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It's a great honour for me to address your assembly at a critical moment for Europe.  I 

am well aware that we all bear a heavy responsibility.  Of course, as President-in-Office of the 

Council, I have a great responsibility, but that of all convinced Europeans is the same.  How 

do we extricate Europe from the crisis in which it finds itself? (…) 

INSTITUTIONS/LISBON TREATY/IRELAND 

First observation:  we have an institutional problem.  Heads of State and government 

tried to find a compromise with the Lisbon Treaty.  No one said that the Lisbon Treaty 

resolved all the problems, but it was and remains the formulation of a compromise acceptable 

to everyone.  I myself, as President of the French Republic, had to face up to my 

responsibilities.  France voted "no" in 2005 and this "no" was a problem for France. (…) 

We now have the problem of the Irish "no" and it's certainly not a Frenchman who can 

pass judgement on the Irish "no", when there had previously been a Dutch "no" and a French 

"no".  So on 21 July, I'll go for my first visit as President of the Council to Ireland to listen, 

engage in dialogue and try and find solutions.  The French presidency will propose a method 

and, I hope, a solution in agreement with the Irish Government, either in October or 

December. 

NICE/LISBON/ENLARGEMENT/CROATIA 

The problem is the following:  we must both avoid rushing our Irish friends, and at the 

same time, decide under what conditions and what treaty we’re going to organize the 2009 

European elections.  So we have a bit of time, but not too much.  We owe it to our fellow 

citizens to know on what basis we're going to organize the European elections.  The basis will 

be either the Lisbon Treaty or the Nice Treaty.  There won't be a new institutional conference.  

There won't be a new treaty.  It's either Lisbon or Nice. (…) 

If we stick to Nice, it's the Europe of the 27.  If we want enlargement  – I do –, we need 

new institutions before enlarging.  Who could understand the 27-member Europe not being 

capable of giving itself institutions and yet having no other priority than to keep on enlarging. 

So things have to be clear:  if we want enlargement – and we want enlargement – then 

we need new institutions.  I add, and I say this to [European Parliament Socialist Group] 

Chairman Martin Schulz, that I'm in favour of bringing in the Balkans, that our Croatian 

friends, like our Serbian friends are indisputably European.  But the most pro-enlargement 

countries can't, simultaneously, say, "we don't want Lisbon, but, at the same time, we want 

enlargement". 
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It's Lisbon and enlargement.  It isn't blackmail because in Europe, we don't do 

blackmail.  It's a matter of consistency, honesty and logic.  So when it comes to Croatia, we 

have to continue the negotiations.  But everyone has to face up to his or her responsibilities.  If 

Europe is to enlarge, it has to do so with new institutions. 

MULTISPEED EUROPE 

I'm also going to say something else.  I hear it said, in various quarters, in European 

debates:  "after all it isn't serious, there'll be a multispeed Europe".  Perhaps, regrettably, one 

day, we'll be compelled to have a multispeed Europe, but that can be only the solution of last 

resort.  Europe has paid dearly for being divided by a shameful wall.  Europe has paid dearly 

for the dictatorship imposed on 80 million Europeans.  Let's think hard before leaving 

countries behind us. (…) 

As regards the other issues, and I believe we can find a consensus on them, nothing 

would be worse than for Europe to give the impression of standing still because, once again, 

it's going through an institutional psychodrama.  (…) 

Notwithstanding the institutional problem, perhaps even because of the institutional 

problem, it's Europe's duty to act and act straightaway.  This is the message the French 

presidency would like us, together, to address to Europeans.  We're in the process of resolving 

the institutional problems, but we aren't doomed to stand still.  What, are our priorities?  The 

first is to show Europeans that Europe can protect them. (…) Europe has to protect without 

being protectionist.  Protectionism leads nowhere, but it's an odd reverse to see that today 

Europe, built to protect them, is worrying its citizens instead of defending them.  So it's up to 

us, on concrete issues, to show how Europe is going to protect them. 

ENERGY-CLIMATE PACKAGE/2009 COPENHAGEN CONFERENCE 

The first is the energy-climate package.  If there's one area where if they act individually 

our nations can do nothing it's that of preserving global ecological balances.  (…) Europe has 

to set the example.  To set the example, Europe has to be exemplary.  We have an objective:  

the 2009 conference. 

This conference must manage, organize the post-Kyoto.  Europe must come to it united, 

having decided to adopt the energy-climate package.  If we don't, we won't have any leverage 

to get the Chinese, Indians, emerging countries and Americans to make the efforts that we'll 

have decided on first.  So it's essential that, under French presidency, we adopt the energy-

climate package the Commission has submitted.  The package is demanding, the package is 

tough, but I'd like to appeal to everyone's sense of responsibility.  If every country starts 

wanting to renegotiate the point bothering it, the things it finds difficult, then we'll never reach 

an agreement.  This is why the French presidency is asking the European Parliament to 

mobilize at its side to get the energy-climate package adopted in the six months. (…) 

There are very probably elements of it which need clarifying or adapting.  I'm thinking 

in particular of a very difficult matter:  namely the problems for our firms on which we're 

rightly going to impose rules to preserve the global ecological balances.  Do we, in Europe, 
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have to impose vital rules on our firms and, at the same time, go on importing products from 

countries which aren't respecting any of the rules we're imposing on our businesses?  It isn't a 

matter of protectionism;  it's one of fairness, justice and rejecting naivety.  There's the problem 

of deciding on a border mechanism.  Should there be free quotas or adjustment mechanisms?  

I don't know, but, in any case, we have to discuss it. 

Another point:  for a number of countries – I'm thinking particularly of those which 

joined us in 2004 – the bulk of their energy is fossil energy;  I clearly understand that the 

efforts demanded of them are considerable and these countries are telling us:  "we've had 

growth for ten years, don't come and end the growth we're experiencing".  There's very 

probably a way to carry everyone with us and, with the President of the Commission, we have 

to work on it so that everyone realizes that they won't be doomed to recession, misery, poverty 

and unemployment.  But this energy-climate package is for us an absolute priority.  The world 

can't wait;  Europe has to show the way. 

SCHENGEN AREA/WORKERS' FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT/IMMIGRATION PACT/ 

POLITICAL ASYLUM  

 

Second priority:  now that, out of the 27 countries, 23 of us are in the Schengen Area 

(…) what does this mean?  It means that we have decided on total freedom of movement 

between the Schengen Area countries. (…) Since 1 July, there’s no longer been any barrier 

preventing access to the French labour market since I have announced that I will abolish all 

the restrictions which my predecessors had negotiated.  Any worker from any EU country can 

come and work in France.  It wasn’t that simple, it wasn't that easy. (…)  I didn't like the 

polemic on the famous Polish plumber which gave my country and Europe a pretty terrible 

image.  That’s not why we all built the European Union.  Nevertheless, once we no longer 

have any borders between us, is it legitimate, is it sensible for each of us to go on deciding on 

our own immigration policy, taking no notice of the others’ constraints?   

The European Pact for immigration is an essential document for the French presidency, 

from two points of view.  The first (…) is that if we all, European countries give ourselves a 

European immigration policy, we remove immigration from national debates (…).  The only 

way to have a responsible debate on immigration is to make it a European policy (…) 

compelling countries with different sensitivities to work together. What has been proposed 

(…) seemed to me a priority, showing that Europe doesn’t want to be a fortress, that Europe 

isn’t refusing to take people in, that Europe needs worker immigration, but that Europe can’t 

take in everyone who’d like to come to Europe.  Let me add that, when it comes to political 

asylum, it isn’t normal for one person to be able to submit 27 applications in 27 democracies 

and for these 27 democracies not to take the same attitude in the face of the same problem.  

Let me add that for development with Africa, we’ll be stronger working together.  This is the 

French presidency's second priority. 

EUROPEAN DEFENCE/NATO 

Third priority:  we want to take forward a concept often talked about in Europe, but 

which is making meagre progress:  European defence.  I am perfectly aware that there's a lot 

of disagreement in this area, but, with your permission, I’m going to tell you what I firmly 
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believe.  How do you think that Europe can be a political power, with a loud voice, if it can’t 

defend itself and deploy capabilities in support of its policy?  Take the example of Kosovo, 

which to my mind is a European Union success.  It’s a European problem which has to be 

settled by the Europeans.  How could the Europeans go on resolving it if they don’t acquire 

military and human capabilities to enforce the decisions we’ve taken together?  How can you 

imagine making Europe the most prosperous economic area without being capable of ensuring 

our own defence? 

Of course there’s NATO.  No one, and I certain don't, disputes NATO's usefulness.  It 

isn’t a matter of having the European defence policy or NATO, but of having NATO – the 

Alliance with the Americans – and an autonomous European security policy.  It’s both at the 

same time, not one instead of the other.  Let me add that we can’t go on having a Europe 

ensuring its security through the contributions of just four or five countries, with the others 

relying on the efforts of these four or five countries.  We can’t each go on building planes on 

our own, having an armaments industry riven by internal rivalry, which ruins itself and in the 

end grows weaker, quite simply because we haven't been strong enough to conduct a 

European defence policy. 

CAP/EU FOOD SECURITY/FOOD SAFETY 

Fourth priority:  the extremely difficult issue of the Common Agricultural Policy. (…) I 

am perfectly aware that among us we have agricultural States ardently defending the work of 

their farmers and, at the same time, States who think that the policy costs too much.  Let me 

appeal to your common sense.  In 2050, the world will have 9 billion inhabitants.  Already 

800 million people die of starvation.  A child starves to death every 30 seconds.  Is it 

reasonable to ask Europe to reduce its agricultural production at a time when the world has 

such great need of foodstuffs?  I don’t think that's sensible.  It isn’t a matter of French 

agriculture;  it’s a matter of common sense.  Let me add a second point:  regardless of whether 

your country is an agricultural one, food security concerns everyone.  Is it sensible to impose, 

rightly, traceability and safety rules on our breeders and farmers and go on importing into 

Europe meat which comes from elsewhere and doesn't respect any of the rules we are 

imposing on our farmers. 

Farm prices have never been so high.  It’s precisely the right moment to talk about 

prices, about subsidies and Community preference.  I think too with the Common Agricultural 

Policy's health check and financial arbitration, we could agree on some concepts such as food 

sufficiency and food safety for Europe. 

SOCIAL DIMENSION 

(…) There are a number of social directives which President Barroso has rightly put on 

the agenda – I'm thinking of those on works councils, temporary work and a number of 

minimum rules which have to be imposed on everyone in Europe.  The French presidency will 

make this a priority. 

HEALTH/ALZHEIMER'S/CANCER 
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Other subjects too should be put on the French presidency's agenda, even though they 

aren't within the EU's remit.  I take the example of something which affects us all, Alzheimer's 

disease (…) Of course, because of subsidiarity it isn't a European responsibility.  I'd like the 

French presidency to organize a meeting of all our countries' specialists so that we put 

together the best practices, so that together our researchers combine their skills (…), so that 

together we can find a solution.  Just imagine what Europeans will then say about Europe:  it's 

a way of curbing dreadful diseases.  What I'm saying about Alzheimer's, I could also say about 

cancer, which shatters families.  There's no reason for every one to work on their own on 

finding solutions for cancer when together we'll have more resources and be stronger. 

CULTURE/SPORT 

Finally, with respect to culture and sport, let me say that it's a serious mistake not to talk 

about things which are part of Europeans' everyday lives.  There's a European cultural 

exception.  We must make culture a matter of daily debate in Europe.  The world must not be 

flattened in the face of a single language and a single culture.  We must clearly address the 

question of VAT on videos and CDs, like that of VAT on books, which you have settled.   

On sport, which transcends political divides, I'd like to say that I'd like there to be a 

sports exception in Europe just as there is a cultural exception.  I'm in favour of the movement 

of people and goods, but I don't accept the idea of our football clubs being plundered, 

destroying the training effort made by a number of them, seeking out 14-year old boys, who 

need to stay in their clubs for their essential training.  A sports exception saying that sport 

mustn't be beholden solely to the market economy should get the support of all MEPs. 

FRENCH PRESIDENCY/INTERNAL DEBATE/WTO AGREEMENT 

(…) I shall tell the President of the Parliament and President of the Commission:  "the 

presidency will work hand in hand with you".  If any Member State doesn't agree with 

something, it must say so.  As I said to the Polish president, he himself negotiated the Lisbon 

Treaty, he gave his word and one's word has to be honoured.  It isn't a political but a moral 

issue. 

(…) Europe has suffered from a lack of debate.  I'd like to end with this because it's very 

important to me.  Our institutions are independent.  But independence doesn't mean 

indifference.  If we, the political leaders, haven't got the courage to raise hot issues and debate 

such matters as:  what's the right economic strategy?  What's the right monetary strategy?  

What's the right exchange rate strategy?  Of course, everyone is entitled, and I say this 

particularly to our German friends, to their own beliefs.  But no one has the right to prevent a 

debate, a constructive debate.   

Of course, everyone wants an agreement, a trade agreement is being negotiated.  But no 

one must be afraid of saying that Europe mustn't be naive.  We have to discuss the advantages 

of free trade.  But we must also tell the emerging countries that there are no grounds for their 

demanding the same rights without taking on the same obligations.  We mustn't be afraid to 

debate about Europe.  We must accept the European debate, respecting each other but not 

being afraid to defend our firm beliefs.  We're not calling our firm beliefs into question.  We're 
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not calling into question the ECB's independence by wondering whether it's reasonable to 

raise interest rates to 4.25% when the Americans have got interest rates of 2%.  We're 

participating in a debate.  A peaceful debate where no one has a monopoly on the truth – I 

certainly haven't – but nor necessarily have the specialists, who have to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of their decisions.  

(…) I know perfectly well, that when you are president of the Council you don't defend 

the interests of your country, but the EU's.  I know perfectly well that we have to act 

collectively in the interest of the Europe of the 27.  I hope that in six months everyone will be 

able to say:  Europe has moved forward thanks to your participation, thanks to your support. 

Thank you./. 


