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Il-Minuti tal-Laqgħa Nru. 110 li saret fid-29 ta’ Mejju, 2007, kienu konfermati.

THE CHAIRMAN (Onor. Jason Azzopardi):  Ninforma lill-Kumitat li l-Iskrivan tal-Kamra rċieva mingħand is-Segretarju Ġenerali tal-parlament Ewropew 12-il riżoluzzjoni, hawn taħt indikati, li ġew adottati mill-Parlament Ewropew:

Riżoluzzjoni leġislattiva tal-Parlament Ewropew ta' l-24 ta' April 2007 dwar il-proposta għal deċiżjoni tal-Kunsill dwar il-konklużjoni tal-Ftehima bejn il-Kommunità Ewropea u l-Gvern tal-Malasja dwar ċerti aspetti tas-servizzi ta' l-ajru (COM(2006)0619 – C6-0004/2007 – 2006/0202(CNS)) P6_TA-PROV(2007)0103 - adottata fl-24 t’ April 2007;
Riżoluzzjoni leġiżlattiva tal-Parlament Ewropew ta' l-25 ta' April 2007 dwar il-proposta għal deċiżjoni tal-Kunsill dwar il-konklużjoni tal-Ftehima Multilaterali bejn ir-Repubblika ta" l-Albanija, il-Bożnja u Ħerżegovina, ir-Repubblika tal-Bulgarija, ir-Repubblika tal-Kroazja, il-Komunità Ewropea, ir-Repubblika ta" l-Islanda, l-ex-Repubblika Jugoslava tal-Maċedonja, ir-Renju tan-Norveġja, is-Serbja u l-Montenegro, ir-Rumanija u l-Missjoni ta" Amministrazzjoni Temporanja tan-Nazzjonijiet Uniti fil-Kosovo dwar it-Twaqqif ta" Żona Ewropea ta" Avjazzjoni Komuni (ECAA) (COM(2006)0113 – C6-0218/2006 – 2006/0036(CNS)) P6_TA-PROV(2007)0139- adottata fil-25 t’ April 2007;

Riżoluzzjoni leġislattiva tal-Parlament Ewropew ta' l-25 ta' April 2007 dwar il-proposta għal deċiżjoni tal-Kunsill dwar il-konklużjoni f'isem il-Komunità Ewropea ta" Ftehim ta" Qafas dwar Programm Ambjentali Nukleari Multilaterali fil-Federazzjoni Russa u tal-Protokoll dwar il-Pretensjonijiet, Proċedimenti Legali u l-Indennizz għall-Ftehim ta" Qafas dwar Programm Ambjentali Nukleari Multilaterali fil-Federazzjoni Russa. (COM(2006)0665 – C6-0475/2006 – 2006/0227(CNS)) P6_TA-PROV(2007)0141- adottata fil-25 t’ April 2007;

Riżoluzzjoni leġiżlattiva tal-Parlament Ewropew ta' l-25 ta' April 2007 dwar il-Green Paper dwar azzjonijiet ta' riżarċiment tad-danni għal ksur tar-regoli tal-KE dwar l-antitrust (2006/2207(INI)) P6_TA-PROV(2007)0152- adottata fil-25 t’ April 2007;

Riżoluzzjoni tal-Parlament Ewropew tal-25 ta April 2007 dwar relazzjonijiet transatlantiċi P6_TA-PROV(2007)0155- adottata fil-25 t’ April 2007;

Riżoluzzjoni tal-Parlament Ewropew tal-25 ta' April 2007 dwar ir-rapport ta' progress ta' l-2006 dwar il-Kroazja (2006/2288(INI)) P6_TA-PROV(2007)0156- adottata fil-25 t’ April 2007;
Riżoluzzjoni tal-Parlament Ewropew tas-26 ta’ April 2007 dwar is-sitwazzjoni tan-nisa b’diżabilita’ fl-Unjoni Ewropea (2006/2277(INI)) P6_TA-PROV(2007)0160- adottata fis-26 t’ April 2007;

 Riżoluzzjoni tal-Parlament Ewropew tas-26 ta’ April 2007 dwar in-negozjait ta kuntratt ta’ Konċessjoni Galileo P6_TA-PROV(2007)0164- adottata fis-26 t’ April 2007;

Riżoluzzjoni tal-Parlament Ewropew tas-26 ta’ April 2007 dwar ir-Rapport Annwali dwar id-Drittijiet tal-Bniedem fid-Dinja 2006 u l-politika ta’ l-UE fir-rigward ta’ dan (2007/2020(INI)) P6_TA-PROV(2007)0165- adottata fis-26 t’ April 2007;

Riżoluzzjoni tal-Parlament Ewropew tas-26 ta’ April 2007 dwar dwar il-Finanzi Pubbliċi fl-EMU 2006 (2007/2004(INI)) P6_TA-PROV(2007)0168- adottata fis-26 t’ April 2007;

Riżoluzzjoni tal-Parlament Ewropew tas-26 ta’ April 2007 dwar il-ħtif f’Gaża tal-ġurnalista’ tal-BBC Alan Johnston - P6_TA-PROV(2007)0170- adottata fis-26 ta’ April 2007; u

Riżoluzzjoni tal-Parlament Ewropew tas-26 ta’ April 2007 dwar iż-Żimbabwe - P6_TA-PROV(2007)0172- adottata fis-26 t’ April 2007.

TAĦDITA MA’ L-E.T. NICHOLAS ARCHER, KUMMISSARJU GĦOLI TAR-RENJU UNIT GĦAL MALTA, DWAR IT-TEMA: COST EFFECTIVE DIPLOMACY
THE CHAIRMAN: Ngħaddu mill-ewwel għal-laqgħa tagħna ma’ l-Eċċellenza Tiegħu Nicholas Archer, Kummissarju Għoli tar-Renju Unit għal Malta.  It-taħdita għandha t-tema: Cost Effective Diplomacy.

Excellency, I am at loss whether to speak in Maltese or English because you have a very good command of the Maltese language.  So, Excellency, it is with a huge sense of satisfaction and honour to have you for the first time addressing us.  Unfortunately, three members of the committee had to go abroad on parliamentary business at short notice. Therefore, without any further ado, I will give you the floor.

E.T. NICHOLAS ARCHER:  First of all, Mr Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you very much for inviting me.  This evening I didn’t want to talk about British foreign policy because I thought that would probably bore you, and also because it’s not a particular preoccupation of mine here.  What has been a great preoccupation is the huge programme of bureaucratic change going on in London which has had quite profound consequences for this mission as for all our other representations overseas.  I thought that that might be of more interest to you than a conventional tour around the trouble spots of the world. I admit at the outset that bureaucratic change doesn’t sound terribly interesting. I would hope to make it at least marginally more interesting than it does sound. I talk quite a lot about it here.  Indeed at the Queen’s birthday reception on Friday I was talking less about the deal than about this need, but it's all part and parcel of the same thing.  So I'll go very quickly through a presentation, perhaps too quickly, but then we can come back to those bits which may be more interesting and just forget the bits that aren’t.

The starting point for us was a question initially stimulated by economic pressures on government, which is:  What are embassies meant to achieve?  And the conventional answer to that question and the answer which a lot of people around the world still give is: good relations.  That sounds nice.  I should say at the outset that I’m not for a moment deprecating good relations between countries which are essential to make the world go round.  But for diplomats over the years, I think, good relations have been a sort of satisfactorily vague aspiration which have allowed very many of the world’s total number of diplomats with not really very much to do than being nice to those people in the countries to which they are accredited!
Along with that, I think that there has been a tendency to work reactively. That’s to say to respond to a crisis on the one hand and demands from the host government on the other.  Along with that, in turn, the way of spending money has had much more to do with responding to requests for charity than seeking to reinforce the objectives of the government you represent by spending money in order to back up your arguments and your policy positions.  So that is I hope not too close a caricature of the traditional notion of diplomacy.  
Now we’ve got a new paradigm and I think we are, relatively speaking, ahead of most of the international competition in this.  We've given up thinking in terms of countries and relationships and we think much more about issues.  In our system we have ten, what we call, strategic priorities.  The Maltese Foreign Ministry has something similar so I’m not claiming that we’re unique in this.  Let me run through them quickly, not with a view to anybody's remembering them all, but just to give you a picture of what the government wants and what the Treasury pays British diplomats to do.  These are:  Making the world a safer place, addressing international crime, preventing and resolving conflict, creating a peaceful and prosperous Europe, supporting British business, achieving climate security, encouraging sustainable development, managing migration, supporting our citizens overseas, and then there’s the last one that has to do with our dependent territories, places like Montserrat and Pitcairn Islands and Gibraltar, which we don’t need to worry about here.

The important thing for me to communicate is that these are the only things that Her Majesty’s Treasury pays the British Foreign Office to do.  Most of us tend to all of them. Indeed there may not be an embassy in the world that does all ten and, these days, the way that we allocate our resources - by which I mean both our money and our personnel - is to look at each post and say:  On which of these objectives can it significantly add value?  And if they decide that a particular embassy in a particular country can significantly add value on a handful of these objectives, then they get more money and they get more staff.

At the moment we’re in a transitional phase and you can look around the world and say that Archer is talking nonsense, but we’re getting there. The people in London - who are the guardians of these issues that I have mentioned, whether it’s climate change, sustainable development or migration - are looking from the centre at the world and making judgements about the world as they see it. That’s a broad account that comes with the theory.  
Now let’s put it into practice and look at Malta.  But just before we look at Malta, I thought it fit to say a word about Europe, because our ministers and our most senior officials are absolutely convinced that we have far too much British diplomatic resources in Europe these days. That’s because of technological change, because of the amount of, essentially domestic, business that’s transacted between European countries, that’s to say, ministry of agriculture speaking directly to ministry of agriculture because - certainly amongst the larger European countries - people know their counterparts are only a phone call or an email away.  It’s also because we believe that we live in a world a large part of which is pretty dangerous and in which we have to engage very actively to make it safer.  
In the newspapers some people have criticized Tony Blair’s particular brand of diplomatic activism, but that’s what we do.  That requires more people in difficult places, whether it’s Iraq or Afghanistan or countries which are difficult in another sense, like India and China, and fewer people in Europe getting in the way between officials sitting in our respective capitals. So, looking at the Malta operation, the first thing to say about it is that it is under pressure, to some extent, because of that general sense that we have too many of our people in comfortable European capitals. But beyond that we’re applying the same rule, that is to say, looking at the High Commission in Malta and saying:  Of those ten strategic priorities that are outlined, on how many can the British High Commission in Malta make a significant contribution?
We’re in no danger of being closed down but missions where they really can’t contribute very much on anything are pretty small and indeed there are a lot of countries where we’re not represented at all.   I’ll cite one example in fact.  In London I used to be responsible for Mauritania. It’s not terribly far away.  When I got there they all said: You’re the only prominent member of the Security Council that has no diplomatic presence in Mauritania, and we think this is bad, and we want you to open up an embassy.  Then I had to say that the reason we’re not here is because, in the end, none of our interests are at stake here in a significant way. We had a British community, I think of five, and we did a certain amount of business and there was the possibility that they might discover offshore oil and the business would increase hugely. So, one wasn’t saying never but at that particular moment we could not justify putting the resources into Mauritania and so we didn’t.

In Malta we do four of those priorities in a big way, which is pretty good actually.  I say four, it might be five tomorrow, but there is still a negotiation going on.   I’ll tell you what they are because they’re not secret! First of all, at the uncontroversial end of the spectrum, there is the task of looking after British nationals.  That objective is important for us here because we have up to 12,000 residents, a thing that I must say shocked me when the BBC published it last year. And as you know, we have about 450,000 who come in every year as holidaymakers.  These are fairly evenly spread across the year because even in the cold dark months there is something like 17,000, and then that peaks to around 50,000 to 55,000 in August. That matters a lot to our government these days and when I say "these days" I mean since the natural and terrorist disasters of recent years, when we came under very heavy criticism for the inadequacy of our support for British nationals. That’s changed from being a rather unglamorous thing to do to being an absolutely central thing. So that’s the first thing.

The second thing, very obviously, is to contribute to the European objective, that’s to say, building a peaceful and prosperous Europe. That’s an interesting one because what does prosperous mean?  Well, during the years immediately before and after Maltese accession into the European Union, quite large amounts of money were spent here, building capacity, training staff, helping organisations, like yourselves, to prepare properly for European membership.  That work is ongoing and it encompasses everything from working with Malta’s pre-accession to making a nuisance of myself with Ambassador Richard Cachia Caruana this morning as the European Council approaches as we want to do a deal on the future of Europe.  

The third point is climate change and the reason for that is that it’s simply our top global priority at the moment.  I imagine this does sound rather strange coming from a diplomat, particularly when we could be on the brink of a nuclear war with Iran, and there are so many other very troublesome things going on. But our current Foreign Secretary, Margaret Beckett, takes the view that on climate change you have to invest now and if we get the investment in 2006, 2007 and 2008 right, we would have done work which will still have a value in 50 years’ time.  On the other hand, if we leave it and concentrate on more immediate tasks, the prospects of slowing global warming and therefore the prospects of avoiding a real catastrophe in 30 to 40 years will be significantly diminished.  So, we all have to do our bit and we could come back to that if we have a discussion afterwards.  Globally we are seeking not only to engage with governments on this but also with public opinion. That’s one of the reasons that I published one or two articles because we recognise that if governments are going to modify their positions, they have to have a sense that the public is behind them.  Some foreign countries behaving responsibly can intervene in the domestic debate to help build up that constituency.

The fourth, you will be unsurprised to hear, is migration.  We can come back to that again during questions, because I know that currently Britain in general and perhaps I, in particular, have something of a reputation for being un-sympathetic to Malta’s predicament and I would like to rebut that. They said in one of the papers the other day that we have to be interested in Malta’s predicament because the people who come here are on their way to us. So, if we can work with you to close down this route not only are we helping to sort out a friend’s problem but we’re also sorting out our own. I think that the combination of altruism and self-interest is a potent one.  Where I think the exchange has been maybe slightly less harmonious is exactly how you do it.  On that, at this stage, I would only say that it’s very difficult.

So, to come back to change, we get enough people to do all the unavoidable diplomatic tasks like lobbying, like discussing candidatures for United Nations posts, the whole gamut of things that diplomats do, and then we get extra resources in order to enable us to do these four specific things.  Andy, sitting on my right here is a sort of personification of the extra resource that we’ve been given, for example, to deal with migration. We don’t get given it open-endedly but we set ourselves a set of targets each year which are focused on those priorities and then we account for ourselves at the end of the year.  We scrutinise my own performance pretty rigorously as, indeed, my own pay packet depends on that success.  In brackets, I might say that the other day I asked one of my European colleagues whether he, as an ambassador, has got performance pay and he looked at me as if I was mad, as if he wanted to say: That’s not for diplomats, it’s for salesmen!  Well, we get performance pay and if I don’t deliver on these things then I take a pay cut in real terms.  This is how serious it is and as it should be.

You know, we have to look regularly at the size of the house that I inhabit, we have to look regularly at the offices, we have to look at how many cars we drive and all this kind of thing.  The financial questions on this are such that every pound we offer up is welcomed.  
I think that has a fairly solid coherence to it as a way of running embassies, but I should add that it’s not controversial.  I mean, traditionally, diplomats resisted this kind of approach because they argued that the results of diplomacy were unquantifiable.  I may have said to you, Mr Chairman, four or five years ago that we got some management consultants in to put a figure on what we had saved financially through our role in the aversion of nuclear war between India and Pakistan five or six Januaries ago. You may remember a period of extreme tension and a sincere conviction among many people that there would be a regional nuclear war over there.  Because of our historic connections with India and Pakistan, we were very centrally involved in the negotiations that averted that conflict.  Afterwards we thought:  Why don’t we just try it? The figures are obviously pretty approximate, but if you add up investment, loss of life, refugee flows and all the various disruptions, you make some sort of sensible guesses about where the Pakistani missiles are likely to fall and you add up the number of British citizens living in Bombay, and then you can produce a figure. And from memory I think we put a figure of five or six billion pounds on it! When I say on it, I mean we put a figure of five or six billion pounds on three or four weeks’ intense activity by a handful of British diplomats. We’re very into measuring and we find that measuring helps.

I will just say a last word about the downsides. The downsides are clearly that if you retrench and are seen to retrench, people think you don't care anymore.  If you shrink and assume to shrink, people think:  Ah, they’re not a great power anymore.  If you don’t invest in the future, then you face a real diminution of your influence in the medium to long term. If you put all your resources into handling crisis and regional conflicts, then you’ll end up with a lot of problems avoided but very few opportunities seized.  
In conclusion, I wouldn’t want to imply for a moment that what we’re doing is either uncontroversial or straightforward.  When I became a diplomat in 1983, my elders and betters of that time were arguing that cutting had gone far enough.  In those days it was called “salami slicing” and the idea was that you shave a little bit off and you still have a sausage! They were arguing that we’d shaved so much off that we no longer have the sausage! But 22 years later we’re still doing it.  We, as professionals, however uncomfortable we sometimes find this, I think these days we have learned that if you cry wolf, you really do risk being proved wrong!
Finally, I think we’ll probably shrink more and probably shrink a bit more in Malta but that's largely on the support side, so I hope it won't be visible.  I think they have taken 20% of my support over the last year, but nobody has noticed because they were people who were serving me and not you.  I think we probably will seem a little bit more selfish which is another danger of this approach, but at the same time I’m absolutely sure that over the next few years every foreign service, Maltese, American, whoever you like, will be doing the same thing.  Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.  You have managed to pack so many ideas into a relatively short presentation. Since the Hon. Michael Asciak is about to be called in the plenary, I would immediately ask him to intervene.
ONOR. MICHAEL ASCIAK:  Thank you, Mr Archer.  I’m glad that one of your priorities is climate change.  I was the Party International Secretary about ten years ago, if not more, and I distinctly remember Malta having put forward the idea of climate being part of common heritage or of common concern.  Actually, the first suggestion was common heritage and then there was an objection from Mrs Thatcher, because she thought we should think of as a "common concern” but not even that came through.  I think that now climate change has evolved from being just a scientific speculation into a tangible fact.  

It’s good that a major country like the United Kingdom has placed this issue on its books and particularly so because of your relation with the United States.  Of course, I don’t see eye to eye with the Americans on this issue because they had not taken this issue very seriously until the G8 summit of last week. I think that now their position is quite open and what I’m really worried about is that we are already too little with regard to the Kyoto Protocol parameters.  I think that you could be effective in convincing the country on the other side of the Atlantic to get moving on this issue.

Being a small island, Malta could be severely affected by rising sea levels, although not as much as some other countries.  I was a member of the Council of Europe and I remember doing research specifically on this issue.  If our sea levels rise as much as they’re forecasting then some coastal areas affected, for example, our beaches, which are important for tourism, and some towns and villages, such asm St. Paul’s Bay, Marsaxlokk and Msida, where your embassy is situated. But since we have a lot of hills, it will decrease our surface area but not as dramatic as it would in the case of the Maldives. Thereforek, I’m very glad that you are now taking this issue seriously becuse I sincerely believe that we are already because whatever we do now is going to take years to have an effect on reversing the present changes.  
This is linked with what I’m going to speak about today, that is, energy requirements and alternative energy sources.  The most important thing is that we have to change our reliance on fossil fuels.  I am a great believer in alternative energy sources.  However, I also think that, as in the case of war, technology will come to the fore in a crisis.  As they say, necessity is the mother of invention!  

I think that we have to think about alternative energy sources.  Nuclear fusion is a couple of years away, however, it will be a big breakthrough if we manage to get it on the books.  We really have to concentrate our efforts on research in alternative energy sources that are available to us today, such as wind and sun.  Gas is still a fossil fuel and so it’s not such a good alternative.  Grid networking is another option that we have to look into.  To conclude, I repeat that I am pleased that climate change is one of your priorities.

  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  The Hon. Herrera.

  ONOR. JOSE’ HERRERA:  Since we’re speaking about the art of diplomacy and on the concept of diplomacy today, I just wanted to make the following few remarks.  Malta’s foreign diplomacy is still in its infancy, since, as you will appreciate, the British did the diplomacy for us till 1964.  We started to set up our own foreign office after 1964 and being a small country we have encountered a number of difficulties.  But we have managed to set up embassies in practically all of the member states of the European Union and in the more important countries of the world.

This committee has managed to evolve itself into what we call the diplomatic arm of parliament.  In Malta, standing committees of the House of Representatives evolved in the early nineties and this committee was at first called the Committee for Foreign Affairs. In the first few years, the members of this committee never led any delegations abroad, but over the last few years a new concept in doing politics has evolved internationally.  Traditionally, diplomacy was always undertaken at government level, either by the minister or by the under-secretary or through ambassadors, representing the different governments who did all diplomatic work, however, in the last few years - I think this emerged from the concept that the European Union is a union of peoples rather than of governments - more emphasis has been laid on diplomatic relations between the parliaments of different states.

This Committee has managed to evolve into a kind of parliamentary ambassador and we’ve led a number of delegations to various countries. This parliament is in the course of learning the art of diplomacy.  We cannot bind the state because we are not the government, besides, we also have to be careful because this committee is formed by government and opposition MPs.  What approach are we going to take when we are doing diplomacy with foreign countries?  Are we going to act as one or are we going to act as government and opposition?  This Committee has taken the stand to try, as much as possible, to at least give the impression that we speak with one voice.  We have led a number of important delegations, for example, to Libya, where we discussed the issue of illegal immigration and we tried to put pressure on Libya to control its borders.  We’ve led delegations to Finland, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania where we requested them to share with us the problem of irregular immigration.  We’ve also led a delegation to the United States of America on the question of the double taxation agreement.  We have always spoken with one voice at our discussions during these visits.  I am a member of the opposition but I would congratulate this government for not snubbing the initiatives being taken by parliament, because sometimes the executive doesn't like to share its executive functions and powers.  But in this case, when we do go abroad the Foreign Ministry backs this Committee by granting us the necessary technical advice and updates.  The government also welcomes initiatives that we take, such as, when we invite delegations from other countries to come to Malta. I think that as time goes by, the world is going to experience another type of diplomacy, diplomacy conducted by the representatives of the people, in addition to that undertaken by governments.

What bothers us a lot here is that we have two parties represented in Parliament and sometimes the executive is not held much accountable because the direct power of the House is curbed.  Why?  Because party discipline is very strong and the number of MPs is very limited, it is very rare to have parliamentarians who will vote against political decisions taken by their party in government.   Sometimes this weakens the institution because people get the impression that the opposition MPs just criticise everything and government MPs always adhere to government decisions.  I must emphasise that this is the wrong impression.  

Over the years, parliamentarians have become more audacious and tend to be more auto-critical even of their own government. In fact, my colleague and I have collaborated on a number of issues - he did it in a subtle way, whereas I did not do it in a very subtle way - to change certain amendments to certain laws which were being proposed.  What happens is that we agree with the law but not with this particular aspect and then we would manage to change that in the committee stage. I think that our parliament is evolving positively and I feel that a lot of the criticism being levelled at this institution is rather unfair. Our system is similar to the Westminster system and if you visit our parliament you will note that the opposition and the government face each other during parliamentary sittings, very much like in Westminster! Even our Speaker refers to Erskine May and sometimes consults with the Office of the Speaker of the UK Parliament when handing rulings.  We consider your parliament as the mother of all parliaments and that’s why we refer to the British parliament.  
Your explanation with regard to what diplomacy should be is very interesting to us, because as a parliamentary committee we like to have information about what’s happening around us and since we are the diplomatic arm of parliament we can also try to be a bit more innovative and more proactive in matters of diplomacy.  Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Hon. Herrera.  By the way, I forgot to tell you that this meeting, like all the others, is being streamed on the internet and so many journalists will be following what we’re saying from their own newsrooms.  I very much liked what you said about performance-related pay packages that serve as an incentive for the diplomatic staff to do their job properly. I think it’s an idea which we might consider to adopt in Malta.  

About the future of Europe, we’re speaking today on the eve of a very important European Council meeting.  Of course, you’re not a prophet and you don’t have a crystal ball! But if I had to ask you to have a look at the crystal ball in the context of the debate on the future of Europe in tomorrow’s meeting, what is the British Foreign Service envisaging as regards the discussion, as regards the red lines that have been drawn by the respective countries, including ours, concerning the future of Europe?  Are you optimistic that a compromise will be achieved? And, incidentally, is there any truth in the statement made by President Sarkozy proposing the British Prime Minister as a potential president for Europe?

About climate change, I liked very much Hon. Asciak’s intervention on the subject.  It is a pity - I say this with a bit of self-criticism - that as a country, we have not managed to remind other countries and the international community in general, about what we managed to do in 1988.  I very much like and appreciate the initiative taken by your government, especially the Stern Report, which has generated such an engaging discussion on the subject and has gathered a veritable momentum over recent months which is irreversible.  I always like to take the opportunity to remind one and all that it was tiny Malta which in 1988 proposed to the United Nations General Assembly what, at that time, was a very innovative idea, that is, that climate change is a common concern of mankind. If it were for Malta, we would have gone a little bit further and proposed something else, such as common heritage, which, I think, today is very much doable. But Resolution 43/53 - I remember it very vividly while studying at university - was passed unanimously and so climate change was declared a common concern of mankind. So, we definitely have much in common on this particular current hot topic.

Regarding migration I don’t want to sound intrusive or too pretentious, but many people do ask me, as an MP, as they ask many of my colleagues: how come Britain did not contemplate or did not actually take a number of refugees from Malta?  Britain and Malta are historically, politically, culturally and economically very close.  There are countries that have taken a number of refugees from Malta, with which we did not have and do not have the level and the intensity of relationship we had and still have with Britain. So, how come the United Kingdom has not taken any?  Will "x" number of immigrants make such a difference to a big country like the UK?  Can’t they at least make a symbolic gesture of tangible solidarity towards us?  This is a question I hear on my family visits, which I do quite regularly, I can assure you!
Excellency, I will conclude about Gaza.  We all know what’s happening in Gaza where the situation is a veritable mess.   This is a very well structured mess that’s developing in the Palestinian territories! What is the view of the British government on this matter?  Of course, and I will repeat, nobody can be a politician and a prophet at the same time, because I’ve learnt that whoever tries to be both many a time will end up being either a bad politician or a bad prophet. But if one had to try and look at the short term, is the British Government worried or concerned about the situation on the ground, where part of the Palestinian territory, namely the Gaza strip, is practically in the hands of Hamas while the West Bank is in the hands of Fatah, where the latter is recognised by the international community while the former is not recognised by the international community? Will this present to the international community, a fait accompli which will inevitably and irremediably prejudice any move forward towards the road map? Thank you so much.

 E.T. NICHOLAS ARCHER:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  I’ll try to be brief.  First of all, this idea that Mr Blair might become the president of Europe is news to me and I've no reason to suppose it's anything more than an invention by journalists.  I read about it in the newspapers, but I didn’t even think it is speculation, I think it’s invention!
On the prospects for this week’s European Council, I won’t prophesise. What I will say is that we’re working very hard for a deal.  It’s not going to be an easy deal to reach, because we have a set of requirements and so do the French, so do the Dutch and so, most conspicuously, do the Poles.  Then you have a group of countries who ratified and are quite content with the constitutional treaty as it stood.  So it’s not straightforward negotiation because, indeed, when you get into the detail, every one of the 27 member states has different views on different things.  Nevertheless, I should say how impressed we have been by the German Presidency’s preparation for this meeting and how impressed we are by the German Chancellor's determination to secure a deal.  We want a deal and I think that we want one for similar reasons to Malta, that’s to say, we want to put this behind us.  There’s a real danger that an obsessive focus on our own internal architecture will distract our attention from some of the urgent issues that we’ve referred to, whether it’s the security of European energy supplies or European proactivity in the climate change debate or Europe’s ability to play a useful role in Gaza.  So, our overwhelming desire is to get this sorted out and then move on. The other thing I should say though is that we’ve been very clear that we prefer no deal to a bad deal. Some have attempted to portray the absence of agreement later this week as some kind of catastrophe. The truth is that Europe actually works fine at 27 and if you look at the statistics it probably works better than it did at 25.  At this stage there’s no overwhelming need for a new architecture so our view is to try very hard for the deal, and we’ve been putting a lot of act into it, but if it’s not achievable let’s not tell the people of Europe that we’ve failed in something that desperately matters.  We haven’t!  There’s an awful lot that we can do for our citizens that really doesn’t depend on the institutional architecture.  As you know, over the last couple of years we’ve focused our rhetoric and our activity on what we call the Europe of results. That’s to say, an attempt to re-engage the population of Europe with the European Union, not on the basis of flags or anthems but on the basis of perception on the part of citizens that Europe is delivering for them.

That perhaps takes us to migration, because for the Maltese citizen Europe’s ability to alleviate the difficulties you are facing is the acid test.  But you asked a narrower question, which was:  Why doesn’t Britain take a number of those who have landed up here?  It is a good question and it would certainly make my life easier if I could persuade the government to take a token number, however, there are two points that make you think. The first is that we all tend to focus on our own domestic problems with migrants.  I think people here do and I think people in Britain do as well.  If you sit in London and talk about the migration crisis, you will find that we have a domestic crisis of similar proportions, although slightly different in character.  I’ll just give you a brief idea of it.  The political problem for governments has been that they have no idea how many illegal migrants there are in the United Kingdom.  (Interruptions)  In an attempt to deal with that, both practically and politically, what the British government has done is to focus on what’s called “the tipping point”, that’s to say, what we do know and what we can measure is the number of illegal migrants appearing and the number we managed to repatriate.  We made a huge political effort over the last three or four years to repatriate.  Obviously these are people without any claim to humanitarian status.  It has been extremely tough and it really has been a matter of single figures, country by country, new group by new group and that’s not to state the domestic political sensitivity of that! Adding the fact that migrants from Africa last summer were very publicly identified with plans to blow up the London transport system, adding the more recent scandal of convicted serious criminals who were illegal migrants not being repatriated at the end of their sentences, you’ve got a mix which is very volatile.  Now that’s one reason for reluctance to accept what is seen as any extras.

The other reason is that we have an agreement, to which Malta is party amongst the countries of Europe, that has to be dealt with, that is,  the Dublin Convention with the Dublin I and Dublin II.  In a white paper that the European Commission issued at the beginning of this month, they concluded that the Dublin Convention was working well for Europe as a whole.  Although it is not working brilliantly for us, because we’re still getting too many migrants through Malta, Italy and France who somehow managed to land up in Dover, nevertheless it is an agreement, and to take little groups, even as a humanitarian gesture, begins to undermine the Dublin Convention in a very serious way.  As long as there’s a fairly broad consensus in Europe that that should be our basis, we’re very reluctant to undermine it.  
The final point, and I think this is slightly more than a debating point, is that the more migrants from Malta get a free ticket to Northern Europe, when faced with the option of ploughing on to Italy or to getting to Malta, they will decide that the second option is better. And at the moment, my information is that overwhelmingly the migrants will say to the Armed Forces of Malta:  No thanks, we’ll push on because we want to get to Italy or we want to get to the European mainland.  As you know, word travels very fast and our principal reservation about all these burden-sharing schemes is that they simply send a message that if you get to Malta, you’ve got to the Netherlands, you’ve got to England, you’ve got to Germany and you’ve got to France. The pull factor!  I think that is the real point.  So, it’s a combination of factors but the one I prioritise and the one that is difficult to communicate here is that in our own way we have as acute a crisis as you do.

ONOR. JOSE’ HERRERA:   Malta is very angry at the stand that the European Union is taking with regard to Libya.  We’re getting all the criticism when we have a search and rescue area of about 250,000 square kilometres to deal with! So, we’re doing our part over there.  The European Union and a number of member states expect us to go beyond this and to carry out rescue operations even in Libyan territory and even in territories where we’re supposed to coordinate with other countries. When we do coordinate and help then we’re expected to keep the immigrants ourselves, even if they have been rescued from an area which is not Maltese territory. That is unacceptable!  Today, Libya offers a lot of opportunities with regard to investment.  For example Britain, which, if I interpret correctly, was involved in an arms deal with Libya, however, they are calming down this issue in their talks with the Libyan authorities because there's the risk of losing this investment. But in the case of Malta, because we are a small country, we are being showered with all this unjustified criticism which is giving Malta a very bad image internationally!  This is very preoccupying.

E.T. NICHOLAS ARCHER:  I will respond in brief.  First of all, you are giving me an opportunity to put on record the fact that the British Government has not criticized, unlike certain European governments, nor will it because we have an acute understanding of how difficult the situation is.  That’s the first thing.  The second thing is that there is no expectation on our part that you will assume the responsibilities that the Libyans should be discharging.  The last thing we want to do - and we showed this in the Justice and Home Affairs Council and in our refraining from any media comment - is to make your lives more difficult on that level!
I would like to make another important point in relation to Libya.  I have personal experience of negotiating in a number of difficult dossiers with Libya immediately before I came here when I was working in the Foreign Office in London. The way we got through most of our problematic dossiers successfully was to take them one by one.  We realised very early on that if we wanted to do nuclear weapons, weapons of mass destruction, Lockerbie, the assassination of Yvonne Fletcher, our woman police officer, and the various other things that stood between us, we had to pick them up one by one.  That’s what we did. The Fletcher case is still ongoing on a strictly bilateral basis. As you know, we did negotiate an end to weapons of mass destruction programmes and we did finally do a deal on the Lockerbie victims involving both an acceptance of responsibility and compensation to the victims.  Now, it’s unfortunate that at the moment Europe has a particular high priority issue to resolve with the Libyans, and that’s the issue of the Bulgarian nurses and the Palestinian doctor.  Unfortunate because I would agree with you that right now migration needs to be at the top of the agenda. Our judgement is that it simply wouldn’t work if we try and thrust migration onto the European-Libyan agenda at this juncture, particularly in a kind of confrontational way.  So, what Mr Blair did when he was recently in Libya was to press very hard on the case of the Bulgarian nurses and the Palestinian doctor and we are reasonably optimistic that that would be resolved soon. I say that on record!  Now that we have two positive consequences, one is obviously that these people go free and that this disgraceful episode is ended and the other is that it does allow illegal migration to come to the top of the European-Libyan agenda, our genuine belief, based on more than a decade of experience, is that it’s at that point that we should be able to engage the Libyans. We will need to do so through a mixture of help, because they would see for themselves that they have a problem of their own, and also through different kinds of diplomatic pressure and we’re very keen to get going on that.

Mr Chairman, I would like to make one final point in connection with your question as to why we wouldn’t do something to help Malta.  I just wanted to say that this problem is not going away and whilst there’s a short-term crisis to be addressed there is going to be a continuing problem in the medium-term.  So, ahead of all Malta’s European neighbours, what we have been doing is cooperation across a range of aspects in the migration problem to put in place ways of dealing with it in the medium-term.  We had trained interviewers out here and we’ve invited trained interviewers back.  We’re about to invite Maltese paid participation on a very intensive study course in Britain which would give somebody the wherewithal to become a supreme level coordinator on migration.  At the moment we’re working with Malta on two projects in the European Union.   We have a joint bid for funds for repatriation to the Sudan, which we hope will go ahead shortly, and if we can make one joint repatriation work then that would open the way for more. This sounds rather bureaucratic but we can also understand better. Besides, we’re running something which we call the East Africa Initiative in Brussels which aims to work out exactly what’s going on there and what exactly are the most effective solutions.  What we did is that we have engaged Malta in that.  Another thing that I, personally, plan is to offer support from our embassies across these countries of origin where you have no diplomatic representation. So, if a Maltese envoy wants to go and talk to the governments to negotiate returns agreements, that envoy could use us as a base and as a source of local knowledge or whatever.  We’re basically up for all this and for whatever else the Maltese authorities are asking of us.  We have a budget, we have the people and we have the desire to cooperate because this will affect both of us.  It’s natural that people should focus on this question of resettlement and it’s regrettable that resettlement is the one thing we can’t do.

THE CHAIRMAN:   I just wish to add on a very minor point to what the Hon. Herrera said about Libya and the case of the Bulgarian nurses and Palestinian doctor.  A very blunt question and I am not trying to put any words in your mouth!  Some have interpreted the recent Libyan dragging of feet - to put it very mildly - about the situation in the Mediterranean concerning illegal migration and the lack of response from the Libyan side with regard to saving lives within their search and rescue area as a part of an ongoing quid pro quo situation, namely illegal migration, Bulgarian nurses and other issues. Do you think there is any connection between these two factors or is it just a question of Libyan reluctance to play ball as regards the migration issue?

E.T. NICHOLAS ARCHER:  All I can say is that our best judgement is that this Bulgarian nurses’ case can be solved as the consequence of that very effective European action and because the Libyans are interested in picking up this dossier of illegal migration with us.  As I said a moment ago, we’re not going anywhere by telling them they’re wrong or that they must do this or that.  Whether we like it or not, we need to acknowledge that there is a problem within Libya that we need to solve because it is in our long-term interest to push this problem back to the countries of origin.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.   Before we conclude, what about Gaza and the Palestinian territories?

E.T. NICHOLAS ARCHER:  We are very worried as regards Gaza and the Palestinian territories for a number of reasons.  I agree entirely that the crisis that you referred to is regrettable.  The deepening of a pre-existing humanitarian crisis there is extremely worrying.   The continuing violence and tension within the Palestinian political organisations is also worrying because it drives the educated classes out, it patronises opinion and it drives the Christian Palestinians disproportionately out of Palestine among other worrying phenomena.  Again, and this is a frustrating conclusion to reach, our own experience is that until the Israelis and the Palestinians themselves decide that they want to try and make peace there’s precious little that outsiders can do to accelerate that process.  What we have to hope for is that this situation will at least relieve some tensions, perhaps induce a little more thoughtfulness, not least on the question of how useful it is to be killing each other when there’s an occupation that they need to negotiate the end of.  Following this spate of violence, there may be a corresponding period of relative tranquillity during which we will be able to make progress.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellency, thank you very much for this very engaging discussion.  Before concluding once again I would like to formally and publicly remind one and all about our deep gratitude towards the UK for all the help and collaboration, not just by word of mouth but by financial and tangible means, prior to our accession to the European Union.  As a Committee, we would like to put on record our gratitude to our counterparts in the House of Commons who to date are regularly sending over the briefs from the respective British ministries on the pipeline acquis of the European Union, which has helped us in no small measure to achieve a certain standard and a certain rhythm in as far as the drafting of reports by our research analysts is concerned.  We wish to also thank the House of Commons for inviting a number of staff members of this committee for training with their counterparts within the House of Commons. 

Now that we are both members of the European Union, I believe that there is still scope for new areas of collaboration and cooperation in the near future, both at the level of parliament and at the level of this committee, especially as far as research and documentation are concerned. I think that we can do with help and expertise from our British counterparts. So, I very much look forward to a strengthening of our very long-standing, fruitful and productive relationship.  Thank you once again.
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