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LAQGĦA MAL-MEMBRU TAL- PARLAMENT EWROPEW JO LEINEN, PRESIDENT TAL-KUMITAT DWAR L-AFFARIJIET KOSTITUZZJONALI
THE CHAIRMAN (Onor. Jason Azzopardi):  It is my sincere pleasure and privilege for myself and for the Committee to have the Chairman of the Constitutional Affairs Committee of the European Parliament addressing us for the very first time.  By the way, this Committee is made up of only nine members and at the moment it is depleted because some are abroad and some are intervening in an important debate in the plenary.  As the Hon. George Vella said to you in the corridor some minutes ago we hope that this will not be an isolated visit but the start of a fruitful collaboration with our Committee and parliament. We certainly follow what you do in the European Parliament and we have read your proposal for a solution of the constitutional crisis. So, without any further ado, I give you the floor and then we will put some questions or make comments.   
JO LEINEN (Membru Tal-Parlament Ewropew u President tal-Kumitat dwar l-Affarijiet Kostituzzjonali):  Mr Chairman and dear colleagues, many thanks for this invitation to address the Foreign and European Affairs Committee of the Maltese Parliament. In fact it is my first visit to your country and I have a good impression by what I have seen in the last two days.  I think that Malta has performed well in the European Union.  It is now three years since accession and, as I see it, there have been positive developments.  The 1st January 2008 is the next major step for you by joining the euro zone.  I think that gives stability to your economy, prospects for economic development and, at the end, I would say that if you manage to overcome the transition period – at which point some may profit from the change from the lira to the euro – then it will be a positive step for the country.  
In three weeks, the 27 governments will hold the summit to find a solution how to overcome the ratification crisis of the constitutional treaty.  Since that double no of France and of the Netherlands we have lost two years and you can feel this lost of time in many policy areas, for example, the non-existent migration policy. We would have gone much further if that treaty had been ratified because you could decide with majority voting whereast now you need unanimity.  The present system takes time and so it is too slow considering the problems that Europe is facing.  I would say that we have no time to lose. The world is not waiting for Europe and therefore I am pleased that in the Berlin Declaration on the 50th Anniversary of the Treaty of Rome all 27 governments committed themselves to a timetable in the sense that the new treaty should be ratified before the next elections to the European Parliament in 2009.  
Therefore the time is rather short and that is good because the EU was always successful when it had a clear objective and a clear date.  Now we have a clear date and in three weeks we need a clear mandate as to what should be discussed and negotiated.  As I see it, by this timetable on the 21st and 22nd June they will decide to convene an inter-governmental conference (IGC).  In Brussels I heard that they want to start this inter-governmental conference before summer and most probably it would finish in December under the Portuguese Presidency. Then we will have all of 2008 for ratification. Six months to have an inter-governmental conference of 27 member states is not much time and it is quite clear that under these conditions there is no plan B, there is no renegotiation and no opening up of the compromises we have already made. 

There is a difference between plan B to renegotiate items and a mini-treaty to remove one or more items. In the French referendum campaign the “no side” had the illusion that you could re-open negotiations on points that we had made already agreed upont and that everybody had already signed.  I would say that in international relations there is one thing which has existed since Roman times “pacta sunt servanda” and I would say that it should apply now as well. You have to have confidence and trust among the member states in the sense that what was agreed is still valid and not that one or the other can now say:  I did not mean it, I wanted something else, I have not said it or that I want to take advantage of the present situation.  I am mentioning this because there are three governments or so that want to profit from the “double no” to go backwards.  
I must stress that we have 2 nos but we also have 18 yes which include Malta, Germany and others countries.  I would say that the 18 countries that said yes have to defend the substance and not to give up, especially not when the arguments that are brought up are artificial or which are just meant to create problems when in effect there are none. The starting point of all consultations will be the existing treaty with the text as it was agreed upon, and every state that wants to change something has to get the consensus of all the other 26 states.  For the first time in 50 years of European treaties we have a completely new situation because in previous inter-governmental conferences member states had to reach a consensus to arrive at a treaty but now we have a consensus and if a member state wants to change something it has to seek concensus from all the other 26 states.  That is a completely different starting point and one has to adjust oneself to this situation.  
Last Monday my Constitutional Affairs Committee voted its position at the European Parliament plenary in Strasbourg and next week in Brussels – in what we call the mini-plenary - we will vote again as we voted in the plenary.  Basically there are two positions.  In one paragraph we stated that the European Parliament will not accept any outcome of the negotiations which represents less democracy, less transparency, less efficiency and less citizen rights.  I think that less democracy would mean to take away the advantages achieved by national parliaments and by the European Parliament.  It is impossible to think that you could remove these elements.  Citizens rights are addressing directly the charter of European rights and there is an attempt to cut it off from the treaty. I would say that there will resistance to this and that we should not allow member states to do so.  We want to save the substance of the treaty but there is another paragraph in our resolution whereby we could eventually accept a new presentation of the treaty and maybe that could be the key to overcome problems. 
It was a mistake to put together part 1, which contains the fundamental principles of the EU, and part 3, which deals with policies and procedures because there are a lot of procedures.  Many people have been arguing for a smaller and a more compact treaty. That is exactly what I was proposing, that is, to divide the constitutional treaty in two parts, a fundamental treaty with 70 articles which will be a small treaty. What are we going to do with the charter? I referred to the charter in article 9, which speaks about basic rights and Union citizenship, so as to make it legally binding but the charter will be presented as a protocol, because it is as voluminous as the fundamental part.  So it will be a text on its own but will be legally binding and so we will not be losing anything.  
My second treaty would be, as I call it, the treaty of the policies of the EU.  Basically it is the Treaty of Nice amended with all the new elements which were agreed upon at the IGC and at the convention.  Again, there will be the provisions of part 4, which in the constitutional treaty provided for two sorts of revision. The “heavy” revision procedure which would require a convention, an inter-governmental conference and ratification by all member states. Then you had the “smaller and lighter” revision of individual points which the Council, by unanimity, can decide upon and to which no member state can object.  Let us say there is ratification by all member states, but you do not need an IGC.  Because politics are moving quicker than one changes the treaties - and we have lots of detail in part 3 of the Treaty of Nice - if you have a technical or even a slight political point you may change it in this way and in that way we can solve problems. 
I now see that my proposal to be firm in the substance but flexible in the form is now being argued by others in one way  or another.  My final remark is that this was the first European treaty prepared by governments and parliaments through a convention.  If governments alone would change the substance more than symbolics through an inter-governmental conference there will be a slight problem of legitimacy. One has to distinguish between changes to symbolics and changes to substance.  If they want to change the substance then I think that somehow parliaments, as the citizens chambers, should have a say.  We still have to see what they will decide in three weeks and what procedure should be established to guarantee parliament participation in the changes that may be necessary. I see that the Maltese parliament was part of the convention and I hope that the Maltese parliament, as well as the European Parliament, would defend the outcome of the convention and that we will not accept cherry-picking or a breakdown of the general compromise that has been reached.  
THE CHAIRMAN:  Thanks for this very concise yet comprehensive overview of the latest developments. As regards your last point, of course, I cannot speak on behalf of the opposition but it is my understanding that both parties are in agreement that there should not be any cherry-picking, as you rightly pointed out. 

I would just like to ask a very quick question about climate change. You suggested that the IGC has to integrate climate change policy into the treaties or rather you suggested the addition of a protocol on climate change as an annexe to the treaty on the policies. What is the latest development on climate change? As a parenthesis, I always like to point the following:  today climate change is a hot topic and tops the agenda of several conferences, however, it was Malta that in 1988 had the foresight to propose to the United Nations that climate change be considered a common concern of mankind.  

When I commented “sotto voce” as regards President Sarkozy’s proposal for a mini-treaty you rightly pointed out that Sarkozy is not arguing for a re-opening of this treaty but for a mini-treaty. How does the Sarkozy proposal or vision tally with what you are suggesting? Can these two proposals live together? I will stop there in order to give time to my colleagues.  The Hon George Vella.  

ONOR. GEORGE VELLA:  Thank you, Mr Chairman. Thank you for a very interesting presentation.  I am not paying compliments, but, as you know, I was a member of the convention and I attended various group meetings.  I always looked up to you as one of the speakers about the constitution, because you and another four or five people are the brains about what is going to happen in the future, even though we hear and read about lots of permutations as to what is going to happen.  As you rightly pointed out it is really heartening to learn that a deadline has been pronounced in the Berlin Declaration. There has to be an end to all this squabbling and discussion and to the fictitious plan B, because we have to come to a point to take a decision. 

Maybe I am a bit negative about this but I’ve got my concerns as to how possible it is to bring all the countries to an agreement in the Council of the 22nd June!  Obviously there has to be a final day. In fact, Angela Merkel has spoken about reducing the timetable, and she has rightly pointed out that we have to go through the Portuguese and the Slovenian presidencies and we come to an end during the French Presidency.  One is assuming that there is going to be a new treaty, or whatever you call it, in place for the next parliamentary elections in 2009.

One speaks about Sarkozy’s mini-treaty and about other pending questions - in my opinion, there are lots of them - and I cannot see how one can possibly come to an agreement about all of them.  I’m glad about your proposal which I think is very scientific, very logical and very acceptable because you are actually putting into practice what has been said all along, that is, that one should keep the substance but be flexible about the way one presents the proposals. You talked about Part 1 and Part 4 being part of the treaty itself, about not taking the charter by referring to it in one of the articles and so legally binding but keeping it as a protocol.  There are ways and means how to go around it.

However, there are lots of problems which I cannot see all the 27 countries coming to an agreement upon. There is the question of the term “constitution” where most countries will probably agree about shelving that.  This was a question right from the beginning even at the convention itself and I remember that Valery Giscard d’Estang was very adamant about the question of constitution.

I know that in your proposal you also kept article 6 which refers to the primacy of the law of the European Union over national legislation and there, again, I see certain countries reacting to that. There is the question of rejecting the procedures of the convention. We also talked about having another IGC and a few weeks ago in Berlin I asked specifically whether civil society is going to be re-engaged in this exercise.  You had explained to me that that would be opening up Pandora’s box and that it would bring on another convention.  I see that the idea of an IGC would be more streamlined and possibly even easier to proceed with. 

About the charter of fundamental rights, we are still not sure whether to keep it in the treaty or to annexe it as a protocol or to get rid of it completely. Some countries are saying that they do not want this document to bind them in their decisions. I understand that the British were not happy with it and I don’t know what’s going to happen now that there is Gordon Brown. But we have to see what comes out of that.

Then there is the question of majority voting. This is a moot point because I remember that in Helsinki Commissioner Franco Frattini spoke about the Passerelle Clause and sort of tried to tell everybody: Let’s forget about unanimity and let’s go for the Passerelle Clause, let us have more subjects decided by majority voting. But, then again, I cannot see an easy way out of this considering the reluctance that we are sensing from Eastern European countries, like the Czech Republic and Poland, to this proposal.  

I also look forward to see the entrenchment of the social dimension in the constitution. This is something which I look forward to as a socialist.  Even way back during the process of the convention, I remember that it was the Socialist Group which primarily insisted on the inclusion of the social charter.  It does not really matter whether this is will be as a protocol or as part of the constitution, but we have to be very careful that certain countries do not try to get rid of the social dimension. 

I agree with you about the new challenges to which there was no reference whatsoever in the draft constitutional treaty. By this I mean climate change, which all of us are talking about, energy and immigration.  I don’t see any difficulty in having them attached as protocols with the new treaty.  There is also the question of enhanced cooperation and other topics like the enlargement criteria.  With the membership of Turkey looming on the horizon - obviously not in the very near future - one has to set down certain parameters especially now that there are people like Sarkozy in the European Council. So these are only a few of the problems which I see looming on the horizon and which will definitely bring about a certain amount of lively discussion. We read that certain countries have already taken certain positions, for example, the case of Poland about the representative strength as far as voting is concerned. 

I think that when we speak about having a programme whereby things will be ready by 2009, I am very sorry to say that I am sceptical about that.  I hope I am wrong and I will be happy to prove myself wrong but I’ve got a very strong feeling that this is going to drag a little bit.  I would like to know your opinion on this point?  Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Dr Vella.   Mr Brincat.

ONOR. LEO BRINCAT:   First of all I would like to thank you both for your interesting and comprehensive presentation and also for the report which I found clinical in the positive sense of the word as it was precise and almost scientific. 

Without repeating what my two colleagues have just mentioned, I took note of two observations in the beginning of your intervention. There have been two “nos” but there have been eighteen “yeses”, but it is common knowledge that the two “nos” came from two important countries, namely France and the Netherlands.  Your second remark is to retain the substance but have a new presentation.

I know that there are speeches which the French President made when he was still a presidential candidate and so I would ignore them for the time being and would limit myself to the speeches which he has made since he has become French President as these carry more weight since he is now in office.  I followed what he said and I will try to be as faithful as possible.   He did not just speak of a simplified treaty but, from what I can recall, on one hand he said that he would favour a simplified treaty that would only deal with institutional reforms and that will introduce or re-introduce those measures on which there was a consensus even by some members of the “no camp”. Then he also talked of a fundamental treaty which is meant to go beyond the technical provisions of current treaties. But he, or his presidency, looks upon this as a longer term project, the drafting of which would not only be as democratic as possible but also as citizen-friendly as possible by perhaps including direct involvement of national parliaments even beyond what they had positively contributed before in the convention where the Hon Vella gave a very good contribution on our side.  With all this in mind, how can one afford to ignore the position of a weighty and important country like France, particularly now that the deadline has been pronounced and that last week Sarkozy went on record stating that in his opinion the only treaty which should be in place by the 2009 election is a simplified treaty?  Obviously I’m just thinking aloud and we cannot limit ourselves to what Mr Sarkozy says but, once again, we are talking of a key player in the European Union. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  For formality’s sake, the Hon Michael Asciak just walked in and he is from the government side and Chairman of the Bioethics Committee. Mr Leinen.

JO LEINEN MEP:   Thank you for reminding me about my proposal to add two protocols to the treaty one of which is that on climate protection.  In fact, if we change anything in the treaty then all of the 27 countries have to ratify it again. My Spanish colleagues tell us how can they explain to the citizens that they had a referendum where 70% of the Spanish population had said yes and now they are telling them to ratify again.  We have known about climate change much before 2004 but we haven’t seen it as clear as we are seeing it now and Malta, as you said, has been reminding the world that there a problem is coming up.    The EU has made some commitments in this regard at the Spring Summit.    
In my opinion we do not have sufficient legal basis to conclude a deal on a convincing climate protection policy. We have nothing in the treaty directly related to climate change and so we should go via environment protection or via common market rules and that is a bit awkward.  We could have a chapter on climate change in the treaty but since I am not recommending to open it up, there is the possibility of an annex or a protocol which, in my opinion, is much easier because protocols offer the possibility of an opt-out.  So, if a country would have problems on climate change there will be the potential solution of an opt-out.  But such a protocol or such a chapter on climate protection policy of the EU would be an added value to the treaty and one could sell that to more or less all member states.  

Now I would like to mention Sarkozy and France.  He started with a mini-treaty focusing only on institutional questions and then he recognized that other countries will not accept this and so he called it a simplified treaty.  I was saying that a simplified treaty means everything and nothing. It was very clever to leave the door open because it is vague enough even to implement my proposal to save the substance and to simplify the presentation. It is still a bit handicapped by the French referendum which sent the message that they do not mind about the institutions but they do mind about the policies. 

If one takes a good look at the referendum campaign one could not discover any major debate against the new elements and the new policies.  What are the new policies? France did not object to Europe being a strong player on the international scene and it did not object to the energy policy.  As new policies one finds health protection in case of an epidemic, like bird flu or something similar, solidarity against catastrophes, civil protection, competencies, sports and others. These were never in dispute and therefore I could not see the reason why we are having these objections now. So, in the end, if you ask me about Sarkozy, I think that he is moving forward because France has an interest not only in strong institutions but also in strong policies.  After the referendum debate I was amazed how both sides, the right and the left, wanted to save their heads by asking only for an institutional treaty.  Citizens have never contested the new policies and so I could not accept that now to have an institutional treaty.  It would look really strange for many citizens that Europe, which already has the connotation of being bureaucratic or technocratic, makes a treaty only on institutions and that it does not include a few policies for the citizens on matters like health and energy.  For some, civil protection is a problem.   For example, two years ago, when I saw the forests burning in Portugal burning I could not understand why countries like France, Germany and Spain were not helping to extinguish them.  But, funnily enough, the EU can intervene in Morocco to avoid big catastrophes, like large wood fires, because we have all the instruments in place to do so but member states cannot intervene in internal catastrophes.  That is strange! That could be improved by the new treaty and therefore I cannot see why we have to split these two areas.  Nevertheless this is possible and we have done it in the post Nice process.  We will certainly not solve all the problems by this treaty and even though some thought that this will be the last treaty - for example, when Rasmussen, the Prime Minister of Denmark, signed in Rome he said that this was the last treaty that we had to sign for many years, but he is wrong!  There will be another treaty after this one, and then we might have a post process to this process.  When we will have the financial review in 2008/9, we want to put the finances of the EU on a new footing and probably the treaty may have to be changed. What the French are claiming in terms of economic governance and such sort of questions, one might come back to these questions but I don’t see the possibility of doing this in 2007.   

One does not need unanimity to convene an intergovernmental conference.  Under the Italian Presidency we had the intergovernmental conference of 1985 even though Margaret Thatcher was probably against it.  I would say that Angela Merkel should be another iron lady!  If there is resistance, she should convene the conference with all those who agreed with it, because you do not need agreement at the beginning but you need agreement at the end.  I am confident that the IGC will be convened in three weeks time  otherwise the whole timetable will be endangered and so, if there are one or two governments which are reluctant they will have to decide during the IGC whether they would join or not.  As Romano Prodi was saying in parliament last week, the first “no” created a problem but another “no” now will create a real crisis.   You rightly said that the two “nos” came from founding member states and so we cannot neglect them.  We thought there would be others saying no but if they say no, I suspect they would have to bear the consequences because I would say that will be a political dynamic to a two-tiered Europe. 

I like to do the relevant policies by the mechanism of enhanced cooperation or to follow the Schengen method, that is, to do it outside the treaty but the European Parliament does not want that but we want Europe to be united. Funnily enough, those who are the most reluctant now are the best friends of enlargement and I am pretty sure that the European Parliament will not vote for any new member states if we do not have the new treaty. I am very much surprised by what I heard through the political spectrum that we would accept new members, for example Croatia – which is a pity because that country is ready to join the EU possibly by 2009 – because there would be a blockade of enlargement and therefore those who want enlargement should think about this as well. 

Now my proposal was to keep the substance and I already made the concession on the word “constitution” because I acknowledge that this is probably the price to pay.  The constitutional treaty was, for some, a symbol of creating a state, which is not the case, but if we want to overcome this misunderstanding then one would have to pay the price.  The German constitution is called basic law so why not call this the fundamental treaty or the basic treaty!

There is the primacy of EU law over national law.  My Committee was at the House of Commons in London and that was the only question raised by the British conservatives.  Although we told them that this has been the case for the past 50 years and that no government had so far objected, still they did not accept it.  It might be like this, they said, but it should not be written down. It is a bit silly, but politics are sometimes silly. Sillier still is this other paragraph about the symbols which is a nightmare in Holland.  In Strasbourg Mr Balkenende said that he has problems with the symbols and I made a press release about it.  It is completely silly and I even think that the political class in Holland is a bit misunderstood by the citizens. I don’t think that the Dutch citizens really opposed the constitution. There were those who made fun of the referendum campaign and stressed that this is a super state.  Even the United Nations has a flag! Every a sports club has a flag! So, saying that this flag is a symbol of a super state is just silly and ridiculous!  It gets more serious if you change the notions of EU law and EU framework law. Now laws are called regulations and directives are called framework law. This reflects badly on the public perception on what we are doing and it is also a lack of transparency.  In my country, Germany, a regulation is a norm lower than a law and therefore for us it is a shame to call EU laws, which apply to 500 million citizens, regulations!  

Now we come to the charter. I know that the British, apart from the Bill of Rights of 1215, do not like anything written down. They don’t like the charter but I could not see a Labour government explaining to their people that they had achieved a victory.  At least, the Spanish have been saying quite clearly that they would not accept the consensus if the charter is out and there may be some other countries as well.  So, it’s not only the “no” countries that may not accept the consensus but even some “yes” countries may not accept the consensus as well.  But one should not be too impressed by the “nos” side and by the sceptics because even they have to pay a price.  

Then there is the social dimension.  If you see the debate in many countries, not only in France, you will note that they were afraid that the EU is, sort of, a  mechanism to undermine social protection.  Actually the new treaty is the most social treaty we have had.  As a social democrat, I would say that competition and social protection are still not balanced. There’s still something we could do, not when it involves the plumber from Poland or from any other new member state, but when the problem is Chinese and Indian workers who work under certain conditions such that we cannot be able to compete. The question is whether the dynamic of the global market is acceptable to you. We are losing industries much quicker than we could compensate by new industries.  That is the sort of dimension that Sarkozy mentioned in his victory speech, that is, that Europe has to protect itself against unfair competition. In my opinion, it is possible with the instruments we have but we may have to clarify them.  We have the possibility to accompany the new treaty by a declaration on social Europe.  There is no need for a protocol because that is hard to negotiate, but you could interpret the new treaty by issuing guidelines for the policy to be followed under the auspicies of the new treaty.  That might satisfy some of the parties.  I think that I have answered your questions.  

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.  I think you have more than answered our questions and interventions.  Any further comments or questions?  The Hon. George Vella.

ONOR. GEORGE VELLA:  So, are you confident that in 2009 we’ll have a fundamental treaty or call it what you will ? 

JO LEINEN MEP:  I’m confident that by 2009 we will have a new treaty.  It is still open whether we will have a fundamental treaty, we still have to struggle for that as there is still a big danger that we get an amended Treaty of Nice and maybe this will only be possible as a next step.  I anticipate that many countries will fight to save this achievement, that is, to keep the compact and basic part of the treaty framework, something which children could understand at school and which indicates clearly what you want. By contrast you may have difficulties to understand the Treaty of Nice.  But may be this time, especially since we  had a consensus, one could work out a procedure whereby nothing will be lost.  Even in the worst scenario, where you may get an amended Treaty of Nice, for the first time one could say that the process of the IGC is to continue over two stages, this one for what is possible now and the other stage for later, because  everything is possible at the IGC.  We are in the area of experiments whereby nothing is lost but that it could be improved at a later stage.  This is not my option, so it will not be the option of the European Parliament.  

You have to think that Portugal, Ireland, Sweden and Denmark, and potentially even France and Netherlands are on the boat too and you may have two or three member states that are against it and that would mean twenty-four member states against three and so the outcome should be more than the minimal compromise.  Otherwise that would be a disappointment for many others and, I would say, that would handicap a lot of policies.  If you speak about the Passerelle Clause mentioned by Franco Frattini, Germany was objecting but it   is not objecting to the promotion the policies, but Germany understands that this is a package deal.  The government in Berlin would  object to majority voting for some years to come if others would not move in other directions where we feel that the EU needs to make provision for further enlargement of the  EU.  So, this is a package deal where you cannot have the one thing without the other!   

ONOR. GEORGE VELLA:  Where do you place Poland in the whole scenario? 

JO LEINEN MEP:  I’m more optimistic about Poland now than I was three months ago because they recognized that solidarity is not a one-way procedure but a two-way procedure.  Moreover, it was quite clear that the presidency was defending Poland at the Russian Summit.  The presidency wanted a partnership agreement with Russia now but to satisfy the Polish needs the Union accepted to postpone the agreement with Russia.  They are preoccupied about their energy supply, but energy policy is not a competence of the EU because that will only occur with the new treaty. One has to remember that Poland will get € 60 billion of financial aid from the EU in the next seven years.  So, you could not explain to the taxpayers of some European countries that are contributing billions of euros to Poland if Poland decides to block the EU. So they are in a situation where in at the end they will have to give in.  As for the the Czech Republic, it has nothing specific because although Vaclav Klaus is moaning about the EU and that he is saying that the Treaty of Maastricht is too much for him, I would say that at the end both Poland and the Czech Republic would not be in a position to block.

THE CHAIRMAN: I know that you are not the chairman of the foreign affairs committee but of the constitutional affairs committee, but  I would like to ask for your honest and blunt opinion on Turkey’s membership now that Sarkozy, the new elected French President, has been so categorical and adamant against Turkey’s membership. What is your opinion according to what you hear through the grapevine about the next developments with regard to Turkey? 

JO LEINEN MEP:  I am a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee as well and I had to vote twice in 1999 and again last year for these negotiations. I want to be quite clear that I voted twice in favour and my position and that of every presidency is that the EU cannot give a ‘‘no’’ answer but a ‘‘no’’ answer could only come from Turkey itself.  They could become members after more than 40 years of agreements and if they fulfil the conditions. There is a commitment and I cannot see how the EU could officially stop the negotiation process.  During the campaign Sarkozy expressed his personal opinion and that of his party, but now he is the President of a member state of  the EU and that makes a difference.  If he wants he could split the EU but I don’t think that he wants this sort of problem in the coming years because there are many other matters that he is interested in.  I would say that that was propaganda for the election campaign, however, as they say, nothing is eaten hot as soon as it is cooked!  Maybe there will be other symbolic acts, but I would not think that France will be officially blocking in Jun, that is, in four weeks time.  That would not be intelligent. (Interruptions) Yes, there is now an ongoing debate in two member states and it is not making things easier. However, there is a difference between debating or being sceptical - everybody has the right to ask questions – and to stop the negotiation process.  I do not see that this will happen now because if it does then you will have an additional crisis.  

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much for a very good and illuminating meeting.   
JO LEINEN MEP:    Thank you for inviting me and I am confident that the Maltese Parliament is on our side.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct me if I’m wrong but I think that we’re the only parliament to have approved the treaty unanimously without a vote. That’s something which we are very much proud of.  Thank you very much.

Fit-8.33 p.m. il-Kumitat aġġorna għal data oħra.     
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