
Int: Interviewer    G:  Guest. 

Int:Well I've read your book and obviously that covers a lot of the ground that would be of interest 

to the readers of the magazine, but I guess what will be of particular interest is 

perhaps your views on the current situation with regard to the choosing the next 

President of the Commission 

 

G:Well, this has become a very delicate issue indeed, and one needs to be careful not to make a 

difficult situation any worse than it is.  Its very interesting that this time there was a 

complete departure from the traditional way of handling these matters, but in the 

past it has always been dealt with by the old-fashioned system of secret diplomacy.  

In other words there have been discussions behind the scenes sometimes extending 

over a considerable period of time between both foreign ministers and between 

heads of government and the presidency of the council has always played a leading 

part in this and a candidate has emerged without there being any very, violent public 

disagreement, and although it is alleged that Mrs Thatcher vetoed Claud Chasson I 

doubt myself whether that's  an accurate description of what went on because 

certainly there was no public vetoing of him at all and I would have thought that all 

that had happened in the course of these discussions the name of Claud Chasson 

had come up and some people probably not only of Margaret had expressed 

reservations on it.  But then one sees that in the appointment of individual 

commissioners one will go through and read this when I was a member of cabinet 

one will go through a list of people and various people will have various views on the 

individual people in the list but that doesn't mean to say that because somebody says 

`well I don't think that he's the right man' that is the exercise of the veto.  This time 

the whole procedure has been totally different.  You have people putting forward 

their own nomination you had people publicly campaigning for the job people 

describing their virtues, very few of them describing their deficiencies, and it ends up 

with votes being taken with great media attention on it.  Well, this is bound to 

create an atmosphere in which reaching a compromise is difficult and, indeed, my 

own view on this is that but for all this nonsense about federalism where the British 

Government has applied a definition on the term federal that no-one else would 

conceivably think of applying to it and has then frightened itself by the bogey of its 

own creation.  I would have thought that Mr. DeHana was Mr. Major's ideal 

candidate.  He is not in any sense of the term philosopher Cane,  He is not a man 

of the grand vision like Jaque Delores was.  On the contrary he is a man who 

believes in concentrating on the day-to-day problems, the small issues which need to 

be solved, and he has great experience in solving small and difficult issues, and that 

is precisely the sort of man that John Major in principle is looking for.  But, 



never-the-less the whole issue became enmeshed in these public arguments and we 

are now paying the consequences.   

 

Int:So this style of arriving at decisions of consensus  approach to things is that something that 

Britain is now well suited to with John Major as opposed to Margaret Thatcher 

previously? 

 

G:No, because unfortunately despite the rhetoric John Major has shown no great ability of reaching 

a consensus  (so em.)  He has shown great ability at compromising inside his own 

cabinet and walking the tightrope with consummate skill,  there's no doubt about 

that, but if you look at the wider stage, the greater panorama on the European stage 

he's shown no capacity at all at reaching a consensus. 

 

Int:'Cos the public impression given in the newspapers is that he is, much more of  someone who 

does try to reach agreement with people rather than banging his fist on the table. 

 

G:Yes, but it depends what is the scenario against which you are expressing those opinions.  If you 

are looking at the Conservative Party and its position in the Westminster parliament 

you are quite right, what he is doing is weaving and tacking, ducking and diving, in 

order to reach some sort of compromise between the dissident wings of his party, 

but if you look at what is happening in Europe the position is entirely opposite.  It's 

not surprising because insofar as we have any European policy at all it's a European 

policy which is driven by the problems and difficulties at Westminster.  There are 

real problems and real difficulties, you mustn't overlook that, they're not imaginary. 

 

Int:So should he be doing anything different in his dealings with Europe? Or is he basically taking 

the line that he's been forced to because of this domestic.... 

 

G:This is the major problem.  But from the point of view of Europe as a whole it is a disaster, 

because it means that one of the most important members of the Community - or 

the Union as it is now called - is no longer committed to the basic ideals and 

concepts of the Union and this comes out very very clearly both in terms of the opt 

out from the Economic and Monetary Union in terms of the opt out from the Social 

Charter in terms of the trouble there was over the qualified majority voting and now 

over the trouble there is over the appointment of the Commission president.  And 

on all of these matters we were one agin 11.  I mean not even Mrs. Thatcher 

succeeded in doing it as often as that.   

 



Int:And are Britain's interests best served by that sort of approach? 

 

G:No, not at all, because our long run interest lies in a closer union, both in terms of what I would 

describe as global politics.  One of the great difficulties in this country is that we still 

think of ourselves as we were in the Victorian age, and you get this with Mrs 

Thatcher's harping back to the Victorian values, with John Major's back to basics, 

but you have to remember that in the 19th century we had the biggest navy in the 

world, we had the most powerful army in the world, we were the world's leading 

industrial power, we had the biggest empire in the world, the biggest empire the 

world had ever seen, and all of that is gone and the trouble now is that we're largely 

setting up an illusion of power and greatness because the substance of it is value, has 

disappeared has vanished but in such a world and we can only establish our position 

in association with other people, we can only carry real weight on the world's stage, I 

mean lip service will always be paid to us and we will always have the advantage as 

long as we keep it of having very strong defence forces or armed forces, but our 

weight in the world and our influence depends upon our being members of the 

european union, but that on the political side, the world political side, I'm not 

looking on the narrow political side, but also in terms of trade, 60% of our trade is 

now with the European union and we will only foster that trade if we're right in the 

centre of development and ensuring that it goes on the right lines.  This is terribly 

important because the battle between the free-traders and protectionists has been 

going on ever since the days of Adam Smith and the battle lines have moved 

backwards and forwards and is very important for a country like our own which is 

essentially .......... a free trade should be in a position where its exercising real 

influence but in the European community because there's no doubt whatever that 

there's some countries in the European Union who are protectionists in their 

outlook there's no question about that at all.  But every time we're isolated in this 

11-1 situation our influence on matters that really matter to us is diminished  

 

Int:I sometimes get a sense that Britain's left to be the one that takes the flak for opposing views of 

other countries on things  and perhaps there's support for our position but we go 

about it in the wrong way is that .... 

 

G:That was the view expressed by the Select Committee of the House of Lords in, I think, 1964 or 

65. 1984 or 85 when they examined this question in detail.  There is always an 

element of truth in it but even in one's own thinking one is very rarely 100% in 

favour of a particular point of view, in the end of the day one forms one's own 

opinion in a balance of advantages, or a balance of arguments.  And inevitably 



there will be people, many other people who, while they go along with a particular 

policy will have in the backs of their minds what I would call a 40% reservation on it 

and they will have some sneaking support for somebody who bitterly opposes the 

policy.  But it doesn't mean to say that we are thereby articulating what is in any 

sense a majority view, it isn't.  But we play our cards badly there's no doubt about 

that at all.  But there is real substance in these differences, there's real substances. 

 

Int:And are they reconcilable, ultimately, or is Britain out of place in the Community in that sense. 

 

G:Well you see the most amazing thing is John Major's sudden support for a multispeed Europe.  

One of the stories that does not appear in that Report. I will now tell you.  In the 

days that I used to see Margaret regularly I said to her that the real danger that she 

faced was not that other people would vote us into the position of being the leader of 

the second tier, but that we would vote ourselves into that position.  She indignantly 

rejected it.  But there we have John Major embracing it and the idea of a 

multispeed Europe goes right back for many many years in fact it goes right back to 

the time of the first enlargement because if you remember no sooner than we had 

just joined the Community than Ted Heath lost the 74 Election you had Harold 

Wilson coming in who was leading a party who were opposed to membership of the 

Community and ever since whenever there has been disagreement there has been 

talk of the two-speed Europe.  When I first joined the commission I found that a 

number of members of the commission were saying we now have a two-speed 

Europe because britain is contributing less money than the rules provide.  This is a 

settlement on the British budget contribution.  My argument has always been that 

you do not have a speed that the normal community wear dealing with differences 

or problems is to give a member state derogations.  This is done extensively when 

new members join the Union 

Int:For a limited time.... 

G:Yes exactly, my argument has always been that provided those derogations were time limited and 

in my day in the commission they were always stuck to, it was a matter of principle 

they were always tied into.  Provided their time limited it the end of a short 

transitional period everyone is together again and there is no question of a 2-speed 

Europe.  The real appearance of a two speed Europe came of course with the 

Maestricht Treaty with the specific permanent opt-out from the Social Charter and a 

quasi opt-out opt-in describe it as you like with monetary union.  And there are 

enormous problems with a 2-speed Europe which nobody [publicly has addressed 

their minds to, but you see them emerging in the difficult and tortuous negotiations 

over the European economic air.... the negotiations with the nordic and EFTA 



countries where they woke up to the fact after they embrace Jacques deLores idea of 

expanding what is called the European Economic Space, which incidentally goes 

back to Claud Chassant because Chassant launched it in 1984.  When Jacque 

Delores relaunched it in January 1989 and did so quite frankly to head off 

enlargement of the community it was embraced vigorously by EFTA countries until  

they suddenly discovered that what it meant was that other people took decisions for 

them and this is where you come in to real trouble its when you start dealing with a 

multi speed Europe.  Now if you go back to that lecture I delivered in Florence 

which appears as an appendix to the talk where I discuss the multispeed Europe in 

some considerable detail which illustrates, incidentally that the idea didn't suddenly 

spring from John Major's head like a ........ who was it sprang fully armed from the 

head, was it ......7.92..  

 

Int:Can't remember. 

 

G:Well it's one or the other (Yes). 

 

But you see there what I was talking about was a solid core you then had as it were a group of nations 

who joined it as a free trade area like the European economic area then another 

group of countries associated with it outside  but they were all regarded as stepping 

stones, which is what has happened with the European economic area that four of 

the countries have stepped from it into the Union, and this was the idea, that over a 

period of a quarter of a century people would ascend into community membership 

up a flight of stairs, and this is a totally different concept from any idea of a 

permanent multi-speed europe.   Still, we've spoken long enough about that 

subject. 

 

Int:So perhaps we can talk about the White Paper and the 1992 Programme as a separate topic but 

perhaps I can just ask where is the Union going to be in say 10 years time, are we 

going to be much more part of a democratic institution of Europe with Westminster 

much less influential. 

 

G:The - no-one can say what will happen in 10 years time but there are certain things I am pretty 

certain about.  I am quite certain we will have a single currency.  The only 

reservations on it are whether the Maestricht timetable can be adhered to or 

whether it might go over to a rather longer period and secondly whether everyone 

will be in it or whether it will be a smaller number.  And just before the great 

turmoil in the currency markets a few years ago there were no less than 5 members 



of the European Community plus 3 members of the EFTA group who were going 

to join it a total of 8 in all, who were linked either to the Dmark or the Ecu and we 

had at that time the kernel of a monetary union the advantages of a monetary union 

are so immense that it will come and at the end of the day it will be market forces 

which will force it to come.  Now as far as this country is concerned there is one 

single step which in fact would inevitability take us into the single currency and that is 

if the Ecu became not the ecu when I say the Ecu I mean the new European 

monetary unit became legal tender in the United Kingdom because if it did you only 

have to look at the record and you will see that at the end of the day the market 

would decide in favour of the Ecu as opposed to the Pound.   

 

Int:Are you thinking in terms of business transactions rather than (two voices sorry) on holidays in 

the Lake District you know are you ............ 

 

G:No no, if you were a trade union leader and you looked at what happened to the pound sterling 

over the years, the pound sterling is now worth less than 10pence compared to what 

it was in Sir Harold Wilson's day it's worth about 4p compared to what it was when 

the Bank of England was nationalised, and the politicians got their hands on 

monetary policy.  Well, do you think are you a supporter of a fourpenny pound.  

This has always been my argument, the Government say oh well we have reformed.  

We've met people in this world before who have reformed.   

 

Int:What are you saying.... that if we had been a single European currency we would still ... 

 

G:What I am saying is that if you have a European currency that is as hard as the Dmark it wouldn't 

be long before trade unions were negotiating their wage settlements, as well as the 

businessmen were transacting their currency dealings.  But the critical thing and the 

Bundesbank is entirely right and so incidentally are the French, because the Franc is 

a very hard indeed. If you create a currency which is very very hard then the market 

forces will move towards that currency, there's no doubt about that at all.  But if you 

look at it political 864.   I discussed this at considerable length in .......... there are 

two factors to bear in mind, first of all the term political union doesn't mean what 

people in this country think it means all its meant in practice is a minor extension in 

the powers of the European parliament this is all.  Virtually everything else is 

already on matters covered either on a single European act which of course was 

ratified by the Parliament at Westminster so you're not dealing ever with any further 

surrender of sovereignty except in so far as is adherent in the way the world goes.  

And remember we've been surrendering our sovereignty to all sort of international 



bodies.  Remember that the Gulf War was fought not under the authority of the 

Westminster Parliament at all it was fought under the authority of the United 

Nations and that's in the most important area of sovereignty.  The World Trade 

Organisation which we've always not only supported its foundation but claimed that 

it should be given very very strong powers of .......880.....  that's a vital surrender of 

sovereignty in the field of trade and this is the way the world is going and its no good 

thinking you can stop the world and get off you can't.   

 

Int:Are the institutions or the community appropriate for the future? 

 

G:There's an enormous amount which needs to be done, to improve both the workings  of the 

institutions and indeed to many ways to reform and define much more clearly what 

their functions are.  My own view is that we've got to bring them out into the public 

gaze.  This is the battle which was fought out in the Palace of Westminster 200 

years ago when it was decided that the proceedings of parliament should be 

published,  Hansard which was originally a sort of pirate broadsheet is now of 

course the official publication in effect of the Houses of Parliament.  But until the 

public know what is going on you're going periodically to get the sort of row that we 

had over the Maestricht Treaty a row in Westminster where they ought to have 

known that...909.... it was their own fault and nobody elses that they didn't know.  

And the country at large where the people were not to blame it was the politicians 

for not telling them.  So you've got to get total transparency(?) in the operations of 

the Community institutions and you've got, in fact, once you get the system will 

barely hold up for 16 members it was rubbing along, not all that well, but it was 

rubbing along with 12 it can take 16 as a transitional phase, but the whole point of 

the 1996 review in many ways was to avoid blocking the enlargement by bringing in 

these countries by saying you've got to deal with the institutions first.  So had you 

said that there would have been no enlargement, but that 1996 review is absolutely 

critical. 

 

Int:I suppose one of the things that people reading their newspapers in the UK find difficult to 

understand about the way in which the European Community works is the way in 

which legislation comes forward out of the Commission and often ideas are put 

forward as much as anything for debate rather than as a considered viewpoint and as 

a result sometimes that creates something of a public storm when the bureaucrats in 

Brussels are dictating what people should do. 

 

GThat view in fact is not based upon an accurate analysis of the situation.  Almost every 



Commission proposal has been preceded by an enormous amount of consultation 

where experts and interested groups have been brought in before the draft directive 

ever appears at all.  In important issues there will be Green papers and White 

papers and so forth.  When I launched a single market programme you started at 

the White paper which set out the whole thing which  is approved in principle, it is 

then supported by all sorts of other papers dealing with specific issues, there was a 

paper on the new approach to standards there was one on public procurement, 

there were a mass of papers on harmonisation or approximation of indirect 

taxation, all of this was then followed by the individual directives.  Now there is one 

point that I will make here and its a very valid one and I was always very open about 

it.  I've always believed that the commission should start with what they regard as 

the right proposal they know that it will be watered down as it goes through the 

Parliament and the Council but if you started with a watered down edition you 

would end up with something which is hardly worth the paper its written on, and if 

you're going into a process which you know is there of argument and bargaining 

between 12 member states in order to reach a consensus you must start with a 

proposition which is sinecure because then it is up to the other players to put in the 

caveats and the compromises and so on and provided everybody knows what is 

going on and understands the procedure this is not only entirely legitimate it is the 

best way of proceeding.  And indeed the Commission and the institutions were 

very very much more flexible than our own Government in Westminster is by the 

time you get an important measure tabled in the Commons or House of Lords it is 

almost railroaded through by the pressure of the whipping system.  Occasionally as 

happened on the Criminal Justice Bill when you get a very very influential person 

like Willie Whitelaw saying this is utterly wrong the Government will beat a retreat 

but most of the time the Government shuts its eyes and plunges forward regardless. 

 

Int:I suppose an alternative way of looking at that is to say that they decide what is going to be 

politically acceptable and what they politically want to happen and then press ahead 

with it rather than taking a more dispassionate view of things and say well this would 

be a good idea lets see whether people (two people talking at once sorry) 

 

G:Yes but just a moment, they push ahead with it on a basis of a 51% rate and a Council of Ministers 

have to get a 70% vote this is a very different issue altogether.  If the rules which are 

happily accepted in Westminster were applied in Brussels the whole situation 

would be totally different.  I wouldn't propose that you do it, I wouldn't want any 

misunderstanding on that but if you try and compare procedures in Westminster 

with procedures in Brussels or Strasbourg you have to remember the fundamental 



difference in the procedural structure.       

Int:Something that I perhaps  could ask you about is the European Parliament and it seems to me 

that one way of making the community more democratic would be 

to increase the powers of the Parliament and give it much more of a 

role in bringing forward legislation - is that something you'd be in 

favour of. G:You have to divide what you're saying into two pieces.  

Because when you refer to bringing forward legislation that's a totally 

different matter.  The  trouble with the European parliament is 

two-fold.  First of all there is no such thing in the European 

Parliament as a Government party, and an anti-Government party, 

and its this sort of thing that of course gives the Westminster system 

its bite and it concentrates minds and so forth and you do get a 

socialist group and a conservative or right of centre group, but you 

haven't got anything remotely comparable to what you have in the 

House of Commons and that's .........................................  

The other thing is that the quality, there are some very very good members of the European 

Parliament there are some very poor members of the European Parliament 

............... 

SIDE 2. 

.............What has been done so far is to transfer a bit at a time and lets be frank  about it, it's worked 

very well indeed.  But over the single market programme at the Parliament not only 

cooperated but in fact greatly improved the legislation as it went through, they 

played a very valuable role.  We still have to see how valuable a role it will play 

under the additional powers it has got under Maestricht Treaty.  Now when you 

talk about Parliament initiating legislation you come up against this problem that if 

you have 12 member states and now something like, I've forgotten, 600 odd 

members of the European Parliament so that every one of those start initiating 

legislation will lead to a situation of complete and total chaos.  When the 

commission has the sole right of initiation it doesn't mean to say they shut their eyes 

and just put forward the things that appeal to them as commissioners what they're 

looking at is that what things the members states want doing.  What things the 

Parliament want doing and they try and produce a programme which as it were is a 

community programme not a commission programme a community programme 

and the European council exercises a considerable influence over this it doesn't 

dictate it, it exercises a considerable influence and indeed the greatest support I had 

over the single market programme was first of all the decision by the European 

Council for Land 1985 that the single market should be completed progressively in 

a period expiring on the 31 December 1992.  And at each meeting they came 



forward and said not enough progress is being made on this, on that, on the other.  

I could then go down to the council of ministers and say to them I know you have 

views on public procurement and you don't like it and all this sort of thing because 

you have your national interests but really this has got nothing to do with these, the 

heads of your government have said they want progress on this (well isn't that the) 

and my job and your job is to get on with it and would you kindly get down to it.   

Int:But isn't that what they should be doing all the time? 

Yes of course it is.  And this is how I ran the single market programme.  But this isn't saying the 

Commission shouldn't have the sole right of initiative if that right of initiative is 

responded to in a degree of responsibility and cooperation it works perfectly.  I told 

the story of what happened in the book when the Parliament tried to cease the right 

of initiative they come forward with a proposal which no-one wanted, which was 

wrong, and you don't get people on your side by doing that sort of thing.   

Int:The example that I'm perhaps a little more familiar with is, there has been a proposal which is 

actually part of your White Paper for introducing patents legislation for 

......technology inventions and that has not actually met the 1992 deadline (I know) 

and I think many people in industry would now prefer it to go away and there has 

been recent problems with it bouncing backwards and forwards between the 

Parliament and Commission and so on and that seems to me to be an extreme 

example a situation where it can get bogged down. 

Yes, but basically there, it's not just the Parliament its also the Council.  And you do get some 

legislation which is permanently flawed.  But let me give you a different example.  

The Parliament pressed very very strongly that action should be taken on fraud and 

this is going right back to about 1985-86 now I said right, next time I get a directive 

I'm going to put this in it, and I put it in and it was vetoed by the British Government 

who then held the presidency, now that's on fraud of all things.  The Parliament 

was right, the Parliament was saying something's got to be done, the Commission 

said all right we will do it and in it went to the directors and what then happens, the 

UK ........ spikes it up. 

Int:So that's an example of where the different separation of power ... 

G:no but the important example of what I'm putting to you is that here is an important issue the 

Parliament legally didn't have a right of initiative it didn't make any difference at all, 

they had a real point, they said to the Commission something must be done, the 

Commission said right we will do it.  The same was true on public procurement, 

the heads of government said this has got to be done  - I'm now talking about 

excluded sectors in you know transport energy, telecommunications and the 

Commission said right, here's the directive.  The system, you see we in this country 

have enormous experience in dealing with systems that do not necessarily have to be 



written down but work anyway.  Now if that sort of approach is brought to this 

question of the right of initiative it will work very well indeed.  You try and write it 

down and lay down a lot of rules you end up in muddled disaster and confusion.  

One thing you won't get is progress.   

Int:Well I suppose the analogy is United States where there is also a written constitution  and there 

are clearly defined separation of powers between the various bodies and it seems to 

be very difficult to get legislation through on controversial subjects. 

G:I don't think that's entirely a fair analogy that in many respects the United States on many of the 

issues which concern our own Government here in the United Kingdom has been 

very much in the lead.  This whole move to deregulation was taken by the 

American government it started in the United States it was only copied over here.  

The United States had a single market right from the very beginning.  They had a 

single currency since 1866.  Indeed when I first went to New York you still 

occasionally had a dollar bill passed on you which was denominated in silver and 

that's a relic on the agreements on the single currency.  The Americans do make 

progress if there's a willingness or a wish in the country - the trouble in the United 

States is where there does not exist a consensus in the country, a lot of people say 

look how slow progress has been made on gun law in America but that's because 

you have such a powerful gun lobby but its made some progress at last.  You say 

that they haven't made sufficient progress on health service reform, but then that's 

because basically the American society, the American people the American 

whatever you like to call it, the people of America as a whole, take a very different 

view of the duties of the individual and the duties of the state compared with what we 

do.  That's the reason for the slowness of progress.   

Int:When you say we, is there a common European view of the people on  many of these issues or 

are there completely different views, is that part of the problem in bringing together 

a federation of countries. 

G:In every country internally you have a division of views, you do in the United Kingdom and you 

do as between different countries in the European Union there's no question about 

that, and the more you enlarge the Community the the more disparate groups which 

you bring in.  The original community was essentially a group of almost northern 

European industrialised countries, Italy was the exception although the north of 

Italy, always has been, you know the Lombard area, always has been very industrial 

but it had a poor agricultural south, and I suppose the same to some degree is true 

of France, but you see when Ireland came in, then Greece, then Spain, then 

Portugal you begin to shift the balance down towards the poorer countries and in 

particular the mediterranean countries.  You then produce conflicts of interests 

which are entirely different. 



Int:Moving on to another subject my experience in intellectual property area has been that the draft 

legislation coming out of the Commission has improved greatly in recent years, its 

become much sharper and more precisely drafted than the somewhat woolly way in 

which things were drafted in the past.  Is that a, is there any particular reason for 

that? 

G:Well, it will be partly the learning process partly the individual concerned.  Partly also it may be 

the result of greater consultations.  Let me give you a parallel, on the financial 

services there's an immense improvement when we got Geoffrey Fitchu over from 

London to head DG15, because I had the subject as part of my portfolio for a single 

market and I had as it were the major voice in saying who was going to be the 

Director General of DG15 which took the financial institutions but the critical point 

was we were able to bring somebody over from the United Kingdom Treasury who 

had also been the secretary of the...230........group who also understood the subject 

and also had the right contacts and it followed therefore that the work that was done 

was of a very different order and sophistication of the work that had been done 

before.       

Int:Is that something that Britain could contribute more to the commission. 

G:Well I hope that over time we have improved, I'm not entirely certain that we have.  But you see 

the difficulty is this, we tend to regard these appointments as appointments of 

people who haven't quite made it in the United Kingdom.  Now Geoffrey Fichu 

was a complete break from that old fashioned tradition.  And I said to Peter 

Middleton whom I knew well he was a permanent secretary at the Treasury, that this 

is a vital United Kingdom interest we must have the best  man we've got not 

somebody that you would feel would do a useful job but could easily be spared.  I 

want the man you can least spare, not the man you can  most spare, and although 

we've had good people over there from time to time we've also had people who are 

not as good as some of those who are sent over from other countries.  I've always 

argued and have never got anywhere with it, that it ought to be a requirement in this 

country that nobody should reach permanent secretary level unless he had done at 

least two years in Brussels.   

Int:Are we getting anywhere near that? 

G:Not as far as I know. 

Int:So has the single market been completed then? 

Off the record bit!  

So, do we have a single market now, clearly the White Paper had a series of specific measures but 

ultimately specific measures aren't going to guarantee 263... 

 

G:Again, I come back to saying you have to look at the various aspects on this.  The job of 



government whether you're talking about a European Union Government in 

inverted commas or whether you're talking about a national government, is to set up 

a legal framework, it is then for the economic actors the businessmen, the 

tradeunions, the professionals, to take advantage of that ....183...... and in every 

speech I delivered to an industrial audience I always said we will give you the 

opportunity it is for you to take advantage of it.  Now that is the first point, now the 

second one is this:  The critical thing is to get it off the ground.  You can't do 

everything at once, but get enough of it there to work and this is why the abolition of 

the frontiers was so important, get it to work the forces of trade will do more than 

anything else to force away the barriers.   The more that people complain about 

the barriers that are left the greater chance there is of removing them.  Remember 

there was a single market in America ever since the second constitution was signed 

more than 200 years ago.  There is still legislation going through Congress dealing 

with barriers to interstate trade.  In the United Kingdom the first great measure of 

consumer protection was the Sale of Goods Act 1893.  Today 101 years later we're 

still passing legislation through Parliament dealing with consumer protection, we're 

not at the end of the road, we never will be.  You've got to make a start and a start 

that will work, now once it works you're on the road.  This was the philosophy. 

Int:So completing a single market is only just quibbling with words but its really completing the initial 

stage of getting things on the road rather than. 

G:The word completing was very very important indeed, because remember that the concept of a 

single market was there from the very  beginning, it was in the Treaty of Rome 

itself, and over the 20 odd years that had gone by a bit had been done here, a bit had 

been done there and a bit had been done elsewhere and we said well it's no good 

doing that you've got to do a proper job and this is what we meant by completing the 

internal  market as we then called it.  We wanted to abolish the internal barriers 

and that's what completing meant in those day that you now had a single market in 

the sense that there were no longer any frontiers or frontier controls there were no 

longer significant barriers for the freedom of movement of services or of goods or of 

people.  In that sense you were completing it because you were completing 

something which was a working entity.  We weren't saying perfecting the single 

market we were saying completing it.   

Int:Sorry to keep going back to this rather specialist area of financial property but when you still had 

national intellectual  property laws which can create differences and there has been 

a lot of legislation and decisions of the commissions and the court in this area and I 

think it will go on happening for many years to come is that a significant area that still 

needs to be addressed in some way? 

G:There are other areas of this sort where work has got to continue over a long period of time in 



perfecting the single market.  We are now coming into the telecommunications 

and information society area and here we suddenly, not suddenly but we now wake 

up  to the fact that in a sense we do not have a single  market as far as the 

information society is concerned, and therefore a major effort is being made on this 

work.   

Int:Yes. 

G:But all of these things, you see, every  step you take you suddenly realise there is another step 

that still needs to be taken, let me give you another specific example: Now I'm very 

well  aware of this, let me say from the beginning.  Under Europe as it was with 

your frontiers  your frontier controls and so on, the place where industrial 

investment was sited  depended very often on the existence of frontier controls 

there was a knot of industry that comes together where Germany, France, Belgium, 

Luxumbourg, Holland all come close to one another.  Now where an enterprise is 

sited in that area depends upon the local lawlord, where is it more advantageous to 

site yourself.  Now we said initially abolish the frontiers and frontier controls and 

investment will then be sited on economic industrial criteria not on criteria relating 

to international laws.  Now I'm fully aware myself having worked in the area almost 

since I was a boy, that the moment you abolish the frontiers that you could see, you 

would find there were other barriers to the siting of industrial investment including 

fiscal barriers.  But people then began to say oh well we will go to the United 

Kingdom because it has a more favourable fiscal climate.  Or we will go to 

Germany because for fiscal reasons, and this led you see to the setting up of the 

Ruden committee on taxation and ultimately there will have to be a measure of 

harmonisation or approximation of all fiscal law because if you are going to get the  

much proclaimed level playing field you must  enable people to site their industries 

and their investment on economic industrial grounds and not on fiscal grounds.   

Int:Which all suggests that as you remove one layer of difference you encounter another and 

eventually  you have to make, you really are going to come towards a federal 

Europe in effect because everything........ 

G:Well it depends on what you  mean by federal you see, let me say this to you that had devolution 

in Scotland gone ahead as it would have done on the basis of majority voting there 

was a special clog put in in the House of Lords putting down a  40% absolute 

barrier, we would have had a federal United Kingdom now.   

Int:Yes,I'm not commenting on that one. 

G:It wouldn't have been all that different and the trouble of course is the pa...388. meaning that has 

been given to the word federal, this is the trouble it has nothing to do with the facts of 

the  case. 

Int:Is there a better word? 



G:You see inevitably as Europe moves closer together you will have more legislation in the centre let 

me give you a clear example of this.  Long before John Major thought of 

............395 or to be more exact long before the Pope thought of suc....  we had 

really embarked on it in making standards we had said that under the new approach 

to standards the community will lay down the essential requirements only the detail 

will be written by BSI  DIN and National and all the other bodies.  What then 

happens industry comes along and says we want community standards on 

telecommunications, Visadecca the president of Phillips says I have to make  50 

varieties of television set I want a European standard, which means that industry is  

demanding we have exactly the same now that the information society is opening 

up.  there is a demand that standards be, the greatest success we claim in the field of 

information technology is the GSN standard for cellular mobile telephones.  We 

say this is one of the great achievements in Europe we are the world leaders, as we 

are, and why, because we had European standards.   

Int:I'm sure that's right.   

G:Is that we didn't do as I always wanted and complete the economic agenda before we embarked 

on what we describe as a political agenda.  I'm not saying I would not have liked to 

have seen an increase in the powers of the European parliament that is not my 

point.  But to designate all these developments as political union arouses 

opposition that ought not to be there anyway.  Had we concentrated on the 

economic agenda allowed these other things to grow out of the economic agenda 

there wouldn't have been the political upset and the political opposition as was in 

fact ....... 


