european parliament
speech by president jenkins in the debate on the european council
13 december 1978

1 welcome this opportunity to speak to you about the outcome of
the ruopean council Last week in brussels. 1 will not try to
duplicate herr genscher's account but 1 would Like to put to you
my view of the results of the Long hours which were spent on the
outstanding problems of the setting-up of the european monetary
system,
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{ summed up my immediate reactions to the council in terms of {ts
being a Limited success. after a week has gone by 1 would stick to
that judgment, 1 put then and 1 do now equal stress on both words,
it was a success because the european monetary system will be set

up on 1 january 1979, the date foreseen by the european council

at bremen in july. this in itself was a considerable achievement.

within a period of Less than nine months from copenhagen, and Lless
than six months since bremen, we sttled the details of a well thoug
out system, which has been set up on a community basis, a year ago

such a prospect would have seemed unattainable., it was in that sens
both successful and remarkable. it 1s most unusual for target dates
to stick. that also is a considerable achievement,
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but the success was Limited both by the fact that we will not have D ‘
the full participation of all nine member states , and by the {ﬁ
fact that even eight were not able to make clear their intentions
during the european council, we were all aware of the Likelihood &1
that the united kingdom would, gue to a certainingraned . - natu= fa
ral habit, not feel able to join in the proposed scheme from the [
beginning. however in the weeks building up to the final decision, igl
all thought that there were good grounds for believing that 1reLmu:§g
and italy woudl join, 1 certainly hoped that would be so, however [j

as we know well both 1taly and ireland found difficulties at

\ Brursﬂw."s .

i shared their disappointment, i believe that the community could r}
and should have been more . forthcom'mg- on parallel a1__qw_“Th1s was not m
%&e§?25§p%€10n. there were two arrangements - a special volet to th%ﬁ!
regional fund and the provision of major infrastructure Loans, . b4
with a substantial degree of interest subsidy which could have been
used in combination, there was not problem about formulae and no
real problem about shares between the two countries., the arrange-
ment} were als well made to suit the requirements of the two gover=-
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nments concerned, the problem was that of the availability of m}
resourches to transfer, i mus howerver stress that the sums at £~5
issue were not Large. this out both ways, there could have been 3
satisfaction without great sacrifice . - on the » 9
other hand 1t was difficult to beLieve that the success or failure ;;
of {talian or irish participation would turn upon such Limited re

funds. the essential soundness of the scheme and the plans for the
concerted coordination of economies were more important,

as a Little rash- that i by no means excluded the possibility

of italy and ireland, Oon further consideration, deciding to join
the scheme on january 1st., yesterday, as this house knows, the []
italian govebnment announced its intention to join the system from
1st january. 1 welcome this courageous decision, which i believe

to be in the itnerest of italy as much as it is undoubtedly in that g«
of the community., we await the decision of the irish govermment.

partly for this reason 1 said - perhaps at the time it was regardedg
el
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if we turn from the position of individual member states to the
general nature of the scheme, the other main aspect of success

is that

the system we have created is a community system, of course it
cannot be a complete community scheme without the participation of

-all member states but we move forward on a community basis. there

will be certain technical difficulties, but tnese can 1 believe
be 6vercome. an intergovernmental scheme would have been much
less satisfactory, a community scheme encourages and makes easier
the accession of those who do not join at the start. it also
faciLitates the participation of those who are not fully in
the‘scheme, in a number of its aspects, this means for exampLe -
and this is one of the several ways in which the new system is
more than just an enlarged snake - that although there could
clearly be no question of a non-participating country benefiting
from the very short-term credit arangements, equally a3 non-par-
ticipating member country of the community, could participate in
the conditional medium-term credit facilities. as far as the

short-term facilities are concerned, what {s envisaged, which wouLd
seem to be sensible, is that a country that did not barticipate
in the exchange rate intervention mechanism should not benefit from
the increase in short-term facilities available and related directl
to the setting-up of the scheme, but would = which is reasonable -
maintain the same rights as it has previous to' the setting up of
the scheme, and it would not use facilities beyond that, non-par-
ticipating member states may alLso join in the creation of the ecu
By ng 20 o/o0 of golLd and dollar reserves with fecom to
provide the initial supply of the new unit, .
_ - there are several other ways in which the
scheme 1s significantty different from an enlarged snake,

there is the use of the basket formula as an indicator of diver-
gence, there is the '’presumption’’ of intervention to correct
such divergence., there is the size of the credit mechanismus
available, and their division into 14 biLlLion ecu of short-term
support and 11 billion of medium-term, there is the plLan to create
a full european monetary fund within two years, there is a

much greater accent on the convérgence of economies. there is

a transfer of resources on the scale of 5 billion ecus of
substantiaLLy subsidised Loans over 5 years to the Less prosperous
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participating economies. and there is a far greater measure of
political commitment and will.,

T I

as {1 have already said most of our 20 hours of discussion was

spent sorting out the final details of the ems and seeking ways {i} :
to include as many member states as possible in the central mechanisnm,
we did not have sufficient time to discuss in depth alLl the other E?
issues which we would have Liked to discuss, agriculture was a 55
particular victim of pressures of time, ;3

| >4
i wouldhhave particularly Liked the european council to have A
come to some conclusions on the commission’s paper on the Ej

common agricultural policy, though no firm conclusions were reached,
1 found the tone of the discussion and the general response reaso-
nably encouraging. the commission will on its own responsibility
put forward price proposals firmiy within the guidelines Laid down
in the paper, it will defend them equally firmly, the european
council which meets in mid-march will have the opportunity to
pursue these discussions in more depth. by then the commission’s
detailed price proposals will be on the table for the different
sectors covered by the cap, but the agricultural council will not
have reached decisions,
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the european council did however decide to appoint three wise

men, as proposed by the french president, to consider the functio-
ning and deicision-making procedures of the community, the commis~
sion has, as the house knows, made proposals for changes in de-
cision making machinery in the so-called ''fresco’’ paper on en=-
Largement, this additional study will buttress and broaden
thisywork, but it will not interfere with ongoing business. the

3 man committee will operate on the basis of the treaties and
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the balance between the cinstitutions. they should not be in questiqp1
when the report is presented next october, i hope that mem ber L)
states will be courageous in facing up to the implLications for mﬂ
the future, ;;

i conclude as i1 began, by characterising the european council as
a L;mited success, 1t had its disappointments = though these

L]

&

have subsequently been Lessened. this Last european council Llackeg ! &
the exhilerating opening u p of the new perspectives which was
characteristic of bremen, this time there was a more artisan-lLik- °

L

'task to be performed. it was certainly not perfectlLy done, but
there were some solid results., we have a firm basis, a community
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basis, on which to buitd., the decision of the italian government »

-has already served ot reduce the potential danger of a partial ems :ﬂ

encouraging the development of a two-speed europe . of course it 1s§:§
still a danger that still Looms as a threat in the background. fz
but that 1s not new, it has been with us for several years., we
can and must guard against it, for a two-speed community in tﬁe
face of enlLargement could Lead to a three-speed europe after
enlargement, .
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the tasks before us are as great as ever, the opportunities
are greater than a year ago. brussels showed that there is no
easy, smooth, effortiLess road forward in europe, whenever we

1

t-d
think that we are deceiving ourselves, but there is a clear and Fﬂ
possible path. we would be quite wrong to react to this european g]
council with despondency, and still more wrong to sink into debiLi-h:

v

tating recrimination, the commission intends to follow this

path and to build on what we have achieved., i1 hope that parliament
wiLy give it the encouragement to do so, and give that encourage- r1
ment to member states also. A
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