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[Theodora Bakoyannis, Greece, EPP/CD – Chairperson of the Committee on Political Affairs and 
Democracy] 
 
Dear Colleagues, it’s an honour to welcome today Monsieur Michel Rocard, former French Prime Minister, 
Deputy and Senator, former Member of the European Parliament. It is equally an honour to have with us 
today Ms Anne Brasseur, President of the Assembly. I realised that since her election Ms Brasseur has been 
with us in most of our meetings. Madame Brasseur, I give you briefly the floor. 
 
[Anne Brasseur, President of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe] 
 
Thank you very much Madam Chairperson. Mr Prime Minister, 
 
I am honoured and, above all, extremely pleased to welcome you to the Council of Europe, the House of 
Democracy. I will not dwell on your past achievements as we are all well aware of everything you did as 
Prime Minister of our host country, and especially of your record in human rights matters. 
 
You have come here to talk about the threat of rising extremism in the light of the outcome of the European 
elections. I must say that we too are worried and I call on all countries, on democratic parties everywhere, to 
join forces to combat this real danger for our democracies. Previously there was a small protest vote for the 
extremists, but now we can see from the results of the European elections, where we see the parties of the 
extreme right as well as neo-Nazi parties, as is the case for example in Greece, that there is reason to be 
very concerned, and, as representatives of democratic parties, we must really come together to fight all such 
forms of discrimination. 
 
We have launched a campaign against hate speech and established a "No hate parliamentary alliance", and 
I think it important that this campaign take place in all 47 member States of the Council of Europe. You can 
help us by giving us additional arguments based on your knowledge of the subject. 
 
It is really a pleasure for me to hear what you have to say, and I will stop at that, since we are here to listen 
to you, not to my introduction. In any event thank you for your visit, which is also an encouragement for our 
work. Thank you Mr Prime Minister. 
 
[Theodora Bakoyannis] 
 
Thank you Madame Brasseur, Mr Prime Minister you have the floor. 
 
[Michel Rocard] 
 
Madam Chair, Madam President, thank you for your welcome. I am very honoured to be invited to this 
venerable place, which, I would not dare forget, is the ancestor of the one next door. 
 
Madam President, you said I would help enlighten you concerning the problem of growing populism: I will 
merely attempt to do so. We are not dealing with exact science here, and I wish to propose a number of 
observations and avenues for your consideration. At the same time my chief concern is that, while it is of 
course necessary to take direct action against hate speech and racist violence, it is perhaps even more 
necessary to combat their causes. Where do they come from? What are their origins? It is in this respect that 
the most recent European elections gave us great pause for thought. The idea of this exchange of views 
moreover emerged during a dinner among friends, at which the conversation was flowing freely and a 
number of comments were made, and then someone arrived at the conclusion that you should hear these 
remarks. Not only are we outside the realm of exact science, but I very much believe that, particularly 
regarding European affairs, we are too courteous and over-polite, which prevents us from speaking plainly 
and frankly, from saying things how  they are, even when they hurt. Since I have roughly half an hour, I will 
only have enough time to make a number of assertions, and certainly not to offer explanations for them. I will 
therefore be direct and emphatic, in other words impolite. My mother raised me well, and I set great store by 
politeness, but I am beginning to ask myself questions about politeness that prevents straight talk for fear of 
giving offence. That perhaps needs to be borne in mind. 
 
A half hour is short, and I will therefore focus far more on the causes of this growing populism than on direct 
means of combating it, which are more a legal question, and I am not a lawyer. I would simply like to make 
five remarks – or five groups of remarks. 
 
The first concerns the recent European elections themselves. I was sometimes surprised to see how the 
results were interpreted, and I think that the key issue regarding these elections must be to interpret them 
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correctly. They frightened us. They resulted in no clear majority, and that is rather worrying. However, 
contrary to what many people claim, the situation is not as novel as all that. Seeing things from afar, very 
afar, I think the biggest problem is the abstentionist tendency. That is a threat for democracy and a threat for 
Europe. Yet, as you will all have noticed, it has not really progressed. It is already at a dangerously high 
level, but has grown only very slightly and not yet in absolutely all countries. 
 
My second remark on these European elections concerns the rise in populism, which is a matter of concern 
for us all. However, I wish to say that, after careful observation including in my own country, I do not at all 
believe that the main cause of this populism is anti-Europeanism or a hatred of Europe. The low turnout in 
European elections is a structural, permanent problem, which should be tackled in itself, and which will be 
the subject of my third remark. OK, these European elections saw a very sharp rise in the populist vote in 
three countries: the United Kingdom, France and Denmark. But we must not forget that they are not alone.  
Successively, at different periods in time, similar trends have occurred in Austria, Flanders, Poland and also 
(I am talking about the last decade) Slovakia and Italy (where the clown Beppe Grillo is a different kind of 
populist, not assimilated with fascism, but a populist nonetheless, with all the irresponsibility and risks that 
entails). You yourself mentioned Greece, Madam President. France, the United Kingdom and Denmark 
simply joined the club on the occasion of the most recent European elections. However, if you take a closer 
look you can see that France, my country, is in dire straits. It is a well known fact that we are suffering a 
severe crisis and I am worried about my country. Nonetheless, I think that, in view of the current situation in 
France, it is clear that the rise of the National Front can be ascribed in full to entirely internal reasons - an 
exceptionally serious national crisis - which have little to do with Europe. 
 
I would say roughly the same thing about the UK. The Labour and Conservative parties are in the main 
somewhat Euro-sceptic. The cause of European integration – not the cause of this house but that of the 
"house next door", but then we are all Europeans – had no support in the United Kingdom. UKIP did not 
need to raise the stakes. The domestic situation in the United Kingdom largely explains the rise in populism 
there: it is the country where economic insecurity is highest throughout Europe, even more than in my own, 
and I consider that reason enough. I would be tempted to use a similar argument in respect of Denmark. In 
other words, I regard the parlous general state of our societies and our economies as a sufficient explanation 
for this worrying rise in populism which you seek to combat.  However, an attempt must be made to identify 
the underlying causes. I personally think that Europe is a good talking point for the populists, an absolutely 
perfect scapegoat whatever cause they defend: one need but be a xenophobe to become anti-European, it's 
a logical step. However, the specific road followed by the European institutions, your own and above all the 
one next door, is not a particular reason for hatred, which is moreover not apparent. It was almost a 
subsidiary point of interest in the elections. One need but look at our high levels of unemployment and 
economic insecurity, the number of poor people and the number of immigrants to understand all this, without 
needing to seek any further explanation, which I regard as irrelevant. That does not at all mean that this 
populism is without danger, on the contrary it is extremely dangerous. However, this explanation affords us 
the scope to think differently about European issues. That was my second remark. 
 
My third remark in point of fact concerns institutional Europe: this is the lifework of the "house next door" to 
which you are well disposed, but without feeling fully absorbed by it. At the same time, you are playing your 
part in this European adventure, and I am honoured to be your guest today. I am now an old man. I was born 
in 1930, which makes me a child of war. I saw my family home searched, I missed my father for two years, in 
school I was obliged to learn a language I had not chosen, and I was afraid for many of my friends. To cut a 
long story short, I became a European activist in 1945. I have been a fully paid-up member of European 
federalist movements for 50 or 55 years now, beginning with the Young European Federalists. I have now 
reached the conclusion that our national egos, all our tetchy nationalists – and there is a little something for 
everyone here - have just about destroyed that hope, and that if your house is doing well, in its constant 
effort to promote a consensus-based, negotiated democracy, the "house next door" is less well off, because 
its dream of integration is at a standstill or all but dead. 
 
What can be said about the most recent European elections is that Europe certainly has a democratic deficit. 
Nearly every country voted for national reasons. Huge differences can moreover be noted. There was no 
pan-European party standing for election and the theme of European integration was absent from the 
campaign platforms. All that was left were the institutions. Since the institutions are technical in nature – they 
are the outcome of intergovernmental agreements and have no real practice of democracy - a lack of interest 
also played its part. Europe has moreover not produced any effective means of dealing with unemployment, 
economic insecurity and the lack of growth. My subsequent remarks will address these core problems. 
 
In the context of this third remark I will merely address the institutional problem. It is a simple one: apart from 
the difficulties that are behind this electoral apathy (and abstaining voters are a serious matter), apart from 
the difficulties that are causing this worrying growth in populist parties of all kinds, which one would be hard 
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placed to find elsewhere, there is, as you have seen, a problem of democracy in Europe. For once, this is a 
simple matter: we lack a working instrument, the appropriate tools to deal here and now and rapidly with our 
tragic economic situation. On the other hand, a commitment has been made almost tentatively, and in quite 
ambiguous terms (that is a very European trait: the documents are never clear and the decisions are hazy). It 
was written somewhere that the President of the Commission should be chosen taking into account the 
election results: "taking into account". You are members of the Assembly for whom the Law is of 
considerable importance. What kind of legal specialist uses "taking into account"? What does it mean? No 
one knows what "taking into account" means legally before a court, but in political terms everyone will have 
well understood the intent! If, by chance, for the first time since its foundation with the establishment of the 
ECSC in 1951, 60 years ago, if for the first time since the Treaty of Rome, Europe were to appoint its 
executive in a democratic manner, that would give birth to democracy in Europe. It is as simple as that and it 
is symbolic in nature. Many of you - perhaps not all, I don't know you well – come from a political background 
and are political players. Perhaps others are experts with some practice of politics. Politics has taught us 
that, when it comes to interests, negotiations, deals and compromises are always possible. But never over 
symbols. Whether it is a question of language, religion, the flag or freedom, when it comes to symbols there 
is no give and take. They are a matter of life or death; there is no trade-off over symbols. 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen, I must now say a few words about a sister country to which I am very attached, the 
United Kingdom. I was 10 years old in 1940 and that great country saved our honour. My own country did not 
take on that task, and naturally Germany even less. Not only did Britain save our honour, but it also had the 
strength and the huge courage, despite the damage and the deaths it suffered, to resist for the time it took 
for larger forces to awaken. We have a huge debt, and I wish to reaffirm it here. It is a debt that is not settled 
and is indeed ever-lasting, but even a debt of honour is not enough to forge a common destiny. Europe is a 
continent that, if I may dare to use the expression, has been cursed historically and geographically. Since 
ancient times, ever since mankind emerged from prehistory, humans have first of all sought security. They 
organise themselves in communities around this security. Almost everywhere people got into the habit of 
entrusting their security to great leaders, who ruled without intervening in local affairs such as neighbourhood 
relations, farming, the raising of children, marriage, or divorce. The great empires all came into being on that 
basis. The discourse was one of belonging of all peoples, a warm, brotherly, friendly, non-hostile approach. 
Of course, 20% of the human race has criminal tendencies, but a little policing suffices to deal with that. The 
danger, that which is evil, always comes from outside, from the others who are different, who speak another 
language, who pray to other gods, who do not have the same skin colour. Against them one must erect 
borders, defended by armies, and borders that are as distant as possible. All the empires were built on that 
principle: in China there was even a wall, conceived entirely for that reason. However, it was even true in 
Japan, with all its islands, and in India, with mountains on three sides. As far as we know it also applied to 
the Inca Empire, the Aztec empire. It was a case of the entire world that could be explored with the means of 
travel of the time being subject to a single military authority and defending itself against the others, the 
outsiders and the unknown, while within it local life was organised in terms of local diversity. One of the first 
great leaders, one of the founders, Cyrus of Persia, upon conquering a new country and including it in the 
zone protected by his armies, even went so far as to build local monuments to the glory of the local gods. 
Three thousand years ago, Cyrus of Persia invented secularity.  These were the great empires, the Egyptian 
empire, the Roman Empire, ancient Rome. It was true even in the greater Middle East. One need but think of 
Darius and Alexander. 
 
In the middle of all this Europe was the continent to which these rules did not apply. We are the only region 
where some fifteen linguistic communities were individually strong enough to stand up to one another and 
prevent the emergence of a common empire, as was the case everywhere else on all the other continents. 
Amazing! And we paid for it with a thousand years of war. Europe was united twice, firstly under Rome, 
followed by a lengthy decadence, and secondly under Charlemagne. However, the Carolingian empire lasted 
only one hundred years, because Charlemagne's son gave him three grandsons at a time when the father's 
property was divided after his death. Because Charlemagne had three grandsons we suffered 1,200 years of 
war, which ended only recently since Alsace and Lorraine were still the subject of border disputes not so long 
ago. That is Europe. We are tired of it. Moreover, it cost us our world dominance. Europe destroyed itself. 
Your work paved the way for the dream of building a post-war Europe, your work which established the rule 
of law and respect for human life and human rights, without which integration is impossible. You launched 
the process, and it was continued next door. Integration had become a necessity. 
 
This is how my generation became European, how it all began. Unfortunately, our British brothers, who 
saved our honour and courage, did not share our destiny. Over the thousand years in question, they were 
never invaded or conquered. They lived to the rhythm of the sea and subsequently of their empire. They are 
incapable of understanding us. They have a legitimate pride in their nation, which none of the continental 
nations is permitted. We all played our part in the crimes that led to the downfall of our continent. That is why 
I am a full and unconditional admirer of the UK. But, the UK must not prevent us from freeing ourselves from 
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the historical curse I referred to previously. Since it joined the EU in 1972 it has never been willing to permit 
that further enlargement should go hand in hand with closer European integration. It has never allowed both. 
In the millions of pages of European documents, including those produced by you, there are two words you 
will never see side by side: Europe and governance. That is an anathema for the UK, which has always 
refused it. And as a result there is no Europe. I will say more on this shortly. 
 
We are engaged in an enterprise for the good of trade. It's useful, and I have nothing against it. We must 
even continue. But it is not enough. And now we find ourselves by chance in the situation where the symbol 
exists. It has even been written that the government of Europe, the fledgling government of Europe, should 
be elected by the Parliament. Our voters would elect a modicum of democracy. Our British friends are 
against it. That's a pity for them, because here we are no longer talking in terms of interests. Our skill in 
achieving lame compromises of all kinds when interests are at stake is unparalleled, including among the 
many talented people in this very room. Next door they are also very skilled in that area. We could reach a 
compromise on anything, but never on symbols. In my opinion, the fact that the UK is preventing Europe 
from moving towards democracy is extremely dangerous. Everything is hanging in the balance on a British 
yes or no, and we will see how things end. Either a renaissance is possible or Europe will be condemned to 
live without democracy and indifference of the people to governments, which command no respect because 
they are always governments of technocrats, will no longer be tolerable. As I warned you, when you avoid 
being politically correct you become impolite. I know I have been impolite, but it is because I am an ardent 
European – an ardent European federalist – and I must be loyal to that. That loyalty means saying things 
how they are. That was my third remark. 
 
For my fourth remark, I wish to say a few very brief words, because I am nearing the end of my speaking 
time, about Europe in the world. One of the particularities of Europe is that we only talk about ourselves. I 
already witnessed this as a member of my country's government.  I served two terms as minister and one as 
Prime Minister – that is a burdensome and painful role, but also a thrilling one and an eye opener! – and then 
I spent fifteen years next door in  the European Parliament. The house next door is even more focused on its 
own affairs than you are. One cannot talk about human rights without making global comparisons, but when 
building institutions and harmonising trade one can keep to oneself. The European debate concerns specific 
reforms, further steps towards integration, and not much else. However, we are experiencing what is termed 
a "crisis", although the word "crisis" has too cyclical overtones. There is a way out of a crisis. We are rather 
in a state of paralysis, with our economic system in the throes of stagnation or of a permanent illness. It 
began with mass unemployment and mass insecurity 25 years ago. 25 years- that's unbelievable! It 
assumed its most serious form with the financial crisis of 2006 to 2009. For the last 7 or 8 years we have 
never seen a return to growth, to full employment. Economic insecurity has continued to grow, and that is 
twice as big a problem as unemployment. In my opinion, insecurity is a greater source of uncertainty about 
the future than unemployment, and it is because of fear of the future that the populist vote exists. We are 
used to it and Europe is slumbering through the difficulties of this crisis, attempting to contain the National 
Front, Golden Dawn, the other parties that call themselves liberal but are genuinely fascist, and so on. 
 
In the meantime the world is changing. First we can see that even in China and Brazil there is a sudden 
slowdown of economic growth. Perhaps we are not the only ones suffering from our economic illness. Then, 
there is the huge danger of financial speculation, which led to the 2006-2008 crisis and which we all know 
has not been dealt with. I cannot refrain from mentioning the fact that today, at the very moment I am 
speaking, the mass of money in circulation at the global level, which is principally used for speculation, 
exceeds 750 trillion dollars. That level was exceeded last year, and in 2006 it was 600 trillion, 600 thousand 
billion dollars. As you know, the figures are monstrous – I suppose you have a committee that looks at the 
figures. Of this mass 2% serves for exports and imports, purchases and sales, and 97% for speculative 
financial investments that have no basis in the real economy. It is a house of cards, and this money is issued 
by private banks. The investment vehicles bear the bankers' signatures and are based on mutual confidence. 
They are disconnected from goods such as steel, coal, oil, cars and even from services, devoid of any 
foundation in the real economy. 
 
One gets used to that. We live with it. And Europe is no longer even concerned with it. Yet, simultaneously, 
over the last decade or so, arms budgets around the world have begun to grow again at an extremely rapid 
pace, principally in greater eastern Asia. Last year, and this should be interesting news for the House of 
Human Rights, the arms budgets of the twelve or so countries of the greater Middle East, from Egypt to Iran 
and from the Arab countries to the borders of the Caucasus, grew faster than the military budget of China. 
Then there is the explosive situation in the eastern Sahel in Africa. Three or four republics with which we 
have ties of friendship – we have received their Heads of State – are falling apart: this is the case of Mali and 
the Central African Republic, and Niger is borderline. There is reason to be worried. I am French, and that 
has a cost. I felt a sense of duty, a national duty or rather a duty of civilisation, that we had to send a military 
force to preserve what remained of the rule of law and civilisation for the sedentary, peaceful people of Mali, 
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even in their capital city Bamako. For me it was a tragedy that no other European country participated in and 
that people spread the mad, malicious rumour that my beautiful country France was trying to rebuild its 
colonial empire, because people did say that. My friends do you know what it costs to have colonies? Do you 
know the cost in human lives? You are familiar with the budgetary cost, the paralysis, and the contempt of 
international organisations for the colonial ventures of the 19th century, which ended not so badly in central 
Africa, but less well in Indochina and Algeria for us the French and less well in the Belgian Congo for the 
Belgians. We still have a duty of solidarity, nothing more than that, no interests in any case. And as a 
Frenchman I can say that we have a strong desire never to do it again, to do nothing more than lend a hand 
when we are asked to do so. Mali did ask, and there was no European response. 
 
That brings me to Ukraine: is there a Europe on the question of Ukraine? I am not at all sure. In the 
embittered conflict between Ukraine and Russia we have abandoned our sense of reason. We are jumping 
to convenient conclusions, assuming that Ukraine is a country like our own, and we are defending it like we 
have defended so many other alleged emerging national identities. We have not asked ourselves whether 
we are stirring up memories. The huge Russian empire was born in Kiev. The elites of Ukraine and Russia, 
firstly the nobility and then the scientists and engineers, have always maintained very close ties. Ukraine 
means far more to Russia than Alsace-Lorraine means to France. But we overlooked that, we too quickly 
invented a pretext, which dishonours Russia. At the same time, when Boris Yeltsin announced the 
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact no one opened their mouth or took up their pen, no one. Nor did NATO – we 
had an alliance and it had a Council which held meetings. Silence. Six months later, all on their own and 
speaking for others, without consulting their allies, the United States said to the Russians "Listen, it's a good 
thing and you are nice to have abandoned Communism and the Warsaw Pact. That reassures us. However, 
although you are no longer Communist, you are still Russian, and we are still wary. So we are going to 
maintain the pact we made to defend ourselves against your Warsaw Pact, we are going to keep NATO 
going and enlarge it to your former members, the Baltic States and others right up to your borders." Russian 
relations with the West are but the outcome of this slap in the face, this humiliation. Not many of us 
protested, I did a little but I already no longer had a voice. I had been just about pensioned off to pursue my 
studies. We must remember that we made that mistake, which we are in part paying for with the 
misunderstanding over Ukraine, otherwise I don't know how far we will go in this madness. In geopolitical 
terms it is clear that, for the long term, Russia urgently needs to restore its neighbourly relations with us - it 
too is a Christian country after all – because China is something else, and it is also on a different scale. A 
Chinese and Japanese consortium is already beginning to exploit Siberia's resources, and if the Russians 
want to have some means of countering that they urgently need a reconciliation with Europe. Yet, twice over, 
we have shown that we have not grasped this, or rather we say nothing, we are absent and we let our 
American friends show that they don't get it. I think that is something I never heard mentioned in all my 
fifteen years in the "house next door", the European Parliament. This young, courageous, too well-armed 
nation, the Americans – who have already saved us twice, deserve our friendship. There is perhaps a slight 
lack of historical proximity in this whole business. In any case, it is Europe that is needed here, but Europe is 
silent and absent! 
 
I would draw your attention to what is happening at the moment. We are becoming accustomed to an 
economic crisis that we can do nothing about, since nothing is changing, and we are moving towards a 
situation where, in the relations between nations, geopolitics, strategy and military action are outflanking the 
economy. That is a sphere where Europe is even less present than in the economic one. It is not present at 
all. If Europe is to wake up, to exist, and doubtless to survive in relation to Russia and China, it needs to deal 
with these issues, but it has never done so up to now. Here too, our brothers, our friends, our British 
liberators, are saying no. I might add that I cannot even understand their attitude. Things have got to such a 
point that for us the need is self-evident. Because there is a somewhat nearer problem – the Middle East. 
For the last five centuries, Islam was huddled in on itself. Abandoning its civilising purpose and gift for 
tolerance, which characterised the great caliphates of the 13th and 14th centuries, it had become organised 
in terms of the domination of the Sunnis – the religious majority – over the Shias. It was a situation verging 
on clientelism. Our friends and allies Saudi Arabia and Egypt, with very close ties to the West, had pacified 
the rest. But things were still in a state of minor havoc, and it was left to the major powers – the UK and 
France – to draw the borders of the countries concerned – Iraq, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon – along their own 
lines and just anyhow. Now the whole region is on the point of exploding. Before our very eyes the Shia 
crescent, the arc that includes non-Arab countries such as Iran and which is seeking to overthrow the Sunni 
crescent's dominance, is bringing about a power shift in the Middle East from the Arabs to the non-Arabs, the 
strongest of which is Iran, while Turkey is the best armed. And like imbeciles we have rejected the Turks. 
Turkey also has not forgotten the humiliation we inflicted on it when we sent it back to seek its allies and 
security in the East. In this terrifying geopolitical game, Russia has chosen its side; it supports the Shia 
crescent against the formerly dominant Sunnis. I would underline this, even if I am dwelling a little too long 
on these matters. Among Europeans we never discuss this, we merely engage in navel-gazing. I wish to say 
that not only are these issues of interest, they are worthy of our interest and comments, but they could 
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become far more dominant concerns for us, more important than knowing how to better manage a central 
bank. Europe has a future if it wakes up to all of this. And to end my fourth series of remarks, I would say that 
human violence exists after all; it is a natural phenomenon, not something we created. We have to live with 
it, and we have suffered from it. Firstly, civil violence, the violence present in the suburban communities of 
Europe, is being contaminated by organised crime - civil violence paired with the mafia. Our countries are 
military powers. They succeed in containing violent identity-based movements by military means in Ireland, 
Corsica and the Basque Country. That leaves behind small groups, trace elements that become mafia-type 
gangs. Contamination. In addition, in some parts of the world, I am here thinking of Mexico and Colombia, 
the drug traffickers have become more powerful than the governments, better armed than the police and the 
army and capable of imposing their political will, even on the national economies. And all these movements 
are in contact with those who kill in the Prophet's name. The Salafi movement is in touch with these violent 
gangs, and this will perpetuate the situation in East Asia, in the islands of the China Sea, and the situation in 
the Middle East. How can we stand back from this? Europe's continued existence depends on our 
engagement with these affairs. This is the innovation of the last ten years, and I find it horrific. 
 
My fifth and last remark would in itself deserve to be the theme of a week-long discussion seminar hosted 
by your great "house". I am talking about the economic crisis. I shall therefore say very little on the subject. 
Growth has stalled in all the developed countries – the United States, Japan, Australia, Europe – and this is 
a global phenomenon, not a European one. Unemployment has stabilised at levels of 6 or 7%, or worse 
when a country takes the wrong measures. I know France holds the record here; you do not need to remind 
me of that. We are doing everything we can, but not doing it well. We are not good at the moment. The fact 
remains that, adding together unemployment and economic insecurity, 30% of the population everywhere, in 
all the developed countries on three continents, is affected. There is nothing particularly European about it. 
The huge global financial crisis, the global financial mess I mentioned earlier in my introduction, and I will 
come back to it here only briefly, is indeed a world-wide phenomenon. In Europe we have had to contend 
only with its sovereign debt – or public debt – aspects. Why is that the case? It is because the solution that 
was found to the private finance crisis of 2006 to 2008 was to call on the taxpayer to bail out the banks, 
which were already committing fraud. One of the problems, and we are beginning to realise this, is that 
behind the sub-prime crisis in the United States, there was a considerable degree of fraud and swindling, of 
immorality and crime. The same applied to the Japanese financial crisis of 1990, which was primarily a result 
of the Yakuza's criminal activities. In today's world financial crime is the primary form of crime. I have just 
read a frightening book called "The new criminal capitalism", written by one of France's most senior financial 
police officers. The author regards high frequency trading as the utmost, broadest application of insider 
trading. He views high frequency trading, in which all our major banks are active, as a criminal activity. Will 
we be able to free ourselves from its claws? We have one huge piece of luck, as regards our public debt, 
and we sometimes deserve to be lucky in Europe, as we have suffered so many misfortunes throughout our 
history. We have made two miraculous decisions, and I am speaking of the appointment of our two 
presidents of the European Central Bank, who have both been required to abide by what is virtually a rule of 
silence. They have both made rate-setting decisions. I say both because it began with Trichet. They realised 
that they had been given a limited mandate that prevented them from seeking full solutions to the problems, 
and both broadened their role a little, extracting collective decisions from the governments in a rather 
borderline manner; some governments complained they had been deceived, that there had been a 
misunderstanding that things had gone too far. It is not impossible that this magician Draghi is acting without 
the certainty that he is still within the strict legal limits of his role. As a politician, I couldn't care less. I'm not a 
lawyer. I want a way out of the crisis. We are beginning to emerge from the sovereign debt crisis in Europe. 
Those who are handling 4 or 5% of the unstable global money supply – which could collapse like a house of 
cards. This is what is limiting the crisis. I truly believe that this combination of a slowdown in growth leading 
to unemployment and insecurity – with the financial disorder on top – and the public authorities' state of 
powerlessness to deal with it, that is what is behind the populism. The state no longer serves any purpose, 
because it can no longer handle the situation. It does not even have the intellectual tools to do so. It does not 
even know the answer. 
 
We will overcome populist tendencies in Europe on condition that we are vigilant in combating all the 
problems that poison people's daily lives. We need to identify and tackle scandalous forms of behaviour. You 
run projects and create standards. Thank you the Council of Europe. But we need to attack the root cause. 
And I believe the cause is global in nature. This struggle to achieve a new line of economic thought, a form of 
regulation of the economy that has nothing to do with Malthusianism, which does not add austerity and 
greater underemployment (including in the public sector) to the tragedy of unemployment and insecurity, is a 
new economic system in the making. The jury that awards the Nobel Prize in economics is probably the most 
aware of this battle. They are guilty of having given the Nobel economics prize to fourteen proponents of 
monetarism, fourteen beginning with Hayek, and above all to Milton Friedman the pope of monetarism. I 
believe it is the monetarist school that led to this great global crisis. I therefore consider that the Nobel Prize 
jury was short-sighted for far too long, but it is nonetheless the first to have made a U-turn. It has now 
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recognised the great scholars who denounce the economy of recession, who will probably tell us how to live 
with a deficit, rather than exacerbating the problems by seeking to reimburse it through a weakening our 
economies, thereby undermining the very means of reimbursing it. That is not specifically European. One 
needs to take a broad view. This struggle and the emergence of this economic theory are our common 
battle. That we wage it together is the condition for Europe's survival. 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen, these are the sad thoughts of a European activist who is disillusioned but still a 
fighter. Please excuse me for having gone a little over my speaking time. 
 
[Theodora Bakoyannis: Thank you Mr Prime Minister. Dear colleagues, we have exactly ten minutes. I 
have four members with questions. Please be brief and precise so the Prime Minister can answer them.  
Mr Binley you have the floor.] 
 
[Brian Binley, United Kingdom, EDG] 
 
Thank you very much, can I welcome the Prime Minister’s remarks and can I tell him what happened in my 
country. A serious poll has been carried out which found that most of the votes came from my own party, the 
Centre Right. Almost 50 % of UKIP’s votes came from the Centre Right. Of those, when asked if they would 
return at the general election, only 38 % said they would, mostly from the middle classes. However, almost 
50 % said that they would not come back to the Conservative Party, mostly from the working class, and we 
need to take this into account. When asked why they wouldn’t come back to the Conservative Party, they 
said they felt left behind ; they felt that we didn’t listen to them ; they felt that we, the politicians, didn’t 
represent them, we were not like them and they felt they had no connection with the political class 
whatsoever. And if I may say, one of the answers is being raised by Andi Gross in his paper, a very 
important paper, which says we’ve got to face up to these challenges; we’ve got to discuss them; his answer 
is federalism; that’s not my personal answer, but at least he has the courage to say we need to face up to 
them. And in line with your speech, I think you would agree with that wouldn’t you? 
 
[Lord John E. Tomlinson, United Kingdom, SOC] 
 
I’ll be very brief. Thank you Michel for a thought provoking address. I just want to make a few remarks 
because you spoke very extensively about the relations with the United Kingdom. In the United Kingdom, as 
elsewhere, as you said, there is no hatred of Europe. What the elections showed was that there was 
certainly no great affection for it either. There might not be a hatred but what we see is apathy taking over, 
people are not inspired by Europe, because none of the political parties are saying anything particularly 
inspirational. You said in the United Kingdom the two main parties were dominated by anti-Europeanism. 
That is a disservice to my own party: the Labour Party is not dominated by anti-Europeanism. It has rejected 
the sort of enthusiasm that has emerged to have a referendum on the future of Europe. It has rejected it 
because that is pandering to the very sort of populism you are concerned with. Can I just mention one last 
thing, because you refer to the UK joining the European Union. It joined the European Union at a time when 
you own country, different party in government, but your own country, had twice vetoed British applications to 
join. And there is not much surprise amongst those of us who are British and pro-European, that that did not 
necessarily enthuse everybody to some great vision of European Union. 
 
[Robert Walter, United Kingdom, EDG] 
 
Well apologies if it’s all the British who are responding. Can I say to Monsieur Rocard that I have been a 
member of the Conservative Party in the United Kingdom for some nearly 50 years. I have also been a 
member of the European Movement for 40 years. I regard myself as a good Britain and a good European. 
You mentioned that we were last invaded actually nearly 1000 years ago by the French, by the Duke of 
Normandy. But over at least 5 centuries, hundreds of thousands of British men have sacrificed their lives on 
European soil; either liberating Europe or possibly sometimes attacking Europe. But can I make a very 
simple point, Monsieur Rocard you expressed, you reinvigorated a Franco-German vision of Europe, the 
Europe of Schuman and Monet, but Europe is different. The European Union today is Scandinavia, it’s the 
Baltic States, it’s Poland, it’s the Western Balkans, it’s Bulgaria, Romania, and it’s the Mediterranean states. 
This new Europe of 28 states, which in 10 years may be 33 states, is really reacting, and what we saw in the 
European elections, against a Brussels-centric, a ‘dirigist’ Europe. And if you want to find patriotism and 
chauvinism, you’ll find it in the Assembly Nationale in Paris, and in the Senate in Paris, because this is 
something which is not something limited to the United Kingdom. And I think we have to find new solutions. 
Of course we need supra-national institutions. Of course we need the European Union, we need the 
Commission, we need the European Parliament, we need that kind of democratic control. But I can be proud 
to be Welsh, I can be proud to be British and I can be proud to be European. Together we can be stronger 
and richer. But I think we have to recognise our differences and not try and enforce, from the top, uniformity. 
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[Lord Donald Anderson, United Kingdom, SOC] 
 
Madam President, I speak as a former President of the campaign for Political Europe and a proud wearer of 
the Legion d’Honneur for contributions to British French friendship, but did I detect, in Monsieur Rocard’s 
speech a certain nostalgia, a certain sadness, at the death of a dream? I was once a diplomat and I recall a 
secret meeting between President de Gaulle and the British Ambassador, where President de Gaulle said 
this, that there are only two nations in Europe, the British and the French. Then he added ‘perhaps also the 
Dutch’ and there is a certain element, as John said, there were 2 vetoes. Yes it is true that, historically, 
Britain intervened on the continent only to restore the balance of power against a Napoleon and a Hitler, that 
we appeared apparently victorious. But I think that, John and I think, Bob has said and Brian, things have 
changed. I’m not sure that Monsieur Rocard has changed according to these new developments. Finally 
there are two visions of the new Europe, one is the slightly old-fashioned one now, shall we call it the one of 
a French chateau, beautifully symmetrical, geometric gardens, all ordered, all tidy. The second is of the 
British country house, where an eccentric ancestor built a wing in the 17 century, another eccentric person 
built a tower; it looks totally odd, but it works. I only pose the question to the slightly nostalgic 
Monsieur Rocard, which vision is more relevant to the new Europe? 
 
[Tadeusz Iwiński, Poland, SOC] 
 
Thank you. For sure, the UK is not in the centre of the problem with the European Union., you just need to 
listen to all the British speakers. Let me say very few words on behalf of the Social Democrats of Poland, the 
biggest new country in the EU. Why, for instance, in Poland, the turn out, the participation for the 3rd time is 
so low? 23% less voters this time. And why, for the first time, the new primitive now Liberal Right was joining 
the European Parliament linking with the Front National of Madame Le Pen? We could spend hours 
discussing this. But, for sure the main reason is that we introduced the Latin American capitalist model in our 
country and the neighbouring countries. With the growing inequalities, social ones, regional ones, there is 
the chaos in the European institutions. I mean the average Pole, and I think the average citizen of many 
other European countries, cannot understand the prerogatives of the European Parliament etc. So we have 
to change it. Once the people I think that the EU as well as the European Parliament is mainly focusing on 
solving the problem of bankrupting banks, not bankrupting the individuals, not bankrupting the small and 
medium size enterprises, comes to that solution: we do not need it, we do not need it and that is my word. 
You rightly raised the issue for instance of the closing of the door ahead of Turkey. My forecast is that if in 
the foreseeable future the European Union is not going to be enlarged to key countries at stake like Ukraine 
and Turkey, the West will lose the competition on one hand with USA, as was seen with the failure of the 
Lisbon strategy, and on the other hand with China. Thank you very much. 
 
[Theodora Bakoyannis] Mr Prime Minister, I'm sorry but you have only five minutes. 
 
[Michel Rocard] 
 
Thank you Madam Chair, thank you for all these questions, thank you for this enthusiasm. I agree with much 
that has been said and, what I am about to say may perhaps surprise you, although the first speaker was 
British he already referred to the fact that the voters above all revealed their sense of neglect. I think 
neglected is the right word to describe their feelings, and that is not the case for the UK alone. It is the case 
virtually everywhere. The second speaker mentioned the lack of affection for Europe in the United Kingdom. 
He said there was more a sense of apathy; people are not inspired or enthusiastic. These words ring 
profoundly true for us all. There is no longer a European enthusiasm anywhere. Moreover, I think it is 
something impossible. A geographical dream is something unheard of, it does not exist. There is no 
particular virtue in this strange form of union. I feel European out of a need to survive. I feel European 
because the scale of tomorrow's world is that of Brazil, China, Indonesia, Russia and the United States, and 
we are not on that scale. That is all. A number of you just mentioned the different visions of the European 
model – but that is not important. We do not exist. We must be aware that China, that huge country which I 
am beginning to know well because I have not only visited it six or seven times, but I am also the co-founder 
of the China-Europe forums – perhaps some of you have heard about this NGO venture that seeks to bring 
together intellectuals, teachers, students, and not just members of parliament – China is about to discover 
the power of capitalism and wealth, world economic dominance and democracy, all simultaneously. That is a 
lot all at once. China will not have enough time to go into details. Its history is at least as violent as ours. The 
identity, flag, capital and shape on the map of forty European nations are totally unknown to the 1.3 billion 
people who are going to rule the world and who are moreover part of the movement backed by Japan and 
India. Asia will not play games, because they are aware that they cannot win by war, they must win through 
trade, and trade more than anything else is a leveller of differences. So when I hear some of you talk about 
the Franco-German model of Europe, I am not so sure there is a Franco-German concept of Europe. What is 
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perhaps more prevalent in France and Germany than elsewhere, is the idea that the world is not confined to 
Europe, because our global experiences have been somewhat painful. 
 
I wish to tell you a story that is thirty years old. I am a social democrat. I was an activist in the young 
socialists movement, and by chance I made friends with a head of government, not just anybody, at the time 
when we were preparing to take the helm in France. Gaullism was losing its hold. This head of government 
was Danish. His name was Anker Jørgensen and he was a great leader. I obtained an appointment with him, 
because I wanted to tell him that, in France, the Left were heading for power and we had a nuclear 
dissuasion force on our hands. It was a somewhat conservative policy, a bit aggressive towards all the other 
countries. I wanted to say "We don't know what to do with it, you neutral states – you Denmark who played a 
role in the war like us – you should raise the question, be critical of France's military solidarity, think about 
non-proliferation and Europe's dominant role in this whole process".  My friend Anker Jørgensen replied as 
follows – and this must have been 25 to 28 years ago : "Michel, firstly Denmark no longer has a single 
general, a single admiral, a single engineer or scientist who understands anything at all about these matters, 
who is able to deal with them. Secondly, in any case, no matter how things turn out, we would need to 
increase our defence budget, our spending on security and diplomacy. That is out of the question. We have 
consented to no longer being the masters of our own destiny."  
 
It was a Danish person who came out with this extraordinary sentence. It was a true and honest thing to say. 
That is the European model. France and Germany struggle to be something of an exception because they 
have slightly wider-ranging memories, but that is all. Do not deceive yourselves. However, when we 
negotiate the access conditions to global trade with the Chinese, to take account of the fact that countries 
which wish to trade internationally with the same freedom, on an equal footing, pay their workers and give 
them social protection on a scale ranging from 1 to 10, the Chinese will simply not care about the differences 
between Portugal and the Netherlands, about our sub-models of Europe. I am a little outspoken here, 
because I consider there is no longer a Europe. As long as we fight over our visions of the past, we leave the 
world to make itself without us, and possibly to our detriment. Content with our nice little institution, we are in 
fact building a great big Switzerland. It is possible to make our institutions work better, there are doubtless a 
number of slight improvements to make, but that is nothing, it's not an initiative, not a defence or a form of 
diplomacy, not even an economic concept for the protection and cohesion of a territory. 
 
There is another untruth in our economic system. It is not right or healthy to pretend to believe in free trade 
under all and any conditions. A number of Nobel economics prize winners, including the Frenchman Maurice 
Allais, have spoken out in favour of the prodigious efficiency and progress free trade brings, on condition that 
it takes place among countries with more or less equivalent standards of living. Otherwise, the social cost of 
the necessary adjustments – devaluation, industrial desertification, emigration of the workforce – is too high. 
I know the Chinese want peace, but they cannot afford the luxury of going into details. Be careful, when you 
laughingly talk about the models we have inherited from our last 150 years of history. I have fifteen 
grandchildren and that is why I aim ashamed to leave them a world – a world not Europe – that is in a far 
poorer state than it was when I came into it. That is how we need to think. But be careful, neither our 
televisions nor our newspapers, not even our school systems, have accustomed or enabled us to think in 
terms of a period of one hundred years. The news we receive and our way of thinking are focused on next 
week, at best on the next election campaign. You can live like that if you wish, but it is a certain death, not a 
violent death, but a death through inhibition and extinction. One can reason only in terms of a half century, 
especially if one wishes to understand the cycle of this wonderful capitalism which freed us from the poverty 
of the Middle Ages and which is now beginning to die out, unless we are capable of breathing new life into it 
in sufficient time. And that is a global issue. Europe could make a contribution, on condition that it exists and 
speaks with one voice. That is the way things are. 
 
I heard the admirable words just spoken by our Polish friend, and I completely agree with him. The Poles 
have nothing to do with Mrs Le Pen, just as we have nothing to do with the Flemish or Greek fascists. Did 
you hear what he said "As long as the EU is only concerned with saving the banks, we basically do not need 
it." I think that's more or less what you said. You are right. I am saying the same thing in slightly different 
words. But you should be under no illusion; my message today is that that Europe is dead. We are slowly 
becoming extinct and no one is bothered, especially the Americans who are already focused more on the 
Pacific than on Europe. We must stop. There, I have told you now how pessimistic I am. I simply hope I have 
been clear. We are weighed down by our too lengthy, too dark history. The future is explosive, and we are 
not thinking about it, intellectually we are not working on the coming century. That is the only thing we can 
do. 
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