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Editorial

I.
Transform!	Europe	was	founded	in	2001	to	initiate	and	promote	alterna-
tive	thinking	and	political	dialogue	aimed	at	transforming	contemporary	
society	 according	 to	 social,	 feminist,	 ecological,	 democratic	 and	pacifist	
values.	During	the	complicated	though	necessary	processes	of	“Europeani-
sation”	of	the	left	taking	place	within	a	neoliberal	dominated	European	
Union	and	capitalist	globalisation,	Transform!	was	established	as	a	net-
work	of	mainly	European	organisations	working	in	political	education	and	
critical	research.	From	its	inception	Transform!	Europe	has	worked	toward	
a	new	and	common	political	culture	of	the	left	in	Europe.	One	of	the	most	
active	European	networks	within	the	European	Social	Forum	and	the	World	
Social	Forum,	it	became	a	partner	of	various	European	initiatives	on	social,	
economic	and	political	issues	and	at	the	same	time	is	working	within	so-
cial	movements	and	networks	(e.g.	the	Charter	for	an	Alternative	Europe).	
With	considerable	flexibility	and	diversity	of	forms,	partners	and	structures	
Transform!	Europe	provides	a	 space	 to	generate	 left	 synergy,	 in	part	by	
initiating	projects	or	supporting	those	of	other	innovative	left	forces.	

In	 comparison	 with	 most	 European	 organisations	 of	 the	 radical	 left	
Transform!	Europe	comprises	organisations	of	a	very	diverse	character.	
Some	of	its	participants	define	themselves	in	relation	to	parties	of	the	
European	Left	(EL),	others	feel	close	to	parties	of	the	Nordic	Green	Left	
Alliance,	and	others	 in	 turn	belong	 to	neither	of	 these	groupings	and	
maintain	a	completely	 independent	position.	Transform!	Europe,	how-
ever,	works	closely	with	the	GUE/NGL,	the	group	of	EL	and	Nordic	Green	
Left	parties	in	the	European	Parliament.

Despite	their	diversity,	all	of	Transform!’s	partners	are	united	by	their	
determination	to	resist	neoliberal	hegemony	in	the	domain	of	ideas	and	
culture	and	in	their	endeavour	to	develop	political	alternatives	aimed	at	
enhancing	the	left’s	emancipatory	capacity.

The	major	projects	of	Transform!	Europe	in	2007	are	the	following:

·		A	conference	in	Italy	on	Socialism	in	the	21st	Century	

·		Workshops	in	Brussels,	Stockholm	and	Paris	on	Economic	Democracy

·		A	conference	in	Berlin	on	Refounding	the	European	Union	

·		A	series	of	workshops	on	modern	capitalism

·		In	cooperation	with	partners,	a	seminar	on	current	concepts	of	political	
organisation	with	regard	to	movements,	parties	and	institutions

·		A	series	of	public	events	in	Athen	in	celebration	of	the	10th	universary	
of	the	founding	of	the	Nikos	Poulantzas	Institute

·		A	 one-day	 programme	 at	 the	 EL	 Summer	 University	 (“The	 Future	 of	
Labour”)

France	
Espaces Marx
www.Espaces-Marx.org	
e-mail:	Espaces_Marx@
internatif.org

Fondation Copernic 
www.fondation-copernic.org
e-mail:	fondation.copernic@	
ras.eu.org

Fondation Gabriel Péri 
www.gabrielperi.fr

Finland	
Left Forum 
www.vasemmistofoorumi.fi	
e-mail:	ruurik.holm@	
vasemmistofoorumi.fi

Austria	
transform.at
www.transform.or.at	
e-mail:	fleissner@arrakis.es

Links:

Transform! european  
network for alternative 
thinking and political 
dialogue 
www.transform-network.org
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·		Research	on	innovation	and	development	of	parties,	movements	and	
trade	unions	

·		A	study	on	the	economic	policy	of	the	left	in	government

·		Workshop	on	the	relation	between	Europe	and	Latin	America

·		A	number	of	workshops	during	the	follow	up	of	the	7th	World	Social	
Forum	in	Nairobi	and	in	the	framework	of	the	“Frantz	Fanon”	network

·		A	seminar	entitled	“Helpless	Anti-Capitalism”	at	October’s	“Marx	Inter-
national”	Congress	in	Paris

II.

Transform!	Europe	is	developing	its	activity	at	the	same	time	as	the	dif-
ferent	 European	 party	 families,	 the	 Social	 democrats,	 the	 Greens,	 the	
Liberals	and	the	Conservatives,	are	creating	political	foundations	at	the	
European	level	complying	with	current	guidelines	of	the	European	Com-
mission	and	the	European	Parliament,	which	have	also	established	Euro-
pean	funding	for	these	foundations.

Transform!	Europe	 therefore	proposed	 to	 the	EL	and	other	organiza-
tions	of	the	European	left	the	launching	of	a	joint	effort	able	to	cope	
offensively	with	the	challenge	posed	by	the	new	approach	of	the	EC	and	
the	EP,	an	approach	which	obviously	opens	up	new	possibilities	for	the	
left	as	well.	An	enhanced	cooperation	among	 the	different	 left	 forces	
could	focus	on	concrete	research	work	of	common	interest	without	 in-
fringing	on	the	independence	of	the	partners	and	their	different	charac-
ters	and	needs.	

The	EL	on	its	part	replied	positively	to	this	proposal	and	in	April	recog-
nised	Transform!	Europe	as	a	partner	organization	in	the	establishment	
of	a	political	foundation	of	the	European	Left.	Meanwhile,	a	joint	work-
ing	group	of	the	EL	and	Transform!	has	been	established	which	devel-
oped	an	initial	project	eligible	for	funding	by	the	European	Commission	
(see	also	the	article	by	Walter	Baier,	Left	Actors	and	the	European	Social	
Model)	and	which	will	be	submitted	in	September.	Since	the	Transform!	
network	has	members	in	Scandinavia	and	in	Finland	a	discussion	with	
the	Nordic	Green	Left	Alliance	has	been	initiated,	which	may	lead	in	the	
medium	term	to	intensified	cooperation.	

III.

With	the	journal	Transform!	we	hope	to	open	up	a	new	space	for	politi-
cal-intellectual	debate	and	dialogue	within	the	European	left.	It	is	true	
that	 the	 internet	has	 significantly	 intensified	cross-border	 communica-
tion	between	people,	and	we	believe	that	the	left	has	still	not	fully	ex-
ploited	its	possibilities.	Nevertheless,	the	printed	word,	the	print	media,	

Editorial

Greece	
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Germany	
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Transform! Italia 
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is	 still	 enormously	 important	 for	 intellectual	 discussion	 as	 well	 as	 for	
simple	communication.	

Our	 magazine,	 whose	 first	 number	 we	 here	 present	 to	 the	 readers,	
will	appear	bi-annually	in	English.	Each	issue	will	focus	on	a	commonly	
determined	 theme	 important	 for	 the	 work	 of	 the	 Transform!	 network.	
The	current	issue’s	focus	is	the	future	of	Europe	and	the	possibilities	of	
transforming	 it.	 Alongside	 the	 thematic	 focus,	 there	 will	 be	 contribu-
tions	on	current	left	developments	on	the	international	level	or	in	single	
countries.	In	addition,	our	magazine	will	report	on	current	initiatives	and	
projects	of	the	Transform!	network.

Any	attempt	at	founding	a	transnational	medium	represents,	to	some	
extent,	an	experiment	and	an	adventure.	It	involves	not	only	trying	out	
new	ways	of	working	and	starting	to	communicate	in	a	language	which	
for	most	participants	is	not	their	mother	tongue,	but	also	at	the	same	
time	creating	a	basis	 for	people	of	different	political	 cultures	 to	work	
together.	Through	this	journal,	therefore,	we	would	like	not	just	to	initi-
ate	and	support	common	left	political	projects,	but	also	to	contribute	to	
the	genesis	of	a	new	common	political	culture	of	the	left.	In	so	doing	our	
journal	is	committed	to	a	renewal	of	the	European	left.

This	journal	is	a	common	project	of	the	whole	network.	This	first	issue’s	
authors	 come	 from	twelve	European	countries,	 the	 text	 is	 compiled	 in	
Austria,	 edited	 in	New	York	City,	 and	 typesetting	and	distribution	are	
done	in	Germany.	We	take	this	opportunity	to	thank	all	of	the	collabora-
tors	for	their	work,	their	willingness	to	be	flexible	and	their	capacity	for	
improvisation.

Organising	a	project	of	this	kind	on	a	European	scale	is	ambitious	and	
needs	time	to	develop.	We	therefore	ask	our	readers	to	forgive	us	for	any	
hopefully	minor	errors	that	may	occur.

We	look	forward	to	receiving	your	criticisms	and	suggestions,	as	well	
as	 your	 substantive	 contributions	 regarding	 the	 topics	 covered	by	 our	
journal.	

Michael Brie, Official Representative, Transform!
Walter Baier, Coordinator and Editor, Transform!

August, 2007

Editorial
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Transformed Treaty – But No 
Transformation of Europe!1

Francis Wurtz

Let	us	recall	first	of	all	the	principal	stages	envisaged	for	the	process	that	
is	supposed	to	lead	to	the	future	European	Treaty:

·		On	July	23,	2007,	the	ministers	of	foreign	relations	of	the	“27”	met	in	
Brussels	 to	 launch	 the	 intergovernmental	 conference	 (IGC).	 The	new	
Portuguese	presidency	of	the	Union	(which	followed	the	German	presi-
dency)	had,	already	at	that	date,	to	submit	a	draft	of	the	future	treaty.	
This	illustrates	the	sort	of	hurry	the	European	leaders	are	in	to	be	rid	of	
this	problem,	as	if	they	feared	that	the	citizens	could	seize	the	problem	
from	them	and	alter	its	underlying	basis	…

·		On	September,	7	and	8,	a	working	reunion	is	supposed	to	complete	the	text.

·		On	October	18	and	19,	2007,	 the	European	Council	of	 the	heads	of	
state	and	government,	meeting	in	Lisbon,	is	asked	to	approve	the	text.

·		If	this	is	accomplished,	the	period	of	ratification	will	then	begin.	From	
now	until	that	time,	there	may	be	problems	of	interpretation	of	certain	
passages	of	 the	 (very	 complicated)	mandate	of	 the	 treaty	 (allegedly	
“simplified”)	at	the	level	of	the	states.	But	worst	of	all,	this	beautiful	
staging	has	no	 relation	 to	 the	 feelings	of	 the	Europeans	 themselves	
about	the	policies	carried	out	under	the	aegis	of	the	Union.	

How	will	 things	develop	concretely?	The	negotiators	and	their	experts	
will	have	 in	hand	two	texts:	on	 the	one	hand,	 the	current	 treaties;	on	
the	other,	 the	ex-project	of	 the	Constitutional	Treaty	 (CT).	 The	current	
treaties	will	remain	in	force.	The	mandate	of	the	negotiators	will	consist	
in	 integrating	 into	 the	existing	 treaties	all	 the	new	aspects	of	 the	CT,	
with	the	exception	of	the	duly	mentioned	exceptions.	Put	differently,	the	
regulations	of	the	CT	not	quoted	in	the	mandate	of	the	negotiators	will	
remain	valid	just	as	they	were	written	in	the	ex-CT.

It	is	thus	a	matter	of	transferring	the	essentials	from	the	ex-CT	into	the	
current	treaties.	This	is	why	the	new	text	is	called	“Modification	Treaty”.

	 	 	 	 	 	

I. Referendum Debates and the New Treaty

The	first	question	to	is:	what	will	become,	in	the	new	text,	of	the	ques-
tions	 that	 were	 at	 the	 heart	 of	 the	 debate	 in	 a	 number	 of	 European	
countries	in	2005?

	

1			This	text	was	written	in	
mid	August	2007.

Francis	Wurtz	has,		
since	1999,	been	Chair		
of	the	Confederal	Group		
of	the	European	United	
Left/Nordic	Green	Left.	
Since	1979	he	has	been		
a	member	of	the	European	
Parliament.	He	was	Vice-
Chair	of	its	Committee	on	
Development	from	1989	
to	1999.
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1.	I	am	thinking	in	particular	of	all	the	regulations	designed	to	contrib-
ute	to	the	perfecting	of	the	present	liberal	model	that	guides	the	whole	
economic	and	social	policy	of	the	European	Union.	The	majority	of	these	
dispositions	were	not	“innovations”	of	the	CT,	but	figured	already	in	the	
current	treaties.	They	have	been	taken	over	into	the	Constitutional	Trea-
ty.	The	French	president	interpreted	the	retreat	from	the	principle	“of	free	
and	undistorted	competition”	(but	only	the	one	figuring	in	the	article	de-
voted	to	“the	union’s	objectives”)	as	a	“major	reorientation”.	But	what	do	
the	other	principal	members	of	the	European	Council,	who	accepted	the	
modification	at	this	point	of	the	text,	think	about	it?	I	asked	this	ques-
tion	directly	of	the	German	chancellor	who	presided	over	this	particular	
session	of	the	European	Council;	I	also	asked	Mr.	Barroso,	the	President	
of	the	European	Commission,	at	a	plenary	session	of	the	European	Par-
liament	 last	 June	27:	 “What	will	 change	 concretely	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	
retraction	of	this	sentence	at	this	particular	section	of	the	future	treaty?”	
Ms.	Merkel’s	answer	left	no	room	for	doubt:	“Nothing	will	change!”	Inci-
dentally,	the	principle	at	issue	here	will	remain	in	the	text,	in	several	pas-
sages.	Certainly	not	as	an	objective,	but	as	a	means.	Better	still,	in	order	
to	avoid	all	ambiguity,	a	special	“protocol”	has	been	written	that	will	be	
included	in	the	future	treaty	in	order	to	emphasise	“loudly	and	forcefully”	
–	the	chancellor	insisted	–	“that	this	means	should	be	retained	and	not	
be	weakened”.	Mr.	Barroso	was	exuberant	on	this	point,	affirming	that	
the	principle	of	competition	should	in	no	case	be	“diluted”,	because	it	
constituted	“one	of	 the	essential	components	of	 the	Common	Market.	
That	should	be	very	clear.”	For	the	rest,	reading	the	conclusions	of	the	
European	Council	leaves	no	doubt	as	to	the	unflinching	liberal	integrity	
of	its	present	members.	In	the	chapter	devoted	to	“economic,	social	and	
environmental	questions”,	 it	 is	 recalled,	 in	the	very	first	sentence,	 that	
the	“pursuit	of	the	reinforcement”	(sic)	of	the	free	circulation	of	capitals	
continued	to	“have	primary	importance”.	Does	this	mean	that	we	should	
content	ourselves	with	merely	taking	note	of	this	official	response	to	the	
question	of	“free	competition”	and	that	we	should	accept	the	reality	of	
Operation	Sarkozy?	Not	at	all	in	my	view.

2.	Another	sensitive	question	during	our	debates	in	2005:	the	place	of	
public	services	in	the	European	texts.	Nothing	will	be	changed	on	this	
point	either	with	respect	to	the	ex-CT	except	again	for	the	addition	of	
a	 “protocol”	 stressing,	 without	 further	 details,	 the	 large	 scope	 of	 ma-
noeuvre	for	national,	regional	and	local	authorities	in	the	provision,	the	
shaping	and	organisation	of	services	of	general	economic	interest	in	a	
way	that	responds	as	much	as	possible	to	the	needs	of	consumers.”	As	
one	can	see,	there	is	hardly	a	cultural	revolution	here.	The	SGEIs	(Services	
of	General	Economic	Interests)	will	continue	to	enjoy	a	merely	secondary	
status,	well	supervised	and	subordinated	to	the	rules	of	competition	and	
the	laws	of	the	market.	
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3.	As	far	as	the	Charter	of	Fundamental	Rights	is	concerned,	a	few	re-
marks:	 Its	text	will	not	appear	 in	the	future	treaty,	but	 it	will	be	men-
tioned,	and	its	juridical	value	will	be	emphasised.	A	protocol	appended	to	
the	treaty	will	clarify	that	neither	the	Charter	in	general,	nor	in	particular,	
“in	order	to	dissipate	all	doubt,	anything	in	title	IV	of	the	Charter	(social	
rights	and	the	right	to	work),	establishes	legal	rights	with	regard	to	the	
United	Kingdom”.	The	version	of	the	Charter	that	will	be	retained	is	of	
course	the	one	that	figures	in	the	ex-CT	project,	with	its	very	controversial	
passages	(for	example	the	traditional	“right	to	work”	is	replaced	by	“the	
right	to	be	working”)	and	its	“explanations	established	under	the	aegis	
of	the	presidium	of	the	European	convention”	which,	re-inserted	at	the	
insistence	of	Great	Britain,	remove	all	substance	from	certain	articles.2	

4.	Despite	numerous	objections	to	the	development,	envisaged	by	the	
ex-project	 of	 the	 CT,	 of	 a	 ”common	 security	 and	 defense	 policy”,	 this	
whole	part	has	been	absorbed	into	the	mandate	to	the	negotiators	of	
the	future	treaty.	I	quote	in	particular:	

·		“the	policy	of	the	union	(…)	shall	(…)	be	compatible	with	the	common	
security	and	defence	policy	established	within	that	framework”	(that	of	
NATO).	We	do	not	know	what	the	politics	of	NATO	will	be	in	the	future,	
but	we	 commit	 ourselves,	with	 eyes	 closed,	 to	never	 permit	 a	policy	
that	would	break	from	it	…;	this	passage	was	seriously	criticised	as	the	
expression	of	an	a	priori	allegiance	to	NATO;

·		“the	member	states	shall	undertake	progressively	to	improve	their	mili-
tary	capabilities”.	That	appeal	to	increase	armament	expenditures	was	
often	condemned	in	the	2005	debates;	

·		“the	 Council	 may	 entrust	 a	 task,	 within	 the	 Union	 framework,	 to	 a	
group	 of	 member	 states	 in	 order	 to	 protect	 the	 Union’s	 values	 and	
serve	its	interests”	(sic).

·		“Those	member	states	whose	military	capabilities	meet	higher	criteria	
and	which	have	made	more	binding	commitments	to	one	another	in	
this	area	with	a	view	to	the	most	demanding	missions	shall	establish	
permanent	structured	cooperation	within	the	Union	framework.”	

These	kinds	of	new	dispositions	prompted	fear	of	a	militarist	derailment	
of	the	Union	and	consolidated	the	NO	vote	(on	the	left).

II. Other “Innovations”

Let	us	enumerate	the	other	“innovations”	derived	from	the	ex-CT	project,	
which	are	featured	in	the	mandate	for	the	negotiators	of	the	future	treaty.	I	
will	be	brief,	since	some	of	these	”innovations”	are	by	now	well	known,	hav-
ing	been	subject	to	ample	public	commentary.	I	am	thinking	especially	of:	

2			Example	(article	94		
of	the	old	CT):	“The	union	
recognises	and	respects		
the	entitlement	to	social	
security	benefits”	(there	
follows	a	list	of	benefits).	
Then	follows	the	“expli-
cation”	of	the	“presidium”:	
this	article	“does	not	imply	
that	such	services	should	
be	created	where	they	do	
not	exist”!
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·		the	creation	of	a	post	of	president	(man	or	woman)	of	the	European	
Council	for	a	mandate	of	2.5	years,	renewable	once;

·		the	creation	of	a	new	function	of	high	representative	(man	or	woman)	
of	the	Union	for	foreign	affairs	and	security	policy;

·		The	instituting	of	a	new	voting	system	with	double	majority	(50	%	of	
the	states	and	55	%	of	the	population)	starting	in	2014	(with	transi-
tional	measures	lasting	until	2017);

·		The	extension	of	 the	areas	 in	which	decisions	are	made	by	qualified	
majority.

Other	reforms	are	less	well	known	and	deserve	attention.	For	example:	

·		The	reduction	in	the	number	of	commissioners	and	the	strengthening	
of	the	role	of	the	President	of	the	Commission;

·		the	extension	of	the	areas	in	which	co-decision	applies	(European	Par-
liament	and	Council);

·		a	slight	relaxation	of	the	conditions	allowing	a	minimum	of	9	member	
states	to	establish	among	themselves	a	“reinforced	cooperation”;	

·		the	 recognition	 of	 the	 Union	 as	 a	 “legal	 person”	 which	 allows	 it	 to	
sign,	as	such,	agreements	and	treaties	in	the	name	of	all	the	member	
states;	

·		the	confirmation	of	the	primacy	of	Community	law	over	the	laws	of	the	
member	states,	under	the	form	of	an	appendix	to	the	treaty	recalling	
the	decisions	(the	judgments)	of	the	European	Court	of	Justice	on	the	
relevant	subjects;	

·		A	slight	extension	of	the	time	permitted	the	member-state	parliaments	
(from	6	to	8	weeks)	to	examine	legislative	proposals	so	that	they	may	
ensure	that	the	European	Commission	does	not	overstep	its	preroga-
tives	(principle	of	subsidiarity).	

This	simple	incomplete	list	of	the	institutional	“innovations”	drawn	from	
the	ex-CT,	but	which	did	not	become	the	object	of	widespread	informa-
tion	or	confrontation	of	ideas	in	2005,	further	convinces	us	that	broad	
public	debate,	on	the	basis	of	an	effective	consultation	of	citizens	given	
the	opportunity	to	shape	their	will	in	full	knowledge	of	the	realities,	is	an	
unavoidable	democratic	requirement.

III. The European Left Has to Overcome  
a Triple Challenge

1.	As	mentioned	above,	 the	breakneck	speed	established	by	 the	Euro-
pean	Council	for	adopting	the	text	of	the	future	treaty	has	no	relation	
to	the	wishes	of	the	Europeans	themselves	no	garding	the	policies	con-
ducted	under	the	aegis	of	the	Union.	This	is	why	it	seems	to	me	that	the	
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first	duty	of	 the	European	Left	 is	 to	 facilitate	 the	participation	of	 the	
populations	in	this	process.	The	first	and,	in	my	view,	decisive	stage	of	
the	citizens‘	appropriation	is	the	clarification	of	the	substance	and	force	
of	the	text	being	elaborated.	At	this	stage	I	think	we	should	devote	our	
efforts	to	this	task.	

2.	Coupled	to	this	effort	of	political	education,	the	European	Left	should,	
in	our	opinion,	satisfy	the	demand	for	a	large	public	and	pluralist	debate	
in	each	country	and	at	the	European	level,	leading	up	to	a	referendum.	

3.	And	most	importantly,	the	European	Left	should,	in	my	view,	rise	to	
the	level	of	the	ideological	debate	engaged	in	by	certain	European	po-
litical	officials	who,	like	Nicolas	Sarkozy,	understand	very	well	that	the	
traditional	“Brussels”	discourse	and	its	unitary	outlook	does	not	go	over	
very	well	any	more.	And	what	is	true	for	the	question	of	“public	deficits”	
also	holds	for	industrial	policy,	custom	tariff	protection	and	the	dogmas	
of	 the	 ECB.	 In	 order	 to	 channel	 the	 ever	 higher	 ambitions	 to	 change	
the	“European	software”	–	to	use	a	fashionable	expression	–,	they	are	
breaking	 certain	 taboos	and	 speaking	out	about	 contradictions	up	 to	
now	cloaked	in	secrecy.	That	is	partly	due	to	the	lesson	of	the	May	29,	
2005.

	Thus	the	German	finance	minister,	Peer	Steinbrück,	recently	pointed	to	
the	danger	of	a	 “legitimacy	crisis	of	 the	European	economic	and	social	
model”.	As	for	the	Italian	economic	minister,	Tommaso	Padoa-Schioppa,	
although	 long	 known	as	 an	advocate	of	 budget	 austerity,	 he	 caused	a	
scandal	last	month	by	crying	out:	“we	refuse	the	European	straitjacket.”…	

It	would	 in	my	view	be	 just	as	 incoherent	to	deny	the	reality	of	the	
problems	–	often	at	the	heart	of	the	2005	French	debate	–	these	of-
ficials	bring	up	as	it	would	be	naïve	to	have	illusions	about	their	wish	
to	arrive	at	solutions	that	would	addness	the	aspirations	of	our	fellow	
citizens.	A	real	confrontation	around	political	options	emerges	therefore	
in	the	full	light	of	day,	on	the	basis	of	the	people’s	concrete	experience	
and	the	 increasingly	undeniable	contradictions	of	 the	Union’s	current	
policies.

Thus,	for	instance,	the	French	President	declares	that	he	wishes	to	com-
bat	the	dogma	of	“free	competition”?	Wonderful!	Then,	what	measures	
does	he	intend	France	to	take	to	stop	the	economic,	ecological	and,	of	
course,	social	absurdity	of	opening	up	the	electricity	market	to	competi-
tion?	And	what	approach	will	the	French	government	take	to	the	total	
liberalisation	of	the	postal	services	discussed	this	week	at	the	European	
Parliament?

It	 is	 at	 the	 concrete	 level	 and	 through	 many	 and	 various	 moves	 to	
break	with	the	orientations	and	current	structures	of	the	Union	that	the	
European	Left	should,	in	my	view,	elaborate	and	give	life	to	its	alterna-
tive	vision.
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What Are We Arguing?
Gabi Zimmer

The	purpose	of	left	politics	is	to	encourage	and	convince	people	to	work	
together	in	solidarity	for	their	interests	and	for	those	of	the	underprivi-
leged.	Left	politics	tries	democratically	to	reduce	and	solve	political,	so-
cial,	ecological	and	global	problems	and	improve	citizens’	living	condi-
tions,	especially	those	of	the	most	socially	excluded	and	disadvantaged.	
This	is	why	left	politics	are	people-centred	and	directed	towards	sustain-
able	 development	 –	 towards	 structural	 changes,	 towards	 new	 human	
priorities	and	paths	of	social	development.	

What	are	these	politics	in	the	context	of	shaping	the	European	Union	
from	the	left?	What	does	it	mean	to	stand	consistently	by	the	side	of	the	
weak?	What	is	democratic,	socialist,	emancipatory	and	anti-capitalist	in	
this	context?	With	the	European	Union	at	the	crossroads,	the	European	
left	urgently	needs	to	reach	a	unified	understanding	in	order	to	intervene	
effectively.	

1. The Left and “Europe”

The	issue	of	the	European	Union’s	identity	and	boundaries	is	particularly	
tied	up	with	the	decision	on	Turkey’s	possible	EU	membership,	a	prob-
lem	that	requieres	a	political	solution.	This	decision	can	either	be	made	
democratically	by	starting	with	a	responsible	consideration	of	the	socio-
political	 consequences,	or	be	based	on	power	politics	which	considers	
only	the	impact	on	Europe’s	global	competitiveness	and	geopolitical	in-
fluence.	This	issue	is	also	relevant	for	the	east,	especially	for	the	Ukraine,	
Belorussia,	the	Balkans	and	the	states	of	the	Mediterranean.	

According	to	Greek	myth,	Europa,	Asian	daughter	of	Agenor,	King	of	
Sidon,	and	of	the	daughter	of	Telephassa,	who	was	in	turn	the	daughter	
of	the	Nile	god	Neilos,	was	abducted	from	Phoenician	territory	and	taken	
to	Crete	by	Zeus,	 the	 father	of	 the	gods.	 It	 is	 the	sharp	boundary	be-
tween	Greek	culture	and	Asian	barbarity,	Roman	civilisation	and	eastern	
despotism,	Christianity	and	Islam,	the	enlightened	west	and	those	left	
behind,	which	still	today	defines	the	distinction	between	the	European	
“us”	and	the	“others”.	

The	European	left	is	faced	with	the	challenge	of	confronting	the	EU’s	
policy	 of	 drawing	 culturally-based	borders	 by	putting	 forward	 its	 own	
position	on	the	territorial	objectives	of	the	Union’s	expansion.	Drawing	a	
dividing	line	between	cultures	always	means	excluding	people:	Muslims,	
Jews,	and	Gypsies	etc.	An	attempt	to	assert	European	values	of	freedom,	
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diversity	or	rationality	and	enlightenment	is	the	wrong	approach.	These	
ideas	 are	 not	 limited	 to	 Europe,	 but	 are	 the	 common	 heritage	 of	 all	
humanity.

The	model	for	the	left	should	be	a	European	Union	in	which	everyone	
is	able	to	live	in	dignity	and	coexist	in	solidarity	and	which	also	actively	
works	to	enable	those	outside	the	European	Union	to	do	the	same.	

The	left	must	confront	all	attempts	at	culturally	justifying	the	European	
Union’s	borders	with	one	simple	political	question:	what	concrete	sort	
of	enlargement	and	what	kinds	of	limiting	of	the	Union	will	contribute	
to	everyone	being	able	to	live	their	own	lives	in	dignity	and	in	mutual	
solidarity	–	in	the	community,	regionally,	in	each	state,	in	the	European	
Union,	in	Europe	and	the	world	as	a	whole?	The	question	of	Turkey’s	EU	
membership	should	therefore	be	answered	on	the	basis	of	its	beneficial	
or	detrimental	effect	on	 the	desired	developments.	Above	all,	 there	 is	
a	need	for	dialogue	between	citizens	inside	the	EU	and	those	from	the	
states	that	wish	to	join.

2. The Left and the European Union  
as a Political Domain 

In	addressing	political	alternatives,	the	left	is	confronted	with	the	ques-
tion	of	whether	to	concentrate	on	developing	its	strategies	primarily,	or	
exclusively,	in	opposition	to	EU	politics	or,	whether	it	can	and	should	at	
the	same	time	fight	for	influence	at	the	EU-European	level.	It	therefore	
must	decide	whether	it	sees	and	accepts	the	European	Union	as	an	en-
tity	that	leaves	room	for	politics	and	which	can	be	positively	influenced,	
or	whether	they	see	it	largely	as	an	obstacle	to	left	politics.	

For	 the	 left,	 the	 European	 Union	 is	 an	 extraordinarily	 contradictory	
space	in	which	to	manoeuvre.	In	the	context	of	European	20th	century	
history,	 the	banning	of	wars	between	the	member	states	 is	a	precious	
achievement	which	the	left	should	never	disregard.	On	the	other	hand,	
the	European	Union	not	only	does	not	use	its	full	potential	democrati-
cally	to	solve	political,	social,	ecological	and	global	problems,	but	has	at	
the	same	time	itself	frequently	created	and	aggravated	these	problems	
and	is	continuing	to	do	so.	Since	the	1980s	this	tendency	has	grown.	

Particularly	in	the	core	states	of	the	EU	and	in	the	Scandinavian	coun-
tries,	the	EU	has	caused	citizens,	and	with	them	the	left,	to	lose	some	
of	 their	 power	democratically	 to	 influence	political	 activity.	Above	all,	
Europe	imposes	an	elitist	neoliberal	policy.	On	the	other	hand,	the	EU	
creates	significant	openings	for	left	politics.	There	are	three	possible	di-
rections	for	the	left:	

First,	a	course	of	”anti-EU	policy“	could	be	pursued;	secondly,	a	policy	
of	partial	re-nationalisation;	or,	finally,	the	EU	could	be	used	by	the	left	
as	 a	 space	 for	 political	 activity.	 Which	 political	 course	 will	 contribute	
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most	 to	 social	 equality,	 freedom,	democracy,	 sustainable	development	
and	peace?	How	can	nationalism	and	neo-fascism	best	be	fought?

	

3. The Left and EU–European Integration

In	the	political	debate	over	the	future	of	the	European	Union,	those	in	
power	are	arguing	over	whether	the	EU	is	more	useful	to	them	as	a	free	
trade	 zone	 or	 as	 an	 ecological	 and	 political	 union	 and	 global	 player.	
Here,	the	left	is	more	than	a	third	party	witnessing	the	arguments	put	
forward	by	others.	

The	European	Union	has	been	shaped	by	a	strong	tendency	to	be	a	
free-trade	area.	This	tendency	is	strengthened	further	by	an	undifferenti-
ated	call	for	expansion.	The	EU’s	wish	to	be	a	free-trade	area	is	opposed	
by	many	on	the	left.	However,	this	does	not	mean	that	they	are	unified	
in	their	approval	of	EU-European	integration.	Many	consider	it	inevitable	
that	EU-European	 integration	will	 reinforce	the	tendency	of	 the	EU	to	
become	a	player	in	neoliberal	globalisation.

Integration	of	EU	member	states	is	essential	to	unleashing	and	mobilis-
ing	the	potential	of	the	European	Union	democratically	to	solve	social,	
ecological	 and	global	problems.	 This	 requires	more	 than	 just	national	
institutions	and	coordinated	national	policies.	But	what	are	the	chances	
of	this	happening?	Alternatively,	would	the	left,	by	adopting	a	pro-Euro-
pean	policy,	play	into	the	hands	of	those	who	wish	to	develop	the	EU	as	
an	imperial	superpower?	

The	consensus	on	the	left	is	that	European	integration	should	not	pri-
marily	be	 focused	on	achieving	a	 single	European	market	and	 should	
not	 be	 market	 dominated	 at	 all.	 Rather,	 Europe	 should	 become	 more	
social	and	fair,	more	united,	and	more	democratic	and	ecological.	But	
when	it	comes	to	the	long	term	perspective	the	differences	once	again	
become	clear.	If	a	centralised	supranational	state	is	rejected	by	the	left,	
there	is	still	the	question	of	whether	the	future	European	Union	should	
be	a	union	of	states	or	a	federation,	and	the	issue	of	the	dynamic	devel-
opment	of	the	relationship between national state sovereignty	and	the	
sovereignty of the EU	in	the	integration	process.

Federation,	and	activities	that	develop	a	political identity	for	EU	citi-
zens,	has	much	to	recommend	itself.	This	would	require	clarifying	how	
sovereignty	rights	will	be	distributed	between	the	EU-European	and	na-
tional	state	levels	in	the	next	ten	to	fifteen	years.	Citizens	must	be	able	
to	know	at	any	point	in	time	who	is	responsible	for	which	decisions	and	
how	they	are	able	to	influence	these.	

It	seems	clear	that	citizens	will	be	most	likely	to	develop	an	EU	identity	
if	they	have	the	experience	of	co-determining	policies	and	if	governing	
policies	are	oriented	to	their	needs	and	the	requirements	of	society.	The	
sovereignty	 of	 the	 EU	 and	 its	 member	 states	 should	 therefore	 be	 de-
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fined	as	clearly	as	transparently	as	possible.	There	is	a	need	clearly	to	list	
those	areas	over	which	nation	states	decide	and	those	in	which	it	makes	
sense	to	delegate	responsibility	to	democratised	European	institutions.	
There	is	still	no	consensus	on	the	left	in	this	regard.	There	are	also	the	
issues	of	what	the	democratisation	of	the	European	Union	might	mean,	
if	and	how	the	European	Parliament	may	be	strengthened,	what	areas	
of	competence	 the	Commission	should	have,	and	what	possibilities	of	
democratic	and	active	 influence	 (including	 the	 introduction	of	 legisla-
tion)	should	be	granted	to	European	players	from	civil	society.	

4. The Left and the European Constitution

Left	 protagonists	 must	 decide	 whether	 to	 completely	 reject	 the	 current	
draft	of	the	European	constitution	absolutely	and	submit	their	own	version,	
or	to	influence	the	present	draft	in	order	to	effect	changes	(in	particular	by	
axing	the	stipulation	of	a	neoliberal	economic	order	and	the	militarisation	
of	the	EU)	and	to	make	accepting	or	rejecting	revisions	dependent	on	the	
constitution’s	provision	of	democratic	flexibility	for	future	evolution.

The	majority	on	the	left	surely	agree	that	the	current	draft	of	the	consti-
tution	needs	to	be	rejected.	Many	on	the	left	do	not	on	general	principle	
want	a	European	constitution,	because	they	reject	the	EU	and/or,	as	a	
political	minority,	they	do	not	wish	to	participate	in	the	public	debate	
and	in	the	decision	to	create	institutions.	

In	the	light	of	the	hegemony	of	radical	liberalism	or	neoliberalism,	it	
is	a	 central	 challenge	 for	 the	 left	 to	fight	 for	a	democratic	 change	of	
policy	that	transforms	the	developmental	path	on	which	our	society	is	
embarked.	It	is	most	important	to	prevent	the	obstacles	to	this	strategic	
objective	from	becoming	even	greater	in	the	debate	on	the	current	draft	
of	the	constitution.	

Most	citizens	hope	that	political	minorities	such	as	the	left	do	not	feel	
they	have	obdurately	always	to	say	no.	They	want	the	left	to	participate	
in	a	democratic	and	constructive	way.	

Besides	their	demands	for	a	referendum	on	the	draft	of	the	constitution	
in	all	EU	member	states,	the	left	should	become	actively	involved	in	en-
suring	that	the	future	constitution	of	the	European	Union	provides	room	
for	political	change.	A	prerequisite	of	the	constitution’s	future	flexibility	
is	ensuring,	 in	view	of	changing	political	majorities	 in	 the	 future,	 that	
different	political	tendencies	can	play	a	part	in	public	affairs.	

The	current	draft	of	the	constitution	does	not	satisfy	these	criteria.	In	
the	economic	and	monetary	chapter	of	the	third	part,	this	kind	of	flex-
ibility	 is	 limited	 in	 favour	 of	 the	 “free	market”.	 The	 European	 Union’s	
commitment	to	armament	is	destructive.	

The	 left	 should	discuss	 fighting	 together	 to	 defeat	 the	 third	 part	 of	
the	current	draft	of	the	constitution.	The	detailed	political	aims	and	pa-

What	Are	We	Arguing?

The	problem:	the	left	is		
a	political	minority.		

A	European	constitution	
should	in	the	long	run	be	

acceptable	to	all	those	who	
wish	to	be	democratically	

involved	in	openly	shaping	
today’s	society



17

rameters	can	be	replaced	with	clear	divisions	of	authority	and	codes	of	
practice	which	enable	different	policies	to	be	followed.	The	commitment	
to	armament	(Art.	41	I	(3))	must	be	replaced	by	a	clear	prohibition	of	
offensive	warfare	and	a	commitment	to	international	law;	the	European	
Armaments	Agency,	already	in	operation	before	ratification	of	the	con-
stitution,	must	be	abolished.	

5. The Left and the Core of Europe or:  
the EU of ”Varying Speeds“ and EU Expansion 

In	the	light	of	the	changes	described,	the	left	has	the	option	either	of	
giving	up	the	idea	of	integrating	European	countries	into	a	globally	re-
sponsible	EU	player	or	of	thinking	about	specific	forms	of	cooperation,	
which	will	initially	remain	limited	to	a	few	EU	member	states.	This	may	
well	entail	certain	amount	of	“estrangement	from	Brussels”.	

The	history	of	the	European	Union	is	composed	of	stages	in	which	a	
few	member	states	developed	more	or	 less	 intensive	cooperation	with	
one	another,	whereas	other	countries	became	members	later.	The	ques-
tion	now	is	whether	it	is	possible	to	use	forms	of	individual	close	cooper-
ation	within	the	EU	as	an	opportunity	to	solve	problems	democratically	
and	socially	in	such	a	way	as	to	prevent	the	emergence	of	“classes”	of	
member	states.	

The	concept	of	a	core	Europe	has	as	its	aim	the	granting	of	rights	based	
on	the	duration	of	EU	membership	and	creating	a	distinction	between		
privileged	 and	 discriminated	 member	 states.	 This	 is	 what	 the	 project	
of	European	unity	calls	into	question.	It	would	be	different	were	a	few	
countries	and	regions	to	develop	special	cooperation	in	individual	areas	
in	order	better	to	solve	concrete	problems	in	the	interest	of	their	citizens	
and	sustainable	development.	However,	this	cooperation	should	not	be	
allowed	to	discriminate	so	as	to	benefit	one	side	and	disadvantage	the	
other	within	the	EU.	Under	no	circumstances	should	this	result	in	further	
militaristic	impulses	or	an	increase	in	competition.	

It	is	surely	a	consensus	amongst	the	left	that	the	citizens	in	the	new	
as	well	as	in	the	old	member	states	should	both	gain	from	expansion.	
“Gaining“	 here	 refers	 to	 solving	people’s	 everyday	 social	 and	political	
problems	and	those	of	society	as	a	whole.	

Citizens	of	the	lower	and	middle	social	groups	will	only	profit	from	en-
try	into	the	EU	if	member	and	newly	entering	states	have	introduced	or	
are	implementing	reforms	that	are	socially	fair.	Part	of	this	is	the	redistri-
bution	of	income	and	wealth	from	top	to	bottom,	with	the	fight	against	
poverty,	 social	exclusion	and	social	division	being	a	priority.	Here,	 the	
question	is	where	the	”top“	ends,	what	can	be	expected	of	the	”middle“	
and	what	consequences	this	redistribution	will	have	for	economic	devel-
opment.	There	are	arguments	within	the	left	over	these	issues,	especially	

What	Are	We	Arguing?

The	problem:	the	growing	
heterogeneity	of	the		
European	Union	and		
the	political	attempt	to	
make	the	EU	a	free-trade	
area	impede	EU-European		
integration	and	its		
becoming	a	global		
player	in	sustainable		
development.
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as	the	fight	for	a	social	middle-bottom	alliance	is	on	the	political	agenda	
in	many	countries	as	well	as	in	the	European	Union.	

6. The Left and the European Union  
as a Force for Peace

The	militarisation	of	the	EU	requires	the	left	to	confront	the	relationship	
between	the	EU	and	the	UN	and	to	take	a	position	on	the	UN-Charter.	
They	can	reject	the	UN	Charter	on	the	basis	of	its	history	and	the	current	
balance	of	power	or	they	can	become	involved	in	making	the	EU	and	UN	
aware	of	their	responsibilities	in	the	current	world	order	and	take	steps	
to	make	these	institutions	operate	more	fairly.	

The	left	is	in	agreement	that	the	European	Union	should	be	a	global	
power	for	peace,	but	disagrees	on	the	notion	of	“power”	when	this	refers	
to	the	military	potential	of	EU	member	states	and	of	the	Union.	

There	is	a	solid	consensus	that	EU	policies	are	becoming	increasingly	
militarised,	that	rapid	deployment	forces	–	so-called	Battle	Groups	–	are	
being	held	at	the	ready	for	service	worldwide	and	that	increasing	mili-
tary	expenditure	in	the	EU	is	irresponsible	and	should	not	be	tolerated.	
There	is	also	a	unanimous	rejection	of	the	growing	single	European	mar-
ket	for	munitions	and	the	increasing	export	of	weapons	which	intensify	
conflicts,	and	which	are	then	themselves	used	to	legitimise	peace	mis-
sions	and	military	intervention.	

Not	all	who	consider	themselves	to	be	on	the	left	think	the	following	
are	responsible	alternatives:	taking	steps	towards	disarmament	to	make	
the	EU	structurally	 incapable	of	waging	offensive	warfare;	disbanding	
the	EU-Battle	Groups	and	the	European	Armaments	or	”Defence	Agen-
cy“;	ending	EU	military	deployment;	 imposing	a	stop	on	the	European	
Security	Strategy	(ESS);	using	the	weight	of	the	EU	to	solve	international	
interstate	conflicts	between	and	in	third	countries	exclusively	in	a	diplo-
matic	and	political	way;	pursuing	a	development	aid	policy	intended	to	
help	the	countries	in	the	global	south	develop	their	own	potential,	and	
thereby	contribute	to	overcoming	conflicts	and	securing	the	provision	of	
energy	and	raw	materials	in	Europe	under	fair	conditions;	not	providing	
financial	 support	 for	 military	 shadow	 budgets	 and	 not	 paying	 for	 EU	
military	missions	with	of	EU	development	aid	funds.;	strengthening	the	
UN	and	being	committed	to	its	reforms.

If	the	EU	is	to	be	developed	as	a	power	for	peace	then	it	must	take	on	the	
responsibility	for	a	world	order	which	is	considered	legitimate,	above	all	by	
implementing	the	UN	Charter.	Due	to	their	early	history	and	the	existing	
power	relations,	international	law	and	the	UN	Charter	are	often	rejected	
in	left	discussions	as	”US	weighted“	or	”imperialistically	dominated”.	

Taking	responsibility	for	world	order	and	the	UN	Charter	would,	how-
ever,	mean	establishing	and	 justifying	military	power	and	the	ends	 to	

What	Are	We	Arguing?

The	problem:	The	EU	is		
accelerating	the	militarisa-
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sive	warfare.
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which	it	is	used.	Here	there	are	different	attitudes	towards	the	ability	to	
act	responsibly	and	the	role	of	the	EU	as	a	global	player.	

It	is	highly	problematic	when	leftists	assert	the	need	of	the	European	
Union	to	develop	military	power	in	order	to	provide	a	counterforce	to	
US	 hegemony,	 protect	 the	 EU	 from	 terrorist	 attacks,	 when	 necessary	
anticipate	 them	 and	 solve	 military	 conflicts	 outside	 its	 territory.	 This	
sort	of	thinking	does	not	make	the	EU	and	the	world	a	safer	place.	Nei-
ther	will	these	become	any	safer	if	there	is	a	call	to	maintain	national	
armies	instead	of	concentrating	efforts	on	developing	a	non-offensive	
EU-European	army.	

7. The Left and Asylum Law, the Left  
and Immigration 

Increasing	 immigration	 poses	 the	 question	 for	 the	 left	 of	 whether	 it	
should	 react	 with	 a	 demand	 for	 open	 borders	 (usually	 in	 reaction	 to	
growing	xenophobia	and	violence),	or	whether	 it	 should	demand	 that	
asylum	and	 immigration	be	controlled	 in	such	a	way	that	 restricts	 im-
migration	 to	 those	 groups	 where	 integration	 and	 an	 improvement	 in	
welfare	are	most	likely.	

There	is	disagreement	within	the	left	about	adopting	a	collective	ref-
ugee	and	 immigration	policy	 that	opens	 the	borders	 of	 the	European	
Union	to	people	in	need	and	that	grants	them	the	possibility	of	leading	
their	own	lives	under	humane	and	dignified	conditions.	

In	left	discussions,	the	following	position	predominates:	the	European	
Union	must	revolutionise	its	immigration	policy.	Its	most	urgent	concern	
should	be	to	protect	or	restore	the	human	dignity	of	immigrants.	Priori-
ties	must	therefore	be:	an	effective	and	humane	immigration	policy	for	
immigrants,	opening	up	new	paths	of	legal	immigration,	fighting	human	
trafficking	and	illegal	employment.	Procedures	of	identity	control	should	
take	a	few	days	at	most	and	should	not	take	place	in	reception	camps.	
Every	member	state	should	implement	national	asylum	laws	in	accord-
ance	with	international	agreements	and	with	the	highest	human	rights	
standards.	

The	first	 step	 to	 legal	 immigration	 is	 legalising	people’s	 residence	 in	
the	EU	starting	on	the	day	of	the	deadline.	A	work	and	residence	permit	
should	also	be	introduced.	The	phenomenon	of	illegal	immigration	could	
in	this	way	be	combatted	and	with	it	the	illegal	trafficking	of	immigrants	
and	the	plans	of	those	who	profit	from	it.	It	is	in	the	interest	of	the	im-
migrants	to	undergo	an	official	identification	process	in	order	to	obtain	
a	work	permit.		

After	their	arrival	in	the	EU,	many	immigrants	are	only	able	to	secure	
their	 livelihood	 by	 taking	up	 illegal	 employment.	 Present	 immigration	
policy	abets	the	illegal	employment	market	and	promotes	the	sinking	of	

What	Are	We	Arguing?

The	problem:	there	is		
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for	the	countries	which	are	
affected	in	so	many	ways.	
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wages.	Reducing	the	inequality	of	working	conditions	would	therefore	at	
the	same	time	also	benefit	European	employees.	

The	way	foreigners	are	perceived	by	the	EU-European	population	is	strong-
ly	influenced	by	a	repressive	immigration	policy.	As	long	as	immigrants	are	
seen	as	 illegal,	 there	will	be	no	basis	for	real	social	 integration.	 	A	con-
structive	and	successful	immigration	policy	assumes	a	broad	and	concrete	
acknowledgement	 of	 the	 social,	 political	 and	 cultural	 rights	 of	 citizens.	
Citizenship	should	not	be	dependent	on	nationality,	but	on	residence.

8. The Left and the Working Out of Alternatives –  
A Personal Commentary on the Current Debates and  
Positions Within the Left
The	question	is	whether	or	not	one	considers	oneself	a	member	of	soci-
ety,	whether	to	make	one’s	personal	position	within	society	the	basis	of	
policies,	whether	to	tailor	these	to	a	concrete	implementation	of	citizens’	
and	human	rights	and	thereby	make	societal	institutions	the	main	em-
phasis	of	one’s	own	politics.	

It	is	particularly	the	work	being	done	on	the	”Charter	of	Principles	for	
Another	Europe“	that	reveals	one	of	the	above-mentioned	points	of	dis-
pute.	Particularly	problematic	is	the	fact	that	many	on	the	left	tend	to	be	
unaware	of,	and	not	to	reflect	on,	public	debates	over	EU-European	poli-
cies	which	influence	the	thinking	and	behaviour	of	millions	of	people.	In	
addition,	they	tend	to	fasten	on	concepts	emerging	from	these	debates,	
e.	g.	“values	and	identities”,	and	use	them	uncritically.	

This	is	often	reflected	in	an	instrumental	treatment	of	human	and	citi-
zens’	rights,	even	though	the	political	opposition	is	often,	quite	rightly,	
accused	of	such	treatment.	A	particularly	complicated	example	of	 this	
is	 the	 demand	 for	 a	 multicultural	 life	 without	 a	 consistent	 regard	 for	
individual	civil	liberties.	

The	left	should	never	mistake	a	tolerance	and	respect	for	other	cultures	
and	cultural	 identities	with	the	tolerance	of	culturally	 justified	oppres-
sion	 of	 people	 and	 violence	 against	 women,	 children	 and	 those	 with	
different	attitudes	and	lifestyles.	

Equally	dangerous	are	the	more	or	less	carelessly	expressed	demands	
for	 the	 self-determination	of	ethnic	minorities	which	mistake	 the	 indi-
vidual	right	for	a	self-determined	life	with	the	right	to	ethnically	justified	
privileges,	discrimination	and	even	changes	of	borders.	

Necessary	and	therefore	politically	correct	as	it	may	be	for	the	left	to	
oppose	 the	 discrimination	 of	 people,	 in	 particular	 those	 of	 an	 ethnic	
minority	or	immigrant	background,	it	is	nevertheless	equally	erroneous	
to	ignore	discrimination	within	these	immigrant	societies.	

The	demands	for	autonomy	of	areas	with	a	high	proportion	of	ethnic	
minorities	may	not	necessarily	and	automatically	comply	with	the	major-

What	Are	We	Arguing?
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ity	interests	of	this	ethnic	minority,	or	lead	to	greater	cultural	wealth	and	
solidarity	in	society.	The	right	to	self-determination	of	national	minorities	
should	never	be	interpreted	or	articulated	by	the	left	to	 legitimise	the	
oppression	and	discrimination	of	individuals	and	least	of	all	the	right	to	
the	use	of	terrorist	violence	and	to	change	state	borders.	

On	the	one	hand,	the	left’s	penchant	for	simple	solutions	and	its	igno-
rance	of	problems	becomes	apparent	in	the	tendency	to	think	of	Europe	
as	the	Europe	of	the	fatherlands	and/or	the	ethnic	groups	instead	of	the	
Europe	of	the	people.	It	also	becomes	apparent	in	the	marginalisation	
of	social	rights,	the	problems	of	particular	groups	such	as	people	with	
disabilities,	 in	the	avoidance	of	concrete	problem	solving	and	political	
strategies,	as	well	as	in	the	ignorance	of	the	issues	involved	in	shaping	
societal	and	political	institutions.	

At	the	same	time,	the	left	is	quite	right	to	lament	the	democratic	deficit	
of	the	European	Union	and	in	particular	the	dominant	role	of	the	mar-
kets,	above	all	the	emphasis	of	current	policies	on	winning	positions	in	
the	world	market.	In	the	European	Union	different	left	parties,	together	
with	 many	 other	 political	 forces	 and	 non-governmental	 organisations,	
have	always	been	involved	in	repairing	the	democratic	deficit	of	the	EU	
and	strengthening	its	democratic	legitimative	basis.	They	advocate	that	
at	 the	European	Union	 level	 the	principle	of	division	of	power	be	en-
forced,	the	exertion	of	parliamentary	 influence	and	control	be	secured	
and	above	all	 that	the	direct	participation	of	citizens	 in	the	European	
decision-making	process	be	encouraged.	

Much	as	they	criticise	and	reject	the	current	draft	of	the	constitution,	
they	welcome	 the	 inclusion	of	 the	EU	Charter	of	 Fundamental	Rights	
and	 the	 introduction	 of	 European	 citizens’	 initiatives,	 the	 principle	 of	
participatory	democracy,	the	development	of	the	European	Parliament’s	
areas	of	legislative	authority	and	the	commitment	of	the	Council	of	Min-
isters	to	public	legislation,	the	improvement	of	the	subsidiarity	principle	
and	the	strengthening	of	the	rights	of	participation	and	control	of	na-
tional	parliaments.	

They	do	not	at	all	accept	the	near	total	lack	of	parliamentary	influence	
and	control	over	the	Common	Foreign	and	Security	Policy	(CFSP),	and	in	
particular	the	Common	European	Security	and	Defence	Policy	(CFSDP).	
In	rejecting	the	use	of	military	violence	to	solve	conflicts,	they	consider	
it	unacceptable	that	even	the	military	deployment	of	EU	response	forces	
does	not	require	parliamentary	approval.	

Left	 parties	 and	 many	 individuals	 on	 the	 left	 think	 it	 indispensable	
that	non-governmental	organisations,	 citizens’	 initiatives,	 trade	unions	
and	other	societal	forces	and	organisations	be	included	in	the	planning	
processes	and	the	decision-making	activities	of	EU	institutions.	The	eco-
nomic	and	social	committee,	with	its	advisory	status	that,	according	to	
law,	must	be	heard	prior	to	the	legislative	process,	should	in	their	opinion	
remain	an	important	instrument	of	civil	society.	

What	Are	We	Arguing?
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In	 the	opinion	of	many	on	 the	 left,	 regulations	governing	European	
Parliament	election	are	 far	 from	adequate.	 It	 is	particularly	 important	
that	the	European	Parliament	be	elected	in	all	EU	member	states	uni-
formly	on	the	basis	of	proportional	representation	and	without	restrictive	
clauses.	The	right	to	vote	in	the	European	elections	should	not	continue	
to	be	restricted	to	Union	citizens.	It	is	not	acceptable	that	people	from	
third	states	who	have	been	living	legally	in	the	European	Union	for	many	
years	should	be	denied	active	and	passive	voting	rights.	

Transparency	of	decision-making	must	be	established	for	all	EU	institu-
tions,	authorities	and	agencies,	especially	the	Council	of	Ministers.	The	
increased	outsourcing	of	EU	administrative	authority	to	European	agen-
cies	that	are	equipped	with	decision-making	powers	is	undemocratic	and	
counterproductive.	This	further	hinders	the	European	Parliament’s	politi-
cal	control.

In	the	European	Union	decentralised	administration	must	be	encour-
aged.	Last	but	not	least,	this	requires	an	increase	of	funding.	Decentral-
ised	administration,	however,	should	not	lead	to	a	reduction	of	supervi-
sion	and	legislation	by	the	European	Commission	and	to	the	abolition	of	
the	Commission’s	political	responsibilities.	The	European	Ombudsman’s	
authority	should	also	be	expanded.

What	Are	We	Arguing?
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Constitutional Democracy 
Without State
Franco Russo

Article	4,	one	of	the	most	important	articles	of	the	1957	Treaty	of	Rome,	
obliges	 the	 member	 states	 to	 create	 a	 common	 market,	 and	 strongly	
commits	the	state	to	the	mechanism	of	the	market.

”For	the	purposes	set	out	in	Article	2,	the	activities	of	the	member	sates	
and	the	Community	shall	include	…	the	adoption	of	an	economic	policy	
which	 is	 based	 on	 the	 close	 coordination	 of	 member-states	 economic	
policies,	on	the	internal	market	and	on	the	definition	of	common	objec-
tives,	and	conducted	in	accordance	with	the	principle	of	an	open	market	
economy	with	free	competition”.

So	the	market,	and	then	the	monetary	union,	set	the	framework	within	
which	state	intervention	was	limited	and	shaped	by	the	needs	of	a	com-
petitive	 economy.	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 corporation	 and	 the	 market	 system	
were	elevated	as	the	dominant	force	in	and	over	society.	As	Polanyi	said	
in	the	1940s,	the	economy	exercises	a	supremacy	over	all	social	relations.	
It	is	a	utopia	of	commercial	society	dreamt	of	by	Adam	Smith	and	Abbé	
Sieyès.

The	 root	 of	 oligarchy,	 of	 elitism,	 is	 in	 this	 supremacy	 of	 the	 market;	
to	be	more	concrete,	in	the	supremacy	of	the	entrepreneurial	forces,	of	
industry,	services	and	financial	institutions.

The	political	representative	institutions	of	society	have	been	deprived	
of	all	power	to	decide	public	policies:	the	“res	publica”,	the	public	thing,	
to	 use	 the	 ancient	 expression,	 is	 entrusted	 to	 private	 organizations.	
Moreover,	 the	decisions	taken	by	the	European	Community	bodies	are	
made	on	the	basis	of	the	method	called	governance.	What	does	“govern-
ance”	mean?	

It	means	that	the	problems	are	not	social	ones	but	technical	ones,	and,	
of	 course,	 knowledge	 of	 the	 dynamics,	 needs,	 and	 perspectives	 of	 the	
market	economy	is	the	competence	of	the	entrepreneurs,	investors,	and	
banks.	It	is	these	groups	which	provide	information	and	shape	decisions.

However,	the	other	characteristic	is	that	these	forces	–	merged	with	the	
technocracy	–	prepare	the	draft	of	regulations,	directives,	and	decisions	
taken	by	the	Commission	and	the	Council	of	Ministers	(under	the	influ-
ence	of	a	myriad	of	Committees).	

Actually	this	system	constitutes	a	social	and	political	elite	because	it	
is	made	up	of	different	components	of	a	European	oligarchy	 in	which	
governments,	market	forces,	and	the	technocracy	are	working	together	
in	order	 to	smooth	the	way	to	a	competitive	economy.	So	achieving	a	
competitive	economy	became	the	categorical	imperative	of	the	EU.	

Franco	Russo	is	a	member	
of	the	House	of	Deputies		
of	the	Italian	Parliament	
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The	political	 sphere	 is	 subordinated	 to	 the	market	economy.	By	 “po-
litical	sphere”	I	mean	the	public	space	in	which	different	social	actors	
speak	in	order	to	defend	their	interests,	points	of	view	and	ideas	and	to	
structure	representative	institutions	in	order	to	affirm	all	of	this	through	
public	policies.	In	fact,	until	the	1960s,	we	were	experiencing	a	perma-
nent	mediation	between	the	state,	in	the	broad	sense,	and	the	market.	
The	welfare	state	was	the	product	of	this	dynamic	in	which	the	subaltern	
classes	–	to	use	Gramsci’s	words	–	played	a	major	role	in	ensuring	that	
the	most	important	vital	interests	–	health	education,	pensions,	unem-
ployment	 etc.	 –	were	 taken	out	of	 the	market	and	made	available	 to	
everyone	by	public	institutions.	

Now	the	state,	that	is	the	political	sphere	in	which	people	act,	is	under-
mined,	and,	as	G.	Guarino,	an	Italian	jurist	and	economist,	says,	the	state	
is	deprived	of	its	authority	and	reduced	to	a	common	private	subject,	at	
the	level	of	the	enterprise.	The	market,	Guarino	continues	in	his	analysis,	
is	the	absolute	god.	In	fact	also	in	the	residual	competence	of	the	public	
institutions,	the	market	economy	imposes	its	needs.	To	sum	up,	the	oli-
garchy	is	a	fusion	of	political,	economic,	and	technocratic	forces	which	
govern	in	the	name	of	technical	imperatives.	

Andrew	 Moravsick	 says:	 ”At	 its	 core	 European	 integration	 has	 been	
dictated	by	the	need	to	adapt,	by	means	of	policy	coordination,	to	the	
trends	in	technology	and	in	economic	policy	...	European	integration	ex-
emplifies	a	distinctly	modern	form	of	power	politics,	peacefully	pursued	
by	democratic	 states	 for	 largely	economic	 reasons	 through	 the	exploi-
tation	of	asymmetrical	interdependence	and	the	manipulation	of	insti-
tutional	 commitments”.	He	concludes:	 ”The	economic	 interest	 remains	
primary”	(The Choice for Europe,	1998).	

I	 would	 add	 some	 points	 made	 by	 David	 Mitrany,	 who,	 in	 a	 “Work-
ing	Peace	System”	(1943),	maintained	that	”sovereignty	cannot	in	fact	
be	transferred	effectively	through	a	formula,	only	through	a	function”.	
He	differentiated	between	”working	democracy’	and	”voting	democracy’	
because	”now	the	masses	demand	social	action	without	regard	to	estab-
lished	“rights”,	and	the	totalitarian	leaders	have	been	playing	the	strong	
card	of	pragmatic	socialism	against	constitutional	democracy”.

For	 this	 reason	 Mitrany	 proposed	 specific	 functional	 arrangements	
through	functional	organs	in	order	to	pool	resources	at	the	supranational	
level	in	the	most	important	fields	such	as	railway,	shipping,	coal,	steel	
industries,	aviation,	and	broadcasting.

Mitrany	proposed	to	go	from	power	politics	to	a	functional	order,	so	as	
to	build	an	authority	which	derives	its	legitimacy	from	the	performance	
of	common	tasks.	

In	 these	 lines	you	can	find	the	entire	development	of	 the	European	
Community,	of	the	European	Union,	which	has	grown	branch	by	branch,	
so	that	each	function	generated	another.	Mitrany	was	against	a	consti-
tutional	approach	and	advised	proceeding	 through	ad-hoc	 functional	
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arrangements.	Today	 this	 sort	of	arrangement	 is	 called	out-put	 legiti-
macy.	

By	out-put	legitimacy,	I	mean,	a	legitimacy	that	the	government	–	bet-
ter	to	say	governance	–	demands	in	the	name	of	the	results	it	obtains.	
This	cancels	the	democratic	procedure	because	the	citizens	are	not	asked	
to	 express,	 in	 different	 ways	 and	 at	 different	 levels,	 their	 wishes.	 The	
citizens	could	only	evaluate	ex-post	the	services	supplied	by	the	public	
agencies.	The	citizen	is	reduced	to	a	consumer,	and	also	from	this	point	
of	view	we	can	see	that	the	market	is	the	driving	force.	

To	stress	this	point,	in	order	to	elucidate	the	difference	between	in-put	
and	out-put	legitimacy,	let	me	quote	Hanna	Pitkin	who	defines	the	dem-
ocratic	responsive	institutions	is	this	way:	”…	in	a	representative	govern-
ment	this	representation	has	substantive	content:	the	people	really	do	
act	through	their	government,	and	are	not	merely	passive	recipients	of	its	
actions.	A	representative	government	must	not	merely	be	in	control,	not	
merely	promote	the	public	interest,	but	must	also	be	responsive	to	the	
people	...	We	require	functioning	institutions	that	are	designed	to,	and	
really	do,	secure	a	government	responsive	to	public	interest	and	opinion.	
John	Plamenatz	points	out	that	a	dictator	might	choose	to	do	what	his	
subjects	want	and	nevertheless	will	not	be	a	representative.	Our	concern	
with	elections	and	electoral	machinery	results	from	our	conviction	that	
such	machinery	is	necessary	to	ensure	systematic	responsiveness	(Hanna	
Pitkin,	The	Concept	of	Representation,	1967,	pp.	232–34).

Out-put	 legitimacy	 completely	 changes	 the	 conception	of	 legitimacy	
which	has	become	a	functional,	technical	legitimacy	rather	than	a	demo-
cratic	one.	

As	the	market	has	limited	and	emptied	out	the	substance	of	political	
democracy,	so	the	building	of	a	democratic	society	in	Europe	should	limit	
and	overcome	the	market.	In	this	way	we	can	challenge	the	supremacy	
of	the	enterprise	and	the	market,	starting	from	the	commons,	by	which	
I	mean	public	services	and	fundamental	natural	resources.	Those	fields	
–	public	services	and	natural	commons	–	can	be	the	starting	point	for	
another	economic	model,	which	overcomes	the	market.

To	sum	up,	we	have	to	go	from	the	Treaties	to	the	Constitution,	as	M.	
Fioravanti	has	said.

The	last	point	I	would	like	to	make	is	that	the	history	of	the	European	
Communities,	and	of	 the	EU,	 is	 the	building	of	 the	single	market,	 the	
building	of	a	commercial	society.	

The	steps	in	constructing	the	European	commercial	society	have	been:	
integration	through	economic	sectors,	established	by	the	Treaty	of	Rome,	
agricultural	 policies,	 a	 monetary	 mechanism	 for	 stabilizing	 exchange	
rates,	 monetary	 union	 and	 the	 control	 of	 public	 expenditures	 accom-
panied	by	the	privatization	of	public	services,	of	the	called	natural	mo-
nopolies,	and	the	liberalization	of	the	labour	market.	In	a	nutshell,	this	
common	single	market	imposes	–	I	quote	the	Maastricht	Treaty	–	”stable	
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prices,	public	finances	and	healthy	monetary	conditions	and	the	suitable	
balance	of	payments”.	The	Maastricht	Treaty	has	cleared	the	way	to	a	
true	economic	 constitution,	which	has	been	accepted	 in	 the	Constitu-
tional	 Treaty	 (in	 its	 3rd	 part),	 and	 which	 has	 gotten	 the	 upper	 hand	
over	the	constitutions	emerging	in	the	immediate	post-war	period.	This	
economic	 constitution,	 affirmed	 in	 and	 through	 the	 treaties,	 has	 can-
celed	 the	 vision	 even	of	 the	 so	 called	Ordoliberalismus	 elaborated	by	
the	Freiburg	school,	which	aimed	at	building	a	“social	market	economy”.	
Rhenish	capitalism	no	longer	exists.	

The	governments	have	appropriated	the	legislative	functions,	removing	
them	 from	 the	 representative	 institutions,	 have	 freed	 themselves	 from	
parliamentary	 control,	 and	 in	 this	way	 they	 act	 in	 a	 political	 vacuum	
stripped	of	any	responsibility:	they	can	do	what	they	decide	through	the	
Council	of	Ministers,	the	European	Council,	the	Commission.	The	Euro-
pean	Parliament	does	not	have	the	power	of	 legislative	 initiative,	and	
there	are	only	certain	fields	in	which	the	Parliament	can	intervene	with	
a	power	of	veto.	Legislative	initiative	is	a	monopoly	of	the	Commission.	
This	amounts	altogether	to	the	negation	of	parliamentary	democracy	as	
we	have	known	it.	

From	this	I	would	like	to	suggest	some	strategic	conclusions:	Multilevel	
constitutionalism	may	offer	a	basis	for	activating	political	movements	in	
order	to	depart	from	the	intergovernmental	method.	It	has	opened	up	
the	possibility	of	separating	state	and	constitution	–	this	separation	was	
the	dream	of	the	early	Kelsen.	I	believe	we	can	now	build	from	below	a	
constitutional	democracy	without	state.	State	and	constitution	far	from	
being	synonyms,	complementary	terms,	are	contradictory	terms,	as	mar-
ket	and	democracy	are	contradictory	terms.	

Constitutional	 democracy	 without	 state	 opens	 up	 the	 channels	 be-
tween	 society	and	 institutions	at	different	 levels	–	 local,	 regional,	na-
tional,	and	European.	These	channels	are	constituted	by	representative	
institutions	and	direct	participation,	which	should	be	established	by	a	
European	constitution,	whose	centre	is	the	fundamental	rights	of	every	
person,	whether	born	in	Europe	or	not.

For	me	a	Constitution	has	a	normative	character	–	in	the	sense	estab-
lished,	for	example,	by	the	first	article	of	the	German	Grundgesetz,	which	
imposes	 on	 all	 public	 institutions	 the	 respect	 of	 human	 dignity	 in	 all	
their	activities.	

European	constitutional	traditions,	which	are	centred	on	the	universal	
rights	of	the	person,	are	the	base	of	the	future	European	Constitution.	
They	are	the	basis	of	the	”natural	right’	which	has	been	translated	into	
the	constitutional	charters	and	constitutional	practices.

This	foundation	can	not	be	swept	away	even	by	a	constituent	assembly,	
which	should	guarantee	this	patrimony	of	rights,	which	we	called,	not	
by	chance,	inalienable.	For	this	reason,	the	entry	into	the	constitutional	
arena	of	social	movements	–	made	possible	by	France’s	and	Holland’s	

Constitutional	Democracy	Without	State



28

No	Vote	in	the	referenda	–	offers	an	opportunity	to	establish	a	relation-
ship	between	the	population	and	the	European	Parliament,	and	also	the	
national	parliaments,	on	the	constitutional	issues.	In	this	way	we	can	cre-
ate	a	multilevel	system	in	order	to	elaborate	the	European	Constitution.

I	do	not	want	a	new	Convention,	I	believe	in	a	democratic	collaboration	
between	people	and	their	representative	institutions.

The	constituent	process	should	be	grounded	in	this	collaboration,	and	
its	 result	–	 the	project	of	 the	 constitution	–	 should	be	entrusted	 to	a	
European	referendum	for	approval.

Through	 this	 “constituent	 participation”,	 as	 I	 call	 it,	 the	 people	 can	
legitimate	the	self-empowerment	of	the	European	Parliament,	which	is	
asked	 to	 substitute	 for	 the	 Intergovernmental	 Conference	 during	 the	
elaboration	of	the	constitutional	text,	which,	I	repeat,	should	be	voted	in	
a	Europe-wide	referendum.

This,	I	think,	is	a	realistic	approach	to	guaranteeing	the	participation	of	
all	European	citizens	in	the	constitution-making	process.
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The	Left	was	always	internationalist.	We	wish	to	end	the	threat	of	war	and	
the	subordination	of	poor	and	weak	states	to	the	rich	and	powerful	ones.	
We	accept	neither	social	and	humanitarian	inequality,	nor	the	numerous	
unsolved	international	problems	in	the	area	of	the	environment,	 labour,	
transport	and	consumer	protection.	To	struggle	against	all	this	we	need,	
among	other	things,	a	kind	of	inter-state	cooperation,	something	that	was	
completely	lacking	in	pre-war	Europe.	But	what	kind	of	European	coopera-
tion	do	we	want,	in	the	last	analysis?	How	far-reaching	do	we	want	it	to	
be?	To	what	end?	And	how	does	it	relate	to	other	parts	of	the	world?

How	can	we	best	organise	as	a	workers’	movement	that	can	win?	Can	
we	reach	our	goals	from	above,	by	way	of	a	large	state,	or	from	below,	
from	within	 business	 firms,	 city	 districts,	 schools	 and	 in	 communities?	
What	positive	or	negative	role	can	membership	in	the	European	Union	
play	 in	 this?	Can	the	 left	assume	that	a	 large	multinational	state	will	
contribute	to	the	kind	of	social	change	that	we	have	not	achieved	at	the	
level	of	the	individual	state	on	a	smaller	scale?	The	thesis	of	my	party,	
the	Socialist	Party	of	 the	Netherlands	 (SP)	 is	 that	we	cannot,	because	
of	unequal	power	relations.	The	lobbies	of	the	large	corporations	have	
much	more	influence	than	the	labour	movement,	and	its	actions	carry	
more	weight	than	strikes,	demonstrations,	trade	union	and	environmen-
tal	movements.	And	this	mainly,	because	political	decisions	are	made	far	
away	from	the	people.

Differences in Public Perception of the EU

Regarding	the	EU,	there	are,	as	we	know,	different	opinions,	even	within	
the	 left.	 This	 is	 in	 part	 determined	 geographically	 and	 economically.	
Does	one	live	in	the	former	periphery	of	the	EU	or	 in	 its	centre?	Does	
one	live	in	a	small	or	in	a	big	state?	Does	one	live	in	a	highly	developed	
industrial	and	service	economy	or	in	a	region	depending	on	the	export	of	
cheap	agricultural	products	or	of	mining?	All	this	will	determine	different	
attitudes	toward	the	EU.	

In	Sweden,	Denmark,	and	Great	Britain,	public	opinion	–	also	on	the	left	
–	has	no	great	need	of	far-reaching	European	cooperation.	In	Norway,	for	
this	reason,	membership	was	twice	rejected	in	a	popular	referendum.	In	
the	rich	and	thinly	settled	states	of	the	Northwestern	marginal	areas	of	
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Europe,	with	few	neighbouring	states	and	therefore	limited	cross-border	
problems,	 the	EU	 is	needed	 least	of	all,	 and	 so	 “Euro	 scepticism”	has	
developed	in	that	region.	

By	contrast,	EU	membership	 in	centrally	 located	countries	–	such	as	
Germany	and	the	Netherlands	–	is	almost	uncontested.	And	the	same	
holds	for	the	economically	backward	new	members	states	in	the	South	
and	East.	There,	the	frequent	criticism	of	the	EU’s	practice	is	far	different	
from	British	and	Scandinavian	“Euro-scepticism”.	 In	the	South	and	the	
East	nobody	wants	to	leave	the	EU,	but	this	certainly	does	not	mean	that	
they	consider	the	EU	to	be	sacred.	

The	EU	is	an	ambiguous	project.	On	the	one	hand,	the	precursor	of	the	
EU	is	considered	a	peace	project,	a	peaceful	answer	to	the	three	terrible	
wars	between	Germany	and	France	(1870,	1914,	and	1939).	The	left	sup-
ports	this	peace	project.	

On	the	other	hand,	 this	peace	project	was	also	 that	of	US-American	
Europe,	a	part	of	the	US-American	zone	of	influence	along	the	coasts	of	
Europe	and	Asia	facing	the	Soviet	Union	and	the	People’s	Republic	of	
China.	This	Europe	was	militarily	and	economically	linked	to	a	great	ex-
tent	to	the	power	of	the	USA	and	its	corporations.	The	privilege	accorded	
to	economic	growth,	 free	competition	and	 large	 international	corpora-
tions,	which	is	to	say	current	neoliberal	policy,	is	a	lasting	feature	of	this	
EU.	 It	 is	precisely	of	 this	aspect	of	 the	European	project	 that	 the	Left	
has	always	been	critical.	That	holds	true	up	to	the	present	day.	It	is,	for	
instance	President	Bush	who	dictates	when,	how	and	why	Turkey	should	
join	the	EU.	He	does	not	see	this	membership	as	 linked	to	democracy	
and	human	rights,	but	exclusively	as	a	reward	for	NATO	loyalty,	and	in	
relation	to	the	military	and	economic	significance	of	Turkey	as	a	large	
low-wage	country.	

The Example of the Netherlands

After	these	remarks	on	the	general	dilemma	of	the	left	with	regard	to	
the	EU,	I	will	now	concentrate	on	the	developments	in	the	Netherlands.	
The	example	of	the	Socialist	Party	of	the	Netherlands	(SP)	can	illustrate	
the	relationship	between	the	left	and	the	EU.	At	first,	disinterest	led	to	
an	extremely	uncritical	public	opinion	in	the	Netherlands,	but	in	the	end,	
the	Dutch	rejected	the	EU	constitution.

The	 Netherlands	 is	 a	 country	 without	 widespread	 “Euro-scepticism”	
but	with	a	left	political	majority.	However,	a	left	campaign	has	brought	
about	a	“No”	vote	on	the	EU	Constitutional	Treaty.	The	Netherlands	have	
no	tradition	of	popular	votes.	There	had	been	no	country-wide	referenda	
after	1797,	that	is	for	more	than	two	centuries.	The	referendum	on	the	
EU	Constitution	was	only	held	in	the	Netherlands,	because	it	was	con-
sidered	certain	from	the	outset	that	a	large	majority	of	voters	would	sup-
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port	the	project.	The	Netherlands	is	one	of	the	founding	states	of	the	EU,	
and	public	opinion	for	a	long	time	has	been	extremely	pro-EU.	The	EU	
enabled	this	small	and	densely	populated	country	to	become	important.	
Our	national	economy	has	profited	hugely	from	EU	membership.	Also,	
we	were,	for	a	long	time,	net	recipients	rather	than	the	net	donors	we	
have	become	today.	

It	was	clear	that	85	percent	of	parliamentary	deputies	would	support	
the	constitutional	project.	And	even	though	the	government	at	that	time	
was	against	a	referendum,	the	parliament	considered	it	important	and	
approved	it.	It	wanted	demonstratively	to	prove	that	this	project	was	a	
big	step	ahead	and	that	a	large	majority	of	electors	would	agree.	This	
expectation	of	the	ruling	politicians	was	shattered	by	the	Socialist	Party	
of	the	Netherlands.	

In	the	beginning,	we	did	not	have	any	definite	position	pro	or	contra	a	
possible	EU	constitution,	even	though	we	feared	that	the	word	“constitu-
tion”	would	serve	as	an	invitation	to	more	extensive	EU	centralisation,	
to	the	development	of	a	super	state,	where	more	and	more	important	
decisions	would	be	made	in	Brussels	or	in	Strasbourg.	Nor	was	the	idea	
of	a	constitution	at	first	very	controversial	 in	the	surveys.	Most	people	
thought	that	a	Europe	with	constitution	would	probably	be	better	than	
a	Europe	without	one,	because	the	purpose	of	a	constitution	is	always	to	
secure	citizens’	rights	and	democracy.	

During	our	campaign,	we	said:	“In	the	event	Europe	needs	a	constitu-
tion,	 its	 text	 should	be	quite	different	 from	the	one	proposed	without	
neoliberal	and	military	elements	of	constraint	and	without	centralising	
decision-making	at	the	top	level.	And	the	small	improvements	that	this	
constitutional	text	contains,	such	as	the	extension	of	the	control	of	the	
European	Parliament	over	agricultural	finances	or	 the	 transparency	of	
Council	sessions,	could	be	introduced	today	without	the	constitution.	For	
that	purpose,	there	is	no	need	to	tolerate	a	constitution	in	which	good	
elements	exist	alongside	bad	ones.	

In	the	beginning,	a	low	voter	participation	had	been	expected,	because	
it	was	 thought	 that	only	 those	would	go	 to	 the	polls,	who	 favoured	a	
powerful	multi-national	state	on	the	basis	of	neoliberal	politics	and	mili-
tary	might.	In	that	case,	the	results	of	the	popular	referendum	in	Spain,	
where	there	had	not	been	a	significant	public	debate,	would	have	been	
repeated	in	the	Nertherlands.	In	Spain,	only	those	people	took	part	in	the	
vote	who	highly	appreciated	arguments	appealing	to	“citizens’	duty”	and	
“gratitude	for	the	financial	transfers	from	the	EU”.	The	result	was,	as	we	
know,	low	voter	turnout,	but	a	large	majority	for	the	constitutional	text.	

In	the	Netherlands,	the	SP’s	campaign	was	aimed	at	increasing	voter	
participation	in	order	to	permit	strata	of	the	population	beyond	the	po-
litical	elites	 to	express	 their	opinion.	 In	 that	way,	 those	who	 regarded	
the	 continued	 development	 of	 the	 EU	 more	 critically	 were	 also	 to	 be	
mobilised	to	vote	in	the	referendum.	
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The	different	forces	behind	the	“No”	vote	were	not	united	by	a	common	
campaign.	The	SP	not	only	focused	its	campaign	on	the	neoliberal	and	
militaristic	policy	of	the	EU,	but	also	addressed	“small-scale	effects”,	self-
determination,	and	democracy.	

The	other	smaller	political	forces	had	different	arguments.	The	Chris-
tian	 Union,	 a	 sort	 of	 Bible-based	 fundamentalist	 party	 that	 has	 now	
been	in	government	for	some	weeks	only,	emphasised	its	own	historical	
roots	and	the	independence	of	the	Netherlands.	The	right-wing	populist	
Freedom	Party,	which	just	split	from	the	right-wing	liberal	governmental	
party,	emphasised	resistance	to	Turkey’s	possible	EU	membership.	

On	the	other	hand,	the	defenders	of	the	constitution	had	very	different	
arguments.	Social	democrats	and	Greens	defended	the	project	based	on	
the	wish	to	improve	Europe.	Christian-Democrats	and	right-wing	liberals	
argued	for	maintaining	the	existing	politics	and	structures	of	the	past	50	
years	of	European	unity.	In	this	campaign,	I	often	pointed	out	that	the	
defenders	were	talking	on	the	basis	of	two	very	different	interpretations	
of	this	project	and	were	not	at	all	united.

During	the	last	weeks	of	the	campaign,	an	unexpectedly	intense	interest	
developed	among	the	voters.	Every	evening,	everywhere	in	the	country,	there	
was	high	attendance	at	assemblies	where	the	pros	and	cons	were	debated.	
The	more	information	was	distributed,	the	more	voter	participation	and	the	
share	 of	 the	 “No”	 vote	 rose	 in	 the	 surveys.	 In	 the	 end,	 there	were	Chris-
tian	Democratic	politicians,	among	them	the	former	foreign	minister	and	a	
former	prime	minister,	who	declared	that	the	voters	could	vote	“yes”	without	
any	qualms	because	this	document	was	not	a	constitution	in	any	case.

On	June	1,	2005,	the	“No”	obtained	more	than	62	%	with	a	voter	turn-
out	of	61	%	that	accordingly	was	20	percentage	points	higher	than	that	
of	the	European	elections.	It	is	also	remarkable	that	the	majority	of	social	
democratic	voters	and	of	the	members	of	the	trade	unions	and	almost	
half	of	the	green	voters	followed	the	SP	and	voted	“No”.

Shortly	 afterwards,	 the	majority	 of	 the	parliament	 supported	 the	 SP	
motion	for	a	“broad	social	debate”	on	the	future	of	the	EU.	The	debate,	
however,	 never	 took	place	due	 to	 a	 quarrel	 between	government	 and	
parliament.	As	a	result	it	is	not	clear	what	kind	of	Europe	and	what	kind	
of	constitution	the	Dutch	actually	wanted.	However,	it	is	perfectly	clear	
that	for	public	opinion	in	the	Netherlands,	this	particular	constitutional	
project	is	history,	something	that	will	not	return.	In	current	surveys,	far	
more	than	62	percent	of	people	say	that	they	would	vote	“No”	in	a	pos-
sible	repetition	of	the	popular	referendum.	

What Has Changed?

First	of	all,	the	Dutch	people	have	not	become	“Euro-sceptical”.	An	EU	
that	 solves	 cross-border	 problems	 better	 than	 the	 individual	 member	
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states	could	on	their	own,	can	still	count	on	broad	support.	On	the	other	
hand,	an	EU	that	reduces	public	services,	that	restricts	social	security	and	
democracy,	is	particularly	unpopular.

Secondly,	 “small-scale	effects”	are	 increasingly	bringing	about	a	new	
quality	of	life.	Ever	larger	communities,	bigger	schools	and	more	gigantic	
hospitals	are	increasingly	rejected	and	with	them	a	Europe	that	from	a	
great	 distance	 enforces	 unitary	 solutions	 that	 are	 very	 different	 from	
what	people	actually	want.	We	do	not	want	to	be	part	of	a	multinational	
state,	 because	multinational	 states	 are	 only	 kept	 together	by	military	
power	and	bureaucracy	and	lead	to	inequality	among	the	people	who	
live	in	it.

Thirdly,	in	contrast	to	our	past	traditions,	we	distrust	the	ruling	politi-
cians.	Just	as	we	no	longer	believe	in	ever	larger	schools	and	ever	smaller	
communities,	we	do	not	believe	in	an	ever	larger	stratum	of	bureaucrats	
necessary	to	make	these	“large-scale	effects”	possible.	The	people	want	
self-determination;	 they	do	not	want	decisions	 from	outside,	but	 from	
inside.	They	do	not	want	decisions	that	they	cannot	influence.	They	de-
mand	democracy	instead	of	bureaucracy.	

On	the	basis	of	the	elections	held	at	the	end	of	2006,	there	is	now	in	
the	Netherlands	a	governmental	coalition	composed	of	Christian	Demo-
crats,	Social	Democrats	a	few	Bible-fundamentalists,	and	the	Christian	
Union,	which	is	rather	 left	 in	terms	of	social	policy.	Only	the	Christian	
Democrats	still	have	a	“yes”	position,	but	they	know	that	this	puts	them	
in	a	minority.	Today,	the	social	democrats,	the	majority	of	whose	voters	
supported	our	position	of	refusal,	in	part	support	the	position	of	the	SP.	
The	third	governmental	party,	the	Christian	Union,	participated	in	2005,	
together	with	the	SP	in	the	“No”	campaign.	

Although	the	SP,	despite	its	electoral	results	of	almost	17	%,	has	been	
excluded	from	the	governmental	coalition,	the	governmental	programme	
with	regard	to	the	EU	is	no	less	radically	formulated	than	it	would	be	
with	the	participation	of	the	SP.	The	new	government	not	only	rejected	
the	designation	“constitution”,	but	also	important	parts	of	 its	content.	
Among	other	 things,	 it	 says	 in	 the	government	declaration:	 “What	we	
seek	is	a	change	and	an	eventual	fusion	of	the	existing	treaties	of	the	
EU,	where	subsidiarity	and	democratic	control	are	ensured	and	whose	
contents,	 volume	 and	 name	 contrasts	 convincingly	 with	 the	 rejected	
‘Constitutional	Treaty’”.	

Conclusions

Within	Europe,	there	is	today	a	right-wing,	rather	than	a	left-wing	ma-
jority.	 This	 right-wing	 majority	 has	 made	 the	 European	 project	 more	
and	more	disreputable.	We	cannot	change	that	in	the	short	run.	Under	
today’s	conditions,	 there	are	no	pre-conditions	 for	an	EU	constitution	
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that	 instead	 of	 being	 neoliberal,	 militaristic,	 and	 centralist	 would	 be	
social,	environmentally	sound,	peaceful	and	grounded	in	grassroots	de-
mocracy,	as	we	would	like	it.	Neither	are	we	presently	in	a	position	to	
mobilise	the	masses	to	that	end	and	to	thus	organise	a	majority	in	the	
parliamentary	bodies	or	the	state	administrations.	We	can	only	try	to	
strike	parts	of	the	existing	treaties	or	drafts.	The	old	constitutional	draft	
has	become	a	symbol	for	the	wrong	direction	for	Europe.	The	left	won’t	
be	given	the	opportunity	to	put	forward	an	alternative	constitution.	The	
most	we	can	hope	for	is	the	defence	of	the	freedom	to	carry	out	a	better	
policy	at	the	level	of	the	member	countries,	in	the	regions,	and	in	the	
communities	than	that	which	is	possible	today	in	Europe	as	a	whole.	
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Another Constitutional 
Prospect for Political Europe
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The	failure	of	the	project	of	the	European	political	and	technocratic	elit-
es	to	constitutionalise	of	the	European	Union	(EU)	obliges	us	to	recon-
sider	the	foundations	and	the	process	of	the	political	unification	of	the	
European	states	and	the	formation	of	a	democratic	and	social	Europe.	
The	experience	indicates	that	the	social	movements	and	the	people	of	
Europe	can	and	should	participate	actively	 in	this	constituent	process,	
which	will	surely	last	for	a	long	time.	This	is	the	point	of	departure	of	the	
following	thoughts.	

Political Europe Does Not Need a Formal Constitution; 
It Needs a Real One

The	 inglorious	 end	 of	 the	 European	 Constitution	 with	 its	 irrevocable	
abandonment	 by	 the	 European	 Council	 on	 June	 23	 2007,	 indicates	
among	other	 things	how	untenable	and	artificial	 the	 idea	of	 the	con-
stitutionalisation	of	the	EU	was.	If	this	were	not	the	case,	the	member	
states	would	not	have	abandoned	it	so	easily.	It	was	realised	in	a	rela-
tively	short	time	that	the	political	future	of	Europe	cannot	be	built	with	
lies	and	deceptive	labels.

The	political	unification	of	Europe	required	and	still	requires	a	consti-
tution,	but	a	 real	one	and	not	an	 international	 treaty	 that,	 for	 clearly	
ideological	reasons,	is	misleadingly	called	a	constitution.	Political	Europe	
requires	 a	 political	 constitution	 that	 will	 organise	 the	 common	 sover-
eignty	(or	co-ruling)	of	the	peoples	of	Europe	and	will	guarantee	their	
unified	political	survival.	It	does	not	require	a	constitution	which,	as	oc-
curs	today	with	all	European	treaties,	reflects	the	power	of	bodies	of	an	
“intergovernmental	character”,	such	as	the	Council	of	Ministers,	that	are	
not	accountable	to	and	controlled	by	anybody.	

The	constitution	required	by	a	politically	unified	Europe	can	be	neither	
the	outcome	of	 secret	 intergovernmental	agreements,	nor	 the	 spurious	
creation	of	a	fictitious	“Assembly”	that	is	a	puppet	of	the	powerful	nation-
al	governments.	It	will	be	the	outcome	of	struggles,	discussions,	consulta-
tions,	controversies,	social	demands,	political	compromises	and	legislative	
and	judicial	practices.	It	will	be	imposed	as	a	“real	constitution”	and	will	
initially	conquer	the	collective	consciousness	of	the	people	and	the	citi-
zens	before	being	introduced	as	a	“formal	constitution”	to	validate	what	
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has	already	been	achieved	as	a	sum	of	fundamental	principles	and	rights.	
The	real	constitution	will	be	born	neither	in	order	to	cancel	or	dominate	
the	national	constitutions,	nor	in	order	to	reject	the	political	and	consti-
tutional	autonomy	of	the	peoples	of	Europe	or	their	political	and	cultural	
identity.	It	will	be	born	in	order	to	organise	their	political	coexistence.	

The Peoples of Europe as Sovereigns of a Continuous 
and Inalienable Constituent Power

The	failure	of	the	European	Constitution	indisputably	showed	that	a	con-
stitutionally	organised	and	democratically	 legitimate	political	power	 in	
Europe	cannot	be	realised	when	the	absolute	masters	of	the	procedure	
continue	to	be	the	states	and	the	intergovernmental	summits.	In	an	era	
of	globalised	economy	and	communications	and	the	transgression	of	na-
tional	states,	a	new	and	original	political	community	of	people	cannot	be	
built	as	long	as	the	national	states	remain	the	exclusive	or	main	actors	of	
the	unification	process.	While	it	is	true	that	the	states	initiated	Europe’s	
political	unification,	the	people	should	be	present	throughout	the	course,	
and	at	the	end,	of	this	process,	armed	with	their	sovereignty	and	organ-
ised	into	autonomous	political	communities,	i.e.	national	republics.

The	constitution	of	a	politically	unified	Europe	will	arrive	at	some	point	
as	the	outcome	of	a	long	and	slow	constituent	process.	Its	masters	will	
be	the	people,	once	the	states	cease	to	entrench	themselves	behind	their	
sovereignty.	Its	adoption	will	confirm	the	historical	transition	from	state	
sovereignty	to	peoples’	condominium	and	from	the	Europe	of	states	to	
the	Europe	of	national	republics.	As	long	as	the	states	remain	the	mas-
ters	of	Europe’s	political	future,	the	transition	from	the	regime	of	interna-
tional	treaties	to	a	constitutional	regime	of	an	autonomous	and	primary	
power	of	the	federally	organised	people	is	political	unfeasible.	

The	great	historical	difference	between	a	national	constituent	power	and	
the	European	one	is	that	the	first	originates	suddenly	and	revolutionarily,	
constituting	a	new	state	or	a	new	polity,	and	then	withers	away.	The	Euro-
pean	constituent	power	is	also	unpredictable,	but	contrary	to	the	previous	
one,	is	not	instantaneous	but	continuous	and	multidimensional.	It	neither	
stops,	nor	does	it	depend	on,	the	will	of	national	governments.	The	Europe-
an	constituent	procedure	does	not	have	a	predetermined	set	of	phases	or	a	
known	ending	point.	Several	citizens’	and	social	movements	were	critical	of	
the	idea	of	a	European	Constitution	and	rejected	it,	because	they	regarded	
it	as	a	construct	that	did	not	correspond	to	their	expectations.	These	people	
have	many	reasons	to	seek	to	occupy	the	constituent	procedure,	which	was	
initiated	without	them	but	for	them,	and	demand	the	formation	of	another	
constitution.	 Their	 starting	 point	 can	 be	 the	 discussions	 and	 the	 public	
debates	surrounding	a	European	charter	of	rights	and	principles	that	will	
indicate	an	alternative	political	prospect	for	the	peoples	of	Europe.	

Another	Constitutional	Prospect	for	Political	Europe
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The Model of Representative-Parliamentary Democracy 
Does not Correspond to the Europe of the Peoples

As	to	the	model	of	democracy	that	suits	Europe,	it	should	be	understood	
that	the	constitutional	organisation	of	the	common	rule	of	the	peoples	
of	Europe	can	be	neither	a	simple	reproduction	of	the	national	constitu-
tions,	nor	a	copy	of	national	parliamentary	democracy.	This	is	so	because	
a	politically	unified	Europe	does	not	and	cannot	have	its	own	separate	
people,	different	from	the	peoples	of	Europe.	

The	democracy	demanded	in	Europe	cannot	mirror	national,	represent-
ative	or	parliamentary	democracy.	The	classical	scheme	of	representative	
democracy,	which	presumes	and	entails	the	construction	of	a	people	(a	
politically	unified	demos),	is	not	reproduced	in	Europe.	The	latter	is	cur-
rently	a	union	of	many	peoples	and	states	and	seeks	 to	evolve	 into	a	
Europe	of	the	many	national	demos	and	multiple	republics	respectively.	
The	prospect	of	building	a	supranational	parliamentary	republic	at	the	
European	level	with	a	unified	people	or demos,	which	will	be	considered	
the	source	and	legitimisation	of	all	European	powers,	is	not	feasible.	This	
model	of	governance	at	the	European	level	will	necessarily	be	central-
ised,	extremely	bureaucratic	and	authoritarian.	

If	 elections,	 political	 responsibility,	 publicity,	 transparency,	 dialogue,	
constant	accountability,	the	separation	of	powers	and	the	state	of	law	are	
inalienable	organisational	achievements	of	every	European	political	insti-
tution,	the	absence	of	a	European	people	and	a	European	demos	renders	
every	attempt	to	imitate	national	parliamentarism	a	dangerous	and	futile	
caricature.	Moreover,	the	institutions	of	representative	democracy	and	the	
birth	of	a	people	or	of	a	nation,	in	the	political	sense	of	the	concept,	are	
connected	with	the	constitution	and	the	existence	of	a	national	state.	

The	political	unification	of	Europe	is	not	leading	to	the	formation	of	a	
new	supranational	state	or	a	federal	super-state	that	will	act	as	a	cen-
tralised,	bureaucratic	state	super-power,	suppress	and	rule	the	national	
European	states,	and	compete	with	other	super-powers.	The	EU	 is	not	
a	state	and	cannot	evolve	into	one.	It	rather	appears	as	a	new	type	of	
democracy	under	construction,	which	cannot	be	developed	as	long	as	it	
remains	attached	to	the	paradigm	of	the	national	state.	

From Economic Integration to Political Unification

It	is	apparent	that	the	process	of	the	political	unification	of	Europe	is	at	a	
crucial	crossroad. It needs to pass from economic to political integration. 
It	 is	 required	by	the	people,	sought	by	political	 leaderships	and	elites,	
demanded	by	the	single	European	market,	and	imposed	by	globalisation.	
Yet,	the	transition	from	one	state	of	affairs	to	another	is	not	so	simple.	It	
stumbles	on	insurmountable	obstacles	that	are	both	objective	and	sub-
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jective.	The	political	unification	of	Europe	faces	a	huge	political	dead-
end,	emanating	from	an	historical	contradiction	that	must	be	overcome,	
if	Europe	is	to	proceed	with	its	unification.

The	EU	is	today	a	union	of	states,	perceived	as	such	by	those	politi-
cians	and	 technocrats	who	determine	 its	 future.	 It	was	 treated	as	a	
union	 of	 states	 by	 both	 the	 European	 Constitution	 and	 the	 Reform	
Treaty.	Nevertheless,	a	politically	unified	Europe	amounts	to	something	
more	than	a	simple	union	of	states.	 It	entails	the	creation	of	a	new,	
original	political	society,	whose	precise	form	we	do	not	yet	know,	that	
will	constitute	a	union	of	peoples.	The	transition	from	one	regime	to	
another	presupposes	and	entails	the	retreat	of	state	sovereignty	and	
its	replacement	by	the	condominium	of	the	peoples,	i.e.	the	peaceful	
transition	 from	 the	 shared	 sovereignty	 of	 the	 states	 to	 the	 common	
sovereignty	of	the	peoples.	It	is	a	contradictory	historical	process,	since	
its	development	depends	on	the	will	of	those	who	are	inevitably	going	
to	lose	their	power,	namely	the	national	states.	In	addition,	its	favour-
able	outcome	depends	on	the	active	participation	and	the	consent	of	
those,	in	the	name	and	on	behalf	of	whom	political	unification	occurs,	
namely	the	peoples	of	Europe.	We	can	only	speak	of	a	real	European	
constituent	power	when	the	subjects	of	the	constituent	process	cease	
to	be	the	states	and	their	governments,	and	is	replaced	by	the	peoples	
of	Europe.	This	will	occur	when	the	preamble	to	another	constitution	
for	Europe	declares:	“We,	the	Peoples	of	Europe”	and	not	as	was	stated	
in	the	European	Constitution	“We,	 the	states	and	the	citizens	of	Eu-
rope”.

By	the	way,	it	should	be	stressed	that	popular	sovereignty	can	neither	
be	replaced	nor	substituted	by	a	supposedly	European	“civil	society”,	a	
notion	so	dear	to	the	technocratic	elites.	The	general	reference	to	Euro-
pean	citizens	in	the	context	of	the	EU	–	as	reflected	in	the	constitutional	
treaty	–	is	deceitful	and	devoid	of	meaning,	since	the	citizens	act	exclu-
sively	at	the	national	level	while	European	citizenship	is	under	construc-
tion.	 The	 political	 consequences	 of	 such	 a	 fact	 are	 the	 abandonment	
of	the	European	citizens	to	the	blind	and	merciless	laws	of	the	market	
without	the	protection	of	their	national	constitutions.	

It	is	not	accidental	that	the	European	Constitution	ignored	the	will	of	
the	peoples,	declaring	unblushingly	that	the	regime	of	the	Union	is:	“in-
spired	by	the	will	of	the	citizens	and	the	states	of	Europe”.	The	absence	
of	the	word	“people”	is	not	a	coincidental	omission.	It	demonstrates	that	
the	“contracted”	conceived	the	politically	integrated	Europe	as	a	union	
of	states,	established	on	the	vague,	obscure	and	indefinable	legalisation	
of	 the	 will	 of	 the	 “citizens”.	 The	 masterminds	 of	 this	 initiative	 under-
mined	popular	sovereignty,	without	rejecting	the	state	sovereignty.	They	
are	ready	to	eliminate	the	power	of	the	people	that	 is	the	foundation	
of	national	 democracy	and	 remain	 silent	 over	 the	 founding	principles	
of	 European	 democracy,	 rather	 than	 link	 European	 integration	 to	 the	
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principle	of	popular	sovereignty.	They	accept	the	transference	to	the	EU	
of	the	areas	of	competence	of	state	sovereignty,	stripped	of	their	demo-
cratic	legitimisation.	

The Reform Treaty: The Institutional Part of the  
European Constitution Without its Ideological Veil 

If	we	take	a	close	look	at	the	Reform	Treaty,	we	will	note	that	it	has	not	
drawn	any	lessons	from	the	rejection	of	the	European	Constitution	and	
continues	instead	to	move	within	the	same	institutional	prospect	where	
member	states	remain	dominant.	Apart	from	some	trivial	modifications,	
the	Reform	Treaty	repeats	at	the	institutional	level,	namely	in	the	mode	
of	governance	(majority	voting,	division	of	competences	between	the	EU	
and	the	member	states,	Presidency,	Minister	of	Foreign	Affairs,	number	
of	members	of	the	European	Commission	etc.),	what	was	foreseen	by	the	
European	Constitution	 in	 its	first	part.	Hence,	 the	 institutional	part	of	
the	European	Constitution	remains.	The	weaknesses	of	the	Nice	Treaty,	
which	constituted	one	of	the	political	excuses	for	the	institutional	regula-
tions	of	the	European	Constitution,	are	managed	in	the	new	treaty	in	the	
same	manner	as	they	were	in	the	European	Constitution.

However,	 it	could	be	argued	that	the	Reform	Treaty	has	one	positive	
aspect,	 if	compared	with	the	European	Constitution:	 it	 leaves	the	con-
stitutional	process	open-ended.	This	might	a	benefit	those	who	fight	for	
another,	more	promising	and	radically	different	but	feasible	direction	for	
the	unification	policy	of	Europe.	What	is	bankrupt	and	has	failed	is	not	
the	political	unification	of	Europe	in	general	as	a	prospect,	but	a	particu-
lar	method	of	its	unification	policy	that	has	as	its	basic	instrument	the	
intergovernmental	 logic	 and	 the	 neoliberal	 notion	 of	 the	 “functional”	
integration	 of	 Europe.	 The	 latter	 is	 based	 on	 the	 idea	 that	 economic	
integration	will	gradually	and	automatically	bring	about	political	uni-
fication.	

The Need to Disengage Political From  
Economic Integration

The	greatest	vindication	of	the	opponents	of	the	European	Constitution	
stems	from	the	realization	of	the	need	to	disengage	the	political	from	
the	economic	integration	of	Europe.	This	is	an	achievement	that	should	
not	be	underestimated.	With	the	rejection	of	the	European	Constitution	
it	was	 realised	 that	 the	political	unification	of	Europe	 is	 relatively	au-
tonomous	from	the	economic	one.	The	two	are	not	identical.	Economic	
unification	is	simply	the	material	precondition	and	the	true	basis	of	po-
litical	unifikation.	This	 is	why	political	unification	should	be	conceived	
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as	 a	 relatively	 autonomous	 process	 that	 depends	 on	 and	 follows	 the	
process	of	economic	integration,	but	has	its	own	goals	and	needs.	For	
this	 reason,	 political	 unification	 requires	 political	 institutions	 that	will	
not	simply	manage	the	integrated	European	economy	and	only	serve	the	
governance	of	market	economy,	but	will	be	able	to	realise	autonomous	
political	goals	and	 the	 common	aims	of	 the	European	peoples.	 These	
aims	are	linked	to	peace,	the	peoples’	survival	of	a	nuclear	and/or	eco-
logical	disaster,	and	the	safeguarding	of	their	liberties,	their	labour	and	
their	economic	prosperity	and	social	security.	

Now	that	the	greater	part	of	economic	integration,	i.e.	the	integrated	
market	economy,	is	complete,	the	institutions	of	the	EU	do	not	necessar-
ily	have	to	be	the	handservants	of	the	market	economy.	In	other	words,	
EU	institutions	should	not	function	as	mere	tools	that	blindly	serve	the	
market	economy,	i.e.	as	its	administrative	and	managing	superstructure.	
The	political	unification	of	Europe	will	occur	when	the	future	of	the	peo-
ples	of	Europe	is	defined	by	themselves,	directly	or	through	their	repre-
sentatives,	and	not	by	the	laws	of	the	market.	

The Political Unification of Europe and the National 
and Political Identities of the Peoples

The	process	and	the	progress	of	the	political	unification	of	Europe	does	
not	depend	 so	much	on	 its	 integrated	 economy,	but	 rather	 on	 the	 cul-
tural,	political	and	constitutional	identities	of	the	peoples	of	Europe.	It	is	
impossible	to	ignore	the	political	and	cultural	specificities	of	each	people	
separately,	and	sacrifice	them	in	the	name	of	a	common	or	single	cultural	
and	political	European	identity.	A	European	political	identity	will	be	the	
outcome	of	the	particular	national	and	political	identities	of	the	member	
states.	Political Europe will be built in the name of its peoples, from its peo-
ples and together with its peoples, themselves organised into separate and 
autonomous republics, in the context of their respective states and while  
fully exercising their sovereign rights. The	Europe	of	 the	peoples	will	 re-
spect	and	will	not	weaken	the	national	identities,	as	these	are	reflected	in	
the	political	and	constitutional	structures	of	each	country.	Political	Europe	
can	only	be	conceived	as	a	union	of	separate	and	diverse	entities.	

With	regard	to	the	institutional	level,	this	position	translates	into	the	
obligation	of	Community	instruments	to	respect	the	national	and	politi-
cal	 identity	and	the	constitutional	autonomy	of	each	country.	The	na-
tional	constitutions	organise	and	guarantee	the	collective	autonomy	and	
the	power	of	self-determination	that	each	people	possess.	The	constitu-
tions	achieve	this	by	instituting	processes	of	representation	and	partici-
pation.	Through	these	processes,	the	peoples	acquire	self-consciousness	
and	realise	their	political	substance.	They	are	recognized	as	political	sub-
jects	with	their	own	autonomous	will.	National	governments	represent	
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the	peoples	at	the	intergovernmental	institutions	of	the	EU.	The	partici-
pation	of	the	European	peoples	in	the	political	construction	of	Europe,	
either	directly	through	referenda	and	the	direct	election	of	representa-
tives,	or	indirectly	through	collective	social	demands	and	the	action	of	
national,	local,	regional	and	trade-union	representatives,	constitutes	an	
indispensable	form	of	democratic	legitimisation.	

The	European	peoples	exist	 through	 the	democracies	of	 their	 states,	
and	 the	democracies	 exist	 through	 the	 constitutional	 recognition	 and	
exercise	of	 their	 sovereignty.	Without	 the	peoples	no	democracies	 can	
exist,	and	without	democracies	there	can	be	no	peoples.	

When	European	constitutional	democracy	is	complete,	it	will	constitute	
an	historically	unique	political	entity.	This	entity	will	constitute	a	union	
of	multiple	national	demos	and	an	original	 co-articulation	of	peoples	
organised	in	autonomous	democracies.	It	will	be	founded	on	the	mutual	
recognition,	 the	 respect	 and	 the	 inter-penetration	 of	 distinct	 political	
and	national	identities,	rather	than	on	their	absorption.	Political	Europe	
does	not	aim	to	shape	a	common	political	identity	but	a	novel	form	of	
political	 coexistence	 of	multiple	 political	 societies.	 This	 is	 the	primary	
political	challenge	it	faces.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	organisation	of	 internal	governance,	 i.e.	 the	 rela-
tions	between	the	European	 institutions,	 the	European	republic	of	 the	
national	republics	will	overcome	the	dilemma	that	runs	through	the	EU	
since	its	conception	and	has	condemned	it	in	a	constant	oscillation	be-
tween	the	intergovernmental	and	supranational	modes	of	governance.	It	
is	not	necessary	to	choose	between	the	powers	of	the	Council	of	Minis-
ters	and	the	powers	of	the	Commission	or	the	Parliament.	For	the	Europe	
of	the	peoples,	the	primary	issue	will	not	be	to	reorganise	the	relations	
between	Community	institutions	or	instruments,	but	rather	the	relations	
between	 the	national	democratic	 institutions	and	 the	 respective	Com-
munity	institutions	on	the	basis	of	equity	and	the	division	of	sovereignty.	
Therefore,	one	fundamental	principle	that	should	govern	the	political	in-
tegration	of	Europe	is	that	the	European	republic	of	the	multiple	demos 
neither	imposes	itself	on	the	national	republics,	nor	overrules	them.	The	
European	republic	should	not	adopt	a	vertical	structure	of	governance	
with	the	European	constitutional	rules	standing	above	the	national	ones.	
It	should	not	impose	a	relationship	of	hierarchy	between	European	and	
national	institutions,	but	rather	a	relationship	of	equality.	

European Democracy as an Inter-national and 
Inter-constitutional Democracy

A	European	inter-constitutional	republic	presupposes	a	horizontal	govern-
ance	based	on	dialogue	and	cooperation,	which	will	occur	under	terms	of	
equality	between	different	political	and	constitutional	authorities.	These	
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include	the	constitutional	courts	and	the	European	Court	of	Justice,	the	
national	parliaments	and	the	European	Parliament,	the	national	execu-
tive	bodies	and	the	Commission.	European	inter-constitutionalism	is	the	
basis	of	the	creation	of	a	common	European	constitutionalism.	

Viewed	from	this	angle,	political	Europe	requires	in	the	long-term	politi-
cal	institutions	that	will	govern	the	economy	and	will	secure	the	transfer	
of	 authority	 and	 responsibility	 from	 the	 representatives	 of	 states	 and	
their	governments	to	the	peoples	themselves	and	to	their	directly	elected	
representatives,	i.e.	to	a	body	of	representatives	of	the	peoples.

The	famous	democratic	deficit	of	the	EU	will	begin	to	be	confronted	
when,	among	other	things,	the	Council	of	Ministers	that	currently	func-
tions	outside	any	political	control	and	accountability	is	subjected	to	the	
participation	of	the	peoples	and	the	control	of	their	representatives.	Such	
a	control	could	be	achieved,	for	example,	through	a	second	Parliament,	
a	Parliament	of	the	national	parliaments,	or	a	common	Assembly	of	the	
representatives	of	the	peoples.	The	model	of	power	currently	promoted	
at	 the	 EU	 level	 is	 authoritarian	 and	 centralized,	 imposed	 beyond	 the	
peoples	and	the	national	republics.	It	demands	the	sidelining	of	national	
constitutions	and	justifies	the	overlooking	of	individual	and	social	rights,	
in	the	name	of	the	absolute	superiority	of	Community	law	over	national	
law.	 The	 constitutional	 achievements	 of	 the	 peoples,	 the	 social	 gains	
of	the	workers,	the	liberties	and	the	rights	of	the	individual	appear	to	
be	 outmoded	 and	 rusty	 obstacles	 to	 the	 prevalence	 of	 homogeneous	
rules	of	work	and	political	behaviour.	As	far	as	the	cultural	and	political	
identity	of	the	peoples	and	their	constitutional	autonomy	are	concerned,	
they	too	must	be	withdrawn	as	nationalistic	remnants	when	they	pose	
obstacles	 to	 the	 fulfillment	 of	 the	 sacred	 goal	 of	 a	 “fully	 competitive	
market	economy”.

The	political	unification	of	Europe	is	advancing,	although	not	perhaps	
in	the	way	that	some	of	us	would	want	 it	 to.	Even	if	 its	direction	and	
rhythms	do	not	correspond	to	the	demands	of	our	time	and	the	needs	of	
the	people,	the	political,	cultural	and	ideological	deliberations	have	not	
ended.	 The	union	of	 approximately	 thirty	 states	with	different	people	
and	cultures,	different	and	often	 rival	histories,	and	different	political	
and	constitutional	 identities,	 is	not	a	 linear	or	evolutionary	process.	 It	
does	not	occur	from	one	day	to	another	and	cannot	be	achieved	with	
decrees	 or	 with	 constitutions.	 The	 political	 history	 of	 the	 peoples	 has	
its	own	timing	and	its	own	logic,	cannot	be	extorted	or	compelled,	and,	
above	all,	cannot	be	 judged	or	assessed	according	to	our	own	wishes,	
aims	or	ambitions.	The	political	unification	of	the	European	states	con-
stitutes	the	most	original	and	promising	prospect	for	all	the	people	of	
the	world.
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Beyond the European Union: 
A Global Perspective for the 
European Left 
Kees van der Pijl

The	European	 Left	 today	 is	 a	 force	 in	 retreat.	With	only	 a	 few	excep-
tions	and	with	no	real	programme,	 the	political	 formations	to	the	 left	
of	mainstream	Social	Democracy	in	the	European	Union	have	become	a	
loose	array	of	remnants	and	fragments	of	parties	whose	past	is	far	more	
impressive	than	their	current	impact.	The	Communist	parties	of	Europe	
have	dwindled	and	split;	 the	protest	vote	 in	many	countries	has	been	
picked	up	by	xenophobic	or	neo-fascist	alternatives.	Pacifist	and	radical	
socialist	and	environmentalist	parties	have	likewise	lost	ground,	and	if	
there	are	one	or	two	doing	well,	this	is	usually	more	an	indicator	of	the	
degree	to	which	mainstream	Social	Democrats	have	betrayed	the	trust	of	
their	following,	than	of	the	quality	of	their	own	political	strategy.	A	few	
militant	trade	unions	too	have	held	their	ground,	but	often	by	lowering	
their	political	profile	in	matters	other	than	direct	interest	representation.	
Marxism	precariously	survives	only	in	university	departments,	not	unlike	
the	philosophy	of	classical	antiquity	did	in	the	monasteries	of	the	Dark	
Ages.

The	European	left	therefore	will	have	to	reinvent	itself,	sooner	rather	
than	later.	If	it	does	not	do	this	quickly	enough,	the	forces	of	change	in	
our	contemporary	world	will	shape	themselves	without	a	European	con-
tribution.	For	let	there	be	no	mistake:	there	are	powerful	movements	all	
across	the	globe	which	have	begun	to	find	their	voice	in	protest	against	
the	extensive	effects	of	neoliberal	capitalism	on	society	and	nature,	just	
as	 there	 is	a	groundswell	of	 resistance	 to	Western	 imperialism,	articu-
lated	largely	in	Islamic	countries	and	their	overseas	diasporas.	

In	both	these	arenas,	the	European	left	has	a	vital	role	to	play,	and	if	it	
plays	it	well,	it	will	once	again	place	itself	in	the	front	line	of	the	global	
forces	struggling	against	the	destructive	forces	of	global	capitalism	and	
imperialism,	 headquartered	 in	 the	English-speaking	West	 and	 the	EU.	
This	is	not	a	matter	of	going	back	to	old	slogans	and	theories,	although	
no	 past	 experience	 can	 be	 discarded,	 no	 insight	 that	 was	 once	 valid	
abandoned,	without	carefully	assessing	what	its	current	value	might	still	
be.	Rather,	we	have	to	re-think	the	present	first	of	all,	and,	with	”globali-
sation”	the	catch-phrase	of	the	day,	it	would	be	remarkable	indeed	if	this	
concept	and	all	that	it	implies,	would	not	also	be	a	core	concept	in	the	
thinking	of	the	left.	That	in	turn	means	that	a European left cannot al-
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low itself to be ”locked into” the narrow confines of the EU, but must look 
beyond it.	This	does	not	imply	that	the	specific	European	circumstances	
and	opportunities	are	to	be	ignored	or	that	an	”anti-European”	posture	
should	be	adopted.	Rather,	the	left	should	develop	its	own	perspective	
on	the	EU	from	a	global perspective,	taking	into	account	the world	bal-
ance	of	forces,	the	problems	of	the	planet’s	biosphere,	the	globe’s	demo-
graphic	evolution	and	migratory	flows,	and	so	on.	

In	this	light	it	would	be	more	than	a	waste	of	time	to	try	and	help	re-
write	a	second	version	of	a	European	Constitution	after	its	first	edition	
was	voted	down	in	referenda	in	France	and	the	Netherlands.	What	is	the	
point	of	 submitting	pious	wishes	 that	Europe	be	democratic,	 forward-
looking,	environmentally	sound,	and	so	on	and	so	forth?	Worse,	supply-
ing	harmless	feel-good	phrases	to	a	potentially	harmful	document	would	
have	the	real	effect	of	committing	the	left	to	its	legitimacy	and	effective-
ness,	and	hence	to	the	current	neoliberal	orientation	of	the	EU.	It	would	
further	demobilise	the	left	as	a	political	force,	and,	with	it,	weaken	the	
forces	for	progressive	change	on	a	global	scale.	

Let	us	 see	how	 the	 left	has	 fared	 in	 the	broader	process	of	Western	
European	unity	and	where	the	opportunities	for	reviving	the	political	for-
tunes	of	the	European	left	can	be	found,	building	on	the	achievements	
and	opportunities	created	by	the	process	of	European	integration	itself.

European Integration and the Left

European	integration	is	not	the	process	that	propaganda	brochures	from	
Brussels	routinely	trace	back	to	Charlemagne	and	which	then	progressed	
just	by	mutual	goodwill	and	dedication	to	peace.	True,	there	have	always	
been	ideas	about	achieving	a	pacific	Western	Christianity.	Pierre	Dubois	
formulated	 such	 a	 vision	 in	 the	 thirteenth	 century,	 just	 as	 Immanuel	
Kant	at	the	time	of	the	French	Revolution	argued	for	a	peaceful	union	
on	 the	basis	 of	 republicanism.	 In	 the	 inter-war	 years	 of	 the	 twentieth	
century,	 the	 horrors	 of	 the	 First	 World	 War	 inspired	 another	 round	 of	
thinking	 in	this	spirit,	although	by	then	a	second	powerful	motivation	
was	added	to	the	quest	for	Franco-German	peace:	the	attempt	to	shield	
bourgeois	society	in	Western	Europe	from	the	Russian	revolution.	

Hitler’s	Thousand	Year	Reich	was	of	course	already	cast	in	this	”anti-
Bolshevik”	perspective,	but	the	Nazi	state	and	empire	contradicted	a	key	
requirement	of	integration	under	capitalist	conditions,	liberalism.	Indeed	
only	after	the	Second	World	War	did	 integration	as	we	know	it,	begin	
in	Western	Europe.	It	was	meant	to	address,	a)	the	need	to	consolidate	
bourgeois	class	rule	in	France	and	Italy	in	the	face	of	powerful	left	forces	
backed	by	the	USSR;	in	combination	with	b)	the	need	to	channel	the	in-
evitable	resurgence	of	West	German	economic	power	and	political	sover-
eignty	into	a	structure	of	ongoing	negotiation,	avoiding	serious	conflict.	
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Finally,	(c)	it	was	aimed	at	synchronising	state	functions	to	facilitate	the	
transnational	movement	of	capital.

In	other	words,	European	 integration	 in	at	 least	 two	 respects	 (a	and	
b)	was	based	on	circumstances	unique	 to	 the	Cold	War	 configuration	
of	 post-war	 Europe	and	 the	partition	 of	 occupied	Germany.	 If	 today’s	
EU	is	characterised	by	a	range	of	”European”	institutions	in	addition	to	
a	common	market	per	se,	it	owes	this	to	the	Cold	War	and	to	the	need	
gradually	 to	 allow	 West	 Germany	 to	 regain	 its	 sovereignty,	 with	 each	
step	made	part	of	some	structure	of	collective	decision-making.	In	prin-
ciple,	capitalist	integration	can	do	without	such	an	institutional	edifice.	
Outside	Europe,	one	will	not	find	a	quasi-executive	Commission,	a	High	
Court,	or	a	Parliament	as	in	the	EU;	NAFTA,	Mercosur,	ASEAN,	and	other	
forms	 of	 non-European	 integration	 do	 not	 have	 their	 own	 employers’	
organisations,	 farmers’	unions,	trade	unions	etc.	Only	the	third	aspect,	
facilitating	the	free	movement	of	capital,	is	characteristic	of	all	forms	of	
international	integration.	

Even	market	liberalisation	was	introduced	in	Western	Europe	well	be-
fore	capitalist	integration	elsewhere	in	the	world.	It	was	based	on	”Ford-
ism”,	 a	 mass	 production	 economy	 of	 consumer	 durables	 named	 after	
Henry	Ford,	the	automaker.	Its	rapid	introduction	would	allow	working	
class	aspirations	to	be	shifted	from	political	demands	in	the	context	of	
national	reconstruction	policies,	to	economic	demands	in	a	wider	Euro-
pean	setting.	Fordism	can	easily	digest	wage	demands	by	productivity	
hikes	making	consumer	durables	more	profitable	for	capital,	and	it	pro-
vides	the	workers	with	the	consumption	fund	to	pay	for	them	–	up	to	a	
point.	But	this	required	a	larger,	integrated	market,	safely	embedded	in	
an	Atlantic	bloc	against	the	state-socialist	East.	

The	left,	 in	the	sense	of	the	historic	labour	movement,	first	split	over	
the	decision	to	join	the	war	effort	in	1914.	Bitter	divisions	also	erupted	
over	the	nature	and	orientation	of	the	Russian	revolution,	the	Stalinist	
regime	 and	 the	 command	 economy.	 But	 the	 divide	 over	 the	 Marshall	
Plan	by	which	the	United	States	in	1947	intervened	in	Europe	must	be	
ranked	as	equally	important	in	maintaining	the	divide.	Social	Democracy	
at	this	juncture	abandoned	its	commitment	to	societal	change.	It	rather	
became	the	party	of	Fordist	class	compromise,	 signing	up	to	the	Cold	
War	and	 the	neo-colonial	 restructuring	of	 former	empires	 in	exchange	
for	collective	bargaining	and	welfare	state	arrangements.	It	was	in	this	
perspective	that	the	mainstream	Socialist	parties	committed	themselves	
early	 on	 to	 those	 steps	 towards	 European	 integration	 necessary	 for	 a	
transition	to	a	Fordist	economy.	Creating	regulatory	regimes	for	the	coal	
and	steel	industries,	as	well	as	for	agriculture	and	for	imports	from	the	
neo-colonial	sphere	of	influence	through	the	Association	Policy,	were	all	
part	of	securing	stable	and	low-cost	inputs	for	the	mass	production/con-
sumption	society	on	which	the	first	stage	of	European	integration	was	
based.	Social	Democracy	and	Christian	Democracy	were	the	pillars	of	the	
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class	compromise	with	organised	labour	on	which	the	process	unifying	
the	economies	of	the	”Six”	was	based.	Liberals	were	not	part	of	the	class	
compromise	 and	 remained	wary	 of	 regulation;	Communists	were	 kept	
outside	of	it	altogether.	

France	all	along	played	a	key	role	in	shaping	the	actual	course	of	the	
integration	process.	The	country	had	come	out	of	the	Second	World	War	
committed	to	a	planning	approach	to	modernise	its	economy.	Jean	Mon-
net,	 a	 pre-war	 international	 investment	 banker	 with	 excellent	 connec-
tions	in	Washington,	was	entrusted	with	the	planning	effort.	To	this	he	
brought	his	experience	as	the	organiser	of	the	Allied	logistic	infrastruc-
ture	in	two	world	wars,	as	well	as	a	talented	group	of	collaborators	who	
had	come	together	in	wartime	London.	Through	the	various	twists	and	
turns	of	the	integration	process,	Monnet	and	his	group	tried	to	lock	West	
German	 resurgence	 into	 a	 negotiated	 arrangement	 –	 read,	 European	
institutions	–	through	which	France	would	keep	a	lid	on	German	aspira-
tions,	or	at	least	a	voice	in	negotiating	their	further	realisation.	Monnet,	
like	nobody	else,	knew	where	France’s	strengths	lay	and	it	was	in	these	
areas	that	he	sought	to	lock	in	West	Germany	–	first	steel	and	atomic	
energy.	When	the	Korean	War	broke	out	in	1950,	and	the	US	wanted	to	
secure	a	strong	military	contribution	from	the	Federal	Republic,	Monnet	
through	his	former	collaborator,	René	Pleven,	used	the	same	method	to	
prevent	all-out	West-German	rearmament.	

Space	does	not	permit	us	to	review	the	whole	history	of	European	in-
tegration,	but	the	pattern	(until	long	after	Monnet	had	left	the	scene)	
of	France	making	a	proposal	to	keep	at	least	a	say	in	the	form	of	some	
European	arrangement,	in	what	otherwise	would	have	been	a	straight-
forward	world	market	development	and/or	US-German	agreement,	can	
be	observed	 throughout.	 From	 the	Coal	 and	Steel	Community	 via	 the	
Association	 and	 the	 Common	 Agricultural	 policies,	 to	 Economic	 and	
Monetary	Union	in	1991,	we	can	see	French	initiatives	sealing	the	bal-
ance	of	forces	prevailing	at	the	time,	transforming	a	straightforward	re-
surgence	of	German	world	market	power	and	political	autonomy	into	a	
”European”	compromise	in	which	France	reserved	the	right	to	negotiate	
its	further	evolution.	

As	I	argued	above,	Social	Democracy	was	all	along	a	staunch	supporter	
of	the	integration	process.	To	their	left,	the	main	contestants	for	the	al-
legiance	of	the	working	class	were	the	Communist	parties.	They	began	
their	 ”European”	 career	 as	 defenders	 of	 national	 sovereignty,	 commit-
ted	to	the	Soviet	theory	that	the	nation-state	constitutes	the	terrain	on	
which	world	capital	can	be	defeated.	By	using	parliamentary	means,	the	
strength	of	militant	trade	unions,	and	nationalist	sentiment,	 the	Com-
munists	hoped	to	build	coalitions	with	the	landed	population	and	small	
business	 (”national	capital”)	 threatened	by	creeping	 liberalisation	and	
market	 enlargement.	 The	 doctrine	 of	 State	 Monopoly	 Capitalism	 held	
that	this	bloc	of	forces	could	advance	by	parliamentary	means.	From	the	
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late	1960s,	the	French	Communist	Party	articulated	this	argument	in	its	
theory	of	”Advanced	Democracy”,	which	aimed	at	an	electoral	bloc	of	the	
left	on	a	programme	of	nationalisations.	In	Italy,	the	Pinochet	coup	in	
Chile,	in	combination	with	the	specific	configuration	of	national	political	
forces,	led	the	Communist	party	to	develop	the	strategy	of	the	”Historic	
Compromise”	with	Christian	Democracy.	In	1976–77,	this	policy	began	
effectively	to	destabilise	the	Right;	within	the	Christian	Democrats,	the	
so-called	”Mediterranean”	faction	decided	that	a	conciliatory	approach	
might	take	the	sting	out	of	Communism,	or	at	 least	gain	time.	Mean-
while	in	Spain,	the	underground	Communist	party	and	its	strong	trade	
union	arm,	the	Comissiones	Obreras,	was	putting	forward	theses	which	
equally	seemed	to	chart	a	course	reorienting	the	party	to	parliamentary	
democracy	and	distance	from	the	Soviet	bloc.	

All	this	to	a	very	significant	degree	was	a	response	to	the	crisis	of	the	
post-war	order	that	earlier	had	led	to	the	social	explosion	of	May	1968,	
the	anti-Vietnam	War	movement,	and	what	seemed	at	the	time	a	real	
revolution	in	the	classical	mould,	the	Carnation	Revolution	in	Portugal.	
The	convergence	between	the	Communist	parties	of	France,	 Italy,	and	
Spain,	for	all	their	remaining	differences,	on	a	”Eurocommunist”	platform	
of	acceptance	of	the	geopolitical	division	of	Europe,	parliamentary	coali-
tion	 politics,	 and	 step-wise	 reform	 of	 the	 existing	 capitalist	 economy,	
represents,	in	hindsight,	the	one	moment	in	which	a	meaningful	balance	
between	”European”	and	national-democratic	commitments	of	the	left	
was	achieved.	It	could	only	gain	credence	by	the	simultaneous	upsurge	
of	the	Third	World	revolt	and	the	weakening	of	the	West	in	the	global	
balance	of	forces.	Was	this,	then,	the	left	alternative	to	European	inte-
gration?	

The	second	half	of	the	1970s	would	become	the	moment	of	truth	for	
the	left	upsurge	and	the	beginning	of	its	demise.	On	the	waves	of	the	
utopian	socialist	impulses	generated	by	the	May	1968	movement,	and	
bolstered	by	 tight	 labour	markets	and	growing	bargaining	strength	of	
the	working	class,	there	occurred	a	convergence	between	southern	Euro-
pean	Social	Democracy	and	the	Eurocommunist	parties.	This	provoked	a	
broad	array	of	responses	seeking	to	derail	the	apparent	trend	to	a	repeat	
of	the	1930s	Popular	Front	experience.	Within	Europe,	the	SPD	in	partic-
ular	used	its	influence	(directly	and	through	the	Friedrich	Ebert	Stiftung	
and	the	trade	unions),	to	try	and	wean	the	French	Socialists	away	from	
their	rapprochement	with	the	Communists.	The	French	left	responded	by	
mounting	a	campaign	against	the	Berufsverbote	in	the	Federal	Republic.	
In	the	aftermath	of	the	overthrow	of	the	fascist	Portuguese	state	by	the	
army	in	1974,	the	investment	made	by	the	SPD	in	Mario	Soares	and	his	
Social	Democratic	alternative	to	the	socialist	revolution	that	appeared	to	
be	taking	place,	paid	off	when	Soares	proved	willing	to	subject	Portugal	
to	IMF	dictates	and	even	enter	into	a	coalition	with	the	ultra-right	CDS.	
In	Spain,	the	grooming	by	the	SPD	of	a	comparable	young	moderniser,	
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Felipe	Gonzales,	in	addition	facilitated	the	inflow	of	German	capital	af-
ter	the	demise	of	the	Franco	regime.	

The	directly	elected	European	Parliament,	proposed	in	the	1976	report	
of	former	Belgian	prime	minister	Tindemans,	served,	as	so	often	occurs	
in	analogous	instances,	to	express	the	democratic	wave	and	at	the	same	
time	contain	it.	With	a	European	Parliament	and	its	guaranteed	Social	
Democratic/Christian	Democratic	majority	in	place,	any	breakaway	from	
the	Euro-Atlantic	security	and	economic	structures	under	Communist	in-
fluence	in	France	or	Italy	might	henceforth	be	met	by	”European”	deci-
sions	taken	with	a	democratic	seal	of	approval.	Of	course	there	was	also	
a	darker	side	to	the	attempts	to	block	the	rise	of	the	left	in	the	1970s.	
This	involved	activating	various	undercover	networks,	both	official	secret	
services	and	the	more	shadowy	world	of	volunteer	Rightists,	such	as	the	
”Gladio”	stay-behind	cells.	As	I	have	argued	in	my	book	Global Rivalries 
from the Cold War to Iraq,	the	”strategy	of	tension”	was	developed	with	
a	focus	on	Italy	because	there	the	threat	was	most	acute,	but	it	was	con-
fined	to	it.	In	1979,	the	NATO	decision	to	trigger	a	new	round	in	the	arms	
race	and	even	more	importantly,	the	step	of	raising	the	real	interest	rate	
on	the	US	dollar	that	threw	the	world	into	the	abyss	of	the	debt	crisis,	
took	the	strategy	of	tension	into	the	international	domain.	

European	integration	too	would	be	affected	by	this	momentous	turn	of	
events.	The	turnabout	of	1979	terminated	the	post-war	period	of	class	
and	 international	compromise	(even	the	East-West	divide	by	then	had	
been	bridged	by	détente).	Within	a	decade,	historic	defeats	were	inflict-
ed	on	the	labour	movement	in	the	West,	the	Third	World	coalition	behind	
the	project	for	a	New	International	Economic	Order,	as	well	as	the	USSR	
and	the	Soviet	bloc.	When	in	1991,	the	Soviet	Union	disintegrated	with	
a	little	help	from	the	West,	and	Germany	was	reunified	(with	a	little	help	
from	Gorbachev),	European	integration,	too,	was	recast	–	as	a	neoliberal	
project.	American	and	British	 ideas	about	 reducing	the	 role	of	 the	so-
cially	protective	state	and	restoring	the	full	sovereignty	of	capital,	gained	
a	hold	on	the	integration	process;	in	tandem	with	NATO	expansion,	the	
EU	embarked	on	a	course	of	widening	to	include	the	former	Soviet	bloc	
states.	The	complex	structures	and	practices	associated	with	the	earlier	
integration	process	began	to	wither	and	often	were	no	longer	applied	
fully	to	new	member	states.	

As	the	post-war	class	compromise	with	organised	labour	was	abrogat-
ed,	the	EU	under	the	influence	of	neoliberal	business	(notably	the	com-
panies	organised	in	the	European	Round	Table	of	Industrialists),	shifted	
gear	to	exploiting	cheap	labour	in	Eastern	Europe.	Workers	in	the	”Old”	
Europe	would	then	be	forced	to	accept	the	erosion	of	their	wages	and	
working	conditions.	The	European	Constitution	 is	meant	 to	streamline	
EU	decision-making	mechanisms	whilst	securing	the	private	property	re-
gime	and	its	anchorage	in	the	North	Atlantic	bloc.	In	practice,	the	EU	
has	been	transformed	into	a	civil-political	framework	for	what	is	in	es-
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sence	a	dominance	of	German	capital	in	Europe,	in	which	capitals	from	
the	other	countries	can	profit	if	they	are	large	enough.	Sarkozy’s	election	
in	France	fits	into	the	picture.	From	the	days	of	Monnet,	France	not	only	
has	 tried	 to	 lock	Germany	 into	European	arrangements;	ever	 since	De	
Gaulle	took	power	in	1958,	it	also	had	to	raise	its	competitive	game	vis-
à-vis	Germany	at	each	step	in	the	integration	process.	An	authoritarian	
president	committed	to	raising	the	rate	of	exploitation	whilst	tightening	
political	control	over	society	at	large,	therefore	is	not	new.	The	novelty	
this	 time	 is	 that	 Sarkozy	will	 also	 try	 to	 align	 France	with	 the	Anglo-
American	War	on	Terror	and	join	the	anti-Arab	front	around	Israel.	The	
Sarkozy	programme	is	a	reminder	that	exploitation	of	labour	by	capital	
and	Western	imperialism	are	part	of	a	single	complex	of	forces,	and	that	
therefore	the	response	of	the	left	should	cover	both.	

A European Perspective for the Left

A	left	strategy	must	necessarily	deal	with	the	attack	on	labour	first.	The	
policy	of	deepening	exploitation	of	labour	has	taken	a	range	of	forms,	
most	under	the	banner	of	the	flexibilisation	of	work.	By	removing	price	
compensation,	 undermining	 collective	 bargaining,	 replacing	 perma-
nent	 employment	 by	 fixed-term	 contracts,	 introducing	 part-time	 work,	
while	lengthening	working	days	and	working	lives,	a	steady	decline	of	
the	share	of	wage	income	in	national	income	has	taken	place	since	the	
mid-1980s,	although	the	percentage	of	those	in	wage	employment	has	
risen.	By	subjecting	companies,	state	institutions,	insurance	schemes	and	
pension	 funds	 to	 ”market	 rules”	 and	by	 exposing	 them	 to	 speculative	
capital	movements,	 stock	 valuations,	 and	predatory	property	 incomes,	
the	decreased	income	share	of	labour	is	made	even	more	precarious.	At	
the	same	time,	property	incomes	have	been	insulated	from	tax	or	other	
measures	that	might	negatively	affect	the	class	of	owners.	

This	economic	policy	of	deepening	exploitation	and	inequality	 is	not	
pursued	in	a	political	vacuum.	It	is	covered	by	a	range	of	policies	which	
have	 the	effect,	 intentionally	or	not,	of	channelling	discontent	among	
those	 suffering	 the	 ill	 effects	 of	 neoliberalism,	 against	 immigrants	 or	
resident	foreigners	generally.	The	War	on	Terror	is	merely	the	umbrella	
under	which	xenophobia	and	mutual	distrust	are	spreading.	In	this	re-
spect	the	rulers	of	the	West	are	playing	their	 last	card;	the	effect	of	a	
terror	scare	is	to	say	to	the	population,	However	much	you	may	loathe	
us,	there	is	one	thing	on	which	we	agree:	nobody	wants	to	be	blown	up.	
You	have	therefore	no	choice	but	to	accept	your	current	governments	as	
the	only	ones	who	can	provide	protection	against	”evil”.	That	this	”evil”	
happens	to	have	its	centre	in	the	oil-rich	Middle	East,	or	perhaps	again	
in	Moscow	one	day,	is	a	reminder	of	the	connection	between	xenophobia	
and	imperialism.	
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If	an	alternative	to	neoliberalism	is	to	develop,	it	must	take	its	point	
of	departure	in	the	combination	of	deep	exploitation	and	the	issue	of	
”difference”	 among	 groups	 of	 people	 considering	 each	 other	 foreign.	
Neoliberalism	after	all	 is	not	 just	an	economic	policy.	 It	 is	based	on	a	
philosophy	and	an	anthropology:	that	of	the	lone	human	being	calcu-
lating	the	optimum	outcome	of	his/her	actions	in	every	domain,	from	
private	life	to	economic	activity	and	political	choice.	It	implies	that	every-
body	is	 in	competition	with	everybody	else,	which	in	practice	assumes	
the	form	(given	that	the	universal	protection	by	the	state	is	withdrawn	
under	neoliberal	prescription)	of	a	throwback	to	group	loyalties,	”tribal”	
loyalties	even.	

The	European	left	has	a	chance	to	begin	to	attack	this	fatal	conflation	
of	forces	because	it	finds	itself	in	a	situation	where	nationalities	have	not	
yet	abandoned	their	formally	separate	existence	as	states;	each	nation-
state	is	struggling,	by	force	of	circumstance,	to	try	to	integrate	substan-
tial	minorities.	The	alternative	to	neoliberalism,	then,	would	also	have	to	
be	rooted	in	a	philosophy	and	an	anthropology.	This	would	have	to	be	
one	of	recognition	of	difference,	which	would	enrich	the	straightforward	
”economic”	claim	for	social	equality	by	mutual	respect.	

As	a	political	strategy,	the	European	left	might	begin	to	develop	this	al-
ternative	in	the	following	way.	Within	each	EU	member	state	and	where	
this	is	feasible,	between	different	member	states,	those	forces	convinced	
of	the	need	to	change	course	in	matters	of	social	policy	should	be	en-
couraged	to	begin	to	debate	the	possibilities	for	implementing	a Euro-
pean minimum wage and to try and interconnect collective bargaining 
practices and opportunities in different countries within a common strat-
egy.	This	debate	should	specifically	aim	at	building	bridges	with	those	
states	outside	the	EU	which	today	suffer	from	its	protectionist	agricul-
tural	policy	and	the	dumping	practices	associated	with	it.	After	all,	the	
nominal	exclusivity	of	the	EU	should	not	make	us	forget	that	its	impact	
is	world-wide.	 Its	 impact	 is	 comprehensive	on	 those	 states	aspiring	 to	
membership	and	seeking	 to	 implement	 the	catalogue	of	 liberalisation	
measure	already	on	 the	European	 statute	books,	 the	acquis commun-
autaire;	selective,	on	all	other	states	such	as	potential	exporters	finding	
access	for	their	goods	or	people	closed.	

In	 looking	beyond	”European”	boundaries,	 the	 left	would	be	able	 to	
develop	the	integrationist	side	of	its	strategy.	Let	me	take	Turkey	as	an	
example.	The	government	of	Turkey	aspires	to	take	the	country	into	the	
EU,	and	if	we	just	think	of	how	the	current	”War	on	Terror”	effectively	
criminalises	Islamic	people	by	placing	them	under	collective	suspicion,	
it	would	of	course	be	of	momentous	importance	if	this	were	to	happen.	
Clearly	the	conservative	forces	in	Europe,	from	the	Catholic	church	and	
Protestant	fundamentalists	to	anti-immigrant	populists	and	neo-fascists,	
are	coming	out	in	force	to	prevent	a	Turkish	accession.	All	of	these	forma-
tions	are	thus	facilitating,	intentionally	or	unintentionally,	the	neoliberal	
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programme	by	raising	the	level	of	mutual	distrust	and	general	feeling	of	
competition	and	threat	among	different	communities.	

A	left	alternative	raising	the	issue	of	a	collective	minimum	wage	and	
interlocking	bargaining	practices,	might	involve	the	trade	union	federa-
tions	 and	 left	 parties	 of	 countries	 with	 substantial	 Turkish	 immigrant	
communities,	such	as	Germany	and	the	Netherlands.	The	Turkish	immi-
grant	community	is	of	course	also	divided	politically	between	conserva-
tives	of	various	inspiration	and	progressives,	and	it	would	obviously	be	
the	 latter	who	may	be	expected	 to	 respond	positively	 to	an	 invitation	
to	discuss	 an	 issue	 like	 a	 European	minimum	wage	and	 its	 extension	
to	countries	 like	Turkey.	But	there	would	 in	my	view	be	a	premium	on	
adopting	a	broad,	unprejudiced	approach	 in	this	matter;	 it	might	well	
be	that	given	the	community	structures	of	the	Turkish	immigrant	popu-
lations,	 certain	 forces	associated	with	 local	mosques	might	be	among	
those	willing	to	discuss	matters	of	this	nature.	This	dialogue	alone,	which	
is	not	risk-free,	would	open	up	new	channels	of	communication	to	find	
out	about	each	other’s	 life-world,	concerns,	and	aspirations	for	the	fu-
ture.	At	all	 times	 the	 ”indigenous”	 trade	unionists	 and	 left	politicians	
should	adopt	a	carefully	maintained	approach	of	true	comradely	interest	
and	broad-mindedness,	not	as	a	tactic	but	because	acquiring	a	genuine	
equality	among	the	communities	involved	is	at	the	root	of	an	alternative	
to	neoliberalism.	I	am	convinced	this	is	not	different	for	those	groups	on	
the	other	side	of	the	ethnic	divide	who	are	ultimately	willing	to	engage	
in	such	a	dialogue	and	who	can	be	helpful	in	bringing	in	from	their	own	
community	 those	 for	whom	this	 initially	does	not	seem	a	viable	 route	
to	go.	 This	 is	 about	 confidence-building,	 reciprocity,	 and	 true	 equality	
among	people	who	are	different	in	certain	respects,	but	who	have	com-
mon	interests	in	other	areas.	

The	eventual	aim	of	a	dialogue	between	(in	this	example)	Dutch	and	
German	trade	unionists	and	left	politicians	and	those	within	their	immi-
grant	Turkish	communities	willing	to	accept	the	invitation	(or	extending	
such	an	invitation	themselves),	is	to	bring	in	the	Turkish	homeland	into	
the	equation.	With	the	Turkish	trade	unions	and	progressives,	the	issue	of	
a	European	minimum	wage	and	the	related	matters	I	mentioned	earlier,	
could	then	be	discussed	in	a	context	in	which	the	prior	discussions	with	
immigrant	Turks	have	already	created	a	basis	 for	mutual	 trust	and	re-
spect.	Again	this	is	not	just	a	matter	of	form,	politeness	and	friendliness.	
It	goes	to	the	heart	of	the	matter	as	it	rules	out	or	at	least	minimises,	in	
my	view,	a	role	of	the	EU	left	as	the	helper	of	what	is	basically	an	impe-
rialist	design	of	the	EU,	which	in	many	cases	is	just	what	happens	and	in	
the	Cold	War	was	often	the	rule.	There	is	of	course	a	host	of	issues	which	
might	come	up	to	complicate	the	idyllic	picture	of	progressive	brother-
and-sisterhood	I	have	been	evoking:	What	if	the	Kurdish	issue	comes	up	
already	in	the	”domestic”	phase	of	the	negotiations?	What	if	the	thorny	
question	of	Armenian	minority	rights	past	and	present	flare	up?	
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Here	”triangular”	discussions	about	labour	relations	spill	over	directly	
into	a	reflection	on	 imperialism	and	violence.	After	all,	 the	Kurdish	 is-
sue	cannot	be	divorced	from	the	Western	aggression	in	the	Middle	East,	
nor	can	the	Armenian	issue	be	seen	in	 isolation	from	the	policies	and	
responsibilities	of	 those	who	 invested	 (economically	and	politically)	 in	
the	Czarist	autocracy	(French	and	Belgian	capitalists	among	others)	and	
the	Ottoman	empire,	a	target	for	German	capital.	These	entanglements	
drew	Russia	and	the	Turks	into	World	War	One;	in	turn	the	Ottoman	high	
command	ordered	the	removal	of	the	Armenians	from	the	front	line	with	
Russia,	an	order	that	eventually	entailed	the	death	of	around	a	million	
of	the	deportees.	However	we	characterise	it,	there	is	no	way	to	deny	this	
event.	But	what	of	the	responsibilities	borne	by	Western	interests	in	Rus-
sia	and	the	Ottoman	empire	–	are	they	not	part	of	this	complex	of	events,	
too?	These	matters	can	be	discussed	in	a	spirit	of	equality	and	mutual	
respect	too,	even	if	it	is	in	the	end	an	agreement	to	disagree	that	is	the	
best	that	can	be	reached	for	the	time	being.	

Let	me	raise	an	even	more	delicate	issue,	that	of	the	successor	states	of	
former	Yugoslavia.	Here	the	Yugoslav	immigrant	and	refugee	communi-
ties	in	the	various	EU	countries	(Germany,	Austria,	and	others),	are	the	
obvious	interlocutors	for	the	left	to	engage.	It	is	clear	today	that	Serbia	
is	the	target	of	Western	pressure,	because	it	resists	taking	orders	from	
the	West	either	in	its	economic	policy	or	in	matters	of	its	territorial	make-
up.	What	concerns	me	here	is	how	the	left	should	relate	to	one	demand	
consistently	made	by	the	West,	the	surrender	of	the	Bosnian	Serb	leaders	
responsible	for	the	massacre	of	several	thousand	Bosnian	Muslim	men	in	
Srebrenica	during	the	civil	war.	This	was	outright	mass	murder,	shameful	
and	cowardly,	as	it	was	committed	against	unarmed	captives.	However,	
the	concern	of	the	West	to	have	General	Mladic	and	his	political	superior,	
Karadzic,	extradited	to	the	Yugoslavia	Tribunal	in	The	Hague,	is	not	just	
a	matter	of	seeking	justice.	It	is	inextricably	bound	up	with	an	implicit	
right	of	 the	West	 to	administer	 justice	 (of	 course	 in	 the	name	of	 ”the	
international	 community”)	 over	 others	 whilst	 placing	 itself	 above	 the	
law.	For	all	too	often	it	has	been	forgotten	that	EU	and	Western	involve-
ment	in	the	wars	in	Yugoslavia,	and	specifically	the	NATO	interventions	
against	Serbia	over	Bosnia	and	over	Kosovo,	themselves	can	constitute	
a	catalogue	of	illegal	acts.	The	secessions	of	Slovenia	and	Croatia	from	
the	federation	were	recognised,	by	a	unilateral	move	on	the	part	of	re-
unified	Germany,	without	 requiring	 these	new	states	 to	have	a	 robust	
system	of	protective	minorities’	 rights	 in	place;	 the	United	States,	 not	
to	be	excluded	from	the	process	of	redrawing	the	borders	in	this	part	of	
the	world,	then	precipitously	recognised	an	independent	Muslim	Bosnia,	
thus	triggering	the	carnage	there;	whilst	the	NATO	actions	were	under-
taken	without	a	UN	mandate,	and	in	the	case	of	Kosovo,	provided	ef-
fective	air	cover	for	the	Kosovo	Liberation	Army	and	punitively	destroyed	
Serbia.	This	crippled	its	economy	and	humiliated	the	country	by	having	

Beyond	the	European	Union:	A	Global	Perspective	for	the	European	Left	



56

its	elected	leader	handed	over	to	the	Yugoslavia	Tribunal	in	The	Hague	
where	he	died	 in	his	 cell.	Certainly	Milosevic	had	a	 lot	 to	answer	 for,	
but	why	could	he	not	have	been	tried	in	Serbia-Montenegro	proper?	It	
was	a	pro-Western	government	which	had	him	arrested.	Why	could	he	
not	then	be	put	before	a	court	in	Belgrade?	The	political	profile	of	those	
currently	 riding	high	 in	Serbia	 cannot	be	 seen	 in	 isolation	 from	 these	
earlier	events.	

The	position	of	 the	European	 left	 in	these	matters	cannot	be	one	of	
simply	subscribing	to	the	demand	to	extradite	Mladic	and	Karadzic	as	
long	as	Clinton,	Blair	and	those	other	 leaders	who	unleashed	a	crimi-
nal	 attack	 on	 Serbia	 proper	 are	 free	 to	 go	 where	 they	 like.	 However,	
if	 imperialist	aggression	and	economic	warfare,	which	 inevitably	elicit	
violence	and	excesses	on	the	other	side	as	well,	are	to	be	confronted	and	
prevented,	the	left	must	base	itself	on	a	clear-cut	case	of	aggression,	and	
Iraq	provides	such	an	instance.	

At	the	time	of	the	Nuremberg	trial	of	the	Nazi	leadership,	unprovoked	
war	was	identified	and	made	part	of	the	UN	code	of	international	law	
as	one	of	the	”crimes	against	the	peace”;	in	addition,	the	Nazi	leadership	
was	 indicted	 for	war	 crimes	and	 crimes	against	humanity.	 Since	 then,	
”crimes	against	the	peace”	have	been	effectively	sidelined	by	the	notion	
of	 humanitarian	 intervention,	 a	 new	 form	 of	 ”holy	 war”;	 at	 the	 same	
time,	in	the	war	over	Kosovo,	it	became	clear	that	the	West	could	not	be	
indicted	for	war	crimes.	However,	since	the	Anglo-American	aggression	
against	Iraq	was	based	on	proven	(and	avowed)	lies	about	an	immediate	
threat,	the	decision	to	invade	is	a	clear-cut	case	of	a	crime	against	the	
peace,	and	by	throwing	Iraq	into	an	abyss	of	endless	death	and	destruc-
tion,	the	other	crimes	apply	too.	No	claim	regarding	the	criminal	aspects	
of	 Saddam	 Hussein’s	 regime	 can	 negate	 the	 criminality	 of	 the	 act	 of	
aggression,	no	counting	of	his	victims	blot	out	the	fact	of	hundreds	of	
thousands	killed	in	Iraq	and	millions	displaced.	The	debates	in	the	UN	
Security	Council	only	highlighted	the	fact	that	the	US	and	the	UK	took	
action	against	the	will	of	the	”international	community”	which	they	ha-
bitually	claim	to	represent	themselves.	

Concretely,	 then,	 the	 European	 left	 should	 undertake	 consultations	
with	progressive	legal	scholars	on	ways	to	have	Tony	Blair	 indicted	for	
crimes	against	the	peace,	war	crimes,	and	crimes	against	humanity,	be-
fore	the	International	Criminal	Court.	The	same,	or	criminal	complicity	in	
these	three	areas,	for	those	members	of	his	cabinet,	such	as	Jack	Straw,	
directly	involved	in	the	decision	to	invade	Iraq,	and	for	those	other	Eu-
ropean	heads	of	government	who	supported	the	war	(Berlusconi,	Aznár,	
Balkenende	…).	Since	the	US	and	Israel	do	not	accept	the	ICC’s	jurisdic-
tion,	justice	has	become	a	European	affair	in	this	matter,	and	the	Euro-
pean	left	should	act	accordingly.	This	is	concrete	anti-imperialism.	There	
is	massive	disgust	about	the	Iraq	War	in	the	entire	world,	including	in	the	
US,	and	certainly	in	Europe	(including	the	UK).	
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The	EU	has	been	unwilling	to	develop	an	alternative	to	the	Bush-Blair	
policy	 of	 military	 aggression.	 French	 opposition	 to	 the	 war	 has	 been	
shelved	now	that	Sarkozy	has	been	elected	president;	his	predecessor	al-
ready	accepted	the	UN	rubber-stamp	of	the	Anglo-American	presence	in	
Iraq	and	the	Gulf.	The	European	Parliament	on	the	other	hand	deserves	
credit	for	various	investigations	into	illegal	American	and	NATO	activi-
ties.	However	watered	down	in	the	end,	its	reports	on	the	”Echelon”	sig-
nal	intelligence	activities	(spying	on	telephone	and	e-mail	traffic)	and	on	
the	CIA	torture	flights	under	the	aegis	of	the	War	on	Terror,	demonstrate	
a	willingness	to	use	its	investigative	capacities	to	cut	through	the	web	of	
deceit	on	which	imperialism	is	premised.	The	European	left	should	build	
on	these	achievements	and	carefully	prepare	an	indictment	of	Blair	c.s.	
This	would	not	be	an	act	of	vengeance	against	a	person	but	a	necessary	
step	to	make	it	clear	that	wars	of	aggression	are	a	capital	crime,	even	
if	 committed	by	 ”us”.	 It	would	certainly	be	a	 timely	alternative	 to	 the	
constitutionalisation	of	private	property	rights	and	market	economy	that	
are	at	the	heart	of	the	European	Constitution.	

The	core	 idea	 is	 that	 the	European	 left	 should	not	allow	 itself	 to	be	
drawn	into	rewriting	a	Constitution	clearly	rejected	by	populations	eager	
to	cast	a	vote	of	no-confidence	in	current	social	policy.	Instead	the	left	
should	begin	to	work	on	a	two-track	strategy	of	stemming	the	further	
impoverishment,	 and	 raising	 living	 standards,	 of	 an	 increasingly	 over-
exploited	 working	 population;	 and	 overcoming	 distrust	 among	 ethnic	
communities	within	 the	EU,	 and	between	 the	EU	and	 the	homelands	
of	 these	 communities.	 This	 also	 applies	 to	 other	 non-European	 coun-
tries	with	which	special	possibilities	for	communication	exist.	The	French	
connection	with	North	Africa	and	the	francophone	black	African	states;	
Italy’s	with	Libya	and	Eritrea;	Spain’s	with	Latin	America,	Portugal’s	with	
Brazil,	 Angola	 and	 Mozambique,	 and	 all	 other	 combinations	 one	 can	
think	 of,	 all	 offer	 combinations	 from	 which	 the	 triangular	 discussions	
seeking	to	achieve	the	aforementioned	dual	objective	can	be	started.	Of	
course,	this	can	only	be	the	work	of	those	who	fundamentally	reject	the	
atomising,	 divisive	 effects	 of	 neoliberalism	and	 their	 conservative,	 na-
tionalist,	and	xenophobic	consequences.	Yet	this,	in	my	view,	is	the	only	
angle	from	which	the	EU	left	can	hope	to	develop	an	alternative	to	the	
socially	 destructive	 neoliberal	 policies	 currently	 being	 applied.	 Indeed	
this,	and	not	a	handful	of	feel-good	clauses	in	the	existing	Giscard	con-
stitution,	would	be	the	left	alternative	constitution,	a	constitution	of	a	
social	Europe	that	radically	breaks	with	neoliberalism,	with	chauvinism,	
and	with	imperialism.	”Europe”	could	then	become	a	beacon	for	a	world	
in	which	humanity	might	 survive,	 rather	 than	a	 territorial	marker	of	a	
zone	of	relative	prosperity	in	an	exhausted	world.

Beyond	the	European	Union:	A	Global	Perspective	for	the	European	Left	
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A Social Europe or No Europe 
The	Modern	Left	Will	be	European	or	It	Will	Fail
André Brie

”The ‘European social model‘ is still in its infancy. The European left could 
make this its hallmark, its joint project if only it has the will.“ 

Michael	Krätke

1.	Two	main	propositions	are	presented	here.	First:	A	modern	left	has	a	
great	political	opportunity	–	but	only	if	it	meets	a	number	of	important	
pre-conditions.	One	is	to	be	a	European	Left	and	actively	support	further	
European	 integration	 and	 unification.	 In	 many	 countries	 the	 renewed	
left	will	be	European	or	it	will	fail.	Second:	There	will	be	no	united	Eu-
rope	without	a	 social	Europe.	 The	deep	 crisis	of	European	 integration	
is	 predominantly	 due	 to	 the	 failure	 to	 pursue	 this	 option.	 The	 left	 in	
France,	 Italy,	 Spain,	 Germany,	 but	 also	 in	 several	 of	 the	 new	 member	
states,	faces	the	urgent	question	of	whether	it	wants	more	integration,	
what	sort	of	integration	it	wants	and	what	answers	it	has	to	these	seri-
ous	challenges.	

I	share	the	criticism	of	the	EU‘s	European	reality:	of	the	dominant	effect	
of	market	radicalism	on	the	overall	development	of	the	EU	(the	Treaties	
of	Maastricht,	Amsterdam,	Nice,	the	Constitutional	Treaty,	the	Services	
Directive	to	name	just	a	few	important	examples);	of	the	divide	between	
it	 and	 the	 countries	 of	 the	 southern	 hemisphere;	 of	 the	 restriction	 of	
civil	and	human	rights;	of	the	acute	democratic	deficit;	of	the	political	
and	military	ambitions	in	international	relations	and	the	extreme	lack	of	
will	to	orientate	European	foreign	policy	towards	strengthening	the	UN,	
international	law	and	multilateralism	in	addition	to	an	effective	policy	
of	conflict	prevention.	

There	is	an	urgent	need	for	the	left	to	resist	this	policy	orientation	in	a	
significantly	stronger	and	more	public	and	sustainable	fashion.	

	
In	 my	 opinion,	 the	 process	 of	 disintegration	 which	 has	 become	 more	
likely,	the	rebirth	of	nationalism	as	well	as	the	quiet	satisfaction	of	parts	
of	the	left	at	the	failure	of	the	European	Union	are	not	responsible	alter-
natives.	Firstly,	the	definition	of	the	EU	as	an	imperialist	power	block,	so	
prevalent	among	these	political	groups,	does	not	do	justice	to	the	com-
plex	reality	of	the	EU.	It	does	not	do	justice	to	the	positive	and	historic	
side	 of	 European	 integration	up	 to	now	nor	 to	 the	 social,	 democratic	
and	ecological	opportunities	European	integration	offers	and	which	are	
currently	unutilized.	Secondly,	disintegration	would	set	in	motion	a	neo-
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liberal	and	socially	destructive	Europe-wide	free	trade	zone	which,	unlike	
the	EU	with	its	difficult	and	insufficient	approach,	would	not	allow	any	
room	for	democratic	and	social	activity.	Thirdly,	the	opportunity	to	use	
European	integration	to	institutionalise	a	structural	incapacity	to	wage	
wars	and	to	overcome	destructive	European	nationalism	is	endangered,	
at	least	on	the	continent	of	Europe.	

2.	European	integration	has	reached	an	historic	milestone:	It	has	secured	
peace	between	 the	 countries	 involved	 in	decades	of	 terrible	 capitalist	
wars.	This	played	a	considerable	part	in	its	being	accepted	by	the	people	
and	serves	the	lasting	function	of	drawing	in	new	states	to	reduce	the	
conflicts	in	the	Balkans	and	provide	solutions	through	the	positive	per-
spective	of	intensive	European	co-operation	and	integration.	

Over	recent	decades	integration	has	also	contributed	to	welfare,	eco-
nomic	growth	and	increased	domestic	demand.	Moreover,	it	has	signifi-
cantly	promoted	human	and	cultural	contact	and	exchange	over	a	large	
part	 of	 the	 continent.	 Despite	 its	 serious	 deficits	 and	 repeated	 crises,	
European	integration	policy	provides	a	positive	point	of	reference	for	the	
left.	 Justified	criticism	of	the	current	direction	of	European	integration	
and	politics	must	therefore	not	be	based	on	an	anti-European	position	
taken	on	principle.	All	the	more	as	continuing	European	integration	of-
fers	a	crucial	opportunity	 to	expand	national	struggles	aimed	at	over-
coming	neoliberal	ideology	on	a	Europe-wide	and	more	modern	basis.	

Nation	 states	 continue	 to	provide	 significant	political	 space	 for	nec-
essary	democratic	 and	 social	 changes.	However,	 given	 today‘s	 circum-
stances	this	alone	is	insufficient.	Just	as	the	national	political	institutions	
of	the	working	class	movement	and	other	political	and	social	institutions	
in	the	19th	century	were	turned	into	sites	of	the	struggle	to	restrict	Man-
chester-style	capitalism,	and	then	beyond	that	to	provide	progressive	al-
ternatives,	so	today’s	left	can	and	must	use	the	European	dimension	in	
addition	to	the	potential	of	the	nation	state.

While	it	is	true	that	forty	or	fifty	per	cent	of	the	current	gross	domestic	
product	 of	 the	 EU	 member	 states	 is	 earned	 from	 international	 trade,	
up	to	four-fifths	often	come	from	within	the	EU,	as	 in	the	example	of	
Germany.	The	EU	is	a	giant	economic	area,	capable	of	supporting	a	do-
mestic	 market	 that	 could	 be	 utilised	 as	 a	 political	 space	 to	 avert	 the	
return	of	laissez-faire	capitalism	in	the	guise	of	neoliberal	globalisation,	
to	maintain	the	various	European	welfare	state	models,	and	to	expand	
and	develop	these	on	the	European	stage.	

	
The	current	political	structures	do	not,	however,	use	European	integra-
tion	as	an	alternative	to	economic	globalisation	but	rather	as	a	vehicle	
and	catalysat	for	the	latter.	The	left	must	put	forward	its	own	European	
policy	instead	of	withdrawing	to	the	level	of	the	nation	state.	The	left	
should	occupy	both	fields	of	conflict;	the	nation	states	and	the	EU.	

A	Social	Europe	or	No	Europe
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3.	A	European	Union	committed	to	peace,	a	political	union,	which	is	a	
place	for	the	struggle	of	the	European	left	for	social,	democratic	and	eco-
logical	alternatives,	and	an	open	Europe	of	human	and	cultural	wealth,	
these	are	the	three	strategic	opportunities	and	challenges	for	an	active,	
pro-European	 politics	 of	 the	 left.	 The	 European	 Left	 Party	 specifically	
committed	itself	to	this	position	in	its	founding	manifesto:	“For	us,	Eu-
rope	is,	within	international	politics,	a	space	for	the	rebirth	of	struggles	
for	another	society.	The	achievement	of	peace	and	the	transformation	of	
the	present	capitalist	society	will	be	the	scope	of	this	undertaking.	We	
strive	 for	 a	 society	which	 transgresses	 capitalist	 and	patriarchal	 logic.	
Our	 aim	 is	 human	 emancipation,	 liberation	 of	 men	 and	 women	 from	
any	form	of	oppression,	exploitation	and	exclusion	...	For	that	reason	the	
European	 Union,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 whole	 European	 continent,	 is	 becom-
ing	an	increasingly	important	space	for	alternative	politics	–	besides	the	
traditional	political	level	of	nation-states,	regions	and	the	municipalities	
–	that	is	connected	to	world	developments.”	

There	 are	 still	 sufficiently	 strong	 bases	 for	 such	 a	 policy.	 In	 spite	 of	
the	complete	destruction	of	 significant	social	and	democratic	achieve-
ments	 in	Germany,	Austria,	France	and	other	countries,	 the	 influential	
US	economist	Jeremy	Rifkin	was	essentially	right	when	he	responded	to	
the	journalist‘s	question	”How	is	the	‘European	dream‘	to	be	paid	for?	
Europe	 is	oriented	 towards	 the	US	economic	model	–	as	 can	be	 seen	
e.	g.	in	the	Lisbon	targets“,	with	the	answer:	”That‘s	wrong.	In	Europe	I	
repeatedly	hear:	A	strong	economy	is	inconsistent	with	the	welfare	state.	
The	northern	European	countries	always	head	the	statistics	on	economic	
growth.	Their	secret?	They	have	reformed	their	welfare	states	…“	There	is	
something	 else	 worth	 considering	 in	 Rifkin‘s	 comparison	 between	 the	
USA	and	Europe:	”You	discuss	rights	that	we	don‘t	even	know:	Pensions,	
maternity	legislation	for	example.	Human	rights	and	sustainability	play	
a	leading	role	in	political	discourse.	The	European	dream	is	built	on	co-
operation.	And	for	 that	 reason	 it	 is	applicable	to	the	globalised	world	
–	in	contrast	to	the	individualised	American	dream.“1

One	could	counter	Rifkin’s	arguments	by	pointing	out	that	this,	unfor-
tunately,	 is	not	European	 reality,	neither	 that	of	European	politics	nor	
even,	 to	some	extent,	 the	reality	of	the	prevailing	European	discourse.	
That	is	true	but	does	not	change	the	fact	that	the	left	will	find	a	more	
sustainable	position	in	social	and	democratic	changes	to	the	European	
discourse	and	realities	than	in	merely	individualistic	struggle.

4.	The	current	crisis	surrounding	European	integration	and	unification	is	
more	serious	and	more	profound	than	numerous	other	crises.	It	is	of	a	
structural	nature.	Disintegration,	 the	 rebirth	of	nationalism,	 regression	
to	a	mere	European	free	trade	zone,	no	longer	seem	impossible,	despite	
very	advanced	supranational	moments	of	the	integration	process	up	to	
now.	On	the	contrary:	The	prevailing	tendency	to	”just	carry	on”	will	in	
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all	probability	bring	about	 this	 regression.	The	Czech	President	Vaclav	
Klaus,	one	of	the	most	prominent	conservative-liberal	critics	of	the	EU,	
expressed	this	possibility	as	a	desirable	aim:	”I	am	convinced	that	the	
time	has	come	to	develop	the	future	of	European	integration	with	a	fun-
damentally	different	approach	from	the	one	up	to	now	taken.	We	should	
establish	the	Organisation	of	European	States	(OES)	whose	members	are	
the	individual	states	–	not	the	citizens	of	these	states	themselves	as	is	
proposed	in	the	European	Constitution	...	membership	of	the	OES	must	
...	only	(be	motivated)	by	a	common	belief	in	the	ability	of	the	member	
states	 to	 co-operate	 in	 certain	 areas,	 based	 on	 common	 interest	 and	
mutual	advantage.	The	decision-making	mechanism	must	require	una-
nimity,	at	least	in	all	the	most	important	areas.“2

5.	European	integration	faces	three	different,	yet	related,	threats:	On the 
one hand,	 through	 continued	 and	 reinvigorated	 nationalism	 which	 is	
particularly	affecting	the	European	policy	of	Great	Britain	and	Poland	
and	but	also	the	ideas	of	Vaclav	Klaus	despite	his	having	verbally	dis-
sociated	himself	from	this	position.	This	policy	was	able	to	celebrate	its	
success	at	the	government	level	with	the	Treaty	of	Nice	in	2000.	Moreo-
ver,	 one	 of	 the	 instruments	 of	 this	 nationalism	 –	 publicly	 enunciated	
by	predominantly	right-wing	nationalist	forces	–	is	an	expansion	of	the	
European	Union	that	is	not	based	on	clearly	defined	principles	nor	any	
preconditions	and	 is	aimed	at	 loosening	the	 inner-cohesion	of	the	EU	
and	blocking	the	political	and	supranational	character	of	integration.	

On the other hand,	in	the	current	treaties	the	governments	have	provid-
ed	such	an	inadequate	response	to	the	real	contradiction	of	the	essential	
unity	of	expansion	and	consolidation	of	integration	that	expansion	now	
genuinely	threatens	the	existence	and	even	more	so	the	consolidation	of	
integration.	That	must	not	be	used	as	an	argument	against	other	coun-
tries	joining	the	EU	if	they	want	to,	particularly	as	stability	and	peace	in	
the	Balkans	are	scarcely	imaginable	without	such	a	perspective.	

Finally,	and	this	is	actually	the	most	serious	threat,	neoliberal	market-com-
petitive	radicalism,	advanced	as	the	basis	for	treaties	since	the	1980s	(the	
Single	European	Act	(1987),	the	Maastricht	Treaty	(1992)),	 threatens	the	
foundations	of	European	integration.	Although	the	governments	declared	
these	treaties	to	be	steps	towards	deeper	integration,	and	also	partly	intend-
ed	them	to	be,	they	have,	in	reality,	cast	doubt	on	European	unity	as	a	result	
of	 their	 implementation	and	continuity	with	the	Lisbon	strategy	 in	2000	
and	the	Constitutional	Treaty.	The	left	is	right	to	reject	this	as	an	attack	on	
the	European	social	model	(the	various	European	social	models);	it	would	be	
equally	justified	in	rejecting	it	as	a	threat	to	European	integration.	

6.	The	policy	of	a	competitive	Europe	conceived	in	the	Lisbon	Strategy	
and	inscribed	in	the	treaties	does	not	just	mean	the	destruction	of	the	
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social	fabric	but	also	a	Europe	of	”industrial	 location“	competition	be-
tween	the	states	to	provide	the	most	profitable	place	to	invest	capital	
through	low	corporation	tax,	wages,	welfare	and	environmental	stand-
ards	and	reduced	democratic	participation.	Fundamentally,	this	does	not	
bring	European	societies	closer	together	but	instead	leads	unavoidably	
to	capital-cost	competition	between	them.	The	left	correctly	condemns	
the	resulting	social	division,	exclusion	and	alienation	of	millions	of	peo-
ple	in	Europe	driven	at	a	nation-state	level	by	employer’s	organisations,	
yet	at	the	same	time	ignores	the	European	dimension.	

While	the	economic	inequality	(based	on	levels	of	purchasing	power)	in	
the	EU	15	between	the	highest	(e.	g.	Inner	London)	and	the	most	under-
developed	regions	(e.	g.	Mecklenburg-Western	Pomerania)	is	2	to	1,	it	has	
already	risen	in	the	EU	25	to	a	level	of	10	to	1	(Inner	London	in	relation	
to	Lubelskie	in	Poland).	Several	regions	in	Bulgaria	and	Romania	are	far	
below	this	 level.3	The	economic	gulf	between	the	states	 (measured	by	
GDP	per	inhabitant)	is	similarly	large.	If	you	exclude	Luxemburg,	whose	
per	 capita	GDP	 is	more	 than	double	 that	 of	 the	EU	average,	 there	 is	
still	a	ratio	of	5	to	1	between	the	economically	most	powerful	states	(in	
the	following	order:	Ireland,	Denmark,	Austria,	the	Netherlands,	Belgium,	
Sweden,	Great	Britain,	Finland,	France	and	Germany)	and	the	economi-
cally	weakest	countries	(Latvia,	Romania,	Bulgaria).	

European	cohesion	policy	is	obliged	to	pursue	the	aim	of	reducing	these	
differentials,	yet,	faced	with	the	radical	competition-based	Lisbon	Strat-
egy,	the	insufficient	financial	framework	in	the	EU	and	similar	neoliberal	
national	policies,	the	then	EU	Commissioner	Michel	Barnier	had	to	admit	
in	the	Third	Report	on	Economic	and	Social	Cohesion	in	the	EU	that	the	
gap	between	the	rich	and	poor	will	continue	to	grow.4	Regional	polari-
sation	is	on	the	increase.	The	main	response	from	the	EU	Commission	
and	member	states	is	competition	between	the	states,	competition	for	
lower	corporation	taxes	(Cyprus:	9.7	per	cent;	Lithuania:	12.8	per	cent;	
Latvia	14.4	per	cent;	compared	with	the	EU	average	of	23.7	per	cent),	
competition	for	lower	wages	(legal	minimum	wage	in	Latvia:	116	Euros;	
Bulgaria:	77	Euros;	Romania:	72	Euros),	competition	for	even	lower	costs	
for	employers.	On the one hand,	this	approach	will	not	lead	to	a	united	
Europe	but	will	promote	economic,	fiscal	and	particularly	social	division,	
and	on the other hand it	will	drive	cuts	in	social	provision	in	the	member	
states:	”Merciless	competition	among	business	locations	leads	to	massive	
pressure	on	wages	and	welfare,	but	also	on	the	tax	systems	in	the	most	
advanced	economies.	At	 the	 same	 time,	 the	permanent	 threat	 to	 relo-
cate	and	the	unemployment	levels	in	Central	and	Eastern	Europe	prevent	
these	countries	from	achieving	a	higher	standard	of	welfare	provision.“5

	
7.	If	the	left	wants	effectively	to	oppose	the	destruction	of	social	secu-
rity	 and	 justice	 in	 the	 nation	 states	 then	 it	 must	 campaign	 for	 social	
cohesion	and	solidarity	in	the	EU,	a	European	single	market	policy,	the	
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reform	of	the	Maastricht	Stability	and	Growth	Pact,	the	amendment	of	
the	European	Central	Bank	statute	and	 its	monetary	policy,	and	for	a	
decisive	European	contribution	to	the	regulation	of	the	international	fi-
nance	system	as	well	as	European	standards	for	corporation	tax,	wages,	
social	services	and	trade	union	rights.	The	former	Commission	President	
Jacques	Delors’s	ideas	of	a	European	economic	government	and	social	
union	must	be	brought	back	into	the	social	debate.	

In	 this	 respect	 the	 argument	 for	 a	 social	 alternative	 is	 inseparably	
bound	 up	 with	 the	 argument	 for	 a	 united	 Europe.	 The	 deep	 crisis	 in	
European	integration	is	at	the	same	time	an	opportunity	for	its	funda-
mental	reform.	In	the	final	analysis,	further	European	integration	is	only	
possible	if	it	leads	to	job	creation	and	social	union.	Jacques	Delors	said	
it	was	impossible	to	love	the	single	market	but	that,	on	the	other	hand,	
Europe	 as	 a	 social	 union	 was	 a	 project	 that	 could	 win	 back	 citizens‘	
support	for	European	integration.	Most	concrete	and	practical	efforts	to	
limit,	push	back	and	overcome	the	prevailing	neoliberalism,	in	general	
and	in	detail,	are	equally	as	important	as	the	fundamental	alternatives	
of	European	policy	and	integration	including	its	contractual	and	consti-
tutional	basis.	

To	 achieve	 this	 one	 has	 to	 go	 beyond	 a	 typical	 left-wing	 hatching	
of	 ideal	 concepts	 (Konzeptemacherei	 –	 Rosa	 Luxemburg)	 and	 visions	
–	which	are	of	course	 indispensable	–	but	must	be	 ready	and	able	to	
participate	 in	 a	 long-term,	 successful,	 intellectual,	 politically	 practical	
and	organisational	struggle	in	politics	(taking	the	line	of	most	resistance	
with	sound	judgment	and	passion)	for	a	new	intellectual	and	political	
climate	in	Europe,	with	the	goal	of	a	consensus	that	is	anti-(economic)	
liberal	and	for	the	European	social	state.	Unfortunately,	the	path	load-
ing	to	this	consensus	will	be	arduous.	This	also	requires	that	a	European	
constitution	not	 be	 founded	on	maximum	demands	but	 instead	on	a	
European	historic	compromise.	

8.	The	French	and	Dutch	No	to	the	Treaty	establishing	a	Constitution	for	
Europe	did	not	cause	the	crisis	of	European	integration	but	did	finally	
identify	it.	The	political	and	social	consequences	of	the	2004	enlarge-
ment	have	not	been	dealt	with.	The	Lisbon	Strategy,	which	is	supposed	
to	make	the	EU	the	world‘s	most	”dynamic“	economic	region	by	2010,	
has	failed	in	this	respect	and	is	now	primarily	being	used	as	an	effective	
vehicle	for	destroying	the	European	model	of	the	social	state.	The	”com-
mon	foreign	and	security	policy“	is	solemnly	invoked	in	every	document	
and	 every	 speech	 and	 is	 transformed	 into	 effective	 steps	 towards	 the	
militarization	of	the	EU‘s	international	policy,	yet	in	almost	all	decisive	
issues	the	governments	are	not	at	all	willing	and	able	to	agree	on	a	com-
mon	foreign	policy.

The	European	Union	has	lost	its	citizens’	identification	with	its	develop-
ment,	politics	and	perspectives.	European	integration	as	a	peace	project	
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remains	an	indispensable	and	current	element	of	winning	back	citizens’	
support.	However,	the	goal	of	a	European	social	union	alone	could	bring	
about	 a	 fundamental	 and	 sustainable	 re-identification.	 The	 Central	
Committee	of	German	Catholics	in	its	discussion	paper	of	25	November	
2006,	“The	European	Social	Model	–	Guiding	Principle	of	Reform“	–	ig-
nored	by	both	the	public	and	the	left	–	made	the	express	demand:	”The	
European	Union	needs	powerful	confirmation	of	its	social	dimension	to	
regain	the	trust	of	the	people	in	its	usefulness	and	efficacy	and	especially	
in	the	role	of	social	protector	which	is	attributed	to	it	–	regardless	of	the	
question	of	 responsibility.	 This	also	 requires	 the	European	Union	 ...	 to	
place	greater	emphasis	on	environmental	issues.	This	is	the	only	way	po-
litical	union	can	be	achieved	on	the	basis	of	a	democratic	constitution.“6	
The	left	can	go	beyond	these	demands	by	advancing	specific	measures.	
It	cannot	afford	to	lag	behind.	

9.	From	a	left	point	of	view	and	from	the	perspective	of	European	integra-
tion,	the	social	obligation	of	the	European	Union	remains	a	key	problem.	
The	relevant	principles,	as	formulated	in	the	current	treaties	and	in	the	
planned	reform	of	these	treaties,	are	insufficient	even	if	they	expressly	
impose	obligations	on	the	Union:	”It	shall	combat	social	exclusion	and	
discrimination,	and	shall	promote	social	justice	and	protection,	equality	
between	women	and	men,	 inter-generational	 solidarity	and	protection	
of	the	rights	of	the	child.	It	shall	promote	economic,	social	and	territorial	
cohesion,	and	solidarity	among	member	states.“7

The	social	deficit	of	the	Union	is	demonstrated	above	all	by	the	orienta-
tion	towards	”a	highly	competitive	social	market	economy,“	even	though	
the	concept	of	a	”social	market	economy“appears	for	the	first	time	in	a	
European	Union	treaty.	Apart	from	being	fundamentally	undermined	by	
the	quoted	addendum,	the	social	market	economy	is	itself	completely	in-
adequate	for	the	necessary	development	of	the	European	Union	into	an	
employment	and	social	union.	That	would,	however,	be	a	political	rather	
than	constitution-related	decision.	

A	policy	 to	 really	overcome	 the	social	deficit	of	 the	European	Union	
would	go	far	beyond	the	ideas	of	a	social	orientation	and	political	correc-
tion	of	the	market	and	would	mean	a	fundamental	shift	away	from	the	
Lisbon	Strategy	and	a	welfare	state-based	policy	of	the	European	Union	
at	least	in	the	sense	of	the	earlier	proposals	of	Jacques	Delors.	Officially	
the	Lisbon	Strategy	stresses	the	link	between	economic	growth,	employ-
ment	and	social	cohesion.	

However,	the	called-for	and	currently	EU-wide	implemented	”social	re-
forms“	are	aimed	at	reforming	the	welfare	state	according	to	the	princi-
ple	of	”individual	self-reliance“.	That	means,	for	example	in	the	provision	
for	old-age	the	reduction	of	the	public	pension	systems	to	a	basic	safety	
net	particularly	as	the	prime	orientation	towards	private	and	company	
pension	 provision	 is	 supposed	 to	 serve	 the	 creation	 of	 a	 European	 fi-
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nancial	 market.	 In	 the	 health	 care	 system,	 care	 is	 primarily	 aimed	 at	
”medically	necessary“	compulsory	requirements	in	addition	to	increased	
additional	payments.	Although	the	Lisbon	Strategy	was	approved	at	the	
2006	spring	summit	the	job	creation	targets	have,	in	reality,	largely	been	
abandoned.

As	far	as	”reforms“	in	the	area	of	welfare	are	concerned	it	is	impossible	
to	recognise	a	move	toward	lasting	and	viable	systems;	rather	we	see	a	
Europe-wide	retreat	of	the	state	from	collective	welfare	provision,	a	re-
treat	which	many	national	governments	would	boldly	undertake	on	their	
own.	On	the	European	level	the	US	welfare	system	has,	in	essence,	be-
come	a	model	and	through	the	vehicle	of	EU	policy	has	filtered	down	to	
the	national	states:	denunciation	of	the	welfare	state	as	a	burden	on	the	
economy	and	competition,	privatisation	and	money	market	orientation	
of	welfare	provision,	deregulation	of	the	employment	markets.	However,	
Europe	does	differ	from	the	USA	on	one	decisive	point:	While	Washing-
ton	orientates	its	financial	and	economic	policy	towards	its	own	internal	
market,	 the	 EU	 Commission	 and	 the	 European	 governments	 back	 the	
globalised	and	economic	liberal	world	market	and	the	price	competition	
between	member	states	instead	of	using	and	developing	the	large	Euro-
pean	internal	market,	European	internal	market	demand	and	common	
and	concerted	economic,	social	and	cohesion	policies.	

10.	 The	previous	 European	 social	model,	with	 its	 very	 varied	national	
forms,8	must	be	reformed	along	truly	European	lines	and	be	developed	
into	 a	 European	 welfare	 state	 policy.	 The	 Central	 Committee	 of	 Ger-
man	Catholics	has,	admonishing	 the	current	political	 scene,	described	
the	European	social	model	as	a	model	”based	on	an	idea	of	man,	that	
recognises	that	all	human	beings	have	the	same	dignity	and	the	same	
inalienable	rights.	The	individual	in	his	or	her	personal	dignity	is	at	the	
centre	of	the	social	processes	and	is	their	foundation.	The	liberties	and	
civil	 rights	which	 follow	 from	 this	 idea	of	man	necessarily	 require	 the	
addition	of	 social	 rights,	because	 freedom	can	only	exist	where	 it	 can	
actually	be	made	use	of.	Social	rights	make	this	possible.	According	to	
their	inner	logic	they	aim	at	the	participation	of	all	members	of	society	
in	political	and	social	life.“9	

The	socio-political	reality	in	the	European	states	and	in	the	Union	is,	
however,	completely	different:	Social	policy	serves	at	best	as	an	after-the-
fact	correction	of	shortcomings	and	as	an	add-on	of	secondary	 impor-
tance	to	capitalist	economic	policy.	This	is	also	the	essence	of	the	”social	
market	economy“.	Orientation	to	the	welfare	state	does	not	just	mean	
parity	between	social	and	economic	policies	but	a	principally	different	
approach:	With	its	complete	range	of	policies,	including	economic	and	
monetary	policy,	the	state	and	the	European	Union	would	be	committed	
to	 (new,	 contemporary	and	 sustainable)	 full	 employment,	 social	 cohe-
sion,	 social	 justice,	 social	 equality	 and	 social	 security	 and	 a	 coherent	
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development	of	the	European	Union.	At	the	end	of	the	day	a	markedly	
stronger	internal	market	development	of	the	EU	is	needed	which	would	
be	more	promising	economically	than	the	Lisbon	Strategy.

12.	With	that	we	have,	in	my	opinion,	come	full	circle:	Whoever	is	fighting	
to	recover	the	welfare	state	in	Germany	or	France	must	consider	and	ac-
cept	European	integration	as	the	decisive	space	for	this	struggle.	Whoev-
er	does	not	want	to	give	up	the	project	of	European	integration	can	and	
must	find	it	in	the	perspective	of	a	European	social	union.	This	cannot	be	
achieved	without	a	fundamentally	changed	European	economic	policy	
in	place	of	the	”New	Economy“	of	the	Lisbon	process.	Democratisation	
of	the	European	Union	(which	space	does	not	allow	me	to	discuss	here),	
social	cohesion,	social	security	and	ecologically	sustainable	development	
must	 be	both	 its	 socio-political	 goals	 and	 integral	 element.	 The	main	
features	of	the	complex	approach	required	here	are	obvious:

·	economic	co-operation	between	the	European	Central	Bank,	the	eco-
nomic	and	fiscal	policy	of	the	member	states	and	wage	policy,

·	a	more	relaxed	financial	policy,

·	a	productivity-oriented	wage	policy,

·	an	 internal	market-oriented	strategy	 for	 sustainability	and	socio-eco-
logical	structural	reforms	that	would	be	directed	at	”a	far-reaching	de-
materialisation	of	the	European	economy“,10

·	a	 budget	 policy	 which	 strengthens	 public	 investment,	 research	 and	
education	in	addition	to	the	development	of	human	resources,

·	a	consistent	equal	opportunities	policy,

·	the	real	obligation	of	the	EU	to	overcome	mass	unemployment	which,	
among	other	things,	can	be	supported	by	including	the	unemployment	
rate	(over10	%)	in	the	criteria	for	the	highest	level	of	EU	support	policy,

·	a	social	union	with	minimum	European	standards	for	social	benefits,	
wages	 and	 corporation	 taxes,	 which	 gradually	 rise	 in	 ”socio-political	
corridors“,11	along	with	”quantitative	and	qualitative	measures,	e.	g.	to	
improve	health	protection	standards,	at	the	minimum	anti-poverty	sup-
port	 level	...,	 to	 an	 EU	 minimum	 standard	 for	 minimum	 wages	 (e.	g.	
65	%	of	 the	national	average	wage),	 to	defeat	homelessness	or	 illit-
eracy.“	(Klaus	Dräger)

A	Social	Europe	or	No	Europe

10			Klaus	Dräger:		
Visionen	für	ein	neues	
Sozialsystem:	Hat	die	Linke	
ein	Projekt	für	Europa?	
(Visions	of	a	New	Social	
System:	Does	the	Left	have	
a	Project	for	Europe?)	Un-
published	manuscript.	
11			Cf.:	Klaus	Busch:	
Das	Korridormodell	–	ein	
Konzept	zur	Weiterentwick-
lung	der	EU-Sozialpolitik	
(The	Corridor	Model	–	a	
Plan	for	the	Further	De-
velopment	of	EU	Social	
Policy),	International	Poli-
tics	and	Society,	2/1998.	
See	also:	André	Brie:	
Europäische	Sozialpolitik	
(European	Social	Policy).	In:	
Cornelia	Hildebrandt:	Per-
spektiven	des	Europäischen	
Sozialstaats	(Perspectives	
of	the	European	Welfare	
State).	Berlin:	Dietz	Verlag	
2003,	pp.	13–87	(http://
www.rosalux.de/cms/file-
admin/rls_uploads/pdfs/
Manuskripte_52.pdf).





69

Non-Alignment and Neutrality 
from a Nordic Perspective
Non-aligned	countries	still	have	a	role	in	the	
new	Europe.
Antero Eerola

	
Tradition	has	 it	 that	 back	 in	 the	good	old	days	 the	world	was	much	
easier	 to	 understand.	 During	 the	 Cold	 War	 two	 ideologically	 hostile	
camps	faced	each	other	over	 the	Berlin	Wall,	barbed	wire	 fences	and	
mine	 fields,	 an	 Iron	 Curtain	 between	 them	 and	 huge	 war	 machiner-
ies	 on	 standby.	 Between	 these	 two	 camps	 there	were	 several	 neutral	
countries,	 which	 for	 individual	 historical	 reasons	 stayed	 outside	 this	
confrontation.

During	the	Cold	War,	for	some	of	the	neutral	countries	–	Finland,	Swe-
den,	Ireland,	Austria	and	Switzerland	–	the	choice	of	neutrality	was	moti-
vated	by	security	policy;	for	others	it	was	a	matter	of	principle	and	law.	

As	is	well	known,	Switzerland	has	the	oldest	tradition	of	neutrality,	al-
ready	proclaimed	in	1684.	Switzerland’s	neutrality	has	been	recognised	
at	 least	since	the	Congress	of	Vienna	 in	1815.	This	 in	part	 is	why	the	
Swiss	are	not	too	eager	to	abandon	the	neutrality	of	their	country.

The	 neutrality	 of	 Austria	 was	 confirmed	 in	 the	 so-called	 Moscow	
Memorandum	of	1955	by	the	Western	allies	and	the	Soviet	Union	who	
had	occupied	the	country	up	to	that	point.	The	Austrians	defined	their	
neutrality	at	that	time	as	everlasting	(”immerwährend”).	They	thought	
that	by	declaring	the	country	neutral	 it	was	possible	to	regain	sover-
eignty.	

Ireland’s	neutrality	can	be	explained	to	a	certain	extent	by	geographi-
cal	factors.	This	democratically	governed	small	country	at	the	Western	
edge	of	Europe	has	never	felt	a	need	to	seek	military	protection	from	any	
nation.	Neutrality	was	the	cornerstone	in	Ireland’s	international	relations	
during	the	whole	period	of	the	Cold	War.	Military	non-alignment	is	still	
a	delicate	question	 in	 Ireland.	 In	 the	summer	of	2001,	 the	 Irish	voted	
down	the	Nice	Treaty	of	the	European	Union	partly	because	it	included	
steps	towards	a	common	foreign	and	security	policy.	The	Nice	Treaty	was	
approved	only	 in	 the	second	referendum,	when	other	EU-countries	ac-
cepted	Ireland’s	declaration,	which	stated	that	the	treaty	does	not	affect	
its	non-alignment.

However,	among	Nordic	countries,	Finland’s	and	Sweden’s	traditional	
neutrality	rests	on	a	different	basis.	In	Sweden	it	was	adopted	as	a	basic	
line	of	the	country’s	foreign	policy	at	the	latest	in	the	beginning	of	19th	
century,	when	Swedes	had	lost	their	 former	province	of	Finland	to	the	
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Russian	empire	 in	 the	Finnish	War	of	1808–1809.	 In	 the	 last	century,	
Sweden’s	policy	of	neutrality	successfully	kept	it	out	of	two	world	wars.	
This	is	why	neutrality	has	grown	to	be	part	of	Swedish	identity.	

Still,	a	few	violations	of	this	neutrality	occurred.	Sweden	willingly	sold	
steel	and	iron	to	Germany	in	both	world	wars,	and	during	the	Cold	War	
it	was	secretly	committed	to	co-operation	with	NATO	in	the	event	Europe	
drifted	into	a	military	conflict.	

The	roots	of	Finland’s	neutrality	date	back	to	the	last	century.	It	is	often	
thought	that	Finland	made	neutrality	the	foundation	of	its	foreign	policy	
as	a	result	of	having	lost	the	war	against	the	Soviet	Union.	In	fact,	Fin-
land	had	already	experimented	with	neutrality	before	the	Second	World	
War,	but	the	Molotov-Ribbentrop	treaty	of	August	1939	and	the	begin-
ning	of	the	war	put	an	end	to	this	policy.	During	the	war,	Finland	also	
tried	 military	 alliance	 with	 the	 West,	 namely	 with	 Nazi	 Germany.	 But	
Finland’s	experience	of	participation	in	this	“coalition	of	the	willing”	led	
by	Reich	Chancellor	Adolf	Hitler	was	not	entirely	positive…	

After	the	war,	Finland	adopted	a	neutrality	that	differed	from	that	of	
other	neutral	countries.	One	of	the	cornerstones	of	Finnish	neutrality	was	
the	 Treaty	 on	 Friendship,	 Co-operation	 and	 Mutual	 Assistance	 signed	
with	the	Soviet	Union	in	1948.	According	to	the	first	article	of	the	treaty,	
Finland	was	to	repel	on	its	own	soil	“any	attacks	against	the	Soviet	Union	
by	Germany	or	 its	allies”.	 Finland	was	obliged	 to	defend	 its	 territorial	
integrity	by	any	means	necessary	and	if	needed	together	with	the	Soviet	
Union.	

The	precondition	of	military	co-operation	with	the	Soviet	Union,	how-
ever,	was	that	both	parties	would	have	conjointly	and	unanimously	to	
determine	 that	 a	 military	 threat	 existed.	 This	 gave	 Finland	 important	
room	for	manoeuvre,	and	the	articles	of	the	treaty	were	in	reality	never	
used.	Still,	Finland’s	policy	was	often	described	as	a	“policy	of	neutrality”	
or	“aimed	at	neutrality”	rather	than	pure	neutrality.

From Neutrality to Non-aligment

In	 the	good	old	days,	when	Europe	was	divided	 into	a	 socialist	block	
led	by	Soviet	Union	and	a	capitalist	one	led	by	the	United	States,	being	
neutral	was	much	easier	to	understand.

Fortunately,	times	have	changed	for	the	worse	and	the	good	old	days	
will	never	come	back.	What	we	have	lost	is	a	world	easy	to	understand,	
but	what	we	have	gained	 is	more	security.	The	 threat	of	a	 large-scale	
war	has	vanished,	interdependence	between	European	countries	has	in-
creased	and	practically	all	of	Europe	has	been	opened	to	the	free	move-
ment	and	interaction	between	people.	

The	cooling-down	period	in	relations	between	Russia	and	the	US	and	
bilateral	problems	between	Russia	and	EU	have	been	understood	as	a	
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return	of	the	Cold	War,	but	this	interpretation	is	not	valid.	An	ideology	
that	could	challenge,	let	alone	have	the	capacity	to	subvert,	the	whole	
Western	 system	based	on	 liberal	market	economy,	does	not	exist	any-
more.	On	the	contrary,	the	countries	of	Eastern	Europe,	including	Russia,	
want	to	enjoy	the	fruits	of	the	capitalist	system.	Rather	than	being	an	
ideological	conflict,	 the	problems	 in	bilateral	 relations	between	Russia	
and	Western	Europe	can	better	be	described	as	a	conflict	of	 interests.	
This	conflict	has	crystallized	on	the	EU	side	around	questions	of	supply	
of	energy	and	on	the	Russian	side	around	the	price	it	can	get	from	selling	
oil	and	gas	to	the	rest	of	Europe.	

Despite	all	 the	changes,	militarily	non-aligned	countries	 still	 exist	 in	
Europe.	Although	the	old	confrontation	has	ceased	almost	two	decades	
ago,	 the	 same	countries	which	previously	declared	 themselves	neutral	
now	describe	themselves	as	militarily	non-aligned.	The	question	is	why,	
and	non-aligned	in	relation	to	whom?

Clearly,	 one	 cannot	 speak	 of	 the	 old	 neutrality,	 because	 Finland,	
Sweden,	Austria	and	Ireland,	as	members	of	the	European	Union,	par-
ticipate	 in	the	Union’s	common	security	and	defence	policy.	They,	as	
is	 the	case	with	any	EU	member,	 cannot	be	neutral	 in	a	conflict	be-
tween	EU	and	a	third	party.	Moreover,	these	four	countries,	along	with	
Switzerland,	participate	actively	in	NATO’s	Partnership	for	Peace	(PfP)	
program.

Furthermore,	 in	 the	 struggle	against	 terrorism,	non-aligned	countries	
are	not	neutral.	Still,	 they	have	stayed	out	of	 the	war	on	terror	 led	by	
the	United	States,	although	current	developments	in	Afghanistan	may	
change	this	policy,	or	might	already	have	done	so.

The	essence	and	definition	of	non-alignment	nowadays	centres	around	
not	belonging	to	a	military	alliance,	namely	NATO.

It	 is	often	asked	why	the	non-aligned	countries,	such	as	Finland	and	
Sweden,	cannot	join	NATO.	This	is	not	the	right	question.	The	right	ques-
tion	is:	why	should	they?	NATO	membership	would	not	solve	any	of	the	
problems,	security	or	any	other,	that	non-aligned	countries	in	the	Nordic	
region	are	facing.	On	the	contrary,	it	would	create	new	problems.	From	
this	we	can	conclude	that	pressure	 to	change	the	policy	of	non-align-
ment	in	Finland	or	Sweden,	is	not	based	on	external	security	threats	but	
on	internal	political	choices.

The President and the People as Obstacles  
to NATO Membership

Although	continuity	and	national	consensus	have	been	the	cornerstones	
of	Finland’s	foreign	and	security	policy,	some	new	tones	were	heard	in	
the	discussion,	when	the	center-right	government,	complemented	by	the	
Greens,	took	office	in	the	late	spring	of	2007.
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The	smaller	of	the	main	coalition	parties,	the	conservative	National	Co-
alition	Party,	had	already	several	years	previously	adopted	the	position	
that	NATO	membership	would	“clarify	and	improve	Finland’s	position”.	
In	addition,	conservatives	believe	that	NATO	membership	would	increase	
Finland’s	 influence	 in	 Europe	 and	 strengthen	 security	 and	 stability	 of	
Finland	and	 the	 immediately	 surrounding	area.	Still,	 the	conservatives	
are	not	waging	a	campaign	in	the	government	for	NATO	membership,	
because	they	know	it	will	be	rejected.	This	is	why	the	National	Coalition	
Party	considers	NATO	membership	not	“topical”.	

There	are	actually	two	main	obstacles	to	Finland’s	full	NATO	member-
ship:	the	president	and	the	people,	which	to	the	great	annoyance	of	the	
pro-NATO	political	elite	seem	to	work	secretly	together	in	this	question.	
President	Tarja	Halonen	can	lean	on	strong	popular	opinion	in	her	anti-
NATO	position,	and	the	people	of	Finland	almost	unanimously	support	
their	president.	According	to	the	latest	opinion	poll	(conducted	in	mid-
July	2007),	up	to	81	%	of	Finns	support	president	Halonen.	This	means	
that	her	approval	ratings	have	gone	down	a	bit.	It	seems	that	Kim	Yong-
Il	and	Vladimir	Putin	are	not	the	only	presidents	in	the	world,	who	are	
blessed	with	populations	who	unconditionally	love	their	leaders!	

The	 same	Finns	who	 support	 their	president	 say	 in	one	opinion	poll	
after	 another	 that	 they	 oppose	 their	 country’s	 membership	 in	 NATO.	
This	fierce	opposition	has	always	increased	when	NATO,	or	its	principal	
member	the	United	States,	becomes	active	in	its	“core	business”,	in	other	
word,	when	it	goes	to	war.

When	NATO	launched	its	air	campaign	in	the	war	in	Kosovo	in	spring	
1999,	support	for	NATO	membership	in	Finland	sank	dramatically.	When	
the	coalition	led	by	the	US	and	its	main	NATO-ally	Great	Britain	invaded	
Iraq	 in	 spring	2003,	NATO	 supporters	were	only	13	%	of	 the	popula-
tion.	

Finns	have	well	learned	the	lessons	taught	by	post-war	presidents	J.K.	
Paasikivi	and	Urho	Kekkonen	that	the	country	should	always	protect	it-
self	from	being	drawn	against	its	will	into	the	conflicts	of	other	countries.	
Finns	especially	do	not	want	to	be	party	to	a	conflict	in	which	Russia	is	
involved.	Nevertheless,	 Russia	 is	 the	 key	 element	 of	 Finland’s	 defence	
policy	and	concrete	defence	planning.	

Although	 Finland	 has	 preserved	 its	 non-aligned	 status,	 it	 has	 been	
active	in	international	military	crisis	management,	including	under	the	
banner	of	NATO.	Finland	has	contributed	significantly	to	NATO-opera-
tions	in	Kosovo	and	Afghanistan.	

Nevertheless,	Finland,	unlike	Sweden,	maintains	a	traditional	defence	
system	based	on	large-scale	territorial	defence	–	i.	e.	defence	of	the	whole	
country	–	and	comprehensive	conscription	which	will	soon	be	unique	in	
the	whole	of	Europe.	In	Finland,	over	80	%	of	the	male	population	still	
receives	military	training	for	6,	8	or	12	months.	The	main	threat	scenario	
for	 the	 defence	 forces,	 however,	 is	 so-called	 strategic	 attack,	 where	 a	
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potential	enemy	 tries	 to	paralyse	 the	main	 functions	of	 the	 society	or	
eliminate	government	leadership.	In	any	case,	Finnish	defence	policy	is	
prepared	for	the	highly	unlikely	possibility	of	a	large-scale	war.	

It	 is	often	said	that	generals	prepare	for	wars	already	fought.	 In	the	
case	of	Finland	this	 is	especially	true.	Although	points	of	compass	are	
never	mentioned,	Finnish	defence	planning	is	not	based	on	the	possibil-
ity	of	a	surprise	attack	from	Sweden,	Norway	or	Estonia.	

New Members Joining the ”Old NATO”

Quite	 understandably,	 Russia	 is	 a	 key	 element	 in	 the	 discussion	 over	
NATO	 membership	 in	 Finland.	 Russia	 has	 been	 used	 as	 an	 argument	
for	and	against	NATO.	The	most	primitive	arguments	in	favour	of	NATO	
membership	propose	that	Finland	 join	the	alliance	 in	order	 to	be	pro-
tected	from	the	military	threat	of	Russia.	Although	Russia	is	not	a	threat	
now,	 it	might	become	one	at	any	moment	 in	 future,	 so	 the	argument	
goes.	The	opposing	side	argues	that	possible	NATO	membership	would	
damage	relations	with	Russia,	relations	that	are	now	good,	if	not	excel-
lent.	

Although	there	 is	much	talk	of	a	“new	NATO”	mostly	oriented	to	 in-
ternational	crisis	management	and	rapid-reaction	operations	outside	its	
territory,	the	very	nature	of	NATO	is	still	that	of	a	military	alliance	whose	
core	is	collective	defence.	At	least	the	new	members	of	NATO	–	especially	
the	Baltic	countries	–	joined	the	“old	NATO”	whose	identity	is	made	ex-
plicit	in	the	fifth	article	of	the	North	Atlantic	Treaty.	

The	 Baltic	 countries	 –	 Estonia,	 Latvia	 and	 Lithuania	 –	 joined	 NATO	
to	disengage	from	the	influence	of	Russia	and	of	the	Soviet	era	and	to	
insure	that	the	horrors	of	Soviet	occupation	would	never	return.

Because	Baltic	and	other	ex-socialist	countries	joined	NATO	mainly	for	
protection	from	Russia,	 it	 is	only	natural	that	Russia	should	be	hostile	
to	NATO’s	eastern	expansion.	If	new	NATO	countries	expect	NATO	guns	
to	point	east	in	a	possible	conflict	with	Russia,	it	is	understandable	that	
Russia	will	 take	 this	 into	 account	 in	 its	 own	defence	planning	and	 is	
prepared	to	point	its	own	guns	to	the	west.	In	principle	the	same	goes	
for	Finland.	

In	Finland,	the	long	tradition	of	understanding	Russia’s	needs	persists.	
A	certain	wisdom	emerged	in	our	country	after	the	Second	World	War.	
The	core	of	 this	wisdom	was	 that	 the	Russians	should	not	a	have	 the	
slightest	grounds	for	suspicion	that	the	territory	of	Finland	could	be	used	
in	 military	 operations	 against	 it.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 Finns	 understood	
that	good	relations	on	a	political	level	would	bring	huge	economic	ben-
efit	 and	 prosperity	 to	 them.	 This	 basic	 relationship	 has	 not	 changed,	
although	after	czars	and	general	secretaries,	Russia	is	now	ruled	by	presi-
dents	–	weak	or	strong.	
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Finns	love	to	think	they	are	experts	on	Russia,	although	the	attitude	of	
the	man	on	the	street	can	more	likely	be	characterized	as	prejudiced	than	
expert.	Very	few	Finns	speak	Russian	and	the	picture	of	Russia	found	in	
the	Finnish	press	is	becoming	increasingly	negative.

Still,	 Finland	made	a	 courageous	move	when	 it	 chose	 relations	with	
Russia	as	a	main	theme	of	its	presidency	in	the	European	Union	in	the	
latter	half	of	2006.	Although	concrete	results	where	few,	the	dialogue	
between	Russia	and	EU	continues.

In	 this	dialogue,	Finland,	along	with	other	EU-countries,	emphasized	
that	 the	 Union	 should	 speak	 to	 Russia	 with	 a	 unanimous	 voice.	 This	
tactic	of	one	voice	was	put	to	a	test	 in	the	late	spring	of	2007,	when	
relations	 between	 Russia	 and	 Estonia	 deteriorated	 after	 the	 Estonian	
government’s	decision	to	remove	the	old	Soviet	monument	of	the	Bronze	
Soldier	from	the	city	centre	of	Tallinn.

When	Russian	pressure	on	Estonia	increased,	the	conservative	Finnish	
foreign	minister,	 Ilkka	Kanerva,	approached	his	colleague	Frank-Walter	
Steinmeier	 of	Germany	with	a	 letter	 in	which	he	 strongly	 emphasised	
the	need	for	the	EU	to	show	internal	solidarity	with	Estonia.	According	
to	Kanerva,	EU-countries	ought	to	give	support	to	a	small	member	coun-
try,	because	 if	 they	did	not	there	would	be	 little	 left	 the	EU’s	 internal	
solidarity.	

This	particular	activity	was	partly	due	to	Finland’s	special	relation	to	
Estonia,	our	kindred	nation.	On	the	other	hand,	Finland	was	also	seeking	
guarantees	of	solidarity	in	the	future	in	the	event	that	Finland	becomes	
the	next	small	country	in	trouble.

Still,	there	are	problems	of	tactics	in	speaking	with	one	voice.	While	
the	EU	has	many	interests	in	common	with	Russia,	it	is	also	clear	that	
Russia	–	with	which	Finland	has	more	than	1300	kilometres	of	com-
mon	 border	 –	 has	 an	 economic	 and	 political	 importance	 to	 Finland	
much	greater	than	that	of	countries	like	Portugal,	Ireland	or	Malta	for	
instance.	

Non-aligned	Finland	also	has	an	attitude	 towards	Russia	completely	
different	for	example	from	its	attitude	toward	Poland	or	Estonia,	which	
are	mostly	seeking	vengeance	and	carrying	on	a	very	particular	politi-
cal-historical	feud	with	Russia.	This	being	the	case,	why	should	the	EU	
always	speak	with	one	voice?	

The	other	side	of	the	coin	is	the	common	idea	in	the	West	that	Russia	
is	 somehow	 trying	 to	divide	 the	EU	by	maintaining	bilateral	 relations	
only	 with	 some	 of	 the	 Union’s	 member	 countries.	 In	 the	 EU	 opinions	
may	differ	as	to	whether	this	is	right	or	wrong,	but	from	the	Russian	per-
spective	it	is	understandable.	For	Russia	it	is	easier	to	do	business	with	
countries	like	Finland,	Germany	or	Italy,	because	dialogue	is	easier	with	
those	countries.	At	the	same	time	the	EU	contains	the	above-mentioned	
countries,	which,	on	their	part,	are	trying	to	use	the	EU	as	a	tool	to	take	
revenge	on	Russia.
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The Dispute over Energy is a Dispute About Money

The	problems	in	EU-Russian	relations	can	most	clearly	be	seen	in	the	ques-
tion	of	energy	security.	Still,	dependency	is	not	a	one-way	street.	President	
Vladimir	Putin	pointed	out	at	the	Lahti	EU	Summit	last	autumn,	that	Russia	
is	actually	more	dependent	on	the	income	it	gets	from	selling	oil	and	gas	
to	the	West,	than	the	EU	is	dependent	on	Russia’s	rich	energy	resources.	

The	common	understanding	in	the	EU-countries	is	that	Russia	is	using	
its	 energy	 resources	 as	 a	 tool	 of	 political	 extortion	 towards	 its	 neigh-
bours,	who	are	 trying	 to	 free	 themselves	of	 its	 influence.	At	 the	same	
time,	there	is	growing	concern	that	Russia	might	not	be	a	reliable	energy	
supplier	for	the	EU.	

In	the	last	parliamentary	term,	the	Finnish	Parliament’s	Committee	on	
the	Future	named	a	group	of	experts	to	study	scenarios	for	Russia	in	the	
next	ten	years.	According	to	the	material	collected	by	the	expert	group,	
Russia	has	for	the	 last	ten	years	subsidised	countries	of	the	Common-
wealth	of	Independent	States	(CIS)	with	around	100	billion	US	dollars	
by	selling	them	cheaper	gas.	From	a	Russian	perspective,	this	makes	no	
sense.	It	would	be	as	if	the	Finnish	forest	industry	sold	cheaper	pulp	to	
Estonia	just	because	Estonians	are	a	kindred	people.	

Russia’s	 motives	 for	 raising	 the	 price	 of	 the	 oil	 and	 gas	 it	 sells	 are	
mainly	 tied	to	money.	Russians	want	more	money	for	 their	natural	 re-
sources.	This	makes	possible	a	higher	income	level	and	through	that	a	
higher	standard	of	living	for	the	average	Russian	–	and	for	the	elite	of	
course.	This	is	also	a	way	to	buy	political	support	for	the	current	regime.	

The	interests	of	common	Russians	have	nothing	to	do	with	a	romanti-
cism	for	the	old	empire	or	shady	aspirations	to	re-establish	the	old	Soviet	
empire.	Everyday	interests	of	Russians	include	travelling,	buying	a	new	
car,	a	decent	apartment	and	household	appliances.	The	interests	of	the	
Russian	political	elite	are	not	that	different	–	although	their	taste	might	
be	much	more	expensive.	

Even	if	one	tries	to	understand	problems	in	EU-Russian	relations	from	the	
Russian	point	of	view,	the	fact	remains	that	the	relations	have	cooled	down.	

This	also	brings	a	new	perspective	to	the	discussion	on	the	non-align-
ment	of	Nordic	countries,	especially	of	Finland.	If	Sweden	and	Finland	
were	to	join	NATO,	the	Baltic	Sea	would	almost	become	the	internal	sea	
of	a	military	alliance.	At	the	same	time,	Russia	would	see	its	traditional	
gateway	to	Western	Europe	shrinking	to	a	small	peep	hole,	and	the	city	of	
St.	Petersburg	–	whose	security	has	always	been	vital	for	Russia	–	would	
be	surrounded	by	NATO.	As	a	counter	measure,	Russia	would	strengthen	
its	military	presence	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Baltic	Sea.	This	would	create	
new	confrontations,	which	Europe,	to	be	honest,	does	not	need.	

Finland,	which	throughout	its	whole	history	lived	in	the	neighbourhood	
or	under	the	rule	of	Russia,	has	learned	to	cope	with	great	powers,	and	
do	so	alone	if	needed.	
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In	our	country	there	is	an	understanding	that	great	powers	are	either	
completely	nonchalant	or	extremely	quick	to	take	offence	at	outside	criti-
cism.	Russia	is	no	exception.	Russians	have	made	ever	more	clear	that	
they	will	not	accept	any	outside	advice	on	how	to	organize	their	society.

Finns	have	understood	that	a	better	way	to	turn	Russia	into	an	easier	
neighbour	 is	 to	 integrate	 it	 into	European	cooperation.	Constant	criti-
cism	and	efforts	to	isolate	Russia	cannot	achieve	good	results.	Among	
friends	 it	 is	 also	 possible	 to	 talk	 about	 sensitive	 issues	 –	 like	 human	
rights,	freedom	of	press	and	questions	of	democracy	–	but	first	you	have	
to	be	friends.	As	in	any	human	relationship	–	that	of	neighbours,	friends	
or	married	couples	–	constant	nagging	and	pointing	to	mistakes	does	
not	lead	to	lasting	results.

As	a	non-aligned	country,	Finland’s	problems	with	Russia	are	not	politi-
cal,	but	technical,	and	at	most	economic	by	nature.	If	Finland	were	to	
join	NATO,	there	would	be	new	political	problems	on	the	agenda.	This	
would	not	serve	anyone’s	interests.
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The European Union – Super-
power or Power for Peace
Stefan Petre Damo

It	would	be	interesting,	to	say	the	least,	to	know	if	the	political,	econom-
ic,	social	and	cultural	system	of	what	is	called	the	European	Union	was	
what	the	first	advocates	of	the	Pan-European	concept	envisaged.

The	 question	 seems	 all	 the	 more	 actual	 and	 appropriate	 when	 one	
considers	that	a	United	Europe	had	been	originally	conceived	after	the	
close	of	the	First	World	War	as	a	solution	for	preventing	the	outbreak	of	
wars	and	for	maintaining	peace	on	the	continent.	Although	the	idea	was	
related	to	keeping	at	bay	the	historical	clashes	between	Germany	and	
France,	 it	eventually	proved	 to	have	a	 strong	economic	component	as	
well,	since	Monnet	was	a	businessman	and	the	Schuman	Declaration	of	
9th	of	May	1950	led	to	the	signing	of	the	Treaty	of	the	European	Com-
munity	of	Coal	and	Steel	in	Paris	one	year	later.	

It	appears	that	peace	and	security,	common	economic	growth,	and	the	
welfare	of	Europe’s	population	were	the	fundamental	aims	that	paved	the	
road	from	Count	Coudenhove-Kalergi’s	book	in	1923	to	Spinelli’s	Mani-
festo	of	Ventotene	 in	1941,	 to	Churchill’s	 initiative	 for	a	United	Europe	
in	1947,	and	on	to	Monnet-Schuman	project	three	years	later,	to	Spaak’s	
Report	in	1955,	and	eventually	to	the	Treaty	of	Rome	in	March	1957.

The Great European Challenge – After the Fall  
of the Iron Curtain

The	European	Union	was	a	development	of	Western	Europe	and	of	lib-
eral	capitalism	as	counterposed	to	Soviet-ruled	Eastern	Europe	;	on	this	
basis	it	was	supported	by	the	US.	Such	a	strategy	may	have	been	appro-
priate	to	Cold-War	ideological,	political,	economic	and	military	interests	
as	a	deterrent	to	Soviet	expansionism	and	to	balance	Soviet	power.	But	
after	 the	 last	dictatorship	 fell	 in	Romania	 in	1989,	and	after	 the	col-
lapse	 of	 the	 Soviet	 Union	 in	 the	 early	 90s,	 it	 became	 obvious	 that	 a	
new	approach	was	needed.	Both	Eastern	and	Western	Europeans	were	
attracted	to	the	Great	European	Challenge:	on	the	one	hand,	there	were	
the	Central-Eastern	European	peoples	who	may	have	dreamt	of	having	
a	 share	 in	 the	 freedom,	 democracy	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 West	 and	 felt	
themselves	no	less	European	than	them;	on	the	other,	there	were	those	in	
the	European	Union	who	may	have	been	eager	to	export	democracy	and	
freedom	along	with	their	political	and	cultural	system.	Demand	and	sup-
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ply	were	expected	to	be	in	equilibrium.	However,	the	situation	proved	to	
be	much	more	complex	.	The	backwardness	–	in	psycho-social,	economic,	
cultural	and	political	terms	–	of	the	countries	in	the	region	that	had	lost	
touch	with	natural	evolution	for	almost	half	a	century,	clashed	with	the	
hegemonic	liberal	model	of	the	West.	A	tendency	to	isolation	and	an	at-
tachment	to	the	former	ways	of	life	were	predominant	in	the	aftermath	
of	the	”revolution”.	The	early	90s	was	the	period	of	”original	democracy”	
in	Romania	when	Western	capital	was	not	welcome,	for	mutant	capital-
ism	needed	time	to	establish	itself	while	wearing	the	deceptive	mask	of	a	
mild	leftism.	President	Iliescu	hastened	to	sign	treaties	with	Russia,	thus	
revealing,	possibly	unwillingly,	the	momentum	of	the	move	that	brought	
him	to	power.	

“Ion	Iliescu	had	reservations	about	subjecting	the	country	to	a	sudden	
shift	to	a	market	economy.	[…]	Occult	interests,	the	endemic	corruption,	
and	incompetence	all	contributed	heavily	to	the	making	of	post-Decem-
ber	Romania”.	[Bulei,	p.	209].

Only	on	February	27,	1995	did	the	Romanian	Government	adopt	Act	
111/1995,	which	allowed	a	Commission	to	elaborate	a	strategy	for	Eu-
ropean	 integration.	Five	years	had	passed.	 It	was	not	 the	people	who	
benefited	from	the	delay	…

Fits	of	nationalistic	sentiment	–	some	of	it	remnants	of	the	former	com-
munist	dictatorial	regimes,	some	induced	by	the	new	native	systems	of	
rule,	some	induced	by	foreign	interests	in	the	region	–	shook	a	number	
of	countries	in	Eastern	Europe,	deepening	existing	divisions	within	the	
society,	giving	birth	to	political	parties	that	could	be	labeled	extremist,	
and	discrediting	those	countries	on	the	international	arena.	”Our	country	
is	not	for	sale!”	became	a	notorious	mass	slogan	in	Romania	shouted	by	
mobs	in	the	streets	in	the	early	90s.	

According	to	Maurice	Godelier,	 transition,	defined	as	a	passage	to	a	
new	society,	implies	the	changing	of	systems	of	thinking,	acting,	and	of	
production.	 Additionally,	 present-day	 transitions	 are	 developing	 under	
the	banner	of	democratization.	If	democratization	has,	in	great	measure,	
been	achieved	in	Eastern	Europe,	the	change	of	attitudes,	mentality,	and	
political	culture	lag	far	behind.

As	far	as	the	West	is	concerned,	lack	of	real	knowledge	and	information	
and	unfamiliarity	with	the	particulars	of	the	region,	often	tinged	with	an	
attitude	of	superiority,	did	not	initially	help	the	integration	process.

Between the Hammer and the Anvil – The American 
Factor and the Russian Factor

The	question	whether	 the	European	Union	has	become	a	 superpower	
or	a	 force	 for	peace	cannot	be	answered	without	considering	 the	 role	
played	by	the	USA	and	Russia	in	the	global	balance	of	political,	econom-
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ic	and	military	influence	in	which	the	European	Union	and	the	Eastern	
European	countries	are	situated.	

How	have	the	US	and	Russian	factors	changed	since	1990?
Turning	back	the	wheel	of	history	to	1948	when,	shortly	after	the	Hague	

Congress,	Josef	Retinger	and	Churchill’s	son-in-law,	Duncan	Sandys,	went	
to	the	US	to	lobby	for	the	European	integration	project,	and	met	with	
William	J.	Donovan,	founder	of	the	CIA,	and	Allen	Dulles,	the	would-be	
director	of	the	CIA,	we	learn	that	the	US	did have interests	in	supporting	
the	construction	of	a	united	Western	Europe.	Some	researchers	and	his-
torians	claim	that	the	American	Committee	on	a	United	Europe	(ACUE)	
was	used	by	the	State	Department	to	promote	the	project	of	a	United	
Europe	under	the	form	of	a	”liberal	conspiracy”	between	1949	and	1960.	
It	 is	 obvious	 that	 after	 the	 close	 of	 World	 War	 II	 America	 wanted	 to	
establish	a	political,	military,	and	economic	bridgehead	on	the	old	con-
tinent	counterposed	to	the	Soviet	Empire	and,	implicitly,	to	promote	the	
American	expansionist	doctrine.	

“Once	the	Cold	War	broke	out	and	Europe	seemed	to	be	divided	for	
ever,	the	Americans	needed	a	solid	support	in	the	West	of	the	continent;	
otherwise	their	presence	would	have	been	jeopardized	and	the	invasion	
of	 the	 ideological	 realm	from	the	East	would	have	become	 inevitable.	
The	Marshall	Plan	aimed	at	putting	an	end	to	the	Soviet	danger	and	the	
influence	of	the	French	and	Italian	Communist	parties,	but	also	to	guar-
antee	a	non-protectionist	market	for	the	American	economy	itself	which	
was	threatened	by	overproduction.”	[Magureanu,	Virgil,	p.	530].

Bernard	Cassen	(Le	Monde	Diplomatique,	January	2003)	went	so	far	as	
to	claim	that	the	US	played	a	more	decisive	role	in	achieving	European	
unity	than	the	peoples	of	Europe	themselves,	who	were	more	spectators	
than	shapers	of	their	own	integration	process.	

We	cannot	entirely	endorse	 this	view,	 for	history	has	proven	 that	 the	
European	Community	has	seldom	been	an	unchallenging	partner	for	the	
US.	There	are	at	least	three	countries	–	France,	Germany,	and	more	recent-
ly	Italy	with	its	military	withdrawal	from	Iraq	–	that	maintained	an	inde-
pendent	position	similar	to	de	Gaulle’s	policy	in	the	60s	that	expressed	
the	natural	desire	for	Europe	to	be	European	by	not	being	American.

On	the	other	hand,	having	lost	its	grip	on	the	former	Soviet	Bloc	coun-
tries,	 it	 is	obvious	that	Russia	still	carries	much	weight	 in	the	political	
arena	of	the	region.

That	is	to	say,	Eastern	European	countries	need	a	specific	understand-
ing	of,	and	way	of	approaching,	 their	 triangular	 relation	with	 the	US,	
the	European	Union,	and	Russia.	Romania	is	probably	the	most	relevant	
case:	its	policy	towards	the	European	Union	has	been	caught	between	
the	hammer	of	the	historical	concern	with	having	the	Russian	Big	Broth-
er	as	neighbour	and	the	anvil	of	longing	for	the	American	Dream	as	this	
became	materialized	in	the	Myth	of	the	Americans	coming	after	1945.	
In	 the	 mid	 90s,	 the	 Romanian	 political	 class	 deliberately	 and	 errone-
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ously	linked	NATO	membership	and	EU	integration	as	inseparable	and	
necessary	 for	 ”Euro-Atlantic	 integration”,	with	each	helping	 the	other.	
Events	would	prove	 just	how	unrealistic	 such	policy	had	been:	 in	 July	
1997	the	European	Commission	recommended	not	including	Romania	
in	the	first	wave	of	enlargement	on	grounds	of	its	delayed	economic	and	
administrative	reforms	as	well	as	its	lack	of	a	functional	market	economy	
compatible	with	that	of	the	EU.	

As	 it	 turned	out,	 joining	NATO	was	much	more	 a	matter	 of	 specific	
American	interests	in	the	context	of	the	war	ravaging	neighbouring	Yu-
goslavia	and	of	US	 strategic	 interests	 in	 the	 region.	 This	accounts	 for	
much	of	the	pro-US	policy	then	and	now.	Consequently,	in	the	course	of	
European	integration	in	2007,	Romania	finds	itself	stuck	with	previously	
signed	 strategic	partnerships	with	 the	US	and	NATO,	which	 it	 is	 now	
obliged	to	observe.	This	might	partly	explain	the	recent	political	gaffe	of	
the	Romanian	Ambassador	in	Rome,	who	signed	the	public	appeal	of	a	
number	of	ambassadors	asking	the	Italian	government	not	to	withdraw	
its	troops	from	Afghanistan.	

Eastern Integration Between Myth and Reality

There	is	no	doubt	that	myths	and	mythical	thinking	are	deeply	rooted	in	
Eastern	Europe	and	particularly	in	Romania.	

“Present-day	Romanian	society	is	animated	by	powerful	mythical	drives.	
Starting	from	a	complex	mythological	constellation,	Raoul	Girardet	iso-
lated	 four	 important	political	myths	 characterizing	contemporary	 soci-
ety:	The	Conspiracy,	 the	Saviour,	 the	Golden	Age,	and	Unity.	Romania	
seems	today	the	 ideal	 laboratory	where	these	myths	meet,	blend,	and	
dissociate	in	countless	variants.”	[Boia,	p.	383].

The	 long	 survival	 of	 the	 communist	 dictatorships	 demonstrates	 that	
these	myths	had	been	well	established.

“The	problem	is	that	the	manner	in	which	the	patterns	of	historic	im-
agination	are	presently	solidifying	here	reflect	an	important	‘backward-
ness’	in	comparison	to	Western	European	culture	and	mentality.”	[Boia,	
p.	388].

In	 the	 early	 2000s,	 the	 attitude	 gradually	 shifted	 in	 Romania	 from	
reluctance	to	an	almost	frenetic	eagerness	to	join	the	European	Union,	
which	led	to	a	new	myth	–	the	Myth	of	European	Integration	–	which	
reinforced	the	Myth	of	the	National	Interest.	The	myth	spread	through-
out	Central-Eastern	Europe	mainly	in	the	mid-1990s	and	was	embraced	
both	by	 the	political	class	and	the	population.	EU-type	agencies	were	
founded;	norms,	regulations,	and	legislation	were	quickly	passed.	Pres-
ently,	European	integration	is	one	of	the	most	important	political	stakes	
for	both	the	government	and	the	opposition.	However,	people	seem	to	
know	little	about	what	lies	in	wait.
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We hold that the Romanians would have a better life inside the Euro-
pean Union, not outside it. We also maintain that Romania should not be 
treated like a second rate country by the European Union. 

One	series	of	examples	would	suffice	to	support	the	latter	concern:	in	
October	2006,	the	UK	officially	announced	that	they	would	shut	down	
the	labour	market	for	Romanian	citizens;	Germany	announced	a	partial	
but	similar	decision;	Italy	is	still	considering	the	options.	All	in	all	there	
are	only	3	EU	countries	that	announced	opening	the	labour	market	to	
Romanian	citizens	from	the	1st	of	January	2007.

As far as internal affairs are concerned, we hold that European integra-
tion should go far beyond boastingly and officially announced but empty 
forms. We need profound transformation of all of Romanian society and 
mentality. 

“The	new	members	should	not	only	comply	with	elementary	 require-
ments	such	as	stable	democratic	institutions,	functional	market	economy,	
and	the	capacity	of	assuming	what	is	called	‘communitarian	aquis’,	but	
they	should	also	be	fully	aware	of	their	responsibility	for	this	accomplish-
ment	…”	[Magureanu,	p.	537].	

Part	of	the	problem	has	been	created	by	the	Romanian	political	class	
that	has	constantly	avoided	explaining	the	costs	of	EU	integration	to	the	
population,	has	encouraged	an	Eldorado	myth	and	never	spoken	of	the	
after-effects.	The	process	of	integration	has	hardly	involved	the	people,	
being	conducted	from	above	by	the	political	class	and	the	elites	work-
ing	for	them.	Important	topics,	such	as	the	EU	Constitutional	Treaty,	the	
Services	Directive,	and	the	GATS	–	to	name	only	a	few	–	and	their	would-
be	effects	have	been	deliberately	kept	away	from	the	public.	At	the	same	
time,	in	terms	of	foreign	policy,	the	administrations	accepted	almost	any	
conditions	imposed	from	outside	for	the	sake	of	attaining	their	own	po-
litical	objective	–	trumpeted	as	a	”matter	of	national	interest”	–	irrespec-
tive	of	the	social	and	economic	costs	the	people	would	bear.

“The	fundamental	mistake	of	the	political	class	in	respect	to	EU	inte-
gration	is	that	they	made	it	the	main	objective	to	be	attained	at	all	costs.	
Those	who	contested	such	an	approach	were	automatically	rejected	as	if	
they	had	been	enemies	of	the	people.	European	integration	has	become	
an	enormous	 target	analogous	 to	 the	old	 ‘creation	of	a	multilaterally	
developed	society’.”	[Gusa,	p.	103].

It	seems	that	the	integration	of	Central	and	Eastern	countries	into	Eu-
rope	was	more	a	combination	of	 internal	political	stakes	and	external	
EU	pressure	for	expansion	than	a	conscious	process	from	below.	Romano	
Prodi’s	2001	tour	in	Central	Europe,	when	he	told	the	Czechs	that	a	”very	
probable	date	for	enlargement”	would	be	2004,	proved	to	be	such	an	
external	factor.

In	Romania,	the	lack	of	coherent	post-integration	government	strategy	
as	pointed	out	by	the	opposition	and	by	the	media,	the	aberrant	taxes	
imposed	in	early	January	for	big	trucks	crossing	the	Bulgarian	border,	the	
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so-called	”environmentally	motivated”	tax	on	second-hand	automobiles	
from	the	EU	(an	extremely	unpopular	tax	which	often	exceeds	in	value	
the	price	of	the	car	and	which	is	in	fact	protectionism	for	the	oligarchy	
doing	car-import	business	–	in	which	the	Prime	Minister	and	the	Minister	
of	 Finance	 are	 involved),	 the	 Orthodox	 Church’s	 recent	 proposal	 of	 a	
referendum	on	the	outlawing	of	homosexuality	in	Romania	–	all	these	
have	as	background	the	ever-escalating	political	 struggle	between	the	
President	 and	 the	Prime	Minister,	 and	all	 illustrate	 the	Romanian	po-
litical	 inflexibility	and	 incapacity	 to	adapt	 to	European	standards	and	
requirements.	

Conclusions and Proposals

In	 order	 to	 reduce	 the	 East-West	 gap	 a	 post-enlargement	 strategy	 is	
needed	not	only	to	benefit	the	newcomers,	but	also	for	the	sake	of	the	
EU	itself.

First,	the	means	have	to	be	found	for	the	integration	of	peoples	and	
societies	rather	than	of	the	political	class.	This	involves	international	sup-
port	as	well	as	national	efforts	on	behalf	of	the	new	member	states.	In	
the	early	2000s,	the	European	Commission	published	the	long-awaited	
”White	Charter“	which	pointed	out	 that	 the	Union	was	 confronting	a	
”democratic	deficit“.	In	other	words,	the	peoples	of	Europe	were	left	be-
hind	 in	 the	 continual	 march	 toward	 enlargement	 and	 had	 hardly	 de-
veloped	a	European	 consciousness.	 The	Commission’s	 answer	was	 the	
establishment	of	cross-border	NGO	networks	so	as	to	create	the	missing	
European	demos.	To	establish	them	they	relied	on	so-called	”organized	
civil	societies“	in	each	country.	But	the	reality	of	Eastern	European	coun-
tries	such	as	Romania	is	that	there is no organized civil society	and	the	
NGOs	 that	 are	 supposed	 to	 represent	 it	 were	 artificially	 created	 from	
above	in	the	early	90s.	They	function	as	the	masked	loudspeakers	of	the	
government	rather	than	the	voice	of	the	people.	Consequently,	we	pro-
pose	that	the	EU	should	adjust	its	policy	of	working	together	only	with	
certain	NGOs	and	agencies	in	Eastern	countries.	Such	policy	has	already	
revealed	its	drawbacks:	increasing	bureaucracy,	retarding	the	process	of	
actually	getting	 the	 funding,	 creating	an	NGO	oligarchy	 that	benefits	
exclusively	from	EU	financing,	potentially	creating	new	grounds	for	cor-
ruption,	not	giving	the	opportunity	for	common	social	actors	to	be	fairly	
financed	in	various	programs,	and	eventually	leading	to	the	paradox	of	
the	incapacity	to	absorb	EU	funding.	It	is	time	the	EU	started	working	
together	with	real	social	actors	and	fund	them	directly	in	order	to	bypass	
the	governmental	NGOs	chain	of	interests	and	influence.

We	maintain	that	both	war	and	terrorism	need	to	be	condemned	as	
two	inter-related	elements	and	approached	politically	as	such.	A	crucial	
aspect	in	the	issue	of	peace	lies	in	understanding	how	the	US	and	Rus-

The	European	Union	–	Superpower	or	Power	for	Peace



84

sian	factors	have	affected	the	foreign	affairs	of	Eastern	European	coun-
tries.	In	this	respect,	Romania,	due	to	its	geo-political	location	defined	
by	the	triangle	formed	by	the	Black	Sea,	the	Balkans,	and	Russia,	 is	a	
particular,	but	nonetheless	relevant	case.	History	shows	that	Romanians	
have	never	been	a	warmongering	people.	The	deployment	of	non-com-
bat	Romanian	troops	in	Iraq	and	Afghanistan	should	be	viewed	in	the	
light	of	the	American	factor	combined	with	the	particular	features	of	the	
contemporary	Romanian	political	scene.

European	Union	enlargement	is	a	form	of	continental	globalization.	It	
appears	that	the	EU	is	on	its	way	to	becoming	a	concentration	of	power.	
Could	this	lead	to	a	new	era	of	peace	due	to	the	inherent	appeasement	
of	nationalism	and	of	hegemonic	drives?	We	believe	 it	 is	 too	early	 to	
say.	On	the	one	hand,	there	is	European	policy	dealing	with	the	US	and	
Russian	factors,	and,	not	surprisingly	if	we	realize	that	the	US	and	Rus-
sia	have	been	trying	to	influence	the	region,	policy	directed	at	the	new	
Eastern	European	members.	On	the	other	hand,	there	is	the	cultural	issue	
in	its	broadest	sense.	First,	there	is	the	question	raised	by	André	Malraux	
at	 the	 close	 of	 World	 War	 II	 about	 the	 non-existence	 of	 any	 homog-
enous	European	culture;	secondly,	the	effort	to	create	such	a	common	
European	culture	may	pose	the	danger	of	Europe	becoming	a	cultural	
conquistador	pushing	toward	general	standardization,	the	wiping	out	of	
national	traditional	values,	and	ultimately	an	alienating	mercantile	way	
of	life.	Even	more,	would	not	such	culture	resemble	the	”Atlantic	culture”	
forecast	 by	Malraux	–	 a	 culture	 comprising	of	American	and	Western	
European	culture?	What	it	would	mean	to	resist	the	cultural	decline	–	in	
Spenglerean	terms	–	effected	by	globalization	has	yet	to	be	worked	out.	

We	think	that	remaining	stuck	in	the	debate	on	whether	the	European	
project	was	 launched	by	hidden	political	 interests	or	how	 the	US	was	
implicated	in	it,	or	on	the	extent	to	which	the	project	is	a	myth,	is	imprac-
tical	and	could	become	counter-productive.	

To conclude, irrespective of the answers to these questions, we believe 
that the reality of the European Union has to be accepted. Our task there-
fore should be to maintain its positive achievements, remedy its flaws, 
and make it a friendlier common home and a promoter of peace and 
democracy for all – a beacon of civilization and culture.
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Externalities: How Social and 
Ecological is the EU?
Leo Šešerko

Globalisation	is	itself	nothing	new	in	human	history.	However,	in	the	last	
20	years,	due	to	the	collapse	of	actually-existing	socialism	and	the	rapid	
pace	of	development	of	information	technologies	under	the	influence	of	
the	500	biggest	transcontinental	private	corporations	who	today	control	
52.8	%	of	the	GNP	of	the	planet1,	there	is	a	global	hypertrophy	of	de-
regulation	and	privatisation.	This	raises	the	question:	what	will	remain	
of	the	social	state	and	its	social	and	ecological	essence?	And	what	is	the	
EU	expected	to	do	in	this	respect,	which	as	a	state	community	has	de-
clared,	more	than	other	states	and	communities	of	states,	like	the	USA,	
Russia,	Japan,	Africa,	and	South	America,	its	agreement	with	the	Kyoto	
objectives	and	the	goal	of	sustainable	development?	Moreover,	the	EU	
has	 announced	 its	 intention	 of	 becoming	 the	 world’s	 most	 dynamic	
economic	and	scientific	research-focused	region.	What	of	 this	now?	To	
answer	these	questions,	I	will	examine	the	question	of	“externalities”	or	
“external	costs”,	since	they	elucidate	the	contours	of	the	social	and	the	
sustainable	with	special	clarity.

“External” or “Externalised Costs”

By	“external”	costs	we	understand	such	costs	that	are	“external”	to	their	
originator,	that	is	to	say,	which	they	can	get	rid	of	or	“externalise”.	These	
costs	are	incurred	by	commercial	or	industrial	activity,	but	not	paid	by	
the	originator.	However,	that	does	not	mean	that	they	don’t	appear	at	
all.	 A	 truth	 applies	 to	 them,	 which	 is	 so	 often	 used	 as	 an	 argument	
against	the	social	state:	neither	in	nature	nor	in	human	economy	is	there	
a	free	lunch.	However,	showing	who	in	the	last	analysis	bears	the	costs	is	
a	more	difficult	matter,	for	they	are	perceived	neither	as	they	arise,	nor	is	
it	visible	that	they	were	originally	incurred	by	someone	else.	

One	example	of	external	costs	is	the	expulsion	of	CO2	and	other	hot-
house	gases,	i.e.	the	utilisation	of	mineral	energy	sources.	When	we	talk	
about	climate	change,	economic	relations	–	where	the	question	of	cost	
comes	up	–	are	only	seldom	analyzed:	energy	production	from	mineral	
energy	sources	and	nuclear	energy	causes	production	costs	that	must	be	
paid	by	commercial	and	individual	consumers.	Beyond	that,	the	particu-
lar	states	in	one	or	the	other	form	levy	taxes	on	energy	consumption.	By	
way	of	energy	consumption,	however,	there	will	also	be	massive	damage	

1			The	Empire	of	Shame.		
The	Struggle	Against		

Poverty	and	Oppression,		
by	Jean	Ziegler,		

Munich	2005,	p.	213.	
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in	the	form	of	polluted	air,	which	causes	shortness	of	breath,	colds,	bron-
chitis,	asthma	and,	in	extreme	cases,	lung	cancer.	Especially	affected	are	
small	children	and	elderly	people.	However,	 these	costs	are	accounted	
for	neither	by	the	producers,	nor	by	the	consumers	of	mineral	energies.	
They	 are	 considered	as	 the	unrelated	 category	 of	 sick	 people,	 and	as	
separate	individual	cases,	and	as	relevant	to	the	public	health	system	to	
the	extent	it	functions.	If	the	sick	person	is	 insured,	medical	 insurance	
takes	care	of	him	or	her,	but	only	for	treatment,	but	only	for	treatment.	
All	other	costs	and	problems,	pain,	anxieties,	including	eventual	death,	
are	his	or	her	private	matter.	

Yet,	all	this	hardly	exhausts	the	list	of	external	costs	in	this	case.	By	way	
of	CO2	exhaust	and	other	hot-house	gases,	there	is	an	increase	in	tem-
perature,	climate	change	and	the	destruction	of	whole	biotopes,	the	de-
struction	of	natural	environments	and	continents,	since	the	local	plants	
and	 animals	 often	 cannot	 adapt	 to	 the	 higher	 temperatures	 and	 are	
threatened	by	death	and	extinction.	They	often	fall	prey	to	plants	and	
animals,	which	themselves	have	migrated	to	their	regions	due	to	climate	
change.	Glaciers	withdraw,	and	diseases	like	malaria,	until	now	unknown	
in	Western	Europe,	 are	 spreading.	 Thus	 there	arises	 a	whole	 range	of	
costs	whose	actual	perpetrators	seem	far	removed	from	the	scene	of	the	
crime,	or	at	least	do	not	have	to	carry	the	costs.	

Other	kinds	of	external	costs	are	veiled,	or	sometimes	visible,	for	in-
stance	when	public	budgets	take	them	over.	A	serious	instance	is	the	
state	financing	of	building	costs	and	repairs	to	streets	and	highways	
damaged	by	heavy	transport.	The	latter	literally	destroys	the	highways,	
and	for	that	payments	are	made	Europe-wide	from	the	public	budgets	
and	 not	 out	 of	 the	 pockets	 of	 the	 perpetrators.	 Put	 more	 precisely,	
it	 is	 a	 matter	 of	 subsidies	 paid	 by	 the	 state	 to	 the	 “transportation	
economy”.	

Social Exclusion by External Costs

External	costs	can	be	seen	to	be	especially	anti-social,	since	they	are	
paid	 by	 nature	 or	 by	 people	 who	 in	 fact	 are	 for	 the	 most	 part	 not	
aware	 that	 they	are	 the	victims	and	damaged	by	economic	protago-
nists	whom	they	hardly	know.	And	the	originators	of	the	external	costs	
do	 not	 take	 care	 for	 those	 who	 must	 carry	 these	 costs.	 However,	 in	
contrast	 to	 visible	 antisocial	 exclusions	 such	 as	 unemployment	 and	
poor	wages,	 poor	work	and	 life	 conditions,	 commercialisation	of	 the	
school	system	etc.,	 the	socially	exclusionary	aspects	of	external	costs	
are	hardly	noticed.	Nonetheless,	they	involve	a	broader	stratum	of	peo-
ple	than	does	visible	social	marginalisation,	for	added	to	the	already	
mentioned	externalities	such	as	shortness	of	breath,	colds,	bronchitis,	
asthma	and,	in	extreme	cases,	lung	cancer,	there	are	additional	aller-
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gies	caused	by	chemical	products	or	the	decimation	of	bio-diversity,	the	
damage	wrought	by	climate	change	etc.	All	of	this	affects	the	majority	
of	people.	There	are	also	numerous	overlaps	between	social	exclusion	
in	 their	 known	 forms	 and	 exclusion	 by	 way	 of	 the	 external	 costs.	 In	
Germany	 and	 in	 other	 European	 countries,	 there	 are	 children	 whose	
parents	do	not	have	an	extra	20	or	50	Euros	–	to	pay	for	school	trips.	
That	means	social	exclusion.	But	social	exclusion	often	also	takes	place	
through	illnesses	caused	by	the	conditions	already	mentioned,	as	well	
as	many	other	factors,	whose	co-existence	is	often	not	a	simple	mat-
ter	of	addition	but	of	multiplication	and	intensification.	Depending	on	
their	education,	 children	can	act	 spontaneously	 in	a	very	 solidaristic	
way;	however,	if	they	are	raised	and	encouraged	to	be	indifferent,	they	
can	also	become	unmerciful.	

Therefore,	 the	efforts	 to	make	visible,	not	only	 for	 children,	how	 the	
social	exclusion	caused	by	external	costs	can	involve	every	individual	in	
society,	have	great	educational	potential.	Insight	into	exclusion	by	exter-
nal	costs	is	strategically	important,	because	it	is,	on	the	one	hand,	con-
nected	to	traditional	forms	of	social	exclusion	which	are	often	ridiculed	
and	cynically	disregarded,	and,	on	the	other	hand,	it	is	a	key	instrument	
for	making	all	of	society	more	self-consciousness.	

External	costs	are	hardly	treated	in	public	discussions.	Even	when	they	
are	examined	by	committed	experts	or	by	experts	of	civil	society,	they	are	
typically	noticed	only	in	a	fragmented	way,	such	that	only	certain	types	
of	costs	are	examined,	such	as	those	caused	by	the	chemical	industry	or	
by	transport.	A	synthesis	of	external	costs	hardly	exists.	Yet	it	is	precisely	
this	that	is	crucial	–	not	external	costs	in	particular,	but	their	effects	on	
social	developments	as	a	whole.	

Transnational Corporations  
as “Externalisation” Machines

One	aspect	of	the	difficulty	in	dealing	with	external	costs	is	that	there	
are	many	obstacles	to	resistance.	The	damaged	or	abused	person	must	
overcome	 several	 obstacles:	 1)	 the	 victim	must	 first	 of	 all	 understand	
him-	or	herself	that	he	or	she	has	become	the	target	of	external	costs;	
2)	 the	 attribution	 of	 the	 costs,	 damages	 or	 abuses	 must	 be	 scientifi-
cally	determined;	3)	in	society,	a	common	understanding	has	to	develop	
(through	the	media)	that	these	damages/costs	were	rolled	over	and	not	
paid;	4)	this	connection	must	be	demonstrated	in	court	or	by	reference	to	
the	law;	5)	after	this	lengthy	procedure,	the	abused	can	only	hope	that	
she	or	he	will	still	catch	the	perpetrator	and	that	the	latter	will	not	evade	
his	responsibility	through	insolvency	or	capital	export.	

Another	 reason	 is	 that	 the	originator	 is	 frequently	hidden:	 the	dam-
age	caused	is	“individualised”,	pushed	onto	individual	people	and	their	
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behaviour,	and	in	this	way	the	real	perpetrators	are	veiled.	The	perpetra-
tors	 are	 then	 said	 to	be	anyone	who	uses	 electricity,	 drives	 cars,	 uses	
pesticides,	or	buys	goods.	Since	economic	development	leads	to	a	mer-
ciless	concentration	of	production,	there	is	a	progressive	concentration	
of	capital	in	ever	fewer	international	companies	that	not	only	produce	
more	cheaply	–	and	this	also	in	countries	with	the	cheapest	work	force	
–	but	also	become	more	powerful	in	order	to	reinforce	the	five	obstacles	
described	above.	

With	 their	 media	 influence,	 they	 try	 to	 make	 the	 individual	 believe	
that	he	or	she	is	responsible	if	he	or	she	suffers	from	bronchitis,	asthma,	
cancer	or	allergies,	because	he	or	she	smokes,	drives	a	car,	flies	to	holi-
day	locations	or	heats	an	apartment	in	the	winter.	Not	that	individual	
behaviour	is	not	also	important	for	the	damages	described!	But	on	the	
one	hand,	 there	 is	also	always	 the	question	of	what	 real	alternatives	
exist	for	the	individual,	for	instance,	the	availability	of	affordable	public	
transportation,	 and	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 regarding	 external	 costs,	 the	
relative	prices	of	ecologically	damaging	goods	and	service	offered	 lie	
below	their	real	social	costs,	and	thus	favour	an	irrational	consumption	
attitude.	

Science	 typically	 becomes	 a	 willing	 instrument	 in	 the	 hands	 of	 the	
economy.	No	 research	 institution	dependent	on	 large	private	sponsors	
will	 voluntarily	 denounce	 the	 latter	 and	 expose	 the	 sponsors	 to	 pub-
lic	criticism	by	making	available	meticulous	scientific	data.	And,	where	
news	generally	has	become	a	commodity,	the	news	regarding	external	
costs	has	also	become	an	object	of	purchase	and	sale.	Not	purchased	
and	 sold,	 of	 course,	 by	 the	 sufferers,	 but	 by	 international	 economic	
corporations!	Enormous	scandals,	such	as	for	instance	in	the	matter	of	
pesticides,	asbestos	and	other	chemicals,	are	required	in	order	to	break	
through	this	barricade	of	silence.	

For	a	long	time	In	neoliberal	economic	thinking,	the	notion	of	“external	
costs”	did	not	exist.	Only	 in	 recent	years	have	environmental	agencies	
and	energy	agencies	focused	on	this	problem	as	an	object	of	investiga-
tion.	The	pressure	of	scandals	(Seveso,	Bophal,	asbestos,	pesticides	etc.)	
was	 too	great,	and	 the	problem	could	not	be	completely	 ignored.	But	
for	 economic	agencies	of	 the	EU	member	 states,	 for	 the	 IMF	and	 the	
World	Bank,	this	notion	continues	to	be	considered	a	mere	figment	of	
the	imagination	of	environmentalists	and	is	not	accepted	as	a	scientific	
economic	category.	Precisely	as	an	environmental	category,	it	is	barely	
tolerated.	

The	political	confrontations	around	the	EU	Constitutional	Treaty	should	
also	be	an	occasion	to	debate	these	problems	and	to	treat	them	in	a	ba-
sic	law	of	the	EU	so	as	to	guarantee	to	citizens	better	protection	against	
damage	caused	by	third	parties.	However,	the	resistance	unleashed	by	
the	mere	mention	of	social	 rights	 in	an	EU	constitution	 indicates	that	
such	an	undertaking	will	be	very	complicated.	

How	Social	and	Ecological	is	the	EU?	



92

In	reality,	behind	the	semblance	of	free	individuals	striving	for	person-
al	happiness,	there	lurks	international	economic	corporations,	which	for	
the	most	part	evade	member-state	legislation.	That	way	they	evade	and	
hide	from	the	external	costs	that	they	cause.	Not	only	do	they	relocate	
production	to	countries	with	cheap	labor	forces,	but	also	to	countries	
where	they	receive	the	most	lenient	treatment	from	the	tax	point	of	view	
and	with	respect	to	their	external	cost	obligations.	

Joel	Balkan	has	pointed	out	 in	his	book	 that	 the	people	 controlling	
these	transcontinental	firms	are	not	necessarily	inhuman.	They	may	be	
good	neighbours	…	and	when	you	meet	them,	they	make	a	good	impres-
sion	as	people.	Only	the	structure,	the	system	tears	all	of	them	along.	“At	
the	heart	of	this	structure	is	a	simple	dynamic:	a	transcontinental	firm	
‘tends	to	make	profit	to	the	degree	to	which	it	can	get	other	people	to	
pay	the	bills	for	their	effect	on	the	society’,	as	the	captain	of	 industry	
Robert	Monks	says	that:	‘There	is	a	terrible	word	that	economists	use	for	
that	practice,	and	that	is	‘externalities’.”2	In	Balkan’s	book,	transnational	
companies	are	called	“externalisation	machines”.	They	develop	technolo-
gies	and	offer	these	on	the	market,	they	exercise	influence	on	legislature	
and	governments,	on	media	and	public	opinion,	but	they	strive	to	remain	
discretely	in	the	background,	and	like	to	leave	to	the	individual	the	moral	
burden	of	responsibility.	

Make Externalisation Visible  
as a Public Problem

If	it	is	not	possible	to	expose	and	severely	criticise	the	creeping	exter-
nalisation	of	costs,	it	will	become	even	more	difficult	to	protect	exist-
ing	and	legally	secured	social	rights,	once	they	have	fallen	under	the	
wheels	 of	 externalisation.	 It	 is	 difficult	 enough	 as	 it	 is	 to	 bring	 suit	
if	extant	and	codified	rights	are	violated.	It	 is	even	harder	to	sue	for	
damage	and	the	exclusion	occasioned	by	the	external	costs.	For	that,	
one	needs	time	and	money,	and	these	are	finite	quantities	for	normal	
citizens.	It	also	depends,	however,	on	whether,	and	under	what	condi-
tions,	science,	the	media,	the	legal	system,	the	legislature	and	the	po-
litical	parties	finally	realise	the	problem.	They	tend	in	fact	not	even	to	
realise	it,	as,	in	the	name	of	“global	economic	reality,”	they	can	hardly	
resist	the	pressure	of	the	most	important	and	influential	international	
corporations.	

Added	to	this	is	the	fact	that	the	social	state	can	no	longer	be	main-
tained	 exclusively	 at	 the	 level	 of	 the	 nation-state.	 In	 the	 age	 of	 glo-
balisation,	 the	social	 state	of	 single	countries	can	only	be	sustainably	
guaranteed	if	a	worldwide	social	state	is	established.	Therefore,	the	con-
struction	of	social	states	in	China	and	India,	however	Utopian	that	may	
sound	today,	is	as	much	of	a	key	question	as	is	peace	policy.	

2			The	Corporation.		
The	Pathological	Pursuit		

of	Profit	and	Power,		
by	Joel	Bakan,		

London	2004,	p.	70.	
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EU Policy and External Costs

Compared	 to	other	 continents,	 Europe	had	 the	most	developed	 social	
states.	However,	 in	 the	 last	15	 years,	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	neoliberal	
policy	of	the	IMF	and	the	World	Bank,	the	European	social	state	is	be-
ing	significantly	reduced.	On	the	one	hand,	there	is	the	reduction	of	the	
social	 rights	 of	marginalised	 strata	 of	 European	 societies	 and,	 on	 the	
other	hand,	the	dismantling	of	the	rights	of	the	employed.	At	the	same	
time,	the	state,	or	more	precisely	the	public	administration	of	society’s	
public	services	and	public	infrastructures,	is	being	downsized.	This	proc-
ess	is	called	deregulation	and	privatisation	and	is	being	carried	out	in	
the	name	of	economic	efficiency.	In	that	context,	arguments,	evidence,	
and	statistics	play	a	subordinate	role.

Alongside	Ronald	Reagan,	Margaret	Thatcher	was	a	front	runner	in	this	
process.	She	dismantled	an	excellently	functioning	public	infrastructure:	
British	Rail.	 The	 railroad	 system	 following	privatisation	 is	 in	 a	deplor-
able	state	and	costs	the	British	state	three	times	more	than	previously;	
nevertheless,	this	scandal	is	not	taken	as	evidence	of	failed	privatisation	
policy.	 For	 this,	 the	pressure	applied	by	 the	 IMF	and	 the	World	Bank,	
which	represent	the	interests	of	transnational	corporations,	is	too	great.	
Now	and	then,	they	lose	a	battle	or	two,	as	for	instance,	in	the	case	of	
the	recognition	of	the	damage	and	immense	external	costs	caused	by	as-
bestos,	pesticides,	smoking	etc.,	but	what	are	such	lost	battles	compared	
to	the	generally	won	global	war	for	deregulation	and	privatisation!	

The	EU	and	the	European	Commission	are	very	far	from	carrying	out	
a	coherent	social	and	ecological	policy;	nevertheless,	in	some	areas,	for-
ward-looking	 steps	have	been	 taken:	as	 for	 instance	 certain	directives	
and	obligations	that	force	especially	the	late	comers	among	the	member	
states	to	adapt	to	unified	regulations.

On	the	one	hand,	there	is	the	permanent	pressure	of	transnational	cor-
porations	on	the	Commission	and	its	expert	organisations,	with	the	goal	
of	minimising	the	recognition	of	external	costs	and	preventing	appropri-
ate	regulations	to	deal	with	their	occurrence.	In	this	way	there	is	a	perma-
nent	jungle	war	between	different	interests	and	EU	institutions,	in	which	
the	companies	impose	their	interests	in	the	framework	of	mostly	“technical	
regulations”	or	by	way	of	the	budgets	of	the	EU	and	its	member	states.	
On	the	other	hand,	there	is	pressure	from	organisations	of	civil	society	for	
more	social	and	environmentally	friendly	policy.	However,	both	civil	society	
institutions	that	do	not	follow	a	unique	action	model	and	political	parties	
represented	in	parliaments	are	constantly	observed	by	the	transnational	
capital	corporations,	quite	often	by	additional	civil	or	expert	societies	the	
corporations	themselves	called	into	life,	and	often	also	undermined	and	
turned	into	willing-executioner	institutions	of	these	societies.	

In	 social	policy,	 the	 situation	 is	different,	because	here	 trade	unions	
occupy	a	leading	role,	but	they	in	turn	are	limited;	first	of	all,	by	focusing	
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only	on	the	level	of	the	member	state	and	on	wage	negotiations	for	dis-
tinct	population	groups;	and	second,	because	they	fail	to	represent	the	
general	social	interests	of	their	members	and	do	not	provide	leadership	
for	confrontations	around	political	demands,	including	strikes.	

The	EU	experts	do	also	bring	about	progress	in	the	form	of	more	eco-
logical	substance	in	their	directives,	for	instance	in	the	case	of	fine	par-
ticles	or	renewable	energies.	There	is	nothing	comparable	in	the	social	
area.	But	also	in	the	ecological	domain,	there	is	no	unified	or	consistent	
EU	policy;	this	is	blatantly	obvious	in	the	area	of	atomic	energy	policy,	or	
rather	in	policy	for	the	”peaceful	use	of	nuclear	energy”	that	in	reality	is	
inseparable	from	military	development.	

The	reason	for	this	ambiguous	situation	is	the	fact	that	in	the	institu-
tions	and	expert	bodies	there	are	also	upright	and	morally	responsible	
individuals	 who	 have	 influence	 on	 decision-making	 processes	 even	 if	
they	run	the	risk	of	being	isolated	and	subjected	to	discrimination.	

In	the	EU’s	environmental	policy,	 in	many	 instances	the	Commission	
destroys	with	 its	 right	hand	what	 it	has	 just	created	with	 its	 left.	This	
phenomenon	is	also	observable	elsewhere	in	the	world.	Especially	in	the	
area	of	project	financing	and	structurally	by	means	of	budgets,	economic	
activity	is	being	unleashed	or	promoted,	which	generates	enormous	ex-
ternal	costs	and	which	then	must	be	counteracted	by	other	means.	One	
such	example	is	the	subsidising	of	fishing	by	the	EU	and	by	the	member	
states	that	leads	to	drastic	damage	to	marine	bio-diversity.	In	part,	fish-
ing	capacities	are	encouraged;	 in	part,	a	 reduction	of	 that	 capacity	 is	
promoted.	The	oceans	are	largely	over-fished,	and	this	results	in	the	dy-
ing	out	of	certain	species.	

The	same	holds	for	agricultural	subsidies	 in	general.	Organic	agricul-
ture	 is	uninteresting	 for	 transnational	 corporations	 in	 terms	of	profits:	
not	only	because	of	agriculture	itself,	but	also	with	respect	to	other	eco-
nomic	branches,	such	as	transport	industry,	the	energy	corporations	etc.	
All	 these	 industrial	 branches	 are	 interested	 in	 stopping	 the	 spread	of	
organic	agriculture,	however	desirable	the	latter	is	from	the	point	of	view	
of	health	experts	and	consumers.	Out	of	the	attempt	to	restrict	organic	
agriculture,	there	arises	an	unholy	alliance	of	opponents	of	organic	ag-
riculture,	of	media,	broad	overseers	and	inspectors	up	to	and	including	
dominant	agricultural	organisations.	Behind	it	all,	however,	stands	the	
invisible	eye	of	the	transnational	corporations,	which	provide	the	desired	
global	economic	development	in	any	area,	including	agriculture.	

A	similar	situation	exists	in	the	transportation	economy.	Even	though	
the	White	Book	for	the	introduction	of	sustainable	transportation	strat-
egy	until	2010	was	already	published	 in	2001,	nothing	happened	 in	
the	years	since,	apparently	because	the	interests	of	the	carrier	compa-
nies	and	its	lobby	are	overwhelmingly	powerful	in	the	EU,	even	though	
transportation	is	among	the	most	important	sources	of	hothouse	emis-
sions.3	
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Nevertheless,	 in	 the	 course	 of	 the	 development	 and	 enlargement	 of	
the	EU	an	area	has	emerged	that	has	progressively	contributed	to	more	
attention	paid	 to	environmental	questions.	This	 is	 the	EU’s	promotion	
of	research.	In	the	member	states,	the	promotion	of	research	is	for	the	
most	part	directly	subordinated	to	economic	policy,	in	some	cases	also	
military	policy.	And	it	is	subject	mainly	to	the	internal	political	consen-
sus	in	the	member	states;	it	can,	therefore,	hardly	set	any	new	priorities.	
By	contrast,	the	development	of	EU	scientific	research	policy	needed	a	
new	and	responsible	focus	that	could	not	simply	be	an	extension	of	the	
scientific	 research	policy	 of	 the	member	 states.	 This	 extension	 is	 seen	
most	blatantly	in	the	extraordinary	and	completely	unjustified	financing	
of	 atomic	 energy	 research	 and	 nuclear	 industry.	 But	 even	 this	 financ-
ing	must,	in	order	become	it	socially	legitimate,	mask	itself	as	“atomic	
security	 technology”	which	 is	only	 the	euphemistic	paraphrase	 for	 the	
continued	development	of	this	industry.

In	any	event,	EU	research	has	produced	considerable	arguments	 for	
an	offensive	environmental	policy	and	in	many	areas	revealed	glaring	
contradictions	 in	 legislation.	That	has	 led	 in	part	 to	 improvements	 in	
EU	directives	in	the	area	of	the	environment,	in	the	form,	however,	of	
measures	introduced	over	a	very	long	period,	in	order	to	give	the	eco-
nomic	 actors	 enough	 time	 to	 prepare	 for	 the	 new	 requirements.	 This	
strategy	“of	more	time	to	soften	the	pain	for	industry”,	however,	has	at	
least	one	 further	advantage:	 transnational	 corporations	no	 longer	 try	
to	exert	control	within	the	jungle	of	tasks,	directives	and	instructions,	
and	have	time	to	prepare	for	new	conditions,	while	the	medium-sized	
industrial	firms	fall	mercilessly	prey	to	competition	and	the	pressure	of	
legislation.	

However,	 there	 is	very	 little	EU	promotion	of	research	 in	the	domain	
of	social	affairs.	Why	the	EU	is	developing	more	sensitivity	for	environ-
mental	than	for	social	matters	is	not	an	easy	question	to	answer.	One	
explanation	may	be	that	environmental	policy	ultimately	concerns	every	
individual;	social	policy,	on	the	other	hand,	always	only	parts	of	society.	
Nonetheless,	 there	 is	 an	 inseparable	 link	 between	 environmental	 and	
social	policy.	One	explanation	for	the	EU’s	relative	sensitivity	to	environ-
mental	matters,	however,	arises	from	a	certain	view	of	economic	develop-
ment	in	which	expenditures	on	the	environment	ultimately	increase	the	
capacity	for	competition,	while	social	expenditures,	on	the	other	hand,	
reduce	it.	From	this	perspective,	expenditures	for	the	social	state	belong	
to	the	external	costs	of	the	economy,	and	“the	economy	needs	to	be	en-
couraged”.	Yet,	behind	this	lies	a	real	problem.	Through	constant	capital	
concentration,	medium-sized	industry	is	just	as	threatened	as	the	social	
middle-class	in	the	EU	and	world-wide	and,	thus,	the	social	and	moral	
values	that	are	thought	to	be	embodied	in	them:	honesty,	moral	upright-
ness,	social	feeling	and	justice.
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Renewal of the  
European Social Model
Joachim Bischoff

Europe	is	shifting	into	greater	public	view.	On	the	one	hand,	party	politi-
cal	actors	are	announcing	that	social	Europe	is	our	democratic	answer	to	
globalisation.	On	the	other	hand,	the	process	of	the	constitutional	treaty	
has	been	blocked.	In	referenda	and	parliamentary	votes,	the	majority	of	
the	member	countries	 ratified	the	Constitutional	Treaty;	 in	France	and	
in	the	Netherlands,	the	present	concept	was	clearly	rejected	by	popular	
referenda.	Ultimately,	the	process	is	completely	open;	it	is	unclear	how	
enlargement	can	be	combined	with	a	deepening	or	stabilisation	of	the	
European	economic	and	social	union.	It	takes	little	imagination	to	pre-
dict	continued	confrontations	over	the	shaping	of	the	European	Union	
in	the	near	future.

The	trade	unions	and	the	political	left	continue	to	swear	on	the	“Eu-
ropean	social	model”	and	in	that	context	intend	a	combination	of	dem-
ocratic	decision-making,	 social	 regulation,	public	 services	and	public	
property	as	well	as	a	comprehensive	system	of	social	security.	In	reality,	
however,	in	the	name	of	improving	the	competitiveness	of	firms	in	Eu-
rope,	a	restructuring	of	social-state	regulation	of	all	European	national	
states	is	being	pushed	through.	Therefore,	it	is	not	a	matter	of	defend-
ing	a	traditional	social	model,	rather	trade	unions	and	the	political	left	
may	work	for	a	new	form	of	European	social	model	and	in	so	doing	can	
rely,	despite	all	neoliberal	deregulation	and	privatisation,	on	the	fact	
that	large	popular	majorities	favour	a	social-state	regulation	of	capital.	
The	general	conditions	of	the	dissolution,	and	possible	rediscovery,	of	a	
European	social	model	will	be	elucidated	in	what	follows.	

1. European Social Model – Norm and Reality

The	political	“career”	of	the	European	social	model	is	a	recent	phenom-
enon	(Kaelble	2004:	31	f.).	Since	the	beginning	of	the	1990s,	this	notion	
appears	as	the	position	and	perspective	of	official	EU	policy.	It	was	de-
fined	against	two	realities:	on	the	one	hand,	against	the	recently	implod-
ed	state	socialism	of	the	Soviet	type	by	which	the	“short	20th	century”	
(Eric	Hobsbawm)	came	to	an	end;	on	the	other,	against	the	neoliberal	
model	of	unrestrained	capitalism	radiating	from	the	Anglo-Saxon	coun-
tries.	The	political	actors	knew	that	the	answer	to	these	challenges	could	
no	longer	be	found	within	the	nation-state	framework	but	required	an	
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intensification	of	the	European	integration	process.	It	was	thought	that	
the	social	model	would	reveal	itself	as	the	superior	developmental	path	
through	its	coupling	of	economic	dynamism	to	social	security.

Despite	this	classification,	it	is	difficult	to	put	forward	a	more	detailed	
substantive	clarification	of	the	notion	of	European	social	model	and	the	
political	strategy	to	be	derived	from	it.	This	for	several	reasons.	

The	nation-state	development	of	the	welfare	systems	during	the	post-
war	decades	led,	first	of	all,	to	quite	different	articulations	of	the	social	
state	within	Europe.	The	differences	involve	the	financial	structure	and	
social-security	 levels	of	 these	systems,	with	 the	most	significant	differ-
ences	being	between	the	Scandinavian	welfare	states	and	the	more	rudi-
mentary	social	states	of	Mediterranean	type,	as	well	as	the	involvement	
of	social	actors,	for	example	in	countries	with	a	somewhat	more	corporat-
ist	tradition	of	participation.	

Secondly,	compered	to	these	differences,	those	with	the	Anglo-Saxon	
social-state	model	paled.	“In	the	majority	of	cases,	the	USA’s	social	state	
is	comparable	to	some	of	those	found	within	the	social	space	of	the	so-
cieties	of	Europe.	The	diversity	within	the	European	Union	is	often	larger	
than	the	difference	between	the	European	average	and	the	USA.”	(Al-
ber	2006:	227).	Most	important,	however,	is	another	conclusion	drawn	
by	 Alber:	 “neither	 globalisation	 nor	 the	 open	 method	 of	 coordination	
(based	on	the	Lisbon	strategy)	 led	to	a	comprehensive	convergence	of	
the	EU	members	…	Instead	of	a	unified	European	social	model,	we	find	a	
motley	assemblage	of	nation-states	with	marked	peculiarities	as	well	as	
different	developmental	paths”	(227).

Thirdly,	from	this	follows	the	conclusion	that	the	“European	social	mod-
el”	does	not	describe	a	social	 reality,	but	 indicates	 rather	a	normative	
goal:	“a	mixture	of	values,	achievements	and	hopes	that	with	respect	to	
their	form	and	degree	of	realisation	are	different	in	the	particular	Euro-
pean	states”	(Giddens	2006:1).

Does	this	mean	that	the	European	social	model	is	fiction	rather	than	
social	reality?	Not	at	all.	

First	of	all:	different	paths	of	welfare-state	development	in	Europe	tes-
tify	to	a	plurality	of	social	conditions.	Only	if	the	European	social	model	
is	understood	as	an	undifferentiated	or	monistic	concept	does	it	stand	in	
contrast	to	the	actually	existing	pluralism	–	otherwise,	we	should	expect	
different	models	of	welfare	as	well	as	different	developmental	paths	of	
capitalism.

Secondly,	in	comparing	European	social	states	to	the	USA,	one	tends	
to	lose	sight	of	the	different	dynamics	of	the	economic	and	social	de-
velopment.	While	financial	market	capitalism	in	the	Anglo-Saxon	world	
developed	with	a	clear	historical	advantage	and	in	the	1990s	was	able	
to	impose	itself	as	the	socio-economic	leader,	the	continental	European	
countries	 found	 themselves	 in	 a	 complicated,	 crisis-ridden	 transforma-
tion	process.
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Thirdly,	although	the	European	social	model	is	certainly	also	a	norma-
tive	frame	of	reference,	it	is	also	a	matter	of	serious,	fiercely	disputed	pol-
itics.	Anthony	Giddens	correctly	notes:	“Almost	all	supporters	as	well	as	
opponents	agree	that	the	European	social	model	is	under	great	pressure	
at	present	–	or	even	threatens	to	fail”	(Giddens	2006,	2).	The	present	
threat	has	to	do	with	the	transitional	period	through	which	the	system	
of	 socio-economic	 regulation	 of	 the	 highly	 developed	 capitalist	 coun-
tries	is	passing.	Giddens	points	to	the	fact	that	general	developmental	
trends	were	responsible	for	the	comprehensive	transformation	of	the	so-
cial	system	at	the	end	of	the	20th	century.	Quite	obviously,	the	member	
countries	of	the	European	Union,	but	also	the	European	economic	and	
currency	union,	find	 themselves	 in	a	grave	 situation	of	upheaval	with	
the	result	that	the	ideas	and	demands	for	a	European	social	model	also	
include	normative	goal	conceptions.

2. Reinterpretation of Competitive Policy

The	former	president	of	the	European	Commission,	Jacques	Delors,	and	
the	former	Danish	prime	minister	Poul	Nyrup	Rasmussen	at	 this	point	
consider	the	European	integration	process	to	be	 in	great	danger:	“The	
road	 of	 the	 ‘market-radical’	 Brussels	 commission	 is	 not	 the	 future	 for	
Europe.	Our	social	Europe	is	in	danger,	because	according	to	the	asser-
tions	 of	 the	 conservatives,	 the	 European	 states	 are	 no	 longer	 able	 to	
afford	their	social	system.	The	only	answer	of	the	market-radical	Euro-
pean	Commission	to	the	challenge	of	18	million	unemployed	and	68	mil-
lion	poor	people	in	Europe	is	the	liberalisation	of	the	domestic	market.”	
(Delors/Rasmussen	2006).	

Indeed,	the	EU	Commission	under	José	Manuel	Barroso	enormously	ag-
gravated	the	crisis	of	the	European	integration	process.	The	attempt,	by	
way	of	a	constitution,	to	force	Europe	to	implement	neoliberal	strategies	
failed	in	the	plebiscites	in	France	and	the	Netherlands.	Broad	transna-
tional	resistance	formed	against	the	liberalisation	of	the	services	market,	
even	if	the	resistance	failed	to	avert	the	process.	Europe	is	increasingly	
perceived	on	the	continent	as	a	deregulation	community.	EU	institutions	
are	seen	in	a	negative	light,	and	participation	in	elections	to	the	Euro-
pean	Parliament	has	reached	historic	lows.	

The	understanding	of	the	European	model,	which	was	still	the	guide-
line	for	action	of	the	three	Delors	commissions	in	the	decade	between	
1985	and	1995,	changed	considerably	in	subsequent	years.	The	strategy	
of	an	interventionist	regulation	was	abandoned	in	favour	of	a	system	of	
general	control	 that	alters	the	structures	of	national	social	systems	by	
way	of	the	opening	of	markets	and	the	“Open	Method	of	Coordination”	
(OMC)	introduced	into	employment	policy	since	Amsterdam	(1997).	“The	
central	function	of	European	integration	no	longer	consists	in	stabilising	
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the	national	development	models,	but	in	promoting	and	driving	ahead	
their	 market	 and	 competition-oriented	 reorganisation.”	 (Bieling	 2004:	
129)	Through	the	priority	given	to	internal	market	development	under	
Delors,	the	European	level	was	transformed	into	an	arena	for	neoliberal	
deregulation.	The	so-called	reforms	of	financial	and	capital	markets	 in	
Great	Britain	and	the	USA	were	taken	up	by	the	EU.	The	EU-driven	liber-
alisation	of	financial	markets	also	created	a	broad,	liquid	market	whose	
resources	could	be	drawn	upon	for	a	capital-market-oriented	reconstruc-
tion	of	the	European	corporate	landscape.	

At	the	turn	of	the	millennium,	during	the	brief	moment	in	which	al-
most	all	governments	of	the	EU	member	states	were	led	by	centre-left	
coalitions,	this	supply-side	reinterpretation	of	the	European	social	mod-
el	 became	 the	 political	 programme	 of	 modernised	 social	 democracy.	
“From	welfare	to	workfare”,	was	the	slogan	of	New	Labour.	The	inter-
ventionist	approach	of	social	policy	regulation	was	buried;	competitive	
coordination	was	placed	on	the	agenda.	“At	the	 latest	with	the	deci-
sions	of	the	Lisbon	EU	summit	in	the	year	2000,	the	Third	Way	became	
the	dominant	strategy	in	the	EU.”	(Dräger	2003:	203)	The	“Third	Way”	
here	 indicates	 a	 strengthening	 of	 competitive	 capacity	 through	 sup-
ply-side	and	deregulation	policy	and	the	reconstruction	of	social-secu-
rity	systems	without	at	the	same	time	moving	towards	a	pure	market	
economy.	Realisation	was	supposed	to	take	place	in	the	framework	of	
the	so-called	Lisbon	strategy.	The	goal	was	to	turn	the	EU	as	a	global	
player,	by	2010,	 into	the	“most	competitive	and	dynamic	knowledge-
based	economic	region	of	the	world	–	an	economic	space	capable	of	
achieving	lasting	economic	growth	with	more	and	better	jobs	and	bet-
ter	social	cohesion.”	

3. The Reconstruction of the European Social Model  
to Serve Financial Markets

In	 the	 second	 half	 of	 the	 1990s,	 a	 finance-market	 embedding	 of	 the	
European	 social	 model	 was	 initiated,	 which	 was	 coupled,	 starting	 in	
2000,	 to	 the	 Lisbon	 strategy,	 among	 other	 things.	 The	 notion	 of	 the	
social	model	 remained	as	a	normative	orientation,	but	was	filled	with	
new	political	and	strategic	content.	This	can	be	illustrated	in	the	fields	of	
labour	market	policy,	pensions	and	health	policy.	

Growing Precariousness of the “Labour Society”
The	harshness	 of	 the	new	 labour	 regimes,	 the	 attacks	 against	 the	 la-
bour	laws	in	all	European	states	and	the	intentional	precariousness	of	
labour	 relations	 were	 imposed	 at	 an	 almost	 breath-taking	 speed.	 The	
connection	between	work	and	social	security	–	the	great	achievement	of	
Fordism	–	was	dissolved.	Instead	of	speaking	of	an	“erosion	of	gainful	
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employment	society”,	we	must	speak	in	the	21st	century	of	the	“collapse	
of	a	whole	structure”,	“of	the	passage	to	a	completely	different	regime	
of	work	organisation	 in	a	society	that	 is	completely	dominated	by	the	
market”	(Castel	2001).	

The	political	consequences	of	this	change	are	far-reaching:	“When	un-
employment	today	in	numerous	countries	of	Europe	reaches	such	high	
rates,	and	precariousness	seizes	a	large	part	of	the	population,	not	only	
workers	and	employees	in	trade	and	industry	but	also	journalists,	teach-
ers	and	students,	then	work	becomes	a	rare	commodity	that	one	yearns	
for	at	any	price	and	that	delivers	the	employees	to	the	employers	at	any	
conditions,	who	 then	 considerably	use	and	abuse	 this	power	given	 to	
them,	as	one	can	see	every	day”	(Bourdieu	1998:99).	Precariousness	is	
the	expression	of	a	social	relationship	of	power.	The	neoliberal	strategy	
of	 insecurity	 signals	 the	 reconstruction	 of	 social	 security	 systems,	 the	
growing	 repression	 of	 the	 unemployed	 and	 so-called	 marginal	 groups	
(migrants,	 refugees),	 the	 expansion	 of	 low-wage	 areas	 and	 attacks	
against	jobs	negotiated	by	collective	agreements.	

A	solidaristic	European	social	model	can	be	constructed	neither	on	the	
basis	of	a	high	rate	of	 long-term	unemployment	nor	 in	the	midst	of	a	
mentality	characterized	by	resentment.

The Pension Market: Pension Funds
One	 crystallization	 point	 of	 the	 social	 confrontations	 in	 the	 member	
states	of	the	EU	is	the	reconstruction	of	the	pension	systems	according	
to	 the	 three-column-model	of	 the	World	Bank:	public	pension	systems	
that	are	successively	reduced	to	minimum	security	levels,	company	pen-
sion	models	which	however	have	come	under	pressure	after	the	end	of	
the	New	Economy,	and	private	pension	funds.

The	policy	coordinated	by	the	EU	consists	in	the	prolongation	of	work	
lives	(including	restrictions	on	early	retirement	regulations),	decoupling	
old-age	security	levels	from	the	development	of	social	security	(and	from	
gainful	employment,	i.	e.	lowering	of	pension	levels),	expansion	of	private	
old-age	security	systems.

The Health Market
“By	way	of	 the	Euro,	finance	 regimes	 (with	growth	and	stability	pacts	
and	 the	 key	 note	 now	 given	 to	 the	 European	 Central	 Bank)	 and	 the	
competition-policy	 reorientation	of	 Lisbon,	 there	was	 the	 implementa-
tion,	 in	economic,	fiscal	and	employment	policy,	of	pre-conditions	and	
constraints	on	action	that	reach	into	neighbouring	policy	fields	and	thus	
also	into	health	policy.”	(Gerlinger/Urban	2004:	268)	The	health	system	
in	the	meantime	is	considered	one	of	the	“key	elements	of	the	strategy	
of	economic	and	social	modernisation	of	Europe”.	 In	 that	 respect,	 the	
“reforms”	 are	 focused	mainly	 on	 “measures	 for	 long-term	 financial	 re-
silience”,	meaning	measures	for	devolving	costs	to	the	consumers,	price	
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and	quantity	controls,	budgeting	etc.,	 in	other	words,	the	stepwise	pri-
vatisation	of	health	 services	which	as	a	 result	need	 to	be	paid	 for	by	
private	insurance.

4. Failure of the Lisbon Strategy

Despite	the	enormous	pressure	to	reconstruct	social	systems	in	Europe,	
by	at	the	end	of	2004	a	high-ranking	commission	under	former	Dutch	
prime	minister	Wim	Kok	proclaimed	the	 failure	of	 the	Lisbon	strategy.	
The	neoliberal	 instruments	of	 the	Lisbon	strategy	–	de-regulation	and	
increased	flexibility	of	the	national	labour	market,	financing	of	social	in-
surance,	unleashing	of	financial	service,	market	opening	of	service	areas	
–	did	not	strengthen	real	economic	development.	In	March	2005,	at	the	
spring	summit	of	the	European	Council,	the	heads	of	state	and	govern-
ment	of	the	EU	determined	the	basic	outlines	of	the	second	stage	of	the	
Lisbon	 strategy.	The	main	points	are,	first	of	all,	 the	 strict	 focusing	of	
politics	on	the	two	goals:	growth	and	jobs;	second,	the	stronger	involve-
ment	of	 the	member	 countries	 in	 the	 realisation	of	 the	 strategy;	 and,	
third,	the	simplification	of	procedures.	Ecological	quality	and	the	social	
quality	of	workplaces	fall	prey	to	the	concentration	and	simplification	of	
the	strategy.

The	“market	 radicalism“	 (Delors/Rasmussen)	of	 the	Barroso	commis-
sion	will	 continue	 the	negative	development	of	 Lisbon.	 In	all	member	
states	of	the	EU,	there	will	be	–	through	the	combination	of	national	de-
regulation	programmes	and	the	Lisbon	strategy	–	a	continued	transfor-
mation	of	the	social	security	systems,	resulting	in	an	increasingly	greater	
gap	between	poor	and	rich	and	an	exacerbation	of	social	conflict.	These	
political	strategies	not	only	come	up	against	growing	rejection,	as	seen	
in	the	struggles	mounted	by	the	trade	unions;	the	disquiet	of	large	parts	
of	 the	 population	 is	 growing.	 It	 is	 expressed	 in	 the	 manifest	 political	
crisis	of	the	European	Union.

One	proposal	of	how	a	changed	European	social	model	could	be	fitted	
into	today’s	financial	market	capitalism	was	made	by	Anthony	Giddens.	In	
addition	to	the	transition	from	“welfare”	to	“workfare”,	he	proposed	a	radi-
cally	new	financial	basis	for	the	social	constitution	of	Europe:	“A	renewed	
European	social	model	has	increasingly	to	rely	on	fees	…	for	pensions,	by	
way	of	health	up	to	university	study.”	 (Giddens	2006:12)	That	way,	 the	
road	towards	the	privatisation	of	social	security	systems	and	public	serv-
ices	would	be	accelerated.	And	by	way	of	gradual	privatisation,	the	financ-
ing	of	these	markets	would	be	pushed	forward.	The	extension	of	finance	
market	capitalism	to	the	lucrative	markets	of	retirement	allowances	and	
pensions	as	well	as	health	and	care	services	would	be	the	consequence.

A	renewed	European	social	model	must	have	a	different	economic	and	
social	basis	than	that	of	financial	market	capitalism.
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5. Rediscovery of the European Social Model

The	rediscovery	of	social	security	or	the	social	state	is	on	the	European	
agenda.	An	effective	social	reform	policy	is	necessarily	tied	to	a	radical	
change	of	course:	without	turning	away	from	a	forced	moderate	wage	
policy,	no	lasting	domestic	growth	can	be	planned.	By	way	of	an	expan-
sion	of	state	expenditures	for	public	investment	and	qualitative	changes	
of	mass	consumption,	on	the	other	hand,	 it	will	be	possible	 to	obtain	
full	employment.	In	contrast	to	the	earlier	approaches	to	economy-wide	
global	steering,	these	measures	need	to	be	tied	to	long-term	structural	
policy.	That	means:	it	is	not	a	question	of	more	economic	growth	within	
the	traditional	income	and	consumption	structures,	but	of	the	develop-
ment	of	a	socially	and	ecologically	sustainable	way	of	life.

A	 policy	 of	 restructuring	 must	 concentrate	 on	 four	 central	 dimen-
sions:	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 pushing	 back	 the	 wide	 disparities	 in	 income	
and	wealth;	second,	social	and	business	guidelines	that	are	capable	of	
regulating	unlimited	flexibility	in	a	new	way.	Third,	the	precariousness	of	
wage-labour	sectors	and	the	increasing	weight	of	income	from	interest	
and	wealth	must	be	taken	into	account	in	any	reform	of	the	social	secu-
rity	systems	–	ultimately,	the	financial	basis	of	social	security	needs	to	
be	extended	beyond	work	incomes	also	to	profit-derived	forms	of	income	
(interest,	pensions,	incomes	from	wealth)	in	order	to	realise	a	universal	
security	 system	 for	 all	 members	 of	 society.	 Fourthly,	 a	 new	 regime	 of	
capital	traffic	controls	is	needed,	in	order	words,	the	control	and	taxation	
of	international	financial	flows.	
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The Anti-Development Agenda
EU‘s	Economic	Partnership	Agreements	with	the	
African,	Caribbean	and	Pacific	Countries	–	In	the	
Interest	of	European	Corporations
Alexandra Strickner

The	 European	 Union	 is	 currently	 negotiating	 Economic	 Partnership	
Agreements	(EPAs),	with	77	States	in	Africa,	the	Caribbean	and	Pacific	
(ACP).	For	the	past	three	decades,	ACP	countries	have	had	preferential	
access	to	European	markets	through	the	Lome	and	Cotonou	agreements.	
With	the	establishment	of	the	WTO	in	1995,	it	was	said	that	such	pref-
erential	trade	agreements	had	become	“incompatible”	with	multilateral	
trade	rules.	Based	on	this,	the	EU	and	ACP	countries	started	in	2003	to	
negotiate	a	follow	up	agreement.	The	negotiations	are	being	undertaken	
with	 six	 regional	 groupings.	 According	 to	 the	 negotiation	 timetables,	
EPAs	are	to	take	effect	on	January	1,	2008.	

The	EU	argues	 in	public	 that	EPAs	are	vital	 for	developing	countries	
in	Africa,	the	Caribbean	and	the	Pacific	to	maintain	their	access	to	Eu-
ropean	markets	in	a	form	that	is	compatible	with	WTO	rules.	It	has	also	
repeatedly	told	these	countries	and	the	European	public	that	it	has	no	
commercial	“offensive	interests”	in	the	negotiations	and	that	there	will	
be	long	periods	for	implementation.	Yet	the	demands	and	proposals	of	
the	 EU	 and	 its	 aggressive	 negotiation	 approach	 appear	 to	 contradict	
these	statements.	

EPAs	are	Free	Trade	Agreements	intended	to	serve	the	interest	of	Eu-
ropean	business

It	has	become	clear	 that	EPAs	are	by	no	means	 “Partnership	Agree-
ment”	but	essentially	Free	Trade	Agreements	(FTAs),	creating	“free	trade”	
between	the	EU	and	ACP	countries,	with	essentially	no	duties	or	quotas	
on	 trade	between	 the	 regions.	 In	order	 to	continue	enjoying	duty-free	
access	to	Europe’s	markets,	ACP	countries	have	been	told	to	fully	open	
their	own	markets	in	return.	The	EPAs	will	abolish	the	principle	of	non-
reciprocity	 that	was	a	 key	 element	of	 the	 Lome	and	Contonou	agree-
ments,	according	to	which	the	EU	gives	market	access	to	these	countries	
without	asking	them	to	open	up	their	markets.	

Besides	the	full	elimination	of	 tariffs	on	agriculture	and	non-agricul-
tural	goods,	the	EU	also	intends	to	include	other	elements	in	EPAs,	such	
as	the	liberalisation	of	trade	in	services	as	well	as	the	liberalisation	of	in-
vestments.	The	services	sector	(according	to	the	WTO)	covers	a	large	and	
diverse	range	of	economic	activities,	such	as	wholesale	trading	and	dis-
tribution	(e.	g.	supermarkets),	tourism,	banking	and	insurance,	transport,	
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health	care,	education,	water	services	etc.	Given	the	fact	that	services,	
unlike	goods,	cannot	be	moved	from	one	country	 to	another,	 the	core	
interest	of	the	EU	is	to	include	rules	in	EPAs	that	will	allow	big	European	
services	corporations	in	these	sectors	either	to	buy	up	existing	domestic	
service	providers	or	set	up	their	own	business.	

Impact of EPAs – No Development, More Poverty

Many	groups	in	ACP	and	EU	countries	have	undertaken	empirical	inves-
tigations	and	analyses	 to	assess	 the	potential	 impact	of	EPAs.	 In	past	
years,	even	the	European	Commission	provided	 impact	assessments	of	
trade	agreements	–	not	only	with	ACP	countries	but	for	other	regions	as	
well.	All	analyses	give	a	clear	answer:	EPAs	as	pursued	by	the	EU	(and	
other	 developed	nations	 such	 as	 the	U.S.)	will	 aggravate	 and	deepen	
poverty	 in	both	 rural	and	urban	areas,	degrade	natural	 resources	and	
lead	to	a	substantial	loss	of	policy	space	and	self-determination	among	
other	things.	

Undermining the Food Sovereignty of ACP Countries
Even	now,	existing	experience	with	the	opening	of	agriculture	markets	in	
ACP	countries	clearly	demonstrates	the	negative	impact.	Poultry	farmers	
–	mostly	women	–	in	Cameroon	and	Ghana	cannot	compete	with	under-
priced	 chicken	parts	 from	Europe.	Ghanaian	 tomato	canning	 factories	
had	to	close	because	of	cheap	imports.	In	Kenya,	dairy	farmers	poured	
their	milk	into	ditches	when	cheap	European	milk	powder	flooded	and	
destroyed	their	own	markets.	Only	when	the	Kenyan	government	raised	
milk	import	tariffs	–	a	flexibility	which	will	be	largely	lost	with	EPAs	–	did	
the	situation	for	diary	farmers	improve.

EPAs	would	introduce	more	binding	trade	liberalisation	and	hence	only	
promise	more	dumping	(the	selling	of	produce	below	the	cost	of	produc-
tion).	For	most	African	farmers,	access	to	local	and	regional	markets	is	
the	basis	of	economic	activity	and	survival,	not	export	to	Europe.	With	
the	EPAs	proposed	by	the	EU,	a	massive	loss	of	livelihood	for	small	farm-
ers	and	also	for	bigger	agricultural	producers	in	ACP	will	be	the	result.	
This	will	 further	 increase	 the	dependence	on	 food	 imports	and	under-
mine	family	and	community	food	security.	It	will	also	lead	to	more	and	
massive	migration	to	cities,	with	all	the	attendant	consequences.

Increasing Deindustrialization and Unemployment
In	 the	 industrial	 sector,	 the	 experience	 of	 trade	 liberalization	 in	 ACP	
countries	has	damaged	several	industries	as	well	as	workers,	their	rights	
and	working	conditions.	Many	 jobs	have	been	 lost,	as	domestic	firms	
could	not	compete	with	foreign	investors	and	working	conditions	have	
further	plummeted.	More	than	30,000	Nigerian	textile	workers	lost	their	
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jobs	following	liberalization	under	World	Trade	Organization	rules,	cou-
pled	with	economic	conditions	imposed	by	the	International	Monetary	
Fund.	90,000	jobs	in	Kenya’s	leather	industry	were	lost,	after	liberaliza-
tion	policies	were	applied,	and	almost	all	of	the	diary	industry	collapsed	
with	the	import	of	cheap	European	milk	powder.	Labour	standards	 in	
Madagascar’s	footwear	industry	(with	mostly	women	workers)	have	se-
verely	declined.	Longer	working	hours,	the	loss	of	social	benefits	(e.	g.	
maternity	 leave)	and	the	casualisation	of	 jobs	are	among	key	charac-
teristics	of	jobs	today.	Trade	unions	in	ACP	countries	are	well	aware	of	
what	 further	 trade	 liberalisation	would	mean.	 EPAs	will	 continue	 the	
process	of	deindustrialisation	–	already	previously	set	in	motion	by	IMF	
and	World	Bank	 liberalisation	programs	and	WTO	agreements	–	and	
increase	 unemployment,	 already	 now	 reaching	 generalised	 and	 cata-
strophic	levels	in	most	ACP	countries.	Increased	migration	to	developed	
countries,	as	a	consequence	of	both	the	loss	of	farmers’	livelihood	and	
the	loss	of	jobs	in	the	industrial	sector,	will	be	the	logical	result	in	the	
people’s	search	for	a	better	life.	The	EU	will	also	seek	to	benefit	from	
people’s	 desperation.	 While	 increased	 security	 measures	 at	 the	 EU’s	
outer	borders	will	ensure	that	“unskilled”	and	“poor”	migrants	are	kept	
out	of	the	EU	as	far	as	possible,	“qualified”	persons,	such	as	nurses,	doc-
tors	or	people	with	other	desirable	profiles,	will	be	allowed	in.	This	will	
further	destroy	the	basis	for	economic	and	social	development	in	ACP	
countries,	as	their	talented	and	educated	people	will	leave	the	country	
and	in	many	cases	not	return.	

Loss of Government Income and Pre-empting National and Regional Policies
EPAs	as	proposed	will	lead	to	a	massive	erosion	of	government	revenues	
as	a	consequence	of	extensive	tariff	reductions.	The	national	budget	of	
many	 ACP	 countries	 is	 highly	 dependent	 on	 these	 revenues.	 In	 some	
countries	these	revenues	represent	up	to	50	%	of	the	national	budget.	
The	United	Nation’s	Economic	Commission	for	Africa	(UNECA)	estimates	
that	Sub-Saharan	African	governments	will	lose	1,516	billion	Euros	per	
year	 in	 tariff	 revenues	 through	 the	 full	 implementation	of	 the	kind	of	
EPAs	envisaged	by	the	EU.	This	will	have	massive	consequences	for	the	
policy	space	of	these	countries.	Further	cuts	in	public	spending,	e.	g.	on	
health	and	education,	are	to	be	expected.	Existing	health	crises,	above	
all	HIV/AIDS	in	Africa,	will	worsen	and	continue.	

Besides	the	loss	of	government	revenue,	the	inclusion	of	provisions	to	
regulate	investments	would	have	serious	implications	for	national	eco-
nomic	and	social	development.	The	EU	clearly	uses	EPAs	(and	bilateral	
or	 regional	trade	agreements	 in	general)	as	well	as	basic	principles	of	
investor	protection	to	introduce	measures	that	will	force	ACP	countries	to	
treat	foreign	investors	in	the	same	way	as	domestic	investors.	As	a	con-
sequence,	ACP	countries	will	be	largely	deprived	of	policy	instruments,	
for	instance	the	use	of	public	spending	in	a	way	that	helps	to	build	their	
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own	economies	by	giving	contracts	to	domestic	or	regional	firms.	And	in-
vestor	protection	as	promoted	by	developed	countries,	including	the	EU,	
clearly	aims	at	securing	corporations	profits,	against	the	public	interest.	
One	example	in	the	U.S.	may	indicate	what	can	be	expected:	the	com-
pany	Methanex	currently	seeks	US$	970,000,000	compensation	for	loss	
of	profits	after	the	state	of	California	banned	the	use	of	MTBE	(chemicals	
involved	in	methanol	production),	because	they	contaminate	the	state’s	
drinking	water	and	consequently	the	health	of	millions	of	people	living	
there.	 This	 is	 possible	because	of	 investment	provisions	 in	 the	NAFTA	
agreement.	Bechtel	sued	Bolivia	for	loss	of	profit,	after	the	water	corpo-
ration	had	to	leave	the	city	of	Cochabamba,	due	to	heavy	social	protests	
and	people	demanding	the	return	of	their	control	over	water.	The	legal	
case	was	based	on	Bolivia’s	bilateral	agreement	with	a	European	country	
that	included	investment	protector	provisions.

Undermining Human Rights 
While	trade	liberalisation	in	the	past	has	in	some	cases	led	to	economic	
growth,	it	has	also	negatively	affected	the	ability	of	people	to	access	ba-
sic	human	rights	such	as	food,	work,	health,	and	self-determination.	EPAs	
would	clearly	undermine	the	realization	and	application	of	human-rights	
obligations	that	most	ACP	countries	have	signed.	

The	 impact	 of	 EPAs	on	 the	 right	 to	health	may	 illustrate	what	 is	 at	
stake.	 The	 right	 to	 health	 requires	 the	 establishment	 of	 a	 system	 of	
health	protection	which	provides	“equality	of	opportunity	for	people	to	
enjoy	 the	highest	attainable	 standard	of	health”.	One	major	 threat	 in	
liberalising	health	services	is	that	the	most	vulnerable	persons	are	not	
served.	Their	low	income	does	not	make	them	“clients”	from	which	profits	
can	be	made.	Additionally,	the	loss	of	government	revenues,	due	to	the	
elimination	of	import	tariffs	on	European	goods,	substantially	decreases	
already	 limited	public	 funds.	As	a	consequence,	government	spending	
on	health	care	will	decrease,	and	this	has	already	occurred.	Another	ele-
ment	of	concern	here	is	the	fact	that	intellectual	property	rights	will	be	
negotiated	in	the	EPAs.	Already	now,	generic	manufacturers	face	huge	
barriers	to	the	production	of	cheaper	versions	of	urgently	needed	drugs	
due	to	the	existing	TRIPS	(Trade	in	Intellectual	Property	Rights)	Agree-
ment	of	the	WTO.	

EPAs – A Threat for Democracy

In	the	Cotonou	Agreement	it	was	stipulated	that	EPAs	should	be	negoti-
ated	with	the	extensive	participation	of	various	stakeholders.	The	reality	
is	otherwise.	EPAs	are	negotiated	largely	behind	closed	doors.	In	Africa	
for	 example,	most	Africans,	 parliamentarians	 included,	 are	not	 aware,	
nor	informed,	of	EPA	negotiations.	In	many	countries,	only	the	ministries	
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of	 trade	are	engaged	 in	 the	negotiations,	 leaving	out	other	ministries	
such	as	agriculture	or	fisheries.	Despite	this	situation	and	increasing	de-
mands	from	different	sectors	of	civil	society	in	the	ACP	countries	not	to	
sign	the	agreements	or	to	prolong	the	negotiation	period,	the	EU	insists	
on	signing	EPA	agreements	until	the	end	of	the	year.	

EPAs	 –	 as	 free	 trade	 agreements	 negotiated	 today	 either	 at	 the	 bi-
lateral,	 regional	or	multilateral	 level	–	 imply	an	enormous	 loss	of	self-
determination	 and	 democracy.	 Future	 laws	 and	 regulations	 a	 country	
wishes	 to	establish,	 in	order	 to	protect	 its	people	or	environment,	can	
in	most	cases	be	challenged	if	they	are	regarded	as	limiting	corporate	
profits.	Investor-to-State	Dispute	Settlements	are	part	of	many	bilateral	
or	regional	trade	agreements,	such	as	NAFTA,	which	have	already	led	to	
various	court	cases	in	which	corporations	challenged	laws	made	by	gov-
ernments.	In	the	case	of	the	WTO,	such	complaints	can	only	be	registered	
by	countries,	yet	the	interest	behind	them	remains	the	same.	This	implies	
that	investors’	interests	are	put	above	the	interests	of	people.

EPAs and Global Europe, the EU’s Overall Trade Strategy 

In	 October	 2006	 the	 EU	 Trade	 Commissioner,	 Peter	 Mandelson,	 with	
the	support	of	EU	trade	ministers,	presented	to	the	European	public	the	
new	EU	trade	strategy,	called	“Global	Europe	–	Competing	in	the	World”.	
This	strategy	–	as	with	any	other	EU	trade	policy	–	had	been	developed	
with	the	preferential	access	and	input	of	European	business	and	without	
any	democratic	process	and	consultation	in	the	member	states.	It	claims	
to	be	a	contribution	to	growth	and	jobs	in	the	EU.	The	strategy’s	main	
objective	 is	 to	 secure	 global	 competitiveness	 for	 EU	 corporations.	 To	
achieve	this,	the	strategy	proposes	on	the	one	hand	a	further	aggressive	
opening	up	of	 foreign	markets	 to	European	goods	and	services,	 to	se-
cure	access	to	(cheap)	resources	including	energy,	to	improve	intellectual	
property	rights	and	to	create	a	more	secure	environment	for	European	
investments.	On	the	other	hand,	the	strategy	clearly	indicates	that	future	
internal	EU	social,	environmental,	labour	and	other	regulations	need	to	
serve	the	goal	of	“global	competition”.	The	strategy	also	leaves	no	doubt	
that	the	EU	intends	to	pursue	its	 interests	via	different	 levels	of	trade	
negotiations,	multilateral,	 regional	and	bilateral.	With	the	WTO	Doha-
Round	Negotiations	being	in	serious	trouble	for	years	now,	and	with	a	
high	probability	that	they	will	not	be	concluded	in	the	near	future,	the	
EU	is	more	aggressively	advancing	bilateral	and	regional	negotiations	in	
order	to	secure	its	own	access	to	resources	and	markets.	

The	objectives	of	EPAs	are	consistent	with	this	overall	EU	trade	policy.	
One	of	 the	key	 interests	of	 the	EU	 in	ACP	countries	and	 in	particular	
Africa	is	clear:	maintaining	and	increasing	access	to	its	natural	resources	
–	oil,	minerals,	timber	and	most	likely	agrofuels	–	in	the	near	future.	One	
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emerging	competitor	the	EU	is	facing	in	Africa	is	China.	With	EPAs	the	
EU	aims	to	secure	its	preferential	access	to	Africa.	

European	social	movements,	trade	unions	and	NGOs,	which	until	now	
have	mostly	focused	on	criticising	EU	internal	policies	because	of	their	
negative	impact	on	workers	rights	and	European	citizens	access	to	social	
rights	among	other	things,	are	now	challenged	to	include	a	better	un-
derstanding	of	the	EU’s	trade	strategy	in	their	analyses.	Global	Europe	is	
an	essential	element	in	the	process	of	liberalisation	and	privatisation	as	
well	as	in	the	acceleration	of	the	downward	spiral	of	working	conditions,	
labour	rights,	social	rights,	environmental	rights,	etc.

The	above-described	impact	on	ACP	countries,	an	impact	already	felt	
from	past	trade	liberalisation,	and	which	will	be	even	stronger	if	EPAs	are	
signed,	do	not	in	their	basic	dynamic	differ	from	the	European	experi-
ence.	In	ACP	countries	and	Europe,	jobs	are	destroyed	and	those	which	
remain	in	most	cases	see	a	deterioration	of	working	conditions,	salary,	
and	social	rights.	Public	services	are	liberalised	and	consequently	priva-
tised	with	the	effect	of	worsening	their	quality	and	access	to	them,	leav-
ing	those	most	in	need	without	services,	or	with	worse	services.	In	ACP	
countries	and	the	EU,	agriculture	and	trade	liberalisation	promotes	an	
unsustainable	model	of	 industrialised	agriculture,	 increasingly	 control-
led	by	a	few	agribusinesses	dominating	the	whole	food	chain.	The	same	
could	be	said	of	any	other	region	in	the	South.	The	beneficiaries	in	the	
case	of	EPAs	(or	any	other	trade	agreement	the	EU	has	signed	or	would	
like	to	sign)	are	transnational	European	corporations.	

While	the	core	objective	of	the	current	EU	integration	is	the	creation	
of	 a	 single	 European	market	 in	which	 farmers	 and	workers	 in	 the	EU	
are	made	to	compete	with	each	other,	the	core	objective	of	trade	agree-
ments	(whether	bilateral,	regional	or	multilateral),	is	further	to	advance	
the	creation	of	a	global	market,	in	which	farmers	and	workers	worldwide	
compete	with	each	other	despite	their	very	diverse	economic	conditions,	
and	transnational	corporations	are	able	to	maximise	their	profits	in	all	
the	stages	of		value	creation.

Stop EPAs: Mobilisation Against EPAs in Africa,  
the Caribbean, the Pacific and Europe

Already	in	2004	an	international	Stop-EPA	Campaign	was	launched	as	
an	initiative	of	the	African	Trade	Network,	a	broad	network	of	civil	so-
ciety	organisations	in	Africa.	With	the	World	Social	Forum	taking	place	
in	Nairobi,	Kenya,	in	January	of	this	year,	EPAs	for	the	first	time	reached	
a	broader	audience	of	social	movements,	trade	unions	and	other	social	
sectors,	in	particular	from	Europe.	

The	WSF	in	Nairobi	also	helped	to	broaden	the	resistance	in	Africa	and	
Europe.	Social	movements	in	Africa	have	developed	a	clear	message	and	
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call	for	action	to	require	their	governments	to	stop	the	EPAs	and	not	to	
conclude	a	free	trade	deal	with	the	EU	by	the	end	of	this	year.

In	Europe,	until	recently	most	of	the	Stop	EPA	campaigning	had	been	
done	by	groups	 engaged	 in	development	work.	Attac,	 Via	Campesina	
Europe	and	other	groups	have	taken	up	the	challenge	to	broaden	resist-
ance	in	Europe	to	include	social	movements	and	trade	unions.	At	the	G8	
mobilization	in	Rostock,	EPAs	and	Europe’s	trade	agenda	were	featured	
prominently	in	the	demonstration	and	at	events	at	the	Alternative	Sum-
mit.	

Several	 important	 mobilisations	 are	 to	 occur	 in	 the	 next	 months.	 A	
global	day	of	action	against	EPAs	will	take	place	on	September	27,	 in	
which	representatives	of	African	social	movements	will	visit	certain	key	
EU	member	states	to	explain	the	devastating	impacts	of	EPAs	and	chal-
lenge	their	European	counterparts	to	engage	in	this	struggle	and	in	the	
building	of	a	bi-regional	network	that	sets	the	stage	for	a	new	kind	of	re-
lationship	and	joint	collaboration	that	goes	beyond	trade	agreements.

Building Alternative Trade Relations Among People in 
the North and the South – Challenges for the Future 

Besides	 joining	 the	 struggle	of	 social	movements	 in	Africa,	 the	Carib-
bean	and	Pacific	 (and	other	 regions	and	countries	with	which	 the	EU	
negotiates	 or	 plans	 to	 negotiate	 trade	 agreements),	 European	 social	
movements,	trade	unions	and	NGOs	face	the	challenge	of	better	under-
standing	the	objectives	pursued	by	the	EU’s	foreign	policy	and	of	linking	
it	to	the	objectives	of	domestic	reforms.	People	in	the	South	have	a	clear	
analysis	and	experience	of	the	role	and	work	of	the	EU	in	their	regions.	
They	perceive	the	EU	as	an	imperialistic	power,	partly	seen	as	even	more	
aggressive	than	the	US	in	the	pursuit	of	its	interests.	

Fighting	for	another	Europe	has	essentially	to	include	resistance	against	
the	current	trade	policy	of	the	EU,	not	only	out	of	solidarity	with	people	
in	the	South,	but	out	of	the	understanding	that	a	social	and	democratic	
Europe	will	not	be	possible	with	trade	rules	that	put	corporations	rights	
above	human	rights,	workers	rights,	social	rights	etc.	Resisting	the	sign-
ing	 of	 EPAs	 or	 any	 other	 trade	 agreements	 currently	 being	 promoted	
needs	to	be	combined	with	the	internal	struggle	within	the	EU	to	change	
domestic	policies	which	have	devastating	external	but	also	internal	im-
pact.	Among	the	most	immediate	and	important	policies	relevant	to	the	
South	are	 the	Common	Agriculture	Policy,	 and	policies	 that	massively	
promote	the	use	of	agrofuels	as	well	as	the	EU’s	energy	policy,	to	name	
a	few.	Changing	those	policies	within	the	EU	requires	building	new	alli-
ances	among	social	movements,	trade	unions	and	NGOs	within	Europe.	
It	also	requires	developing	cross-sectoral	debates	and	analyses	that	help	
to	gain	a	better	understanding	of	interlinkages.	

For	further	reading	consult	
the	following	websites:
http://www.epa2007.org
http://www.stopepa.org
http://www.s2bnetwork.org
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Nicolas Sarkozy:  
A Model for the European Right?

The	 May	 2007	 election	 of	 Nicolas	 Sarkozy	 as	
President	of	the	French	Republic	has	up	to	now	
produced	few	formal	analyses	regarding	the	ide-
ological	nature	of	the	political	project	for	which	
he	was	elected,	even	though	a	re-foundation	of	
the	Left	certainly	cannot	do	without	serious	re-
flection	on	the	identity	of	its	adversary.	The	ma-
jority	 of	 observers	 have	 characterised	 the	 new	
head	 of	 state	 and	 the	 party	 who	 carried	 him	
to	power,	the	Union pour un Mouvement Popu-
laire/Union	 for	 a	 Popular	 Movement	 (UMP),	
using	 diverse	 ideological	 categories	 which	
are	 either	 vague,	 only	 pertinent	 in	part	 (“neo-
Gaullist”,	 “ultra-liberal”,	 “neo-conservative”)	 or	
employed	 for	 polemical	 and	 frankly	 imaginary	
purposes	(e.	g.	“fascist”).	It	is	therefore	necessary	
to	refine	the	analysis	and	also	to	describe	what	
has	become	of	the	French	Left,	which	just	expe-
rienced	 a	 change	 such	 as	 it	 had	 undoubtedly	
never	 known	 since	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 fifth	
Republic,	in	1958.	

One	 can	 therefore	begin	by	 saying	what	 the	
Sarkozy	phenomenon	is	not.	It	is	no	longer	that	
Gaullism	 which	 corresponded	 to	 the	 political	
form	adopted	at	a	specific	moment	in	history	by	
a	right	that	represented	the	economic	interests	
of	a	capitalism	still	national	in	structure,	relying	
on	state	intervention	more	than	it	combated	it,	
and	which	existed	during	a	period	of	growth	still	
largely	in	the	framework	of	a	mixed	public/pri-
vate	economy.	Having	gotten	rid	of	the	last	scru-
ples	of	the	Gaullism	which	persisted	in	the	style	
of	Jacques	Chirac,	Nicolas	Sarkozy	is	nonetheless	
not	an	ultra-liberal,	because	the	French	right,	as	
a	whole,	has	never	had	a	sanctified	conception	
of	the	market.	To	characterise	Sarkozy	as	simply	
conservative	is	likewise	unreasonable.	While	the	
UMP	is	allied	with	the	two	largest	conservative	
European	institutions,	the	CDU	and	the	British	

Tories,	Sarkozy	manages	more	easily	than	does	
Merkel	and	Cameron	the	idea	of	a	“break”	with	
the	style	of	government	of	his	right-wing	pred-
ecessors,	 in	 particular	 as	 regards	 questions	 of	
institutional	practice,	as	well	as	the	relationship	
to	 the	 citizens,	 the	obligation	of	office-holders	
and	 officials	 to	 show	 results,	 and	 –	 although	
this	remains	quite	vague	–	the	necessity	of	hav-
ing	 no	 “taboo”	 whatsoever	 on	 any	 economic,	
social	or	cultural	question.	He	seems	also	much	
more	permeable	than	they	are	to	ideas	such	as	
multiculturalism,	affirmative	action	or	 the	vote	
of	foreigners	at	local	elections,	ideas	which	are,	
in	France	at	least,	foreign	to	the	culture	of	the	
right.	 In	 fact,	 neither	 the	 CDU	 nor	 the	 British	
conservatives	derive	ideological	inspiration	from	
Sarkozy;	it	is	rather	he	who	took	his	model	from	
them,	in	a	strategic	way,	by	developing	for	the	
first	 time	 a	 unified	 right	 that	 integrates	 all	 of	
the	right-wing	ideological	traditions.	

This	 being	 the	 case,	 several	 right-wing	 Euro-
pean	parties	have,	even	before	the	presidential	
elections,	 indulged	 in	 a	 kind	 of	 “Sarkomania”.	
What	have	they	found	that	could	serve	them	as	
a	model?	First	of	all,	a	style:	that	of	an	assertive	
presidentialism,	 the	 cult	 of	 efficiency,	 a	 giant-
sized	 ego,	 and	 of	 a	 leader	 trying	 to	 stage	 his	
charisma.	On	these	points,	it	is	Silvio	Berlusconi,	
the	 head	 of	 Forza	 Italia,	 who	 most	 resembles	
the	 French	 president,	 whose	 first-ballot	 results	
he	greeted	by	saying:	“We	support	Sarkozy.	If	he	
were	 to	 be	 elected,	 his	 presidency,	 associated	
with	 that	of	Merkel,	would	make	Europe	more	
Western	 (sic)	 and	 more	 Atlantic.”	 This	 demon-
strates	the	extent	to	which	the	Cavaliere	recog-
nises	himself	more	in	the	style	than	in	the	sub-
stance.	Afterwards,	several	European	parties	of	
the	right	praised	the	fact	that	the	French	right,	
with	Sarkozy,	finally	understood	itself	as	such,	in	
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a	break	with	the	constant	tendency	of	European	
right-wingers	 to	 prefer	 to	 call	 themselves	 “lib-
eral”,	“moderate”	or	“centrist”.	

We	have	to	recall,	in	order	to	understand	this,	
that	in	view	of	his	age	and	environment,	Nico-
las	Sarkozy	has	not	been	marked	by	the	two	big	
historical	upheavals	that	forced	the	right	to	hide	
behind	 the	 appropriated	 term,	 “collaboration”,	
and,	 to	 a	 lesser	 degree,	 the	 Algerian	 war	 and	
the	colonial	wars	in	general.	The	founding	event	
that	brings	him	to	political	consciousness	is	the	
rightist	reaction	to	the	ideas	of	May	1968,	the	
benchmark	that	replaced	the	Second	World	War	
as	the	event	around	which	ideological	positions	
formed.	 And	 that	 is	 what	 earns	 him	 a	 certain	
sympathy	from	the	German	Christian	Democrats	
or	from	David	Cameron,	both	very	conservative	
on	questions	of	morality,	even	if	they	diverge	on	
other	 questions.	 For	 them,	 Sarkozy	 symbolises	
success	in	the	attempt	at	re-conquest	of	cultural	
hegemony	set	in	motion	by	the	right.	A	sign	of	
this	conquest	of	cultural	hegemony	is	that	candi-
date	Sarkozy	could	assert,	with	some	credibility,	
that	he	was	a	“reader	of	Gramsci”.	 In	Portugal	
and	in	Spain,	the	Partidos	Populares	appreciate	
another	aspect	of	Sarkozy’s	tactics:	his	capacity	
to	 deal	 with	 the	 conflict	 of	 the	 “two	 Frances”	
that,	until	very	recently,	saw	a	left	bloc,	heir	of	
the	values	of	the	French	Revolution,	and	a	right-
wing	block	that	had	never	fully	accepted	either	
the	 victory	 of	 the	 Republic,	 secularism,	 or	 the	
Rights	of	Man	and	Citizen,	clash	on	every	point.	
In	 Portugal,	 Paulo	 Portas	 had	 himself	 elected	
chairman	of	the	CDS-PP	directly	by	the	party’s	
activists	just	at	the	moment	of	Sarkozy’s	victory.	
We	 understand	 better,	 therefore,	 how	 one	 of	
his	intimate	colleagues	could	have	appreciated	
how	 “Sarkozy	 had	 succeeded	 in	 transforming	
himself	 into	 the	 leader	 of	 the	 synthesis	 of	 his	
party’s	diverse	tendencies”,	but	we	also	see	how,	
without	being	the	representative	of	any	kind	of	
“Sarkolarism”,	 as	Charlie	Hebdo	 thinks	 he	 can	
discern,	Portas	was	interested	in	posing	as	the	
unifier	of	a	right	still	split	between	former	oppo-
nents	of	the	Estado	Novo	and	old	Salazarites.	

Similarly,	Sarkozy’s	posture	of	unifier	of	a	“right	
without	complexes”,	which	knows	both	how	to	
manage	 an	 opening	 to	 the	 left	 and	 a	 tough	
stance	 against	 the	 committed	 left,	 is	 of	 great	
interest	 to	Mariano	Rajoy,	Alberto	Ruiz	Gallar-
don	and	the	Spanish	PP	in	general.	In	fact,	the	
Partido	 Popular	 has	 not	 completely	 overcome	
the	ties	of	a	certain	number	of	its	officials	to	the	
Franco	period,	and	remains	 incapable	of	 really	
closing	 the	 book	 on	 the	 Civil	 War.	 In	 its	 eyes,	
Sarkozy	 represents	 the	 necessary	 overcoming	
of	historical	divisions,	as	well	as	a	model	of	the	
charismatic	 leader	 that	 it	 still	 needs	 and	 who	
could	 effect	 this	 shift.	 In	 Italy,	 the	 party	 that	
has	most	exploited	Sarkozy’s	victory	is	the	Ital-
ian	 National	 Alliance,	 led	 by	 Gianfranco	 Fini.	
The	 latter	 had	 provoked	 a	 polemic	 by	 writing	
a	 preface	 to	 the	 Italian	 edition	 of	 the	 French	
president’s	 latest	 work,	 “Testimonianza”,	 trans-
lated	by	the	old	monarchist	Fabio	Torriero	and	
published	by	Nuove	Idee,	which	also	publishes	
Alain	de	Benoist	and	Aleksandr	Dugin	as	well	
as	Italian	neo-fascist	authors.	Certain	observers	
have	thought	to	infer	from	this	that	Sarkozy	was	
making	common	cause	with	a	fascist	party.	It	is,	
however,	quite	the	contrary.	If	the	National	Al-
liance	devotes	to	the	Sarkozy	phenomenon	the	
central	section	of	the	first	issue	of	its	theoretical	
journal,	called	“Con”(servative),	 it	 is	because	 it	
completely	identifies	itself	with	Sarkozyism,	and	
with	good	reason,	for	it	also	sees	its	connection	
to	Sarkozy	as	consecrating	its	definitive	dissocia-
tion	from	neo-fascism.	A	dissociation	that	is	ac-
tually	quite	real	if	we	look	at	the	top	rank	of	the	
party,	but	which	Fini	has	not	completely	man-
aged	yet	to	achieve	at	the	rank-and-file	level.	At	
this	juncture,	proposing	Sarkozy	as	a	model	for	
its	activists	also	aims	at	inciting	them	to	make	
their	ideological	move	in	the	direction	of	a	real	
right-wing	 conservatism,	 inscribed,	 however,	
within	the	democratic	political	system.	

While	admired	and	now	often	imitated	abroad,	
Sarkozy	is	nevertheless	not	an	easily	exportable	
model,	 because	 he	 thinks	 and	 acts	 according	
to	schema	proper	 to	 the	French	 right.	 In	other	
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words,	 this	 right	 of	 a	 return	 to	 values	 that	 he	
incorporates	has	as	its	specific	characteristic	the	
almost	complete	abolition	of	the	tripartite	divi-
sion	 of	 the	 French	 right,	 described	 definitively	
in	the	classic	work	by	René	Rémond,	a	division	
between	counter-revolution (that	is	to	say,	that	
monarchist,	catholic,	expressly	statist	right	that	
is	almost	unique	to	France,	with	the	exception	of	
Spain),	Orleanism	(in	other	words,	the	classical,	
liberal	right,	first	monarchist,	then	rallied	to	the	
Republic,	 that	 was	 generally	 quite	 indifferent	
to	 the	 religious	question	and	 that	 represented	
in	 the	 political	 sphere	 the	 interests	 of	 busi-
ness	 circles)	 and	 Bonapartism	 (the	 authoritar-
ian	 right	oriented	 toward	a	 charismatic	 leader	
and	a	strong	power	relying	on	a	direct	relation-
ship	between	the	people	and	the	leaders).	The	
Sarkozyian	 right	 attempts	 a	 synthesis	 of	 these	
tendencies.	

However,	 the	 counter-revolutionary	 right	 no	
longer	 exists,	 given	 that	 Christine	 Boutin	 and	
Philippe	 Villiers	 are	 reactionaries	 incarnating	
a	moral	 right	 that	can	only	affiliate,	as	 far	as	
Villiers	Movement	for	France	is	concerned,	with	
the	parties	of	Geert	Wilders	in	the	Netherlands	
or	Jean-Marie	Dedecker	in	Dutch-speaking	Bel-
gium.	 And	 it	 is	 because	 they	 no	 longer	 exist,	
and	 because	 the	 Republic	 and	 secularism	 as	
formal	 values	no	 longer	divide	France	as	 they	
did	before	1905,	that	Nicolas	Sarkozy	can	hope	
to	 remodel	 the	 institutions	 in	 the	direction	of		
accentuating	presidentialism	and	adjusting	the	
law	of	1905	to	the	situation	of	2007,	in	order	to	
give	religion	greater	visibility	within	the	social	
space.	The	Orleanist	right	that	was	anti-Gaullist	
seems	 to	be	 splitting	up	either	 turning	 into	a	
Social	Democracy/Social	Christianity	 that	has	
absorbed	the	striving	to	become	a	third	force	of	
the	Mouvement Républicain Populaire/Popular	
Republican	 Movement	 (whose	 posterity	 ex-
ists	 in	 the	 Mouvement démocrate/Democratic	
Movement	 of	 François	 Bayrou)	 or	 into	 classi-
cal	 liberalism,	 even	 if	 different	 from	historical	
Orleanism	in	that	it	no	longer	reflects	as	much	
as	 it	 previously	had	 the	 interests	 of	 the	bour-

geoisie	 and	 the	 large	 business	 dynasties,	 but	
rather	those	of	a	liberal-profession	middle	class	
of	 small	 entrepreneurs	 and	 wage-earners	 (the	
“new	centre”,	composed	of	the	old	Bayrou	sup-
porters,	has	now	rallied	to	Sarkozy).	In	today’s	
France,	the	right-wing	synthesis	built	by	Sarkozy	
is	 above	 all	 a	 Bonapartist	 and	 populist	 right,	
even	if	we	do	not	at	present	know	whether	we	
are	 dealing	 with	 an	 ideological	 moment	 that	
may	still	change	or	with	a	deeper	and	more	du-
rable	system.	

This	 plebiscitary	 democracy,	 still	 reinforced	
by	 the	 the	massive	popularity	of	 the	president	
in	 the	 euphoria	 of	 the	 post-election	 period	 is	
mostly	 embodied	 in	 a	 presidential	 style:	 the	
refusal	of	 the	traditional	 intellectual	 inferiority	
complex	of	the	right;	the	self-assertion	of	a	right	
of	 convictions	and	no	 longer	only	of	 interests;	
the	 personalisation	 of	 power	 and	 intervention	
in	the	public	debate	within	a	broad	spectrum	of	
issues,	including	those	judged	“secondary”;	and	
the	constant	theatrical	presentation	of	the	per-
sonality	of	the	president	and	his	intimates	by	a	
complacent	or	subjugated	media.	We	encounter	
in	the	style	of	Sarkozy	four	major	components	of	
populism:	the	assumed	ideological	contradiction	
(Europeanised	 liberalism/protectionism;	 Atlan-
ticism/national	 independence;	 valorisation	 of	
money/defence	of	 the	 “small	 folks”);	 the	wish	
to	break	with	the	past	(“from	now	on,	everything	
becomes	possible”)	and	the	glorification	of	mo-
dernity	which	calls	on	earlier	 right-wing	cham-
pions	of	modernisation	and	disarms	opponents	
who	accuse	the	right	of	“archaism”.	Finally,	and	
most	importantly,	the	wish	to	simulate,	through	
the	opening	up	of	the	government	to	the	“left”,	
some	 sort	 of	 national	 unity,	 which	 as	 in	 all	
plebiscitary	regimes	has	the	function	of	devalu-
ing	ideology	and	keeping	the	social	question	at	
bay.	It	is	not	hard	to	see	what	it	is	in	Sarkozy’s	
model	that	seduces	the	European	right,	namely	
its	 seeming	 capacity	 to	 legitimate	 the	 liberal	
order	through	the	very	social	categories	whose	
objective	interest	is	to	combat	this	order;	then,	
in	a	more	global	way,	to	allow	hegemony	in	so-
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ciety	for	a	combination	of	representations	that	
marginalise	the	criticism	of	that	order	and	the	
mobilisations	aimed	at	changing	it.

The	 electoral	 victory	 of	 Nicolas	 Sarkozy	 was	
only	possible	because	he	succeeded	 in	 impos-
ing	the	right’s	political	and	ideological	agenda	
far	beyond	 its	social	base.	 It	would	be	wrong,	
however,	 to	 attribute	 his	 success	 only	 to	 his	
undeniable	capacity	to	analyse	the	present	po-
litical	moment;	the	Left,	or	what	calls	itself	the	
Left,	had	really	already	prepared	the	terrain	for	
him	very	effectively	It	is	also	in	this	respect	that	
Sarkozy’s	election	interests	the	European	right-
wing,	 everywhere	 preoccupied	 with	 securing	
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the	hegemony	of	neoliberal	values	and	profit-
ing	from	the	abandonment	by	a	part	of	the	Left	
of	the	goal	of	social	transformation.	A	strategy	
that,	 if	 successful,	 will	 create	 the	 foundation	
for	 a	 political	 life	 where,	 as	 in	 America,	 two	
formations	 alternate	 in	 power,	 but	 ultimately	
represent	 very	 similar	 conceptions	 and	 try	 to	
remove	from	public	discourse	any	thinking	that	
addresses	social	conflict	and	ideological	diver-
gence.

Jean-Yves Camus
Associate Researcher at IRIS (Institut de 
Rélations Internationales et Stratégiques)
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France: Resistance to Neoliberalism  
and the Historic Failure of the Left

The	 results	 of	 the	 2007	 presidential	 elections	
are	altogether	the	worst	for	the	left	since	1969.	
It	 is	 true	 that	Sarkozy’s	clear	majority	as	Presi-
dent	 still	 did	not	give	 the	UMP	 the	 two-thirds	
majority	 needed	 to	 amend	 the	 constitution	
–	which	will	make	things	more	complicated	for	
the	 UMP	 in	 the	 way	 the	 simplified	 European	
Treaty	is	worked	out	–	but	all	in	all	this	electoral	
outcome	gives	the	rightist	camp	a	comfortable	
majority	with	which	to	realise	its	policies	and	a	
power	of	attraction	which	reaches	the	far	right	
to	the	centre	left.

The	whole	French	left	–	and	this	is	very	visible	
–	is	in	a	deep	crisis.	The	period	that	began	in	
1981	with	the	election	of	a	socialist	president	–	
François	Mitterand	is	the	only	president	of	the	
Fifth	Republic	to	have	come	from	the	PS	–	may	
be	 said	 to	 have	 definitively	 come	 to	 a	 close.	
Several	 times	 since	1981	 there	has	been	 ”co-
habitation”	between	a	president	and	a	prime	
minister	 from	 opposing	 political	 camps,	 first	
under	a	left	presidency	and	then	under	a	right	
one.	 For	 twenty	 years	 in	 each	 parliamentary	
election,	one	governing	camp	was	replaced	by	
the	other;	the	expression	used	for	this	was	”al-
ternance”	or	”sortir	les	sortants”.	The	shock	of	
April	21,	2002	–	Chirac	and	Le	Pen	succeeded	
in	 the	 second	 ballot	 while	 the	 Socialist	 Party	
candidate	 was	 eliminated	 –	 showed	 at	 that	
time	that	the	crisis	of	the	left	was	already	very	
grave.1

The	first	critical	analyses	coming	from	the	left	
attributed	 Royal’s	 failure	 mainly	 to	 her	 social-
liberal,	centrist	and	insufficiently	militant	posi-
tions,	 and	 the	poor	 results	 of	 the	 left	wing	of	
the	 left	 to	 the	 lack	 of	 a	 dynamising	 common	
political	proposal	by	the	anti-liberal	left.	

While	 Sarkozy’s	 electoral	 campaign	 not	 only	
systematically	 displayed	 political	 voluntarism,	

but	 also	 presented	 a	 well	 structured	 political	
discourse	and	project,2	the	political	views	of	the	
Socialist	presidential	candidate	Royal	were	hard	
to	discern.	 She	 strongly	 focused	her	 campaign	
on	the	questions	of	the	renewal	of	politics	and	
democracy,	but	was	unconvincing	on	the	socio-
economic	questions	starkly	posed	by	contempo-
rary	 society.	 While	 the	 UMP	 mobilised	 around	
its	goals,	and	made	headway	deep	into	Le	Pen’s	
electoral	support,	the	left	was	largely	concerned	
with	 conducting	 the	 most	 effective	 defensive	
battle	possible	against	Sarkozy.

The	 results	 for	 the	 Socialist	 Party	 candidate	
rested	 less	 on	 broad	 agreement	 around	 her	
programme	 than	 it	 did	 on	 the	 need	 felt	 by	
many	voters	–	among	them	even	express	critics	
of	the	SP	and	its	candidate	–	to	stop	Sarkozy’s	
forward	march.	The	shock	wave	of	2002	also	
prompted	 a	 rallying	 around	 Royal.	 However,	
numerous	 indicators	–	 such	as	 the	high	 (and	
growing)	 proportion	 of	 ”ninistes”	 (who	 clas-
sify	 themselves	 neither	 as	 left	 nor	 right),	 the	
alienation	of	the	workers	and	employees	from	
the	 government	 left	 beginning	 in	 the	 1980s	
–	 point	 to	 the	 long-term	 erosion	 of	 the	 left,	
which	nevertheless	is	not	expressed	in	a	signifi-
cant	right	turn	of	public	opinion.	The	PS’s	situ-
ation	 in	 France	 is	 admittedly	not	 comparable	
with	the	decline,	also	numerical,	of	Social	De-
mocracy	in	Great	Britain	or	Germany.	However,	
a	social,	ideological	and	political	new	direction	
is	on	the	agenda,	 the	system	of	alliances	has	
fallen	apart,	many	bridges	to	right-wing	forces	
of	 the	 “center”	 have	been	built,	 and	 some	of	
Sarkozy’s	 structural	 themes	were	not	only	not	
attacked,	 they	were	 instead	de facto	 appreci-
ated	in	a	series	of	statements.	The	outcome	of	
this	trial	and	crisis	of	the	PS	is	still	not	foresee-
able.

Chronicles



120

Referendum 2005: Only an Episode?

If	in	many	instances	the	results	of	the	2004	re-
gional	elections,	a	sanction	against	the	right	in	
government	 and	good	 for	 all	 of	 the	 left,	were	
prematurely	seen	as	a	recovery	from	the	2002	
low,	on	the	other	hand	the	public	confrontation	
two	or	three	years	later	over	the	project	of	the	
European	 Constitutional	 Treaty	 made	 evident	
the	 deep	 rifts	 within	 the	 left	 camp,	 especially	
on	social	questions.	The	constitutional	draft,	re-
garded	 as	 neoliberal	 by	 broad	 sections	 of	 the	
population,	was	 rejected	on	May	29,	2005	by	
a	clear	majority,	among	which	were	more	than	
half	 the	voters	of	 the	Socialist	and	Green	par-
ties,	quite	in	contrast	to	the	official	Yes	position	
which	the	heads	of	these	parties	promoted	very	
aggressively	along	with	the	neoliberal	elites.	The	
nationalist	right	also	supported	the	No	vote,	but	
provoked	much	less	confrontation	than	it	did	in	
the	 1992	 referendum,	 when	 it	 was	 the	 Maas-
tricht	Treaty	that	was	at	issue.	Communists,	Trot-
skyists,	 left	 Socialists	 and	 Republicans,	 adher-
ents	of	the	global	justice	movements,	groups	of	
trade-unionists,	feminists	and	pacifists	conduct-
ed	a	new	form	of	very	active	campaign	in	which	
almost	a	thousand	anti-liberal	collectives	and	a	
concerted	national	and	very	pluralist	coordina-
tion	were	built.	Its	themes	were	the	defence	of	
the	public	sector,	critique	of	competition	as	the	
primary	 constitutive	 principle	 of	 society,	 rejec-
tion	of	wage	dumping	and	tax	competition,	de-
mand	for	the	inscribing	of	social	and	democratic	
rights,	the	need	to	democratise	Europe,	Europe’s	
active	role	 in	the	global	commitment	to	peace	
and	justice.

In	many	cases,	the	massive	No	of	the	”milieux	
populaires”	(workers,	employees)	was	understood	
as	a	class	vote.	Even	a	majority	of	the	youth,	by	
no	means	hostile	to	Europe,	voted	No.	Still	now,	
public	opinion	clearly	distinguishes	between	the	
positive	expectations	regarding	Europe	and	the	
repudiation	of	the	neoliberal	offensive.	Without	
exaggeration	we	can	demonstrate	that,	despite	
the	 mobilisation	 of	 all	 big	 parties,	 the	 media	

and	the	state	apparatus,	the	campaign	was	in-
creasingly	and	in	the	end	overwhelmingly	cara-
cterised	by	a	left	dynamic.	The	experience	also	
shows	us	that	a	mobilisation	for	the	defence	of	
social	achievements	and	democratic	values	was	
able	 to	 rally	 workers,	 employees	 of	 the	 public	
and	private	 sectors,	precarious	workers,	 critical	
middle-class	 strata	 and	 at	 the	 same	 time	 the	
great	majority	of	the	left,	as	a	social	and	politi-
cal	majority	with	the	aim	of	stopping	the	surge	
of	neoliberalism.

In	 the	 last	 years,	 the	 crisis	 of	 the	 Republic,	
politics	 and	 political	 representation	 has	 come	
to	a	head,	but	at	the	same	time	the	activity	of	
French	civil	 society	has	grown.	 In	 resistance	to	
the	model	 of	 individualism	and	 isolation,	 new	
forms	of	solidarity	(with	homeless	people,	with	
those	 threatened	 with	 deportation,	 with	 strik-
ers	and	factory	occupiers	...)	and	of	mobilisation	
–	 which	 required	 overcoming	 traditional	 bar-
riers	 –	 emerged.	 Public	 discussion	 of	 sensitive	
subjects	such	as	the	colonial	heritage	has	been	
occurring	for	two	or	three	years	now.	A	moralis-
ing	and	general	condemnation	of	the	banlieue	
youth,	who	revolted	in	the	suburbs	of	Paris,	has	
been	largely	repudiated.	 In	public	opinion,	the	
criticism	of	neoliberalism	and	 certain	 forms	of	
capitalism	is	stronger	than	in	many	other	coun-
tries.	Record	 levels	have	been	 reached	 in	new-
voter	 registration,	 especially	 in	 the	 banlieues.	
The	 level	 of	 involvement	 in	 the	 presidential	
election	–	for	weeks,	like	the	referendum	on	the	
European	 Constitutional	 Treaty	 previously,	 the	
main	 topic	 of	 private	 discussions	 –	 via	 media	
transmissions,	 websites	 and	 blogs	 was	 unusu-
ally	 high.	 Meetings	 were	 very	 much	 in	 vogue,	
the	 electoral	 participation	 was	 unusually	 high	
and	recalled	the	popular	involvement	in	the	ref-
erendum.

All	these	indices	speak	for	a	certain	form	of	re-
politicisation	whose	character,	however,	needs	to	
be	scrutinised.	This	politicisation,	for	one	thing,	
appears	to	be	based	on	a	new	demand	for	po-
litical	intervention	and	regulation,	which	liberal	
or	 social-liberal-centered	 candidates	 meet	 with	
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the	promise	of	a	new	political	voluntarism.	An-
other	motivation	is	the	notion	of	being	able	to	
effect	an	important	change	of	political	direction	
with	a	voting	slip.	Nevertheless,	the	tendencies	
of	media	staging	and	personalisation	of	candi-
dates	engendered	at	bottom	only	a	depoliticised	
interest.

In	the	preparations	for	the	2007	elections,	the	
question	was	asked	of	whether	from	the	social	
confrontations	 with	 neoliberalism,	 a	 renewed,	
militant	left	closely	tied	to	the	social	movements	
could	emerge,	with	the	goal	not	of	spawning	a	
reissue	of	the	”gauche	plurielle”,3	but	a	new	left	
dynamic	 in	 the	 sense	 of	 an	 alternative,	 anti-
liberal	and	authentically	 left	project.4	A	whole	
set	of	factors	spoke	for	such	an	hypothesis.	The	
strong	movement	against	the	First	Employment	
Contract	 (CPE),	 in	 which	 once	 again	 a	 neolib-
eral	 change	of	 direction	was	 to	be	 foiled,	 this	
time	together	with	the	student	and	trade-union	
organisations,	united	all	generations	and	led	to	
success	after	a	several	week-long	sharp	confron-
tation	with	Chirac	and	his	government.

Considering	 this	 great	 potential	 for	 criticism	
and	political	protest,	 there	was	 in	 the	anti-lib-
eral	left	the	hope	that	this	could	be	carried	over	
into	 a	 current	 that	 could	 organise	 a	 political	
alternative.	In	fact,	many	anti-liberal	collectives	
are	still	functioning.	Provisional	results	were	an	
anti-liberal	 charter,	 a	 call	 for	 common	 candi-
dates,	a	strategy	text,	a	125-point	programme.	
There	 was,	 however,	 no	 agreement	 on	 a	 com-
mon	 candidacy	 in	 the	 presidential	 elections,	
and	in	the	legislative	elections	only	ca.	20	%	of	
the	electoral	districts	could	come	up	with	com-
mon	candidates	of	the	anti-liberal	left.5

The	breadth	was	very	much	smaller	than	that	
of	the	referendum	campaign:	a	solo	run	by	the	
Ligue	 Communiste	 Révolutionnaire	 (LCR),	 the	
anti-liberal	Socialists	staying	away	and	remain-
ing	 in	 the	SP	because	of	 the	open	criticism	of	
Royal,	 inadequate	 broadening	 of	 the	 social	
base	 and	 differences	 in	 numerous	 collectives	
over	questions	of	strategy	and	the	selection	of	
candidates.	Besancenot	(LCR)	and	Bové	(former	

spokesperson	 for	 the	 Farmers	 Confederation)	
came	from	radical	left	and	libertarian	traditions	
respectively,	which	are	geared	to	the	gaining	of	
counterveiling-power	 positions	 and	 are	 mostly	
perceived	as	representatives	of	the	protest	move-
ment,	with	Bové	having	strong	ecological	posi-
tions.	 Buffet,	 proposed	 as	 a	 candidate	 by	 the	
French	Communist	Party	(PCF),	sought	to	articu-
late	protest,	alternative	political	proposals	and	
political	strategy	of	change	and	thereby	address	
the	whole	left	ignoring	its	political	boundaries.	
The	 substantive	 and	 strategic	 contradictions,	
and	those	determined	by	the	interests	of	the	or-
ganisations,	were	too	great	for	a	unified	candi-
dacy.	However,	separately	the	groups	could	not	
reach	a	critical	mass	that	could	given	them	new	
credibility.

In	the	first	ballot	Besancenot	did	better	than	
the	other	candidates	of	the	left,	but	for	the	two	
Trotskyist	parties	(LO	and	LCR)	taken	as	a	whole	
the	results	dropped	due	to	the	poor	showing	of	
Laguiller	(LO).	The	PCF	–	still	an	active	force	or-
ganised	nationwide	–	could	win	19	(instead	of	
the	previous	22)	deputies	in	the	April	22	legisla-
tive	elections,	especially	due	to	its	local	anchor-
ing.	 It	has	now	become	abundantly	clear	that,	
despite	 working	 for	 its	 renewal,	 the	 great	 en-
gagement	of	activists	and	the	positive	collabora-
tion	with	other	political	and	movement	forces,	it	
is	no	longer	a	force	driving	politics	forward.	Two	
party	congresses	have	been	announced,	which	
are	to	deal	with	all	 relevant	questions	without	
observing	past	taboos.	A	great	deal	speaks	for	
an	active	participation	of	the	PCF	in	a	broadly	
designed	 refoundation	 of	 the	 left	 on	 an	 anti-	
liberal	 basis,	 in	 support	 of	 which	 many	 other	
voices	are	being	raised.

In	the	political	confrontation	within	the	alter-
native	left	groups	in	these	months,	the	positions	
of	diverse	wings	of	the	movement	became	clear	
around	questions	of	the	relationship	to	institu-
tions,	political	alliances,	the	necessity	of	parties	
and	their	organisational	form.	The	questions	of	
constructing	a	common	political	entity	and	the	
expression	of	 the	protest	movement	 in	a	 com-
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mon	 candidacy	 had	 obviously	 not	 matured,	
which	however	does	not	mean	that	they	are	de-
finitively	off	the	table.

Considering	 the	 results,	 the	 observations	 of	
recent	years	encouraged	by	the	left	wing	of	the	
left	in	its	search	for	new	political	constructions	
must	be	re-examined.	There	needs	to	be	discus-
sion	of	the	lack	of	capacity	of	the	left	as	a	whole,	
and	of	the	left	wing	of	the	left	in	particular,	to	
present	a	new	political	proposal	within	the	cur-
rently	emerging	contradictions.

Quite	in	contrast	to	2002,	when	the	issue	was	
principally	security,	this	time	the	main	questions	
were	 the	 social	questions:	unemployment,	pur-
chasing	power,	inequality	and	social	security.

Many	investigations	have	pointed	to	a	discon-
nect	 between	 general	 political	 alignment	 and	
electoral	behaviour,	between	a	mostly	left-lean-
ing	public	opinion	and	electoral	intentions	that	
tend	to	the	right.6	In	his	analyses,	Stéphane	Ro-
zès	distinguished	between	the	desirable	 (occu-
pied	by	the	left)	and	the	possible	(occupied	by	
the	right).	For	the	mass	of	left	voters	it	was	not	
clear	how	the	desirable	was	to	be	transformed	
into	 the	 possible.	 In	 the	 political	 landscape	
colored	by	neoliberalism	it	has	often	been	seen	
that	majority	positions	located	on	the	left	find	
no	adequate	expression	of	will	in	society	when	
the	issue	is	the	election	of	a	political	project.	At	
the	 beginning	 of	 the	 campaign	 ,	 61	%	 of	 the	
voters	 had	 no	 confidence	 that	 either	 the	 left	
or	 the	 right	 could	 conduct	 political	 business.	
At	the	end	it	was	the	new	right	that	could	win	
the	 majority	 of	 the	 population	 in	 its	 competi-
tion	for	political	hegemony	–	by	exploiting	the	
contradictions	 which	 developed	 with	 the	 crisis	
of	neoliberalism.

“Travailler	 plus	 pour	 gagner	 plus”7	 became	
the	 central	 political-ideological	 argument,	 one	
of	the	themes	that	was	intended	to	enable	the	
transition	to	a	new	outlook	on	social	relations.	
This	 offensive	 could	 draw	 on	 complex	 social	
suffering	 and	 realities	 that	 produce	 political	
divisions,	 realities	 such	 as	 urgently	 needed	
higher	 wages	 for	 a	 great	 part	 of	 the	 ”milieux	

populaires”	 (workers	 and	 employees,	 the	 new	
precarious	 workers),	 the	 intense	 frustration	 at	
the	non-recognition	of	work,	the	widespread	no-
tion	–	and	not	only	among	the	sections	of	the	
population	inclined	to	the	right	–	that	the	un-
employed	could	find	work	if	they	really	wanted	
to,	the	widely	accepted	stigmatising	of	the	large	
group	of	welfare	recipients,	the	fear	that	many	
have	 of	winding	up	 in	 a	 dead-end	 street	with	
these	realities,	as	well	as	the	left’s	lack	of	alter-
natives	on	all	these	questions.

The	transformational	and	very	socially	engaged	
left	remained	essentially	imprisoned	within	pro-
posals	for	social	betterment.	It	mostly	had	quan-
titative	answers	 (SMIC	15008,	 raising	of	 social	
minima,	 improvement	 of	 protection	 provisions,	
etc.).	The	fragmentation	of	society,	however,	has	
reached	such	proportions	 that	people	urgently	
want	to	hear	qualitatively	new	answers.

All	 in	all,	 Sarkozy	 succeeded	 in	winning	over	
many	 sections	 of	 the	 electorate	 who	 did	 not	
have	fixed	political	ties.	He	was	able	to	tap	to	
his	advantage	the	shocks	felt	within	society,	the	
loss	of	confidence	 in	the	stability	of	 the	social	
security	systems	and	the	readiness	of	broad	so-
cial	sectors	to	pay	attention	to	”new	solutions”,	
to	 throw	 certain	 principles	 overboard	 under	
certain	 circumstances.	 The	 divisions	 in	 society	
between	”those	willing	to	work”	and	”assistés”	
(welfare	recipients)	served	as	themes	for	politi-
cal	 mobilisation.	 In	 so	 doing,	 the	 intimidation	
and	 isolation	of	 the	numerous	new	”precariat”	
was	useful.	Such	approaches	were	promoted	by	
the	development	of	a	”meritocratic	pole”9	based	
on	the	principle	of	individual	effort,	on	turning	
away	 the	 welfare	 recipients	 and	 on	 a	 critical	
stance	toward	trade-union	action.	At	the	same	
time,	however,	Sarkozy	accommodated	anti-lib-
eral	 sensibilities	 on	 many	 issues	 (though	 with	
right-wing	accents).	An	example	 is	 the	specific	
language	directed	at	the	especially	insecure	and	
largely	ignored	industrial	work	force.

In	2007	the	political	dividing	lines	were	signifi-
cantly	altered.	A	series	of	phenomena	supported	
one	of	the	central	goals	of	the	UMP	candidate,	
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the	blurring	of	the	left-right	divide,	the	oblitera-
tion	of	 ideological	confrontation.10	Accordingly,	
he	often,	and	with	great	support	 from	the	me-
dia,	tried	to	depoliticise	nagging	political	prob-
lems,	for	example	ecological	questions,	the	fight	
against	 poverty,	 the	 housing	 problem,	 and	 he	
decoupled	them	from	the	confrontation	between	
right	 and	 left	 and	 thus	 from	 the	 fundamental	
social-political	 debate.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 the	
attempt	was	made	in	this	context	to	install	the	
most	durable	possible	”centre”,	also	in	relation	to	
the	growing	voter	group	of	”ninistes”.	Sarkozy’s	
staunchly	 right-wing	 candidacy	 also	 enabled	
him	to	absorb	a	part	of	Le	Pen’s	influence,	and	
in	so	doing	he	ditched	Chirac’s	doctrine	of	clear	
cut	barriers	 against	 the	 extreme	 right.	 In	what	
followed,	the	naming	of	his	administration	per-
sonnel	was	directed	at	a	long-lasting	anchoring	
of	a	conception	of	a	new	national	unity.

One	of	 the	points	of	discussion	concerns	 the	
question	of	whether	French	society	has	rapidly	
moved	to	the	right	only	two	years	after	the	No	
vote,	with	 its	 left	character,	 the	sanctioning	of	
the	government	 right	 in	 the	 regional	elections	
and	 the	 victory	 of	 a	 very	 broad	 movement	
against	the	neoliberal	dismantling	of	labor	law.	
Public	opinion	is	mostly	described	as	contradic-
tory,	as	a	mix	of	 liberalism	and	anti-liberalism.	
In	questions	that	are	constitutive	for	the	neolib-
eral	project	(state	intervention	in	the	economy,	
privatisation,	 globalisation,	 run-away	 shops,	
abolition	of	the	lay-off	protection	law	to	benefit	
flexibility	...),	approval	drops.

Sarkozy’s	project	 could	 therefore	win	 support	
although	an	unbroken	neoliberal	hegemony	no	
longer	exists.	In	the	context	of	an	apparent	polit-
ical	and	especially	substantive	deficit	of	the	left,	
it	thus	became	possible	to	create	a	new	majority	
in	a	deeply	divided	society,	to	significantly	alter	
the	political	and	ideological	relations	of	power,	
and	with	the	support	of	the	media	to	organise	
power	at	the	top	level	of	the	state	in	a	new	way	
and	to	concentrate	it	more	strongly.

In	 the	 undoubtedly	 sharp	 confrontations	
to	 come,	 all	 mobilisable	 forces	 must	 come	 to-

gether.	Therefore,	the	necessity	of	a	renewal,	of	
a	concentration	of	the	diverse	political	forces	of	
the	left,	is	on	the	agenda.	Whether	and	how	the	
alternative	 left	will	be	able	to	take	new	shape	
in	 the	next	period	 is	 in	no	way	clear.	Work,	 in	
the	 sense	 of	 a	 re-invention	of	 the	 left,	 cannot	
restrict	 itself	 to	 the	 problematic	 of	 the	 struc-
tures,	methods	and	identities;	is	has	to	be	more	
broadly	conceived	in	order	to	specify	an	imme-
diate,	middle-	and	long-term	political	objective	
based	on	a	thorough	analysis	of	the	relations	of	
contemporary	finance	capital.

Elisabeth Gauthier ist director of Espaces Marx 
and member in the national executive com-
mitee of the PCF.
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The LEFT

LEFT	has	no	future	since	many	of	 its	demands	
are	“old	fashioned”	and	“nostalgic”	ones	aimed	
at	restoring	the	Federal	Republic	of	the	1970s	
and	1980s.	It	is	insinuated	that	The	LEFT	seeks	
national	 isolation	and	the	refusal	of	any	 inter-
national	responsibility.	The	new	party	is	thus	re-
garded	as	backward-looking,	populist	and	con-
servative.	It	has	allegedly	not	drawn	conclusions	
from	globalisation,	the	changes	in	the	world	of	
work	 and	 demographic	 shifts.	 As	 a	 result	 it	 is	
accused	of	not	being	able	to	defend	the	inter-
ests	 of	 the	 unemployed	 and	 the	 dependently	
employed.

Social	justice	and	the	overcoming	of	globalised	
financial-market	capitalism	are	indeed	essential	
issues	 for	 the	 new	 party.	 While	 the	 neoliberal	
mainstream	claims	that	in	the	age	of	globalisa-
tion,	workers	 income	of	 the	 type	 that	provides	
security,	 adequate	 unemployment	 compensa-
tion	and	poverty-resistant	old-age	pensions	are	
no	 longer	possible,	 The	 LEFT	presents	 itself	 as	
the	only	party	that	champions	a	poverty-resist-
ant	social	state.	And	this	is	its	“nostalgia”:	Un-
der	today’s	new	conditions,	it	demands	the	crea-
tion	of	poverty-resistant	social	nets	that	halt	the	
further	 expansion	 of	 modern	 capitalism’s	 cul-
ture	of	 insecurity,	 restore	support	and	planned	
security	to	the	great	majority	of	the	population	
and	 make	 possible	 a	 more	 extensive	 basis	 for	
individual	development.	

The	 strategy	 of	 dismantling	 the	 social	 state	
and	Agenda	2010	have,	under	Social	democrat-
ic	leadership,	accelerated	structural	changes	in	
German	capitalism	–	with	the	resulting	deepen-
ing	of	social	divisions,	massive	impoverishment	
and	processes	of	increasing	social	estrangement.	
German	 capitalism’s	 competitive	 capacity	 was	
fostered	by	orgies	of	wage-cost	reduction	and	a	
brutal	extension	of	the	work	day.	Tax	give-aways	
for	 enterprises	 and	 the	well-to-do	 boosted	 the	
rise	of	financial-market	capitalism.	Gregor	Gysi	

The	LEFT	received	8.4	percent	of	the	vote	in	the	
2005	federal	elections	and	is	now	represented	
with	fraction	strength	in	the	German	Bundestag.	
As	 is	 generally	 known,	 in	 their	 agreement	 the	
Left	 Party.PDS	 and	 the	 WASG	 (Electoral	 Alter-
native	for	Social	Justice)	did	not	confine	them-
selves	 to	 run	 jointly	 in	 the	2005	early	 federal	
elections;	 they	 also	 committed	 themselves	 to	
found	a	united	party	with	a	platform	on	which	
the	 left	 could	 overcome	 divisive	 political	 posi-
tions	and	East-West	issues.	Starting	then	in	June	
2007,	the	new	formation	which	positioned	itself	
to	the	left	of	Social	Democracy	exists	as	an	in-
dependent	party	in	all	of	Germany.	One	of	East	
Germany’s	 major	 parties,	 the	 PDS,	 equipped	
with	decades-long	political	 experience,	 organi-
sational	 and	 financial	 strength,	 full-time	 em-
ployees,	and	several	thousand	office-holders	at	
the	 local	and	regional/Länder	 level,	has	 fused	
with	the	young	WASG,	which	in	its	brief	history	
had	the	attraction	of	a	colourful	political	group-
ing	 which	 stood	 for	 a	 new	 political	 style	 and	
culture	as	well	as	for	a	specific	political	agenda.	
Thus	the	emergence	of	The	LEFT	represents	an	
historical	process	of	change	in	the	German	fed-
eral	party	system.	

The	evaluation	of	the	party	on	the	part	of	of-
ficial	politics	and	mainstream	media	is	ambigu-
ous.	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 some	 of	 them	 suggest	
that	 it	 is	 a	 mere	 “brain-child”,	 conjured	 into	
being	by	“drawing-board	strategists”	who	were	
able	to	“sweep	under	the	carpet	all	inner-party	
conflicts,	 e.g.	 the	 women’s	 quota,	 the	 contro-
versy	over	German	military	interventions	abroad	
and	 the	question	of	government	participation.	
However,	other	commentators	believe	the	party	
is	viable,	since	it	has	shown	itself	to	be	“capable	
of	mobilising”	and	“extremely	populist”.

The	prejudice	against	populism	is	widespread	
in	Germany.	Social	Democracy,	above	all,	strictly	
distinguishes	itself	from	“populism”.	For	it,	The	
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is	correct	 in	writing:	 “In	 the	 last	 ten	years,	 the	
only	industrialised	country	in	which	real	wages	
declined	 by	 5	 percent	 is	 Germany	 under	 the	
watch	 of	 Social	 Democracy.	 And	 as	 a	 conse-
quence	we	suddenly	get	a	critique	of	capitalism	
in	 the	 old	 Federal	 Republic	 such	 as	 has	 never	
occurred	 after	 1949.”	 (Gysi	 2007:	 60).	 This	 is	
the	basic	raison	d’être	of	the	new	party.	“Against	
many	predictions,	it	has	shown	that	the	forces	of	
the	PDS	and	WASG	dispose	of	a	sufficient	social	
consensus	 of	 values	 and	 can	 also	 achieve	 the	
minimal	necessary	 strategic	agreement	on	 the	
goals	required.”	(Brie	2007:	30)

The	massive	social	changes,	growing	social	po-
larisation	and	lack	of	alternatives	within	the	es-
tablished	party	system	have	not	“automatically”	
brought	The	LEFT	into	being.	Without	the	many	
activists	 belonging	 to	 very	 small	 left	 parties,	
without	 trade	 union	 activists	 and	 civil	 society	
organisations	contributing	their	experience	and	
capacities,	the	party	would	not	have	been	creat-
ed.	However,	the	converse	is	also	true:	The	LEFT	
on	 its	 side	has	been	essential	 to	 the	 strength-
ening	of	 the	 tendency	 inside	 the	 trade	unions	
already	underway	for	some	years	to	seek	politi-
cal	autonomy	and	independence	from	the	par-
ties.	The	SPD’s	strategy	to	turn	the	limitations	of	
the	minimum	wage	into	an	instrument	of	their	
campaign	for	the	federal	elections	in	2009	will	
fail	to	re-establish	the	long-standing	privileged	
alliance	between	trade	unions	and	the	SPD.	The	
experience	with	Agenda	2010,	the	Hartz	IV	laws	
and	the	silent	pension	reduction	–	pension	age	
of	67	–	have	heavily	damaged	the	political	cred-
ibility	of	Social	Democracy.	Without	any	doubt,	
the	WASG	and	PDS	have	reshuffled	the	cards	in	
the	political	playing	field.

However,	 along	 with	 the	 excellent	 results	 in	
the	 2005	 federal	 elections,	 the	 party-build-
ing	 process	 also	 has	 its	 negative	 aspects.	 The	
low	participation	 in	the	WASG’s	final	member-
ship	 survey	had	 to	do	with	 the	 fact	 that	after	
the	initial	euphoria	quite	a	few	of	the	approxi-
mately	10,000	members	withdrew	 from	active	
political	engagement.	Most	protagonists	of	the	

unification	process	are	well	aware	 that	 the	or-
ganisational	tour	de	force	of	the	last	two	years	
occurred	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 programmatic	 and	
strategic	clarity.	The	cultural,	historical,	and	po-
litical	differences	between	the	constituent	par-
ties	 were	 and	 still	 are	 great,	 even	 if	 in	 the	 so	
called	“Programmatic	Cornerstones”	it	is	stated	
that	“the	degree	of	programmatic	commonality	
worked	out	by	the	WASG	and	Left	Party.PDS	on	
the	path	to	a	new	party	…	is	a	sufficiently	stable	
basis	on	which	to	found	a	new	party	of	the	left.”	
(Programmatic	Cornerstones,	2007:	1)

In	the	current	capitalist	logic,	wages,	work	time	
and	labour	conditions	are	regarded	as	mere	re-
siduals.	The	massive	extension	of	precarious	life	
and	work	 conditions	 resulting	 from	 this	–	and	
further	 exacerbated	 by	 politics	 –	 hampers	 the	
articulation	 of	 an	 effective	 social	 protest	 by	
those	affected.	The	fear	of	social	decline	arising	
from	precarisation	also	has	repercussions	on	the	
majority	of	wage	dependent	workers.	The	con-
sequences	are	an	 increase	 in	 right-wing	popu-
list	 views	 as	 well	 as	 a	 growing	 distance	 from	
all	 forms	of	political	participation.	The	decline	
of	confidence	in	the	political	system	and	in	the	
parties	 can	 be	 measured	 by	 the	 continual	 in-
crease	in	the	proportion	of	non-voters.	The	major	
parties	are	losing	their	guiding	objectives,	their	
historical	 subjects	and	 their	 social	 roots.	There	
is	no	guarantee	of	success	for	the	new	political	
formation.	“Organisations,	trade	unions,	parties	
–	they	are	never	goals	 in	themselves.	They	are	
always	only	means	to	the	end	of	giving	a	voice	
to	the	powerless,	to	those	who	want	to	partici-
pate,	 who	 can	 only	 achieve	 something	 if	 they	
act	together.”	(Lafontaine	2007:15).	

What	 The	 LEFT	must	do	 is	more	 than	 to	be-
come,	in	professional	politics,	the	advocate	who	
simply	points	to	the	lack	of	justice	and	by	doing	
so	gets	good	results	in	popular	surveys	regard-
ing	his	competence	in	the	area	of	social	justice.	
As	a	matter	of	fact,	the	social	basis	of	The	LEFT	
itself,	 its	 members	 as	 well	 as	 its	 electorate,	 is	
affected	 by	 the	 social	 divisions	 produced	 by	
both	the	hard	and	the	soft	forms	of	neoliberal	
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policies.	 This	 development	 is	 dynamic	 and	 di-
verse	and	leads	to	a	generally	contradictory	and	
precarious	 income	picture	 for	wage-dependent	
workers,	 divisions	 that	 also	 touch	 middle-class	
sectors,	both	in	their	“fear	of	being	crushed”	as	
well	as	in	their	resentment	of	the	reform	of	the		
solidary	 social	 security	 systems.	 Not	 all	 actors	
and	currents	in	the	party	are	equally	conscious	
of	what	the	historical	moment	demands	of	the	
party’s	 claims	 to	 carry	 out	 a	 transitional	 poli-
tics.

The	 new	 party’s	 success	 corresponds	 to	 the	
decline	of	Social	Democracy.	The	SPD	 is	being	
squeezed	by	both	the	decline	in	its	membership	
and	its	diminishing	share	of	the	popular	vote.	It	
is	coming	under	pressure	from	two	sides:	the	bet-
ter-earning	social	 strata	with	high	educational	
capital	are	renouncing	their	allegiance	and	see	
their	political	sensibility	better	addressed	by	the	
Greens	and	the	parties	of	the	bourgeois	camp.	
The	 lower	 social	 strata	 also	 see	 their	 interests	
increasingly	 less	 well	 represented	 by	 the	 SPD.	
The	watering	down	of	the	SPD	has	been	going	
on	for	decades	and	after	2005	it	spread	to	all	
levels	of	politics	(Güllner	2007:	20).

The	SPD	leadership	hopes	against	hope.	Some-
where,	 sometime,	 they	 believe,	 there	will	 be	 a	
harnessing	 of	 capital	 movements	 at	 the	 Euro-
pean	 or	 international	 level.	 The	 return	 to	 an	
economic	coalition	for	prosperity	–	this	is	the	il-
lusion	of	Social	Democracy	–	will	make	us	forget	
the	many	cut-backs	in,	and	damage	done	to,	the	
social	 security	 system.	Under	 these	 conditions,	
they	believe,	unemployment	will	be	 further	 re-
duced,	and	through	a	minimum-wage	policy	as	
well	as	a	struggle	against	poverty,	we	shall	be	
able	to	provide	for	general	participation	in	the	
economic	expansion.

In	 order	 to	 withstand	 the	 logic	 of	 financial-
market	capitalism,	there	needs	to	be	a	political	
holding	of	 the	 line	against	wage	pressure	and	
the	expansion	of	poverty.	The	foundation	of	left	
politics	must	be	the	improvement	of	precarious	
work	and	life	conditions.	Neoliberal	politics	has	
introduced	 a	 constant	 increase	 in	 the	 existing	

social	gaps	in	wealth	distribution.	The	spread	of	
precarisation	has	to	a	large	extent	undermined	
social	 security	 and	 social	 citizens’	 rights.	Mini-
mum-wage	policy,	work-time	reduction	and	the	
struggle	against	poverty	are	indispensable;	how-
ever,	they	need	to	be	integrated	into	a	policy	of	
change	in	wealth	distribution	and	a	basic	social	
reform.

Wage	 labour	 is	also	of	central	 importance	 in	
the	longer-term	future.	Achieving,	through	eco-
nomic	 policy,	 high	 employment	 levels	 requires	
passing	 a	 dynamised	 minimum-wage	 law,	 a	
policy	 of	 work-time	 reduction	 with	 supporting	
political	 measures,	 and	 a	 strategy	 of	 re-exten-
sion	of	 the	public	 sectors.	Such	a	social	policy	
programme	 can	 only	 be	 financed	 if	 the	 asym-
metry	 in	 wealth	 distribution	 between	 incomes	
from	work,	on	the	one	hand,	and	enterprise	and	
wealth	incomes,	on	the	other	hand,	is	changed.	

Under	 the	prevailing	 conditions,	 the	political	
left	 considers	 the	 return	 to	 a	 lasting	 constel-
lation	 of	 prosperity	 to	 be	 an	 illusion.	 The	pre-
dominant	 export	 orientation,	 with	 a	 domestic	
market	marred	by	insufficient	mass	purchasing	
power,	not	only	leads	to	an	increasing	division	
between	earnings,	i.e.	wealth	income	on	the	one	
hand,	and	wages	on	the	other,	but	at	the	same	
time	 to	 a	 generally	 contradictory	 and	 increas-
ingly	precarious	evolution	of	income	among	the	
wage	dependent.	A	survey	confirms	that	despite	
the	rise	in	business	activity,	36	%	of	citizens	are	
financially	worse	off	than	a	year	ago.	Fifty-one	
percent	did	not	notice	any	change	in	their	eco-
nomic	 situation;	 and	 only	 12	%	 are	 better	 off	
today	than	in	the	year	2006.	(Süddeutsche	Zei-
tung,	July	20,	2007:	17).	The	LEFT	therefore	can	
and	must,	on	the	basis	of	a	policy	of	transitional	
demand,	 turn	 social	 division	 into	 a	 general	
topic,	 which	 means	 that	 in	 the	 economy	 and	
the	 social	 security	 systems	 it	must	 try	 to	 force	
a	policy	switch	against	hard	and	soft	 forms	of	
neoliberalism.

The	LEFT	can	only	do	justice	to	the	claim	that	
they	give	the	weak	a	voice	and	represent	their	
social	positions,	if	it	is	capable,	through	educa-
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tional	offerings	at	all	levels,	of	confronting	the	
most	 important	 political	 and	 economic	 phe-
nomena	of	 the	present	and	suggesting	cogent	
theoretical	explanations.

However,	 The	 LEFT	 must	 be	 more	 than	 a	
“voice”	in	the	sense	of	political	relationships	of	
representation.	Now	that	the	parliament	and	the	
party	 system	 themselves	 are	 in	 real	 crisis,	 The	
LEFT	should	also	project	itself	as	a	force	for	the	
renewal	of	politics	 and	 its	 structures.	 The	new	
party	should	prove	itself	not	only	to	be	a	force	
of	expansion,	but	also	of	the	opening	up	of	the	
political	system	to	new	actors	–	that	would	be	a	
truly	democratic	reform.	

The	 left	 faces	 this	 task	not	only	 in	Germany.	
In	recent	years,	the	European	Left	on	the	whole	
has	 again	 and	 again	 been	 confronted	 with	 at	
least	 three	 challenges	 that	 force	 it	 to	 rethink	
and	to	renew	its	method	of	political	work.	

On	 the	 one	 hand,	 European	 Social	 Democ-
racy,	 since	 the	 collapse	 of	 state	 socialism	 and	
not	without	the	powerful	influence	of	neoliberal	
ideology,	is	undergoing	a	transformation	that	is	
not	yet	complete.	Moments	of	breakdown,	cor-
rection,	and	 renewal	are	 intertwined	here.	The	
“left	wing	of	the	left”	is	always	asked	to	provide	
itself	with	detailed	accounts	of	the	contours	and	
potential	effect	of	a	modernised	Social	Democ-
racy.	

On	the	other	hand,	the	European	Left	has	tried	
to	establish	new	forms	of	cooperation	with	the	
global-justice	 movements.	 Constellations	 that	
can	 grow,	 however,	 have	 up	 to	 now	 have	 not	
been	developed.

Nevertheless,	The	left	 in	Germany	and	in	the	
European	Union	can	become	stronger.	In	order	
to	 unfold	 its	 potential,	 it	 ought	 not	 to	 see	 its	
goal	mainly	in	becoming	a	party	of	government,	
and	 least	 of	 all	 in	 situations	 where	 its	 action	
programme	 becomes	 unrecognisable	 behind	 a	
mountain	 of	 alleged	 “realpolitik”.	 It	 is	 crucial	
that	its	activities	open	up	alternatives	in	social	
opinion	formation:	introduction	of	a	social	mini-
mum	wage,	a	solidary	citizens’	insurance,	a	new	
world	economic	order	as	a	perspective	coming	

from	the	critique	of	the	G8	and	a	global	struc-
ture	of	peace	that	brings	a	reformed	United	Na-
tions	into	play.	Decisive	for	the	development	of	
the	new	formation	is	the	credibility	of	its	social	
and	 systemic	 criticism.	 Already	 now,	 The	 LEFT	
has	to	agree	programmatically	on	one	main	task	
–	on	the	change	in	the	relationship	of	forces	as	
the	condition	of	another	politics.

Joachim Bischoff
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The Left in Finland After the Elections

On	 March	 18,	 2007	 parliamentary	 elections	
took	place	 in	Finland.	The	 result	was	a	victory	
for	the	opposition	National	Coalition	Party,	i.e.	
the	conservatives.	The	party	obtained	22.3	%	of	
the	votes,	an	increase	of	3.7	%	compared	to	the	
previous	parliamentary	elections.	

The	 losers	 of	 the	 elections	 were	 the	 Social	
Democratic	Party	and	the	Left	Alliance.	The	so-
cial	democrats	received	21.4	%	support	(-3.1	%	
compared	 to	 the	 previous	 parliamentary	 elec-
tions)	and	the	Left	Alliance	8.8	%	(-1.1	%).	The	
combined	 support	of	 the	 left	parties	was	at	a	
record-low	 level	within	 the	100-year	history	of	
Finnish	popular	elections.	Moreover,	the	67,9	%	
turnout	was	the	lowest	of	the	post-war	period.

As	a	result	of	the	elections,	the	former	Centre-
Left	government	was	replaced	by	a	Centre-Right	
government,	 consisting	 of	 the	 National	 Coali-
tion	 Party,	 The	 Centre	 Party	 (23.1	%	 of	 votes,	
-1.6	%),	the	Green	League	(8.5	%,	+0.5	%)	and	
the	 Swedish	 People’s	 Party	 (4.6	%,	 0.0	%),	 a	
party	representing	the	5	%	minority	of	Swedish	
speaking	people	in	the	country.	

Analysis

The	Social	Democracy	largely	failed	because	of	
credibility	 lost	during	their	12-year	administra-
tion	 of	 the	 country.	 Their	 slightly	 left-inclined	
electoral	 programme	 apparently	 did	 not	 con-
vince	the	voters	that	they	would	really	do	what	
they	promised.	In	addition,	the	party’s	recently	
elected	chairperson,	Mr.	Eero	Heinäluoma,	was	
considered	a	colourless	 former	 trade-union	bu-
reaucrat	 without	 a	 sense	 of	 how	 to	 appeal	 to	
people.	

The	Left	Alliance,	in	turn,	had	seen	turbulent	
times	after	the	resignation	of	the	previous	chair-
person	Ms	Suvi-Anne	Siimes	in	March	2006.	As	
a	liberal-minded	female	economist	and	a	promi-

nent	media	figure,	Ms.	 Siimes	had	 since	1998	
been	a	guarantee	of	reformism	in	the	party	for	
many.	These	non-traditionalist	supporters	were	
likely	 to	 be	 lost	 after	 the	 extraordinary	 party	
congress	chose	Mr.	Martti	Korhonen,	the	chair	of	
the	Left	Alliance	parliament	group,	as	the	new	
party	chairperson.	The	public	image	of,	and	me-
dia	interest	in,	Mr.	Korhonen,	a	former	car	me-
chanic,	were	nowhere	near	those	of	Ms.	Siimes.	

Hence,	the	worst	was	to	be	expected,	but	pe-
culiarly	 enough,	 the	 pre-election	 opinion	 polls	
showed	a	slight	increase	in	the	percentual	sup-
port	of	the	party.	The	shock	was	therefore	huge	
when	the	activists	of	the	party	on	election	night	
realised	what	was	happening.	Although	a	1.1	%	
loss	may	not	be	considered	big	 in	many	other	
political	 cultures,	 it	was	 a	dramatic	 change	 in	
Finland	where	the	results	tend	to	be	more	or	less	
steady.	 In	 addition,	 it	was	 the	worst	 result	 for	
the	 radical	 left	 in	 Finland	 since	 its	 re-legaliza-
tion	in	1944.	

However,	 it	 seems	 increasingly	 evident	 now	
that	losing	the	elections	was	what	the	left	par-
ties	 in	Finland	needed	to	motivate	the	process	
of	their	own	reform.

The	Social	Democrats	established	an	internal	
“truth	commission”	to	determine	the	causes	of	
the	electoral	disaster.	The	report	was	published	
and	 lists	 as	 one	 of	 the	 reasons	 for	 the	 defeat	
the	 burden	 of	 the	 long	 period	 in	 government,	
in	 which	 harsh	 economic	 measures	 were	 put	
into	effect,	which	actually	benefited	the	well-off	
social	strata.	What	the	report	does	not	directly	
say,	however,	is	that	under	the	leadership	of	the	
previous	 chairperson,	 Mr.	 Paavo	 Lipponen,	 the	
Social	 democratic	 party	 became	 a	 neoliberal	
party	with	very	few	policy	elements	which	could	
be	characterised	as	left.	

The	report	led	the	party	to	approve	a	10-item	
reform	programme,	but	it	is	noteworthy	that	the	
programme	does	not	contain	a	single	item	ad-
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dressing	the	actual	contents	or	goals	of	politics.	
This	 suggests	 that	 the	Social	democratic	party	
is	destined	 to	continue	 its	 rightward	drift.	 The	
three	big	parties	of	 Finnish	politics,	 the	Social	
Democrats,	 the	 Conservatives	 and	 the	 Centre,	
are	thus	 increasingly	coming	to	 resemble	each	
other.	

Measures to be Taken

If	the	social	democrats	decide	to	move	further	to	
the	right	and	attempt	a	Finnish	version	of	Tony	
Blair’s	 Third	 Way,	 they	 will	 leave	 a	 significant	
vacuum	on	the	political	left.	The	question	is	how	
the	Left	Alliance	could	occupy	this	vacuum.	

The	social	democrats’	move	to	the	right	is	only	
possible	because	there	 is	no	credible	 leftist	al-
ternative	 to	hand.	 The	Left	Alliance	has	acted	
like	a	 second	 social	democratic	party,	but	one	
a	little	more	eager	to	defend	the	welfare	state.	
The	 Left	Alliance	has	not	provided	a	 vision	of	
the	future.	

A	 mere	 defence	 of	 old	 achievements	 is	
doomed	to	failure.	Old	social	democratic	ideas	
do	not	respond	to	the	changes	in	the	structure	
of	production,	 for	 example	 in	 the	proliferation	
of	 part-time	 and	 short	 term	 work	 contracts	 or	
the	increasing	dominance	of	capital	in	all	levels	
of	society.	

Moreover,	 environmental	 thinking	 is	 inad-
equately	represented	by	the	Greens	who	are	in	
the	government.	Thus	 far,	 the	government	has	
been	 promoting	 anti-ecological	 policies,	 in-
cluding	the	construction	of	new	nuclear	power	
plants,	defending	the	interests	of	agriculture	in	
the	issue	of	catastrophic	eutrophication	of	Finn-
ish	sea	water,	putting	on	the	agenda	the	possi-
bility	of	harnessing	protected	rapids	for	electric-
ity	production,	etc.		

Hence	the	Left	Alliance	has	room	to	develop	in	
a	red-green	direction.	However,	 its	newly	elect-
ed	 parliamentary	 group,	 the	 size	 of	 which	 fell	
from	 19	 MP’s	 to	 17,	 looks	 very	 homogeneous:	
It	 contains	 only	 three	 women	 (!)	 and	 most	 of	

the	members	are	50–60	years	old.	It	is	difficult	
to	see	how	potential	new	supporters	of	the	left,	
young	people	in	precarious	situations,	academic	
intellectuals,	environmentalists,	migrants,	wom-
en,	etc.,	 could	 see	 these	people	as	 their	 repre-
sentatives.	

In	addition,	 the	 Left	Alliance	 is	hindering	 its	
own	success	by	allowing	dissonant	policy	 lines	
in	 the	 nuclear	 power	 question.	 Although	 the	
party	 programme	 has	 always	 had	 an	 anti-nu-
clear	 power	 position,	 more	 radically	 after	 the	
party	 congress	 in	 June,	 some	 representatives	
of	the	party	in	the	northern	part	of	Finland	use	
their	 election	 mandate	 to	 promote	 a	 nuclear	
power	 plant	 in	 Lapland.	 As	 long	 as	 such	 poli-
cies	continue,	it	is	hard	to	see	how	the	Left	Al-
liance	could	be	a	credible	green	alternative	 to	
the	Green	League.	The	true	nature	of	a	political	
party	is	judged	by	what	it	does,	not	by	what	is	
written	in	its	programmes.

The New Left

However,	 despite	 all	 the	 problems,	 signs	 of	 a	
new	era	for	the	Left	Alliance	are	emerging.	

The	 party	 congress	 in	 June	 elected	 a	 new	
leadership.	Although	the	chair	of	the	party,	Mr.	
Martti	Korhonen,	54,	was	re-elected	without	any	
rival	candidates,	some	new	faces	rose	to	the	top	
ranks	of	the	party.	Paavo	Arhinmäki,	a	30-year	
old	MP,	former	chair	of	the	Left	Youth	and	me-
dia	celebrity,	was	elected	as	the	first	vice-chair	
of	the	party.	Aino-Kaisa	Pekonen,	a	28-year	old	
nurse,	was	elected	as	the	second	vice-chair,	and	
Sirpa	Puhakka,	a	50-year	old	female	communi-
cations	manager,	became	the	party	secretary.	It	
is	likely	that	with	the	help	of	the	new	team	and	
Mr.	Korhonen	the	party	will	appear	more	ener-
getic	and	progressive.	

The	 party	 also	 approved	 some	 new	 pro-
grammes	 in	 the	 party	 congress,	 including	 the	
Party	Programme	and	the	political	programme	
for	 the	 period	 2007–2010.	 The	 party	 board’s	
proposal	for	the	political	programme	was	almost	
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completely	re-written	by	the	congress	delegates,	
resulting	in	a	compact	document	of	well-argued	
demands	 which	 reflect	 the	 state-of-the-art	 of	
political	debate.	

A	 completely	new	political	 culture	 is	gaining	
ground	in	the	Left	Alliance,	with	a	strong	pres-
ence	of	young	people.	One	example	is	the	move-
ment	for	the	“New	Left”,	an	unofficial	group	of	
activists	gathered	around	Mr.	Arhinmäki,	whose	
aim	is	to	put	the	Left	Alliance	on	a	new	track	of	
progressive	and	creative	policy	making,	leading	
to	a	rising	support	curve	and	eventual	election	
victories.	There	is	thus	sound	reason	to	say	that	
now	is	the	time	for	a	new	beginning	of	the	Finn-
ish	Left.	

Ruurik Holm
ruurik.holm@vasemmistofoorumi.fi
The author is research director of the Left Fo-
rum, which is a Left Alliance associated think 
tank.
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The Left in Italy

In	 Italy,	 the	 left	 which	 emerged	 after	 1989	 is	
undergoing	a	profound	restructuring.	

For	 the	 third	 time,	 the	 party	 created	 by	 the	
majority	 of	 the	 Italian	 Communist	 Party	 (PCI)	
is	 changing	 its	 name	 and	 symbol,	 fusing	 with	
the	 centrist	 “Margherita”	 party	 consisting	 for	
the	 most	 part	 of	 members	 of	 the	 ex-Christian	
Democratic	(DC)	left.	The	PCI	transformed	itself	
first	into	the	Democratic	Left	Party	(PDS).	Then,	
a	 few	years	 later,	 it	dropped	 the	word	 “party”,	
absorbed	some	Socialists,	Social-democrats	and	
Republicans	 and	 called	 itself	 the	 “Left	 Demo-
crats”	(DS).	Now	it	is	dropping	the	word	“left”	to	
become	the	Democratic	Party	 (PD),	with	a	not	
so	hidden	allusion	to	the	American	Democratic	
party.

When	the	majority	of	the	PCI	dissolved	its	own	
party	to	create	the	PDS,	a	part	of	the	minority	
founded	the	Party	of	Communist	Refoundation	
(PRC)	which	by	parthenogenesis,	that	is	through	
a	split,	would	generate	the	Party	of	Italian	Com-
munists	(PdCI).	This	time,	a	minority	of	DS	has	
split	off	and	established	the	Democratic	Left	for	
European	Socialism	(SD).	At	the	same	time,	PRC,	
together	 with	 groups	 and	 associations	 arising	
out	of	the	social	and	political	movements	of	re-
cent	Xfew	years,	has	constituted	the	Italian	Sec-
tion	of	the	European	Left.	The	latter,	however,	is	
not	presenting	itself	as	a	new	and	self-sufficient	
party,	but	rather	as	initiating	a	broader	forma-
tion.	 A	 parliamentary	 accord	 has	 in	 fact	 been	
reached	between	the	PRC,	Greens,	PdCI	and	SD,	
totalling	 150	 deputies	 and	 senators.	 Many	 in	
this	section	of	the	left	are	pushing	for	a	united	
left	formation.	Finally,	the	Democratic	Socialist	
Party	–	the	least	small	of	the	groups	of	the	Ital-
ian	socialist	diaspora	after	the	disappearance	of	
the	PSI	–	which	 is	part	of	 the	centre	 left,	and	
which	fused	with	the	Radical	Party	with	disap-
pointing	results	(2.5	%	of	votes),	has	refused	to	
go	into	the	Democratic	Party.	It	has	announced	

the	 founding	 of	 a	 socialist	 grouping	 to	 which	
belong	 those	 the	 socialists	 who	 went	 into	 the	
centre	right	(composed,	as	is	known,	of	Berlus-
coni’s	party,	the	ex-fascists,	the	federalist	North-
ern	League	with	racist	and	separatist	shadings,	
and	the	more	conservative	part	of	the	DC).	

It	 is	 difficult	 to	 summarise	 the	 actual	 situ-
ation	of	 the	 Italian	 left,	 but	what	we	 see	 is	 a	
rather	 confused	 reality	 in	 a	 considerable	 state	
of	motion.	Confusion,	admittedly,	also	reigns	on	
the	centre	right	where	Berlusconi’s	trajectory	is	
reaching	its	end	point,	although	how	it	will	end	
is	uncertain.	The	polls	say	he	could	be	the	win-
ner	were	the	Prodi	government	to	fall	and	if	new	
elections	were	to	be	held,	but	some	sectors	are	
pushing,	 in	 the	 event	 that	 Prodi	 does	 fall,	 for	
a	 “Government	of	National	Unity”	on	 the	Ger-
man	model,	which	would	exclude	both	the	left	
and	the	League.	The	immediate	cause	of	Italy’s	
present	 political	 uncertainty	 is	 the	 extremely	
narrow	electoral	majority	held	by	the	centre	left,	
as	well	as	the	continual	fall	of	the	government	
coalition’s	popularity	as	a	result	of	its	balanced-
budget	policies	and	its	rather	numerous	and	bit-
ter	internal	conflicts.

More	 fundamentally,	however,	 there	 is	a	 fail-
ure	 of	 what	 was	 called	 the	 “transition”	 to	 a	
presumed	second	Italian	republic,	which	was	to	
be	born,	after	the	disappearance	of	all	the	par-
ties	involved	in	creating	the	Italian	constitution	
(PCI,	DC,	PSI),	from	a	“grand	reform”	of	the	con-
stitutional	 structures.	 This	 transition	 has	 been	
dragging	 on	 for	 twenty	 years	 by	 now	 without	
achieving	anything.	The	attempt	by	the	right	to	
transform	the	system	in	an	authoritarian	direc-
tion	was	 repudiated	by	a	popular	 referendum.	
The	 republican	 constitution	 won	 but	 the	 ma-
noeuvres	to	weaken	its	anti-fascist	and	progres-
sive	foundations	have	not	ended.	

The	material	cause	of	this	permanent	state	of	
crisis	is	the	difficult	challenge	of	a	single	Euro-
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pean	currency	and	single	world	capital	market	
for	a	fragile	Italian	capitalism.	This	fragility	has	
been	 compensated	 in	 the	 past	 by	 the	 relative	
strength	 of	 a	 mixed	 public-private	 system	 in	
which	many	economic	activities	were	 in	public	
hands	 (banks,	 electricity,	 hydrocarbons,	 heavy	
machinery,	 shipbuilding,	 rail	 freight,	 etc…).	
The	dismantling	of	this	system,	due	to	the	 lib-
eral-economic	 requirements	 of	 the	 European	
Community,	 together	with	 the	 loss	 of	 the	 tool	
of	 devaluation	 used	 to	 keep	 non-competitive	
companies	on	their	feet,	created	a	condition	of	
relative	uncertainty	which	tends	towards	a	con-
stantly	greater	pressure	on	labour.	At	the	same	
time,	 the	technological	 revolution	necessitated	
a	 reorganisation	which	 in	 turn	 required	 invest-
ments,	and	this	led	to	the	privatisation	of	a	great	
part	of	manufacturing	industry	and	services.	

The	organisations	of	the	left	have,	in	this	situ-
ation,	 the	 same	difficulties	experienced	by	 the	
left	in	any	other	advanced	capitalist	country	in	
revising	its	own	cultural	heritage	and	tradition	
of	projects	in	response	to	the	changing	reality,	
without	 losing	 track	 of	 its	 own	 raison	 d’être.	
These	 difficulties	 have	 paradoxically	 increased	
due	 to	 the	need	 to	participate	 in	government.	
Without	all	the	various	left	organisations	a	pro-
gressive	majority	is	impossible,	and	in	Italy	it	is	
not	possible	to	watch	from	the	window	while	the	
right	is	in	government.	The	Italian	right	groups	
do	not	have	democratic	and	anti-fascist	liberal	
origins,	as	in	other	European	countries.	In	some	
ways,	the	obligation	to	govern	is	useful	because	
it	prevents	 the	 left	 from	collapsing	 into	purely	
demagogic	chatter.	At	the	same	time,	governing	
in	a	coalition	with	a	moderate	majority	requires	
a	very	difficult	mediation	in	relation	to	even	the	
most	modest	of	popular	demands.	

Hence	 the	vicissitudes	of	 those	who	have	 in-
herited	the	structures	and	the	electorate	of	the	
PCI	(which	 is	very	dispersed:	 from	27	%	–	the	
last	result	of	the	PCI	–	to	16	%	–	the	last	result	
of	the	DS).

When	the	Soviet	Union	began	to	collapse	and	
the	Third-International	movement	showed	itself	

to	be	organically	incapable	of	renewal	(consid-
er	the	rapid	collapse	of	Euro-communism),	the	
PCI,	still	strong	with	more	than	a	quarter	of	the	
electorate,	 found	 itself	 alone.	 The	 premature	
death	of	Enrico	Berlinguer,	then	party	secretary,	
put	an	end	 to	his	attempt	 to	 change	 the	 cul-
ture	of	Italian	communists,	always	distinct	and	
later	 in	 opposition	 to	 Soviet	 political	 culture,	
but	certainly	lagging	behind	in	relation	to	the	
evolution	 of	 capitalism.	 The	 “historic	 compro-
mise”	was	 the	final	 consequence	of	 Togliatti’s	
policy	of	democratic	and	national	unity,	broken	
by	the	Cold	War.	The	failure	of	this	compromise	
(in	1979,	Berlinguer	himself	broke	the	national	
unity	 majority	 which	 became	 unfeasible	 af-
ter	 the	murder	of	Aldo	Moro)	made	necessary	
a	 change	 not	 just	 of	 political	 strategy	 but	 of	
project	and	programme.	That	is	why	at	the	end	
of	his	life	Berlinguer	not	only	broke	definitively	
with	the	Soviets	but	approached	pacifism,	eco-
logical	culture,	and	the	feminism	that	came	to	
discover	difference	and	to	unveil	 the	so-called	
“universals”	as	values	marked	by	sexist	domina-
tion	–	all	this	underlining	the	“moral	question”	
of	breaking	with	a	second-hand	machiavellism	
that	had	come	to	 transform	politics	 into	busi-
ness,	even	on	the	left.	It	was	hard	to	continue	in	
this	direction,	since	even	Berlinguer	was	clearly	
in	 a	 minority	 within	 the	 leading	 circles	 of	 his	
party.	But	 it	would	not	have	been	 impossible.	
Instead	the	majority	persuaded	itself	that	out-
side	of	liberal	democratic	principles	all	is	empty,	
or	worse	demagogic.	And	since	advanced	capi-
talist	 countries	 are	 governed	 from	 the	 centre,	
they	chose	to	orient	themselves	toward	a	neo-
centrist	collaboration	(as	 in	Schroeder’s	“Neue	
Mitte”	 and	 Blair’s	 “New	 Labour”).	 In	 contrast,	
however,	 to	 the	 evolution	 of	 European	 social-
democracy,	 it	 is	 not	 only	 the	 end	 of	 a	 sym-
bolic	reference	to	words	like	“socialism”	that	is	
involved,	 a	 reference	 which	 as	 we	 know	 is	 of	
fundamental	importance,	but	also	an	essential	
repudiation	of	a	predominant	anchoring	in	de-
pendent	labour.	What	is	more,	the	very	notion	
of	secularism	of	the	state,	now	that	all	is	mov-
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ing	toward	the	PD,	tends	to	dissolve	and	fade,	
given	 the	 constraints	 imposed	 by	 the	 ex-DC	
left.	The	latter	 is	certainly	made	up	of	secular	
Catholics	but	under	considerable	pressure	due	
to	 the	 integralist	path	 the	Church	 is	presently	
pursuing.	Aldo	Moro	was	certainly	the	most	sec-
ular	Christian-Democratic	 leader	 of	 all,	 but	 in	
conceiving	 the	historic	 compromise	Berlinguer	
never	thought	of	a	fusion	of	the	two	parties	(as	
some	today	would	have	us	believe),	giving	up	
an	independent	left.	

The	reality	for	the	PD	is	thus	the	embarking	on	
a	neo-centrist	course	which	even	abandons	the	
idea	of	the	Socialist	International	and	the	Euro-
pean	Socialist	Party,	which	the	PDS/DS	would	
have	joined.	In	a	certain	way,	this	reality	clarifies	
the	state	of	 things.	 It	 is	now	up	 to	 those	who	
still	want	to	be	on	the	left	–	socialists,	commu-
nists,	greens,	or	others	–	to	give	again	a	sense,	
a	 perspective,	 a	 concrete	 content	 to	 the	 word	
“left”	and	to	socialist	aspirations.	Certainly,	the	
contradictions	created	by	the	victory	of	the	cap-
italist	 model,	 through	 its	 capacity	 to	 produce	
goods	and	services,	requires	profound	changes.	
It	 is	 widely	 understood	 that	 infinite	 develop-
ment	is	impossible	in	a	finite	world	and	that	the	
western	consumer	model	cannot	be	transferred	
to	the	whole	world,	if	there	is	not	to	be	an	inexo-
rable	 increase	 of	 extreme	 poverty	 and	 wealth.	
But	how	 it	would	be	possible	even	 credibly	 to	
suggest	 an	 exit	 route	 remains	 unclear	 after	
hope	placed	in	“social	ownership	of	the	means	
of	production	and	exchange”	were	transformed	
first	into	the	reality	of	state	capitalism	and	then	
into	savage	capitalism.	

Still	less	clear	is	how	to	go	from	the	just	criti-
cism	of	the	victorious	and	dominant	model	to	a	
politics	of	government	founded	on	consent.

From	this	comes	the	retreat	to	moderatism,	but	
also,	 one	 has	 to	 say,	 the	 kind	 of	 behaviour	 in	
government	of	the	“alternative”	left,	which	can	
appear	 to	 involve	mere	–	 somewhat	 subaltern	
–	demands	for	something	more.

Certainly,	a	 left	has	 to	do	more	 than	 just	be	
active	 in	 government,	 but	 if	 it	 participates	 in	
government	it	ought	to	have	a	clear	line	poten-
tially	capable	of	pointing	to	a	different	compre-
hensive	solution	(an	attempt	to	win	hegemony	
in	the	Gramscian	sense).

Thus,	current	efforts	are	being	directed	at	de-
veloping	at	least	unity	of	action	on	immediate	
problems	 that	 confront	 the	 centre	 left	 govern-
ment	 (labour	 policies,	 taxation,	 immigration,	
wars,	 etc.).	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 however,	 a	 new	
construction	is	being	proposed,	a	new	political	
subject	 that	 is	 not	 a	 collection	 of	 leadership	
bodies	of	still	extant	left	parties,	but	one	which	
includes	associations	and	groups	of	 the	broad	
left.	Naturally,	this	is	an	arduous	though	neces-
sary	task.	The	right’s	breakthrough	has	occurred	
above	all	on	cultural	terrain	and	on	major	issues	
that	are	not	merely	economic:	 liberty,	the	indi-
vidual,	the	meaning	of	life.	One	cannot	respond	
to	 this	 by	 merely	 exposing	 the	 contradictions	
and	 hypocrisy	 of	 others,	 or	 by	 counterposing	
equality	to	liberty,	collectivity	to	the	individual,	
unsatisfied	material	needs	to	the	need	for	mean-
ing.	There	is	much	work	to	be	done	in	revising	
the	commonplaces	of	the	left,	for	a	new	concep-
tion	of	liberty	that	is	not	synonymous	with	the	
dominance	of	 the	other,	of	 the	 individual	who	
is	able	to	emerge	out	of	social	relations,	on	the	
idea	of	equality	as	the	recognition	of	differences	
starting	with	that	of	gender,	and	on	differences	
that	do	not	imply	giving	up	human	community.

We	need	to	construct	an	idea	of	an	economic	
mechanism	that	makes	possible	a	kind	of	civiliz-
ing	 that	 does	 not	 destroy	 nature	 which	 is	 the	
environment	of	human	beings	 themselves	and	
of	all	other	living	things.	It	is	a	task	that	is	not	
only	Italian,	but	at	the	very	least	European.	Very	
difficult,	but	there	is	no	other	way.	

Aldo Tortorella
President of the Association for a Renewal of 
the Left
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The 10th Anniversary  
of the Nicos Poulantzas Institute

During	the	first	two	weeks	of	December	2007,	a	
series	of	public	events	will	take	place	in	Athens,	
Greece,	in	celebration	of	the	10th	anniversary	of	
the	 founding	 of	 the	 Nicos	 Poulantzas	 Institute	
(NPI).	The	Managing	Board	of	the	Institute	took	
this	initiative	for	three	main	reasons:	first,	the	need	
for	the	members	and	friends	of	the	NPI	critically	
to	assess	the	direction	of	this	collective	endeavour,	
in	 order	 to	 delineate	 a	 reliable	 strategy	 for	 the	
future;	 secondly,	 our	 wish	 to	 publicise	 the	 work	
of	the	NPI	and	the	Transform!	European	Network	
for	Alternative	Thinking	and	Political	Dialogue,	of	
which	the	NPI	is	a	founding	member,	with	an	eye	
to	radical	youth,	left-wing	intellectuals	and	scien-
tists,	the	working	people	and	the	general	public	
of	Greece;	thirdly,	and	equally	significant,	our	in-
tention	to	pay	tribute	to	the	Marxist	thinker	and	
left	 activist	Nicos	 Poulantzas,	 on	 the	 seventieth	
anniversary	of	his	birth	(1936–2006).

As	this	is	being	written,	the	exact	programme	
of	events	 is	not	yet	been	finalized.	However,	 it	
is	almost	certain	that	the	following	events	will	
be	included:

1)	The	annual	Nicos	Poulantzas	Lecture,	initiat-
ed	by	the	NPI	in	2007.	Each	lecture	will	feature	
an	 internationally	 distinguished	 intellectual	
who	will	elaborate	theoretical	issues	involved	in	
social	and	political	practice.	The	first	Lecture	will	
be	 held	 by	 Bob	 Jessop,	 Professor	 of	 Sociology	
at	 the	 University	 of	 Lancaster	 and	 one	 of	 the	
best	known	authorities	on	Poulantzas’	work.	Its	
title	is:	“Political	Economy,	Political	Ecology	and	
Democratic	Socialism”.

2)	Presentation	of	the	2007	Memorandum	and	
of	the	research	activities	of	the	Group	of	Euro-
pean	 Economists	 for	 Another	 Economic	 Policy	
in	Europe,	by	Jörg	Huffschmid,	Professor	of	Eco-

nomics	at	Bremen	University.	The	collaboration	
between	the	NPI	and	the	Group	is	 long-stand-
ing	and	has	included,	among	other	things,	par-
ticipation	in	common	research	programmes.

3)	 Presentation	 of	 Transform!	 and	 the	 English	
publication	of	its	magazine	by	Michael	Brie	(re-
sponsible	 for	 Transform!	 in	 2007–2008)	 and	
Walter	Baier	(coordinator	of	Transform!	and	edi-
tor	of	its	magazine).	Depending	on	certain	con-
ditions,	it	is	quite	probable	that	the	Greek	publi-
cation	of	the	magazine	will	also	be	launched.

4)	Presentation	of	 the	work	of	 the	NPI	during	
the	period	1997–2007,	followed	by	a	public	dis-
cussion	over	the	identity,	the	structure	and	the	
role	of	the	European	political	foundations	that	
belong	broadly	 to	 the	democratic,	 radical	 and	
ecological	Left.	Representatives	of	 the	 founda-
tions	participating	in	Transform!	as	members	or	
observers	will	also	participate	at	the	discussion.	

After	the	events,	there	will	be	fuller	coverage	of	
their	 contents	 in	 the	 websites	 of	 the	 NPI	 and	
Transform!.	What	follows	here	is	a	brief	review	
of	some	strategic	and	administrative	choices	of	
the	 NPI	 during	 the	 ten	 years	 of	 its	 existence,	
which	have	to	a	great	extent	defined	its	contem-
porary	 identity.	This	review	can	serve	as	an	in-
troduction	to	the	public	discussion	on	European	
left-wing	 political	 foundations,	 the	 last	 of	 the	
aforementioned	events.

Relations with the party

The	 Nicos	 Poulantzas	 Institute	 succeeded	 the	
Nicos	 Poulantzas	 Society	 for	 Political	 Thinking,	
which	was	founded	in	the	autumn	of	1997	on	the	
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initiative	of	the	Greek	political	party	Synaspismos	
(Coalition	of	 the	Left	and	Progress,	 renamed	 in	
2000	as	Coalition	of	the	Left,	the	Ecological	and	
the	Social	Movements).	 Throughout	 its	 ten-year	
existence,	the	foundation	maintained	a	consider-
able	autonomy	from	this	political	party,	despite	
the	fact	that	the	funding	it	receives	from	the	pub-
lic	budget	depends	on	Synaspismos’	parliamenta-
ry	power.	The	Institute’s	autonomy	is	guaranteed	
in	its	founding	declaration	and	involves	both	the	
way	it	functions	as	an	institution	and	the	selec-
tion	of	topics	it	addresses.	This	relationship	has	
been	 a	 permanent	 choice	 of	 both	 the	 NPI	 and	
Synaspismos,	regardless	of	changes	in	the	party	
leadership.	Nevertheless,	this	autonomy	does	not	
prevent	 the	development	of	 close,	 collaborative	
relations	and	the	undertaking	of	common	initia-
tives	by	the	two	entities	in	the	context	of	a	com-
mon	political	understanding	and	vision.	

Administrative Structure  
and Mode of Operation

It	can	be	argued	that	the	European	political	foun-
dations	operating	in	the	framework	of	the	demo-
cratic,	 radical	 and	 ecological	 Left	 can	 choose	
between	two	distinct	organisational	models.	The	
first	model	has	a	stable,	clearly	defined	and	hi-
erarchical	administrative	structure,	with	separate	
directorates	 or	 departments	 where	 a	 sufficient	
number	 of	 salaried	 professionals	 is	 employed.	
The	second	model	has	a	more	flexible	structure,	
primarily	 based	 on	 the	 voluntary	 work	 of	 the	
members	of	the	foundation’s	institutional	bodies	
and	 of	 working	 groups,	 and	 also	 based	 on	 ex-
ternal	collaborations.	Since	its	founding,	the	NPI	
has	been	following	the	second	model.	Although	
this	choice	reflects	the	recognition	of	the	value	of	
left	volunteerism,	one	may	claim	that	it	has	been	
largely	forced	upon	the	Institute	due	to	the	low	
level	of	economic	resources	at	its	disposal.	

Within	 this	 particular	 operative	 model,	 there	
has	 been	 some	 soul-searching	 over	 the	 poten-
tial	ways	in	which	the	group	of	people	involved	

in	 the	 Institute’s	activities	 could	be	expanded.	
From	1997	to	2002,	the	Nicos	Poulantzas	Soci-
ety	was	a	non-profit	organisation,	consisting	of	
a	relatively	small	number	of	members	who	had	
little	 involvement	 in	 its	 functioning.	 In	 2003,	
following	 some	 legal	 changes,	 the	 Nicos	 Pou-
lantzas	Institute	was	formed.	The	Institute	was	
given	the	capacity	 to	 register	members,	whose	
current	 number	 is	 approximately	 150.	 Despite	
its	 potential	 advantages,	 this	 “opening-up	 of	
the	NPI	could	generate	some	administrative	as	
well	 as	 more	 general	 problems,	 especially	 if	 it	
is	followed	by	the	creation	of	a	broad	network	
of	 local	branches	or	supporting	groups	around	
Greece,	 currently	 under	 consideration.	 These	
problems	involve	the	criteria	for	registration	of	
members,	their	rights	and	duties,	and	the	ways	
in	which	 this	 registration	and	 the	branches	or	
supporting	groups	are	established	and	run,	etc.	
Tackling	these	issues	is	the	subject	of	a	currently	
evolving	debate.	

Today,	the	general	action	guidelines	of	the	In-
stitute	 are	 drawn	 up	 by	 the	 General	 Assembly	
of	the	members,	are	specified	by	the	31-member	
Managing	 Board	 that	 elects	 the	 President,	 the	
Vice-President	and	the	Director,	and	are	applied	
under	 the	 supervision	 and	 the	 coordination	 of	
a	 9-member	 Secretariat.	 The	 responsibility	 for	
the	day-to-day	running	of	the	Institute	is	borne	
by	the	Director.	The	Institute	currently	has	some	
permanent	committees	(on	communication,	web-
site,	 publications,	 event	 planning),	 the	 “Youth	
Space”,	and	several	ad	hoc	working	groups	ac-
cording	to	the	interests	of	the	members.

The Activities of the Institute

According	 to	 its	 founding	 declaration,	 the	 NPI	
has	 a	 dual	 goal:	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 it	 “aims	 at	
systematically	developing	an	awareness	of	 con-
temporary	 social,	 ecological,	 political	 and	 cul-
tural	 issues”,	while	on	 the	other	hand	 it	 “seeks	
to	contribute	to	the	theory	and	ideology	as	well	
as	the	political	programme	of	the	renewed,	radi-
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cal	and	ecological	Left”.	During	its	ten-year	exist-
ence,	the	Institute	has	tried	to	meet	this	goal	in	
several	ways:	the	organisation,	or	co-organisation	
together	with	other	 institutions,	of	 conferences,	
seminars	and	lectures	in	Athens	as	well	as	in	oth-
er	cities	in	Greece	and	abroad	(primarily	through	
Transform!),	 research	 projects,	 publications,	
and	 participation	 in	 EU	 programmes	 (primarily	
through	the	Group	of	European	Economists)	etc.	
Its	activities	have	covered	a	broad	range	of	issues	
of	timeless	interest	(socialism,	ecology,	feminism,	
European	 integration,	 nationalism,	 racism,	 glo-
balisation,	social	exclusion,	history	of	the	Greek	
Left,	 left-wing	 parties	 in	 Europe,	 the	 welfare	
state	and	privatisation,	education,	local	govern-
ment	 with	 emphasis	 on	 participatory	 budgets,	
literature,	 psychoanalysis	 etc.).	 The	 NPI	 also	
dealt	 with	 timely	 issues	 emerging	 from	 current	
realities	(war,	EU-US	relations,	Islam	and	Europe,	
Economic	and	Monetary	Union,	 European	Con-
stitution,	developments	in	Turkey,	neoliberal	eco-
nomic	 policy,	 pension	 systems	 and	 educational	
reform	in	Europe	and	Greece,	etc.).1	

The	 work	 of	 the	 Institute	 has	 been	 praised	
by	 many	 as	 remarkable.	 This	 is	 not	 surprising,	
if	 one	 considers	 its	 low	 budget	 and	 limited	
personnel	 compared	 to	 other	 Greek	 political	
foundations.	However,	 it	could	not	avoid	some	
external	 controversies	 and	 some	 internal	 dis-
putes.	This	was,	to	a	certain	extent,	predictable,	
considering	the	dramatic	national	and	interna-
tional	 developments	 in	 this	 particular	 decade,	
which	 influenced	 the	 orientation	 of	 both	 the	
NPI	 and	 Synaspismos.	 The	 element	 that	 really	
frustrated	 some	 individuals	 inside	and	outside	
the	 Institute	was	 the	adoption	by	 the	NPI,	 es-
pecially	 after	2000,	 of	 clear	positions	 vis-à-vis	
the	 dilemmas	 that	 decade	 presented,	 utilising	
the	means	that	best	suit	a	political	foundation	
of	 the	 renewing	 and	 radical	 Left.	 Indeed,	 the	
NPI	 participated	 –	 either	 autonomously	 or	 in	
the	 context	 of	 Transform!	 –	 in	 the	 movement	
against	neoliberal	globalisation,	 the	World	So-
cial	Forum	and	the	European	Social	Forum,	as	
well	as	the	pan-European	front	against	the	Eu-

ropean	Constitution	and	the	Bolkenstein	Direc-
tive,	 while	 it	 also	 contributed	 to	 the	 delibera-
tions	 that	 led	 to	 the	 founding	 of	 the	 Party	 of	
the	European	Left.	At	the	national	level,	the	NPI	
was	 present	 in	 the	 struggle	 against	 national-
ism,	 racism	 and	 religious	 fanaticism,	 and	 also	
against	 neoliberal	 reforms	 in	 the	 pension	 and	
educational	systems,	where	it	promoted	its	own	
studies	and	alternative	proposals.	Moreover,	the	
NPI	worked	towards	the	organisation	of	the	4th	
European	Social	Forum	in	Athens.	This	particu-
lar	position	taken	by	the	Institute	obviously	af-
fected	its	identity	–	it	was	gradually,	even	if	not	
explicitly,	decided	by	 its	governing	bodies	that	
the	NPI	would	not	be	a	mere	forum	for	debate,	
but	also	an	autonomous	collective	 in	 the	 con-
text	of	a	broader	movement.	

This	 brief	 report	 sums	 up	 some	 of	 the	 basic	
choices	of	the	NPI	during	the	first	ten	years	of	its	
existence.	Further	opportunities	to	discuss	these	
issues	will	be	offered	during	the	December	meet-
ing	in	Athens,	where	the	representatives	of	the	
political	foundations	will	be	able	to	share	their	
experience	and	views.	This	will	be	useful	not	only	
for	the	foundations,	but	also	for	the	Transform!	
Network,	our	common	European	home.

Haris Golemis
Director, Nicos Poulantzas Institute
Translation	from	Greek:	Iraklis	Oikonomou

Endnotes

1	 A	full	 list	of	the	activities	of	the	Institute	during	its	
the	 first	 ten	 years	 is	 available	 on	 the	 NPI	 website		
(www.poulantzas.gr).
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”New Rise of the  
Extreme Political Right in Europe”
September 14–16, 2007 in Hamburg
	
The	European	workshop	”The	New	Rise	of	the	Extreme	Political	Right	in	Europe”	will	build	on	
the	previous	work	of	Transform!	Europe	and	the	Rosa	Luxemburg	Foundation.	It	will	address	
questions	such	as	the	relation	between	neoliberal	policies	and	the	development	of	certain	core	
elements	of	modernised	extreme	right	parties	in	selected	European	countries	as	well	as	at	the	
European	level.	

Already	at	the	2005	Transform	workshop	in	Germany,	the	new	rise	of	the	European	Right	in	
the	context	of	its	projected	unity	candidacy	in	the	2009	European	elections	was	the	subject	of	
discussion,	along	with	first	reflections	on	developing	counter-strategies.	This	strategy	has	to	be	
concretely	worked	out	in	future	European	meetings.	Directly	following	the	2005	workshop,	ac-
tivists	and	scholars	founded	a	network	called	”European	Initiative	on	Modern	Right	Extremism	
and	Populism”.	The	network’s	purpose	is	to	bring	together	the	theoretical	and	practical	aspects	
of	the	confrontation	with	modern	right-wing	extremism	and	populism.	

The	 focus	of	 the	2007	workshop	 is	 the	analysis	of	 right-wing	extremist	parties	and	move-
ments	in	Europe	and	the	examination	of	how	national	differences	developed,	in	particular	in	
the	process	of	the	founding	of	European	party-political	associations.	On	this	basis,	it	is	hoped	
that	the	workshop	will	accelerate	our	entry	into	the	European	debate	over	counter-strategies	
that	take	account	of	these	differences.	In	that	context,	there	should	be	discussion	of	the	devel-
opments	occurring	both	in	the	West	and	in	Eastern	Europe,	Poland	and	Hungary	in	particular.

Moderate	and	extreme	right-wing	parties	in	Europe	have	achieved	significant	electoral	results,	
and	not	only	in	the	last	couple	of	years	(in	some	countries	this	has	been	occurring	for	decades).	
They	are,	however,	also	undergoing	programmatic	and	organisational	processes	of	change.	They	
are	in	a	position	to	benefit	from	social	problems	and	crisis	processes	and	to	offer	solutions	that,	at	
least	within	their	paradigms,	are	future-oriented.	Beyond	that,	they	are	now	intensifying	their	Eu-
ropean	cooperation	with	a	view	to	a	coordinated	candidacy	at	the	European	elections	in	2009.

The	goal	of	the	workshop	is	to	study	these	renewal	processes,	 the	changes	 in	the	extreme	
right’s	social	acceptance,	 the	crystallisation	of	specific	social	and	cultural	environments,	 the	
changes	in	the	forms,	methods	and	strategies	of	their	self-presentation,	their	specific	political	
practices	according	to	country	and	to	see	them	in	the	European	context.	In	that	context,	the	
development	of	a	Europe-wide	cooperation	of	right-wing	extremist	parties,	and	their	interfaces	
with	 the	conservative	parties,	 should	be	 investigated	and	the	question	of	 the	 left’s	counter-
strategies	be	discussed.

European Workshop

rlsRosa-Luxemburg-Stiftung
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ICT and Participatory Democracy:  
The ePOLIS Project

One	 of	 the	 most	 promising	 yet	 problematic	 is-
sues	for	deepening	democracy	is	the	use	of	the	
so-called	 new	 information	 and	 communication	
technologies	(ICT).	On	the	one	hand,	computer-
based	networking	can	theoretically	support	not	
only	 a	 great	 deal	 of	 information	 but	 also	 the	
kind	of	active	exchange	and	deliberations	which	
should	be	part	of	any	highly	developed	demo-
cratic	 decision-making	 process.	 On	 the	 other	
hand	,	 lack	of	digital	 literacy,	different	degrees	
of	 access	 and	 many	 other	 circumstances	 can	
prove	to	be	objective	obstacles	for	many	people.	

To	what	extent	and	in	what	ways	is	ICT	provid-
ing	means	for	real	participatory	democracy	(PD)?	
What	 are	 the	 strategies,	 if	 any,	 developed	 to	
bridge	the	‘digital	divide’?	To	learn	about	this	is	
the	general	goal	of	the	ePOLIS	project	which	will	
be	proposed	to	the	EC	in	September	by	a	consor-
tium	of	institutions	comprising	Transform!	

The	project,	coordinated	by	the	Transnational	
Institute,	will	conduct	research	on	the	concrete	
experience	of	 participatory	budgeting	 in	 cities	
and	 towns	 all	 over	 Europe	 and	 on	 the	 use	 of	
ICT	 in	 each	 case.	 The	 research	 consortium	 is	
composed	of	 academic	 institutions,	NGOs	and	
local	 authorities	 in	 Austria,	 Bulgaria,	 Belgium,	
Denmark,	Holland,	Norway,	Portugal,	Spain	and	
the	UK	on	the	one	hand,	and	in	Argentina	and	
Brazil	on	the	other.	Transform!	is	the	only	multi-
national	member	of	the	consortium.	

The	composition	of	the	consortium	is	in	itself	
innovative	as	there	are	different	kinds	of	 insti-
tutions	 involved,	 ranging	 from	universities	and	
formal	research	institutes	to	activists’	networks	
and	local	governments.	A	challenging	aspect	of	
the	project	is	the	bringing	together	of	all	these	
different	 kinds	 of	 expertise	 and	 knowledge	 in	
an	 intelligent	way	that	does	more	than	simply	
collect	the	data.	The	work	programme	also	ex-

pects	to	have	cooperation	at	the	local	level	from	
real	participants	in	the	processes	being	studied.	
A	 large	 amount	 of	 the	 work	 will	 be	 devoted	
to	 meetings	 and	 debates	 with	 citizens.	 Cross	
bench-marking	 of	 existing	 applications	 and	
packages	is	also	part	of	the	research	work	that	
will	be	done	at	the	local	level.	

Based	on	this,	ePOLIS	will	develop	web-based	
systems	and	tools	for	e-participatory	budgeting	
(e-PB).	These	e-PB	applications	will	be	tested	in	
real-life	European	contexts,	 in	order	to	identify	
their	 impacts	 on	 decision-making	 procedures,	
and	assess	their	possibilities	for	replication	be-
yond	 their	 original	 local	 context.	 Through	 its	
digital	 repository	 of	 e-PB	 applications,	 ePOLIS	
will	host	the	tested	applications	in	the	project’s	
website,	 including	 detailed	 explanation	 of	 the	
results	of	 the	tests	and	observations	 regarding	
potential	sustainability	and	replicability.	

The	innovative	approach	of	the	project,	linking	
e-participation	 with	 the	 budgetary	 processes	 of	
local	 authorities,	may	 increase	 the	 practical	 rel-
evance,	 public	 interest	 and	 thus	 the	 legitimacy	
of	e-participation.	A	European	symposium	will	be	
held	 at	 which	 the	 preliminary	 research	 findings	
will	be	presented,	and	a	final	seminar	will	address	
the	academic	community,	CSOs,	local	authorities,	
Commission	DGs,	national	 legislators	and	MEPs	
interested	 in	 the	 issues	 covered	 by	 ePOLIS.	 The	
cooperative	research	and	dissemination	measures	
of	ePOLIS	aim	at	more	 informed	debates	 in	Eu-
rope	on	the	relevance,	current	and	potential,	of	e-
participation	and	participatory	budgeting	in	Eu-
rope.	ePOLIS	is	exploring	the	terrain	for	increased	
evidence-based	legitimacy	of	e-participation.

ePOLIS	 is	 a	 first	 step	 in	 developing	 a	 general	
approach	for	Transform!’s	work	on	participatory	
democracy.	Although	 it	 focuses	on	 the	 intersec-
tion	of	two	‘hot	spots’,	i.e.	democracy	and	parti-



140

cipatory	democracy,	this	is	not	by	any	means	the	
only	issue	of	interest.	At	least	two	more	aspects	
will,	hopefully,	demand	our	attention	 in	the	 im-
mediate	future.	First,	we	will	try	to	provide	great-
er	 communication	and	exchange	between	cities	
and	towns	already	engaged	in	PD	experiments	in	
countries	with	Transform!	members.	Our	aim	is	to	
develop	a	common	understanding	of	which	kind	
of	PD	practices	really	make	sense	in	a	transforma-
tive	way	as	opposed	to	those	which	merely	repre-
sent	techniques	to	legitimise	of	what	already	ex-
ists	–	including	cuts	in	public	spending.	Our	frame	
of	reference	will	be	already	existing	criteria	such	
as	those	adopted	by	the	Local	Authorities	Forum	
work	group	subsequent	to	the	Nairobi	WSF.	Thus	
we	expect	to	contribute	to	a	common	European	
left	policy	at	the	local	government	level.

The	second	area	of	work	will	 involve	explora-
tion	of	the	theoretical	aspects	of	state	transfor-
mation	and	democracy.	A	major	issue	for	the	left	
in	overcoming	capitalism	 is	 the	working	out	of	
a	 non-statist	 strategy	 for	 social	 transformation	
taking	into	account	the	complexities	of	a	highly	
interdependent	world.	PD	can	shed	light	on	mi-

cro-level	 questions	 such	 as	 division	 of	 labour,	
building	 collective	 knowledge,	 delegation	 and	
representation	...	 In	 a	 world	 in	 which	 privatisa-
tion	 is	presented	as	 the	only	alternative	 to	bu-
reaucratic	 paralysis,	 PD	 also	 has	 something	 to	
say	about	giving	citizens	power	over	the	public	
sector.	Another	pressing	problem	is	how	to	trans-
cend	the	local	level,	since	most	PD	experiences	
have	been	purely	local	until	now.

This	 is	thus	a	field	of	great	interest	 intimately	
bound	up	with	contemporary	challenges	for	the	
left,	not	least	of	all	because	modern	flexible,	net-
worked	capital	 is	well	aware	of	 the	 social	 crea-
tivity	that	is	present	in	participation	and	all	too	
eager	to	use	it	as	a	fresh	input	to	the	never-end-
ing	 accumulation	 process.	
The	 challenge	 is	 to	 channel	
this	use	of	social	power	and	
knowledge	 in	 an	 emancipa-
tory	direction.

Javier Navascués,
Fundación de Investigacio-
nes Marxistas

European Social Forums (ESF)

The	ESF	process	is	very	important	for	Transform!	
because	our	network	was	formed	during	our	par-
ticipation	in	earlier	ESF	forums.	And	Transform!	
is	in	turn	an	important	actor	of	the	Forum.

In	this	first	 issue	of	our	magazine	Transform!	
we	would	like	to	contribute	a	few	thoughts	for	
debate	in	the	next	Forum.

We	would	also	like	to	draw	your	attention	to	a	
network	activity	fully	in	tune	with	current	events:
The Charter of Principles for another Europe.

Stemming	from	the	process	of	the	World	Social	
Forums,	the	ESF	supports	the	Porto	Allegre	Char-
ter	that	stipulates:	“The	alternatives	proposed	at	
the	World	Social	Forum	stand	in	opposition	to	a	
process	of	capitalist	globalisation	commanded	by	

the	large	multinational	corporations	and	by	the	
governments	and	international	institutions	in	the	
service	of	those	corporations’	interests.	The	WSFs	
are	designed	to	ensure	that	globalised	solidarity	
will	prevail	as	a	new	stage	in	world	history.	This	
new	 stage	 will	 respect	 universal	 human	 rights,	
and	those	of	all	citizens,	men	and	women,	of	all	
nations,	as	well	as	the	environment,	a	movement	
supported	 by	 democratic	 international	 systems	
and	 institutions	 at	 the	 service	 of	 social	 justice,	
equality	and	the	sovereignty	of	peoples.”

It	 is	 on	 this	 basis	 that	 the	 ESF	 was	 formed	
with	the	goal	of	the	need	to	resist	that	regional	
implementation	 of	 the	 globalisation	 capitalist	
process	called	the	European	Union.
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After	Florence,	Paris,	London	and	Athens,	the	
fifth	ESF	will	take	place	in	a	Scandinavian	coun-
try,	most	probably	in	Sweden.	

The	process	 of	 construction	of	 the	 Social	 Fo-
rum	 takes	 place	 in	 European	 Preparatory	 As-
semblies,	 in	 which	 all	 the	 alter-globalisation,	
feminist,	pacifist,	ecologist,	trade-union,	charita-
ble,	and	humanist	organisations	and	individuals	
participate	who	wish	to	do	so.	These	assemblies	
take	place	 in	various	countries	around	Europe,	
and	also	allow	an	additional	level	of	participa-
tion	by	organisations	in	the	host	country.	

For	 this	 reason,	 reaching	a	decision	often	 re-
quires	a	great	deal	of	time,	but	this	makes	possi-
ble	a	truly	collective	preparatory	process,	which	
takes	 into	 consideration	different	 cultures	and	
ways	of	thinking	typical	of	a	country	or	of	a	mili-
tant	sensibility.	

The	ESF	tears	down	the	walls	isolating	the	ac-
tivities	occurring	in	the	host	country.

Anastasia	Theodorakopoulous,	one	of	 the	or-
ganizers	of	the	ESF	in	Greece,	said	in	a	workshop	
on	the	ESF	organized	at	“La	Maison	de	l’Europe”	
in	 Paris	 on	 September	 18,	 2006:	 ”Greece	 is	 a	
small	 country,	 fairly	 far	 from	 the	centre	of	Eu-
rope,	 without	 common	 borders	 with	 the	 Euro-
pean	Union,	and	in	a	way	closed	in	with	its	own	
problems	and	struggles.	For	most	of	the	groups	
present,	 Europe	 meant	 mainly	 the	 European	
Parliament.	Moreover,	most	of	the	Greek	groups,	
especially	the	feminists,	the	trade-unionists,	are	
strongly	politicized,	the	debate	is	sectarian,	and	
it	 is	difficult	 to	speak	together	about	common	
struggles.	Thanks	to	the	ESF,	most	of	these	or-
ganisations	 realised	 that	 Greek	 problems	 are	
common	 problems;	 they	 met	 other	 European	
organisations	with	which	they	could	think	and	
work.	Activists	who	were	previously	uninterested	
in	Europe	realized	that	they	were	part	of	a	big	
family	engaged	in	a	common	fight.	Even	the	or-
ganisations	most	hostile	to	the	European	Union	
have	 found	 in	 the	ESF	the	political	space	they	
needed	to	express	themselves.”
Some	 meetings	 would	 have	 been	 impossible	
without	the	ESF.

Pierre	Barge,	of	the	League	of	Human	Rights,	
gave	an	example:	 “During	 the	 forum	 the	pres-
ence	of	a	thousand	Turks	alongside	the	Greeks	
in	 a	 common	 demonstration	 in	 Athens	 consti-
tuted	in	itself	an	historical	event”.

This	permanent	and	often	conflictual	exchange	
between	the	different	organisations	and	coun-
tries	 creates	 a	 permanently	 evolving	 collective	
intelligence,	able	continually	to	integrate	more	
knowledge	of	what	constitutes	the	citizens	and	
peoples	of	Europe.	

The	ESF	 in	Sweden	will	not	be	an	exception:	
the	 Scandinavian	 social	 model,	 its	 limits,	 but	
also	its	resistance	to	the	idea	of	the	possibility	
of	another	Europe,	is	a	truly	new	challenge.	

	
	

What really takes place  
when we move from the local to the 
international level?
The	participation	of	the	people	in	the	elabora-
tion	 process,	 strongly	 encouraged	 by	 the	 ESF	
organisers,	 generates	 creativity:	 participatory	
democracy	shows	its	multiple	facets.

Many local social forums are created.	 These	
LSF	have	a	creativity	and	a	vitality	that	become	
very	important	when	the	ESF	is	to	take	place	in	
their	country.	Subsequently	they	tend	to	decline	
or	to	withdraw	into	local	actions	no	longer	hav-
ing	any	links	with	the	international	dimension.

But	the	links	created	between	activists	of	dif-
ferent	movements	remain	active	in	the	trade-un-
ion,	feminist	and	political	struggles...	These	links	
have	played	an	important	role	in	the	anti-liberal	
collectives	formed	in	France	to	campaign	for	the	
No	vote	to	the	European	Constitution,	and	also	
in	the	movements	against	the	war	in	Iraq.

Local	communities	have	created	their	own	Lo-
cal	Community	Forum	(LCF)	which	often	 takes	
place	at	the	same	time	and	in	the	same	places	
as	 the	 ESF.	 Even	 though	 links	 between	 these	
two	forums	have	been	reinforced,	there	are	still	
many	collaborative	efforts	to	be	established,	in	
particular	with	 respect	 to	 the	battle	 for	water,	
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the	 environment	 in	 general,	 and	 also	 for	 the	
defence	of	public	services,	of	education	and	of	
housing.	Municipalities	are	notably	on	the	front	
line	 as	 far	 as	 the	 concrete	 applications	 of	 the	
GATTS	are	concerned.

Many	international	networks	were	created	by	
the	LCF.	For	example,	the	network	of	Local	Com-
munities	“Outside	of	the	GATTS”,	and	the	“De-
fence	of	the	Public	Services”	network.

For	 the	majority	of	 citizens,	 the	mayor	 is	 the	
most	 important	 elected	 official	 and	 the	 most	
appreciated	 because	 of	 his	 or	 her	 community	
actions.	 The	municipalities	 can	use	 their	 influ-
ence	to	increase	the	participation	of	people	 in	
the	ESF	process.	

When	 links	 already	 exist	 between	 territorial	
collectivities	 and	 forums,	 it	 is	 nevertheless	 ur-
gent	to	concentrate	more	concretely	on	the	rela-
tion	between	ESF	and	LCF	 in	order	 to	 improve	
the	efficacy	of	 the	 struggles	and	 the	construc-
tion	of	alternatives	on	both	 local	and	 interna-
tional	levels.

One	 word	 about	 the	 work	 of	 the	 European	
Preparatory	 Assemblies.	 Decisions	 are	 reached	
by	consensus.	Our	Western	culture,	more	accus-
tomed	 to	 majority	 decisions,	 is	 uncomfortable	
with	this,	but	through	this	process	the	unity	of	
the	Forum	has	been	preserved.	

	In	fact	the	process	determined	by	consensus	
forges	the	consciousness	that	we	belong	to	this	
new	European	Space;	it	sets	in	motion	other	dy-
namics	in	parallel	networks	that	are	also	ruled	
by	consensus.	

This	new	democratic	 culture,	based	on	maxi-
mum	inclusion,	is	educating	many	activists	in	a	
new	way	;	it	increasingly	permeates	the	projects	
of	political	alternatives	to	neoliberalism.	

Chico	 Whitaker,	 in	 his	 most	 recent	 book	
“Changer	 le	 monde,	 nouveau	 mode	 d’emploi”,	
published	in	2006,	has	written	that	the	Forum	
must	 develop	 mechanisms	 capable	 of	 produc-
ing	this	dynamic	of	unification	while	respecting	
the	 differences	 and	 the	 autonomy	 of	 each	 of	
us.	This	seems	to	be	a	characteristic	of	the	new	
world	that	we	want	to	construct”

	The	ESF	apparently	meets	such	demands.
	 I	find	 it	 significant	 that	we	have	gone	 from	

anti-globalisation	 to	 alter-globalisation.	 The	
protagonists	of	the	movement	had	felt	the	weak-
ness	of	a	movement	that	was	first	only	opposed	
to	globalisation.	However	these	two	tendencies	
still	coexist	within	the	ESF.	

Some	anti-war,	 anti-racist	movements	do	not	
want	 to	 give	 up	 this	 protest	 role,	 while	 other	
think	that	clinging	to	this	role	will	cause	the	So-
cial	Forum	to	lose	its	usefulness.

Many	 networks	 have	 been	 created	 when	 na-
tional	 struggles	 became	 European	 struggles	
following	 the	 Lisbon	 process,	 which	 reduced	
Europe	to	a	huge	market	where	“competition	is	
free	and	unrestrained”.	

Following	 the	 struggle	 against	 the	 CPE	 in	
France	 (Contrat	 première	 embauche	 –	 First	
Employment	 Contract,	 a	 French	 form	 of	 work	
contract	 allowing	 employers	 more	 easily	 to	
terminate	 workers’	 contracts,	 retracted	 by	 the	
government	in	Spring	2006),	the	precariousness	
network	was	born	at	the	ESF	of	Athens,	as	well	
as	 the	 education	 network,	 the	 migration	 net-
work,	the	feminist	network	,	and	the	network	for	
the	Charter	of	Principles	of	another	Europe,	of	
which	I	will	speak	in	more	detail	in	the	follow-
ing	chapter.	

Other	networks	have	existed	before,	but	they	
became	really	effective	after	being	linked	to	the	
Social	Forum.	I	am	thinking	in	particular	of	the	
network	 of	 European	 demonstrations	 against	
precariousness,	 about	 which	 Michel	 Rousseau	
himself	stated:	”The	network	 joined	the	ESF	to	
discover	connections	and	to	create	links	in	order	
to	build	a	relationship	among	forces	generating	
change”.	

Some	 networks	 were	 created	 independently	
of	 the	 ESF.	 This	 is	 the	 case	 of	 the	 new	 inter-
national	 trade-union	 federation.	 A	 CGT	 steel-
union	 member	 speaking	 of	 this	 declared	 that	
the	European	social	forums	had	developed	the	
consciousness	 of	 the	 need	 to	 unify	 European	
unions	 and	 to	 think	 about	 their	 fundamental	
orientation.
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	For	all	these	reasons,	the	ESF	is	a	permanent	
source	 of	 forces,	 organisations	 and	 ideas	 gen-
erating	 renewal	and	a	permanent	updating	of	
projects.	

In	my	opinion,	 the	 relation	between	political	
and	 social	 movements	 is	 still	 a	 difficult	 one.
The	independence	of	the	social	movement	in	its	
present	 relatively	 isolated	 form	 is	 guaranteed,	
but	at	the	same	time	this	creates	confusion	and	
a	failure	to	act.	

The	ESF	does	not	accept	 the	political	parties	
and	their	representatives	as	co-organisers	of	the	
Forum;	they	can	only	participate	as	guests	.	This	
is	 fully	 justified	by	the	pressure	exerted	by	the	
political	parties	on	the	unions	and	social	move-
ments	in	the	past.	It	is	a	fundamental	principle,	
protecting	against	the	disastrous	experiences	of	
the	past,	and	it	is	not	being	challenged.	

Nevertheless	 we	 cannot	 ignore	 the	 fact	 that	
all	social	and	political	movements	are	facing	a	
redefinition	of	their	role.	The	schemes	confining	
the	 political	 parties	 to	 their	 decision-making	
role	and	the	social	movements	to	their	protest	
role	are	no	longer	valid	given	our	common	goal	
of	a	progressive	transformation	of	society.

	Experiences	that	have	changed	reality	at	the	
beginning	of	the	21st	century	have	also	moved	
us	 toward	 a	 resolution	 of	 this	 problem:	 I	 am	
thinking	in	particular	about	the	No-vote	collec-
tives	in	France	during	the	referendum	campaign	
for	a	European	constitution,	when	political	par-
ties,	social,	feminist,	ecologist	and	alter-globali-

sation	movements	all	worked	together	...	
I	am	also	thinking	of	many	movements	in	Lat-

in	America	–	in	Bolivia	and	in	Venezuela	–	that	
were	experiments	in	the	redefinition	of	the	“so-
cial	and	political”	fields.	

Work	on	the	contents	of	networks	and	of	new	
political	forms	to	be	adopted	for	creating	a	real	
alternative	 to	 European	 neoliberalism	 need	 to	
be	done.	It	will	create	a	new	subjectivity	in	Eu-
rope	able	 to	overcome	 the	dominant	 ideology.	
Increasingly,	process	and	content	become	insep-
arable.	 The	 ESF	 can	 play	 a	 preponderant	 role,	
not	 as	 a	 movement	 of	 movements,	 but	 rather	
as	facilitator	of	research	and	of	the	unification	
process	for	an	alternative	to	neoliberal	Europe.	

However,	the	ESF	and	the	whole	Social	Forum	
movement	 are	 not	 able	 by	 themselves	 to	 meet	
the	challenge	of	capitalist	globalisation.	They	are	
able	to	work	on	the	slow	process	of	ideological	re-
foundation,	but	they	find	it	difficult	to	reach	the	
objective	of	popularisation	of	the	issues	at	hand.

Indeed	 the	 Forums	 are	 not	 perceived	 by	 the	
population	as	able	to	change	their	daily	life.

Other	articulations	have	to	be	invented	to	cre-
ate	stronger	links	between	the	organised	forces	
of	 the	 social	 forums	 and	 the	 populations,	 vic-
tims	of	globalisation,	who	do	not	believe	 that	
“another	world	is	possible”.

Chantal Delmas, Espaces Marx (France), is a 
facilitator of the Charter of Principles of An-
other Europe.

The Charter Of Principles 
Of Another Europe

Now,	as	 the	 confrontation	over	 European	 con-
struction	 is	 being	 relaunched,	 I	 would	 like	 to	
focus	on	the	elaboration	of	the	network	fully	in	
synchronisation	with	current	events.	

Initially	this	network	was	formed	during	a	Eu-

ropean	 meeting	 that	 took	 place	 in	 Paris	 after	
the	victory	of	the	No	in	the	referendum	on	the	
European	Constitutional	Treaty.	All	participants	
thought	that	since	the	No	had	been	victorious	
in	France,	this	was	the	time	to	elaborate	alterna-

Projects/Upcoming	Events



144

tity	proposals	to	the	Treaty.	They	decided	to	cre-
ate	a	European	network	resembling	the	French	
No	“collectifs”,	including	social	movements,	“al-
termondialistes”,	 trade-unionist,	 feminists	 and	
political	actors.

The	Charter	elaborated	today	is	the	result	of	a	
two	 years	 working	 with	 the	 social	 movements	
belonging	 to	 the	ESF	and	 the	political	 parties	
that	wanted	 to	participate.	 Let	us	name	some	
of	them:	from	Italy	Fiom,	ARCI,	CGIL,	Transform!	
Italy,	the	Italian	Network	for	the	Charter,	Partito	
della	Rifondazione	Comunista;	from	Greece,	the	
Social	 Forum,	 the	 Nikos	 Poulantzas	 Institute,	
Synaspismos;	from	France,	SUD,	FSU,	Solidaires,	
the	PRS,	No	VOX,	COPERNIC,	ATTAC,	PCF;	from	
the	 Basque	 country,	 Askapena;	 and	 members	
from	Hungarian,	Romanian	and	Czech	social	fo-
rums;	European	networks	such	as	IFE,	the	Euro-
pean	Marches,	NO	VOX,	ATTAC,	TRANSFORM!,	
the	European	Left	Party,	Endyl.

Among	the	difficulties	that	are	present	is	the	
fact	that	many	partners	confused	the	European	
Union	with	Europe.	

Clarity	had	to	be	achieved	concerning	the	Eu-
rope	 we	 wanted	 to	 construct,	 in	 order	 to	 give	
substance	to	our	will	not	to	participate	in	a	neo-
liberal	Europe.

One	of	 the	major	 challenges	 to	 the	Network	
has	been	the	construction	of	common	alterna-
tives	to	Europe,	considering	this	great	diversity	
of	movements	but	also	of	countries	(of	Eastern	
Europe,	Scandinavia,	Turkey,	each	of	them	hav-
ing	a	different	the	concept	of	Europe).

We	still	have	not	found	agreement	on	several	
issues:	

The	secularism	of	the	state	and	the	school	sys-
tem:	Is	secularism	a	principle	or	a	means	to	as-
sure	freedom	of	thoughts?	This	is	a	principle	not	
recognised	in	some	countries	like	Germany.	It	is	
the	object	of	a	battle	in	Turkey	for	liberty.	Should	
we	stick	to	the	existing	texts	or	use	other	words	
that	are	understood	by	all	and	which	reflect	the	
complexity	of	the	situations?	Is	it	a	principle	es-
sential	to	freedom	of	conscience?	

Political	Europe:	For	a	democratic	Europe	must	
we	focus	on	general	principles,	or	deepen	the	de-
bate	on	the	institutions	needed	by	a	democratic	
Europe?	 Should	 we	 opt	 for	 a	 federal	 Europe,	 a	
Europe	of	the	states,	a	Europe	of	the	peoples	or	
for	 new	 institutions	 guaranteeing	 a	 democratic	
society	with	an	 important	place	given	 to	direct	
democracy?	

The	 question	 of	 the	 national	 minorities:	
There	 is	 a	 consensus	 about	 the	 freedom	 of	
expression	for	minorities,	but	on	whether	one	
should	be	in	favour	only	of	a	general	right	of	
self-determination	 of	 national	 minorities,	 up	
to	and	including	a	totally	autonomous	politi-
cal	organisation	within	the	state	itself,	or	also	
include	modification	of	national	boarders,	no	
censenus	could	 so	 far	be	 reached.	The	exam-
ple	of	Yugoslavia	and	its	dismemberment,	has	
shown	that	a	complete	autonomy	of	minorities	
can	 be	 detrimental	 to	 liberty	 and	 to	 human	
emancipation.	

These disagreements may look like obstacles 
but that they are also a strength, since they are 
the result of vigorous discussions which have 
strengthened our resolve to continue with the 
process of the Charter.

This	Charter	is	a	political	tool	that	must	enable	
the	debate	to	reach	the	largest	number	of	par-
ticipants.	This	popularisation	of	the	debate	has	
already	begun	in	Italy,	but	it	remains	to	be	de-
veloped	in	the	other	countries.	

The	 Charter	 is	 a	 progressive	 and	 permanent	
process,	and	it	is	also	a	tool	for	struggle.	

This	 is	 a	 consensual	 text,	 and	 all	 the	 actors	
are	conscious	of	what	is	still	to	be	debated.	The	
dissent	 is	public.	 The	necessity	 to	have	a	 text	
that	 is	 an	alternative	 to	 ultraliberal	 Europe	 is	
recognised	by	all.	

This	text	is	certainly	insufficient	from	the	view-
point	of	the	institutions,	but	also	from	the	view-
point	of	the	economical	measures	to	adopt	for	
Europe	to	become	truly	more	social,	more	united	
and	more	democratic.

Projects/Upcoming	Events
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The	 French	 experiment	 in	 which	 the	 No	 col-
lectives	elaborated	a	Charter	for	an	Alternative	
Europe	was	later	used	as	a	basis	for	the	elabora-
tion	of	a	program	for	a	united	anti-liberal	can-
didacy	in	the	presidential	election.	The	selection	
of	a	candidate	proved	to	be	a	failure,	but	it	re-
mains	true	that	the	anti-liberal	forces	had	come	
to	an	agreement	on	programmatic	content.

Only	a	few	days	before	the	approval	of	“a	new	
mini-treaty”	by	the	European	Council	on	October	
18	and	19,	a	meeting	on	the	Charter	will	take	
place	on	September	20	at	the	European	Parlia-
ment	 in	Brussels,	with	members	 of	 parliament	
and	delegates	coming	from	all	over	Europe.

Chantal Delmas

Basic Income in Austria:  
A Research Proposal 

In	 the	 last	 decade	 the	 condition	 of	 Austria’s	
population	and	that	of	other	EU	member	states	
has	 deteriorated,	 with	 increasingly	 unequal	 in-
come	distribution,	 a	greater	number	of	working	
poor	and	high	 levels	of	unemployment.	 Thus,	 it	
comes	as	no	surprise	that	several	groups	(attac,	
and	various	Austrian	leftists,	liberals	and	Roman	
Catholics)	 are	 now	 demanding	 the	 introduction	
of	qualitatively	new	concepts	to	counteract	these	
tendencies.	The	most	prominent	is	the	idea	of	an	
“Unconditional	Basic	 Income”.	 Transform!at	has	
asked	for	support	for	a	research	project	from	the	
Austria’s	Fund	for	the	Promotion	of	Scientific	Re-
search	(FWF)	to	study	in	detail	the	implementa-
tion	 and	 possible	 medium-term	 effects	 of	 basic	
income,	concentrating	on	empirical	investigations	
and	a	mathematical	simulation	model	(a	dynamic	
agency	model).	The	basic	research	questions	are:

·		What	 is	 the	 socio-economic	 impact	 of	 intro-
ducing	 basic	 income	 in	 Austria	 according	 to	
various	scenarios?

·		What	changes	can	be	expected	in	the	Austrian	
economy	through	2020	if	basic	 income	were	
introduced	now?

·		How	should	basic	income	be	implemented	(es-
pecially	 in	 respect	 to	modes	 of	 financing)	 to	
ensure	 long-term	 and	 sustainable	 social	 and	
economic	well-being?

·		How	will	 the	distribution	of	work	 (wage	and	
non-wage)	change?	Which	groups	are	inclined	
to	 increase	 or	 reduce	 their	 overall	 workload?	
What	kinds	of	work	will	be	preferred	and	what	
are	 the	 reasons	 for	 preferring	 these	 kinds	 of	
work?	How	will	gender	relations	be	affected?

·		How	will	the	labour	market,	the	occupational	
structure,	 change	 once	 a	 guaranteed	 basic	
income	is	 introduced	at	a	certain	 level?	How	
will	time	accounting	beyond	the	labour	market	
change?

·		What	 changes	 can	 be	 expected	 in	 the	 em-
ployer-employee	relationship,	the	wage-labour	
nexus	and	in	wage	compensations	once	a	ba-
sic	income	is	introduced?	

The	FWF’s	decision	on	financing	 the	project	 is	
expected	 by	 the	 end	 of	 2007.	 The	 full	 text	 of	
the	proposal	can	be	downloaded	from	http:///
peter.fleissner.org/uploads/texte/basic_in-
come_project_description_Abgabeversion.doc-
Contact:	office@transform.or.at

Peter Fleißner is professor at the Vienna Uni-
versity of Technology (retired  
since Oktober 2006).

Projects/Upcoming	Events
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JOINT PROJECT OF TRANSFORM! AND THE EUROPEAN LEFT:

Left Actors  
and the European Social Model

In	June,	the	European	Commission	opened	the	
pilot	phase	of	the	upcoming	European	Political	
Foundations	by	issuing	a	public	call	for	projects	
which	have	to	be	submitted	to	the	Commission	
by	September.	Responding	to	the	call	of	the	E.C.,	
Transform!	and	the	European	Left	Party	(EL)	will	
submit	a	project	proposal	under	 the	 title	 “Left	
Actors	and	the	European	Social	Model”.	

The	orientation	underlying	the	proposal	is	the	
conviction	 that	 to	 cope	with	 the	new	political	
challenges	presented	by	the	neoliberal	 restruc-
turing	of	capitalist	societies	the	left	must	come	
to	 terms	with	 at	 least	 five	 aspects	 of	 the	new	
reality:

a)	 the	 increasingly	 clearer	globalisation	of	 the	
social	 question	 and	 its	 objective	 link	 with	 the	
problem	of	ecology	
b)	 the	 imposition	of	a	crisis-ridden	new	world-
wide	type	of	capitalism	with	new	structures	and	
power	relations;
c)	the	revolution	in	the	world	of	work	caused	by	
new	 technologies,	 which	 makes	 new	 demands	
on	the	subjects,	feminisation	of	the	labour	force,	
changes	in	the	labour	markets,	social	fragmen-
tation,	 chronic	mass	unemployment	as	well	as	
the	growing	precariousnesss	of	work	and	condi-
tions	of	life;
d)	 the	 world-wide	 migratory	 flows	 that	 also	
effect	 the	 developed	 capitalist	 countries	 and	
lead	to	permanent	social,	political	and	cultural	
changes	there;
e)	 the	 emergence	 of	 new	 social	 movements	
particularly	 involving	 the	 young	 generation	
and	 developing	 from	 the	 critique	 of	 globali-
sation.	 The	 new	 actors	 emerging	 from	 these	
movements	 are	 articulating	 new	 social	 de-

mands,	 which	 offer	 challenges	 to	 traditional	
groups	of	the	left.

In	other	words,	we	have	to	reach	out	to	a	newer,	
more	integrated	view	of	society,one	that	 incor-
porates	 gender	 equality,	 democracy	 and	 the	
ecological	dimension.	

This	entails	a	number	of	questions,	e.g.:	what	
are	the	main	proposals	of	key	left	actors	for	deal-
ing	with	the	contradictions	between	the	social	
and	 the	 ecological	 question,	 how	 are	 they	 re-
lated	to	the	interests	of	concrete	social	subjects	
and	what	is	the	interplay	between	the	national	
and	the	European	level	of	politics.	

The	kind	of	institutional	restructurings	that	are	
needed	 result	 from	 the	 demand	 for	 consistent	
gender	 equality	 in	 all	 social	 sectors,	 for	 social	
equality	between	citizens	with	or	without	immi-
grant	background,	 for	overcoming	social	exclu-
sion,	 social	 splits	 and	 territorial	 disparities.	 In	
reaction	to	this	challenge,	what	were	the	insti-
tutional	changes	 in	 the	social	 security	systems	
that	the	different	social	states	made,	and	what	
were	the	results?	What	political	consequences	in	
terms	of	 labour,	social	and	health	policy	result	
from	society’s	aging	process	and	the	opening	up	
of	borders	to	immigration.

Developing the Common Project

In	the	first	stages	of	research	only	a	few	of	these	
questions	will	be	selected	as	the	basis	of	analy-
sis.

Despite	 its	financial	and	temporal	 limitation,	
the	 project	 is	 to	 be	 understood	 as	 a	 starting	
point	 of	 a	 complex	 long-term	 research	 on	 Eu-
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ropean	social	policies,	which	however	is	also	in-
tended	to	furnish	practically	useful	results:

·		a	data-based	documentation	of	programmes,	
platforms	and	political	proposals	issued	by	key	
actors	 of	 the	 left	 on	 the	 national	 level	 (par-
ties,	trade	unions,	social	movements,	women’s	
movements	 etc.)	 as	well	 as	 on	 the	European	
level;

·		a	comparative	content	analysis	of	these	texts	
according	 to	a	set	of	 selected	questions	 that	
identify	existing	political	convergences	and	di-
verging	points;

·		a	 seminar	 to	 summarise	 and	 document	 the	
results	 of	 the	 research	 work	 and	 to	 propose	
guidelines	for	its	continuation	

Walter Baier

Projects/Upcoming	Events

Contact: Actuelmarx@u-paris10.fr

Call	for	Papers:	Congrès Marx International V**
Université	de	Paris-X,	October	3–6,	2007

At	the	threshold	of	the	third	millennium,	capitalism	is	deploying	a	renewed	dynamic	of	control	and	
violence.	Neoliberalism	draws	workers	into	competition	with	each	other	throughout	the	world.	It	
levels	down	the	gains	of	the	workers	and	democratic	movements,	the	women’s	movement	and	of	
Third	World	struggles.	It	destroys	national	identities	and	autonomy.	It	dissolves	cultural	diversity	in	
favor	of	commodified	substitutes.	It	brings	us	to	ecological	catastrophe.	

A	unifying	force	is	emerging	from	the	global	dynamic	of	all	types	of	resistance.	The	altermondi-
aliste	movement	has	given	rise	to	a	global	logic	of	solidarity	which	gives	a	new	face	to	interna-
tionalism.	 It	has	put	 forward	a	universal	motto:	 “another	world	 is	possible”.	Multiple	elements	
are	working	to	define	its	economic,	political,	cultural	and	social	conditions.	But	can	it	elude	the	
most	formidable	questions:	How	to	change	the	world	from	within	capitalism?	and:	for	what	other	
non-capitalist	world?	The	purpose	of	the	Fifth	International	Marx	Congress	is	to	debate	these	ques-
tions.	The	challenge	is	to	think	through	another	cosmopolitics	from	bottom	to	top.

*	 Our	call	 is	addressed	to	researchers	of	all	disciplines,	to	all	research	collectives,	academic	or	
otherwise,	who	identify	with	the	perspective	of	“another	world”.

The	congress	is	organised	according	to	scholarly areas	–	philosophy,	economics,	law,	history,	soci-
ology,	culture,	language,	political	science,	anthropology	–	and	thematic areas	–	feminist	studies,	
ecology,	socialism,	Marxism.	

Interdisciplinary plenaries	 will	 bring	 together	 all	 participants	 around	 themes	 that	 cross	 the	
boundaries	of	the	disciplines	and	themes.

Theoretical co-organising journals	will	develop	their	own	projects	at	the	congress.

Congress Presidents: Jacques	Bidet	and	Gérard	Duménil.

**	Our	site	will	continually	be	updated	with	new	information:		
http://netx.u-paris10.fr/actuelmarx/

For a Cosmopolitical Alternative*
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The Revolution of the 21st Century
Encounter/Conference on Socialism of the 21st Century 
Rome, November 8–10, 2007

Does	 it	make	 sense	 to	 talk	 about	 socialism	 in	
the	21st	century?	

An	 attempt	 at	 an	 answer	 to	 this	 question	 is	
the	purpose	of	 the	 research	 initiated	 last	 year	
by	 Transform!Europe	 during	 a	 meeting	 jointly	
organised	 with	 our	 friends	 from	 Espaces	 Marx	
in	May	of	2006.

Transform!	 Italia	 will	 organise	 a	 second	 op-
portunity	 for	 reflection	 in	 the	 form	of	 a	meet-
ing	and	conference	that	will	take	place	in	Rome	
November	8–10.

This	 event	 addressing	 the	 theme	 of	 21st-cen-
tury	 socialism	 will	 provide	 an	 opportunity	 to	
re-examine	the	research,	experience	and	innova-
tions	in	political	practices	which	are	still	to	some	
extent	invisible	and	which	above	all	do	not	yet	
give	 us	 a	 clear	 background	 for	 a	 renewed	 un-
derstanding	of	what	 the	historical	question	of	
transformation	and	the	concept	and	practice	of	
revolution	have	become	in	our	time.

It	is	not	enough	to	have	reckoned	with	the	his-
torical	 forms	of	 socialist	 revolution,	or	 to	have	
grasped	 their	 limits,	 errors	and	 involutions;	 to-
day	 the	 transformation	 of	 cultural,	 social	 and	
political	reality	suggests	a	very	different	kind	of	
development,	producing	as	it	does	events,	sub-
jectivity	and	patterns	of	behaviour	that	not	only	
make	 old	 plans	 and	 interpretative	 paradigms	
inadequate,	but	also	dislocate	traditional	prac-
tices	 of	 democracy	 and	 of	 “opposition	 to	 the	
status	quo”.

What	 may	 make	 possible	 a	 breakthrough	 in	
the	discussion	is	finding	a	centre	of	gravity	for	
the	thematics	we	want	to	confront.	We	propose	
articulating	the	theme	in	terms	of	the	 logic	of	
reform	of	the	revolution.	

This	may	at	first	appear	a	pastiche,	but	it	is	the	
central	node	from	which	to	start.	An	observation	

first	made	by	Gramsci	but	still	very	contempo-
rary	 involves	 the	problem	of	finding	a	 form	of	
revolution	for	the	industrialised	west;	today	the	
problem	has	to	be	solved	for	contemporary	capi-
talism	on	a	global	scale.	

Two	thorny	questions	from	the	Gramscian	lexi-
con	still	ought	to	be	at	the	heart	of	our	research:	
capitalism’s	 ability	 to	 reform	 itself	 through	 a	
constant	“passive	revolution”,	and,	on	the	other	
hand,	the	need	to	think	of	the	revolution	as	a	so-
cial,	not	just	a	political,	process,	not	a	reform	ef-
fected	at	the	level	of	power	and	government,	but	
a	molecular,	a	“moral	and	intellectual	reform”.

In	organizing	the	discussion,	we	identified	some	
thematic	 nuclei	 around	 which	 to	 organise	 the	
programme:	

1. Hegemony, Non-violence, Transformation:	
Beginning	 with	 how	 pacifism	 dealt	 with	 war,	
the	arms	race	and	the	concept	of	defence;	how	
non-violence	dealt	with	the	question	of	”revolu-
tion“,	”resistance“,	”armed	struggle“	and	“popu-
lar	 defence”;	 the	 way	 feminism	 deconstructed	
the	myth	of	the	warrior,	the	hero,	of	fatherland	
and	”courage”.	In	short,	how	do	we	bring	revolu-
tion	back	to	the	question	of	a	deep	moral	and	
intellectual	 reform	of	society,	beyond	a	narrow	
conception	of	taking	power?		
2. Migration (the National-international Link) 
and the Culture of Gender: Immigrant	women	
and	men	are	posing	the	question	of	citizenship	
in	new	terms:	social,	universal,	sexed.	Equality	of	
difference	 is	 becoming	 the	 most	 contested	 ele-
ment	of	capitalist	mass	society.	Women’s	thought	
and	practice	have	made	a	reality	of	a	critique	of	
“natural”	affinities	(group,	community)	and	”po-
litical“	affinities	(people,	state).	On	this	terrain	it	
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is	possible	to	develop	a	strong	critique	of	”com-
munitarianism“	 as	 constitutive	 of	 identity.	 This	
nucleus	becomes	all	the	more	essential	when	the	
sacred	dimension	once	again	seizes	a	dimension	
not	limited	to	religion,	that	of	the	forms	and	ritu-
als	of	power	and	politics,	and	in	so	doing	reverts	
to	being	a	”fundamental	element“	of	history.	
3. Work and Life: From	the	productive	condition	
to	the	extension	of	the	realm	of	human	praxis,	
and	finally	to	an	understanding	of	 intellectual	
work	 and	 the	 production	 of	 the	 symbolic	 as	
determining	 elements	 of	 production	 and	 con-
sciousness.	How	has	fragmentation	and	precari-
ous	 labour	 changed	 the	 ”unitary“	 subject	 (the	
class)?	Considering	 these	new	 conditions,	 how	
do	we	revisit	the	equality/freedom	nexus?	
4. Property: A	discussion	of	 the	 issue	of	own-
ership	 is	 indispensable	 for	 a	 refoundation	 of	
socialist	thought.	This	need	arises	from	the	cri-
sis	of	statism	and	calls	for	a	reconsideration	of	
the	link	between	common	goods,	new	forms	of	
cooperation	and	equality.	Beyond	central	plan-
ning,	what	forms	of	democratic	governance	and	
solidaristic	cooperation	within	productive	proc-
esses	are	possible	today?	
5. The Crisis of Politics – Parties and Movements: 
The	perception	that	there	is	a	profound	change	in	
the	traditional	expressions	of	politics	is	a	sign	of	
how	much	the	new	order	of	the	economy,	commu-
nications	and	processes	of	formation	of	individual	
and	collective	consciousness	have	altered	the	con-
text	of	democracy.	Politics	as	a	technical,	opera-
tional	exercise	–	as	a	profession	rather	than	as	the	
organisation	and	projecting	of	the	collective	will	
–	appears	to	be	the	dominant	conception.	In	this	
context,	can	the	parties	be,	or	become	again,	enti-
ties	that	can	be	transformed?	To	what	extent	are	
they	capable	of	 self-reform?	The	movements	are	
experimenting	with	radically	new	rules	and	forms	
of	decision-making.	How	strong,	effective	and	co-
herent	are	these	models?	It	is	still	urgently	neces-
sary	 to	 reconsider	 the	 relations	 between	 parties	
and	the	managing	of	power	and	government?	
6. Nature, Science, Politics, and Ethics: Science	
is	 the	 frame	of	 reference	 for	 the	consideration	

of	the	state	of	development	of	capital.	Capital-
ism	 (as	 well	 as	 socialist	 prometheism	 and	 the	
subsequent	developmentalism)	has	erased	from	
the	history	of	science	the	perception	of	a	limit,	
now	taking	nature	to	be	an	infinite	space	for	the	
expansion	of	human	activity.	This	suggests	the	
theme	of	overcoming	capitalist	relations	as	the	
antidote	to	catastrophe	and	as	a	new	considera-
tion	of	the	connection	between	transformation	
and	ethical	responsibility.	

The	 following	 is	 a	 first	 draft	 of	 the	 programme.	
Updates,	and	eventually	the	full	programme,	can	
be	found	on	our	website	http://www.transform.it.	
The	three	days	of	the	encounter	will	be	divided	in-
to	six	sessions,	each	introduced	by	two	speakers.	

Projects/Upcoming	Events

1. Hegemony, Non-violence,  
Transformation	(speakers:	Michael	Brie,
Giuseppe	Prestipino)

2. Immigration and Gender Culture	
(speakers:	Moema	Miranda,		
Maria	Luisa	Boccia)

3. Work and Life	(speakers:	Mimmo
Porcaro,	Lia	Cigarini)

4. Property (speaker:	Pasquale	Voza)
5. The Crisis of Politics – Parties and 

Movements (speakers:	André	Tosel,	
Hilary	Wainwright)

6. Nature, Science, Politics and Ethics 
(speakers:	Gianni	Tamino,		
Juha	Koivisto)

For further information contact us  
at transform.italia@gmail.com or 
angelo.tria@gmail.com

Sessions
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The glass etchings come from Lore Heuermann’s cycle “Old Rituals – 
New Programmes”. Lore Heuermann, born in 1937, studied, among other 
places, at the Academy of Visual Arts in Vienna and at the Académie 
de la Grande Chaumière in Paris. One-woman shows and group shows 
have taken place in Vienna, Graz, Münster, Jerusalem, Haifa, Bangkok, 
Istanbul, Tokyo and New York, and in other cities.
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