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How is Europe doing? Next year will be the fiftieth anniversary of the Treaty that founded the European project. We shall celebrate the event with pride, because since 1957, the reunification of the continent has been based on the successful values that were promoted the EU’s founding fathers including, Jean Monnet, Robert Schuman, Paul-Henri Spaak, Alcide de Gasperi and Konrad Adenauer. But we shall also be celebrating the occasion with a feeling of uncertainty because today, Europe has run out of steam. People will argue that the Union has been able, against all expectations, to agree new financial perspectives, and that crisis is an integral part of construction. Nevertheless, I maintain what I said: there is definitely a crisis. Perhaps here in Brussels, we are too close to the problem, and cannot see the wood for the trees. It is true that the Belgians have always been at the forefront of European construction, and the commitment of the Belgian authorities has always been beneficial. It is also true that this crisis is not open, brutal or loud. It is muted, but deep-rooted. The Union is just ticking along, without any real collective hope. Doubt and indifference have filled the hearts of our peoples.

Some people, particularly in France, consider that this disenchantment corresponds to a balance. The indifference, or even wariness, of our fellow citizens about the European project is said to be the natural state of peoples, and no effort should be made to change that state. 

I am not resigned to that. Admittedly, within the context of globalisation, the European Union too often gives the impression of being a Trojan Horse from abroad, at the very time when our fellow citizens feel the need, more than ever before, to preserve their national identity. However, the state of the world has made the union of our countries more necessary than ever. This world has changed tremendously, which means that we are probably reaching the end of the European model which we dreamed up and implemented over the past fifty years. That is why the European Union requires us to have greater imagination.
The European Union must be an ambition, not a constraint. I want it to arouse the enthusiasm of our fellow citizens once again, not their distrust. Personally, I have always wanted to believe in a political Europe. I do not want to stop believing in it. This perspective is not outdated at all. It is modern, because it aims to turn its back on the misshapes of the past. It is ambitious, because we all know that the road ahead is difficult yet fascinating. That road is your road, every day. So you are ideally placed to know. That ambition is legitimate in view of the turbulent history of our continent. Like you, I have no intention of giving it up!

So what can we do? This is a vital time for Europe, because in the next ten months, after Italy, Hungary and the Czech Republic, there will have been general elections in eleven countries of the European Union, including France [in Slovakia, Latvia and Sweden in September, Bulgaria in October, Austria and the Netherlands in November, in Finland and Estonia in March 2007, in Ireland in the spring and in Belgium and France in June]. Then, in 2009, we shall have the major event of the European elections.

So now is the time for us to think about how we can reconcile Europe with Europeans, and enable it to move ahead again. But I dare to say to you who make the Community machine work on a daily basis, you who have decided to devote your professional career to the grand project that is Europe: our fellow citizens want an accessible and comprehensible Europe. And to achieve that, it must work efficiently and transparently; it must serve the interests of Europeans; it must work well where national and local powers are not enough. To put it in a nutshell, we need to imagine Europe where it is necessary, to the extent that it is necessary, but no more than is necessary.

(((
To make Europe popular again, we need to concentrate on answering at least four questions. 

1/ How to find our way out of the institutional crisis caused by the “No” votes by the French and Dutch on the draft European Constitution?

Some people will say that more important concerns lie elsewhere, and that we have focused too much in recent years on the institutional mechanisms, and not enough on the political Europe. Perhaps they are right, but I am certainly not going to side-step the question that you here today are asking about concerning the position of France on the draft European Constitution after the referendum. There was never a "plan B", and there is no simple solution either. But politics is the art of solving complex problems. I have already spoken on this subject, particularly in Berlin last February. What did I say then? That, in my opinion, and this is something I regret, the Constitutional Treaty would probably never come into effect in its present form. I fought for the “Yes” campaign for many months. I am proud that those who share my political views heard that message. Sympathisers of the political party that I lead voted 85% for the “Yes” campaign. But the vote by the French people was clear.

Whether we like it or not, we all have to accept those results. The 15 ratifications, some of them by referendum, which were achieved by other Member States, have the same political value as the votes held in France and the Netherlands. But it is a different matter from the legal viewpoint. The legal provisions set out in part 4 of the Treaty are clear, and those of us who are in favour of the Constitutional Treaty have repeatedly said this to the French people. The Constitutional Treaty can only come into effect if it is ratified by all Member States. We know now that this will not be the case. We cannot ask the French and the Dutch to vote again on the same text, because their first vote was so clear. And, in any case, we know that among the countries that have not decided yet, several have no intention of ratifying it. France owes it to its partners to be clear. As far as I am concerned, I will not be telling the French people that they misunderstood the question they were asked.

Does that mean that the work done by the Convention under the authority of Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, and then by the Intergovernmental Conference, was a waste of time? No: they did a remarkable job, and we will remember what they did. Does it mean that we will have to settle for the existing treaties, whose inadequacies all of us, including me, have highlighted? Certainly not. We have to maintain the conceptual progress in the draft Constitutional Treaty. But as you work on these matters on a daily basis, you know that though the reforms proposed were necessary to work effectively with 25 or 27 Member States, they will obviously be inadequate to enable the Union to take up the even greater challenges that lie ahead. Some of these questions are facing us today, such as the way the Union is financed. Others will arise very quickly: how can we adapt to the rapid development of China and India? 

What was true a few years ago is still true today: the Union must have a reference text - whether we call it a Constitutional Treaty, Constitution, or something else, that is not the important aspect - which goes beyond the technical provisions contained in the current treaties, and which enshrines the fundamentally political dimension of European construction. This fundamental treaty must state clearly what Europe is, which implies, in particular that we need to agree once and for all who should join the Union and who should not. It also needs to be a text that defines what Europe aims to be, what policies on which project, and sets out a process to continue to move ahead.

This necessity requires a vast democratic debate, and not a purely diplomatic exercise limited to hushed negotiations between experts or insiders. Why not imagine a large-scale Convention, whose members will be designated after a genuine democratic debate, particularly in the national parliaments, and which would have a very broad mandate? It could meet after the European elections in 2009: the campaign for the European elections would be an opportunity for a real substantive debate about the future of the Union, and the members of the European Parliament would have a clear democratic mandate. 

But it would be an exercise that would take time. And time is something that we do not have, because our fellow citizens are impatient with seeing Europe unable to come up with clear perspectives and take comprehensible decisions. We need to put ourselves in a situation where we can restore the Union’s decision-making capacities quickly. As far as security and immigration are concerned, the events in London and the massive arrival of illegal immigrants in the Canary Islands remind us that our ability to act jointly remains impaired. So it is urgent: the Union needs to be given effective operating rules, and fast!

I have made proposals for methods of getting Europe out of the stalemate in which it finds itself after the setbacks of the French and Dutch referenda. Now I would like to go further. What needs to be done to make the European institutions work better?

The operation of the existing institutions must be improved quickly. The majority of the urgent reforms, although ad hoc, concern the treaties. We are constrained by the treaties themselves. I wish to point out that the Treaty of Nice provides for a ceiling on the number of members of the Commission in 2009, and that this still has to be organised. I also pointed out that despite the French people rejecting the treaty, a certain number of its stipulations had achieved broad consensus on the right and the left. If there is one thing that everyone agreed on during the campaign, both in the “Yes” and the “No” camp, it was that the Nice Treaty is inadequate because it does not enable the Union to function with 27 Member States. What will be needed is a “mini-treaty”, to carry out the most urgent institutional reforms. I would like to go even further, and talk about the content of this “mini-treaty”. What do I think are the priorities?
- The “mini-treaty” should include the stipulations about the extension of qualified majority voting and co-decision, particularly in judicial and penal matters, if we cannot decide on a whole right now, but it should also: 

- include the stipulations about the rules for qualified majority voting, particularly the double majority;

- include the stipulations about sharing legislative power between the Parliament and the Council and about the election of the Commission President by the Parliament


- we need to verify compliance with the subsidiarity principle, i.e. this simple rule: the Union should act only when its action would be more effective and more appropriate than that of the Member States. Compliance with the subsidiarity principle means Europe where it is necessary, to the extent necessary, but no more than is necessary. To do that, the reinforcement of the role of national parliaments through the “early warning” procedure must appear in the “mini-treaty”;

- the question of a stable presidency of the European Council seems to me to be no longer a subject for debate. Everyone recognises that it would encourage longer-term actions, with more follow-up; 

- then there is the setting up of a role of European Union Foreign Minister who would combine the current functions of the Union’s High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, the Commissioner in charge of external relations and the President of the Foreign Affairs Council.

- Two other series of measures achieved a genuine consensus: firstly, all the measures concerning participatory democracy within the Union, and in particular the citizens’ right of initiative (i.e. the possibility of giving a million citizens to petition the Commission to put forward proposals in a particular field). Then there are the measures to enshrine enhanced cooperation.

- Finally, the idea of giving the Union its own legal personality which would enable it to join and attend meetings in a number of organisations as a political entity.

All of this could be included in a “mini-treaty”, which could be negotiated quickly, because essentially, it would involve re-using the provisions that required so much work within the European Convention and the IGC, without re-opening the political debates on which a compromise was found. 

The “mini-treaty”, amending the Nice and Amsterdam treaties, could be submitted, like them, for ratification by the Parliament. Our objective should be to launch the drafting of the mini-treaty under the German Presidency, and complete the ratifications under the French Presidency, in 2008, so that it could apply as soon as the next European elections from 2009.

For other important matters, new discussions will probably be necessary. We must accept this risk as it will be the case for the appointment of the Commissioners. If no decision is taken, it will be the rules defined in Nice that will apply, and everyone recognises that they are inadequate. If there were to be a consensus along these lines, I believe that a “mini-treaty” could postpone the ceiling on the number of Commissioners until 2014, as provided by the Constitutional Treaty. So the next Commission, which will be appointed in 2009, will retain the rule of one Commissioner per country. Since only Romania and Bulgaria are due to join us by then, there will not be much difference from the current Commission. This thorny issue has long given rise to divisions between us; in a moment, I will tell you which principles should, in my opinion, inspire the solution. But in the immediate future, we must not defer the other measures required, and let us leave that issue for later. As you can see, my priority is to move forward without waiting any longer. 

However, on certain issues, the Constitutional Treaty itself remains inadequate, and it will be essential to go further, at a subsequent stage, to enable a Union that has been further enlarged to remain effective. That will require boldness and imagination, because in the longer term, we have no choice but to make the European institutional model evolve. Let me take two examples:

a/ The Commission will have to be reformed, which we cannot do immediately. Its composition will have to be reviewed. This is one of the most important institutional issues, and certainly the most difficult to resolve, since the Commission plays a crucial role within the Community institutions. Its decisions have considerable consequences in many areas. We should take time to reflect and discuss, so that we are able to balance the understandable desire of some Member States to have one of their compatriots among the Commissioners, with the need to give the Commission sufficient coherence to operate effectively.

Neither the Nice Treaty nor even the Constitutional Treaty provided an adequate response to the issue of the composition of the Commission. Both adopted a system of imposing a ceiling on the number of Commissioners, and sharing the posts between the Member States according to a strictly egalitarian rotation system. This system is inadequate, because ultimately, it guarantees neither its efficiency nor legitimacy: 

· The appointment of Commissioners remains organised along strictly national lines, which does not allow the Commission to be made a real team; 

· it threatens the legitimacy of the Commission and its decisions in the eyes of the citizens: the Commission is already too often the scapegoat of public opinion; what will happen one day when it has to make a major decision affecting the future of a large company in a country, without even having a Commissioner from that country within its ranks?

Several arrangements have been considered, each of them with advantages and drawbacks: for example, keeping one Commissioner per Member State, or a differentiated rotation system, like the one used for the UN Security Council. 

But to break out of the stalemate, why not be bold and think about a sort of “conceptual leap”, by entrusting the President of the Commission with choosing the Commissioners? He has the trust of the European Council and the Parliament, which have appointed him jointly and reflect the results of the European elections. He could be free to choose his team, and it would be up to him to obtain final approval from the Parliament and the Council. After all, this is the way that national governments are formed. Of course, the President Elect of the Commission would have to consult national governments and respect the balances that underpin the Union, particularly between Member States and the political tendencies. But ultimately he would have the responsibility for his choice. In this way, the Commission could function as a genuine team around its President, and the question of its membership would not be settled once and for all in abstract terms, but as a reflection of the political balance of power which would change after each election, and which cannot be known in advance.

b/ Unanimity:  I am also firmly convinced that we need to change the unanimity rule in Europe. How can we possibly believe, and make others believe, that we are going to fight terrorism effectively by bringing together a prestigious line-up of fifty Home Affairs and Justice Ministers, and allowing everyone to speak for 2 minutes, then demanding that they be unanimous?

We cannot impose majority rule on a country that does not want it. On the other hand, I cannot accept that a country that does not want to move forward should be able to prevent the others from doing so. It is one thing to have a country that does not want to move forward, and quite another to accept that country preventing the other 26 from moving forward. Therefore, the only way to save the political Europe is to break this lock. A country must be able to say “no”, but without that “no” handicapping the plans of the rest. It is unimaginable for a single Member State, or even two, to prevent the Union from moving forward.

In Berlin, I talked about the creation of a “super-qualified” majority mechanism that would require, for example, 70 or 80% of the votes for a decision to be adopted. What would be the appeal of such a mechanism? Because there are areas which are of such sensitivity for the Member States that it is illusory to hope that they will be brought into the domain of qualified majority voting, but for which the unanimity rule constitutes an excessively large obstacle to any progress because opposition from some Member States, sometimes just one, blocks any decision-making. For example, this is the case with taxation: we did not make enough progress on harmonisation of the tax burden on businesses or economic activities which are subject to competition. The result is that States are allowed to engage in destructive competition on taxation, to attract businesses to their country, sometimes by reducing company taxation to zero. Fiscal dumping, which has thrived hiding behind the unanimity rule, is not acceptable within the Union. We must be able to clarify the division of powers between the Community institutions and Member States, according to the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality. 

Of course, I am fully aware that changing the decision-making rules will not suffice to relaunch the European project. What we need is a new driving force. We need those who want to make progress to live up to their responsibilities. I believe that variable geographic groups depending on the subject can be useful. Thanks to the authority and the experience of Jean-Claude Juncker, the Eurogroup has assumed a key role within the institutions. The G5 of Home Affairs Ministers, which we enlarged to include Poland, has demonstrated its effectiveness, both in reinforcing police cooperation in operational matters and making proposals to the JHA Council, which we urgently need, on the fight against terrorism and illegal immigration. I believe in the need for several States to prepare major European meetings informally, in order to give every chance for the initiatives that our fellow citizens expect. I would like, on a subject by subject basis, for the countries which are most interested or most concerned to meet to prepare the work of the Council. The new Europe must start out from the facts and realities and organise these, and not seek to impose an artificial schema that does not suit any Member State. That is revolution, a breakdown. From that point onwards, the concept of an open avant-garde, of ad-hoc groups which would bring together the Member States most concerned by a particular issue would be an obvious choice. It would be up to those States to explore new forms of solidarity, while leaving open the possibility for other Member States to join them; it would even be up to them to find legal forms to underpin their joint actions. This would enable Portugal, Greece, Spain, Italy and France to join forces to make joint proposals to fight forest fires. The seven countries that are contributing to peacekeeping in Lebanon would be able to take concerted action and support each other. The eurozone could continue to become stronger. The countries around the Mediterranean could take more effective, concerted measures to fight illegal immigration. 

What we need is for each Member State to want to move forward again, without focusing solely on their national interests. Failing that, those who want to take the initiative should be able to do so without being held back by the reluctance of others.
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2/ What should be the borders of the Union, and what relations should it have with our neighbours?

It is time to address this problem openly. The setback of the French and Dutch referenda was partly provoked by hostility towards a border-free Europe. In the light of this experience, establishing a geographical and political framework for the European Union is an essential precondition for our citizens to reclaim ownership of the European project. The first consequence is that there should not be any more enlargements until new institutions have been adopted.
I want to repeat a simple idea: the accession of a new Member State is first of all a decision that the Union must take for itself, based on its own objectives, within the limits of its capabilities and with the consent of its peoples, before being a decision that comes under the Union’s foreign policy and its concern to encourage reforms in other people’s countries. It is not in the interests of Europe to water down its policies and its institutions in an entity in which any decisions would be impossible by definition. No, the interest of the Union lies in being solid enough to exude, and lay the foundations of, a zone of stability and prosperity which is enlarged to its continental and Mediterranean neighbours. In other words, that means that the Union’s ability to absorb new members cannot be expanded indefinitely. I would like this concept of absorption capacity to be given precise content and an operational character: I would add that it is necessary to check this at every stage of the enlargement process and not only at the moment when it is completed, when it is too late to react.

This reasoning entails a consequence. Now we need to say who is European and who is not. It is no longer possible to leave this question unanswered. And even if we wanted to, the French people who, since the reform of our Constitution, will be called to vote in a referendum on any further enlargement, will remind us by rejecting it. Saying who is European means who is able to join the European Union one day, as well as who is able to establish preferential ties with us, without actually being part of the Union.

In my opinion, a distinction should be made between:

- on the one hand, States whose claim to join the Union is not challenged by anyone. The European Union is open to all States which clearly belong to the European continent (Switzerland, Norway, the Balkans) and nearby islands (Iceland). These States will join the Union when they can (the Balkans), and want to (the others), provided that the Union is in a position to accept them, particularly from the viewpoint of the operation of its institutions;

- and on the other hand, States whose claim to join the Union is not obvious, or who are neighbours without being European. For these countries in the Euro-Asian and Mediterranean areas, our first step should be to establish a preferential partnership with them. We must work with them respecting our mutual interests, but without making concessions on our values. In my mind, nothing is automatic: even if all those taking part in the Barcelona Process have a geographical claim to associate with us, only those who have made clear progress on the democratic path would be accepted as a preferred partner of the Union. 

What I want is that ultimately we should not put all those countries where we wonder whether they should join or not in a situation where we condemn them to all or nothing: either all of Europe, or none of Europe. What can we offer them? First of all, I think that this large market will only be acceptable to us if it does not lead to a deterioration in the quality of products and controls. Those who want to enter this zone of prosperity, with potentially 800 million consumers should, in my opinion, adopt all the Community regulations on the Internal Market in full. But we must go further, and offer preferred partners the possibility of participating in certain European policies, so that the Union can facilitate their economic and social development. Finally, we could engage in broader cooperation on research programmes or education. The ERASMUS programme is 20 years old. It is one of the European Union’s big success stories. We have broadened it to students from non-member countries, via the ERASMUS mundus programme, but in a limited way. I want us to invest massively in this programme. It is key to our potential long-term growth as well as theirs. Above and beyond the economic common market, there is the prospect of setting up defence agreements that will enable us to build collective security. 

What use would it be to have built the European Union if it is not capable, through its positive influence and virtuous chain reactions, to encourage stability, prosperity and democracy on its borders? This plan of a large zone of peace, democracy and development should be envisaged on a fifty-year timescale. That is not utopian at all. It is perfectly realistic. Our European project can only be conceived in its geographical environment. Between European peoples, we have been able to overcome the most tragic episodes in our history by following the objectives of the Treaty of Rome. So if, as the Preamble to the Treaty says, through “ever closer union”, we have been able to leave behind our conflicts that lasted over centuries, why should we not be able to establish relationships of enhanced cooperation with our neighbours to the South and the East, with whom we have had relations for such a long time?

These countries include one large one, Turkey, which is our neighbour, our friend, and which shares a large number of our security interests and a large number of our values. For all these reasons, we should deepen our ties with Turkey, but without going as far as full membership. Here, too, the Union must not lose the direction that its founding fathers gave it. I want to say emphatically, and I know that you will understand what I mean, that the first adaptation that a country must make if it wants to join the Union is to accept that this Union consists of 25 members and not 24. Turkey has not begun to apply the additional Ankara Protocol and has still not ratified it. It continues to refuse access to its ports and airports for ships and aircraft which have transited via Cyprus, although the customs union between Turkey and the European Union is complete. That is unacceptable. I keep saying it. And I will carry on saying it. I am calling for suspension of new chapters of accession negotiations with Turkey until the Ankara Protocol has been ratified, and actually implemented, in good faith. 

(((
3/ How to modernise the funding of the European Union, and for which policies?

The Union does not just need new rules. It needs a minimum of financial resources. The agreement reached in December 2005 on the European budget for the years 2007-2013 provides for a review clause in 2008-2009. We must take that opportunity to carry out an ambitious reform of the European budget. The current system means that European spending is borne by national budgets. It is illogical, unjust, and unbearable for countries that are net contributors, and incomprehensible for citizens. European spending must be funded by European resources, in the same way that local taxes fund local spending. This will be one of the important issues under the French Presidency. It is remarkable that the European Parliament and national parliaments have taken the initiative to work together to provide input for the process of reflection by government. I wish to congratulate Alain Lamassoure for the ground-breaking work that he is carrying out at present in this field, in an innovative and consensus-based manner.
I believe, like him, that any reform will have to be guided by two principles in particular.

- respect of the fiscal sovereignty of Member States - they must retain the power to decide whether to create or allocate a tax.

- and the constancy principle: Europe is being built under constant fiscal pressure, with constant public spending and constant overheads. Just because a task is transferred to European level, that does not mean that it can cost the taxpayer more. Quite the opposite. The European Court of Auditors and its national counterparts have the technical resources to verify compliance with a principle, which in my opinion should be written into the treaty.

I would like to make a second proposal concerning the budget. A major difference between the European Union and a federal system lies in the very low level of the common budget: this concerns virtually only the areas of exclusive competence of the Union. However, in many fields, the success of European policies depends as much, if not more, on the mobilisation of national resources. This is obviously the case with the “Lisbon Objectives”. 80% of the tools to be implemented depend on national decisions and national budgets. Likewise, for instance, with the foreign, security and defence policy, for which France and the United Kingdom spend far more than other Member States.

However, as leaders, members of parliament, and citizens, we all need to know how much we are spending on funding these common objectives, whether in one capacity or another. Therefore, alongside the Community budget, which is the visible part of the iceberg, it seems to me to be necessary to establish a financial table in which each Member State would list the appropriations that it was prepared to allocate from its national budget to the application of European policies: in a way, this would be a sort of budget part 2, the submerged part, but probably very much larger than the visible part. This exercise would not only have the advantage of being instructive: it would lead to the efforts of all parties being better balanced. And it would be a first step towards a new approach to public finances in a multinational grouping with a single currency.
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4/ How to modernise politics in Europe?

I am not satisfied with the way in which European politics is organised. The election of the European Parliament by direct universal suffrage in 1979 was a tremendous step forward in democracy. But it has to be said that the European elections are not an occasion for real collective choices on a European scale: in each Member State, the issues debated during these elections remain basically national and there is no European campaign. This explains that a growing number of electors, because they cannot see clearly what is at stake in these elections, make it a sort of “democratic payback mechanism”, or purely and simply ignore them completely.

However it is a major issue if we want our fellow citizens to reclaim ownership of the European political debate. How can we make the election of the European Parliament an occasion for the electorate to make genuine collective European choices?

I propose an arrangement that is both bold and simple to implement: to allow the national party lists in the same political tendency to affiliate together. So the party lists belonging to the European People’s Party in France, Germany and Italy could join forces to present a single, joint programme for Europe. The other European political groupings would be free to do the same: ESP, Liberals, Greens, etc. This would make the European elections the opportunity for European campaigns on European issues to defend European policy programmes. 

Why not introduce this arrangement soon, before the 2009 elections, at least between Member States that want to take this important step? France and Germany could open the way by allowing the lists of the two countries to affiliate with each other, by deciding that the final results would be decided based on the results at Franco-German level with, by means of using residual votes, a bonus in terms of seats to lists which were the subject of a Franco-German rapprochement. This system should, of course, be open to all States wanting to participate, to all States that want the Union to be built on an ever sounder and more ambitious political and democratic foundation: I am thinking in particular of the founding Member States, Spain and Portugal as well as others. This would be a deliberate choice by these States to organise the designation of their MEPs jointly, which could perfectly well be done within the framework of the current treaties. 

I will go further: I would like each political grouping, or at the very least my own, the EPP, to indicate before the European elections who they want to see as President of the European Commission if they win the elections. The best way of empowering our fellow citizens is to offer them the possibility of having a direct influence on the choice of President of the Commission. In doing so, their vote will determine the direction of European policy for the next five years. That is what I will propose to my partners in the EPP. 

I believe it is indispensable for the EPP to become a genuine European political party. With our partners in the UMP and the EPP, we must prepare the European elections in 2009. We need to think about the responses that we can offer to strategic questions that face Europeans, and that no country can settle effectively on its own. The 2009 campaign will be the occasion for a genuine substantive debate about the future of the Union, and the EPP representatives in the European Parliament will thus have a clear democratic mandate. For that, we will need to take a political initiative to go further together. So I will propose to our sister parties in the UMP to hold European conventions within the EPP to set out joint policies on several of these issues:

- immigration: having created an area of free movement of people is progress that we can appreciate every day. But we have not yet realised all the consequences. We need to set up a European immigration police, and think of establishing single consulates for the States in the Schengen area; 

- the environment: we have a basic responsibility to our people, and particularly the younger generations. We must organise the protection of the environment;
- energy: I should point out that two of our three founding treaties relate to energy: the ECSC Treaty and the Euratom Treaty. Nevertheless, since then, we have been unable to make energy a real common policy like the Common Agricultural Policy. However, the European Union must speak with a single voice when it negotiates with major energy suppliers such as Russia. It must jointly reduce its dependence on hydrocarbons. It must invest in a concerted way in production and interconnection equipment;
- the economy and currency: we must strengthen the role of politics in the economic guidance of the eurozone. For example, the Union cannot remain indifferent to the value of the euro against the huge dollar zone, to which emerging countries peg their currency de facto. Article 111 of the Treaty states that the fundamental directions of exchange rate policy depend not on the European Central Bank, but on governments, with the Council voting by a qualified majority. Because it appointed a stable, high-quality Chairman, the Eurogroup has every reason and all the resources necessary to examine this fundamental question. Furthermore, the time has come to have single representation of the euro Member States in all negotiations and international bodies. There again, it is merely a matter of applying the treaties.

- European defence: despite undeniable successes, the European Union’s foreign policy still lacks visibility. We must strengthen our joint tools, such as the European Armaments Agency, or the European Staff Headquarters. I would also like to emphasise that we have taken too long to implement the European civil defence force, which I have been hoping to see for a long time, and which Michel Barnier recommended in his report. How many natural disasters will it take for us to reach a decision?

(((
Ladies and Gentlemen, 

2007 will mark the fiftieth anniversary of the Treaty of Rome. It will also be the opportunity for a great democratic debate in France. I do not intend to leave the issue of Europe’s future out of that debate. I do not intend to hide my belief in Europe. Because I believe in Europe, I have a duty to be a demanding European. France will have even greater responsibilities in 2008. The French Presidency will have to reach agreements and compromises on many projects and issues. We need to prepare for that now.

Only the speech as delivered is authoritative.
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