruled that Lord 
Bethell's request was not admissible on procedural grounds because he had no direct interest at 
stake in the matter.187 Thus, he did not have the legal standing to lodge a complaint. 

On 16 September 1982, Parliament decided to take over the Bethells' action for failure to act and to 
re-direct it against the Council of Ministers, which had failed to decide on numerous Commission 
proposals on transport.188 Taking over Bethell's crusade, Parliament spearheaded a pro-liberalisation 
coalition as its complaint was now even supported by the Commission and two governments that 
were in favour of deregulation of air transport, the UK and the Netherlands. In fact, in this instance 
the Council was strategically a more promising target than the Commission. As the sole legislator, 
the Council was simply more able to act than the Commission. Moreover, there was a good 
relationship between the German MEP Horst Seefeld, Socialist Group MEP and Chair of Parliament's 
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Transport Committee at the time, and Jürgen Erdmenger, a high-ranking Commission official 
working in the Directorate General for Transport, so both EEC institutions cooperated on this issue. 
According to Erdmenger, Parliament and the Commission, and in particular the legal services of 
both institutions, worked together to bring this action against the Council.189 Later on, Seefeld even 
wrote a foreword to Erdmenger's book.190 

At first, the Council tried to dodge the accusation that it had failed to act pursuant to Article 175 of 
the EEC Treaty. The Council sent a letter of response to Parliament on 22 November 1982, but it was 
deemed unsatisfactory. Therefore, Parliament took the Council to the ECJ. On 22 May 1985, the ECJ's 
ruling found in favour of Parliament's claim that the Council of Ministers was guilty of infringing EEC 
Treaty Article 175 and of failure to act. It declared that 'in breach of the Treaty the Council has failed 
to ensure freedom to provide services in the sphere of international transport and to lay down the 
conditions under which non-resident carriers may operate transport services in a Member State.'191 
This was a clear victory for Parliament, and Lord Bethell's Freedom of the Skies campaign.  

Nevertheless, the ECJ did not impose a deadline for action on the Council, nor did it rule on the 
content of the decision. Indeed the regulation of air transportation remained a hugely controversial 
topic among MEPs. In a meeting on 5 September 1985, the Socialist Group discussed their support 
for a report by the German Social-Democrat MEP Jan Klinkenborg, MEP form 1979 to 1988, and 
stated that 'common air transport policy should not aim to deregulate civil air transport along US 
lines' and that the prerogatives of Member States in the area should be preserved.192 Ben Visser, a 
Dutch Socialist MEP from 1984 to 1994, underlined that this was an important matter for the Dutch, 
who in the final vote might even vote according to their consciences rather than follow the party 
whip. As a result, some Dutch MEPs decided to support the liberalisation of air transport in defiance 
of the majority position of the Socialist Group. In December 1985, the Socialist Group underlined 
that a link should be clearly established between liberalisation and harmonisation.193 Deregulation 
was rejected since it would threaten established flag carriers and also the low-cost companies. The 
US example illustrated that some of them could go bankrupt. The EEC eventually liberalised air 
transport from 1986 onwards. In 1987, the Socialist Group still rejected US-style deregulation, 
preferring instead to strike a 'balance between the interests of the consumers and passengers, the 
air transport employees and general transport policy aspects.'194 

To sum up, although Parliament was divided on the issue of air transport liberalisation, it still played 
a decisive role in policy development by both informal means (Lord Bethell's Freedom of the Skies 
campaign to pressure the Commission) and formal means (actions before the ECJ). The ECJ ruling of 
1985 was a blow for the Council. Paradoxically, Parliament was able to play a significant role in 
competition policy, a field where in theory it had almost no prerogatives. 

Chapter 8: Conclusion of section 2 
In the years from 1979 to 1984, despite its limited formal powers in economic policy outside the 
budget, Parliament definitely made a contribution to completing the single market in four respects.  
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Firstly, Parliament was an important forum for debate with a visible left-right divide. Of course, its 
political divisions were not as clear-cut as in national parliaments because of many additional 
dividing lines due to the differing national backgrounds of MEPs, and their differing positions on 
supranationality. Nevertheless, Parliament was an important sounding board for the wider debate 
on the socio-economic orientation of Western Europe in the early 1980s. It reflected the broader 
evolution of the discussion on how to respond to the crisis in the European economy and the 
European project. With the failure of the Vredeling Directive, the limitations of the Social Europe 
project became evident, and the removal of internal borders became the main area of convergence 
across Parliament's various political groups. More generally, a socially-oriented Europe could not 
prosper as an independent project. A market-oriented Europe would remain the cornerstone of the 
EEC, and any social dimension had to be embedded into that.  

Secondly, Parliament had a growing and indispensable institutional role. Even before the SEA, it 
contributed to the adoption or rejection of important legislation simply by discussing it in its plenary 
session or by adopting resolutions. This became quite visible, for example, in Parliament's constant 
support to Commissioner Narjes's efforts to remove internal borders in the Common Market. Of 
course, Parliament could not do anything about the limitations of other institutions, mainly the 
unanimity requirement that largely paralysed decision-making within the Council of Ministers, or 
the technical and/or political limitations of the Commission. In the draft Vredeling directive case, for 
example, Parliament had to take into account the technical limitations of the first version. 

Thirdly, Parliament contributed to shaping the EEC's agenda by providing fresh ideas and more 
intellectual contributions to the concept of deepening the Common Market. These stimulated the 
debate beyond EEC circles in Brussels, and helped to achieve a compromise across the EEC towards 
a market-oriented European project, complemented by social and neomercantilist components. 
This was first evident in the debate on the draft Vredeling directive, even if it did not actually lead to 
legislation. It became all the more apparent during the lengthy debate on the removal of internal 
borders. MEPs provided specific examples of problems related to border crossings. Through their 
reports, they also provided a comprehensive definition of the completion of the Common Market 
which covered issues not always included by other EEC actors, such as the liberalisation of air 
transportation, public contracts, and fiscal issues directly linked to borders (such as VAT). It went far 
beyond merely harmonising technical standards, which was the Commission's approach in 1968, 
and what was outlined in the Cassis de Dijon ruling. Lastly, Michel Albert's evaluation of the 'cost of 
non-Europe' in the Albert-Ball report was a great success because in a single, pithy phrase it 
encapsulated the complete rationale for the removal of internal borders – integration meant saving 
costs, and triggering growth by means of economic integration was an answer to the economic 
crisis. 

Finally, Parliament played an important role in EEC policy-making by means of transnational 
networks at the EEC level. These were organised and promoted by dynamic MEPs who were willing 
to take the political initiative. Two British Conservative MEPS are a good example of this. First, Basil 
de Ferranti and the Kangaroo Group brought together many different actors from across 
Parliament's political groups and business around the idea of the completed Internal Market. 
Secondly, Lord Bethell's Freedom of the Skies campaign eventually led to the ECJ's ruling that the 
Council had failed to act on air transportation. These factors contributed to the Relaunch of Europe 
initiative, which will be discussed in the following chapter.  
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3. The European Parliament’s push to relaunch the 
Community based on the internal market (1985-1986  

Chapter 1: Core issues of the ‘Relaunch of Europe’ initiative 
From 1984 to 1986, the 'Relaunch of Europe' was the standard way to refer to a period when the EEC 
was strengthened by the adoption of ambitious texts such as the Single European Act and the 
Internal Market Programme.195 

In the first half of the 1980s, the EEC was paralysed by three major and closely interlinked problems 
that hampered any progress on other issues: the budget, CAP reform and EEC enlargement to Spain. 
The budget question was that the British government had a major problem because its farmers 
received little in the way of EEC funds, though the UK had to pay in a substantial amount of custom 
duties to the EEC budget (see chapter II above). The British government therefore requested a rebate 
on its contributions. This request was immediately rejected by the German and French 
governments, as both countries would have had to bear most of the cost of this rebate. CAP reform 
was mainly opposed by France because its farmers benefited enormously from a policy that led to 
high prices for agricultural products. However, the most ardent supporters of high prices since the 
1960s had not been the French, but the Germans. EEC enlargement to Spain had been hindered by 
the French government, which delayed the accession negotiations in order to protect its southern 
farmers because their production and revenues were directly threatened by cheaper Spanish 
products.  

The chronology of the relaunch stretches over a few years. During the first semester of 1983, the 
mood improved slightly, firstly thanks to the March 1983 Franco-German resolution of the financial 
difficulties then faced by France. Thereafter, the German presidency championed the Stuttgart 
Declaration of June 1983, which was a comprehensive attempt to solve issues from the past and 
launch new projects. However, it was quickly paralysed by intractable budget negotiations. 
Parliament developed several proposals, notably the draft Treaty adopted in February 1984. The 
elections of June 1984 meant a new composition of Parliament, and Pierre Pflimlin was elected the 
new President one month later. 

The core of the Relaunch of Europe became clear at this point. The three major issues blocking 
progress in the EEC (the budget, CAP reform and EEC enlargement to Spain) were mainly solved at 
two European Council meetings, in Fontainebleau in June 1984 and in Milan in June 1985. In the 

 

195 On economic debates during this period, see: Grin, 'The Battle of the single European Market'; Jabko, 'Playing the 
Market'; Moravcsik, 'The Choice for Europe'; Warlouzet, 'Governing Europe'. 

 

The German Presidency and the Stuttgart declaration (1983). At the center, in the upper row, German 
Chancellor Helmut Kohl. 
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meantime, a new Commission was appointed on 6 January 1985 with Jacques Delors as its President. 
The new Commission President unveiled the new college's bold ambitions for the future of the EEC 
to Parliament on 14 January 1985. At the Council meeting in Milan, a majority of Member States 
agreed to conclude a new treaty to reform the European institutions and launch new economic 
policies. They agreed to convene an intergovernmental conference (IGC) to negotiate the new 
treaty. This led to the signature of the SEA in February 1986, which included the Internal Market 
Programme. 

Existing literature usually considers Parliament's role in economic debates on the Relaunch relatively 
negligible.196 However, Parliament in fact played a significant role in promoting the internal market, 
in particular through its interaction with the new President of the European Commission, Delors, as 
will be argued in the next sections.  

  

 

196 Olivi and Giacone, L'Europe difficile.  
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Chapter 2: The interaction between the European Parliament and 
Delors 
In 1985, the former MEP Jacques Delors became President of the European Commission. He acted 
quickly to establish close working relations between the Commission and Parliament. In autumn 
1984, when he toured European capitals to prepare his Commission presidency, Delors also met the 
then President of Parliament, the French Pierre Pflimlin.197 Pflimlin had been mayor of Strasbourg 
and President of the Assembly of the Council of Europe, and was a staunch advocate of European 
integration . Pflimlin arranged to meet the future President of the Commission, and he also invited 
the chairs of Parliament's committees to the meeting. In the meantime, Pflimlin was also touring 
EEC capitals. He was in Rome on 19 and 20 December 1984, when he took part in the Italian Council 
of Ministers, before meeting Chancellor Kohl in Germany from 22 to 25 January 1985.198 

Moreover, right from the start of his presidency, Delors involved Parliament in the Commission's 
working programme. In January 1985, he waited for a vote of confidence from Parliament before he 
and his colleagues took their oath of office at the ECJ.199 Delors presented the programme for his 
Commission presidency in a famous speech Parliament on 14 January 1985.  

Previously Delors had worked in various posts in the French civil service, for example in the French 
Planning Agency and the French Central Bank. He obtained his first elected position only in 1979, 
when he was elected MEP, and chaired from 1979 to 1981 one of the EP's most important EP 
Committees, the Committee for Economic and Monetary Affairs. Delors was not unknown to centre-
left experts, since he had taken part in a widely circulated report on European planning,200 but he 
was not widely known among politicians because he had only recently joined the French Socialist 
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Jacques Delors and Pierre Pflimlin in the European Parliament in Strasbourg in 1985 
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party.201 Delors's political profile did not fit neatly into the standard divide in the French Fifth 
Republic, which was dominated by the Gaullists on the right and the Socialists on the left. In contrast, 
Delors was a moderate social-Christian who believed that the free market should be balanced by 
the power of the state and also by other actors such as trade unions, local communities and families. 
It is striking that Delors's political career first started on the centre-right, as the social adviser to the 
moderate Gaullist Prime Minister Jacques Chaban-Delmas (in office 1969-72), before he moved to 
the centre-left when he became the Economy and Finance minister in the government of Pierre 
Mauroy, under the socialist President François Mitterrand. This background, which was something 
of a disadvantage in French politics, was an asset at the EEC level since it allowed Delors to mingle 
easily with the Christian-democrats and the social-democrats - far more so than any ordinary French 
Gaullist or Socialist politician. Delors resigned as MEP in spring 1981 to take up the post of French 
Economy and Finance Minister.  

During his term as Socialist MEP from 1979 to 1981, Delors often put an emphasis on three issues. 
The first was solidarity and unemployment.202 Secondly, he delved into the intricacies of 
macroeconomic topics, notably European monetary cooperation and the coordination of Europe's 
macroeconomic policies.203 Delors linked solidarity and macroeconomic coordination, by calling for 
the development 'Community loans' that would boost investment in the Community without 
fuelling inflation.204 An internal note from the archives confirms that Delors's priorities were the fight 
against unemployment and the coordination of EEC Member State economic policies.205 Thirdly, 
Delors aimed to develop EEC industrial policy, a field which he associated with the harmonisation of 
technical standards. In a Parliament plenary debate on 19 November 1980 he argued that there was 
a need for a 'global approach' to industrial policy : 

'Without waiting for a new Treaty to be drawn up, which will undoubtedly prove essential in 
this field one day, the Commission should be able to take account of all the parameters of 
global action and scale. The coordination of public contracts, the setting of European 
standards, more extensive harmonisation of aids, a joint effort in research, a common and 
far more offensive external policy. If we do not have this, whatever the quality of our 
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undertakings and of our national interventions, we will allow our handicap to increase, 
particularly vis-à-vis the United States and Japan.'206 

Furthermore, he insisted on the need for EEC action in new fields such as harnessing the potential 
of the seas, biogenetics, new modes of transport, and information technologies. He concluded his 
speech with a dramatic statement:  

'Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we are on the eve of a third industrial revolution, one 
that is full of peril but also full of promise. We should not allow Europe, faced with this 
gigantic challenge, to be late yet again to join the fight.'207 

Delors frequently spoke about a third industrial revolution and how Europe had fallen behind the 
US and Japan in economic terms.208 He urged the EEC to define European standards in high 
technology, along the lines of the ideas elaborated in The American Challenge and Parliament's 
Albert-Ball Report on European Economic Recovery (see chapter 2.5 above). In a Parliament debate 
held on 14 October 1980, Delors went further by emphasising that the problem of non-tariff barriers 
needed to be addressed not just from a technical way, but also by providing tangible benefits to 
individual citizens. He went on to mention the specific example of Jean-Luc Vandenbrouke, a 
Belgian professional cyclist who had just won the 4 Jours de Dunkerque race. Dunkirk is a French 
town near the Belgian border, but Vandenbrouke lived in Mouscron, a Belgian town near the French 
border: 

'Every week he puts his bicycle in his car and crosses the frontier to take part in a race in the 
North of France. I read in a newspaper the other day that a Belgian customs official had asked 
him to open his boot and, on finding the bicycle, fined him and imposed a fine for the illegal 
import of goods.'209 

To sum up, it would be false to pretend that the completion of the Common Market by removing 
border controls was Delors's top political priority as early as 1980. It is certainly correct, however, 
that this issue was of considerable importance to him. He saw a strong link between the completion 
of the Common Market and the development of an ambitious industrial policy, as well as more 
generally with solidarity and macroeconomic coordination. Like MEPs at the time, he was aware not 
only of the economic but also of the political issues at stake. He thus underlined the benefits of 
harmonisation and trade at the European level, but not only for business - for EEC citizens as well. 

After leaving Parliament, Delors was the French Minister for Economy and Finance from 1981 to 
1984. British and German government archives reveal that he was already a renowned expert on 
European affairs. In September 1981, a few months after the victory of the Socialists in France, a 
British official expressed the view that in the new government, with regard to European and 
economic policies: 'most of the new French thinking came from Mr Delors.'210 One month later, in 
October 1981, when Chancellor Schmidt and President Mitterrand discussed the state of Europe, 
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they frequently referred to Delors's ideas.211 This illustrates that his stint at Parliament had not gone 
unnoticed.  

In 1984, Delors was appointed the new President of the European Commission. His priorities 
remained the same: the development of European policies based on free market principles, but also 
solidarity, bold industrial policies, and closer cooperation on macroeconomic policies, in particular 
in the monetary realm. In late 1984, before taking up office, Delors had visited leading European 
decision-makers. This made him quickly realise that the single market was the most appropriate 
platform for an ambitious programme for relaunching European integration.212 Therefore he gave 
priority to this issue, but without forgetting his earlier ideas. 

As already mentioned above, on 14 January 1985, Delors presented his programme for his mandate 
to the plenary session as new Commission president. Presenting his programme to Parliament at 
the beginning of his Commission presidency was a something of a novelty, and had never been 
done before by a Commission President. According to Nicole Fontaine, an EPP MEP active in 1985 
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who went on to be elected President of Parliament in 1999, Delors's Parliament speech in January 
1985 was quite an unusual move and also a conciliatory gesture.213 

In fact, Delors's speech was based on a Parliament initiative.214 Following a motion for a resolution 
on the programme of the new Commission put forward by Altiero Spinelli, MEP from 1979 to 1986, 
the Committee for Political Affairs drew up a report as required by the resolution.215 The report was 
written after a meeting on 27 November 1984 between members of the Committee for Political 
Affairs and Delors, in his capacity as future Commission President. The report proposed a few 
amendments to the resolution published on 3 December 1984. The amended resolution was 
adopted on 13 December 1984.216 It referred to Parliament's right to censure the Commission 
enshrined in the EEC Treaty, and called 'on the new President of the Commission to submit to 
Parliament, as early as its January 1985 part-session, the guidelines of the policy it intends to follow 
during its term of office' and it decided 'by virtue of its right of censure, to hold a debate at its January 
1985 part-session on the main lines of the commission's program, concluding with a vote of 
confidence ratifying its appointment.' As Parliament historical archives confirm, Delors accepted 
Parliament's demands in an unprecedented move: 'on Monday, 14 January, Jacques Delors 
presented a statement concerning the work of the Commission over the next four years. This was 
the first time the Parliament had undertaken a special investiture procedure, and as requested by 
Jacques Delors, a vote of confidence was taken which was passed by a very high majority.'217 Delors's 
speech to Parliament in January was meant to lay the foundations for close cooperation between 
Parliament and the Commission during Delors's presidency. 

As a testament to the importance of Delors speech, the Commission published it in the form of a 
brochure.218 Among other things, the speech directly referred to the objective of making the 
Community a Community of European citizens:  

'The members of this House have always been to the fore in the campaign to make the 
Community a people's Europe. As a former member and past chairman of the Committee 
whose remit included the free movement of persons, goods, services and capital, I 
supported the efforts of all those who quite rightly took exception to the continued 
existence of substantial obstacles. To them, private individuals and businesses alike, Europe 
appeared -and still appears- some kind of feudal State where barriers, customs posts, 
formalities and red tape proliferate. But now that some Heads of State or Government have 
decided to set an example, to throw their weight into the balance, to clear away all obstacles 
to free movement, whether hidden or visible, it may not be over-optimistic to announce a 
decision to eliminate all frontiers within Europe by 1992 and to implement it. That gives us 
eight years, the term of office of two Commissions […] We would both like to see the people 
of Europe, your electors, enjoying the daily experience of a tangible Europe, a real 
Community where travel, communication and trade are possible without any hindrance, 
before your term expires at the end of 1988.' 

He went on to outline the Commission programme for his presidency: 
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'In its four years in office, the Commission proposes to take steps in three directions: a large 
market and industrial cooperation; the strengthening of the European Monetary System; 
and the convergence of economies to lead to higher growth and more jobs.'  

Developing a large market and industrial cooperation included the removal of rigid barriers around 
public contracts and common standards. In his speech Delors also mentioned that unanimity in the 
Council was an institutional obstacle that had to be tackled. 

Thus, in the Commission working programme for 1984 to 1989. Delors had heeded Parliament's call 
to complete the internal market by removing all borders. However, he complemented this with a 
decisive innovation: he set the deadline of 1992, which immediately focused minds and attention. 
Parliament's work inspired Delors to develop his comprehensive understanding of how to achieve 
the completion of the internal market, which included public contracts. At the same time, Delors 
insisted on the strong link between the completion of the internal market and industrial and social 
policies. The Delors programme struck a good balance between market-oriented, social and 
neomercantilist approaches. During his time as Commission President, he continued to promote all 
of these three economic models as means to achieve European economic integration.  
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Chapter 3: An institutional role in the relaunch  
The Relaunch of Europe can be seen as covering the period between the Fontainebleau Council in 
June 1984 and the signature of the SEA in February 1986. Parliament was keen to play its part in the 
process, not least because it could contribute with bold initiatives both on institutional matters 
(Spinelli's draft treaty, the DTEU) and on economic issues (Albert-Ball Report, Herman Report, 
Moreau-von Wogau Report). In his first speech as President in the summer of 1984, for example, 
Pierre Pflimlin emphasised that Parliament would strive to make use of the political momentum 
generated by the Fontainebleau Council to promote further European integration. The President of 
Parliament was fluent in both French and German, and a staunch europhile.219 In his first speech he 
referred to Robert Schuman, one of the 'Fathers of Europe', who like him was also bilingual and from 
eastern France.220 Moreover, Parliament's Kangaroo Group also contributed to promoting the 
completion of the single market. 

Although mainly remembered for its institutional innovations, the 1984 Spinelli DTEU also 
contained economic provisions, in particular granting exclusive competence to the EEC for the 
completion of the internal market (Articles 47 and 49), and the development of a competition policy 
which would take into account international competition (Article 48). Common competences were 
granted to the Union and to Member States for monetary and sectoral policies (agriculture and 
fisheries, industry, telecommunications, transport, energy, research and development) (Articles 50-
54), as well as for social policies in a broad sense (Articles 56-61). The Spinelli DTEU was never 
formally adopted, but it clearly influenced debates on the future of the EEC. 

The Fontainebleau Council decided to create two committees to develop ways to reform the EEC 
system. The remit of the first committee was to reflect reforms of the EEC institutions, and was 
known as the Dooge Committee after its chair, the Irish Senator James Dooge. The second 
committee's brief was to find ways to design the 'Europe of citizens', and was known as the 
Adoninno Committee after its chair, the Italian MEP Pietro Adoninno. Fernand Herman and the 
Italian Mauro Ferri, Chair of Committee for Institutional Affairs from 1982 to 1984, ensured high-
calibre representation for Parliament in the Dooge Committee.  

In 1985, when the Delors Commission replaced the Thorn Commission, Carlo Ripa di Meana was 
appointed Commissioner for Institutional Questions and Cultural Affairs. He had been a Socialist 
MEP from 1979 to 1984, and was a founding member of the federalist Crocodile club. In the 
meantime, Parliament had passed a resolution in July 1984, a few weeks after the Fontainebleau 
Council, to urge the Council to complete the internal market.221 

In the second half of 1984, Pierre Pflimlin toured the Member States in his capacity as new President 
of Parliament. His aim was to promote institutional and economic reforms, and in particular the 
DTEU and the completion of the internal market. It is also worth noting that in December 1984 he 
took part in the Italian Council of Ministers, and met Chancellor Kohl in Bonn in January 1985.222 

In June 1985, the Council met in Milan and decided to convene an intergovernmental conference 
(IGC) to negotiate new institutional arrangements. At the same time, President Pflimlin gathered the 
Vice Presidents of Parliament and leading representatives of all political groups in order to adopt a 
solemn text calling for a 'relaunch' of Europe, which would include institutional reforms, the 
completion of the internal market, and measures to tackle unemployment.223 The IGC only involved 
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representatives of the Commission and the Member States, though Pfimlin was consulted as 
President of Parliament. On 22 October 1985, he insisted on the need to link institutional reforms to 
economic policies such as the internal market and research in new technologies.  

Parliament tried to follow the IGC negotiations as closely as possible. Moreover, Parliament drafted 
further studies on the Relaunch of Europe, and forwarded them to the Commission, especially to 
Commissioner Peter Sutherland, who was in charge of the Commission's relations with Parliament 
as well as competition policy. One of the studies sent to Sutherland, for example, had been 
commissioned by the Liberal Group. It was entitled 'Two-speed Europe', and outlined how to 
balance industrial policy with social policy and regional cohesion.224 In fact, the balance between 
different models for Europe's further development overlapped with the ideas on how to achieve this 
in Delors' speech to Parliament of January 1985. Moreover, the Commission and Parliament 
exchanged ideas and information on the IGC negotiations through their departments for press 
relations. This cooperation was mainly possible because the head of Parliament's Press Office at the 
time, Paul Collowald, had worked at the Commission before moving to Parliament. Furthermore, 
around this time Parliament and the Commission created a network of heads of journalism schools 
with the aim of raising public awareness about the EEC in Europe, in particular on the benefits of the 
Common Market.225 

To sum up, Parliament aimed to influence the IGC negotiations, but was essentially sidelined,226 
which led to disappointment. For example, a discussion within the Socialist Group on the IGC 
negotiations concluded with the words: 'the majority of the Socialist Group felt that it had to be 
accepted ... gnashing their teeth.'227 

Indeed, the 1984 DTEU included far more ambitious federalist provisions. For instance, its Article 47 
on the internal market went beyond the final recommendations of the IGC, stating that: 

'1. The Union shall have exclusive competence to complete, safeguard and develop the free 
movement of persons, services, goods and capital within its territory; it shall have exclusive 
competence for trade between Member States. 

2. This liberalisation process shall take place on the basis of detailed and binding 
programmes and timetables laid down by the legislative authority in accordance with the 
procedures for adopting laws. The Commission shall adopt the implementing procedures 
for those programmes. 

3. Through those programmes, the Union must attain: 

- within a period of two years following the entry into force of this Treaty, the free movement 
of persons and goods; this implies in particular the abolition of personal checks at internal 
frontiers, 

- within a period of five years following the entry into force of this Treaty, the free movement 
of services, including banking and all forms of insurance, 

- within a period of 10 years following the entry into force of this Treaty, the free movement 
of capital.' 

 

224 DG Research study, 'Two-speed Europe', September 1985. Study commissioned at the request of the European 
Parliament liberal group, HAEU; Personal Papers Peter Sutherland p. 331.  

225 Interview of Paul Collowald by Laurent Warlouzet, 13 September 2017. 
226 The negotiations are comprehensively described in: Jean de Ruyt (1987), L'acte unique européen: commentaire, 
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The provisions of the SEA, which was the outcome of the IGC, were more modest than the DTEU. It 
slightly skewed the balance between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism by modestly 
increasing the powers of Parliament, and most of all by considerably enlarging the use of qualified 
majority voting within the Council of Ministers. The decision was taken to annul the Luxembourg 
Compromise, which was an agreement reached in 1966 to solve the Empty Chair Crisis by giving 
every Member State a de facto power of veto in cases where crucial national interests were 
concerned, though it did not exist as a legal text. The SEA replaced the Luxembourg Compromise 
with a new article in the EEC Treaty, Article 100a, which introduced qualified majority voting for the 
harmonisation of all legislation on the completion of the internal market (with the exception of fiscal 
and social matters). Article 100a (3), stated: 'the Commission, in its proposals envisaged in paragraph 
1 concerning health, safety, environmental protection and consumer protection, will take as a base 
a high level of protection.' Article 118a (1) also mentioned that: 'Member States shall pay particular 
attention to encouraging improvements, especially in the working environment, as regard the 
health and safety of workers, and shall set as their objective the harmonization of conditions in this 
area, while maintaining the improvements made.' In other words, establishing European standards 
should not lead to a race to the bottom. Moreover, the SEA considerably extended Community 
competences by integrating several domains where the Commission was already active, such as the 
environment and social, regional, technological and foreign policies. 

The internal market was the flagship project. It was defined in a comprehensive way in new 
Article 8a of the EEC Treaty: 'the internal market shall comprise an area without internal frontiers in 
which the free movement of goods, persons, services and capital is ensured in accordance with the 
provisions of this Treaty.' The increased use of qualified majority voting only covered this field. In 
regional and in industrial policies, qualified majority voting was generally limited to certain 
implementing decisions, and all major decisions in the Council were still taken by unanimity.  

On the internal market Parliament's overall assessment of the SEA was relatively positive. Four 
positive features were underlined: (i) the adoption of the objective to complete the single market 
by 1992; (ii) a broad definition of single market objectives, which included social, environmental, 
regional and industrial considerations (so all Parliament political groups were satisfied to some 
extent); (iii) the replacement of unanimity by qualified majority voting in the Council of Ministers for 
the removal of non-tariff barriers; and (iv) the new cooperation procedure for all matters related to 
the Internal Market Programme (see introduction). It fell short of a genuine co-decision procedure, 
which was only introduced with the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. Nevertheless, Parliament was to make 
maximum use of the potential of the new co-decision procedure. 
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Chapter 4: Supporting Cockfield and the White Paper  
The Commission also supported the completion of the single market as a flagship project for the 
'Relaunch' of Europe'. This backing was made clear in the Commission's famous White Paper entitled 
'Completing the Internal Market', which was published on 14 June 1985, only two weeks before the 
crucial Milan Council at the end of that month.228 The White Paper had been drafted under the 
responsibility of Arthur Cockfield, Commissioner for Internal Market and Services from 1985 to 1989. 
Cockfield was a British Conservative politician and a former Minister in Thatcher's government, but 
certainly not the British Prime Minister's straw man in Brussels who merely followed her political 
agenda. One of three chapters in Cockfield's White Paper was entirely devoted to the removal of 
border taxes, in particular excise duties and those linked to VAT, whereas Thatcher was adamantly 
opposed to tax harmonisation. This had of course been proposed by Parliament before on various 
occasions (see chapter 2). This foray into tax issues was one of the most important features of the 
White Paper, according to the British MEP Ben Patterson when he was interviewed years later.229 

In terms of content, Cockfield's White Paper drew on what was called the 'new approach'. Instead of 
a systematic harmonisation of all technical specifications (the 'old approach'), this meant that 
harmonisation of non-tariff barriers would be limited mainly to health and safety matters. Mutual 
recognition would be sufficient for all remaining issues. EEC directives should simply codify the work 
of other international technical bodies, instead of doing everything from scratch. This procedure 
had already been followed in the past, for example for electrical specifications defined by the 
European Committee for Electrotechnical Standardisation (CENELEC), which were incorporated into 
an EEC directive in 1973.230 

Moreover, there are three reasons why Cockfield's White Paper was innovative when compared to 
previous approaches. Firstly, it promoted the 'new approach', instead of proposing overarching 
harmonisation, so most previous Commission proposals for extensive harmonisation were shelved. 
When he drafted the White Paper, Cockfield explicitly requested his staff within the Directorate 
General for Internal Market to review all pending proposals of the Commission to the Council, 
because he wanted to get rid of those that had become unnecessary.231 He also insisted that the 
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document should be more than just a collection of previous proposals.232 Crucially, the new White 
Paper was supposed to focus on the removal of internal borders. Secondly, Cockfield's White Paper 
was innovative because it took a broad view of the completion of the internal market, encompassing 
the four freedoms and the removal of specific tax obstacles. This echoed demands expressed in 
Parliament debates. Thirdly, the White Paper covered institutional issues, as it requested the 
adoption of qualified majority voting for Article 100 of the EEC Treaty on the approximation of 
national legislations, and also presented a list of 300 directives to be passed before the end of 1992. 
This demand clearly demonstrated that the Cassis de Dijon case was not sufficient in itself to regulate 
cross-border trade in the Community: a huge number of directives were also needed to implement 
the principles defined by the ECJ. 

These three innovations were in line with Parliament's debates and demands prior to 1985, in 
particular its broad and comprehensive vision of the internal market (the need to suppress all border 
controls, the four freedoms, fiscal issues), which was accepted by Cockfield right from the start.233 
Parliament had thus contributed to shaping the EEC's agenda on these issues. In addition, 
Parliament's debates and reports, in particular the Albert-Ball Report, definitely created a favourable 
intellectual and political context, which contributed to accelerate the adoption of the Internal 
Market Programme and other agreements related to the removal of internal borders, such as the 
important Schengen Agreement.234 It had its origins in an agreement between the French and 
German governments signed on 29 May 1984 on the removal of border controls for citizens. It was 
formalised on 13 July 1984 in the so-called Saarbrucken Agreement, which later became the 
'Schengen Agreement' on 14 June 1985, when the Benelux countries signed up as parties. The 
Schengen Agreement was based on two ideas that had been prominent in many previous 
Parliament reports (see chapter 2): firstly, the removal of physical barriers at borders, and, secondly, 
the need to harmonise policies on both sides of borders, in particular police and visa issues.  

Beyond this general influence, Parliament's role in shaping these policy issues is documented in 
historical documents from the European Commission's archives. Three means of influencing the 
Commission can be reconstructed: firstly, individual MEPs wrote to the Commission. For example, 
in a letter to Commission President Delors in April 1985, Karl von Wogau insisted on the link between 
the objectives of the internal market and the adoption of qualified majority voting for all matters 
related to the harmonisation of non-tariff barriers (with the possible exception of fiscal matters).235 
In fact, von Wogau was anticipating the compromise that was eventually adopted in the SEA. In his 
letter, he also mentioned security concerns, such as the harmonisation of immigration and visa 
policy,236 which were partially covered by the Schengen Agreement signed shortly thereafter. In 
addition, during the first half of 1985 members of Parliament's Committee for Economic and 
Monetary Affairs, in particular Ben Patterson, addressed numerous questions to the Commission on 
the implementation of single market proposals, and the Commission dutifully answered.237 
Secondly, Parliament managed to raise public awareness on the topic through its reports. For 
example, the notion of the cost of Non-Europe in the Albert-Ball Report helped to build up a public 
profile on the completed internal market and its various benefits at a time when Commission was 
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drafting its White Paper. In fact, Commission officials openly recognised Parliament's contribution 
in various respects:  

'Le handicap constitué par les coûts de la non-Europe a été publiquement dénoncé non 
seulement par la Commission mais aussi par le Parlement Européen à qui revient notamment le 
mérite d'avoir présenté ces problèmes dans un rapport dont la démonstration rigoureuse et 
alarmante a connu un large retentissement. 

Grâce à ces efforts de sensibilisation, le message de la nécessité pour l'Europe de demain de 
disposer d'un grand marché intérieur en raison des atouts majeurs qui en seront tirés en termes 
d'économies d'échelle et de dynamisme industriel, a largement été entendu et soutenu par les 
milieux économiques et politiques.'238 

('The costs of non-Europe are a handicap which has been denounced not only by the 
Commission but also by the European Parliament, which can take credit for presenting these 
problems in a report which provided rigourous and alarming evidence, and which had a far-
reaching impact. 

Thanks to these awareness-raising efforts, the message has been widely taken on board and 
supported by the business community and political circles: tomorrow's Europe needs a large 
internal market because of the great advantages in economies of scale and industrial 
dynamism.') 

Furthermore, the Commission felt obliged to heed Parliament's opinions and positions, as another 
historical document from the Commission's archives shows: 

'Les formalités et contrôles qui persistent aux frontières, en raison de l'attention qu'y portent 
l'opinion publique et le Parlement Européen, doivent faire l'objet d'une action prioritaire en vue 
de leur élimination complète'239 

('Checks and formalities which are still being carried out at borders must be a priority and 
should be completely done away with, because public opinion and the European Parliament 
are focusing their attention on them.') 

Thirdly, Parliament attempted to exert influence on the Commission's work when Commission 
representatives took part in parliamentary debates, such as those held in the Committee of 
Economic and Monetary Affairs. This of course also worked both ways: the Commission tried to steer 
Parliament's report in response to Cockfield's White Paper in a positive direction.240 

The Commission's work on the completion of the internal market was examined and discussed 
within Parliament, especially in its Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. The Committee 
had tasked ED MEP Ben Patterson to draft a report on the issue, and at its meeting of September 
1985 decided to enlarge Patterson's mandate to also include Cockfield White Paper.241 Patterson 
later explained that he first had to work on Narjes's proposal, but that when Cockfield's White Paper 
came out, the deadline for his report was deferred to allow him enough time to include the new 
Delors Commission's proposals.242 
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The report by Patterson, a pro-EEC British conservative who had been an official at the European 
Parliament before becoming an MEP, clearly supported Cockfield's White Paper. It emphasised that 
the programme's comprehensive nature meant it had to be implemented fully and not in a 
piecemeal manner.243 Moreover, in his report Patterson paid tribute to previous Parliament reports, 
especially Moreau-von Wogau. He underlined that they had in engaged in extensive consultation of 
members of the national parliaments, which had taken the form of Parliament delegation visits to 
the Member States. According to Patterson: 'the work of the delegations played an important part 
in securing the Council decision on Parliament's opinion.'244 

MEPs eventually discussed Patterson's report in a plenary session of 14 January 1986, before the SEA 
had been signed.245 During the debate it became clear that there was broad agreement among 
MEPs. In his presentation, Patterson focused on the need for Parliament to strictly monitor the 
implementation of the programme described in Cockfield's White Paper. He believed that 
Parliament should systematically request information on Council votes, and on the progress of each 
proposal. New procedures such as qualified majority voting, mutual recognition and the new 
approach should be encouraged. He also underlined that the Internal Market Programme included 
social and regional dimensions. 

As seems only logical, MEPs also dwelt on other related topics during the debate. Kenneth Collins, a 
Scottish MEP from 1979 to 1999 from the Socialist Group, spoke on behalf of the Committee on 
Environment and Health, and insisted on the need to adopt high quality common standards (as 
mentioned in the Single Act).246 Aldo Bonaccini, an Italian communist MEP from 1979 to 1989, 
drafted the opinion of the Committee on Energy and Research, and put an emphasis on industrial 
policy and industrial cooperation, as well as on energy.247 Speaking for the Socialist Group, MEP 
Dieter Rogalla stressed the development of social and regional policies, and encouraged creating 
awareness about the EEC among European citizens by means of initiatives such as a European 
passport, a European driving licence or a European postage stamp. However, a few MEPs were 
critical of Patterson's report, including French and Greek communists, some British MEPS from the 
Labour Party, and some Danish MEPs.  

The Socialist Group was the biggest political group in Parliament at the time, so its position on the 
completion of the internal market was crucial, though it remained ambiguous. The Socialist Group 
was broadly in favour of the internal market as an objective, but not enthusiastic about it. As early 
as December 1984, the group's coordinator in the Economic, Monetary and Industrial Affairs 
Committee urged all Socialist Group members to attend Committee meetings related to the internal 
market to prevent the serious risk of 'particularly right-wing policies' being adopted.248 When Delors 
presented his Commission programme to Parliament in January 1985, he also outlined his proposals 
for the internal market, and the Socialist Group supported him. However, the British members soon 
dissented, and voiced their opposition to Delors' programme in a meeting of the Socialist Group.249 

 

243 Report on the Commission White Paper (Com(85) 310 final), George Patterson, doc. PE 101.919/Def, 31 December 
1985, HAEP Archives, PE2_AP_RP!ECON.1984_A2-0180!850010FR_1. 

244 Ibid. 
245 Debates of the European Parliament, 14 January 1986, n° 2-334/33, HAEP, PE2_AP_DE!1985_DE19860114-029900FR. 
246 Annexe au rapport de M. George Patterson, au nom de la commission économique, monétaire et de la politique 

industrielle; Avis de la commission de l'environnement, de la santé publique et de la protection des consommateurs, 
rapporteur pour avis : K. Collins, doc. A2-180/85/Annexe 2., 9 January 1986, HAEP, 
PE2_AP_RP!ECON.1984_A2-0180!850030FR_3. 

247 Annexe au rapport de M. George Patterson, au nom de la commission économique, monétaire et de la politique 
industrielle ; Avis de la commission de l'énergie, de la recherche et de la technologie, rapporteur pour avis : Aldo 
Bonaccini, doc. A2-180/85/Ann., 20 December 1985, HAEP, PE2_AP_RP!ECON.1984_A2-0180!850020FR_2. 

248 Draft summary report of the meeting of coordinators held on 4 December 1984, HAEU, GSPE 75. 
249 Draft summary minutes of the Socialist Group Meeting on 15 January 1985, HAEU, GSPE 75. 



Completing the Single Market: The European Parliament and Economic Integration, 1979-1989 

 

57 

In January 1985, the Socialist Group defined 'jobs, peace and freedom' as their priorities in their 
working programme, but the completion of the internal market was only mentioned in a cursory 
fashion.250 These priorities stemmed from the manifesto adopted by the group's member parties at 
their congress of 8 and 9 March 1984 in Luxembourg.251 Other themes included environmental 
protection, 'redistribution through a reduction of the working week to 35 hours', the rejection of the 
privatisation of public utility companies, and the 'central role of public enterprise', including 
cooperatives. The manifesto thus still supported 'measures designed to achieve the democratisation 
of industry', so the wounds from the failure of the Vredeling Directive were still sore. As mentioned 
above, the internal market was only cursorily mentioned on page 25: 'the Group has always 
supported the realisation of a customs union and its development into a genuinely free Community 
market', elimination of technical barriers to trade, 'of all superfluous formalities', 'the deferred 
payment of VAT', as well as common norms and standards. 

Against this background, and with the exception of its British members, the Socialist Group was 
broadly in favour of the Patterson's Report when it was on Parliament's agenda in June 1985. 
Nevertheless, some reservations were expressed, as documented in a historical note from the 
Socialist Group: 'in general it was felt that the underlying philosophy of the report, which is mainly 
a free market philosophy, was unacceptable and that the report was too detailed in its 
recommendations, but that the Group could support most of the paragraphs.'252 The Socialist Group 
was unable to get their amendments adopted, so at the final vote on the Patterson report, not all of 
its MEPs voted the same way. Similarly, the Socialist Group was also divided on its assessment of the 
Milan Council meeting: some group members saw it as a success, and others as a failure.253 Some 
British, Greek and Danish MEPs of the Socialist Group were opposed to convening an 
intergovernmental conference, which mirrored their national governments' attitudes as expressed 
during the Milan Council.254 

After the Milan Council meeting, however, the Socialist Group's position evolved. Rudi Arndt, the 
Socialist Group Chair, summarised the new roadmap: 'the Group's priorities, as far as Milan was 
concerned, were unemployment, the internal market, technological cooperation, while institutional 
reforms should be seen as the instrument needed to achieve other aims. Thus, changes in the 
Treaties were required to obtain the Group's other objectives for the benefit of the people in the 
Community.'255 The EEC Socialist parties' manifesto adopted at their congress in Luxembourg in 
1984 was still mentioned as a reference document, but Delors's agenda for the single market was 
broadly supported, including the removal of internal barriers.256 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion of section 3 
Parliament's contribution to defining and adopting the single market agenda in 1985-86 was 
twofold.  

In terms of intellectual input, Parliament's ideas and demands for a comprehensive vision of the 
completion of the internal market (involving the removal of all borders for people and goods, and 
including tax issues and public procurement) had an impact on the EEC's debates and agenda on 
the issue. The notion of the cost of non-Europe developed by Parliament and the two economic 
experts Albert and Ball helped to justify the need for building the single market. Their influence 
became apparent in the Commission's White Paper. Commission President Delors and 
Commissioner Cockfield further fine-tuned their ideas and accelerated the development of the 
single market thanks to the momentum generated by the Relaunch of Europe, and especially by 
including the 1992 deadline in the programme. All in all, Parliament's intellectual contribution was 
important in shaping the EEC's agenda for European economic integration based on a clear market-
oriented project - the internal market-, which was flexible enough to accommodate the two other 
dimensions of European economic integration, the social and the neomercantilist dimensions. 

At the political level, the close working relationships between Parliament and the Commission 
under Delors were essential. Delors took into account Parliament's work on the internal market 
during the 1980s. To build relations with Parliament, he presented his programme to Parliament on 
14 January 1985, which no Commission President had ever done before at the beginning of his 
mandate. At the same time, Delors, as a former MEP, knew how to shape the MEPs' and political 
groups' priorities through his ideas for the single market, as the evolution of the Socialist Group's 
position makes clear. The strong relationship between Parliament and the Commission certainly 
helped Parliament obtain the cooperation procedure in the SEA despite the fact that it played only 
a limited role in the negotiations on it. From today's historical perspective, it is striking that in the 
mid-1980s EEC leaders recognised the need to upgrade Parliament's role specifically in the internal 
market – proof of the important role Parliament had played in the development of this project. 
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4. Promoting a broad and effective Internal Market 
Programme (1987-1989  

Chapter 1: The broad political dimensions of the internal market 
The signature of the Single Act in February 1986, which came into force on 1 July 1987, changed the 
relationship of Parliament with the Single Market Programme. The internal market has to be 
understood as the implementation of the four freedoms of movement: for goods, services, capital 
and citizens. It also included some form of tax harmonisation directly linked to the removal of border 
checks, such as those relative to VAT and to excise duties. Furthermore, it covered the development 
of common tools to manage the internal market such as competition policy, which meant the 
Europeanisation and liberalisation of air transportation and telecommunication, which began in 
1987, and rules on public procurement. The internal market was an overarching project which also 
entailed the development of tools designed to help the poorest regions in the Community benefit 
from the opening of trade and borders.  

At first glance, the justification for developing and completing the Internal Market Programme is 
economic.257 According to neoclassical economic theory, if obstacles to trade are eliminated, this 
should boost productivity and thus lead to increased growth, thereby diminishing unemployment 
and lowering prices. By establishing European standards, the internal market also incorporated a 
neomercantilist dimension, as a means to promote European standards in a way that benefited 
European companies. There was also a social dimension. From this angle, the Internal Market 
Programme was a tool to support the development of the welfare state in Member States by adding 
a European dimension.  

Above all, the Internal Market Programme had a robust political dimension. In the 1960s and 1970s, 
freedom of movement for people within the EEC primarily meant freedom of movement for workers. 
In the 1980s, freedom of movement was progressively expanded beyond just workers. The Internal 
Market Programme therefore generated concrete economic and social benefits for many 
Europeans. Furthemore, it helped create a sense of belonging and shared destiny for Europeans. 
This project was at the core of the Relaunch of Europe of 1984-1986, which led to the SEA of 1986.  

The SEA was signed in February 1986 and came into force on 1 July 1987, and with it Parliament's 
role in the internal market changed. The new cooperation procedure gave Parliament more power 
because it could determine how a programme on paper could be turned into a project to be 
implemented. The new President of Parliament, the Briton Lord Henry Plumb, fully supported this 
endeavour. Immediately after his election in January 1987 he had famously declared: 'I was born an 
Englishman; I shall die a European.' 
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Chapter 2: Institutional change 
With the cooperation procedure introduced by the SEA, Parliament acquired important 
prerogatives on legislation related to the Internal Market Programme. Crucially, this cooperation 
procedure also led to conflicts on the question of what legislation related to the single market is 
covered by the cooperation procedure. Some environmental legislation, for example, could be seen 
as related to the internal market, and could thus be subjected to qualified majority voting 
(Article 100 (3) EEC Treaty). However, it could also fall under the EEC's environmental policy, and 
hence can only be adopted unanimously in the Council (Article 130s EEC Treaty). 

For Parliament and its work, the introduction of the cooperation procedure had some major 
implications. Parliament was now a colegislator on many legal texts. This fundamentally 
transformed its role. For example, MEPs had less time for own-initiative reports and resolutions that 
were not directly linked to the EEC legislative agenda. According Nicole Fontaine, who was an MEP 
at the time, this was 'travail à marche forcé258 ('working under intense pressure').' Parliament had to 
perform a highly technical role in a limited amount of time. It became a 'legislative machine', with a 
considerably enhanced expert knowledge capacity in house.259 To adapt to its new role and 
functions, Parliament reformed its Rules of Procedure on the basis of proposals in the Prout report. 
In order to streamline its plenary debates, for example, a new rule prohibited MEPs from introducing 
new ideas into draft laws being debated at second reading (unless the Commission had drastically 
revised the draft law beforehand). This procedural reform was quite controversial among MEPs, 
because some argued it would tie Parliament's hands when dealing with legislation.260 The political 
groups in the house were required to react to the procedural reforms needed, and wanted 
Parliament's work to have more of a political impact. The Socialist Group, for example, expressed 
the following view: 'we must learn from the inadequacies of the first parliamentary term. Parliament 
took a stance on practically every event under the sun, but only rarely was there a demonstrable, 
lasting and recognisable effect on the public. [...] there was permanent ad hoc activism instead of 
steady work. For example, motions for topical and urgent debate were constantly being adopted 
on the same subject although it was clear that absolutely no progress would be made.'261 

Another major consequence of the SEA was that Parliament had to secure absolute majorities in 
votes on draft laws - or its amendments would not be taken into account by the Council (Article 149, 
paragraph 2(c)). According to Nicole Fontaine, this was a major innovation in Parliament's work 
because it forced the main political groups to work out broad cross-party agreements in order to 
pass amendments that would then be binding on the Commission and the Council.262 On this, a 
Socialist Group internal document from March 1987 stated: 'the application of the SEA would also 
have implications for future strategy in Parliament. There was a need for strong coordination 
between the major democratic groups with a view to a centre-left alliance, bearing in mind that the 
two main groups were effectively able to block each other's proposals on all matters requiring 
qualified majority voting in Parliament.'263 An absolute majority required 216 votes, but the biggest 
group, the Socialist Group, had only 130 members (see chapter 2). The need for consensus 
amendments thus entailed a change in voting habits: 'the Single Act implied making compromises 
and respecting them in a spirit of reciprocity. This was an essential condition for obtaining a qualified 
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majority.'264 The same view was taken by the EPP Group, as confirmed in a statement by its Chairman 
Egon Klepsch: 'the need to create a majority of 260 votes for any effective action by Parliament was 
the key element in determining the practical framework for consensus. Essentially this meant 
cooperation with the Socialist Group, since nothing could be achieved without the two working 
together.'265 In addition, Klepsch mentioned that there was good cooperation with the ED on 
internal market issues. 

Parliament also had to cooperate more closely with the Commission and the Council, so this also 
meant changing the internal organisation of the house. For example, consultations now had to be 
initated at a much earlier stage in the law-making process, and amendments had to be drafted by 
Parliament's committees long before plenary sessions. The plenary was a larger gathering, whose 
aim now was to secure an absolute majority, rather than endlessly discussing amendments.'266 This 
increased the importance of committees and committee chairs, but most of all the role of Parliament 
rapporteurs and coordinators.'267 The rapporteur was in close contact with the Commission, and was 
thus able to anticipate the Commission's reactions to Parliament amendments. The political groups 
that didn't have the rapporteurship on a given issue could also appoint a shadow rapporteur. The 
coordinators liaised with the rapporteurs and the shadow rapporteurs to ensure that all committees 
followed the line agreed by the political groups. Together with the political group chairs, they were 
key actors in building consensus across political groups.  

Furthermore, paragraph 2(c) of Article 149 allowed Parliament only three months to adopt a 
position. Here, Socialist Group Chair Rudi Arndt stressed the importance of the role of rapporteurs 
and coordinators: 'the reactions on proposals required would be a question of days, rather than the 
weeks or months of the past.'268 In order to save time, other measures were envisaged, including: 
tight deadlines for rapporteurs, limits on the number of amendments that were not supported by a 
minimum number of MEPs, and the requirement that Committees concerned take as first item on 
their agenda opinions on Council's common positions and disagreements between the Commission 
and Parliament on amendments adopted by Parliament.269 

The need to obtain absolute majorities also meant that MEPs had to attend the plenary session more 
often.270 A plan to devote a day to voting was conceived, with compulsory attendance on 
Wednesday afternoon and/or on Thursday.271 Some MEPs complained about an 'increased 
workload.'272 A tight and rigid working schedule was a source of concern for many MEPs, as they 
believed it would limit their rights in drafting initiative reports on topics not related to the Single 
Act Programme.273 

Furthermore, once an absolute majority had defined Parliament's position between the first and 
second reading, it meant Parliament wielded a degree of influence over the Commission and the 
Council, as both had to take account of Parliament's amendments to legislative texts. This created a 
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strong incentive for all three institutions to work together. The Commission took note of 
Parliament's new institutional role and standing at its meeting of 21 October 1987. From now on, 
the Secretariat General had to streamline its cooperation with Parliament, and Commission 
representatives had to take part in parliamentary committee meetings.274 Evidence of a more 
anecdotal nature confirms Parliament's new role and standing, even in areas such as competition 
policy, where Parliament had only limited prerogatives. An example can be found in late 1989, 
during the last stage of negotiations on the Merger Regulation, which provided a mechanism for 
monitoring mergers and acquisitions at the European level: an internal note from the Commission 
shows that Leon Brittan, Commissioner for Competition from 1989 to 1993, needed to coax 
Parliament into expediting the decision-making process: 

'In order to persuade Parliament not to call for a reconsultation on the Merger Regulation, 
Sir Leon has agreed to make a declaration to the Economic and Monetary Affairs Committee 
in Brussels on Thursday 9 November and the Plenary Session in Strasbourg on Tuesday 
21 November.'275 

Parliament was tempted to request a new consultation because it had amended the draft for the 
Merger Regulation considerably. But Brittan did not want to delay the process any longer because 
he had a good window of opportunity that only lasted between then and the end of December. The 
French Presidency of the second semester of 1989 was determined to cut a deal on this text, and 
any further delay could have led to negotiations stalling. 

Nevertheless, the Commission still had a central coordinating role, as its experts attended 
Parliament Committes and Council meetings.276 For instance, in spring 1987 the Socialist Group, 
recognised that Parliament's new institutional position meant that there was a strategic need for 
'closer political cooperation between Parliament and the Commission in order to maximize pressure 
on the Council to take the necessary decisions to achieve the objectives of the Single Act.'277 In 1988, 
the Liberal Group also declared that: 'in the framework of the cooperation procedure, with its two 
readings, the Commission plays an essential role as mediator between the Parliament and the 
Council. In order to get its amendments through the Parliament, it needs a political agreement with 
the Commission.'278 

Furthermore, the SEA provided an incentive for Parliament to work more closely with members of 
national parliaments on future European directives which would have to been implemented 
through national laws in the Member States. Arguably, awareness of this predated the Single Act. In 
February 1984, for example, the Committee for Economic and Monetary Affairs discussed 'the need 
to hold more frequent and regular meetings between members of national Parliaments and the 
European Parliament' if a 'genuine internal market' was to be achieved.279 Indeed, the gradual 
disappearance of the so-called dual mandate after the first direct election in 1979 had severed the 
links between Parliament and national parliaments. In 1987, several French MEPs therefore 
suggested an initiative similar to the 'Penelope' group in the French National Assembly. The latter's 
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aim was ensuring that texts discussed by the National Assembly were compatible with the Internal 
Market Programme.280 

The cooperation procedure was implemented from the second half of 1987 onwards.281 After a few 
months, initial assessments of the new procedure were possible. In March 1988, a document from 
the Liberal Group expressed the view that, despite the SEA, 'the exercise of legislative power remains 
essentially in the hands of the Council.'282 Later, more systematic evaluations reached a different 
conclusion. According to the standard work on Parliament by Corbett, Jacobs and Shackleton, the 
cooperation procedure already decisively upgraded Parliament's role in adopting legislation:  

'On the one hand, parliamentary amendments not incorporated in the text in the first 
reading seem unlikely to fare better in second reading, when Council positions have been 
fixed and where Parliament cannot act so easily (needing an absolute majority and unable 
to threaten to delay). Similarly, rejection is an unattractive option as Parliament is usually in 
the position of persuading a reluctant Council to act. 

On the other hand, as only legislation that Council wants will reach the stage of second 
reading, a Commission-Parliament alliance could put a lot of pressure on the Council, as it 
must choose within a short deadline whether to accept an amended proposal or lose it 
entirely. Unanimity would be required to change it back again. A single ally within Council 
can thus strengthen Parliament's position (....)'.283 

Their figures for assessing the outcomes of the cooperation procedure between July 1987 and July 
1989 were the following. At first reading: 

- Parliament approved 11 proposals and amended 57 others. 

- Commission accepted 473 of the 712 amendments adopted by the Parliament (66 %) and 
modified its proposals to Council accordingly. 

- Council approved 332 of the 712 parliamentary amendments (47 %). 

At second reading:  

- Parliament approved over half (35) of the Council Common positions without amendment. 

- In 32 cases, Parliament adopted a total of 132 amendments to the common position, 70 of 
which (53 %) were supported by the Commission and 30 (23 %) by the Council. 

- In one case, Parliament rejected a common position, and the text fell because Council was 
unable to obtain the unanimity needed to overrule Parliament within three months.284 

These statistics, however, have some limitations because some amendments were withdrawn 
before they were voted on, while some were 'no-hope' amendments designed to exert pressure for 
a compromise. Nevertheless, the figures concur with those provided by an assessment by the EPP 
Group on Parliament's activity from September 1987 to September 1988: 
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-'on first reading, the Commission accepted all the amendments in 12 cases out of the 37 
which Parliament had submitted; out of 520 amendments tabled, the Commission was able 
to accept partially or completely approximately 80 %. However, only 40 % of the 
amendments accepted by the Commission appear on the common positions of the Council. 

-second reading: over the twelve months following the introduction of the cooperation 
procedure, 33 second reading took place. In 18 cases, Parliament adopted the common 
position without amendments. In the remaining cases where Parliament had proposed 
amendments, the Commission accepted approximately 50 %, whereas less than a quarter 
appear in the text of the acts definitively adopted by the Council.'285 

Parliament's Report on the Implementation of the Single Act of September 1988 by the Italian MEP 
Carlo Alberto Graziani for the Institutional Affairs Committee concluded that roughly 40 % of 
parliamentary amendments were incorporated in the Council's common positions. 

Martin Westlake, a British scholar and Secretary General of the European Economic and Social 
Committee from 2008 to 2013, has provided converging figures in his studies of Parliament 
amendments on the 316 proposals made by the Commission between July 1987 and October 1993: 

 First reading Second reading 

Parliament Amendments 
tabled 

4 397 1 031 

Accepted by the Commission 2 403 (54.6 %) 452 (43.8 %) 

Accepted by the Council 1 882 (42.8 %) 242 (23.5 %) 

Source: Martin Westlake (1994), The Commission and the Parliament. Partners and Rivals in the European Policy-
Making Process, London: Butterworth, p. 39. 

In summary, this quantitative evidence demonstrates that after the implementation of the SEA, 
Parliament's role and influence in the EEC decision-making system increased for matters directly 
related to the Internal Market Programme. 
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Chapter 3: Monitoring the implementation of the Single Market 
Programme  
Despite the SEA and a streamlined qualified majority voting procedure for the Single Market 
Programme, its completion remained a daunting task. In other words, the adoption of legislation to 
abolish any non-tariff barrier remained a cumbersome process. One major obstacle, for instance, 
was the need to find clear majorities within the College of Commissioners, Parliament and the 
Council of Ministers, especially given the tight 1992 deadline.  

Technical difficulties in drafting legislation compounded the problem. The ECJ's Cassis de Dijon 
ruling and the subsequent new approach were not based on full mutual recognition. Instead, the 
ECJ listed four areas that needed to be harmonised (ground 8, Cassis de Dijon): 'the effectiveness of 
fiscal supervision, the protection of public health, the fairness of commercial transactions, and the 
defence of the consumer.'286 Accordingly, the SEA stipulated in Article 100a (3): 'the Commission, in 
its proposals envisaged in paragraph 1 concerning health, safety, environmental protection and 
consumer protection, will take as a base a high level of protection.' This left ample room for different 
interpretations. More generally, different interpretations of Article 100a (3) led to a broader debate 
on the need for more regulation through upwards harmonisation towards higher standards (hence 
the paradox encapsulated by the expression 'freer markets, more rules'287), or whether a broad 
interpretation of mutual recognition would lead to less legislation and constraints on trade and 
innovation. The latter solution was conflated with 'deregulation', which entailed the danger of a 
'race to the bottom' in terms of standards. An internal note from Parliament Liberal Group described 
the dilemma in 1988:  

'The option of mutual recognition in the field of technical standards as well as in the field of 
diplomas is obviously the easiest way to achieve a rapid integration of our market, easier 
than the establishment of common harmonised standards in every field. On the other hand, 
we shouldn't forget that it is in the interest of consumer not only to have access to cheap 
products, but also and mainly to have access to high quality products, and this can only be 
achieved by the adoption of minimum common standards.'288 

Parliament's left-wing political groups were particularly sensitive to the issue of high social 
standards. However the EPP programme also mentioned concerns about social standards. An 
internal EPP Group document from March 1989 listed its priorities for Parliament's legislative work. 
Its first priority was the removal of internal frontiers, followed by the adoption of high standards for 
health and safety at work, workers' rights, information of workers, and the implementation of the 
Social Charter.289 This position sometimes put the EPP Group at odds with one of its closest allies on 
the internal market issue, the ED Group, as demonstrated in a meeting of both groups in March 
1989. While the Belgian Raphäel Chanterie (MEP from 1989 to 1989) and the Dutch Hanja Maij-
Weggen, (1994 to 2003) from the EPP Group insisted on the social dimension of the internal market, 
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ED MEPs such as Patterson and Frederick Tuckman (MEP from 1979 to 1989) preferred a more free-
market definition.290 

Another debate revolved around the number of directives necessary to achieve the completion of 
the internal market. Karl von Wogau complained about the excessive number of draft texts 
presented by the Commission, and therefore insisted on the need to establish clear priorities to 
meet the 1992 deadline.291 

Finally, even outside policy areas such as health, safety, the environment and consumer protection, 
the mutual recognition of technical standards promoted by the new approach was not automatic. 
It also depended on the mutual recognition of national technical bodies and national certification 
procedures.292 The Commission's communication of July 1989 promoting a global approach thus 
provided a wide range of solutions, from self-certification by companies to the establishment of a 
European certification agency.293 

The pace of adoption of internal market legislation suggests a relatively slow start. This was because 
the SEA was not implemented until July 1987. In mid-October 1987, MEPs estimated that the 
Commission had now tabled a little over half of the 300 proposals in Commissioner Cockfield's 1985 
White Paper.294 Many were pending in the Council. The legislative pace accelerated decisively 
thereafter. As a result, 45 % of internal market legislation in Cockfield's White Paper had already 
been adopted by June 1989, compared to 26 % one year earlier.295 Many important legal texts were 
adopted in 1988 such as the Toy Security Directive, a major directive on public procurement, or the 
Third Directive on the Freedom of Movement of Capitals, which removed most of the main 
remaining obstacles for the free movement of capital.296 

Beyond its technical role in the legislative process, Parliament also played a major role in keeping 
pressure on the Commission and the Council to comply with the 1992 deadline. To do this, it used 
various informal policy- and decision-making means. Parliament's Kangaroo Group, for example, 
was quite active on this front. For instance, the group organised conferences with influential EEC 
decision-makers to discuss the deepening of the internal market.297 They invited Peter Sutherland, 
the Commissioner for Competition from 1985 to 1989, to talk about the Merger Regulation. This had 
been under discussion since 1973, and was seen as essential for the single market; it was eventually 
adopted after much political wrangling in December 1989.298 To support its policy aims, the group 
had also conceived the Kangaroo Club Prize, which was awarded to Commission President Delors in 
1988.299 Furthermore, informal but regular meetings were organised with many different politicians 
in order to broaden support for the internal market agenda. In 1988 these informal meetings 
included the British Conservative politician Michael Heseltine, a member of the British parliament. 
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A former senior minister of Thatcher's government, he represented a more pro-European line than 
Thatcher whose stance towards European integration from 1988 onwards was more critical, as made 
clear in her famous Bruges speech on the future of Europe. 

The Kangaroo Group's contribution to debates on the completion of the single market within 
Parliament was more intellectual in nature. On 24 February 1986, days after most Member States 
had signed the SEA, the leaders of the Kangaroo Group, Basil de Ferranti, Dieter Rogalla, Christiane 
Scrivener and Karl von Wogau, proposed a parliamentary resolution to get the cost of non-Europe 
back on the agenda.300 They referred to Parliament's own work, in particular the Albert-Ball report, 
and to other estimates on the cost of non-Europe in order to 'call on the Commission to instruct an 
appropriate research institute to carry out a thorough study on the cost of non-Europe.' 
Commissioner Lord Cockfield duly accepted this request in a debate in Parliament on 11 June 
1986.301 In parallel, MEPs wanted to conduct their own study. This led to Parliament's Catherwood 
Report on the 'Institutional cost of non-Europe', named after its rapporteur the Briton Fred 
Catherwood, MEP from 1979 to 1984. The report took a slightly different angle because it was 
drafted for the Committee on Institutional Affairs. Catherwood's report complained that decision-
making procedures for the internal market needed to be changed, as they 'resemble those of the 
Diet of the old Kingdom of Poland.'302 Many doubted the feasibility of meeting the 1992 deadline. 
Catherwood's final report led to a resolution that called for more power for Parliament in the 
legislative process.303 It made a bold proposal to overcome potential stalemates in the Council: 
'when the Council has not succeeded in adopting a common position within a reasonable period of 
time, the Commission and Parliament should be able to decide on it.' The Catherwood Report made 
its own quantitative evaluation of the cost of non-Europe and the accompanying resolution was a 
long catalogue of measures seen as desirable, ranging from the implementation of the four 
freedoms to the reinforcement of monetary cooperation, the promotion of a social dialogue or the 

'convergence of development levels between the regions.' 

 

300 Motion for a resolution tabled by Mr von Wogau, Mrs Scrivener, Mr de Ferranti and Mr Rogalla on the cost of non-
europe, 24 February 1986, document B 2-1652/85. 

301 Debate in pleanary session on 11 June 1986, official Journal of the EC, 2-340/116-125, HAEP. 
302 European Parliament, Draft report, Committee on institutional affairs, The institutional consequences of the cost of non-

Europe, Fred Catherwood, B. Explanatory Statement, 9 November 1987, PE 118.040. 
303 European Parliament, Resolution on 17 June 1988 on the institutional consequences of the cost of non-Europe, Official 

Journal of the European Communities, C187/244, 18 July 1988. 

 

The Kangaroo Group in 1987. 



EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

68 

Inspired by Parliament's Albert-Ball Report, the Commission tasked the Italian Paolo Cecchini, a 
former Italian official at the Commission, to write a report evaluating the benefits of the single 
market. Several research institutes across Europe were involved in the research for the report, which 
was published in 1988. The report assessed the 'total potential economic gain' from the 1992 
initiative at roughly ECU 200 billion at 1988 prices, or 5 % of GDP. The report came to be know as the 
Cecchini report, and also provided new, previously unknown figures such as the total amount of 
public procurement, estimated at ECU 300 billion or 8 % of GDP.304 Bolstering the case for the single 
market on the basis of quantitative evidence, it concluded on four points:  

- 'business must respond to the challenge and seize the new opportunities on offer. 
Corporate management should also seek to make industrial relations less conflictual, 
encourage employee involvement in the life of the enterprise, and ensure that workers share 
in the jointly achieved productivity gains.' […]; 

- 'competition policy must be effectively enforced' […]; 

- 'the distribution of gains must be fair, as must be the distribution of cost' […]; 

-monetary stability and the necessity to strengthen the EMS.305 

Beyond Cecchini, Parliament's cost of non-Europe concept was drawn on in several publication by 
Commission officials. Three of them, Michel Catinat, Eric Donni and Alexander Italianer, published 
their own macroeconomic analysis of the likely positive impact of the internal market in 1988.306 
Later on, in 1992, Michael Emerson and Alexander Italianer published One Market, One Money. An 
Evaluation of the Potential Benefits and Costs of Forming an Economic and Monetary Union, which 
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Benjmain Patterson, Michael Heseltine, Karl von Wogau, Fernand Herman. 

 

http://aei.pitt.edu/36972/


Completing the Single Market: The European Parliament and Economic Integration, 1979-1989 

 

69 

extended the cost of non-Europe rationale to monetary policy, and became an important reference 
for further integration in this field.307 

In terms of economic models for Europe, the Catherwood and Cecchini Reports had a shared and 
comprehensive approach to the single market, based on both a market-oriented approach and a 
social vision for Europe. These views echoed demands by a large majority in Parliament. In order to 
examine the Commission's approach to the implementation of the SEA more closely, Parliament 
decided to establish a special temporary committee devoted to this issue in 1987. The Committee 
appointed two rapporteurs to draft a report on the Commission's approach, Karl von Wogau and 
the Spaniard Enrique Barón Crespo from the Socialist Group, who was an MEP from 1987 to 2009 
and Parliament President from 1989 to 1992. Their report advocated a broad vision of the single 
market based on the removal of all borders by 31 December 1992, but also reinforced economic and 
social cohesion in the Community.308 The latter was particularly important for Spain, as the country 
was relying on EEC regional policy to reach the same level of economic development as northern 
European EEC countries. 

In the field of economic and social cohesion, an important stepping stone for the completion of the 
internal market was the 1987 Delors Package because it amended the budgetary procedure, and 
vastly increased the amounts available for cohesion policy.309 According to an internal EPP 
document, the Chair of the Group, the German Egon Klepsch, believed that the EEC had faced a 'life-
and-death' crisis during the budgetary dispute.310 

Delors's request for a twofold increase in the cohesion policy budget for structural funds (notably 
for the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)), was eventually accepted by the Hannover 
European Council in July 1988, and this fitted well with Parliament demands. The Socialist Group, 
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for example, had been requesting more ERDF funding for a long time.311 When the first internal 
market legislation was being discussed, the Socialist Group constantly worried that the social 
dimension would be forgotten.312 In 1987, the group's official line was thus that 'the completion of 
the internal market is certainly indispensable for economic and commercial recovery in the 
Community, but it should be accompanied by the development of a European social area based on 
social rules that have been adjusted to the realities of production and harmonized in the process, 
without which the completion of the internal market will bring about an increase in the social and 
economic imbalances instead of marking a step forward towards the removal of existing 
imbalances.'313 On the Delors Package, the group underlined the 'absolute necessity of the 
economic and social cohesion in the Community being the basis of further progress in restructuring 
Community policies.'314 

As already indicated above, other political groups were also concerned about the social dimension 
of the internal market. EPP MEPs, for example, regularly included requests for strengthening the 
social dimension of the internal market in their reports. Similarly, the Liberal Group supported the 
internal market's social aspects, as evidenced in an internal note of the group from 1988: 'the success 
of the Single Act and the respect of the 1992 deadline do not only depend on the adoption of rules 
and directives concerning the opening up of markets, but also on the respect of engagements taken 
concerning economic and social cohesion, on progress made towards harmonisation of indirect 
taxation as well as substantial reinforcement of monetary unity and a greater convergence of 
economic policies.'315 The group's emphasis was obviously more on free market rules, but the notion 
of 'social cohesion' was also present. Thus, most Parliament political groups still considered the 
Internal Market Programme an overarching project with a social dimension, despite the narrower 
focus on non-tariff barriers.  

Beyond comprehensive monitoring of the implementation of the Internal Market Programme, 
Parliament's work in this field can be understootd by examining the debates on specific legislative 
proposals. The 1988 Toy Safety Directive, for example, provides good insights into Parliament's role 
in developing legislation. In this case, Parliament was pushing for the adoption of simpler and 
stricter rules. The growing EEC toy market was very large, but it was internally fragmented owing to 
different safety requirements. Originally, the Commission had proposed the standard 'classical' 
approach to overcome this fragmentation, i.e. a comprehensive directive to extensively harmonise 
all standards in the toy market.316 However this long, old-style directive was rejected by Parliament. 
Following the Isoglucose case, which confirmed the principle that the consultation of Parliament was 
compulsory, Parliament had decided to block draft legislation by not issuing an opinion as it had 
requested that the Commission amend the draft substantially.317 

Later on, Commissioner Cockfield withdrew this proposal in order to propose a new draft directive 
on toy security that followed the new approach.318 A document from the Socialist Group makes clear 
that Parliament's report on the draft directive had played a relevant role:  
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'despite its technical nature, the directive is highly important politically speaking and of 
great public interest. Furthermore, it is one of the first reports going through on the 
dispositions of the European Single Act and as such will be one of the test cases of 
Parliament's influence on Council.'319 

At the vote on the report most amendments were accepted. However, some MEPs were still 
reluctant to adopt the Toy Safety Directive, in particular Danish MEPs, because stricter safety rules 
were in effect in their home country. In May 1988, the Council finally adopted the directive on 
common safety requirements for toys, including stricter rules on mutual recognition, as demanded 
by Parliament.320 As a result, it was the first major legislation in which Parliament had played an 
important role in the legislative procedure under the new approach. Environmental protection 
proved to be another major policy field affected by the Single Market Programme. 
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Chapter 4: Protecting the environment – The car emissions 
directive 
Environmental protection became a new field of public policy in Western Europe in the 1970s. 
Broadly speaking, Parliament had a threefold role in environmental policy.321 Firstly, it articulated 
environmental concerns by raising awareness about a specific problem, in particular if there was a 
transnational dimension such as, for example, in cases of pollution in frontier regions. Secondly, it 
held the Commission and the Council to account by bringing infringement proceedings, tabling 
parliamentary questions and adopting own-initiatives reports. Thirdly, it promoted the adoption of 
binding standards, either by supporting legislation proposed by the Commission or by harnessing 
public support to pass new legislation in the field of environment protection. For example, MEPs 
had an impact in mobilising support on the waste shipment directive, eventually adopted in 1984.322 

The Single Act gave a strong impetus to legislative dynamics on the environment, firstly by including 
environmental policy within the range of EEC competences on the basis of a completely new 
chapter and, secondly, by inserting provisions on environmental protection in Article 100a (3) 
because they were directly related to the Internal Market Programme. In other words, decisions on 
environmental policy could be adopted by a qualified majority instead of requiring unanimity. In 
most cases, the Commission, supported by Parliament, tried to promote an extensive interpretation 
of Article 100 in order to put additional pressure on the Council. However, the Commission and 
Parliament did not always agree. In October 1987, the Commission refused to accept that 
radioactivity in food (a consequence of the Chernobyl disaster) fell under article 100a, while 
Parliament's rapporteur on the issue, the German Undine-Uta Bloch von Blottnitz (Socialist Group) 
argued instead for Article 31of the Euratom Treaty.323 

Environmental policy issues quickly became an important element in the implementation of the 
Internal Market Programme.324 Between 1987 and 1990, about a tenth of all cooperation procedures 
(18 out of 193) were related to legislation on environmental protection. Parliament proposed 
amendments in all cooperation procedures up to August 1990.325 

In the 1980s the Car-Exhaust Directive proved to be one of the main dispute on environmental 
protection in Parliament. Former President Nicole Fontaine describes it as a major battle in the 
implementation of the internal market.326 Long before the adoption of the Car-Exhaust Directive in 
1988, Parliament had provided relevant input on this issue. A first directive on lead in petrol was 
passed in 1978, but it simply established minimum and maximum levels. More evidence on the harm 
to health caused by exposure to lead in the air subsequently came to light. Parliament therefore 
adopted a resolution in June 1983 calling on the Commission to come forward with a draft proposal 
amending the 1978 directive by lowering the maximum level of lead in petrol and promoting the 
use of unleaded petrol.327 

Parliament also adopted reports on acid rain, in 1983 by Dutch MEP Hemmo Muntingh (Socialist 
Group) and in 1984 by Italian MEP Alberto Ghergo (EPP Group). These also helped raise awareness 
about the issue: one of the main causes of acid rain was nitrogen oxide emissions from cars, and at 
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the time catalytic converters were the main method for limiting these emissions.328 However 
catalytic converters only work on engines that run on unleaded petrol. Acid rain was especially a 
problem in Germany, so the German government was one of the main proponents of EEC legislation 
to promote unleaded petrol and catalytic converters. Crucially, such legislation had major socio-
economic implications because cars could not run on unleaded petrol without a catalytic converter. 
The price of a catalytic converter and the accompanying loss of engine power were relatively 
negligible for bigger and more expensive cars, but were huge for small cars. German manufacturers 
(with the exception of Volkswagen) mostly produced the former, while French and Italian carmakers 
mainly produced the latter. Moreover, northern Europeans countries were generally more 
supportive of measures to protect the environment. Hence, negotiations on Car Exhaust Directive 
in the Council of Ministers had been blocked by the French government, which was delaying any 
agreement in order to protect its car industry.  

The Franco-German rapprochement promoted by French President Mitterrand and German 
Chancellor Kohl meant that the situation evolved in 1985. A compromise was finally reached in the 
Council, whereby the French government was able to obtain rules that were less binding for 
medium-sized and smaller cars (i.e. those sold in huge numbers by French firms).329 The directive's 
purpose was also to bring European environmental standards into line with US rules. However, the 
adoption of the directive was blocked by a Danish veto until July 1987, when the SEA entered into 
force.330 On 21 July 1987, the Council reached an agreement by qualified majority voting on a new 
limitation for motors, with different standards for large cars (powered by an engine of more than 
2 litres), intermediate cars (between 1.4 and 2 litres) and the smallest vehicles (less than 1.4 litres).  

Parliament's reaction to the Car-Exhaust Directive was mixed. Some MEPs pointed out that the 
maximum emission levels proposed by the Council were 'the highest in the world and thus 
constituted a serious handicap to the competitiveness of the European Industry.'331 However, 
adopting low standards would make it more difficult to export to non-EEC markets with higher 
standards, such as the US or Sweden. A large majority in Parliament voted in favour of adopting 
amendments, primarily to lower emissions thresholds. MEPs from the Socialist Group and the EPP 
Group were generally supportive. In contrast, MEPs from the Liberal Group, the ED Group and some 
French and Danish MEPs were more critical - often for contradictory reasons, with some in favour of 
stricter rules, and others preferring fewer constraints on the automotive industry.332 On 3 December 
1987, the Council adopted the Car Exhaust Directive by a qualified majority. It established standards 
similar to those in effect in the USA, but with the exception of the smallest cars. For these only an 
interim standard was adopted, with a decision to be taken in subsequent years. The Commission 
assured Parliament that it would soon propose another draft directive for small engines.333 

This second directive on small engines sparked heated debate in Parliament. On 10 February 1988, 
the Commission published its draft proposal for cars of less than 1.4 litres. The Council discussed it 
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and adopted a common position. Parliament discussed the text at first reading on 13 September 
1988.334 The German Socialist Kurt Vittinghof, MEP from 1984 to 1994, authored a report on the draft 
directive. His report criticised the 'half-hearted and industry friendly' decisions taken by the Council 
because the proposed standards were still too lenient. Vittinghof underlined that car emissions 
didn't only cause dying forests, they also damaged public monuments and had an impact on public 
health. Several MEPs, among them the British Socialist Carol Tongue, the German Siegbert Alber 
(from the EPP Group) and the Belgian François Roelants du Vivier (from the Green Group) 
complained directly or indirectly about lobbying by French carmakers. Many Danish and Dutch 
MEPs supported an even more stringent cap. The situation was further complicated by the fact that 
the Commission considered taking the Danish government to Court because its strict environmental 
standards for cars restricted the free movement of goods.335 

Many MEPs considered the debate on the small engines directive as a crucial opportunity for 
asserting Parliament's authority. For instance, in an internal meeting of the EPP group in September 
1988, the group's chair Egon Klepsch, supported by the Belgian Lambert Croux and Karl von Wogau 
insisted on the need for a high turnout for the plenary session debate on the issue.336 

In his response to MEPs, the Commissioner for Transport, the Environment and Nuclear Saftey, 
Stanley Clinton-Davis, referred to French opposition to the small engines directive. He thus rejected 
Parliament's demand for tighter emissions standards. Thereafter, in December 1988, the Council 
adopted a common position which still ignored Parliament's demands.337 Vitthinghof and the 
Socialist Group pondered the attitude to adopt: 'Vittinghof reported that if the Commission failed 
to take on board Parliament's amendments to the draft directive, the whole package needed to be 
rejected by Parliament. It was agreed that the Group would wait and see what the Commission's 
position would be before making a final decision. This subject would be discussed with the EPP 
Group on Tuesday in Strasbourg.'338 Parliament's aim was to put forward only those amendments 
that would secure an absolute majority. An agreement between the two biggest political groups, 
the EPP and the Socialist Group, was thus urgently required because an agreement based on a large 
EP majority would force the Council to accept the new text unless it mustered a unanimous vote 
against it. Therefore, there was a strong incentive to negotiate an acceptable text with the 
Commission, which could then serve as a basis for a new Commission proposal. Fortunately, the new 
Commissioner for Environment, Carlo Ripa di Meana, a former MEP himself, was prepared to 
compromise.339 He proposed bringing the adoption of new standards forward. 

In Parliament's plenary debate on the issue, held on 11 April 1989, the rapporteur, Kurt Vittinghof, 
praised newly-appointed Commissioner Ripa di Meana.340 When he spoke, Ripa di Meana underlined 
that he considered the adoption of new emission standards a 'watershed in the history of 
Community policy on environmental protection.' The debate then followed a familiar pattern. There 
was criticism of lobbying by the French carmaker Peugeot. From early on the company's outspoken 
CEO Jacques Calvet had been a leading critical voice speaking out against EEC regulatory overreach 
in the French media. A majority of MEPs across all political groups insisted on rejecting the draft 
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directive if the Commission refused to accept their amendments.341 The debate also led to a broader 
discussion on issues of environmental protection. Siegbert Alber referred to the 'polluter pays 
principle', while Vittinghof underlined the issue of global warming. He stressed that a meeting of 
experts gathered in Turin in January 1989 blamed motor vehicle emissions for being 'one of the 
main causes of climate change.'342 Eva Gredal, a Danish MEP from 1979 to 1989 and member of the 
Socialist Group, put pressure on the Commission by insisting that the Danish government might 
take unilateral measures to prohibit cars with high emissions from being placed on the Danish 
Market. As a reaction to Parliament's debate, Commissioner Ripa di Meana gave additional 
clarifications and finally made concessions on tighter standards, while criticising the Danish threat 
to the unity of the internal market. A large majority of MEPs then approved amendments in the vote 
on the report on the draft directive. Parliament's amendments were included in the Commission's 
new draft proposal, and the Council struck a compromise in June 1989. This led to the adoption of 
the new directive on 17 July 1989.343 
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Chapter 5: From Internal Market to Economic and Monetary Union 
The internal market was not restricted only to goods and services. The free movement of people was 
enshrined in the 1985 Schengen Treaty, an intergovernmental agreement initially covering only six 
countries, which was soon enlarged to include most EEC Member States by the 1992 Maastricht 
Treaty. The free movement of capital was adopted in 1988. Beyond the four freedoms, many 
European leaders wanted to deepen EEC monetary cooperation,344 which was considered a logical 
additional step towards achieving deeper economic integration. In the 1980s, there were three 
different projects for monetary cooperation at the European level: keeping the European Monetary 
System (EMS), an agreement to keep intra-EEC currency parity relatively stable, creating a parallel 
currency, or establishing a fully-fledged monetary union with a single currency. 

The standard view of the history of European monetary integration leaves a large gap between the 
creation of the EMS in 1978 and the Delors Report of 1989, which heralded the European Monetary 
Union (EMU). The latter paved the way for today's Euro, and was adopted in the 1992 Maastricht 
Treaty. However, this view largely ignores Parliament's role. In fact, there was a continued and lively 
debate on monetary integration betwen 1978 and 1989.  

At first Parliament's debate on monetary integration concentrated on strengthening the EMS. 
Created at the European Council of Brussels on 5 December 1978, the EMS was basically an 
agreement that all members would aim to maintain relative stability between their currencies' 
exchange rates.345 A common unit of account, the ECU, was used as a basket currency. The 
agreement was based on several fairly general articles in the Treaty of Rome on balance of payments 
deficits (Articles 104 to 109 EEC Treaty). The ECU was justified on four economic grounds: the first 
reason was that the EEC (without the UK which opted out of the EMS) was considered a zone of 
currency stability in a world marked by a general move toward instability, which was a consequence 
of US President Nixon's unilateral decision to end the Bretton-Woods Agreement maintaining fixed 
exchange rates between the dollar and other currencies in August 1971. The second reason was the 
need to solve the problem of Monetary Compensatory Amounts which plagued the CAP. These ad 
hoc monetary adjustments were necessary because the CAP is based on common prices for the 
entire common EEC agricultural market. The third reason was that monetary stability fostered trade, 
and could thus help to stimulate growth. The fourth reason was French and German convergence 
on macro-economic preferences. Both countries wanted to give priority to the fight against inflation 
over stimulating the economy. The Germans did not want their French neighbours to fall into the 
temptation of protectionist deflationary policy, while France wanted to converge with Germany in 
order to lower its interest rates and inflation. 

After the adoption of the EMS, Member States did not want to commit to further economic 
integration. Therefore Parliament discussed other ways to deepen monetary cooperation. One topic 
that became quite popular in the early 1980s was Community loans, not least because of work on 
the issue by then MEP Jacques Delors, and by other MEPs thereafter in several parliamentary 
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reports.346 These loans would be invested in industrial development, in particular in poor regions or 
countries. Many MEPs aimed to combine monetary integration with social objectives and the 
neomercantilist aim of strengthening industry. Several EEC loans were allocated to countries with 
balance-of-payment deficits, for example to Italy in 1977 and France in 1983.347 

In Parliament, however, there had been discussions of plans to strengthen monetary integration for 
many years before the Delors report proposed the creation of the EMU. In 1984, for example, Karl 
von Wogau worked on the topic with representatives of the Bundesbank and Pierre Werner, the 
former Prime Minister of Luxembourg.348 Werner was the lead author of the famous 1970 Report, 
which envisaged the establishment of a European Monetary Union. The report had been 
commissioned at the European Summit in the Hague in 1969, and published in October 1970. 
Furthermore, in debates Dieter Rogalla spoke of the need to establish a 'European currency', for 
example in a debate in Parliament in January 1986.349 

The 1984 Spinelli DTEU also proposed enhanced cooperation on monetary issues at the European 
level. It called for all Member States to join the EMS (the British government was still dithering), 
increase the use of the ECU, and set up a genuine European Monetary Fund. It even included the 
bold but non-committal sentence: 'the Union shall have concurrent competence for the progressive 
achievement of full monetary union' (Article 52 (2), DTEU). With the SEA, there was a new window 
of opportunity to place monetary integration high on the EEC agenda. Parliament's resolution on 
the SEA clearly stipulated: 'noting that the Treaty of Rome now refers to 'economic and monetary 
union' as a consequence of the Single Act and realizing the importance for the Community's future 
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of giving substance to this concept, but deploring the fact that the Single Act provides for no specific 
means of strengthening the ECU and the EMS […].'350 

In 1988, the Catherwood Report on the institutional consequences of non-Europe established a link 
between the unification of the internal market for people, goods, capital and services, and the 
unification of monetary supervision.351 Parliament's Resolution on Catherwood's report called upon 
the Member States to discuss 'the future establishment of an independent Community central 
bank.' This was a radical step compared to the EMS, which was mainly a form of mutual agreement 
without any dedicated institutions.352 Creating a Community Central Bank did not necessarily entail 
a common currency because the solution of a parallel currency was still possible, i.e. the ECU would 
exist alongside national currencies. However it clearly pointed to pooling monetary sovereignty at 
the European level as a logical step for completing the internal market: once goods and people 
could circulate freely across Europe, one of the most pressing remaining barrier would be 
transaction costs on currency exchanges and the uncertainty of money fluctuations.  

In March 1989, the report by German MEP Otmar Franz (EPP Group) on the process of European 
monetary integration made a further contribution to shaping policies.353 The report recommended 
the adoption of the ECU as a common currency. It would be issued by a European Central Bank and 
initially circulated within the Community in parallel with national currencies. Moreover, the Franz 
report underlined that there should be a possibility for European institutions, including Parliament, 
to present their views at European Central Bank meetings, but not to have power over the bank. This 
proposal was a trade-off between the recognition of Parliament's prerogatives and the German 
model based on the total independence of the Central Bank. In fact, documents from the German 
Central Bank Archives show that German ministers could discreetly voice their concerns at Central 
Bank meetings, even if in formal terms they did not have any actual say in the decision-making 
process (see for example the discussion between the Central Bank Council with the German finance 
minister, Hans Matthöfer in 1981).354 Another idea linked to the German experience was the Franz 
report's insistence on a European Central Bank whose mandate included pursuing 'stability-
oriented' policies. The accompanying resolution to the Franz Report thus stressed the link between 
the completion of the internal market and the EMU, and it broadened the future European Central 
Bank's remit to include 'price stability, growth and employment.'355 

At the plenary session debate on the Franz Report, the Socialist Group insisted on a broader 
mandate for the European Central Bank, while Franz followed an approach informed by ordoliberal 
thinking.356 He quoted Ludwig Erhard, Federal German Minister for Economics from 1949 to 1963, 
famous for German postwar economic reforms and recovery, who had emphasised a sound and 
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stable currency.357 Another major question in the debate was the looming threat of a two-speed 
Europe if the UK did not take part in European monetary cooperation, a prospect that the British 
MEP Patterson energetically rejected. As Commission President, Delors also took part in the debate 
and raised institutional issues, in particular the Commission's role. Furthermore, André Fourçans was 
one of the MEPs who participated in the debate on the Franz Report. He was French MEP from the 
Liberal group, and in addition to being an MEP, was also a professor of economics, and had worked 
to raise public awareness of the idea to create a European Central Bank. In June 1988, he explained 
in the French newspaper Le Monde why the EEC needed a European Central Bank that should be 
largely independent of EEC governments in order to ensure a sound currency - a highly original 
proposal in France at that time.358 

It is worth recalling that ideas such as monetary integration were quite new in 1988. The 1989 Delors 
Report suggesting the creation of the EMU brought these ideas into the mainstream. Previously, 
European monetary unification was considered a near impossibility because of the issue of 
sovereignty, and for economic reasons. Besides, most national central banks were not independent 
in Western Europe, the main exception being the German Central Bank. Many MEPs were thus not 
ready to set up a fully-fledged and independent European Central Bank. The Socialist Group noted 
in April 1989 that:  

'the Central Bank should be subject to instructions: the Bank would have the necessary free 
choice of monetary policy instruments but be required to follow the policy guidelines set by 
the Council of Economic and Finance Ministers of those member States in the central 
banking system in conjunction with the European Parliament. In order to ensure that the 
Bank does not seek to maintain monetary stability for its own stake, provision has been 
made for any central bank surpluses to be used to promote convergence in the economic 
development of the member States in the form of European Investment Bank Credits.'359 

MEPs from the Socialist Group, and from other political groups, therefore linked monetary 
unification with the promotion of a social Europe by means of cohesion policy. This link was quite 
natural in early 1989 because cohesion policy had been greatly expanded a few months earlier with 
the adoption of the Delors Package. 

Finally, negotiations on the Maastricht Treaty involved a paradigm shift for monetary integration. 
The German government was not ready to give up its beloved Deutschmark unless German-inspired 
rules were adopted.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion of section 4 
Between 1987 and the European elections in June 1989, Parliament's role was transformed. The 
institution changed its internal working methods to allow it to amend single market legislation 
proposed by the Commission, and to put pressure on the Council. Parliament needed an absolute 
majority to adopt amendments on Commission proposals, so this boosted the need to find broad 
cross-party agreements, and increased MEPs' attendance. Furthermore, the SEA imposed tight 
deadlines for legislative procedures, which forced MEPs, in particular rapporteurs and coordinators, 
to work faster than before.  

Satisfactory progress was made on the adoption of internal market legislation between 1987 and 
1989, with important texts being passed for example on toy safety and car emissions. As shown 
above, Parliament played an important role in developing these legal texts. Crucially, Parliament 
was able to do this because it fostered close working relations with the European Commission. 
However, policy- and decision-making at the time cannot be reduced to a simple contest with 
Parliament and the Commission facing off against the Council. Majorities for adopting single market 
legislation had to be found in all three EEC institutions, and here Parliament demonstrated that it 
too could cut deals. This was especially clear in the 1989 Car Emissions Directive, where Parliament 
successfully exercised its new prerogatives under the SEA to bring pressure to raise standards. 

Beyond this crucial role in the legislative procedure, Parliament exercised influence through its lively 
debates on how to plan and promote the completion of the internal market. Here Parliament made 
an especially important contribution with the idea of the cost of non-Europe. This idea from the 
Albert-Ball Report was extended and further defined in other texts, such as Parliament's Catherwood 
report and the Commission's Cecchini report. Furthermore, Parliament repeatedly emphasized the 
need to balance the removal of internal borders and the development of cohesion policies, 
including during its debates on monetary integration.  
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5. Conclusion 
By reconstructing Parliament's role in the European economic integration process in the decade 
spanning from 1979 to 1989, this study has shown that Parliament gradually increased its impact in 
this field by four means.  

Firstly, Parliament exercised an intellectual influence on the political debate on the socio-economic 
orientation of Europe. The failure of the Vredeling directive on workers' participation in companies 
illustrated the limitations of a Europe developed along social dimensions. There was thus a need to 
find a new flagship project which could obtain consensus backing. In others word, a socially-
oriented Europe could not prosper as an independent project and had to be embedded into a 
market-oriented Europe that remained at the heart of the EEC.360 As a result, the idea to complete 
the Common Market was developed further. Thanks to Parliament's contribution (among others), 
this idea became a comprehensive project encompassing the removal of internal borders - but not 
only for goods - for people, capital and services. Moreover, Parliament extended the scope of the 
Common Market by including the Europeanisation of public procurement, targeted tax 
harmonisation (for VAT and excise duties), and the liberalisation of air transportation. Parliament's 
Temporary Committee on European Economic Recovery from 1983 to 1984 also played an 
important role by introducing the notion of the cost of non-Europe into the debate on the single 
market. This demonstrated the costs that resulted from a lack of European economic integration. 
The concept was further expanded in Parliament's 1988 Catherwood Report on the institutional 
consequences of non-Europe, and in the famous Commission's Cecchini Report, which evaluated 
the potential gains that would be generated by the creation of the single market. It has flourished 
ever since, even in the context of Brexit, and several studies on the cost of non-Europe have 
examined the impact if the EU were to disappear.361 In the 1980s, the concept of the cost of 
non-Europe concept was flexible, for it combined Michel Albert's neomercantilistic vision with more 
market-oriented approaches.  

Secondly, Parliament contributed to setting the EEC's agenda. It adopted several reports and 
resolutions in spring 1984, just before the European elections, as well as the Relaunch of Europe. 
Parliament thus provided invaluable intellectual input through its reports, it also put further 
economic integration on the EEC's agenda, and ensured that it remained there. Both publicly and 
internally, the Delors Commission acknowledged Parliament's role in the intellectual foundation of 
the Internal Market Programme, which was defined as a comprehensive project which was not solely 
limited to the harmonisation of technical standards. Hence, the internal market project of the mid-
1980s went further than previous projects for developing trade within the EEC, such as those that 
had been devised by the Commission since 1968, which had mainly focused on eliminating 
technical barriers. 

Thirdly, Parliament exercised influence through the transnational networks developed by bold and 
dynamic MEPs, such as Lord Bethell or Basil de Ferranti, whose impact went beyond Parliament. Lord 
Bethell started the Freedom of the Skies campaign, which put pressure on the Commission to 
liberalise air transportation, and later on the Council after Parliament's successful case for failure to 
act at the ECJ. Ironically, the 'Freedom of Skies' campaign and the ECJ case meant that Parliament 
was able to take a more active role in competition policy, a policy field where formally it had almost 
no prerogatives beyond an advisory role. Basil de Ferranti created the Kangaroo Group within 
Parliament, which networked all over the EEC to promote the idea of the internal market. Crucially, 
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the Kangaroo Group was not only active before 1986 to promote the idea, it continued its activities 
after the SEA came into force to ensure that the SEA was effectively implemented. 

Fourthly, Parliament also contributed to economic integration through its role in the institutional 
triangle made up of Parliament, the Council and the Commission, where it worked in tandem with 
the Commission to put pressure on the Council to act. At first, Parliament established a good 
working relationship with the Commission, particularly with Karl-Heinz Narjes, the Commissioner for 
the Internal Market in the Thorn Commission (1981-84). However, the work of both institutions was 
thwarted by the unanimity requirement in the Council of Ministers, which hampered any progress. 
This triggered bitter criticisms of the Council from MEPs. In the Relaunch of Europe initiative, 
Parliament's role was less prominent, although it was nonetheless significant. Parliament reaped the 
benefits of all its work in the first half of the 1980s, which included several reports on topics related 
to the single market. When Delors presented his Commission programme at the beginning of his 
presidency to Parliament on14 January 1985, he took up several demands that had been made by 
Parliament. In his speech to Parliament, Delors unveiled his flagship project, a completed internal 
market for 1992. When the completion of the single market was adopted with the SEA, Parliament 
also gained new prerogatives, specifically in the area of the single market.  

The SEA's implementation had major consequences for Parliament's working methods. The new 
cooperation procedure meant that if Parliament wanted the Commission and the Council to adopt 
its amendments on draft legal texts, Parliament had to adopt these amendments by an absolute 
majority. Broad cross-party agreements had to be found, MEPs had to improve their attendance, 
and Parliament was obliged to organise its working schedule efficiently so as to be able to deal with 
the flow of internal market directives. Moreover, the SEA imposed tight deadlines for legal 
procedures, which forced MEPs to work fast, particularly rapporteurs and coordinators. The example 
of the 1988 Car Exhaust Emission Directive has demonstrated that Parliament needed to first reach 
a broad consensus among its political groups, and then to build a close alliance with the 
Commission in order to push the Council into adopting its amendments. The fact that the European 
Commissioner in charge was a former MEP, namely Carlo Ripa di Meana, certainly helped smooth 
the process. 

At the same time, Parliament was marked by internal divisions depending on whether the Europe 
being promoted had a more economic dimension or more social features. For those defending a 
social Europe, the internal market was only one policy that fitted in with more important aims, such 
as the fight against unemployment and inequalities, or the protection of the environment. For 
instance, the Vredeling directive and cohesion policies were considered priorities by the Socialist 
Group. A neomercantilist approach was still manifest in many debates on industrial and trade policy: 
according to this, the internal market should primarily strengthen EEC companies, for example 
through a European preference policy. Some MEPs were critical of this, because they saw it as a 
temptation to retreat into a 'Fortress Europe'. Lastly, those defending a market-oriented Europe 
were decidely enthusiastic about the Internal Market Programme. But even among internal market 
enthusiasts, there were divisions on the level of harmonisation and liberalisation needed. The 
question was: should harmonisation mean adopting lower standards, with the risk of a neoliberal 
deregulation, or higher standards, with the risk of hindering trade and innovation? 

In addition, many debates on the completion of the single market were closely related to the EEC's 
institutional development. For example, many Danish MEPs opposed giving excessive power on 
economic issues to the EEC institutions, regardless of the content of the legislation. Sometimes, 
however, national backgrounds were only a secondary consideration in terms of influencing MEPs' 
positions on economic integration. For example, leading proponents of the completion of the single 
market included British Conservatives MEPs from the ED Group (Catherwood, de Ferranti, Patterson), 
whose positions were in stark opposition to those of their Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher. As a 
result, in Parliament there was a vast pro-internal market coalition spanning the EPP Group, the 
Liberals and the ED Group, with the active or passive support of many Socialists MEPs. This 
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demonstrates that, to some extent, in the 1980s the European Parliament was a 'normal' parliament, 
with increasing influence on legislative processes, and where conflicting political orientations were 
debated. The European Parliament's extensive and comprehensive contributions on the internal 
market finally helped to pave the way for further economic and monetary integration with the 1992 
Maastricht Treaty. 
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During its first decade as a directly elected political institution, 
from 1979 to 1989, the European Parliament exercised 
significant influence in shaping the debate and agenda 
around the concept of completing the ‘single’ or ‘internal’ 
market of the (then) European Economic Community. 
Through both its early campaigning for action in this field and 
its definition and analysis of issues such as the ‘cost of non-
Europe’, the Parliament contributed to the political and 
intellectual climate which led to the launch in 1985 by the 
European Commission, under its new President, Jacques 
Delors, of an ambitious programme to complete the single 
market by 1992. This process was reinforced and facilitated by 
adoption of the Single European Act (SEA) the following year.  

The extension of qualified majority voting (QMV) in the 
Council and the introduction of a more significant legislative 
role for the European Parliament under the SEA enhanced the 
position of the Parliament in the Community’s ‘institutional 
triangle’, enabling it to influence the content of law more 
directly. From 1987 onwards, the Parliament used its new 
legislative power actively when considering the detailed 
proposals for completing the single market brought forward 
by the Delors Commission, with significant debates taking 
place on the priorities that should attach to various aspects of 
liberalisation and regulation. The growing success of the 
single market process led in turn to the Parliament strongly 
supporting efforts to complement the single market with the 
creation of a single currency, building momentum for the 
launch of Economic and Monetary Union (EMU).  

This study, commissioned by the European Parliamentary 
Research Service (EPRS), forms part of an on-going history of 
the character, role and influence of the European Parliament 
as a political institution since its creation in 1952. 
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